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Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
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Re Complaint regarding Green Benefit District (GBD) 

Dear Sirs and Mesdames: 

May 29, 2019 

I am filing this complaint because I have not received documents requested in my 
attached PRA request dated February 11, 2019. I renewed this request today in 
another PRA request to the same parties which I have also attached. 

The City is required to release all documents and information prepared using public 
funding, whether these materials are the work of City employees directly or the work 
product of City grantees or other groups benefitting from public funding. As described 
in my letter ot February 11, 2019, the City - through OEWD - has provided extensive 
funding to San Francisco Parks Alliance (and its predecessor organizations Place Lab 
and Build Public) to promote the formation of Green Benefit Districts in several San 
Francisco neighborhoods. Public funding has also flowed to the benefit of the Mistion 
Dolores Green Benefit District formation committee in the form of, among other things, 
paying for neighborhood mailings, Mission Dolores GBD website development, 
organizing and holding public meetings and promoting petition drives related to the 
formation of GBDs. 

The core mission of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force will be subverted if City 
agencies are allowed to avoid public scrutiny by working through grantees and 
proxies such as the San Francisco Parks Alliance and the Mission Dolores Green 
Benefit District Formation Committee, both of which entities have benefitted from 
significant public funding. 

This matter was 'discussed at the May 21 SOTF Committee meeting and refered to the 
full Task Force for its consideration. 

Thank you for your attention to this compliant. 

Sincerely, 

cj~-~ 
201 Buena Vista Ave East 
SF, CA 94117-4103 
415-626-8880 
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May 29, 2019 by email and certified mail 

Director, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Director, San Francisco Public Works 
Board of Directors and CEO, San Francisco Parks Alliance 
Formation Committee, Mission Dolores GBD 

Re Renewed Public Records Act request for additional documents 
pertaining to formation of a Greater Buena Vista Green Benefit District 
and a Mission Dolores Green Benefit District. 

Dear Sirs and Mesdames: 

The purpose of this letter is to request that you provide additional 
documents and materials originally listed in nine numbered 
paragraphs as set forth in my earlier PRA request dated February 11, 
2019. Many of the documents requested at that time have not been 
provided. 

The City and County of San Francisco must provide documents and 
information funded by the City as described in my earlier PRA request 
dated February 11, 2019. 

Rather than restate the contents of that earlier letter, lam highlighting 
those materials which have not been provided as they were set forth 
in my earlier letter. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John Hooper 
201 Buena Vista Ave east 
San Francisco, CA94117-4103 
415-626-8880 
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Februaryll, 2019 Sent by email and certified Mail 

Director, Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) 
Director, San Francisco Departn1ent of Public Works 
General Mgr., San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
Board of Directors and CEO, San Francisco Parks Alliance, including: 
Organizing Co1nmittee, Greater Buena Vista Green Benefit District (GBVGBD) 
Formation Committee, Mission Dolores GBD 

RE: Public Records Act request for documents pertaining to- formation of a Greater Buena 
Vista Green Benefit District (GBVGBD) and a Mission Dolores Green Benefit District 
(MDGBD) 

Dear Sirs and Mesdames: 

Public funding through DPW and OEWD has been provided to San Francisco Parks Alliance 
("Parks Alliance") for e:ffo1ts to form Green Benefit Districts for the Greater Buena Vista 
neighborhood (GBVGBD) and the neighborhood around Mission Dolores Park CMDGBD). This 
public funding has paid for, inter alia, several direct mailings, the conduct and analysis of surveys, 
design and maintenai1ce of websites, and the conduct of several public meetings. 

In July 2018, Parks Alliance merged with Place Lab, a dba of Build Public Inc. (Place Lab website, 
"Who We Are" http://placelabsf.org/ubout/; and Parlcs Alliance 2018 Impact Report, p.1, htlps:U 
\VWW.sfparksalliance.org/sites/default/files/2018 SFPA In1pact report.pdf). 

Pursuant to Articles 6.5, 6.6, 6.8, ai1d 6.9 of a July 1, 2018 Grant Agreement between City & 
Collllty of SF and the Alliance (Contract # 1000012901, captioned "To detern1ine t11e level of 
support for the formation of a two new Green Benefit Districts") (GBV and Mission Dolores), all of 
the books and records of SF Parks Alliance (including }llace Lab and Build Public Inc.), connected 
with or relating to the project- including, but not limited to reports, notes, meeting minutes, 
docrunents, videotapes, audiotapes, correspondence, and attendance records - are property of the 
City & County of SF and the contracting Agency (OECD). 

Under the law of the State of California, such public records are "under the ownership and control" 
of the public agency, and are therefore subject to Public Records Act requests. Some or all of the 
following documents have been denied to the public through other 1neans. 'The requested public 
records must be made available to the requesting public, wherever the records may be physically 
located- whether in City offices or co1nputcrs or files, or in the oflices, files, and/or computers of 
the city's contractors, subcontractors, agents, or their respective individual employees and/or agents. 

Accordingl)', and pursuant to the California Public Records Act, California Government Code 
Section 6250ff, and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Franciseo 
Administrative Code, this is to request that the San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development (OEWD), Department of Publie Works, Recreation and Park Department, San 
Francisco Parks Alliance, Place Lab, Build Public, Inc, Organizing Committee for the Greater 
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Buena Vista Green Benefit District (GBVGBD) and Formation Committee for the Mission Dolores 
GBD, and all of their respective employees, agents, contractors, and/or subcontractors (collectively, 
"YOU") and each of YOU produce, on or before close of business February 28, 2019 the following 
specific records, documents, and things wherever they may be located: 

1. Grant applications to OEWD, OEWD contracts, verbatim transcripts, photographs, videos, tape 
recordings, sig11-in sheets, attendance records, notes, memoranda, reports, and any other records in 
any form of public meetings to disctlss, organize, and/or promote a GBV GBD held on May 7, 
2018, June 11, 2018, and/or Ja11uary 8, 2019. 

2. All emails, text messages, and other correspondence, including minutes of all GBD organization 
committee meetings and correspondence, betwee11 YOU and any other person or entity, relating to 
tl1e i1Ianning, execution, and/or follow-up related to public meetings to discuss, organize, and/or 
promote a GBV GBD held on May 7, 2018, Jrn1e 11, 2018, and/or January 8, 2019. 

3. All raw survey data collected in connection with GBVGBD surveys. 

4. All public records, as defined in Gov. Code Section 6252 (c) and (e), including correspondence 
(including but not linllted to letters, e-mails, and text messages), contracts, agreernents, mailing 
lists, surveys and on1ine surveys, responses to surveys and on1ine surveys, budgets, expenditures, 
and meinoranda (including all methods of transcription) memorializing, describing, or otherwise 
relating to the planning for, public interest and/or opinion surveying for, expenditure of public funds 
for, organization, and/or formation of a possible GBVGBD. 

5. Verbatim transcripts, photographs, videos, tape recordings, sign-in sheets, attendance records, 
i1otes, memoranda, repo1ts, and any other records in any form of public meetings to discuss, 
organize, and/or promote a Mission Dolores GBD held 011September17, 2018, October 10, 2018, 
and/or November 15, 2018. 

6. All emails, text messages, and other correspondence, including minutes of all MDGBD formation 
committee meetings, relating to the planning, execution, and/or follow-up related to public meetings 
to discuss, organize, and/or promote a Mission Dolores GBD held on September 17, 2018, October 
10, 2018, and/or November 15, 2018. 

7. All raw sunrey data collected in connection with Mission Dolores GBD sunreys. 

8, All documents, records, and/or correspondence relating to the funding and initiation of a 
management plan/engineer's report in connection with a Mission Dolores GBD. 

9. All public records, as defmed in Gov. Code Section 6252 (c) and (e), including correspondence 
(including but not limited to letters, e-mails, and text messages), contracts, agreements, mailing 
lists, sunreys and online sunreys, responses to surveys and online surveys, budgets, expenditures, 
and memoranda (including all methods of transcription) memorializing, describing, or otherwise 
relating to the planning for, public interest and/or opinion surveying for, expenditure of public funds 
for, organization, and/or formation of a possible Mission Dolores GBD. 
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The California Public Records Act declares that "access to information concerning the conduct of 
the people's business is a fundamental and necessary right of every person in tbis state" (Section 
6250), and for that reason is to be construed liberally in favor of disclosure of public records. Cal. 
Const, art. I, § 3, subd. (b)(2). The California Supreme Court has recently held that this liberal 
construction of the Public Records Act reaches records in a public agency's constructive possession 
or control, including documents in an employee's personal computer City of San Jose vs. Superior 
Court of Santa Clara County (2017) 2 Cal.5th 608, 389 P.3•d 848. 214 Cal.Rptr.3d 274, and those 
held by a public agency's contractor or consultant. Community Youth Athletic Center v. City 
of National City (4th Dist., 2013) 220 Cal.App.4th 1385, 1426, 1428-1429. 
In this case, the San Francisco Departments of Public Works, Recreation and Park, OEWD, et al. 
have obligations to produce documents fitting the foregoll1g descriptions- even if they n1ight have a 
different caption, and even if tl1e documents are being held by Build Public/Place Lab, San 
Francisco Parks Alliance, the Greater Buena Vista Green Benefit District (GBVGBD, Mission 
Dolores GBD, Urban Resource Systems, or another of the Departments' contractors, consultants, or 
agents. As the Court of Appeal found in the Community Youth Athletic Center case, the public 
agencies - in this case, the San Francisco Public Works, Recreation ai1d Park Departments, OEWD 
et al.- have an obligation to obtain the requested documents from their contractors and/or 
consultants, and make the documents available to the requesting party. 

On this point, the Public Records Act provides that "A state or local agency may not allow anotl1er 
party to control the disclosure of information that is otherwise subject to disclosure pursuant to tl1is 
chapte•." (Govt.C. 6253.3). 

Accordingly, this is to request that the above-described documents - wherever they may physically 
be located, whether in a city office or computer or in the hands of employees of Place Lab, San 
Francisco Parks Alliance, GBVGBD, Mission Dolores GBD or another of the City's consultants, 
agents or contractors -- be made available by close of business on February 28. 2019 

Sincerely, 

John C. Hooper 
201 Buena Vista Ave East 
San Francisco, CA 94117-4103 
415-626-8880 
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cc: stru1dard distribution 

Address list: 

San Francisco Public Works 
attn: Mohammed Nmu, director 
1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Place #348 
SF, CA 94102 
n1ohanuned.11uru@sfdpw.org 
jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org 

Office ofEcono1nic and Workforce De\rclopment (OEWD) 
attn: Chris Corgas, Senior Program Manager, Community Benefit Districts 
Ciry Hall, roo 448 
I Dr Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
SF, CA94102-4653 
christopher.corgas@sfgov.org 

San Francisco Recreation and Park Dept 
attn: Phil Ginsburg, General Manager 
McLaren Lodge 
501 Stanyan St. 
SF, CA94117 
l)hil . gi nsbw·graJ sfg o·v. org 

San Fra11cisco Parks Alliance 
attn: Executive Director and Board of Directors 
1663 Mission St #320 
SF, CA94103 
drew@sfparksalliai1ce.org 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

DENNIS J. HERRERA 

City Attorney 
PEDER J. V. THOREEN 

Deputy City Attorney 

Direct Dial: 
Email: 

MEMORANDUM 
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL 

(415] 554-3846 
Peder.Thoreen@sfcityalty.org 

TO: Sunshine Ordinance 'fask Force 

FROM: Peder J. V. Thoreen 
Deputy City Attorney 

DATE: July 15, 2019 

RE: Complaint No. 19061: John Hooper v. Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development 

COMPLAINT 

Complainant John Hooper ("Complainant") alleges that. the Office of Econornic and 
Workforce Development ("OEWD" or "Respondent") violated the Sunshine Ordina11ce, the 
California Public Records Act ("CPRA"), or the Brown Act by failing to provide a complete 
document production related to meetings regarding the Greater Buena Vista Green Be11efit 
District ("GBVGBD") and the Mission Dolores Green Benefit District ("MDGBD"). 

COMPLAINANT FILES COMPLAINT 

On May 29, 2019, Complainant filed this complaint with the Task Force. 

JURISDICTION 

Respondent is a department subject to the provisions of the Sunshine Ordinance, the 
CPR.A, and the Brown Act regarding records requests. Respondent does not contest jurisdiction. 

APPLICABLE STATUTORY SECTIONS 

Section 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code: 

• Section 67.5 provides that all meetings of any policy body shall be open a11d public, 
pursuant to the Brown Act or the Sunshine Ordinance, whichever provides greater public 
access. 

• Section 67.21 governs responses to a public records request in gc11eral. 
• Section 67.32 provides, inter alia, that the meetings of agencies or institutions attended 

by City officers, agents, or representatives in their official capacities shall be open. It also 
provides that communications between such agencies or institutions and City employees, 
officers, agents, or representatives shall be accessible as public records. 

Sections 6252-53 of.the Cal. Govt. Code ("CPRA") 

• Section 6252 sets forth definitions used in the CPRA. 

• Section 6253(c) governs the timeframc' in which general requests for public documents 
must be honored. 

Fox PLALA . 1390 MARKEl STREET, 7TH FLOOR . SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-5408 

RtCEPTION: (4 \5) 554-3800 · FACSIMILE; (415) 437-4644 

n:\codent\os2019\960024 l \0137 521 O.docx 
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CITY AND COUNTY Of SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE Of THE CITY ATTORNEY 

TO: 

MEMORANDUM 
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL 

DATE: 
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
July 15, 2019 

PAGE: 2 
RE: Complair1t No. 19061: John I-looper v. Office of Economic and Workforce 

--~D~e~v~el_opment ----· ------- ---- ------------

Section 54957.5 of the Cal. Govt. Code ("Bro,vn Act") 

• Section 54957.5 provides generally that agi::ndas and related materials considered at an 
open meeting of a legislati·ve body of a local agency are public records. 

APPLICABLE CASE LAW 

• None 

BACKGROUND 

On l~cbruary J 1, 2019, Complainant requested fro1n Respondent (a1nong others) a variety 
of 1naterials related to the CiBVGVD and MDCJBD. On March 5, 2019, Respondent provided 
Complainant with documents respo11sive to his request. Complainant ackJ.1owledges that that 
production was "voluminous," but he contends that it \Vas only panially responsive to his 
request. It appears that Respondent provided Co1nplainant with additional documents on June 
14, 2019. However, Cornplainant seemingly contends that Respondent has an obligation to 
obtain additional records from third parties. Specifically, Cotnplainant alleges that "[ e ]verything 
produced under the OEWD/[San Francisco] Parks Alliance grant in question belo11gs to the City 
and is subject to the Sunshine Ordinance." 

QUESTIONS THAT MIGHT ASSIST IN DETERMINING FACTS 

• Does Co1nplainant contend that Respondent possesses additional responsive documents? 
If so, on what basis? lfnot, what is the legal basis for Co1nplainant's contention that 
Respondent had an obligation to seek additional docu1nents from third parties? 

LEGAL ISSUESJI~EC;AL DE'fER.t\11NATIONS 

• Did Respondent violate the Sunshine Ordinance sections 67 .21 or 67.32, CPRA section 
6253(c), or Brown Act section 54957.5 by allegedly failing to satisfy Cornplai11ant's 
request for pt1blic records in a complete manner? 

CONCLUSION 

THE TASK FORCE FINDS THE FOLLOWING FACTS TO IJE TRUE: 

Tl!E TASK FORCE FINDS THE ALLEGED VIOLATIONS TO BE TRUE OR NOT TRUE. 

* * * 

n_\codenfus20l9\960024l101375210 .docx 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

To, 
DATE' 
PAGE' 
RE' 

MEMORANDUM 
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
July 15, 2019 
3 
Complaint No. 19061: John I-looper v. Office of Econo1nic and Workforce 
Development 

CHAPTER 67, SAN FRANCISCO ADMINISTRATIVE CODE (SUNSHINE 
ORDINANCE) 

SEC. 67.1. FINDINGS AND PURPOSE. 

'l'he Board of Supervisors and the People of the City and County of San Francisco find 
and declare: 

(a) Government's duty is to serve the public, reacl1ing its decisions in full view of the 
public. 

(b) Elected officials, commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and 
County exist to conduct the people's business. The people do not cede to these entities the right 
to decide \vhat the people sl1ould know about the operations of local government. 

(c) Although California has a long tradition of laws designed to protect the public's 
access to the worki11gs of government, every generation of governmental leaders includes 
officials who feel more comfortable conducting public business away from the scruti11y of those 
who elect and en1ploy them. New approaches to government constantly offer public officials 
additional ways to hide the making of public policy from the public. As government evolves, so 
must the laws designed to ensure that the process remains visible. 

(d) The right of the people to know what their government and those acting on behalf 
of their government are doing is fundamental to democracy, and with very few exceptions, that 
right supersedes any other policy interest government officials may use to prevent public access 
to information. Only in rare and unusual circumstances does the public benefit from allowing the 
business of government to be conducted in secret, and those circumstances should be carefully 
and narrowly defined to prevent public officials from abuSing their authority. 

(e) Public officials who atte1npt to conduct the public's business in secret should be 
held accountable for their actions. Only a strong Open Government and Sunshine Ordinance, 
enforced by a strong Sunshine Ordinance Task :Force, can protect the public's interest in open 
goven11nent. 

(f) The people of San Francisco enact these runendments to assure that the people of 
the City remain in control of the government they have created. 

(g) .Private entities and individuals and employees and officials of the City and County 
of San Francisco have rights to privacy tl1at must be respected. However, when a person or entity 
is before a policy body or passive meeting body, that person, and the public, has the right to an 
open and public process. 

SEC. 67.5. MEETINGS TO BE OPEN ~'\'D PUBLIC; APPLICATION OF BROWN 
ACT. 

All meetings of any policy body shall be open and public, and governed by the provisions of 
the Ralph M. Brown Act (Government Code Sections 54950 et. seq.) and of this Article. In case 

n;\codenf\as2019\960024J10 13752 1 0 docx 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATIORNEY 

MEMORANDUM 
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL 

'J'O: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
DATE: July 15, 2019 
PAGE: 4 
RE: Co1np!aint No. 19061: Joh11 I-looper v. ()ffice of Economic and Workforce 
__ , __ _____Qe~v~ec\o~p~m~ccn~t~-----------

of inconsistent requirements under the Brown Act and this Article, the rcquirernent which would 
result in greater or more expedited public access shall apply. 

SEC 67.2L PROCESS FOR GAINING ACCESS TO PUBLIC RECORDS; 
ADMINISTRATIVE APPEALS 

(a) Every person having custody of any public record or public information, as defined 
herein, (hereinafter referred to as a custodian of a public record) shall, at normal titncs and 
duri11g normal and reasonable hours of operation, without unreasonable delay, and without 
requiring an appointment, permit the public record, or a11y segregable portion of a record, to be 
ii1spected and exa1nined by any person and shall fumisl1 one copy thereof upo11 pay1nent of a 
reasonable copyi11g charge, not to exceed the lesser of the actual cost or ten cents per page. 

(b) A custodia11 ofa public record shall, as soon as possible and within ten <lays 
following receipt of a request for inspection or copy of a public record, comply ¥.'ith such 
request. Such request may be delivered to the office of the custodian by the requester orally or in 
vvriting by fax, postal delivery, or e-mail. If the custodian believes the record or information 
requested is not a public record or is exempt, the custodian shall justify withholding any record 
by demonstrating, in writing as soon as possible and within ten days following receipt of a 
request, that the record in question is exempt under express provisions of this ordina11cc. 

( c) A custodian of a public record sl1all assist a requester ii1 identifying the existence, 
form, and nature of any records or information maintained by, available to, or in the custody of 
the custodian, \.Vhether or not the contents of those records are exc1npt fron1 disclosure and shall, 
when requested to do so, provide in writing within seven days following receipt of a request, a 
statement as to the existence, quantity, form and nature of records relating to a particular subject 
or questions with enough specificity to enable a requester to identify records in order to 1nake a 
request under (b). A custodian of any public record, when not in possession of the record 
requested, shall assist a requester in directing a request to the proper office or staff person. 

(d) If the custodian refuses, fails to comply, or inco1npletely complies with a request 
described in (b), the person making the request may petition the supervisor of records for a 
deter1nination whether the record requested is public. 'fhe supervisor of records shall inform the 
petitioner, as soon as possible and within 10 days, of its determination whether the record 
requested, or any part of the record requested, is public. \\-'here requested by the petition, and 
where otherwise desirable, this determination shall be in writing. Upo11 the detennination by the 
supervisoi- of records tl1at the record is public, the supervisor of records sl1all im1nediately order 
the custodian of the public record to comply with the person's request. If the custodian refuses or 
fails to comply with any such order within 5 days, the supervisor of records shall notify the 
district attorney or the attorney general who shall take whatever measures she or he deems 
necessary and appropriate to insure co1npliance with the provisions of this ordinance. 

(e) If the custodian refuses, fails to co1nply, or incompletely complies with a request 
described in (b) above or if a petition is denied or not acted on by the supervisor of public 
records, the person making the request may petition the Sunshine Task Force for a determination 
wl1ether the record requested is public. The Sunshine l"ask Force shall inforn1 the petitioner, as 

n \codenf\as2019\960~24 I \0 l '17521 0 docx 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY 

TO: 
DATE: 
PAGE: 
RE: 

MEMORANDUM 
PRIVILEGED & CONFIDENTIAL 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
July lS, 2019 
5 
Complaint No. 19061: John 1-Iooper v. ()ffice of Economic and Workforce 
D~_':'.elop1ne11t 

-----

soon as possible and within 2 days after its next meeting but in no case later than 45 days from 
when a petition in Writing is received, of its deter1nination whether the record requested, or any 
part of the record requested, is public. \\'here requested by the petition, and where otherwise 
desirable, this determinatio11 shall be in writing. Upon the determination that the record is public, 
tl1e Sunshine Task Force shall immediately order the custodian of the public record to comply. 
with the person's request. If the custodiai1 refuses or fails to comply with any such order within 5 
days, the Sunshine 1'ask Force shall notify the district attorney or the attorney general who may 
take whatever measures she or he deems necessary to insure compliance with the provisions of 
this ordinm1cc. The Board of Supervisors and the City Attorney's office shall provide sufficient 
staff and resources to allow the Sunshine Task: Force to fulfill its duties under this provision. 
Where requested by the petition, the Sunshine Task l'orce may conduct a public hearing 
concerning the records request denial. An authorized representative of the custodian of the public 
records requested shall attend any hearing and explain the basis for its decision to withhold the 
records requested. 

(f) 1'he administrative remedy provided under this article shall ii1110 way limit the 
availability of other administrative remedies provided to any person with respect to any officer or 
employee of any agency, executive office, depatt1ncnt or board; nor shall the administrative 
rc1nedy provided by this section in any way limit the availability of judicial remedies otherwise 
available to any person requesting a public record. If a custodian of a public record refuses or 
fails to comply with the request of any person for inspection or copy of a public record or with 
an adminisb·ative order under this section, the superior court shall have jurisdiction to order 
compliance. 

(g) In any court proceeding pursuant to this article there shall be a presumption that 
the record sought is public, and the burden shall be upon the custodian to prove with specificity 
the exemption which applies. 

(h) On at least an annual basis,' and as otherwise requested by the Sunshine Ordina11ce 
Tasl( Force, the supervisor of public records shall prepare a tally and report of every petition 
brought before it for access to records since the time of its last tally and report. The report shall 
at least identify for each petition the record or records sought, the custodian oftl1ose records, the 
ruling of the supervisor of public records, whether any ruling was overturned by a court and 
whether orders given to custodians ofptrblic records were followed. The report shall also 
summarize any court actions during that period regarding petitions the Supervisor has decided. 
At tl1e request of the Sunshine Ordi11ance 'l'ask Force, the report shall also include copies of all 
rulings made by the supervisor of public records and all opinions issued. 

(i) The San Francisco City Attorney's office shall act to protect and secure the rights 
of the people of San Francisco to access public information and public meetings and shall not act 
as legal counsel for any city e1nployce or any person having custody of any public record for 
purposes of denying access to the public. The City Attorney may publish legal opinions in 
r~sponse to a request from any person as to whether a record or information is public. All 
communications with the City Attorney's Office with regard to this ordi11ance, including 
petitions, requests for opinion, and opinions shall be public records. 

n:\codenf\Ths20 19\960024l\0137521 O.doc" 
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U) Notwithstanding the provisions of this sec{io11, the City Attorney may defend the 
City or a City Einployee in litigation under this ordinance. that is actually flied in couti to any 
extent required by lhe City Charter or California Law. 

(k) Rele<1se of documentary public inforn1ation, whether for i11spection of the original 
or by providing a copy, shall be governed by the California Public Records Act (Goven11nent 
Code Section 6250 et seq.) in particulars not addressed by this ordinance and in accordance with 
tl1c enhanced disclosure require1nents provided in this ordinance. 

(1) Inspection and copying of documentary public inforn1ation stored in electronic 
fo1m shall be made available to the person requesting the infonnation ii1 any form requested 
which is available to or easily generated by the department, its officers or employees, including 
disk, tape, printout or rnonitor at a charge no greater than the cost of the n1edia on which it is 
duplicated. Inspection of docurncntary public information on a co1nputer monitor need not be 
allowed where the information sought is 11ecessarily and unseparably intemvined with 
infonnatio11 not subject to disclosure under this ordinance. Nothing in this section shall require a 
department to progra1n or reprogra1n a computer to respond to a request for inforn1ation or to 
release information where the release of that information would violate a licensing agreement or 
copyright law. 

SEC 67,32, PROVISION OF SERVICES TO OTHER AGENCIES; SUNSHINE 
REQUIRED, 

It is the policy of the City and County ofSa11 l'rancisco to ensure opportunities for 
infonned civic participation embodied in this Ordinance to all local, state, regional and federal 
agencies and institutions with which it tnaintains continuing legal and political relationships. 
Officers, agents and otl1er representatives of the City shall conti11ually, consistently and 
assertivel)1 work to seek commitments to enact open meetings, public information and citizen 
comment policies b)' these agencies and institutions, including but not limited to the Presidio 
Trust, the San Francisco lJnificd School District, the San Francisco Cotnmunity College District, 
the San Francisco Transportation Authority, the San Francisco Housing Authority, lhe Treasure 
Island Development Authority, the San Francisco Redevelop1ncnt Authority and the University 
of California. 1'o the extent not expressly prohibited by law, copii::s of all writte11 
communications with lhc above identified entities and any City etnployee, officer, agents, or and 
representative, shall be accessible as public records. To the extent not expressly prohibited by 
law, any meeting of the governing body of any such agc11cy and institution at \Vhich City 
officers, agents or representatives are present in their official capacities shall be opc11 to the 
public, and this provision cannot be waived by any City officer, agent or representative. The City 
shall give no subsidy in money, tax abatements, land, or services to any private entity unless that 
private entity agrees in writing to provide the City \Vith financial projections (including profit 
and loss figures), and annual audited financial statc1ncnts for the project thereafter, for the 
project upon which the subsidy is based and all such projections and financial statements shall be 
public records that must be disclosed. 
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TO' 
DATK 
PAGE, 
RE' Complaint No. 19061: John Hooper v. Office of Economic and Workforce 

Development 

GOVERl'IMENT CODE SECTION 6250, d seq. (CPRA) 

SEC. 6252 

As used in this chapter: 

(a) "Local agency" includes a county; city, whctl1er general law or chartered; city and 
county; school district; municipal corporation; district; political subdiVision; or any board, 
commission or agency thereof; other local public agency; or entities that are Jegi8lative bodies of 
a local agency pursuant to subdivisions (c) and (d) of Section 54952. 

(b) "Member of the public" means any person, except a member, agent, officer, or 
employee of a federal, state, or local ·agency acting within the scope of his or her membership, 
agency, office, or employment 

(c) "Person" includes any natural person, corporation, partnership, limited liability 
company, firm, or association. 

(d) "Public agency" means £Jny state or local agency. 

(e) "Public records" includes any writing containing inforrnation relating to the conduct 
-of the public's business prepared, owned, used, or retained by any state or local agency 
regardless of physical form or characteristics. "Public records" in the custody of, or maintained 
by, the Governor's office means any writing prepared on or after January 6, 1975. 

(f) (1) "State agency" means every state office, officer, dcpart1nent, division, bureau, 
board, a11d-commission or other state body or agency, except those agencies provided for in 
Article IV (except Section 20 thereof) or Article VI of the California Constitution. 

(2) Notwithstanding paragraph (1) or £Jny other law, "state agency" shall also mean the 
State Bar of California, as described in Section 6001 of the Business and Professions Code. 

(g) "Writing" means any handwriling, typewriting, printing, photostating, photographing, 
photocopying, transmitting by electronic mail or facsimile, and every at.her means of recording 
upon any tangible thing any form of communication or representation, including letters, words, 
pictures, sounds, or symbols, or combinations thereof, and any record thereby created, regardless 
of the manner in which the record has been stored. 

SEC. 6253 

(a) Public records are OJ)en to inspection at all ti1nes during the office hours of the state or 
local agency and every person has a right to inspect any public record, except as 11erea:fter 
provided. Any reasonably segregable portion of a record shall be available for inspection by any 
person requesting the record after deletion of the portions that are exempted by law. 

(b) Except with respect to public records excrnpt from disclosure by express provisions of 
law, each state or local agency, upon a request for a copy of records that reasonably describes an 
identifiable record or records, shall make the records pro1nptly available to any person upon 
pay1nent of fees covcri11g direct costs of duplication, or a statutory fee if applicable. Upon 
request, an exact copy shall be provided unless i1npracticable to do so. 
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RE: Complaint No. 19061: John I-looper v. ()ffice of Economic and Workforce 
__ _____Q_evelopment 

(c) Each agency, upon a request for a copy of records, shall, within JO days fron1 receipt 
of the request, dcter111ine V.'hctherthe request, in whole or ln part, seeks copies ofdisclosable 
public records in the possession of the agency and shall promplly notify the person making the 
request of the determination and the reasons therefor. In unusual circumstances, the time limit 
prescribed in this sectio11111ay be extended by written notice by the head of lhc agency or his or 
her designce to the pcrso11 making the request, setting forth the reasons for the extension and the 
date on which a deten11ination is expected to be dispatched. No notice shall specify a date that 
would rcsl1lt in an extension for 1nore than 14 days. When the agency dispatches the 
determi11ation, and if the agency determines that the request seeks disclosable public records, the 
agency shall state the estimated date and time when the records will be rnade available. As used 
in this section, "unusual circumstances" means the following, but 011ly to the extent reasonably 
necessary to the proper processing of the particular request: 

(1) The need to search for and collect the requested records fro1n field facilities or other 
establishments that are separate fro1n the office processing the request. 

(2) 'fhe need to search for, collect, and appropriately cxa1nine a voluminous amount of 
separate a11d distinct records that are demanded in a single request. 

(3) The need for consultation, which shall be conducted with all practicable S})ecd, witl1 
another agency having substantial interest in the determi11ation of the request or among two or 
n1ore components of the agency having substantial subject matter interest therein. 

(4) 1he need to co1npile data, to write program1ning language or a computer progrru11, or 
to construct a computer report to extract data. 

(d) Nothi11g in this chapter shall be construed to permit ai1 agency to delay or obstruct the 
inspection or copying of public recorc1s. The notification of de11ial of any request for records 
required by Section 6255 shall set forth the names and titles or positions of each person 
responsible for the denial. 

(e) Except as otherwise prohibited by law, a state or local agency may adopt requiremc11ts 
for itself that allow for faster, more efficient, or greater access to records than prescribed by the 
1ninin1um standards set forth in this chapter. 

(f) 111 addition to maintaining public records for public inspection during the office hours 
of the public agency, a public agency may comply with subdivision (a) by posting any public 
record on its Internet Web site and, in response to a request for a public reccird posted on the 
Jnternct \\1eb site, directing a member of the public to tl1e location on the Internet Web site where 
tl1c public record is posted. I-Iowever, if after the public agency directs a member of the public to 
the Inte1net Web site, the member of the public requesting t11e pt1blic record requests a copy of 
the public record due to· an inability to access or reproduce the public record from the Inten1et 
Web site, the public agency shall promptly provide a copy of the public record pursuant to 
subdivision (b). 
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GOVERNlVlENT COllE SECTION 54950, et seq. (Brown Act) 

SEC. 54952 

As used in this chapter, "legislative body" means: 

(a) The governing body of a local agency or any other local body created by state or 
federal statute. 

(b) A com1nission, committee, board, or other body of a local agency, whether permanent 
or temporary, decision1naking or advisory, created by charter, ordinance, resolution, or formal 
action of a legislative body. However, advisory committees, composed solely of the mernbers of 
the legislative body that are less than a quorum of the legislative body are not legislative bodies, 
except that standing committees of a legislative body, irrespective of their composition, which 
have a continuing subject matter jurisdiction, or a meeting schedule fixed by charter, ordinance, 
resolution, or formal action of a legislative body are legislative bodies for purposes of tl1is 
chapter. 

(c) (1) A board, commission, committee, or other multimember body that governs a 
private corporation, limited liability co1npany, or other entity that either: 

(A) Is created by the elected legislative body in order to exercise authority that 1nay 
lawfully be delegated by the elected governing body to a private corporation, li1nited liability 
company, or other entity. 

(B) Receives funds from a local agency and the mc1nbership of whose governing body 
includes a mc1nber of the legislative body of the local agency appointed to that governing body 
as a full voti11g member by the legislative body of the local agency. 

(2) Notwithstanding subparagraph (B) of paragraph (1 ), no board, commission, 
co1nmittee, or other multimember body that governs a private corporation, limited liability 
company, or other entity that receives funds from a local agency and, as of }'cbruary 9, 1996, has 
a member of the legislative body of the local agency as a full voting in ember of the governing 
body of that private corporation, limited liability company, or other entity shall be relieved from 
the public 1neeting requirements of this chapter by virtue of a change in status of the full voting· 
me1nber to a nonvoting member. 

(d) 'fhe lessee of any hospital tl1e whole or part of which is first leased pursuant to 
subdivision (p) of Section 32121 of the Health and Safety Code after January 1, 1994, where the 
lessee exercises any material authority of a legislative body of a local agency delegated to it by 
that legislative body whether the lessee is organized and operated by the local agency or by a 
delegated authority. 

SEC. 54957.5 

(a) Notwithstanding Section 6255 or any other law, agendas of public meetings and any 
ot11er writings, when distributed to all, or a majority of all, of the nlemberS of a legislative body 
of a local agency by any person in connection with a matter subject to discussion or 
consideration at an open meeting of the body, are disclosable public records under the California 
Public Records Act (Chapter 3.5 (commencirig witl1 Section 6250) of Division 7 of'fitle 1), and 
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shall be made available upon request \Vithout delay. However, lhis sectio11 shall not include any 
writing exe1npt from public disclosure under Scctio11 6253.5, 6254, 6254.3, 6254.7, 6254.15, 
6254.16, 6254.22, or 6254.26. 

(b) (1) If a writi11g that is a public record under subdivision (a), and that relates to an 
agenda item for an open session of a regular rnccting of the legislative body of a local agency, is 
distributed less than 72 hours prior to that 1nccting, the writii1g shall be 1nade available for public 
inspection pursuant to paragraph (2) at 01c tin1e the \"/riting is distributed to all, or a 1najority of 
all, of the me1nbers of the body. 

(2) A local agency shall make any writing described in paragraph (I) avail ah le for public 
inspection at a public office or location that the agency shall designate for this purpose. Each 
local agency shall list the address of this office or location on the agendas for all mceti11gs of the 
legislative body of that agency. l'he local agency also inay post the writing on the local agency's 
Internet \Veb site in a position and manner that 1nakes it clear that the writing relates to an 
agenda ite1n for an upcoming 1neeting. 

(3) This subdivision shall become operative on July 1, 2008. 

(c) Writings that are public records under subdivision (a) and that are distributed during a 
public meeting shall be made available for public inspection at the meeting if prepared by the 
local agency or a 1nember of its legislative body, or after tl1c meeting if prepared by some other 
person. These writings shall be made available in appropriate alternative formats upon request by 
a person witl1 a disability, as required by Section 202 of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 
1990 (42 U.S.C. Sec. 12132), and the federal rules and regulations adopted in implementation 
thereof. 

(d) 'fhis chapter shall not be construed to preve11t the legislative body of a local agency 
fro1n charging a fee or deposit for a copy of a public record pursuant to Section 6253, except that 
a surcharge shall not be imposed on persons with disabilities in violation of Section 202 of the 
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (42 lJ.S.C. Sec. 12132), and the federal rules and 
regulations adopted in iinplen1entation thereof. 

(e) '!'his section shall not be construed to limit or delay the public's right to inspect or 
obtain a copy of any record required to be disclosed under the require1nents of the California 
Public Records Act (Cl1apter 3.5 (eomn1encing with Section 6250) of Di·vision 7 of Title 1 ).'l'l1is 
chapter shall not be construed to require a legislative body of a local agency to place any paid 
advertisement or any other paid notice in any publication. 
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File No. 19061 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
Complaint Summary 

Jolm Hooper v. Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

Date filed with SOTF: 6/1/19 

Contacts information (Complainant information listed first): 
Jolm I looper (hooparb@aol.com); 201 Buena Vista A vc., East, SF, CA 94117-4103 
(Complainant); Chris Corgas (Clrristopher.c:orgas@sfgov.org) Marianne M. Thompson 
(Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org) Office of Econon1ic and Workforce Develop1nent 
(Rcsponde11t) 

File No. 19061: Complaint filed by Jolm Hooper against the Office of Economic and Worlcforcc 
Develop111ent for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunsb.inc Ordinance), Section 67.21, 
by failing to respond to a public records request in a ti1nely and/or complete manner. 

Administrative Summary if applicable: 

Complaint Attached. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: John C.Hooper<hooparb@aol.com> 
Monday, November 23, 2020 10:20 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: SOTF - revised statement for 12/2/20 hearing including SOTF page numbers for ease of 

reference 

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

Revised Statement to the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
Re Complaint# 19061 (OEWD)to be made on December 2, 2020 

including SOTF file page numbers for ease of reference 

Thank you, as always, for this opportunity. My name is John Hooper. 

To recap where we find ourselves today, this complaint originated with a PRA request I submitted to 
numerous parties involved in Green Benefit District (GBD) formation efforts, including OEWD and 
Parks Alliance. This original request was made in the form of a certified letter dated February 11, 
2019 (pages 266-269 Note: all page references here are to SOTF file pages). 

After receiving voluminous but incomplete responses, I renewed the request on May 29, 2019 and 
filed a complaint with SOTF that same day ( pages and 264-265 also 298-299) because I had not 
then - and have still not - received all the information I had requested. This matter was forwarded to 
you from the Complaints Committee on October 20, 2020, which re-affirmed that the records I seek 
are public and there is jurisdiction. A chronology of my attempts to obtain the requested information 
can be found in a written statement I prepared for a cancelled February 18, 2020 Complaints 
Committee hearing. (pages 285-287) 

Today I am asking the Task Force to find violations of the Sunshine Ordinance and to order the 
production of the documents I have been seeking for almost two years, whether they reside with 
OEWD, PW or third party, Parks Alliance. My February 11, 2019 PRA request makes it clear that the 
City is responsible for providing documents even though they may be held by a non-profit third party 
under contract with the City and paid by the City. (see citations: City of San Jose et al) 

I would like to address two questions today: 

1. What requested information have I not received and why do I believe it exists? 
2. What information has the SOTF received from OEWD which is incorrect or 

misleading? 

So let's start with the information I have not received and which I have asked for in some detail at 
prior hearings (see pages 296; 779-780; and 798). Without being exhaustive, the following are among 
the more important documents I have requested and not received: 

1A. Funding for Green Benefit Districts 
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Referring first to Question 1 in my February 11, 2019 PRA request (page 267) and referring also to 
footnote 4 to my April 3, 2019 letter to the City Attorney (pages 853-863; see also 1079-1089) in 
which an email exchange between the Public Works GBD Program manager and the Greater Buena 
Vista GBD Formation Committee states that OEWD does not fund Green Benefit Districts is quoted. 
(pages 857-858 at footnote 4), I am looking for any and all information clarifying what this exchange 
means. If OEWD's policy was not to fund GBDs, then where is the money coming from? I have 
requested details on all sources and expenditures of funds. 

Next, referring to updated Appendix B to a July 1, 2018 contract between OEWD and San Francisco 
Parks Alliance called Tasks and Deliverables for Project Area B; Dolores Park (pages 786-794 and 
also 837-846): 

1 B. Invoices and records of payment by OEWD 

I have not received any invoices or records of payment cited as deliverables in the 31 deliverables 
outlined in this appendix. Having this information is central to understanding how public funding was 
spent. 

1 C. Parks Alliance interactions with MDGBD Steering Committee 

I have not received Parks Alliance recommendations and suggestions for the Project B GBD Steering 
Committee (see Task and deliverables Task 10 (page 788) 

1 D. MDGBD Management Plan 

I have not received any information as described in Tasks and Deliverables 14 (page 790), including 
but not limited to an approval letter from the City's Team (page 359) and the City Attorney, invoices 
and the management plan in draft form. 

1 E. Engineer's Report 

I have not received any information as described in Tasks and Deliverables 15 (page 790). See also 
Task 4 from the Appendic of an earlier contract (page 361) This information is particularly important 
as the Engineer's report is a prerequisite to initiating a Petition Drive and is the only legally required 
document in establishing the so-called "special benefits" provided by benefit districts. Furthermore, it 
appears Parks Alliance expected to be paid $27,284.00 for this report (page 800 and 831) You have 
been incorrectly informed by the OEWD Custodian that no Engineer's Report was required under this 
contract (see below at 2A) 

1 F. Public Works and City Attorney approval 

I have not received any information regarding Task and Deliverables 17 (page 791) 

1 G. Petition Campaign outreach strategy 

I have not received any information regarding Task and deliverable 20 (page 792) 

1 H. Petition Tracking 

I have not received any information concerning Task and Deliverable 23. Given that the Petition 
Drive, sent out and collected by Parks Alliance (pages 327-329), dragged on for approximately a year 
and a half, I am particularly interested in Deliverable ODD. (page 792) 
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2. Now I would like to correct certain misstatements of fact provided you by the OEWD Custodian of 
Records. 

A At the October 20, 2020 Complaints Committee hearing, a Task Force Member asked the 
OEWD Custodian of Records: "Did you produce any kind of Engineer's Report (ie. in response 
to my PRA requests)?" OEWD Response: "There was no Engineer's Report required of 
that contract." This is incorrect information. An Engineer's report is a legal prerequisite to 
commencing a Petition Drive. The Mission Dolores GBD Petition Drive ran for almost a year 
and a half before being abandoned. The Mission Dolores Engineer's Report was displayed in 
its entirety on the MDGBD website, but that website has been removed without a trace. It is 
also worth noting that the MDGBD Engineer's report was the subject of my April 17, 2019 letter 
to the City Attorney (see supra at 1A) and, furthermore, was appealed to the State Board of 
Professional Engineers on 5/17/19 for its serious inaccuracies. The public has a right to know 
how much the City (persumably via Parks Alliance) paid to have this report prepared. 

B. The OEWD Custodian has, at various times, described contracts between her agency and Parks 
Alliance (including earlier related contracts with Build Public and/or Place Lab as having, variously, "7 
deliverables" and "13 deliverables reduced to 8". (pages 359-362) The most recent July 1, 2018 
contract, already discussed, has 31 deliverables. To clear up this confusion, I would like you to 
require OEWD to provide me with all the contracts between the agency and Build Public, or Place lab 
or San Francisco Parks Alliance whether current, superseded or expired. This is the only way the 
Task Force and the public can understand a complicated situation where City contracts have evolved 
as the names of non-profits continue to change. 

C. At a Complaint Committee hearing in August 2019, the OEWD Custodian handed me some 100 
pages of irrelevant of obsolete information, purporting to be the information I had requested (and in 
her recounting, which I had repeatedly lost). That stack of papers included: a partial copy of a funding 
request dated May 18. 2018 between OEWD and Build Public in the amount of $66,000 which 
pertained in large part to the discredited Greater Buena Vista GBD promotion effort; to the degree it 
pertained to the Dolores Park GBD effort, the budget request was obsolete and had been apparently 
superseded by later contracts which I have never seen. In a word, the dramatic gesture of handing 
over this material at that hearing was nothing more than theater. I have refrained from clogging up the 
record with these documents but am wiling to submit them at your request. 

D. Equally troubling was the fact that my original February 11, 2019 PRA request sent by Certified 
Mail to OEWD's correct address (page 782) was returned as "undeliverable." This event alone may 
have been a mistake, but, coupled with the stonewalling that has occurred since, it's hard to avoid the 
impression that OEWD does not want the sun to shine on this particular project. 

E. A Parks Alliance representative allegedly told the Assistant Clerk of the Board, who informed me, 
that "you have been working with the Director (of Parks Alliance) to get your documents" As I 
informed the Clerk, this statement has no basis in fact. I have had no contact with the Director of 
Parks Alliance on this matter. 

- end of statement -
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: John C. Hooper.::hooparb@aol.com> 
Tuesday, November 17, 2020 11 :49 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: Statement for the record -12.2/20 SOTF hearing - please acknowledge receipt. 

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

Statement to the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
Re Complaint# 19061 (OEWD) on December 2, 2020 

Thank you, as always, for this opportunity. My name is John Hooper. 

To recap where we find ourselves today, this complaint originated with a PRA request I submitted to 
numerous parties involved in Green Benefit District (GBD) formation efforts, including OEWD and 
Parks Alliance. This original request was made in the form of a certified letter dated February 11, 
2019 (pages Note: a!! page references here are to SOTF fife pages numbers). 

After receiving voluminous but incomplete responses, I renewed the request on May 29, 2019 and 
filed a complaint with SOTF that same day (pages ) because I had not then - and have still 
not - received all the information I had requested. This matter was forwarded to you from the 
Complaints Committee on October 20, 2020, which re-affirmed that the records I seek are public. A 
chronology of my attempts to obtain the requested information can be found in a written statement I 
submitted for a cancelled February 18, 2020 Complaints Committee hearing. (pages ) 

Today I am asking the Task Force to find violations of the Sunshine Ordinance and to order the 
production of the documents I have been seeking·for almost two years, whether they reside with 
OEWD, PW or third party, Parks Alliance. My February 11, 2019 PRA request makes it clear that the 
City is responsible for providing documents even though they may be held by a non-profit third party 
under contract with the City and paid by the City. (see citations: City of San Jose et al) 

I would like to address two questions today: 

1. What requested in.formation have I not received and why do I believe it exists? 
2. What information has the SOTF received from OEWD which is incorrect or 

misleading? 

So let's start with the information I have not received. Without being exhaustive, the following are 
among the more important documents I have requested and not received: 

1A. Funding for Green Benefit Districts 

Referring first to Question 1 in my February 11, 2019 PRA request (page ) and referring also to 
footnote 4 to my April 3, 2019 letter to the City Attorney (page ) in which an email exchange 
between the Public Works GBD Program manager and the Greater Buena Vista GBD Formation 
Committee states that OEWD does not fund Green Benefit Districts is quoted. (pages_· ____ ), I am 
looking for any and all information clarifying what this exchange means. If OEWD's policy was not to 
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fund GBDs, then where is the money coming from? l have requested details on all sources and 
expenditures of funds. 

Next, referring to updated Appendix B to a July 1, 201 B contract between OEWD and San Francisco 
Parks Alliance called Tasks and Deliverables for Project Area B: Dolores Park (pages ): 

1 B. Invoices and records of payment by OEWD 

I have not received any invoices or records of payment cited as deliverables in the 31 deliverables 
outlined in this appendix. Having this information ls central to understanding how public funding was 
spent. 

1 C. Parks Alliance interactions with MDGBD Steering Committee 

I have not received Parks Alliance recommendations and suggestions for the Project B GBD Steering 
Committee (see Task and deliverables Task 10 (pages ) 

1 D. MDGBD Management Plan 

I have not received any information as described in Tasks and Deliverables 14 (page ), 
including but not limited to an approval letter from the City's Team and the City Attorney, invoices 
and the management plan in draft form. 

1 E. Engineer's Report 

l have not received any information as described in Tasks and Deliverables 15 (page ). This 
information is particularly important as the Engineer's report is a prerequisite to initiating a Petition 
Drive and is the only legally required document in establishing the so-called "special benefits" 
provided by benefit districts. 

1 F. Public Works and Clty Attorney approval 

! have not received any information regarding Task and Deliverables 17 (page __ _ 

1 G. Petition Campaign outreach strategy 

I have not received any information regarding Task and deliverable 20 (page---· 

1 H. Petition Tracking 

l have not received any information concerning Task and Deliverable 23. Given that the Petition Drive 
dragged on for approximately a year and a half, l am particularly interested in Deliverable ODD. 
page ) 

2. Now I would like to correct certain misstatements of fact provided you by the OEWD Custodian of 
Records. 

A. At the October 20, 2020 Complaints Committee hearing, a Task Force Member asked the 
OEWD Custodian of Records: "Did you produce any kind of Engineer's Report (ie. in response 
to my PRA requests)?" OEWD Response: "There was no Engineer's Report required of 
that contract." This is incorrect information. An Engineer's report is a legal prerequisite to 
commencing a Petition Drive. The Mission Dolores GBD Petition Drive ran for ahnost a year 
and a half before being abandoned. The Mission Dolores Engineer's Report was displayed in 
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its entirety on the MDGBD website, but that website has been removed without a trace. It is 
also worth noting that the MDGBD Engineer's report was the subject of my April 17, 2019 letter 
to the City Attorney (page and, furthermore, it was appealed to the State Board of 
Professional Engineers on 5/17/19 for its serious inaccuracies. The public has a right to know 
how much the City (via Parks Alliance) paid to have this report prepared. 

B. The OEWD Custodian has, at various times, described contracts between her agency and Parks 
Alliance (including earlier related contracts with Build Public and/or Place Lab as having, variously, "7 
deliverables" and "13 deliverables reduced to 8". The most recent July 1, 2018 contract, already 
discussed 1 has 31 dellverables. To clear up this confusion, I would like you to require OEWD to 
provide me with all the contracts between the agency and Build Public, or Place !ab or San Francisco 
Parks Alliance whether current, superseded or expired. This is the only way the Task Force and the 
pub!ic can understand a complicated situation where City contracts have evo!ved as the names of 
non-profits continue to change. 

C. At a Complaint Committee hearing in August 2019, the OEWD Custodian handed me some 100 
pages of irrelevant or obsolete information, purporting to be the information I had requested (and in 
her recounting, which I had repeatedly lost). That stack of papers included: a partial copy of a funding 
request dated May 18. 2018 between OEWD and Build Public in the amount of $66,000 which 
pertained in large part to the discredited Greater Buena Vista GBD promotion effort; to the degree it 
pertained to the Dolores Park GBD effort, the budget request was obsolete and had been apparently 
superseded by later contracts which I have never seen. In a word, the dramatic gesture of handing 
over this material at that hearing was nothing more than theater. I have refrained from clogging up the 
record with these documents but am wiling to submit them at your request. 

D. Equally troubling was the fact that my original February 11, 2019 PRA request sent by Certified 
Mail to OEWD's correct address (page ) was returned as "undeliverable." This event alone 
may have been a mistake but, coupled with the stonewalling that has occurred since, it's hard to 
avoid the impression that OEWD does not want the sun to shine on this particular project. 

- end of statement -
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Please allocate the following way: 

Grantee: San Francisco Parks Alliance Blanket: Contract ID# 1000012901 

~u~~:~:: _B_u_e_n_a_V_is_t_a_a_n_d_D_o_lo_r_es_P_a_r_k_G_B_D_s_ Amendment (r~,:~:~ one) 

''c------~-·~,~--~ 

Amount to be encumbered: $156,984.00 

Grant Byron M Lam 

Coordinator: 

General Fund Other (Specify) 

llN 18th St. Merchant Capacity Building (ACT DPW 

0093) Dept: 2207767 

Dept: 207767 Fund: 10020 

Fund: 10010 Authority: 17355 

Authority: 16652 Project: 10022531 

Project: 10022531 Activity: 0072 

Activity: 0093 Budget: FY 19 

$25,000 $33,000.00 

$33,000 from DPW work order in FY 17-18 

Public Works work order in FY 18-19 
Dept: 207767 

Fund: 10010 

Authority: 16652 

Project: 10022531 

Activity: 0136 

$98,984.00 Public Works Order FY18-19 



Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Monday, November 23, 2020 11 :24 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 
Fwd: MDGBD Engineer's report and SOTF complaint# 19061 
Engineers+ Report+ FINAL, +4-9-2019.pdf 

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

The SOTF Complaint Committee was incorrectlly informed by the OEWD Custodian of Records on 
10/21/20 that "there was no Engineer's Report required of that ( ie Mission Dolores GBD) contract." 

Attached is a copy of that report which was appeasled to the State Board of Progfesseional 
Engineers for inaccuracies. 

It is important that the SOTF has accurate information upon which to base its deliberations. Please 
include in the record of #19061. 

Thanks, JH 

I 

1 
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This Report is prepared pursuant to Article XlllD of the California State Constitution (Proposition 
218), and the State of California Property and Business Improvement District Law of 1994 as 
augmented by Article 15A of the San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code. 

The Mission Dolores Green Benefits District ("MDGBD") will provide activities that are either 
currently not provided or above and beyond what the City of San Francisco provides. These 
activities will specially benefit each individual assessable parcel in the MDGBD. Every individual 
assessed parcel within the MDGBD receives special benefit from the activities identified under 
Section B of this Report. Only those individual assessed parcels within the MDGBD receive the 
special benefit of these proposed activities; parcels contiguous to and outside the MDGBD and 
the public at large may receive a general benefit, as outlined in Section E. The costs allocated to 
general benefits will be funded from sources other than special assessments. 

The duration of the proposed MDGBD is ten (10) years, commencing July 1, 2019. An estimated 
budget for the MDGBD improvements and activities is set forth in Section F. Assessments will be 
subject to an annual increase of up to 3% per year as determined by the Owners' Association. 
Assessment increases must stay between 0% and 3% in any given year. Funding for the MDGBD 
improvements and activities shall be derived from a property-based assessment on each specially 
benefitted parcel in the MDGBD. A detailed description of the methodology for det.ermining the 
proportional special benefit each individual assessable parcel receives from the service and the 
assessment for each parcel is set forth in Section G. 

I hereby certify to the best of my professional knowledge that each of the identified assessable 
parcels located within the MDGBD will receive a special benefit over and above the benefits 
conferred to those parcels outside of the MDGBD boundary and to the public at large, and that 
the amount of the proposed special assessment is proportional to, and no greater than, the special 
benefits received. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Terrance E. Lowell, P.E. 

No. ·13398 

Exp. 3-.31-21 
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Streets and Highways Code Section 36600 et seq. (the "1994 Act"), as augmented by Article 
15A of the San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code, authorizes the City to levy 
assessments upon real property for the purposes of providing improvements and activities that 
specially benefit each individual assessed parcel in the MDGBD. The purpose of the MDGBD is 
to encourage commerce, investment, and business activities and to improve residential serving 
uses by focusing on landscaping, improvements, and maintenance of plazas, parklets, 
sidewalks, unimproved areas, landscaped areas and gardens. In order to meet these goals, 
GBDs typically fund activities and improvements such as neighborhood beautification, 
enhanced safety and cleaning, and streetscape enhancements. Unlike other assessment 
districts which fund the construction of public capital improvements or maintenance thereof, 
MDGBDs provide activities and improvements "to promote the economic revitalization and 
physical maintenance of the business districts of their cities in order to create jobs, attract new 
businesses, and prevent the erosion of the business districts." (Streets and Highways Code 
Section 36601 (b)). The improvements and activities funded through the MDGBD are over and 
above those already provided by the City within the MDGBD's boundaries. Each of the MDGBD 
activities or improvements is intended to improve the quality of life for its residents, increase 
building occupancy and lease rates, encourage new business development, and attract 
residential serving businesses and services. 

Specifically, the State Law defines "Improvements" and "Activities" as follows: 

"Improvement" means the acquisition, construction, installation, or maintenance of any 
tangible property with an estimated useful life of five years or more ... "1 

"Activities" means, but is not limited to, all of the following: 
(a) Promotion of public events. 
(b) Furnishing of music in any public place. 
( c) Promotion of tourism within the district. 
(d) Marketing and economic development, including retail retention and recruitment. 
(e) Providing security, sanitation, graffiti removal, street and sidewalk cleaning, and 

other municipal services supplemental to those normally provided by the 
municipality. 

(f) Other services provided for the purpose of conferring special benefit upon assessed 
real property. 2 

Article 15A in the City & County of San Francisco's Business and Tax Regulations Code created 
a procedural vehicle for the City to establish GBDs. GBD improvements, services and activities 
may include, but are not limited to enhancements to, "Ecological, water and energy systems, 
pedestrian and bicycle amenities, and recreational improvements." As defined by Article 15A, 
public realm areas are, "Outdoor spaces open to the public including parks, parklets, sidewalks, 
unimproved areas, landscaped areas, plazas, and gardens." This means the services provided 
by a GBD can be tailored to benefit and address the needs of all open spaces in the community, 
not just formal parks. 

1 California Streets and Highways Code, Section 36610. 
2 California Streets and Highways Code, Section 36606. 
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In 1996, California voters approved Proposition 218, codified in part as Article XlllD of the State 
Constitution. Among other requirements, Article XlllD changes the way local agencies enact local 
taxes and levy assessments on real property. It states, in relevant part, that: 

(a) An agency which proposes to levy an assessment shall identify all parcels which will 
have a special benefit conferred upon them and upon which an assessment will be 
imposed. The proportionate special benefit derived by each identified parcel shall be 
determined in relationship to the entirety of the capital cost of a public improvement, the 
maintenance and operation expenses of a public improvement, or the cost of the property 
related service being provided. No assessment shall be imposed on any parcel which 
exceeds the reasonable cost of the proportional special benefit conferred on that parcel. 
Only special benefits are assessable, and an agency shall separate the general benefits 
from the special benefits conferred on a parcel. Parcels within a district that are owned or 
used by any agency, the State of California or the United States shall not be exempt from 
assessment unless the agency can demonstrate by clear and convincing evidence that 
those publicly owned parcels in fact receive no special benefit. 
(b) All assessments shall be supported by a detailed engineer's report prepared by a 
registered professional engineer certified by the State of California. 3 

"Special benefit" means a particular and distinct benefit over and above general benefits 
conferred on real property located in the district or to the public at large. General 
enhancement of property value does not constitute "special benefit. "4 

Judicial Guidance 
Since the enactment of Article XlllD, the courts have rendered opinions regarding various aspects 
of Article XlllD. Notable portions of cases that apply to assessment districts in general and this 
MDGBD in particular are noted below. 

"The engineer's report describes the services to be provided by the [district]; (1) security, 
(2) streetscape maintenance (e.g., street sweeping, gutter cleaning, graffiti removal), and 
(3) marketing, promotion, and special events. They are all services over and above those 
already provided by the City within the boundaries of the [district]. And they are particular 
and distinct benefits to be provided only to the properties within the [district], not to the , 
public at large-they 'affect the assessed property in a way that is particular and distinct 
from [their] effect on other parcels and that real property in general and the public at large 
do not share. "'5 

" ... separating the general from the special benefits of a public improvement project and 
estimating the quantity of each in relation to the other is essential if an assessment is to be 
limited to the special benefits. "6 

3 Section 4, Article XI/ID of the State Constitution. 
4 Section 2 (i), Article XI/ID of the State Constitution. 
5 Dahms v. Downtown Pomona Property and Business Improvement District (2009) 17 4 Cal.App. 4th 708, 
722. 
6 Beutz v. County of Riverside (2010) 184 Cal. App. 4th 1516, 1532. 
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" ... the agency must determine or approximate the percentage of the total benefit conferred 
by the service or improvement that will be enjoyed by the general public and deduct that 
percentage of the total cost of the service or improvement from the special assessment 
levied against the specially benefitted property owners. "7 

" ... even minimal general benefits must be separated from special benefits and quantified 
so that the percentage of the cost of services and improvements representing general 
benefits, however slight, can be deducted from the amount of the cost assessed against 
specially benefitting properties. "8 

The contents of this Engineer's Report are prepared in compliance with the above noted 
authorizing legislation, the State Constitution and judicial opinions. 

7 Golden Hill Neighborhood Association, Inc. v. City of San Diego (2011) 199 Cal.App. 4th 416, 438. 
8 Go/den Hill Neighborhood Association, Inc. v. City of San Diego (2011) 199 Cal.App. 4th 416, 439. 



Mission Dolores GBD 
Engineer's Report 

SECTION 8: IMPROVEMENTS AND ACTIVITIES 

April 2019 
Page 5 of23 

The MDGBD Formation Committee collectively determined the priority services, activities and 
improvements that the MDGBD will deliver. The primary needs as determined by the property 
owners are Cleaning, Safety & Beautification; Advocacy & Engagement; and Accountability & 
Transparency: 

Cleaning, Safety & Beautification 
The Cleaning, Safety & Beautification Program works to ensure the aesthetic beauty and cleanliness 
of the neighborhood, and provides a safe & welcoming environment for all while preserving the 
unique character of the community. The Program strives for a clean, litter-free, and well-kept 
environment by significantly reducing instances of graffiti, illegal dumping, overgrowth, and other 
signs of neglect, thus helping to build an aesthetically pleasing and vibrant community that honors 
the diversity and characteristics of the neighborhood. This includes a focus on the sidewalks, 
stairways, informal parks & open spaces, and public fixtures District-wide, in both the residential 
and commercial corridors. The Program will also collaborate with a broad base of internal & external 
stakeholders to address safety concerns respectful of all constituents. 

The Cleaning, Safety & Beautification Program will apply throughout the Standard Service Zone 
as well as the Enhanced Service Zone, with the Enhanced Service Zone parcels receiving a 
higher frequency and concentration of these activities. These activities may include, but are not 
limited to: 

• Trash Patrol: Supply trash and debris removal staff targeting trash and debris hot spots 
identified by the community. 

• Sidewalk Steam Cleaning: Provide scheduled sidewalk steam cleaning/power washing 
in high need pedestrian areas and also on-call response. 

• Graffiti Abatement: Address graffiti hotspots identified by the community and provide on
call response. 

• Care and Enhancement of Informal Parks & Open Spaces: Perform small-scale sapling 
and shrub pruning, weed removal, fertilization, irrigation & turf care, and sidewalk/stairway 
improvements, fund new plantings if not provided for. 

• Safety Enhancements: Work with City Departments to increase neighborhood safety. 
Contract additional assistance as needed, e.g. during major events or holidays. Activities 
may include providing a safe presence in public areas, and reporting safety issues. 

• Homeless & Transient Oytreach: Staff ambassadors that work with existing service 
providers to connect individuals in need to the services that exist, including services within 
the neighborhood. 

Advocacy & Engagement 
The Advocacy & Engagement activities focus internally and externally on services, activities, and 
improvements to the neighborhood by creating a more vibrant, connected community. The 
increased advocacy ensures the City continues to deliver at least its current baseline of services 
while providing the opportunity to garner other in-kind support, grants, and donations from Public, 
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Private, & Non-Profit sources for the neighborhood. The activities aims to foster a sense of pride 
for the residents, merchants, and property owners via interactive community activities, 
beautification projects, and capital improvements. Guiding principles include a focus on natural 
beauty, sustainability, and preserving the unique character of the Mission Dolores (including the 
local businesses). 

The Advocacy & Engagement Program will apply uniformly throughout the Standard Service Zone 
and Enhanced Service Zone overlay. These services may include, but are not limited to: 

• Neighborhood Advocacy: Serve as a unified voice championing the needs of the 
Neighborhood when engaging City departments, Supervisors, Mayor's office and other 
local agencies. Ensure City fulfills commitment to providing "Baseline Services" are 
provided including keeping records of metrics and reporting. 

• Neighborhood Fundraising: Secure additional funding for services & projects that will 
provide special benefits, by soliciting in-kind support, grants, and donations from 
government, private, and non-profit sources. 

• Community Engagement: Work with the neighborhood's diverse group of stakeholders 
and community groups to plan and fund community activities such as neighborhood nights 
out, block parties, history walks, volunteer events, and temporary installations and 
performances to activate underutilized spaces 

• Neighborhood Improvement: Deliver capital improvements projects that benefit the 
Community, amplify its unique character, and Greening & Sustainability. Improvements 
could include: 

o New Public Realm additions parklets, plazas, median & sidewalk greenings, street · 
trees and/or furniture, green infrastructure with assistance from government 
agencies 

o Existing Public Realm improvements - Enhanced sidewalk landscaping & 
greenery: Public art & murals, improved lightning, additional trash and recycling 
receptacles, new traffic-calming features (Ride-sharing stops, pedestrian 
amenities, etc.) 

• Local Business Promotion: Establish regular programming and events along the 
commercial corridor to further connection to neighborhood. Work together with local 
business to promote their offerings and secure grants for fagade upgrades and economic 
assistance for new businesses 

• Strengthen the Connection between Parks and the Neighborhood: Collaborate with 
the Recreation and Park Department along with stewardship groups to implement 
community-driven improvements that enhance the community's experience with (and 
impact from) the parks and open spaces. 

Accountability & Transparency 
The Accountability & Transparency activities ensure the proper management of the MDGBD and 
the good stewardship of the community's funds & trust. The program strives to conduct 
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operations in an efficient, accountable & transparent manner. The Accountability & Transparency 
activities will go beyond simply following the law to exemplifying the community values. 

The Accountability & Transparency Program applies to all facets of the MDGBD and may include, 
but is not limited to: 

• Quality Assurance: Core activities of the MDGBD board and staff include ensuring the 
organization, coordination, and delivery of all services for the MDGBD whether they are 
supplied from the City, Service Providers, or volunteers. Oversight of all MDGBD finances 
at the direction of the MDGBD Board Treasurer, who is ultimately responsible for the 
finances of the MDGBD. An Executive Director will serve as the public face and primary 
point of contact for the MDGBD, especially with City Hall and local agencies. Note that 
these services are basic to the mission-driven goals and purposes of the District and are 
not "management" or "overhead". 

• Communication & Outreach: Core activities of the GBD include developing and executing 
the GBD's public communication and accountability strategy. Publication of newsletters, 
annual reports, budgets, and website to ensure that district stakeholders understand the 
purpose, accomplishments, and governance of the GBD. Responsible for coordination of 
any needed communication strategies or tools such media outreach, smartphone apps, 
public relations campaigns. Note that these communication and outreach activities are a 
core part of the GBD services and are not "management" or "overhead". 

• Compliance: Ensure compliance with all government and grant reporting requirements. 

• Operations & Contingency: Funds for insurance, accounting, annual audiUfinancial 
reviews, office expenses, reserves, and other operational needs. 
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The MDGBD encompasses roughly 90 whole and partial blocks. In general, the District is bounded 
by Valencia Street to the east, Duboce Street to the north, Market Street, Sanchez Street, Prosper 
Street, Hartford Street, and Castro Street to the west, and 22nd Street and 21st Street to the south. 
The District abuts an existing Community Benefit District: the Castro/Upper Market Community 
Benefit District. 

The MDGBD includes all parcels within the boundaries of: 
• West side of Valencia Street, from Duboce Street south to 14th Street 
• East and west sides of Valencia Street, from 14th Street south to 22nd Street, including APNs 

3547 -0188 and 3547 -019 on the south side of 14th Street, APNs 3559 -050 and 3559 -051 
on the south side of 15th Street, APN 3589 -145 on the south side of 18th Street, APN 3509 -
044 on the south side of 20th Street, APNs 3509 -025 and 3509 -023 on the north side of 
21st Street, and APN 3515 -028 on the south side of 21st Street 

• APNs fronting 21st Street, from Valencia Street west to Chattanooga Street 
• APNs west of MUNI right-of-way (APN 3519 -033A), including APN 3519 -055, from 21st 

Street south to 22nd Street 
• East side of Church Street, north to Hill Street 
• APNs fronting Hill Street, from Church Street west to Castro Street, excluding APN 3520 -

075 
• East side of Castro Street, from Hill Street north to 19th Street 
• APNs fronting 19th Street, east to Hartford Street, excluding APN 3583 -055 
• Both sides of Hartford Street, from 19th Street north to 18th Street, excluding APNs 3583 -

079 and 3583 -080, which are part of the Castro/Upper Market CBD 
o Excluding APNs fronting 18th Street, from Hartford Street east to Noe Street, which 

are part of the Castro/Upper Market CBD 
• South side of 17th Street, from Hartford Street east to Noe Street 
• Block 3554, on the east side of Noe Street, from 17th Street north to 15th Street, excluding 

APNs3554-049, 3554-049, 3554-074,3554-075,3554-075, 3554-077, 3554-078, 3554 
-079,3554-080, 3554-080A, 3554-151, 3554-152,3554-092, 3554-093, and3554-095, 
which are part of the Castro/Upper Market CBD 

• South side of 15th Street, from Prosper Street east to Sanchez Street 
• East side of Sanchez Street, from 15th Street north to Market Street, excluding APNs 3558 -

035 and 3558 -135 through 3558 -152, which are within the boundaries of Castro/Upper 
Market CBD 

• South side of 15th Street, from Market Street to Church Street 
• APNs 3544 -092 through -095, 3544 -053 through -057, on the on the east side of Church 

Street from 15th Street north to Market Street 

Benefit Zones 
The MDGBD includes two benefit zones; the Standard Service Zone, and the Enhanced Service 
Zone. These zones are necessary to address the different levels of Cleaning, Safety, and 
Beautification service deployment and frequency. Advocacy & Engagement and Accountability & 
Transparency services will be provided uniformly throughout the district. 



Enhanced Service Zone 
The Enhanced Service Zone features active storefronts and local businesses, generating a 
higher-level of pedestrian traffic throughout the day and night. Thus, due to a higher volume of 
uses and user groups, it will receive an enhanced level of Cleaning, Safety, and Beautification 
service, e.g. more frequent sidewalk sweeping, trash removal, and safety enhancements. The 
Valencia Commercial Corridor includes all parcels abutting Valencia Street between Duboce 
Avenue and 22nd Street, in addition to the following parcels: 

• APNs 3555-015, and 3555 -230 through 3555-235, on the southeast corner of 15th Street at 
Guerrero Street 

• APN 3557 -001 on the northeast corner of Guerrero Street at 15th Street 
• APNs on the north and south sides of 15th Street, from Guerrero Street east to Valencia Street 
• Commercial corridor parcels abutting Valencia Street, including APNs 3547 -018B and 3547 

-019 on the south side of 14th Street, APNs 3559 -050 and 3559 -051 on the south side of 
15th Street, APN 3589 -145 on the south side of 13th Street, APN 3509 -044 on the south side 
of 20th Street, APNs 3509 -025 and 3509-023 on the north side of 21st Street, and APN 3515 
-028 on the south side of 21st Street 

• APNs on the north and south sides of 18th Street, from Dolores Street west to Valencia Street 

Standard Service Zone 
The Standard Service Zone is all other parcels in the MDGBD. The Standard Zone does not have 
the concentration of storefronts and businesses as those in the Enhanced Zone, and thus, has 
lower volume of pedestrian traffic. Therefore, the Standard Zone does not require the same level 
of Cleaning, Safety, and Beautification services as the parcels in the Enhanced Service Zone. 

A map of the proposed district boundary is provided below and Attachment A, the Assessment 
Diagram is attached as a separate document. 
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Article XlllD Section 4(a) of the State Constitution states that "The proportionate special benefit derived 
by each identified parcel shall be determined in relationship to the entirety of the capital cost of the public 
improvement, the maintenance and operation expenses of a public improvement, or the cost of the 
property related service being provided." 

Determining the proportionate special benefit among the parcels of real property within the proposed 
MDGBD which benefit from the proposed improvements, services, and activities is the result of a five
step process: 

1. Defining the proposed activities. 
2. Quantifying the degree to which the activities provide general versus special benefits. 
3. Determining which parcels specially benefit from the proposed activities. 
4. Determining the amount of special benefit each parcel receives. 
5. Determining the proportional special benefit a parcel receives in relation to the amount of 

special benefit all other parcels in the MDGBD receive. 

Each identified parcel within the MDGBD will be assessed based upon the special benefits received by 
that parcel, as determined by analyzing each parcel's unique characteristics in relationship to all other 
specially benefitted parcels' characteristics. As a result of this analysis, each parcel will be assessed at 
a rate which is commensurate with the amount of special benefits received. 

Property Use Considerations 
The methodology provides the following treatments for property used exclusively for nonprofit or 
educational purposes: 

Nonprofit and Educational Parcels: Nonprofit organizations (e.g. faith-based, low income housing, 
cultural, community services, etc.) and educational institutions will not specially benefit from increased 
commercial activity resulting from MDGBD services. Based on the activities proposed for the District, we 
estimate that this amounts to a 50% reduction in special benefits overall. Therefore, assessment rates 
shall be reduced by 50% if ALL of the following conditions are met: 

1. The property owner is a nonprofit corporation that has obtained federal tax exemption under 
Internal Revenue Code section 501 c3 or California franchise tax-exemption under the Revenue 
and Taxation Code Section 23701d. 

2. The class or category of real property has been granted an exemption, in whole or in part, from 
real property taxation. 

3. The nonprofit or educational use occupies a majority of building square footage within the subject 
property. 

4. The property owner makes the request in writing to the City of San Francisco prior to the 
submission of the MDGBD assessment rolls to the County Assessor (to accommodate periodic 
changes in ownership or use, on or before July 1 of each year), accompanied by documentation 
of the tax-exempt status of the property owner and the class or category of real property. 

5. The City of San Francisco may verify the documentation of tax-exempt status and classification of 



If ALL of these conditions are met, the amount of the MDGBD assessment to be levied will be reduced 
by one-half (50%). 

The following table identifies the Educational and Non-Profit parcels that currently meet the above 
qualifications and will only be assessed at a 50% rate. 

APN OWNER NAME APN OWNER NAME 
3533 -007 SAN FRANCISCO FRIENDS SCHOO 3567-035 CHILDRENS DAY SCHOOL 
3533-037 MERCY HOUSING CA 69 LP 3567 -037 GRACE FELLOWSHIP COMMUNITY 
3544-041 SAN FRANCISCO FRIENDS SCHOO 3567 -056 NOTRE DAME SENIOR HOUSING C 

3546 -002 SFCC HOUSING AUTHORITY 3567 -057 CHILDRENS DAY SCHOOL INC 
3547 -009 HOUSNG DEV&NEIBHD PRES CORP 3568 -001 HOUSING DEVELOPMENT & NGHBR 
3554 -016 MISSION HOUSING DEV CORP LA 3568 -003 CROWN HOTEL LLC 
3554 -030 RECTOR WARDENS&VESTRYMEN OF 3577 -004 MISSION HOUSING DEV CORP 
3554 -031 RECTOR WARDENS&VESTRYMEN OF 3577 -005 MISSION HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
3555-004 APOLLO DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIAT 3577 -056 APOSTOLIC TEMPLE OF S F 

3555 -062 480 VALENCIA ASSOCIATES 3577 -060 CORNERSTONE FAMILY FELLOWSH 
3555 -063 CENTRO DEL PUEBLO INC 3577 -064 MISSION HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
3556 -025 HOLY FAMILY DAY HOMES OF SF 3577 -075 MISSION HOUSING DEVELOPMENT 
3556 -055 MISSION DOLORES HOUSING ASS 3578 -032 FIRST COVENANT CH OF S F 

3557 -010 ZAHAV SHA'AR 3578 -034 FIRST COVENANT CH OF S F 
3558-073 ST NICHOLAS CATHEDRAL MOSCO 3578-038 FIRST COVENANT CH OF S F 
3558-074 ST NICHOLAS CATHEDRAL MOSCO 3578-054E FIRST COVENANT CH OF S F 
3558 -113 16TH & CHURCH ST ASSOC IMPS 3578 -078 FIRST COVENANT CH OF S F 
3565 -001 SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOO 3579 -006 SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIED SCHOO 
3566 -001 ARCHDIOCESE OF S F & SCHL J 3580 -196 3850 18TH STREET HOUSING AS 
3566 -002 ARCHDIOCESE OF S F & SCHL J 3587 -012 VOICE OF CHRIST FULL GOSPEL 
3566-002A ARCHDIOCESE OF S F & SCHL J 3587 -034 PROTESTANT EPISC BISHOP OF 
3566 -053 R C ARCHBISHOP OF S F THE 3587 -078 MEDA SMALL PROPERTIES LLC 

3566-054 ARCHDIOCESE OF S F & SCHL J 3588-050 MHDC ESPERANZA COLOSIMO L 
3566 -055 ARCHDIOCESE OF S F & SCHL J 3588 -052 MHDC ESPERANZA COLOSIMO L 
3567 -002 NORTHERN CALIFORNIA SVC LEA 3588 -082 SF WOMENS CENTERS INC 
3567 -007 BOYS & GIRLS CLUBS OF SAN F 3596-088 ASSEMBLY OF PENTECOSTAL CHU 
3567 -020 BERNAL HEIGHTS HOUSING CORP 3596 -112 ST MARK INSTITUTIONAL MISS! 

3567 -032 ARCHDIOCESE OF S F & SCHL J 3597 -063 LINER SF LLC 
3567 -033 ARCHDIOCESE OF S F & SCHL J 3598 -060 CHILDRENS DAY SCHOOL INC 

3567-034 GERMAN EVANGELICAL LUTH CH 3608-025 899 GUERRERO STREET INC 

New assessments for a Change in Land Use: If any parcel within the MDGBD changes land 
use during the life of the MDGBD, it will be subject to the assessment rate consistent with the 
assessment methodology for the new land use. 
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Each parcel's proportional special benefit from the MDGBD activities is determined by analyzing 
two land use factors: Building Square Footage plus Lot Square Footage. These land use factors 
are an equitable way to identify the proportional special benefit that each of the parcels receive. 
Building square footage is relevant to the current use of a property and is also closely correlated 
to the potential pedestrian traffic from each parcel and the demand for MDGBD activities. A 
parcel's lot square footage reflects the long-term value implications of the improvement district. 
Together, these land use factors serve as the basic unit of measure to calculate how much special 
benefit each parcel receives in relationship to the district as a whole, which is the basis to then 
proportionately allocate the cost of the special benefits. As noted above, nonprofit and educational 
parcels receive only 50% of the special benefits as indicated by these factors, so their 
assessments are reduced accordingly. 

Building square footage is defined as the total building square footage as determined by the 
outside measurements of a building. The gross building square footage is taken from the County 
of San Francisco Assessor's records. 

Lot square footage is defined as the total surface area within the boundaries of the parcel. The 
boundaries of a parcel are defined on the County Assessor parcel maps. 

These land use factors factor into calculating the relative special benefit to each parcel. The total 
number of benefit units by land use type and zone are as follows: 

Benefit Units 
Land Use Lot SF Building SF 
Enhanced Zone: 

Comm/Govt/Res 1,084,237 1,923,492 

Standard Zone: 
Comm/Govt/Res 8,421,504 9,002,206 
Non-Profit/Educational 1,413,922 1,782,521 

TOTAL: 10 919 663 12,708 219 
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State Law requires that assessments be levied according to the estimated special benefit each 
assessed parcel receives from the activities and improvements. Article XlllD Section 4(a) of the 
California Constitution in part states that "only special benefits are assessable," which requires 
that we separate the general benefits, if any, from the special benefits provided by the proposed 
activities and improvements. 

As of January 1, 2015, the State Legislature amended the 1994 Act to clarify and define both 
special benefit and general benefit as they relate to the improvements and activities these districts 
provide. Specifically, the amendment (Section 36615.5 of the Streets and Highways Code) 
defines special benefit as follows: "'Special benefit' means, for purposes of a property-based 
district, a particular and distinct benefit over and above general benefits conferred on real property 
located in a district or to the public at large. Special benefit includes incidental or collateral effects 
that arise from the improvements, maintenance, or activities of property-based districts even if 
those incidental or collateral effects benefit property or persons not assessed. Special benefit 
excludes general enhancement of property value." 

In addition, the amendment (Section 36609.5 of the Streets and Highways Code) defines general 
benefit as follows: "'General benefit' means, for purposes of a property-based district, any benefit 
that is not a 'special benefit' as defined in Section 36615.5." 

Furthermore, the amendment (Section 36601 (h)(2)) states: "Activities undertaken for the purpose 
of conferring special benefits upon property to be assessed inherently produce incidental or 
collateral effects that benefit property or persons not assessed. Therefore, for special benefits to 
exist as a separate and distinct category from general benefits, the incidental or collateral effects 
of those special benefits are inherently part of those special benefits. The mere fact that special 
benefits produce incidental or collateral effects that benefit property or persons not assessed does 
not convert any portion of those special benefits or their incidental or collateral effects into general 
benefits." 

Special Benefit Analysis 
All special benefits derived from the assessments outlined in this report are for property-related 
activities that are specifically intended for and directly benefitting each individual assessed parcel 
in the MDGBD. The special benefit must affect the individual assessable parcel in a way that is 
particular and distinct from its effect on other parcels and that real property in general and the 
public at large do not share. No parcel's assessment shall be greater than its proportionate share 
of the costs of the special benefits received. 

Streets and Highways Code Section 36601(e) states that "Property and business improvement 
districts formed throughout this state have conferred special benefits upon properties and 
businesses within their districts and have made those properties and businesses more useful by 
providing the following benefits: (1) Crime reduction. A study by the Rand Corporation has 
confirmed a 12-percent reduction in the incidence of robbery and an 8-percent reduction in the 
total incidence of violent crimes within the 30 districts studied. (2) Job creation. (3) Business 
attraction. (4) Business retention. (5) Economic growth. (6) New investments." 
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The MDGBD's goal is to fund activities and improvements to provide a cleaner, safer and more 
attractive and economically vibrant environment as outlined in Section B. The goal of improving 
the economic vitality is to improve the safety, cleanliness, and appearance of each individual 
specially benefitted parcel in an effort to increase commerce, to increase building occupancy and 
lease rates and to attract more customers, employees, tenants and investors. 

Each parcel will specially benefit from: 

• Cleaner sidewalks, streets and common areas 
• Real anq perceived public safety improvements 
• Greater pedestrian traffic 
• Enhanced rental incomes 
• Improved business climate 
• New business and investment 
• Well-managed GBD programs and services 

Specifically, each parcel specially benefits from the MDGBD activities as defined below. 

Cleaning, Safety, & Beautification 
The enhanced cleaning and safety activities are special benefits provided directly to the assessed 
parcels. These activities will make the area more attractive and safer for businesses, customers, 
residents, and ultimately private investment. When business location decisions are made, "lower 
levels of public safety lead to increased uncertainty in decision making and can be perceived as 
a signal of a socio-institutional environment unfavorable for investment. Uncertainty affects the 
investment environment in general. But in particular, it increases the fear of physical damage to 
investment assets (or to people) or their returns ... Almost universally, places with lower crime 
rates are perceived as more desirable". 9 As economic investment within the district grows, the 
assessed parcels will benefit from increased pedestrian traffic and commercial activity. 

All parcels within the MDBGBD will specially benefit from these activities, such as: 
• Clean and Safety Ambassadors that provide a higher level of maintenance and safety 

within the district; 
• Connecting the homeless to available resources; 
• Removing graffiti from buildings to keep the aesthetic appeal uniform throughout the 

district; 
• Maintaining sidewalks in front of each parcel creates a cohesive environment and allow 

pedestrians to move freely throughout the district. 

Advocacy & Engagement 
These activities consist of services that foster a sense of pride for the residents, merchants, and 
property owners via interactive community activities, beautification projects, and capital 
improvements. All parcels will specially benefit from these activities, such as: 

• Neighborhood advocacy that champions the entire MDGBD with a unified voice when 
engaging City departments and other local agencies; 

9 "Accelerating economic growth and vitality through smarter public safety management" IBM Global Business 
Services Executive Report, September 2012, pg. 2 
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• Fundraising that will leverage the assessments for additional services and projects 
throughout the MDGBD; 

• Enhancing the public realm with additional parklets, plazas, landscaping, streetscape 
furniture, and new traffic-calming features; 

• Promoting local businesses through special events and securing grants for fac;ade 
improvements and economic assistance for new businesses. 

Accountability & Transparency 
The MDGBD requires a professional staff to properly manage programs, communicate with 
stakeholders and provide leadership. Each parcel will specially benefit from the MDGBD 
Administration staff that will ensure that the MDGBD services are provided and deployed as 
specifically laid out in this Engineer's Report and will provide leadership to represent the 
community with one clear voice. 

Special Benefit Conclusion 
Based on the special benefits each assessed parcel receives from the MDGBD activities, we 
conclude that each of the proposed activities provides special benefits to the real property within 
the MDGBD and that each parcel's assessment is in direct relationship to and no greater than the 
special benefits received. 

The special benefit to parcels from the proposed MDGBD activities and improvements described 
in this report is the basis for allocating the proposed assessments. Based on the system of 
apportionment set forth in Section G, below, each individual assessed parcel's assessment does 
not exceed the reasonable cost of the proportionate special benefit it receives from the MDGBD 
activities. 

General Benefit Analysis 
As required by the State Constitution Article XlllD Section 4(a), the general benefits of an 
assessment district must be quantified and separated out so that the cost of the activities that are 
attributed to general benefit are deducted from the cost assessed against each specially 
benefitted parcel. General benefits are benefits from the MDGBD activities and improvements 
that are not special in nature, are not "particular and distinct" and are not over and above the 
benefits that other parcels receive. This analysis will evaluate and determine the level of general 
benefits that (1) parcels inside of the MDGBD, (2) parcels outside of the MDGBD, and (3) the 
public at large may receive. 

General Benefit to Parcels Inside the MDGBD 
The MDGBD provides funds for activities and improvements that are designed for and created to 
be provided directly to each individually assessed parcel within the MDGBD. Each individual 
assessed parcel will specially benefit from these activities, thus 100% of the benefits conferred 
on these parcels are distinct and special in nature and 0% of the MDGBD activities provide a 
general benefit to parcels in the MDGBD boundary. 

General Benefit to Parcels Outside of the MDGBD 
All the MDGBD activities and improvements are provided directly to each of the individual 
assessed parcels in the MDGBD boundary. Each of the MDGBD activities is provided to the public 
right-of-ways (streets, sidewalks) adjacent to all specially benefitted parcels or tenants in the 
MDGBD. None of the surrounding parcels will directly receive any of the MDGBD activities. Any 
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benefits these parcels may receive are incidental to providing special benefits to the assessed 
parcels, and thus any cost associated with the incidental benefits is not reduced from the cost of 
providing special benefit. 

General Benefit to the Public At Large 
In addition to general benefit analysis to the parcels outside of the MDGBD boundary, there may 
be general benefits to the public at large, i.e., those people that are either in the MDGBD boundary 
and not specially benefitted from the activities, or people outside of the MDGBD boundary that 
may benefit from the MDGBD activities. 

To calculate the general benefit the public at large may receive we determine the percentage of 
each MDGBD activity budget that may benefit the general public. In this case, the Advocacy & 
Engagement activities are tailored to benefit and promote each assessed parcel and are not 
intended to benefit the general public. Accountability & Transparency activities are to provide daily 
management of the MDGBD solely for the benefit of the assessed parcels, and are not intended 
to benefit the general public. If there are any benefits to the general public, they are incidental 
and collateral to providing special benefits to the assessed parcels. 

By contrast, the Cleaning, Safety, & Beautification activities may benefit the general public to 
some degree, as the general public may appreciate the enhanced level of maintenance and 
security as it passes through the MDGBD. To quantify this, we first determine a general benefit 
factor for the Cleaning, Safety, & Beautification activities. The general benefit factor is a unit of 
measure that compares the special benefit that the assessed parcels receive compared to the 
general benefit that the general public receives. To determine the general benefit factor, we used 
previous districts that conducted intercept surveys in San Francisco including West Portal and 
more recently in Union Square, and Los Angeles (Historic Downtown, Leimert Park, Arts District, 
Downtown Industrial, Fashion District, and Sherman Oaks). The intent of the surveys was to 
determine what percentage of the general public was just passing through the district without any 
intent to engage in commercial activity. The surveys concluded that on average 1.4% of the 
respondents were within the district boundary with no intent to engage in any business activity. 
Here, since the MDGBD is designed to promote a business and residential climate that 
encourages development, investment, and commerce, it follows that the benefits received by 
these pedestrians do not translate to a special benefit to the assessed parcels. In other words, 
based on the results of these surveys it is reasonable to conclude that 1.4% of the benefits from 
the Cleaning & Safety activities are general in nature. However, to be conservative and to account 
for any variance in district type, size and services provided, we applied a 5% general public benefit 
factor to account for these variances. The general benefit factor is then multiplied by the MDGBD 
activity's budget to determine the overall general benefit for the Cleaning, Safety, & Beautification 
activities. The following table illustrates this calculation. 

ACTIVITY 
Clean, Safe & Beautification 
Enhanced Zone Overlay 
TOTAL: 

A 
Budget 
Amount 
$835,000 
$120,000 

B 

General Benefit 
Factor 
5.00% 
5.00% 

c 
General Benefit 

Allocation (A x B) 
$41,750 
$6,000 

$47,750.00 

This analysis indicates that $47,750 of the Cleaning, Safety, & Beautification budget may be 
attributed to general benefit to the public at large, and must be raised from sources other than 
special assessments. 
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Using the sum of the three measures of general benefit described above, we find in year one that 
$47,750 (5.0% of the Cleaning, Safety, & Beautification budget, which is equal to 4.3% of the total 
MDGBD budget) may be general in nature and will be funded from sources other than special 
assessments. 
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The Mission Dolores GBD's operating budget takes into consideration: 

1. The improvements and activities needed to provide special benefits to each individual 
parcel within the MDGBD boundary (Section B), 

2. The parcels that specially benefit from said improvements and activities (Section C), and 
3. The costs associated with the special and general benefits conferred (Section E). 

Standard Enhanced TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES Service Zone Zone Overlay Budget % of Budget 
Cleaninq, Safety & Beautification $835,000 $120,000 $955,000 86.04% 
Advocacy & Enqaqement $85,000 $85,000 7.66% 
Accountability & Transparency $70,000 $70,000 6.31% 

Total Expenditures $990,000 $120,000 $1,110,000 100.00% 
REVENUES 
Assessment Revenues $948,250 $114,000 $1,062,250 95.70% 
Other Revenues (1) $41,750 $6,000 $47,750 4.30% 

Total Revenues $990,000 $120,000 $1,110,000 100.00% 
(1) Other non-assessment funding to cover the cost associated with general benefit. 

Budget Notation 
The cost of providing programs and services may vary depending on the market cost for those 
programs and services. Expenditures may require adjustment up or down to continue the intended 
level of programs and services. Assessments will be subject to an annual increase of up to 3% 
per year to address changes in the cost of providing services. The actual amount of increase will 
be determined by the Owners Association and will vary between 0% and 3% in any given year. 
Any change will be approved by the owner's association board of directors and submitted to the 
City within its annual report. 

Projected 10-Year Maximum Budgets 
The following table illustrates the MDGBD's maximum annual budget for the District's 10-year 
term, projecting the 3% maximum annual budget adjustment every fiscal year. 

Fiscal Year Total Budget Fiscal Year Total Budget 
Year1 $1,110,000 Year6 $1,286,794 
Year2 $1, 143,300 Year7 $1,325,398 
Year3 $1,177,599 Year8 $1,365,160 

Year4 $1,212,927 Year9 $1,406, 155 

Year 5 $1 ,249,315 Year10 $1,448,298 
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The above table is based on the MDGBD's current development status and does not accountfor 
possible increases to assessments due to changes to the parcel characteristics that are used to 
allocate special benefits (e.g., building square footage). The amount of each parcel's assessment 
will depend on the existing assessment rates as well as the specific characteristics of the parcel, 
as explained in further detail below in Section G. Each parcel will be assessed on a prorated basis 
from the date it receives a temporary and/or permanent certificate of occupancy. Thus, changes 
to a parcel may result in corresponding revisions to the assessments. Over time the total 
assessments levied in the MDGBD likely will increase as parcels are developed. Parcels may also 
see assessments change as a result of changes in for-profit or non-profit status. 

Bond Issuance 
The District will not issue bonds. 
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As previously discussed in Section C, the MDGBD include two defined benefit zones: a Standard 
Service Zone and an Enhanced Service Zone. In addition, as described in Section D, Non-Profit 
and Educational parcels receive different benefits from the MDGBD's activities. The cost of the 
special benefits received from these services is apportioned in direct relationship to each parcel's 
use, lot square footage and building square footage as discussed in Section D. Each parcel is 
assigned a proportionate benefit unit for each lot square foot and building square foot. The total 
number of benefit units by land use type and zone are as follows: 

Benefit Units 
Land Use Lot SF Buildina SF 
Enhanced Zone: 

Comm/Govt/Res 1,084,237 1,923,492 

Standard Zone: 
Comm/Govt/Res 8,421,504 9,002,206 
Non-Profit/Educational 1,413,922 1,782,521 

TOTAL: 10 919.663 12.708 219 

Calculation of Assessments 
All parcels in the MDGBD will be assessed for the activities provided in the Standard Service 
Zone. To calculate the assessment rate for the Standard Service Zone is to divide the Standard 
Service Zone budget by the total benefit units of the lot plus building square feet within the 
MDGBD ($948,250 I (10,919,663+12,708,219)), which equals an assessment of $0.04304 per lot 
plus building square foot. 

As previously discussed, the Enhanced Service Zone features active storefronts and local 
businesses, generating a higher-level of pedestrian traffic throughout the day and night. Thus, due 
to a higher volume of uses and user groups, it will receive an enhanced level of Cleaning, Safety 
and Beautification services, e.g. more frequent sidewalk sweeping, trash removal, and safety 
enhancements above and beyond what is funded district-wide. Therefore, only the parcels within 
the Enhanced Service Zone overlay will benefit from a higher and more frequent level of service, 
and thus will be the only parcels assessed for these activities. To calculate the assessment rate 
for the Enhanced Service Zone overlay is to divide the Enhanced Service Zone overlay budget 
by the benefit units of the lot plus building square feet within that zone ($114,000 I 
(1,084,237+1,923,492)), which equals an additional assessment of $0.0379 per lot plus building 
square foot. 

Based on this calculation the following table illustrates the first year's maximum annual 
assessment per parcel assessable square foot per each zone. 
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Commercial/Govt/Res 
Non-Profit/Educational 

Sample Parcel Assessments 

LotSFAssmt 

$0.08095 

$0.04304 
$0.02152 

Bldg SF Assmt 

$0.08095 

$0.04304 
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To calculate the assessment for a parcel in the Enhanced Zone with a 2,500 square foot lot and 
a 5,000 square foot building the calculation is as follows: 

Lot square feet (2,500) x $0.0809 = 
Building square feet (5,000) x $0.0809 = 
Total Parcel Assessment= 

$202.37 
$404.73 
$607.10 

To calculate the assessment for a parcel in the Standard Service Zone with a 2,500 square foot 
lot and a 5,000 square foot building the calculation is as follows: 

Lot square feet (2,500) x $0.0430 = 
Building square feet (5,000) x $0.0430 = 
Total Parcel Assessment= 

$107.61 
$215.22 
$322.83 

To calculate the assessment for a Non-Profit/Educational parcel with a 2,500 square foot lot and 
a 5,000 square foot building the calculation is as follows: 

Lot square feet (2,500) x $0.0215 = 
Building square feet (5,000) x $0.0215 = 
Total Parcel Assessment= 

$ 53.81 
$107.61 
$161.42 

The assessment calculation is the same for every parcel in the MDGBD respective of the benefit 
zone and land use and assessment rates. 

Public Property Assessments 
The District will serve all parcels in the MDGBD boundary, including those parcels owned by the 
City of San Francisco or State of California. All publicly-owned parcels will be assessed for their 
proportional share of costs based on the special benefits conferred to those individual parcels. 
Publically-owned parcels, such as Dolores Park and Mission Police Station, will receive special 
benefit from District services that lead to increased use which directly relates to fulfilling their public 
service mission. Article XIII D of the California Constitution was added in November of 1996 to 
provide for these assessments. It specifically states in Section 4(a) that "Parcels within a district 
that are owned or used by any agency ... shall not be exempt from assessment unless the agency 
can demonstrate by clear and convincing evidence that those publicly owned parcels in fact 
receive no special benefit." Below are the publicly-owned parcel that specially benefits from the 
MDGBD activities. 



Mission Dolores GBD 
Engineer's Report 

Budget Adjustment 

April 2019 
Page 22 of23 

Changes to the Budget: The District-wide budget may change from year to year due to 
development in the District, or due to changes between for-profit and non-profit status, as noted 
above. In addition, the GBD Board of Directors may annually increase the assessment rates by up 
to 3% per year to address changes in the cost of providing services. The GBD Board of Directors 
may also determine in any given year that a redeployment of funds to a different spending category 
may be appropriate to accomplish the goals of the GBD. To do so, the Board of Directors must vote 
to adjust the percent of assessments allocated to a given budget category. The City mandates that 
redeployment of funds may not deviate more than 10% of that budget category in any given fiscal 
year. 

Annual Carry-forward and Budget Roll-over: This Management Plan outlines the annual 
budgets for services and improvements provided by the District. At the end of the fiscal year, all 
assessment revenues from that fiscal year must be appropriated to District services, activities, and 
improvements to be provided within the following fiscal year. The GBD must spend these 
outstanding funds within the following fiscal year, as mandated by the City. Failure to use these 
funds to provide the services, activities, and improvements specified in the Management Plan may 
trigger a reduction in the annual assessment levy. 

Grant Funding and Donations: If the GBD receives a grant or donation, the funds will not be 
subject to the limitations of the annual roll-over provision. 
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The total assessment amount for FY 2019/2020 is $1,062,250 apportioned to each individual 
assessed parcel, as included in Attachment A. 



April 3, 2019 

The Honorable Dennis Herrera, 
City Attorney for San Francisco 
Office of the City Attorney 
City Hall Room 234 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

by email and Certified Mail 

Re: Does City involvement in formation of Green Benefit Districts (GBDs) violate 
prohibitions against public employees engaging in political activities? 

Dear Mr Herrera: 

The City of San Francisco has invested hundreds of thousands of dollars in public 
funds, grant moneys and staff time to promote the formation of Green Benefit Districts 
(GBDs), a form of local residential property assessment. (footnote 1} Only one GBD has 
been formed as a result of this effort (Dogpatch/Portrero); two other GB Os have failed 
in the face of strong neighborhood opposition (Inner Sunset and Haight). Another GBD 
effort in the Dolores Park area, also funded by the City and promoted by City 
employees and grantee San Francisco Parks Alliance, is proving to be contentious and 
divisive there. (footnote 2) 

The City actively promotes the GBD program in several ways. It funds a full-time Green 
Benefit program manager at Public Works (Jonathan Goldberg) and grant coordinators 
at the Mayor's Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) (Chris Gorgas 
and others) to advance the formation of GBDs. City employees steer neighbors toward 
the GBD concept (footnote 3) write grant proposals (footnote 4); help establish ad-hoc 
GBD fonnation committees (footnote 5); and routinely schedule and attend GBD 
formation committee meetings (footnote 6). 

In addition, City employees provide funding to consultants (Build Public, AK.A. place 
Lab AKA SF Parks Alliance) who further promote GBDs through mass mailings, 
dedicated Websites, biased surveys and tightly-choreographed public meetings which 
fail to provide a balanced presentation of facts to help voters intelligently decide how 
to vote on this issue. 

After providing grant funding to launch GBD efforts, the City exerts virtually no 
oversight over the conduct of the GBD process once under way, allowing questionable 
practices to go unsupervised. Most conspicuously, GBD promoters themselves write 
and interpret the results of highly biased surveys which serve as their principle 
evidence of neighborhood interest in a GBD. This lack of supervision allows GB_D 
efforts to advance with alarmingly low survey participation rates among property 
owners in affected neighborhoods (footnote 7). 
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In the Dolores Park area, where GBD proponents only achieved a 9.7% participation 
rate among local property owners in a fall 2018 survey, the local GBD formation 
committee has declared itself "encouraged" to move ahead quickly to fund a 
management plan and engineer's report in the absence of public involvement. 

Both the management plan and engineer's report must be reviewed by the City 
Attorney's office for adequacy before the process can move to the petition phase. Yet 
neighbors have not been provided any opportunity to participate in the creation of 
these documents. 

Ultimately, at a point when local property owners vote in a ballot measure to decide 
whether to impose a special assessment on themselves, government agencies owning 
properties in a proposed GBD area (RPD, DPW, SFUSD, SFPD, SFFD etc) vote in the 
ballot process, often strongly influencing the outcome of the ballot by virtue of their 
!arge holdings. Not surprisingly, City agencies routinely vote in favor of forming a GBO, 

Thus, from beginning to end, City funding, City employees and grantees and City 
voting power exert a decisive "thumb on the scale" of the entire GBD process in what 
amounts to overt advocacy for, distortion of information given to the public (footnote 8) 
and endorsement of the GBD program. 

With the above description of how the the City is conducting GBD campaigns in mind, 
legitimate questions occur about the propriety of the Ctty's role in these GBD 
campaigns. 

SF Administrative code and state law prohibit use of City funds for "political activity". 

Political activity is defined as "participating in, supporting, or attempting to influence a 
political campaign for any candidate or ballot measure." 

Your office issues a standard memo to City employees called "Political Activity by City 
Officers and Employees". lt states in part: " No one - including City officers and 
employees - may use City resources to advocate for or against candidates or ballot 
measures." 

. 
The City's financial backing and staff support of activities intended to lead to the 
establishment of Green Benefit Districts, as we\\ as the prominent role of City grantees 
(Place Lab aka SF Parks Alliance) appear to represent prohibited actions because the 
City is funding and using staff, grantees and funding to participate in, support, or 
attempt to influence a "ballot measure" in the establishment of GBDs. 

Thus, The City may have been improperly funding political efforts behind formation of 
the Dogpatch, Inner Sunset, Buena Vista Park neighborhood, and Dolores Park GBDs. 
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We request that the City Attorney take immediate action to determine the propriety and 
legality of the City's pivotal role in promoting GBDs and consider as remedies: 

(1) the termination of the City-funded Dolores Park fo1TI1ation effort 
(2) an accounting of all Ctty funds expended or committed 
in all its GBD formation efforts, directly or through Place Lab, SF Parks Alliance or 

other intermediaries; 
{3) a return to the City Treasury of all public funds spent or allocated; 
(4) a prohibition on the use of City Funds for any future effort to fund GBDs. 

Thank you for your consideration of this important issue. I look forward to hearing from 
you. 

Sincerely, 

John C. Hooper 
201 Buena Vista Ave. East 
San Francisco, CA 94117 
415-626-8880 
Hooparb@aol.com 

cc: Mayor London Breed 
Board of Supervisors 
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 
General Manager, RPO 
General Manager, DPW 
Office Of Economic and Workforce Development 
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Footnotes: 

The following "tip of the iceberg" information was only made available through numerous 
Public Records Act requests. We can provide additional information unearthed through PRA 
requests as requested: 

1) Public Funding To Set up GBDs 
-$330,000 to fund establishment of Portrero GBD 
-$150,000 to fund fonnation_ of failed Inner sunset GBD 
-$221,000 projected for establishment of failed GBV GBD (Haight) of which an estimated 

$33,000 was spent 
-$157 ,000 allocated by the City to fund the Dolores GBD through grants to SF Parks 

Alliance and others 
- Full-time salary of DPW employee from 2015 to the present= $325,000 
- Part-time salary of OEWD employees, RPO employees: estimated $100,000 

2) See February 18, 2019 letterfroro Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association opposing 
Dolores GBD at NoGBDtax.orq Chttps://sites.qooqle.com/view/noqbdtax/home) 

3} Examples of City Officials promoting GBDs: DPW's Mohammed Nuru and former 
Supervisor London Breed: 

From: Breed, London (BOS) 
To: Andrea Jadwin 
Cc: Nuru, Mohammed (DPW); Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); Al Minvielle; Brooke Ray Rivera; Ike 
Kwon 

Subject: Re: Thank You for Your Good Idea 
Date: Wednesday, September 13, 2017 5:59:24 PM 
Thanks Mohammed! You're the best! 
Sent from my iPhone 

On Sep i3, 2017, at 2:50 PM, Andrea Jadwin <wrote: 
Hi Mohammed, 
Back in 2015, we had a meeting at Mclaren Lodge to talk about improvements to 
the Inner Sunset neighborhood and GGPark connections. You kindly suggested 
we look into a Green Benefit District, to which we say 'what's that?' 
Thanks to help from Public Works, Supervisor Breed and the folks at Build 
Public, it looks like we have a good shot at fanning the Inner Sunset Green 
Benefit District. Our neighborhood support is broad and enthusiastic, we've got 
lots of positive energy about a raft of projects and we're committed to making it 
happen. 
THANK YOU for suggesting the GBD in the first place and for your continued 
support for the Inner Sunset neighborhood! 
Best, 
Andrea Jadwin 
Inner Sunset Park Neighbors 

RPD's Sarah Madland urges steering Dolores neighbors toward GBD 
From: Madland, Sarah (REC) Sent: Thursday, March 29, 2018 11 :05 AM 
To: Gorgas, Christopher (ECN) Cc: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) 
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Subject: RE: Dolores park GBD 

Thanks. I feel \ike we should steer them to GBD so the park can be included. 

Sarah 

Sarah Madland Director of Policy and Public Affairs 
San Francisco Recreation and Park Department I 
City & County of San Francisco Mclaren Lodge in Golden Gate Park I 
501 Stanyan Street I San Francisco, CA I 94117 

4. Goldberg and GBV GBD Chair rewrite grant proposal to meet OEWD guidelines: 

From: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) 
To: "Isabel Wade"; Brooke Ray Rivera 
Subject: RE: proposal 
Date: Thursday, February 22, 2018 11 :26:00 AM 
Attachments: BVGBD Proposal draft OEWD proposal - PW Edits.docx 

Hi Isabel & Brooke Ray --
Here are my revisions to Isabel's OEWD grant proposal (see attached). One item to note: per 
instruction from my 
colleague at OEWD, I have omitted ''green" from "green benefit district" and associated 
acronyms in the grant 
proposal. For the purpose of this submittal, the titled of the group is "Greater Buena Vista 
Benefit District Formation 
Committee." (side note for Isabel: "Formation Committee" is the colloquialism used for GBDs, 
whereas "Steering 
Committee" is used for CBDs/BIDs). 

l also wanted to follow-up to confirm the Formation Committee's role vis a vis Place Lab. It is 
my understanding 
that Isabel will be the primary manager of the Greater Buena Vista GBD formation effort, with 
support and 
professional guidance from Place Lab. 
Regarding the specific components of the OEWD grant proposal, here is what's outstanding 
vs. already completed. 
PART 1: LEAD APPLICANT PROFILE 
Lead Applicant (i.e., fiscal agent, per instruction on RFP) -- to be filled-out by Place Lab 
Program Lead -- to be filled out by Isabel 
PART II: OEWD GRANT NARRATIVE 
Applicant Qualifications and Staff Assignments -- 90% complete, just need a few sentences 
about Place Lab. 
Approach, Activities and Outcomes -- complete 
Pertormance Measurement and Reporting -- complete 
Financial Management & Budget -- copy from Inner Sunset grant proposal? Isabel & PW to 
modify atter proposal 
budget template has been drafted (Appendix B, below). 
APPLICATION PACKAGE CHECKLIST: OEWD SUPPLEMENTAL MATERIALS 
Appendix B: Proposal Budget Template -- Place Lab to draft, submit to Isabel for review/ 
comment/edit 
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Appendix C: Proposal Application for RFP 208 (these are the· "grant narrative" materials listed 
above} 
Appendix D: Staffing & Composition Chart -- Re-use modified version from Inner Sunset grant 
proposal to · 
incorporate Greater Buena Vista Benefit District Formation Committee a lead organization, 
supported by Place Lab. -
Appendix E: Submission Authorization from E.D. -- Place Lab to draft letter OK'ing grant 
proposal 
Org Budget -- Place Lab to re-use from Inner Sunset grant proposal 
Org Chart -- Place Lab to re-use from Inner Sunset grant proposal, sans Street Plans Collab. 
Letters of Support -- Isabel working on 
Please feel free to let me know if there are any outstanding questions. 
Cheers, 
Jonathan 
Jonathan Goldberg 
Green Benefit District 
Program Manager 
Operations I San Francisco Public Works I City and County of San Francisco 
2323 Cesar Chavez Street\ San Francisco, CA 94124 l (o) 415.695.2015 I (c) 415.304.0749 
sfpublicworks.org · twitter.com/sfpublicworks 
-----Original Message-----

From: Isabel Wade [mailto: 
Sent: Wednesday, February 21, 2018 2:1 i PM 
To: Brooke Ray Rivera <brookeray@buildpublic.org> 
Cc: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) <jonathan.goldbsrg@sfdpw.org> 
Subject: proposal 
Here is a copy of the proposal as far as I took it. Also the SC list (have to check on owner 
status, but that's my 
recollection for now} I changed some of the language from what I sent to Jonathan based 
on not wanting to identify 
the project as a Green Benefit District since OEWD doesn't seem to fund those! 
As indicated to you, but restated here for Jonathan, my reservation about you submitting the 
proposal instead of _ 
URS (Urban Resource Systems) relates to expenditures needed to ensure the database is 
robust. I don't want URS to be out on the tail end of 
insufficient funds for the project; we have already advanced Ken Cook funds to date that I 
believe Jonathan 
indicated could be reimbursed if and when the district is established. 
Also, Phil wants to hire CMG for the/a vision process related to BV; he was going to ask my 
neighbor to pay for it. 
l sent him the Capital Plan from our process, which he had not seen, and it certainly has 
enough·vision for capital 
improvements. I don't know where that is going to go but just to give you a heads up. 
I will ask Bill Barnes to get us a letter from Sheehy. · 
Jonathan, you need to give me a call. Isabel 
Steering Committee: 
Isabel Wade, Convenyor, property owner 
Jan Chernoff, property owner 
Bonnie Fisher, Co-convenyor, property owner Boris Dramov, property owner Sue Rugtiv, 
property owner Tiffany 
Friedman, renter Janice Nicol, renter Pat Dusenbury, renter Craig Lll.tker, Property Owner Dan 
Slaughter, Property 
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owner Jill Allen, Property Owner Michelle Leighton, Property Owner 

!sabe\ Wade 

5) Chris Corgas contacts Jim Chappell, former SPUR director, asking him to participate 
in Dolores GBD formation committee; Jim Chappell accepts 

From; 
Sent: To: 
Cc: Subject: 
Great 1 Welcome to our group, Jim! Thank you, Chris. 
Hans Kolbe Celantra Systems 
From: Gorgas, Christopher (ECN) [mailto:christopher.corgas@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, June 01, 2018 10:45 AM 
To: Brooke Ray Rivera <brookeray@place!absf.org>; Sam@biritemarket.com; Hans Kolbe 
<hanskolbe@celantrasystems.com>; Carolyn Thomas <CarofynjO@yahoo.com>; Toral Patel 
<toral@p!acelabsf.org>; Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) <jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org>; 
bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com; Robert Brust <rkbrust@gmail.com>; Jim Chappell 
<jimchappel!sf@gmai\.com> 
Subject: New SC member - Dolores Park GBD 
Hi A\\, 
I am sure I am missing a bunch of my emails in my haste to get this out. I ran into Jim Chappell 
last evening, who lives in the vicinity we are looking at for the Dolores Park GBD and is 
interested in becoming involved. 
For those of you who do not know, he specializes in providing strategic assistance to the 
development community and public agencies on private-public initiatives. From 1994 to 2009, 
he led the San Francisco Planning and Urban Research Assqciation (SPUR), bringing a 
balanced and informed perspective to San Francisco Bay Area urban issues through research, 
education, and advocacy. Prior to that he began his career as a planning and development 
consultant, working for some of the country's top planning firms, on a wide variety of projects 
for developers, public agencies, and community groups. 
He is skilled in strategic planning, positioning, zoning and land use planning, project siting, 
entitlements, public/private partnerships, historic preservation, park and recreation planning, 
community relations and government relations. 
Jim is highly regarded in the field and I have had the pleasure of working with him on various 
CBD formations. I trust his wisdom will be most beneficial to steering committee. 
Please loop him in, he is included in this email. 
Regards, 
Chris Gorgas, MPA 
Senior Program Manager 

Hans Kolbe <hanskolbe@celantrasystems.com> 
Friday, June 01, 201811:38 AM 
Gorgas, Christopher (ECN); 'Brooke Ray Rivera'; Sam@biritemarket.com; 'Carolyn Thomas'; 
'Toral Patel'; Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com; 'Robert Brust'; 'Jim 
Chappell' 
'Dana De Laura'; Carolyn Kenady; 'Conan McHugh' 
RE: New SC member - Dolores Park GBD 

Office of Economic and Workforce Development 1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Place, Room 448 
San Francisco, CA 941 02 
O: 415-554-6661 
christopher.corgas@sfgov.org 
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6) Goldberg and Corgas helping set up, schedule and participate in formation committee 
meetings: 
From: "Corgas, Christopher (ECN)' Date: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 at 4:28 PM 

To: "Fatooh, Martin (BOS)", "Sheehy, Jeff (BOS)" 

Subject: Dolores Park Steering Committee Update 

Hi Supervisor Sheehy and Marty, 

Below are the names that we have received thus far for the Dolores Park GBD Steering 
Committee: Gideon Kramer, formerly Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association, Mission 
history collector Kevin O'Shea, NAG Neighborhood Action Group I Hancock Street 
Neighborhood Group Robert Brust, Dolores Works and Dolores Ambassadors Peter Gabel, 
24th Street Noe Valley Market Square Carolyn Kenady, Dolores Heights Improvement Club Eric 
Guthertz, Principal of Mission High Sam Mogannam, Birite Hans Kolbe 

I believe this is a solid start to get started. Ideally, I would like to see at least 2 to 4 more 
people join, not including Rec and Park which will be as well. Do you have any concerns with 
this list or anyone you would like to see added? I will try to convene a meeting next week and 
will inform you of date, time, and location. Thank you! 

Regards, Chris Corgas, MPA Senior Program Manager 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 448 San Francisco, CA 94102 
0: 415-554-6661 christopher.corgas@sfgov.org 

Good afternoon all - Please use this conference call number for tonight's check-in call: 
PHONE: + 1 (866) 921-5445 PIN: 7402584# 

( also want to congratulate you all on the successful outreach to date - as of today, you've 
netted 455 survey responses. 

We'll be diving a bit more into these details later tonight. Looking forward to chatting with you 
at 6 PM! 

Cheers, Jonathan 

Jonathan Goldberg 
Green Benefit District Program Manager 

From: Brooke Ray Rivera Sent: Thursday, June 07, 2018 2:34 PM 

To: Isabel Wade; Gorgas, Christopher (ECN); Toral Patel; Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) 

Subject: Meeting to finalize GBV GBD grant scope Hi Isabel, Please e-meet Chris Corgas from 
OEWD who is our grant administrator for the $33K GBV GBD grant. As I've discussed with 
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both of you, I think it's important that we all sit down together to revise and finalize the scope 
and allocations of this $33K. Jonathan you should attend as well if possible. 

Tora! and I want to make sure that the services we at Place Lab are providing are the best use 
of the City's money for the most benefit to the neighborhood. Chris has confirmed that we can 
incorporate a revision to the scope via a grant contract amendment, which we'll be doing 
anyway for other reasons related to the Dolores Park GBD component of the contracts. Isabel, 
when is best for you within the following times, for a meeting at our office (315 Linden in Hayes 
Va\ley): [11 Thursday June 14th 9am-4:30pm III Monday June 18th 1-4:30pm !1J Tuesday June 
19th 2-6pm All of these work for Chris, Tora! and L Jonathan please weigh in as well. 

Thanks, Brooke Ray 

econdevintern, {ECN) 
From: 
Sent: To: 
Cc: Subject: 
My apologies for the mix up. Thank you Hans for clarifying! 
Since we have enough folks who can attend the proposed June 26th meeting date, I will be 
following-up with a calendar invite shortly. 
Cheers, Jonathan 
Jonathan Goldberg Green Benefit District Program Manager 
Operations I San Francisco Public Works I City and County of San Francisco 2323 Cesar 
Chavez. Street I San Francisco, CA 94124 I (o) 415.695.2015 I 
sfpublicworks.org · twitter.com/sfpublicworks 

From: Hans Kolbe [mai!to:hanskolbe@celantrasystems.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 19, 2018 9:42 AM 
To: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) <jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org>; 'Toral Patel' 
<toral@placelabsf.org>; 'Brett Lider' <blider@gmall.com>; bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com; 'Carolyn 
Thomas' <carolynjO@yahoo.com>; ckerby@sbcglobal.net; 'Dana De Lara' 
<danadelara@gmail.com>; 'Eric Guthertz' <guthertze@Sfusd.edu>; 'Gideon Kramer' 
<gykramer@earthlink.net>; 'Jim Chappell' <jimchappellsf@gmail.com>; lioremg@gmail.com; 
nori.yatsunami.tong@gmail.com; rebecca@cds-sf.org; 'Robert Brust' <rkbrust@gmail.com>; 
'Sam Mogannam' <sam@bir\temarkelcom>; toddsdavid@gmail.com 
Cc:. Gorgas, Christopher (ECN) <Christopher.corgas@sfgov.org>; 'Brooke Ray Rivera' 
<brookeray@bui\dpublic.org> Subject: Clarifying action item assignments and volunteers RE: 
REMINDER: Doodle Poll+ Notes from 6/12 Dolores Park GBD Meeting 
Jonathan, 
Thanks a lot for the detail minutes of our meeting, great! My recollection of the two groups 
preparing for the next meeting is different than you wrote down. 1 believe Dana, Carolyn, and 
Robert volunteered for the communication p!an, and Liore and I volunteered for the survey 
questionnaire draft. 1 asked Conan whether he volunteered. He ottered to review any 
intennediary work product - but did not want to be part of the assignment. 
Please let me know if I am remembering incorrectly. In the meantime, I will start working with 
Uore on the survey. 

Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) 
Thursday, June 21, 2018 6:03 PM 
Hans Kolbe; 'Toral Patel'; 'Brett Lider'; bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com; 'Carolyn Thomas'; 
ckerby@sbcg!obal.net; 'Dana De Lara'; 'Eric Guthertz'; 'Gideon Kramer'; 'Jim Chappell'; 
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!ioremg@gmail.com; nori.yatsunami.tong@gmail.com; rebecca@cds-sf.org; 'Robert Brust'; 
'Sam Mogannam'; toddsdavid@gmail.com 
Gorgas, Christopher (ECN); 'Brooke Ray Rivera' 
RE: Clarifying action item assignments and volunteers RE: REMINDER: Doodle Poll+ Notes 
from 6/12 Dolores Park GBD Meeting 
1 
Thank you 
Hans Kolbe Celantra Systems 
From: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) [mailto:jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org] 
Sent: Monday, June 18, 2018 5:32 PM 
To: Toral Patel <toral@placelabsf.org>; Hans Kolbe <hanskolbe@celantrasystems.com>; Brett 
Lider <blider@gmail.com>; bruce.r.bowen@gmail.com; Carolyn Thomas 
<CarolynjO@yahoo.com>; ckerby@sbcglobal.net; Dana De Lara <danade!ara@gmail.com>; Eric 
Guthertz <guthertze@sfusd.edu>; Gideon Kramer <gykramer@earthlink.net>; Jim Chappell 
<jimchappellsf@gmaif.com>; lioremg@gmail.com; nori.yatsunami.tong@gmail.com; 
rebecca@cds-sf.org; Robert Brust <rkbrust@gmail.com>; Sam Mogannam 
<sam@biritemarket.com>; toddsdavid@gmail.com 
Cc: Gorgas, Christopher (ECN) <Chrlstopher.corgas@sfgov.org>; Brooke Ray Rivera 
<brookeray@buildpublic.org> Subject: REMINDER: Doodle Poll+ Notes from 6/12 Dolores 
Park GBD Meeting 
Hi al\! 
Just a reminder to respond to this Doodle poll to confirm our next meeting date. 
At our June 1'2th meeting, we tentatively set our next meeting date to be Tuesday, June 26th at 
6 PM, pending the availability of our greater group. If this date doesn't work for most, we'll 
reschedule this meeting for another date in June or July. 
Cheers, Jonathan 
Jonathan Goldberg Green Benefit District Program Manager 
Operations I San Francisco Public Works I City and County of San Francisco 2323 Cesar 
Chavez Street I Sari Francisco, CA 94124 I (o) 415.695.2015 I (c) 415.304.0749 
sfpublicworks.org · twitter.com/sfpublicworks 

----Original Appointment----
From: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) 
Sent: Wednesday, October 24, 2018 7:40 PM 
To: Goldberg, Jonath'an (DPW); Brett Lider (blider@gmai!.com); Bruce Bowen; Carolyn; Gorgas, 
Christopher (ECN); Claude lmb_ault; conan mchugh; Ned Moran; Eric Guthertz; Hans Kolbe; 
'Jim Chappell'; Liore Milgrom-Gartner; nori yatsunami tong; 
David; Brooke Ray Rivera; 
Cc: brookeray@buildpublic.org; juliaayeni@sfparksalliance.org; Conan McHugh Subject: 
Outreach Check~in: Mission Dolores GBD Feasibility Survey 
When: Monday, October 29, 2018 6:00 PM-7:30 PM (UTC-08:00) Pacific Time (US & Canada). 
Where: Conference Call 
Hi all-
This conference cal! will be to check-in regarding survey and outreach efforts to date. 
Conference call details will be forthcoming. 
Cheers, Jonathan 
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7) Property owner participation in Inner Sunset survey:12.8°/o 

in Greater Buena Vista (Haight) survey:14.6% 

In DJ lores area survey: property owner response 9. 7o/a 

8) GBV GBD committee chair encourages RPO to omit reference to significant work done 
in BV Park which might give impression a GBD is not necessary. 

From: Isabel Wade < 
Date: April 16, 2018 at 2:49:56 PM EDT To: Phil Ginsburg <pginsburg@me.com> Subject: GBD 
Meeting 
Hi Phil, 
You mentioned you were working on something for us to help promote the need for extra 
resources for BV and Corona - if so, can you please send? Also, would you please mention to 
Carol that her presentation at the BVNA meeting on Wed night should not be too glowing 
related to what has been accomplished lately (tree removal etc) and the prospect of upcoming 
bond funds, otherwise people wfll think there is no need tor extra resources with the GBDi She 
can point out that any bond funds that BV might get will fall far short of the $30 million 
estimated in our Capital Planning process of 3 years ago (and that is without any cost increase 
factor for now!) unless we are able to get a much bigger 
bond. And RPD does not have (as far as l know) enough staff resources NOW to provide the 
level of service needed/desired and is very unlikely to get more given the seemingly endless 
(and increasing) other priorities of the city that always seem to come first (i.e. health, homeless, 
housing, etc). Hopefully this latter point will be covered in data you are sending? 
Looking forward to seeing you all on Thursday for our discussion about GBD management 
concepts. l really hope we will need them! Best, Isabel 

Isabel Wade 
Just One Tree, Chief Lemon Ambassador 415-
Phil Ginsburg <pginsburg@me.com> Monday, April 16, 2018 11 :56 AM Paw1owsky, Eric {REC) 
Fwd: GBD Meeting 
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Leger. Cheryl (BOS) 

Frorn: 

Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

John C. Hooper.::hooparb@aol.com> 

Wednesday, May 29, 2019 8:10 AM 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN); Corgas, Christopher {ECN); Nuru, Mohammed (DPW); 

Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); drew@sfparksalliance.org 
Renewed PRA request for documents related to GBDs and not yet provided 

PRA request 2_ 11_ 19 re GBVGBD and MDGBD -highlighted.pages 

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

May 29, 2019 by email and certified mail 

Director, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Director, San Francisco Public Works 
Board of Directors and CEO, San Francisco Parks Alliance 
Formation Committee, Mission Dolores GBD 

Re Renewed Public Records Act request for additional documents pertaining to formation of a 
Greater Buena Vista Green Benefit District and a Mission Dolores Green Benefit District. 

Dear Sirs and Mesdames: 

The purpose of this letter is to request that you provide additional documents and materials originally 
requested in nine numbered paragraphs as set forth in my earlier PRA request dated February 11, 
2019. Many of the documents requested at that time have not been provided. 

The City and County of San Francisco must provide all documents and information funded by the City 
as described in my earlier PRA request dated February 11, 2019. I enclose a copy of that letter for 
your ease of reference. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John Hooper 
201 Buena Vista Ave east 
San Francisco, CA 94117-4103 
415-626-8880 

cc: standard distribution 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Wednesday, May 29, 2019 8:41 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

Complaint to Sunshine Ordinance Task Force re failure to respond to earlier PRA request 
PRA request May 22, 2019 to OEWD et al .txt; PRA request 2_ 11_ 19 re GBVGBD and 
MDGBD -highlighted.pages 

This 1nessage is frotn outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Dear Sirs and Mesdames: 

l am filing this complaint because I have not received documents requested in my attached PRA 
request dated February 11, 2019. I renewed this request today in another PRA request which I have 
also attached. 

The City is required to release all documents and information prepared using public funding, whether 
these materials are the work of City employees directly or the work product of City grantees or other 
groups benefltting from public funding. As described in my letter of February 11, 2019, the City -
through OEWD - has provided extensive funding to San Francisco Parks Alliance (and its 
predecessor organizations Place Lab and Build Public) to promote the formation of Green Benefit 
Districts in several San Francisco neighborhoods. Public funding has also flowed to the benefit of the 
Misison Dolores Green Benefit District formation committee in the form of, among other 
things, paying for neighborhood mailings, Mission Dolores GBD website development, organizing 
and holding public meetings and promoting petition drives related to the formation of GBDs. 

The core mission of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force will be subverted if City agencies are 
allowed to avoid public scrutiny by working through grantees and proxies such as the San Francisco 
Parks Alliance and the Mission Dolores Green Benefit District Formation Committee, both of which 
entities have beneifitted from significant public funding. 

This matter was discussed at the May 21 SOTF Committee meeting and refered to the full Task 
Force for its consideration. 

Thank you for your attention to this compliant. 

Sincerely, 

John Hooper 
201 Buena Vsta Ave East 
SF, CA 94117-4103 
415-626-8880 
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PRA request May 22 2019 to OEWD et 

May 29, 2019 

Director, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Director, San Francisco Public Works 
Board of Directors and CEO, San Francisco Parks Alliance 
Formation Committee, Mission Dolores GBD 

al_.txt 

by email and certified mail 

Re Renewed Public Records Act request for additional documents pertaining to 
formation of a Greater Buena Vista Green Benefit District and a Mission Dolores 
Green Benefit District. 

Dear Sirs and Mesdames: 

The purpose of this letter is to request that you provide additional documents and 
materials originally listed in nine numbered paragraphs as set forth in my earlier 
PRA request dated February 11, 2019. Many of the documents requested at that time 
have not been provided. 

The City and County of San Francisco must provide documents and information funded 
by the City as described in my earlier PRA request dated February 11, 2019. 

Rather than restate the contents of that earlier letter, I am highlighting those 
materials which have not been provided as they were set forth in my earlier letter. 

Thank you for your prompt attention to this matter. 

Sincerely, 

John Hooper 
201 Buena Vista Ave east 
San Francisco, CA 94117-4103 
415-626-8880 

cc: standard distribution 

Page 1 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
Friday, June 7, 2019 4:10 PM 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Re: SOTF complaint- OEWD, Public Works, SF Parks Alliance, DPW 

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

Hi again Cheryl: 

I received over 40 emails from 
OEWD - each with numerous attachments" on March 5 responding to my Feb 11 PRA request. 

Although voluminous, they were only partially responsive to my request. 

In particular, OEWD failed to produce any of the requested materials produced by Parks Alliance, Place Lab and/or the 
Dolores GBD formation committee which were paid for by the OEWD grant in question (such as mailings, website 

development, survey materials, agendas, petition, invoices for contractor work and so forth ) 

The public has a right to see these materials - paid for with publlc funds - even though the work may have been carried 

out by a third party. 

The OEWD contract with Parks Alliance makes it clear that all products paid for by the grant are the property of the Clty 

and therefore subject to SOTF's jurisdiction. 

I wlll not have access to the materials OEWD sent me til I get back to my office. 

It might be quicker to ask Marianne Thompson at OEWD to send the same batch of emails to you. 

Hope this helps.I 

John Hooper 

On Jun 7, 2019, at 2:18 PM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Hooper: 

Please see attached your May 29 complaint for your requested records. I write to ask if you have 

received anything from these departments and if you have, please forward them to me for processing of 
your complaint. Thank you and call me if you have questions. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

Tel: 415-554-7724 

<image001. p ng> Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 
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The LeRislative Research_ i;;enter providQS 24 hour eicce_,, to Board of Supervisors legislation, and arch;ved matters since 
August 1998. 

<Hooper.pdf> 

Dfr;closures; Personal information thot is provided in communications to the Board ofSupprwsors is subject to disclosure 
under the Co/1fornio Public Records Act and the Son Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal i1Jfor1nation provided will not 
be redacted. Members of the public ore not required to provide personal identifying information when they con1municote 
with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit 
to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be mode available to al! members of the public for 
inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any lnfarmatian from these submissions. This means that 
personal information-including names, phone nunibers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public 
elects to submit to the Board ond its commitrccs-moy appear on the Board of Supervfr;ars web5ite or in other public 
document< that members of the pµblic may inspect or copy. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS} 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

JOHN HOOPER< hooparb@aol.com> 
Tuesday, June 11, 2019 1 0:33 AM 

SOTF, (BOS) 
Re: SOTF complaint- OEWD, Public Works, SF Parks Alliance, DPW 

Hi Cheryl: 

The documents guy at DPW told me he had nothing more than what they sent in February. 

As far as Parks Alliance goes, that's news to me that I've been working with the Director. Have sent them the same PRA 

requests with no response. I have never spoken with the Director about getting documents directly from him, though I 

would not object. 

Anyway, It's the City'_s responsibility to provide information from grants they funded. 

Thanks! 

John Hooper 

On Jun 11, 2019, at 10:14 AM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Hooper: 

I spoke with Marianne and she sent via email their response. What about the requests to Public Works 
and Parks Alliance? Did you get anything from either dept.? I spoke with someone from Parks Alliance 

who said that you had been working with the Director to get your documents. Please advise. Thank you. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

Tel: 415-554-7724 

<image001.png> Click here to complete a Board of Supervisor.1 Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The .leRislative Rese~rch Cente( provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and orch1ved matters since 
August 1998. 

Disclosures: Persona! infonnation that is provided in con1municotio11s to the Boord of Supervisors is <ubjec! to disclosure 
under the Col1for11io Public Records Ac( and the Son Frondsco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not 
be redacted. Members of the public ore not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate 

with the Board of Supervisors and ils committees. Ali written or oral communications that members of the public submit 
to the Clerk's Office regord1i1g pending legislation or hearings wiii be mode available to all 1nembers of the public for 

inspection ond copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This means t/Jat 
personal i11fo1mat1on-including names, phone numbers, addresses ond sim1/or information that a member of the public 
elects to submit to the Boord and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors 1<1ebsite or m other public 

documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Sent: Friday, June 7, 2019 4:10 PM 
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To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: SOTF complalnt- OEWD, Public Works, SF Parks Alliance, DPW 

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

Hi again Cheryl: 

I received over 40 emails from 
OEWD - each with numerous attachments- on March 5 responding to my Feb 11 PRA request. 

Although voluminous, they were only partially responsive to my request. 

In particular, OEWD failed to produce any of the requested materials produced by Parks Alliance, Place 
Lab and/or the Dolores GBD formation committee which were paid for by the" OEWD grant in question 
(such as mailings, website development, survey materials, agendas, petition, invoices for contractor 
work and so forth) 

The publlc has a right to see these materials- paid for with public funds - even though the work may 
have been carried out by a third party. 

The OEWD contract with Parks Alliance makes it clear that all products paid for by the grant are the 
property of the City and therefore subject to SOTF's jurisdiction. 

1 will not have access to the materials OEWD sent me til I get back to my office. 

It might be quicker to ask Marianne Thompson at OEWD to send the same batch of emails to you. 

Hope this helps! 

John Hooper 

On Jun 7, 2019, at 2:18 PM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Hooper: 

Please see attached your May 29 complaint for your requested records. I write to ask if 
you have received anything from these departments and if you have, please forward 
them to me for processing of your complaint. Thank you and call me if you have 
questions. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Boa rd of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

<imageOOl.png> Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction 

form. 

The Le!lislative Resg~rch Cent<er provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and 
archived matters since flugu't 1998. 

Disclosures: Pcr5onol information that is provided 1n communications to the Boord of SrJpervisors is 
sub]ect to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Fronc10co Sunshine 
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<Hooper.pdf> 

Ordinance Personal inforn1ot1on provided will not be redacted Members of rile public are not 

req"ired to provide personal identifying infonnotion when !hey communicate with r/1e lloord of 
Supervisors and its commiaees. All written or oral commu11icotions that n1e1nbers of the public 
submit to the Cle1k's Office regarding pending legi.slotiofl or hearings will be made available to all 
members of the pub/JC for inspection and copying. Tlie Clerk's Office does not rpdact any 
informalion frorn these submi;s1ons. This mPons that personal information-including non1ts, 
phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to sub1nit to 
the Board and its co1111nittees-moy appear on the Boord ofSupervi>ors website or in other public 
document< that n1embers of the public moy inspect or copy. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
Thursday, June 20, 2019 2:57 PM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

Subject: Re: SOTF - Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force·- File No. 19062 

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

Hi Cheryl: It was my intent to include both DPW and OEWD, in my complaint. 

Is that your understanding or do I need to take any additional steps? 

Thanks for your guidance. 

John Hooper 

On Jun 14, 2019, at 10:24 AM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Good Morning: 

Public Works has bel':n named as a Respondent in the attached con1plaint filed with the Sunshine 
Ordi11ance Taslc Force. Please respond to the following complaint/request within five business 
days. 

}~ilc No. 19062: Complaint filed by John l-Iooper against Public Works for allegedly violating 
.Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a public 
records request in a ti1nely and/or cotnpletc manner. 

The Respondent is required to submit a written respo11se to the allegations including any 
and all supporting documents, recordings, electronic media, etc., to the Task }~orce witl1iu 
five (5) business days of receipt of this notice. This is your opportunity to provide a full 
explanation to allow the Task Force to be fully informed in considering your respo11se prior its 
meeting. 

Please include tl1e following infom1ation in your response if applicable: 

1. List all relevant records with descriptions that have been provided pursua11t to the 
Complai11ant request. 

2. Date the relevant records were provided to the Complainant. 
3. Description of the method used, alo11g with any relevant search tem1s used, to search 

for the relevant records. 
4. Statemeht/declaration that all releva11t documents l1avc been provided, does not exist, 

or has been excluded. 
5. Copy of the original request for records (if applicable). 
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Please refer to the File Nu1nber when submitti11g any new infor1natio11 a11d/or suppo1iing 
docume11ts pertaining to this co1nplai11t. 

T11e Complainant alleges: 
ComJJlaint Attached. 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

Tel: 415-554-7724 

<i mage001. png> Click here to complete o Board of Supervi;ors Customer Servke Sati>fdclion form. 

The LegisldJive Research Cente.c prov id ~s 24·hou r access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and Jr chived matte rs since 
August 1998. 

Disclosures: Persona! information thot is provided in communications to the Boord of Supervisors i5 subject to disclosure 
under the Ca/rfornio Public Records Act ond the Son Fronc1Sco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal informo!ion provided will not 
be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide p~rsona! identifying information wh~n they comn1unicate 
•v11h the Board ofSupervi5ors and its committees. Alf written or oral communicat1ons that members of the public submit 
to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legi5/ation or heoring5 will be made available 10 all members of the pubiicfor 
inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these subn1issions. This means that 
persona! inforn1ation-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information t/Jot a member of the public 
elects to subtnit to the Board and its comrnitteP.<-may oppeor nn the Board of Supervisors web.>ite or in other public 
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

<SOTF - Complaint Procedure 2018-12-05 FINAL.pdf> 

<19062.pdf> 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Friday, June 21, 2019 11:33 AM 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Subject: OEWD is still withholding GBD information 

Good morning Cheryl and Marianne: 

Thanks for checking in. I have looked at the most recent attachments OEWD provided. 

The information provided falls far short of what I am looking for and far short of what the public has a right to see. 

Everything produced under the OEWD/ Parks Alliance grant in question belongs to the City and Is subject to the 

Sunshine Ordinance. My Feb 11 PRA request, which both SOTF and OEWD have received, contains several legal 
Citcitions making this clear. 

Most of the attachments I received last week are simply copies of materials readily available on GBD websites. The only 

exception was an invoice related to an April 2019 mailing encouraging property owners to sign the MDGBD petition. 

I want to emphasize that these continued requests on my part are in no way a criticism of Marianne Thompson who is 

just doing her job. I will try to be more precise when I meet with her, though I would have thought that the nine 
numbered requests in my Feb 11 PRA request were adequately specific. 

This matter involves repeated instances of City agencies purposefully working to prevent members of the public from 
exercising their right to understand how their taxpayer dollars are being spent. And it goes to the heart of why the SOTF 

was established. 

To me, this whole GBD program 

and its arrogant implementation are a highly discouraging reflection on the highest levels of City government. 

Thank you. 

John Hooper 

On Jun 21, 2019, at 8:54 AM, SOTF, (BOS} <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Hooper: 

File No. 19062 (Public Works) is one of four separate matters {19063, SF Parks Alliance; 19064, 
Recreation and Parks). I put in a call to Marianne Thompson (OEWD; file no. 19061) to ask if she has 
provided everything you requested. Ms. Thompson and you have been exchanging emails regarding 

your request (19051) and I wanted to make certain that you have everything. I will call her again 
today. Have received all your requested materials? If so, are you would you like 'to withdraw your 

complaint? Thank you. 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

Tel: 415-554-7724 
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<imageOOl.png> Click here to complf'te a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Soti>ldction form. 

The Legislative Reseo~dl l'.:Pnter provides 24-hour acces.1 to Boo rd of Supervisors legislat'1on, on d archived matte rs si nee 
Augu't 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal mformorion thot 15 provided in communicotions to tile Boord of Supervisors i<; subject to disclosure 
1Jnder the Cai~'ornio Public Records Act and the Son Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not 
be redacted. Members of the public ore not required to provide persona! identif;ing information when they communicate 
with tile Boord of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public subn>it 
!o the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings 1vill be made ovo1/oble to all members of the public far 
inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submission.\. This means thot 
persona/ informaUon-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public 
elecrs ta submit to the Boord and its comm1ltees-may op pear an the Board of Supervison website or in other public 
documents that members of !he public may inspect or copy. 

From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2019 2:57 PM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: SOTF- Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 19062 

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

Hi Cheryl: It was my intent to include both DPW and OEWD in my complaint 

Is that your understanding or do I need to take any additional steps? 

Thanks for your guidance. 

John Hooper 

On Jun 14, 2019, at 10:24 AM, SDTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Good Morning: 

Public Works has been named as a Respondent in tl1e attached complai11t filed 
witl1 tl1e Sunshine Ordina11ce Task: Force. Please respond to the following 
complai11Urequest withi11 five business days. 

File No. 19062: Complaint filed by John Hooper against Public Works for 
allegedly violating Adn1inistrative Code (Sunshi11c Ordinance), Section 67.21, by 
failing to respond to a public records request it1 a timely and/or complete manner. 

Tlic Respondent is required to submit a written response to the allegations 
including any and all supporting documents, recordings, electronic media, 
etc., to the Task Force within five (5) l1usiness days of rcceitlt of this 
notice, This is your opportunity to provide a full explanation to allow tl1e ·rask 
Force to be-fully i11fom1ed in considering your response prior its 1neeting. 

Please include the following information in your respo11sc if applicable: 
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1. List all relevant records with descriptions that have been provided 
pursuant to the Complai11ant request. 

2. Date the relevant records were provided to the Complainant. 
3. Description of the metl1od used, along with aJ1y rcle-i;rant search terms 

used, to search for the relevar1t records. 
4. State1ncnt/declaration that all relevant documents have been provided, 

does not exist, or has been excluded. 
s. Copy of the origi11al request for records (if applicable). 

Please refer to the File Number when submitting any new information 
ai1d/or supporti11g docu1nents pertaining to this complaint. 

l'he Complainai1t alleges: 
Con1plai11t Attached. 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

<image001.png> Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Scrvic" Satisfaction 
form. 

The ~lative ~esearch Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervi.>ors legisl;ition, and 
archived matters since Augusl 1998, 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Boord of Supervisors is 
subfect to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine 
Ordinance. Personal information prov•ded will not be redacted. Mernbers of the public are not 
required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Boord of 
Supervisors and ,g committees. All written or oral commun1Cations that members of t/1e pubhc 
submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to a/I 
members of the public for inspectfon and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any 
information fron1 these submis.<ions. Thi> means that personal information-including names, 
phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of Che public elects to submit to 
the Board and its commlttees-·may appear an the Boord of Supervisors web>ite or in other public 
document'; that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

<SOTF - Complaint Procedure 2018-12-05 FINAL.pdf> 

<19062.pdf> 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

Hi Cheryl: 

I (BOS) 

John C. Hooper < hooparb@aol.co1n>

Monclay, August 12, 2019 3:58 PM 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Re: SOTF - Complaint Committee; August 201 2019 5:30 p_m: submitting index for the 
record 

Thanks for your note explaining the 8/13 deadline for submitting materials for the SOTF Complaint 
Committee 8/20 hearing. I will be working out in the field Tues·day 8/13 so am going to try to send you 
all pertinent info today. I spoke at SOTF hearings related to the Green Benefit District Issue on 3/5/19 
and a·gain on 5/21/19 at which I submitted materials and I have also written the SOTF on several 
occasions. 

Therefore, in the Index that follows, I will make a note ("by reference") after materials l believe you 
already have so you don't have to wade through a bunch of stuff second time. 

At the 8120 hearing, can you tell me how much time I am given to testify and may I 
combine my remarks concerning the two items, since the issues I.would like to raise are 
virtually identical. 

Best, John Hooper 

INDEX of materials for SOTF reading file 

A. Basic documents 

1. Complaint to SOTF dated 5/29/19 enclosing letters described in (2) below (by ref) 

2. Renewed PRA requests dated 5/29/19 to DPW, OEWD, Parks Alliance and Formation Committee 
. of MD GBD attaching original 2/11/19 PRA request to the same recipients (by ref) 

3. My written and oral testimony before SOTF.on 3/6/19, submitted for the record with 2/11/19 PRA · 
request (by ref) 

4. My written and ora! testimony before SOTF on 5/21/19 submitted for the 'record along with my 
4/3/19 letter to City Attorney (public employees are engaging in illegal political activities by promoting 
GBD elections) and my 4/17/19 letter to City attorney (irregularities ln conduct of MD GBD petiton 
process) (by ref) · 

B. Correspondence with OEWD, illustrating ongoing difficulties obtaining information 
requested in 2/11/19 PRA request 

1. My certified 2/11/19 PRA request to OEWD returned as undeliverable on 2/17/19 (can send photo 
if useful) 

2. 3/5/19 email from me to OEWD stating l have received no response to my 2/11/19 PRA request 
(by ref) 
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3. 3/5/19 a series of 44 emails from OEWD purporting to respond to my 2/11/19 PRA request. Last 
one says "this concludes your Sunshine reques.t" (by ref) 

4. 5/7/19 email from me to OEWD sendinQ list of items still not received as requested on 2/11/19 (by 
ref) 

5. 5/7/19 response from OEWD: does not have any more docs and is closing this request (by ref) 

6. 6/11/19 exchange of emails between me and SOTF (by ref) 

7. 6/12-13/19 and 7/3/19 exchanges of emails between me, SOTF and Parks Alliance (by ref) 

8. 6/14/19 OEWD sends more info relating to MD GBD, most of it right on GBD website (by ref) 

9. 6/21/19 OEWD reiterates it has sent me everything (by ref) 

C. Miscellaneous/background 

1. SF Chron_icle front page 5/14/19: "Extra Cleanup Fee for Dolores Park neighbofs?" By Dominic 
Fracassa (by ref) 

2. 6111119 email to Marianne Thompson and Jonathan Goldberg (by ref) : 

" I am sorry we got off to a less than optimal start after the recent SOTF hearing at wh.ich I 
attempted to introduce myself. My intent, wth both you and Jonathan Goldberg, was to 
make it clear that, though we may disagree on a given policy matter, I have nothing but 
high regard for City employees and the important work you do. 

Howeve, I consider it inappropriate for public employees to refuse to speak to a member 
of the public as both you and Jonathan did on the occasion in question." 

I look forward to working cordially with you in the future. 

Sincerely, John Hooper 

----Original Message-----
From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
To: SOTF, (BOS} <sotf@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Wed, Aug 7, 2019 9:55 am 
Subjec.t: Re: SOTF - Complaint Committee; August 20, 2019 5:30 p.m: submitting info for the record? 

Good to know; thank you! 

John Hooper 

On Aug 7, 2019, at 8:2_1 AM, SOTF, (BOS) <s6tf@sfgov.org> wrote: 
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Dear Mr. Hooper: 

Yes, you can sub1nit mater·ials as long as you do so on or before August 13. Everything else that I have been given will 
be included in the packet. Once the Agenda packet has been uploaded, you will be able to see everything that 1. have 
received in your file. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board ·of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

1998. 

<imag eOO 1.png > Click .~ere to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction farm. 

The 1,&gislative Researcl1 Center provides 24-hour access ta Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived mat!ers since August 

Disclosures: Personal inform a lion t/Jat is provided in communications to /lie Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under !he 
Califo1nia Public Records Act and the Sen Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Pefsonal information provided will not be 
redacted Members of the public are not required lo provide persona/ identifying information when they communicate with the Board 
of Supe'rvisors and ils conimrltees. All written or oral communications that members of t11e p1.1biic s1.1bmi/ to the C/e1k's Office 
regarding ponding legislation or hearings will be made eveilable lo all members of the public for inspeclion and copying. The Clerk's 
Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This riieans that personnl information--1ncluding narnes, phone 
numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of the public elects to subrnit to the Bo;;rd and its committees--n1ay 
appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in ot/ier public documents Iha/ members of the public may inspecl or copy 

From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, August 7, 2019 8:19 AM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Juan De Anda <deanda sophia@comcast.net>; Rudakov, Vladimir (HSA) <Yladimir.Rudakov@sfgov.org>; Pang, 
Ken (HSA) <Ken.Panq@sfqov.org>; Corgas, Christopher (ECN) <christopher.corgas@sfgov.org>; Thompson, Marianne 
(ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org>; Nuru, Mohammed (DPW) <mohammed.nuru@sfdpw.org>; Steinberg, David 
(DPW) <david.steinberg@sfdpw.QCg>; Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) <jonathan.qoldberg@sfdpw.org>; 72056-
97339218@requests.muckrock.com; COTE, JOHN (CAT) <John.Cote@sfcityatty.org>; 72902- · 
46637773@.@g_uests.muckrock.eom: Heckel, Hank (MYR) <hahk.heckel@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: SOTF - Coin plaint Committee; August 20, 2019 5:30 p.m: submitting info for the record? 

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

Re: Files: 19061and19062 

Hi Cheryl: May I submit written materials ahead of time for SOTF to read? If so, when would you like to receive materials? 

May I assume information previously submitted by myself or others is already part of the SOTF record and may be 
referenced without resubmitting? 

Thank you. 

John Hooper 

On Jul 29, 2019, at 2:05 PM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Good Afternoon: 
You are receiving this notice because you are named as a Complainant or Respondent 
in one of the following complaints scheduled before_ the Complaint Committee to: 1) 
hear the merits of the complaint; 2) issue a determination; and/or 3) consider referrals 
from a Task Force Committee. 
Date: August 20, 2019 
Location: City Hall, Room 408 
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Time: 5:30 p.m. 
Complainants: Your attendance is required for this meeting/hearing. 
Respondents/Departments: Pursuant to Section 67 .21 (e) of the Ordinance, the 
custodian of records bra representative of .your department

1 
who can speak to the 

matter, is required at the meeting/hearing. 
Complaints: 
File No. 19068: Complaint fi!ed by Sophia De Anda against the Human Services 

. Agency for allegedly violating Adn1inistrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 
67.21, by failing to respond to a public records request in a timely and/or complete 
manner. 

File No. 19061: Complaint filed by John Hooper against the Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development for allegedly violating Administri3tive Code (Sunshine 
Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a public records request in a timely 
and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19062: Complaint filed by John Hooper against Public Works for allegedly 
viol'ating Admin.istrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to 
respond to a public records request in a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19044: Complaint filed by Anonymous against Dennis Herrera and the Office of 
the City Attorney for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), 
Sections 67.21, by failing to respond to a public records request in a timely and/or 
complete manner_ 

. File No. 19047: Complaint filed by Anonymous against Mayor London Breed, Hank 
Heckel and the. Office of the Mayor for allegedly violating Administrative Code, 
(Sunshine Ordinance) Sections 67.25 and 67.29-5, by falling to respond to a request for 
public records in a timely and/or complete manner. 
Documentation (evidence supporting/disputing complaint) 
For a document to be considered, it must be received at least five (5) working days 
before the hearing (see attached Public Complaint Procedure). For inclusion into. the 
agenda packet, supplemental/supporting documents must be received by 5:00 
pm, August 13, 2019. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

<1mage001 pnq> Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors 
Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of 
Supervisors legislation, and archived matters Since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to 
the Board of Supervisors iS subject to disclosure under the California 
Public Records Act and the San Frailcisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal 
info'rmation provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not 
required to provide personal identifying information when they 
communicate wit/1 the Board of Supervis'ors and its committees. All written 
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or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's 
Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to 
all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office 
does not redact any information from these submissions. This tneans that 
personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and 
similar information that a member of the public elects to submit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supe1visors 
website or in other public documents that members of the public may 
irispect or copy. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 

To: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com>

Wednesday, August 21, 2019 10:49 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

Legal memo re Public Records Act application to obtaining information held outside 

City offices 
SFPGA.Legal Rsch.Cal Pub Records Act, GC 6250 ff (00003647x9CE40) (1).DOCX 

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

Hi Cheryl: I was glad to have a chance to meet you in person yesterday at the Complaints 
Committee hearing. May I ask you to please add this email and the attachment to the files 
pertaining to complaints# 19061 and #19062 (now combined}. Please make sure SOTF 
members are made aware of this information. Thanks, as always, John Hooper 

This memo speaks to the ability of City agencies to compel production of information held by Parks 
Alliance. 

Attached is a legal research memo describing the reach of the Public Records Act into the offices and 
computers of government employees and contractors who are holding public documents (including 
documents which are, by contract, the property of the government, even when not located on 
governmental premises). 

These are the relevant provisions from the City of SF (OEWD)' July 1, 2018 grant to Parks Alliance, 
which give City ownership of the Parks Alliance documents, records (including invoices, surveys, 
etc) Cal Government Code 6252(e) and 6253.3 (governmental entity may not allow a third party to 
control whether or not a public record will be produced). The controlling cases are the 2017 City of 
San Jose case and the 2013 Community Youth Activity Center vs. National City cases, analyzed 
in above-attached memo. 
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California Public Records Act 
https ://leg info.leg is la tu re.ca.gov/faces/codes displayT ext.xhtm I ?d ivision=7 
.&chapter=3.5.&lawCode=GOV&title=1.&article=1. 

In enacting this chapter, the Legislature, mlndful of the right of individuals to 
privacy, finds and declares that access to information concerning the conduct 
of the people's business is a fundamental and necessary right of every 
person in this state. 

As used in this chapter: 

(e) "Public records" includes any writing containing information relating to 
the conduct of the public's business prepared, owned, used, or retained by 
any state or local agency regardless of physical form or characteristics. 
"Public records" in the custody of, or maintained by, the Governor's office 
means any writing prepared on or after January 6, 1975. 

6253.3. 

A state or local agency may not allow another party to control the disclosure 
of information that is otherwise subject to disclosure pursuant to this 
chapter. 

City of San Jose vs. Superior Court of Santa Clara County (2017), 
2 Cal.S'" 608, 389 P.3'd 848, 214 Cal.Rptr.3d 274 

Holding that writings contained in a public einployee's personal e-mail account are 
"public records" subject to disclosure and production by the public entity under the 
California Public Records Act (Govt. Code Section 6250, ff). 

(1) meets the "prepared by" the agency test, even if it is solely on the employee's o\vn 
co1nputer or phone 
(2) meets the "owned, used, or retained by" the agency test. 
" ... fundamental question whether a docu111e11t located outside an age11cy' s walls, or 
servers, is sufficiently "ovvned, used, or retained" by the age11cy so a<; to constitute a 
public record" Concluding tl1e docume11ts "do not lose this status because they are 
located in an employee's personal account." 

Proposition 59 ame11ded the Constitution to provide "A statute, court rule, or other 
authority, including those in effect on the effective date of this subdivision, sl1all be 
broadly construed if it furthers the people's right of access, and na1Towly construed if it 
limits the right of access." (Cal. Const., art. I,§ 3, subd. (b)(2), italics added.) '"Give11 the 
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strong public policy of the people's right to information concerning the people's business 
(Gov. Code,§ 6250), and the constitutional mandate to construe statutes limiting the right 
of access narrowly (Cal. Const., art. I,§ 3, subd. (b)(2)), "all public records are subject to 
disclosure unless the Legislature has expressly provided to the contrary.""' (Sien·a Club, 
at p. 166.) 

3. Prepared by Any State or Local Agency 

'J"he City focuses its challenge on the final portion of the "public records" definition, 
which requires that -writings be "prepared, owned, used, or retained by any state or local 
age11cy." (§ 6252, subd. (e).) The City argues this language does not encompass 
communications agency employees mak:e through their personal accounts. However, the 
broad construction ma11datcd by the Constitution supports disclosure. 

Tl1c City's narrow reading of CPR A's local agency defi11ition is inconsistent with the 
constitutional directive of broad interpretation. (Cal. Const., art. I,§ 3, subd. (b)(2); see 
Sierra Club v. Superior Court, supra, 57 Cal.4th at p. 175.) Broadly construed, the tcm1 
"local agency" logically includes not just tl1e discrete governmental e11titics listed in 
section 6252, subdivision (a) but also the individual officials and staff members who 
conduct the agencies' affairs. It is well established that a governmental entity, like a 
corporation, can act only· througl1 its individual officers and employees. (Suczaki v. 
Superior Court (1962) 58 Cal.2d 166, 174 rz3 Cal. Rptr. 368, 373 P.2d 432]; Alvarez v. 
Felker Mfg. Co. (1964) 230 Cal.App.2d 987, 998 [41 Cal. Rptr. 514]; see United States v. 
Dotterweich (1943) 320 U.S. 277, 281 [88 L. Ed. 48, 64 S. Ct. 134]; Reno v. Baird 
(1998) 18 Cal.4th 640, 656 [76 Cal. Rptr. 2d 499, 957 P.2d 1333].) A disembodied 
governmental agency ca1111ot prepare, own, use, or retain any record. Only the human 
beings who serve in agencies can do these things. When employees are conducting 
agency business, they are working for the agency ru1d on its behalf. 

4. Owned, Used, or Retained by Any State or Local Agency 

CPR.i\ encompasses writings prepared by an agency but also writings it owns, uses, or 
retains, regardless of authorship. Obviously, an agency eng8.ged in the co11duct of public 
business will use and retain a variety of writings related to that business, including those 
prepared by people outside the agency. These final two factors of the "public records" 
definition, use and rete11tion, thus reflect the variety of ways an agency can possess 
writings used to conduct public business. 

Appellate courts have generally concluded records related to public business are subject 
to disclosure if they are in an agency's actual or constructive possession. (See, e.g., Board 
of Pilot Conunissio11ers v. Superior Court (2013) 218 Cal.App.4th 577, 598 [160 Cal. 
Rptr. 3d 285]; Consolidated Irrigatio11 Dist. v. Superior Court (2012) 205 Cal.App.4th 
697, 710 [140 Cal. Rptr. 3d 622] (Consolidated Irrigation).) "[A Jn age11cy has 
constructive possession of records if it has the right to control the records, either directly 
or tlrrough another person." (Co11solidated Irrigation, at p. 710.) For example, it1 
Consolidated Irrigation, a city did not ha\re constructive possession of documents in files 
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111ai11tained by subconsultants wl10 prepared po1tio11s of an environinental i111pact report 
because the city had no co11tractl1al right to control the subconsulta11ts or tl1eir files. (Id. at 
pp. 703, 710-711.) By contrast, a city had a CPRA duty to disclose a co11sultant's field 
survey records because the city had a contractual ownership i11terest and rigl1t to possess 
this material. (See Communit)' Youth Athletic Centerv. City of'National City (2013) 220 
Cal.App.4th 1385, 1426, 1428-1429 [164 Cal. Rptr. 3<l 644] (Community Youth).) 

It is a separate and more funda1nental qui::stio11 whether a docu1ne11t located outside a11 
age11cy's walls, or servers, is sufficiently "owned, used, or retained" by the agc11cy so as 
to constitute a public record. (Sec§ 6252, subd. (e).) In construi11g FOIA, federal courts 
have remarlce<l that an agc11cy's public records "do not lose their agc11cy character just 
because the official who possesses the1n takes then1 out the door." (Cornpetitive 
Enterprise Institute v. Office of Science and 1·echnology Policy, supra, 827 P.3d at 11. 
149.) We likewise hold that documents otherwise niceting CPRA's definitio11 of"public 
records" do not lose this status because they are located in an employee's personal 
account. A writing retained by a public employ'ee conducting agency business has bee11 
"retained by" the agency witl1in the meaning of section 6252, subdivisio11 (e), even if the 
writing is retained in the employee's personal account. 

The C:ity argues various CPRA provisions run cou11ter to this conclusio11. First, the City 
cites section 6270, which provides that a state or local agency n1ay not transfer a public 
record to a private c11tity in a manner that prevents tl1e agency "from providing tl1e record 
directly pursum1t to this cl1apter." (Italics added.) Taking tl1e italicized language out of 
context, the City argues that public records are only those a11 agency is able to access 
"directly." But this strained interpretation sets legislative intent on its head. crhe statute's 
clear purpose is to preve11t an agency from evading its disclosure duty by transferri11g 
custody of a record to a private holder m1d tl1en argui11g the record falls outside CPRA 
beca11se it is no longer in the agency's possessio11. Furtl1crmore, section 6270 does not 
purport to excuse agencies from obtaining public records i11 tl1e possession of their ow11 
employees. It simply prohibits agencies fro111 attempting to evade CPRA by transferring 
public records to an intermediary 11ot bound by the Act's disclosure requirc111ents. 

we ha\'e previously stressed that a document's status as public or confidential does not 
tum on the arbitrary circumstance of where the docmnent is located. 

D. Conclusion 
Consistent with the Legislature's purpose in cnacti11g CPRA, and our constitutional" 
n1andate to interpret the Act broadly in favor of public access (Cal. Const., art. I,§ 3, 
subd. (b)(2)), we hold that a city employee's writi11gs about public business are not 
excluded from CPRA simply because they have been sent, received, or stored in a 
personal account. 
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Statement of John Hooper to SOTF 
January 21, 2020 

Re file# 19061 (OEWD) and File# 19062 (DPW) 
Failure of agencies to provide comprehensive documents related to a proposed 

Mission Dolores Green Benefit District (MD GBD) 

Good afternoon Chairman and Task Force members: 

Thank you for th,is opportunity. My name is John Hooper. I am a resident of the 
Haight. 

The public's right to obtain information about government activities through the 
use of Public Record Act Requests has been central to deciphering the City's 
campaign to promote Green Benefit Districts (GBDs). 

On June 12, 2018, during a City-orchestrated effort to start a GBD in the Haight 
(the now defeated so-called Greater Buena Vista GBD), I filed a Public Records 
Act request to obtain basic information about the budget to form that GBD, the 
role of City employees and the role of a non-profit called, variously, Build Public 
or Place Lab which conducted the actual outreach for the scheme. The results 
of this PRA request proved immensely helpful in educating neighbors about that 
local GBD effort. Once neighbors came to understand that the City had 
budgeted $221,000 merely to promote this campaign, was using City staff from 
both DPW and OEWD to support the effort and we understood that the City 
intended, ultimately, to use the voting power of City-owned properties to ram 
the idea through, the GBD was discredited. 

After neighbors defeated that GBD in the Haight and another in the Inner 
Sunset, the City next targeted the Dolores Park neighborhood in an attempt to 
set up a GBD there - an effort which is still dragging on. The Mission Dolores 
GBD Petition drive has now languished for 280 days while proponents continue 
to contact local property owners to reach the number of signatures they need. 
Compare this timeframe to the maximum 180 days a citizen is allowed to qualify 
a ballot initiative. This petition drive and the whole GBD formation process is 
unregulated. No one at the City level is paying attention to it. That is why is so 
important for concerned citizens to be able to understand what is really going 
on. 

In the Mission Dolores area, neighbors have witnessed the same approach 
which had been tried in the Inner Sunset and Haight: close involvement of City 
employees setting up a "steering committee", helping select its membership and 
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schedule meetings, setting up a glossy website, conducting a petition drive and 
sending out mailings. Build Public/Place Lab has now merged with San 
Francisco Parks Alliance and the Parks Alliance had become the foot soldier and 
recipient of City funding (at least $160,000) to push through a GBD there. 

I filed another PRA request on February 11, 2019 asking for much the same 
information that we had been able to obtain in the Haight. But, by then, OEWD 
and DPW seemed to be waking up to the fact that this program was universally 
unpopular, and it might be best if the City's role - and that of its proxy, San 
Francisco Parks Alliance - were kept in the shadows. Since then, I have 
addressed the SOTF on March 5, 2019, May 21, 2019 and August 20, 2019, all 
trying to get complete answers to that original February 11, 2019 PRA request. 

As the City Attorney's July 15, 2019 confidential memo to SOTF states, the 
agencies provided "voluminous" paperwork, but failed to produce many of the 
requested materials produced by Parks Alliance, Place Lab and/or the Dolores 
GBD formation committee which were paid for by the OEWD grant in question 
(such as mailings, website development, survey materials, agendas, petition, 
invoices for contractor work and mailings). 

For example, at your August 20, 2019 SOTF Complaints Committee hearing, a 
representative of OEWD handed me printouts of all the materials the agency 
allegedly had in its possession. Yet, when I went through these documents, they 
were more than a year old, most of the information was printed off old websites 
and most related to the abandoned Greater Buena Vista GBD effort. I can 
provide that packet for the record if you so request. 

The reason the public knows that there are additional materials that have never 
been disclosed can be seen plainly by looking at a portion of the July 1, 2018 
Contract between OEWD and Parks Alliance in an appendix entitled "IV. Tasks 
and Deliverables for Project Area B: Dolores Park Neighborhood." I submit 
pages 6 through 14 of those 31 tasks and deliverables attached to this 
statement for the record. Those tasks and deliverables are remarkably similar to 
the information I requested in my February 11, 2019 PRA request. 

The public has a right to see these materials- paid for with public funds- even 
though the work may have been carried out by a third party. 

Without being exhaustive, you can readily see that Parks Alliance was hired by 
the City to form the steering committee, organize and run its meetings and help 
develop its mission. You can see that the City's grantee was paid to develop a 
website and fact sheets, that -with the active participation of City employees - it 
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ran all community meetings, kept attendance records and produced minutes; 
developed a data base for mailings to property owners. 

In addition, the City's proxy, Parks Alliance, developed, distributed, collected 
and interpreted a survey of residents concerning their attitudes about a GBD. No 
one else had access to this information which was ultimately presented in a 
highly distorted fashion, indicating broad community support where there was 
virtually none. 

Later, last April (2019) Parks Alliance initiated a Petition Drive to the Board of 
Supervisors in a rushed manner so that neighbors had no time to comment on 
either a Management Plan or Engineer's Report which are the legal 
underpinnings of a GBD. The Engineer's Report has since been challenged 
before the State Engineer's Board tor using statistics unrelated to the Mission 
Dolores area. 

DPW and OEWD are thumbing their noses at the SOTF. The only way that this 
kind of wasteful City-funded program can continue is for the City agencies 
involved to hide behind bogus arguments that they are exempt from your 
jurisdiction or that they have provided all relevant information when their own 
contracts make it clear we have only seen the tip of the iceberg. 

We members of the public need your help exposing this program for the 
wasteful and deceitful exercise it has been. On behalf of numerous concerned 
San Franciscans, I hope you will require that the information I have asked for 
since February 2019 be provided. 

Thank you. 
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IV. TASJ{S AND DEJ,IVERABLES FOR PROJECT AREA E: DOLORES PARK 
NEIGHBORHOOD 

Task I. Monthly Steering Committee Meetings 

11 Gnu1tee shall organize and facilitate inontbly Project Arca B steering committee meetings. 
Meetings shall develop the vision and mission for a potential GBD in Project Area B. 

11 Grantee shall b11ild steering committee capacity for Project Area B GBD feasibility and 
formation. 

• Grantee shall finalize Project Area B boundaries with input from steering committee. 

Task l Deliverables 

A. lnvoice(s) for time spent completing 1'ask 1. 
B. An agenda and meeting minutes for each steering committee meeting 

Task 2, Develop and Manage Website 

• Grantee shall be responsible for managing the Project Area B website. 
• Grantee shall be responsible for all domain hosting fees and volunteer coordination in relation to 

the website. 

Task 2 Deliverables 

C. lnvoice(s) for website development and ongoing management, including domain fees. 
D. A functional website url for Project Area B GBD formation. 

Task J, Develop Collateral 

• Grantee shall develop collateral for the formation ofthe Dolores Park GBD. 
• Collateral shall include, but is not limited to, the following: 

o Fact sheet 
o Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 
o A map of the area 

Task 3 Deliverables 

E. Invoice(s) for the drafting of content, graphic design services, and the printing of collateral. 
F. A copy ofthe fact sheet. 
G. A copy of the Frequently Asked Questions doenment. 
H. A copy of the map of the area 

Task 4. Conduct Community Meeting #1 

• Grantee shall support a community meeting in Project Area B regarding the formation of a Green 
Benefit District. Grantee shall be responsible for: 

o Meeting preparation 
o Meeting materials 
o Meeting facilitation 
o Meeting minutes/notes 
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o Meeting debrief with the Dolores Park GBD steering committee. 

Task 4 Deliverables 

I. Invoice for time spent completing Task 4. 
J. Copy ofmeeting minutes/notes 
K. Sign in sheets for community meeting showing attendance 

Task 5. Draft Property Owner and Business Databases 

• Grantee shall develop and maintain a property owner databases of all parcels within Project Area 
B. Property ov.ner database shall contain: 

o A}'N 
o OwnerName 
o SITUS 
o Mailing Address 
o Mailing City 
o Mailing State 
o Mailing Zip Code 

• Grantee shall develop and maintain a business database of all businesses with Project Area B. 
Business database shall include: 

o Business name 
o Business address 
o Ownername 
o Ov.ner contact info 

Task S Deliverables 

L. Invoice(s) for time and fees related to the development of these databases. 
M. Final property owner database 
N. Final business database 

Task 6. Develop Survey Questionnaire 

• Grantee shall develop and draft a FPS for the proposed Dolores Park GBD. The FPS will allow 
City's Team and the Dolores Park GBD Steering Committee to determine if pursuing a GBD 
within the proposed district is feasible. Additionally, FPS resnlts will serve as a gnide for the 
development of the Dolores Park GED management plan if the proposed GBD is determined to 
be feasible. The FPS will provide property owners and stakeholders the opportunity to give 
valuable feedback on what they see as the proposed district's biggest concerns and if they are 
interested in pursuing a GBD. The survey will be reviewed by City's Team before it is 
disseminated. Potential questions must include one in which the participant is directly asked if 
they are interested in pursuing a GBD in a yes or no format. 

Task 6 Deliverables 

0. lnvoice(s) fur time and materials utilized on the development if a survey questionnaire. 
P. Email approval from City's Team indicating survey questionnaire meets City standards. 
Q. Finalized snrvey questionnaire. 
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Task 7. Disseminate Survey 

.. Grantee shall mail surveys to all property owners, merchants, and stakeholders by United States 
Postal Service (USPS). Grantee may also distribute surveys via email, in person, or via the 
internet 

'fask 7 Deliverables 

R. Invoice(s) for surveying printing and postage. 
S. Invoice(s) for any work related to in person or digital release of surveys. 
T. Receipts for printing and postage 

Task 8, Tabulate and Analyze Survey Results 

• Grautee shall tabulate, analyze, and synthesize all GBD survey results. 

Task 8 Deliverables 

U. Invoice(s) for time spent tabulating, analyzing, and synthesizing all survey results 
V. Draft survey results 

Task 9. Conduct Community Meeting #2 

• Grantee shall support a community meeting in Project Area B regarding the foTIIJation of a Green 
Benefit District. Grantee shall be responsible for: 

o Meeting preparation 
o Meeting materials 
o Meeting facilitation 
o Meeting minutes/notes 
o Meeting debrief with the Dolores Park GBD steering committee. 

Task 9. Deliverables 

W. Invoice for time spent completing Task 9. 
X. Copy of meeting minutes/notes 
Y. Sign in sheets for community meeting showing attendance 

Task 10. Draft and Final Survey Summary Report 

• Grantee shall draft a survey sUIIlillary report, which shalJ include the following work: 
o Content 
o Layout and design 
o Any and all revisions 

• Survey summary report shall include 
o Results of community meetings 
o Finalized survey results 
o Recommendations and suggestions for the Project Area B GBD steering committee 
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o An explanation of methodology on how report was constructed. 

Tasl~ 10. Deliverables 

Z. Invoice(s) for the content, layout and design, and any and all revisions related to Survey 
Summary Report 

AA. Final Survey Summary Report 

Task 11. Conduct Community Meeting #3 

• Grantee shall support a community meeting in Project Area B regarding the fonnation of a Green 
Benefit District. Grantee sha!l be responsible for: 

o Meeting preparation 
o Meeting materials 
o Meeting facilitation 
o Meeting minutes/notes 
o Meeting debrief with the Dolores Park GBD steering committee. 

Task 11 Deliverables 

BB.Invoice for time spent completing Task 11. 
CC.Copy of meeting minutes/notes 
DD. Sigu in sheets for community meeting showing attendance 

Tnsk 12. Ongoing Community and Stakeholder Engagement 

• Grantee shall provide ongoing community and stakeholder engagement support including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

o · Mailer productions 
o Promotional and marketing materials 
o Setting up and hosting meetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o Neighborhood events 

Task 12 Deliverables 

EE. Invoice<)) for work related to Task 12, with sufficient detail to detennine what was accomplished. 
FF. A cop}' of each item produced under Task 12. 
GG. Proof of mailing for any item that requires mailing under Task 12. 

Task 13. Biweekly Public Meetings to Develop Management Plan and Engineer's Report f_or 
Project Area B GBD 

'" Grantee shall organize and provide support for no less than 8 public meetings to develop a Project 
Area B GBD management plan and engineer's report. 

Task 13 Deliverables 
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HH. Invoice(s) for titne, labor, and materials related to the completion of task 13. 
II. Meeting agendas for each community meeting. 
JJ. Meeting notes for each community meeting. 

Task 14. Draft and Final Management Pian 

• Grantee shall develop a management plan based otT survey questionnaire input and public 
meetings. 

• Grantee's first version of management plan shall be known as the draft version. 
• Draft version of the management plan must be appro'\led by a majority vote of the Project Area B 

steering committee. 
• Draft version of the managemen1 plan shall be submitted to both City's Team and the City 

Attorney for review. 
• Grantee shall not have a finalized management plan until an appro'Val letter from both City's 

Tean1 and the City Attorney has been received. 

Task 14. Deliverables 

KK. In'Voice(s) for time, materials, and labor spent on the development of draft and finalized 
management plan for Project Area B. 

LL. All draft management plans for Project Area B. 
M:M. Final management plan for Project Area B. 

Task 15. Draft and :Final Engineer's Report 

• Grantee shall develop an engineer's report based off survey questionnaire input and public 
1neetings. 

• Grantee's first version of engineer's report shall be known as the draft version. 
• Draft version of the engineer's report must be approved by a majority vote of the Project Arca B 

steering committee. 
• Draft version ofthe engineer's report shall be submitted to both City's Team and the City 

Attorney for review. 
• Grantee shall not have a finalized engineer's report until an approval Jetter from both City's Team 

and the City Attorney has been received. 

Task 15 Deliverables 

NN. Invoice(s) for time, materials, and labor spent on the development of draft and finalized 
engineer's report for Project Area B, 

00. All draft engineer's report for Project Area B. 
PP. Final engineer's report for Project Area B. 

Task 16. Assessment Database 

• Grantee shall develop an assessment database for Project Area B. Assessment database shall 
contain: 

o APN. 
o Owner Name. 
o SITUS. 
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o Parcel characteristics used to calculate assessments 
o Total Assessment to be paid on that parcel. 
o % that parcel's payment would be of total (o/o of total assessment). 
o Care of. 
o Mailing Address. 
o Mailing City. 
o Mailing State. 

Task 16 Deliverables 

QQ. Invoice(s) for all time, labor, and related fees for the completion of an assessment 
database for Project Area B. 

RR. Final assessment database for Project Area B. 

Task 17. PW and City Attorney Review and Approval 

• Grantee shall obtain Public Works and City Attorney approval on the Finalized Management Plan 
and Engineer's Report for Project Area B. 

• Grantee shall communicate the contents of the finalized Management Plan and Engineer's Repo1t 
for Project Area B to the appropriate District Supervisor(s) 

Task 17 Deliverables 

SS. Approval emails from Public Works and City Attorney for the finalized Management Plan and 
Engineer's Report. 

TI. Email indicating contents of Management Plan and Engineer's Report ba\le been shared with the 
appropriate District Superv:isor(s) 

Task 18. Property Owner Outreach 

• Grantee shall host between 5 and 10 meetings with large stakeholders in Project Area B. 
• Large stakeholders shall mean the top 100 individual largest assessment holders in Project Area 

B. 

Task 18 Deliverables 

UU. Invoice(s) for time, labor, and costs incurred in the completion of Task 18. 

Task 19. Ongoing Community and Stakeholder Engagement 

• Grantee shall provide ongoing community and stakeholder engagement support including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

o Mailer productions 
o Promotioual and marketing materials 
o Setting up and hosting meetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o Neighborhood events 

Task 19 Deliverables 

11 

P1008 



VV. Invoice('>) for work related to Task 19, \i.rith sufficient detail to dete1mine what was 
accomplished. 

WV/. A copy of each item produced under Task 19. 
XX. Proof ofmailiug for any item that requires mailing under Task 19. 

Task 20. Develop Petition campaign Outreach Materials and Strategy 

• Grantee shall develop petition phase outreach materials and strategy. 

Task 20 Deliverables 

YY. Invoice(s) for all time, labor, and materials used in the completion ofTask 20. 

]'ask 21. Review of Petition Package by City Attorney and PW 

• Grantee shall secure approval of the City Attorney and PW prior to mailing the petition package 
to potential assessment payers. 

Task 21 Deliverables 

ZZ. Approval email from the City Attorney 
AAA. Approval einail from PW 

Task 22. Develop and Mail Petition Package 

• Grantee shall develop and mail a petition package to all potential assessinent payers within 
Project Area B. 

Task 22 Deliverables 

BBB. Jnvoice(s) for the priuting and mailing of petitions 

Task 23. Property Owner Outreach and Petition Tracking 

• Grantee shall be responsible for property ovmer outreach through the petition phase. 
~ Grantee shall be responsible for tracking returned petitions throughout the petition phase. 
• Grantee shall conduct outreach to ensure 30% or more of the total weighted assessments of the 

district respond in favor of forming a GBD. 
• In the event the third bullet point of Task 23 is not completed, Grantee cannot bill or invoice for 

Tasks 24- 31. 

Task 23 Delivernbles 

CCC. Invoice(s) for 1ime, labor, and costs incurred in the completion ofTask 23. 
DDD. Bi-weekly petition tracker updates to City's Team. 

P1009 
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Task 24. Communications and Engagement for Government Audit and Oversight Committee and 
Board of Supervisors Hearings 

• Grantee shall be responsible for all pertinent community communication and engagement related 
to Government Audit and Oversight Committee hearings and Board of Supervisors hearing. 

Task 24 Deliverables 

EEE. Invoice(s) for time, labor, and costs incurred in the completion of Task 24. 

Task 25, Ongoing Community and Stakeholder Engagement 
• Grantee shall provide ongoing community and stakeholder engagement support including, but not 

limited to, the following: 
o Mailer productions 
o Promotional and marketing materials 
o Setting up and hosting meetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o Neighborhood events 

Task 25 Deliverables 

FFF. lnvoice(s) for work related to Task 19, with sufficient detail to determine what was 
accomplished. 

GGG. A copy of each item produced under Task 19. 
HRH. Proof of mailiug for any item that requires mailing under Task 19. 

Task 26. Develop Ballot Campaign Outreach Materials and Strategy 

• Grantee shall develop a ballot campaign strategy and develop outreach materials for the ballot 
phase. 

Task 26 Deliverables 

III. lnvoice(s) for work related to Task 26. 

Task 27. Develop Ballot Cover Letter and Submit to the Department of Elections 

• Grantee shall develop a ballot package whlch shall include cover letter, fillal Management Plan, 
and frnal Engineer's Report and submit it to the Department of Elections via PW. 

Task 27 Deliverables 

JJJ. Invoice(s) for work related to Task 27 along with final version of cover letter. 

Task 28. Property Owner Outreach and Ballot Tracking 
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• Grantee shall be responsible for property owner outreach through the balloting period, ensuring 
that identified ''YES" votes fill out their ballot(s) and tum them into the Department of Elections 
via mail, courier, or in person. 

• Grantee shall receive a ballot report every Friday of the balloting period from P\\1• Grantee shall 
review balloting report and provide a best guess estimate to whether or not a vote is in favor of 
the GBD or not. Grantee shall provide City's Team an estimate of where the vote would ]and if 
election ended at that ballot period. 

Task 28 Deliverables 
KKX. Invoice(s) for any mailers sent out associated v.·ith property owner outreach during this 

period. 
LLL. Ballot reports returned to City's Team with updated h)'potheses and vote projections. 

Task 29. Communication and Engagement for Board of Supervisors Hearing and Resolution of 
Establishment 

• Grantee shall be responsible for all pertinent coillIIlunity communication and engagement related 
to Government Audit and Oversight Conunittee hearillg(s) and Board of Supervisors hearing(s) 
related to balloting. 

Task 29 Deliverables 

MlvfM. lnvoice(s) for all time, materials, labor, and costs incurred in the completion of Task 29. 

'fask 30. Ongoing Community and Sta){eholder Engagement 

• Grantee shall provide ongoing community and stakeholder engagement support including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

o Mailer productions 
o Pron1otional and marketing materials 
o Setting up and hosting meetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o Neighborhood events 

Task 30 Deliverables 

NNN. Invoice(s) for work related to '[ask 30, with sufficient detail to determine what was 
accomplished. 

000. A copy of each item produced under Task 30. 
PPP. Proof of mailing for any item that requires mailing under Task 30. 

Task 31. Resolution of Establishment Signed by the Mayor and Certified by the Clerk of the Board 
of Supervisors 

• Grantee shall provide City's Team with a certified copy, with Mayor's signature, of the 
Resolution of Establishment indicating the GBD passed the vote and has been established. 

Task 31 Deliverables 
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Young, Victor (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 

Saturday, February 8, 2020 10:44 AM 

SOTF, (BOS) 

SOTF File #19061 

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

Hi Cheryl: 

Please disregar~ my phone request to you of yesterday. I can now access the files pertaining to the 
upcoming 2/18/20 Complaint Committee hearing. 

Having looked thorugh those documents, I cannot find: 

(1) the testimony and attachment I submitted in hard copy at the 1/21/20 SOTF hearing which I 
asked to be included in the record. Can you please assure that statement and the attachment are 
made part of the record before the Complaint Comm hearing. 

(2) In addition, 1 have also submitted for the SOTF record copies of three letters written to the City 
Attorney on the subject of GBDs during 2019 and I cannot find those in the record of file #19061. 
While these letters are not central to the mission of the SOTF, they provide important context 
regarding the GBD controversy which Task Force members should have available. 

(3) Finally, statements which I submitted for the record at SOTF meetings of 3/6/19 and 5/21/19 in 
which I spoke in support of File# 18086 (Mark Sullivan) should be at least included in the above file 
by reference to give Task Force me.mbers a complete picture. 

Please also Include this email as part of the record. 

Thanks, as always, for your help. 

John Hooper 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Thur·sday, February 13, 2020 5:53 PM 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 
OEWD's Marianne Thompson's reponse to SOTF 2/18/20 hearing - will not attend 

Follow up 
Flagged 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments fro1n untrusted sources. 

See File# 19061 respondents docs at p. 889 

"I still am unclear as to what I am responding to. I asked Mr Hooper to provide an exact 
explanation of what he thinks he is missing, and have not heard from him. If I don't hear 
from him, I will not be attending the meeting." 

My restated request for documents is included in my statement submitted for the 2/18/20 
hearing. See #19061 at pp 777-780 and in the appendix to the Parks Alliance contract at 
pp 786-794. 

Ms Thompson has access to these documents. 

It may be worth noting that my request for documents is virtually the same as the 
request in a subpoena issued 2/12/20 to Parks Alliance by the City Attorney. 

Thank you. 

John 



Young, Victor (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Tuesday, February 11, 2020 11:01 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 
For SOTF Complaint Comm 2/18/20 files #19061 and 19062 
SOTF Complaint Comm 21820.pages 

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

Statement before the SOTF Complaint Committee re City's failure to provide full and complete responses to PRA 
requests regarding a proposed, publicly-funded Mission Dolores Green Benefit District. Files# 19061 and #19062 

February 18, 2.020 

Thank you for this opportunity. My name is John Hooper. My appearance today originated with a PRA request filed with various 
agencies, on February 11, 2019, a little over a year ago. After several follow"up requests to OEWD and DPW to provide complete 
information, I filed a second similar PRA request on May 29, 2019 and a complaint to this body. 

This committee established SOTF jurisdiction over my complaints at a meeting on August 20, 2019 and forwarded the matters to the full 
Task Force. I appeared before the task force on January 21, 2020. However, because I had neglected to submit new information to the 
Task Force in a timely manner prior to that hearing, this matter was referred back to you. That was my oversight and I apologize. I 
submitted the statement I had intended to make that day in person, requesting that it be made part of the official record. 

The whole issue of Green Benefit Districts (GBD) , of which you have heard testimony from numerous citizens over the past year, is 
particularly noteworthy now because the GBD program can be traced back direCtly to the desk of Mohammed Nuru, the disgraced head 
of DPW who is now being investigated on multiple charges of corruption. See my 4/3/1 g letter to the City Attorney at footnote 3, page 
F1. 

Prior to fl~ng my SOTF complaint, I made numerous efforts to work with OEWD to obtain items that I still had not seen ((316). On 
several occasions, OEWD informed me that it had sent me everything it had available and closed the request; yet, when I insisted, the 
agency continued to send more information. This piecemeal release cif information by OEWD is disconcerting and undermines the 
public's faith in City Government. 

This is a serious issue for SOTF. Will this body allow an agency to state ii has satisfied its obligations under the Sunshine Ordinance 
by inundating the public with irrelevant information or will you require substantive and complete responses provided by knowledgeable 
employees within a given agency? 

Attempts to obtain information 

2/17 - certified letter to OEWD returned as "Undeliverable" (photocopy and 286) 
2/25/191 write to OEWD stating my letter was returned and sending 2111/19 letteragain.(318) 
2125/19 OEWD replies that it is collecting documents · 
3/5/19- I Write to OEWD saying I've had no response to my 2111/1g request (305) 
3/5/19 I receive a series of 44 emails from OEWD - each with multiple attachments - purporting to respond to my 2111/19 PRA request. 
(322-363) 
3/25/19- more documents arrive from OEWD 
5/7/19 email from me to OEWD sending list of items still not received as requested on 2/11/19 (316 and 288) 
5/7/19 response from OEWD: does not have any more docs and is closing this request (319) 

6/7/19 info still not received (296) 
6111/19 exchange of emails between me and SOTF (313) while I was out of town for an emergency. OEWD representative tells 
members of SOTF that "Mr Hooper was at the Bohemian Grove and lost documents." This is a complete fabrication; I was with my 
daughter who had brain surgery at the Barrow Brain Center in Phoenix on 6/13/1 9. In any case, I am not a member of the Bohemian 
Grove and would have had rio reason for being there. I did not lose any documents. 
6/11/19 to DPW (19062- 483 menUons a "thumb drive" (never received by me) and 484 
6/12-13/19 and 7/3/1 9 exchanges of emails between me, SOTF and Parks Alliance (310 -312) 
6114/19 OEWD sends more info relating to MD GBD, most of it right on GBD website (308; 322" 363; 364 and 365-424) 
6/21 /19 OEWD reiterates it has been fully responsive (305) 

7/3/19 same statement again (303) 
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8/20 - I appear before !ho SOTF Con1plaint Cotnrn1ttee. OEWD representative hands me a packet of papers "as a courtesy" purporting 
to be all the information it has. Packet turns out to be obsolete information or pages copied from public websites. Jurisdiction is 
established and my file forwarded to the full SOTF for consideration. 

1 /21 /20 SOTF Chair asked DPWs Custodian of Records David Steinberg the status of the Mission Dolores GBD effort. Steinberg 
replies he does not kiiow and DPWs GBD progran1 manager is absent 

217120 I repeat a question to DPW's Green District Manager about status of MDGBD. No response. 

The first four questions in my original PRA request dated 2/11/19 pertained exclusively to the now defeated Greater Buena Vista GBD. 
It appears from email correspondence that DPW, OEWD and the GBV GBD formation commillee conspired to alter the original OEWD 
grant application so that it would appear to qualify for funding. See 4/3/19 letter to City Attorney at at Footnote 4 pages F2 and F3. 

However, questions 5 through 9 pertain to the Mission Dolores GBD which the City is still promoting and funding through a July 2018 
contract with SF Parks Alliance which runs through June of this year. 

Information requested on February 11, 2019 and still not received 

5. Verbatim transcripts, photographs, videos, tape recordings, sign-in sheets, attendance records, notes, memoranda, reports, and any 
other records in any form of public meetings to discuss, organize, and/or promote a Mission Dolores GBD held on Sepletnber 17, 2018, 
October 10, 2018, and/or November 15, 2018. NOT RECEIVED 

6. All emails, text messages, and other correspondence, including minutes of all MDGBD formation committee meetings, relating to the 
planning, execution, and/or follow-up related to public meetings to discuss, organize, and/or promote a Mission Dolores GBD held on 
September 17, 2018, October 10, 2018, and/or Novernber 15, 2018. NOT RECEIVED 

7. All raw survey data collected in connection with Mission Dolores GBD surveys. SOME DATA RECEIVED 

8. All documents, records, and/or correspondence relating to the funding and initiation of a management plan/engineer's report in 
connection with a Mission Dolores GBD. NOT RECEIVED 

9. All public records, as defined in Gov. Code Section 6252 (c) and (e), including correspondence (including but not limited to letters, e
mails, and text messages), contracts, agreements, mailing lists, surveys and online surveys, responses to surveys and online surveys, 
budgets, expenditures, and memoranda (including all methods of transcription) memorializing, describing, or otherwise relating to the 
planning for, public interest and/or opinion surveying for, expenditure of public funds for, organization, and/or formation of a possible 
Mission Dolores GBD. NOT RECEIVED, other than some information about the survey. 

In a nutshell, OEWD has blocked release of invoices or money spent under the current MDGBD contract. There is no accounting of any 
money spent under a $ 156,000 contract. The "official" explanation is it doesn't exist. 

But, the MDGBD engineering report exists, the MDGBD management Plan exists and the Boston Tech Survey was completed. 
Incidentally, all of these documents have been officially questioned due to bias and inaccuracy. 

We also know the this information exists because much of it is required to be provided to OEWD under the terms of the July 1, 2018 
contract between OEWD and Parks Alliance. See the attachment to my statement of January 21, 2020 entitled Tasks and Deliverables 
under Project Area B: Dolores Park Neighborhood. All the information required by OEWD under that contract is required to be made 
available to the public. 

Today, I request that you reaffirm your jurisdiction over this matter and send my files to the full SOTF. Thank you. 
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Leger. Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

John c_ Hooper -<hooparb@aol.com> 
Tuesday, Feb1-uary 11, 2020 11 :13 AM 
SOTF, {BOS) 
Correction to SOTF submission for the record re #19061 and 09162 
SOTF Co1nplaint Comm 2_ 18_20.pages 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attach111ents from untrusted sources. 

Hi Victor: 

Please excuse me. I just sent you an email with my proposed statement for the 2/18/20 Complaint 
Com1nittee hearing. 

The content in the body of that earlier email is correct but the attachment l sent was an earlier draft. 

This attachment should be the current version. 

Please let me know if this is still confusing. 

John 415-990-9511 (cell) or 415-626-8880 (office) 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com>
Tuesday, February 11, 2020 2:57 PM 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Please include in SOTF file# 19061 

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

Please include the following PRA request filed 2/11 /20 to determine the .status of the OEWD contract 
with SF Parks Alliance to form a Mission Dolores GBD. 

Hello Ms. Thompson 

PUBLIC RECORD REQUEST 

In a request to the status Mission Dolores GBD SF Park Alliance July 1, 2018 Contract ID# 
1000012901, you responded on 10/16/2019 via e-mail: 

Good Afternoon Mark, 

It appears as though the grant has expired. I .hop8 that answers your 
question. 

Hope all is weJ:L with you. 
M. 

Contract ID# 1000012901 
says 

Vendor Name: SAN FRANCISCO PARKS ALLIANCE 
Description: Buena Vista and Dolores Park G 
Contract Term: July 01, 2018 to June 30, 2020 
Contract Award Amount: 156,984.00 

Article 3 of the contract say the same end date. 

Please provide all records that show that this grant has expired. 

If there are no records that show the grant has expired, please provide all records that show the grant 
has been canceled. 
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Young, Victor (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.co1n> 

Wednesday, February 12, 2020 4:26 PM 
SOTF, (BOS) 
Please include as part of Sunshi11e Ordinance Task Force r·ecord: files #19061 and 19062 

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

Hi Victor: 

Please include this information in the SOTF reading file for the Complaint Committee on 
2/18/20 as part of the official record of files #19061and19062 which 1 will present and 
also make this information available to the full Task Force. 

The linked article referenced below relates directly to public concerns about DPW and 
OEWD's involvement with San Francisco Parks Alliance and involves issues which have 
been brought before the SOTF for more than a year. 

SF corruption probe: PG&E, major 
construction firms, nonprofits hit with 
subpoenas 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. is among the companies served with a subpoena Wednesday, along with 
major construction firms Webcor, Pankow and Clark Construction. 

Waste management company Recology was also hit with a subpoena. 
Nonprofits the San Francisco Parks Alliance, the Lefty Lefty O'Dou!'s Foundation for Kids and 

the San Francisco Clean City Coalition were also served. 

http s ://www. sf ch ro n icl e. com/b aya re a/a rti clef SF -co rru ptio n-p ro be-P G-E-m a ior -construction-
15051179. p hp 
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Young, Victor {BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Thursday, February 13, 2020 10:57 AM 

Young, Victor (BOS) 

Calvillo, Angela {BOS) 

Another format: SOTF statement for the record re #19061 and 09162 

Hi Victor: Apologies for the inconvenience. Here is my statement below copied into the body of this 
email. Will this work? I'm out the door now to a meeting but will be back later today. Thanks John 

Statement before the SOTF Complaint Committee re City's failure to provide·full and complete 
responses to PRA requests regarding a proposed, publicly-funded Mission Dolores Green 

Benefit District. Files# 19061 and #19062 
February 18, 2020 

Thank you for this opportunity. My name is John Hooper. My appearance today originated with a PRA 
request filed with various agencies, on February 11, 2019, a little over a year ago. After several 
follow-up requests to OEWD and DPW to provide complete information, I filed a second similar PRA 
request on May 29, 2019 and a complaint to this body. 

This committee established SOTF jurisdiction over my complaints at a meeting on August 20, 2019 
and forwarded the matters to the fu[( Task Force. I appeared before the task force on January 21, 
2020. However, because I had neglected to submit new information to the Task Force in a timely 
manner prior to that' hearing, this matter was referred back to you. That was my oversight and I 
apologize. l submitted the statement I had intended to make that day i"n person, requesting that it be 
made part of the official record. 

The whole issue of Green Benefit Districts (GBD) , of which you have heard testimony from numerous 
citizens over the past year, is particularly noteworthy now because the GBD program can be traced 
back directly to the desk of Mohammed Nuru, the disgraced head of DPW who is noW being 
investigated on multiple charges of corruption. See my 4/3/19 letter to the City Attorney at footnote 3, 
page F1. 

Prior to filing my SOTF complaint, I made numerous efforts to work with OEWD to obtain items that I 
still had not seen ((316). On several occasions, OEWD informed me that it had sent me everything it 
had available and closed the request; yet, when I insisted, the agency continued to send more 
information. This piecemeal release of information by OEWD is disconcerting and undermines the 
public's faith in City Government. 

This is a serious issue for SOTF. Will this body allow an agency to state it has satisfied its obligations 
under the Sunsh.ine Ordinance by inundating the public with irrelevant information or will you require 
substantive and complete responses provided by knowledgeable employees within a given agency? 

Attempts to obtain information 

2.117 - certified letter to OEWD returned as "Undeliverable" (photocopy and 286) 
2/25/19 I write to OEWD stating my letter was returned and sending 2/11/1.9 letter again.(318) 
2/25/19 OEWD replies that it is collecting documents 
3/5/19 - I write to OEWD saying I've had no response to my 2/11 /19 request (305) 
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3/5/19 I receive a series of 44 emails from OEWD - each with multiple attachments - purporting to 
respond to my 2/11/19 PRA request (322-363) 
3/25/19 - more documents arrive from OEWD 
5/7/19 email from me to OEWD sending list of items still not received as requested on 2/11/19 (316 
and 288) 
5/7 /19 response from OEWD: does not have any more docs and is closing this request (319) 
6/7 /19 info still not received (296) 
6/11/19 exchange of emails between me and SOTF (313) while I was out of town for an emergency. 
OEWD representative tells members of SOTF that "Mr Hooper was at the Bohemian Grove and lost 
documents." This is a complete fabrication; \was with my daughter who had brain surgery at the 
Barrow Brain Center in Phoenix on 6/13/19. In any case, lam not a member of the Bohemian Grove 
and would have had no reason for being there. I did not lose any documents. 
6/11/19 to DPW (19062 - 483 mentions a "thumb drive" (never received by me) and 484 
6/12-13/19 and 7/3/19 exchanges of emails between me, SOTF and Parks Alliance (310 -312) 
6/14119 OEWD sends more info relating to MD GBD, most of it right on GBD website (308; 322 -
363; 364 and 365 -424) 
6/21/19 OEWD reiterates it has been fully responsive (305) 

713119 same statement again (303) 
8/20 - I appear before the SOTF Complaint Committee. OEWD representative hands me a packet of 
papers "as a courtesy" purporting to be all the infor1nation it has. Packet turns out to be obsolete 
information or pages copied from public websites. Jurisdiction is established and my file forwarded to 
the full SOTF for consideration. 

1/21/20 SOTF Chair asked DPW's Custodian of Records David Steinberg the status of the Mission 
Dolores GBD effort. Steinberg replies he does not know and DPW's GBD program manager is absent 

217120 I repeat a question to DPW's Green District Manager about status of MDGBD. No response. 

The first four questions in my original PRA request dated 2/11/19 pertained exclusively to the now 
defeated Greater Buena Vista GBD. lt appears from email correspondence that DPW, OEWD and 
the GBV GBD formation committee conspired to alter the original OEWD grant application so that it 
would appear to qualify for funding. See 4/3/19 letter to City Attorney at at Footnote 4 pages F2 and 
F3. 

However, questions 5 through 9 pertain to the Mission Dolores GBD which the City is still promoting 
and funding through a July 2018 contract with SF Parks Alliance which runs through June of this 
year. 

Information requested on February 11, 2019 and still not received 

5. Verbatim transcripts, photographs, videos, tape recordings, sign-in sheets, attendance records, 
notes, memoranda, reports, and any other records in any form of public meetings to discuss, 
organize, and/or promote a Mission Dolores GBD held on September 17, 2018, October 10, 2018, 
and/or November 15, 2018. NOT RECEIVED 

6. All emails, text messages, and other correspondence, including minutes of all MDGBD formation 
committee meetings, relating to the planning, execution, and/or follow-up related to public meetings to 
discuss, organize, and/or promote a Mission Dolores GBD held on September 17, 2018, October 10, 
2018, and/or November 15, 2018. NOT RECEIVED 
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7. All raw survey data collected in connection with Mission Dolores GBD surveys. SOME DATA 
RECEIVED 

8. All documents, records, and/or correspondence relating to the funding and initiation of a 
management plan/engineer's report in connection with a Mission Dolores GBD. NOT RECEIVED 

9. All' public records, as defilied in Gov. Code Section 6252 (c) and (e), including correspondence 
(including but not limited to letters, e-mails, and text messages), contracts, agreements, mailing lists, 
surveys and online surveys, responses to surveys and on line surveys, budgets, expenditures, and 
memoranda (including all methods of transcription) memorializing, describing, or otherwise relating to 
the planning for, public interest and/or opinion surveying for, expenditure of public funds for, 
organization, and/or formation of a possible Mission Dolores GBD. NOT RECEIVED, other than some 
Information about the survey. 

In a nutshell, OEWD has blocked release of invoices or money spent under the current MDGBD 
contract. There is no accounting of any money spent under a$ 156,000 contract. The "officfalll 
explanation is it doesn't exist. 

But, the MDGBD engineering report exists, the MDGBD management P!an exists and the Boston 
Tech Survey was completed. Incidentally, all of these documents have been officially questioned due 
to bias and inaccuracy. 

We also know the this information exists because much of it is required to be provided to OEWD 
under the terms of the July 1, 2018 contract between OEWD and Parks Alliance. See the attachment 
to my statement of January 21, 2020 entitled Tasks and Deliverables under Project Area B: Dolores 
Park Neighborhood. All the information required by OEWD under that contract ls required to be made 
available to the public. 

Today, I request that you reaffirm your jurisdiction over this matter and send my files to the full SOTF. 
Thank you. 

-----Original Message-----
From: Young, Victor (BOS) <victor.young@sfgov.org> 
To: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thu, Feb 13, 2020 10:37 am 
Subject: RE: Correction to SOTF submission for the record re #19061 and 09162 

Mr. Hooper: 

I am unable to open the document you provided on 2/11/20_ Please provide to me in a pdf or word format. 

Thank you. 

Victor Young 
Assistant Clerk 
Board of Supervisors 
phone 415-554-7723 I fax 415-554-5163 
victor.young@sfgov org I www.sfbos.org 

From: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, February 11, 2020 11:13AM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Correction to SOTF submission for the record re #19061 and 09162 
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This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Hi Victor: 

Please excuse 1ne. I just sent you an email with my proposed statement for the 2/18/20 Complaint 
Committee hearing. 

The content in the body of that earlier email is correct but the attachment I sent was an earlier draft. 

This attachment should be the current version. 

Please let me know if this is still confusing. 

John 415-990-9511 (cell) or 415-626-8880 (office) 
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Please allocate the following way: 

Grantee: 

Purpose/ 

San Francisco Parks Alliance 
==~--

Modules: Buena Vista and Dolores Park GBDs 

Amount to be encumbered: $156,984.00 

Grant 
Coordinator: 

Byron M Lam 

Blanket: Contract ID# 1000012901 ---

Amendment or New (circl one) 

Workforce o~one) 

L--=- Genera! Fund ______ -+ ______ O_t_h_e_,~(S~p_e_,_ify~) ______ ___, 

l\JN 18th St. Merchant Capacity Building (ACT DPW 

I 
0093) Dept: 2207767 
Dept: 207767 Fund: 10020 
Fund: 10010 Authority: 17355 
Authority: 16652 Project: 10022531 
Project: 10022531 Activity: 0072 
Activity: 0093 Budget: FY 19 
$25,000 $33,000.00 

$33,000 from DPW work order in FY 17-18 

Public Works work order in FY 18-19 
Dept: 207767 
Fund: 10010 

L 
Authority: 16652 
Project: 10022531 
Activity: 0136 
$98,984.00 Public Works Order FYlS-19 

----·-··-. ·----·~---- _____ I 

P1025 



DocuSign E:nvelope ID: 2B5056EB-99FE"4E39"A2CF-902E05Bl-C187 

Approval Required 

·rhe contract docu1ncnt for Contract JD 1000012901 \.Vas completed outside of the PeopleSoft 
Financials and Procw·ement System. Signed documents attached. 

Contract St1n1mary 

Version: 1 
Vendor lJ): 0000011535 
Vendor Name: SJ\N FRANCISCO PARKS ALLIANCE 
l)escription: Buena Vista and Dolores Park G 
Contract Tenn: July 01, 2018 lo Jllile 30, 2020 
Contract Award Amount: 156,984.00 

No. ofFile(s): 1 
File(s) Attached: Executed contract 

City Re1)resentative 
Completed J3y: 

lr!JooUSl9ned by: · 

LJF~A~~ 
-------

Jennifer M. Collins 

Page 1 ofl 
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. · __ . -·:·:-_.· 'Cl'.fY'A"NDCOill!TYOJ1:SANFllANCISC_O- ---·-:.-.-·--,. - "·-.:: 
-·--;OF}'JC:E 0}!'EC6N01\1ICAND woR1IBORcEDEV~iQPI'rlENT _:: '-

GRANT AGREUMENT 

between 

CITY AN[l COlJN1'Y OF SAN l''l~ANC:ISCO 

and 

SAN l1'I~ANCISCO J>ARKS ALLIANCE 

'rHIS GRAN'f A(;lillICl\1ENT (this "Agree1nent") is made 1his JULY l, 2018, in the City and 
County of San Francisco, State of California, by and between SAN FRANCISCO PARI(S Af_,J,JA.i~CE, 
a California nonµroftt public benefit corporation ("Grantee" or 11Conlractor"), and the CITY AND 
COUN1Y OF SAN FRANCISCO, a ounicipal cotporation ("City"), acting by and through the Agency 
(as hereinafter defined), 

WITNESSETH: 

WIIERl<:AS, Grantee has sub1nitte<l to the Agency the Application Docuinents (as hereinafter 
defined) seeking a IllJENA VIS1'A AND DOLORES P ARI{ (~llDs grant for the purpose of funding the 
n1atters set forth in the Grant Plan (us hcreinafte1: defined); andsunnnarizcd briefly as follows: 

1'o determine the level of support for the formation of a two new Grec)1 Ilenefit Districts (GBDs); 
and 

Wl-IEREAS, City desires lo provide such a grant on the tern1s and conditions set forth herein: 

NOW, TIII£llEFOlill, in consideration of the premises and the inutual covenants contained in this 
Agree1ncnt and for other good and valuable consideration, the receipt and adequacy of which is hereby 
acknowledged, the parties hereto agree as follows: 

ARTICl,E 1 
DEFINITIONS 

1.1 Specific Terms. Unles~ the context othe1wise requires, the following capitalized terms (whether 
singular or plul'al) shall have the 1ncanings set forth below: 

{a) "ADA" shall mean the Americans with Disabilities Act (including a!l rules and regulations 
thereunder) and all other applicable federa~ state and local disability rights legislation, as the same may 
be amended, modified or supple1nented fron1 ti1ne to tiine. 

{b) "Agency" shall mean the Office ofEconoinic and Workforce Developn1ent (OE\VD). 

(e) "Application Docuincnts" shal11ncan eollectively: (i) the grant application s11b1nitted by 
Grantee, including all exhibits, schedules, appendices and attachrncnts thereto; (ii) all documents, 
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cori·espondence and other written tnaterials- subtullted in respect of such grant applieatiun; and (iii) all 
amendments, 1nodificatio11s or supple1nents to any of the foregoing approved in writing by City. 

(d) "Budget" shall mean the budget attached hereto as part of Appendix A. 

(e) "Charter" shall mean the Charter of City. 

(f) "CMD" shall mean the Contl'act Monitoring Division of the City. 

(g) "Controller" shall mean the Controller of City. 

(h) "Eligible Expe11ses" shall have the ineaning set fo1th in Appendix A. 

(i) "Event of D<faul!" eh ell hevn tho meening eotfmth in Sootion l 1.1. 

(j) "Fiscal Quarter" shall mean each period of tl1ree (3) calendar 111onths Conunencing on 
July l, October I, January I and April 1, t·cspectively. 

(k) "Fiscal Year" shall 1nean each period of twelve (12) calendar months coinmencing on July 
1 and ending on June 30 during all or any portion of which this Agreement is in effect. 

(!) ".Funding Request" shall have the ineaning set fort11 in Section 5 .3(a). 

(111) "Grant Funds" shall 1nean any and all funds allocated or disbursed to Grantee under this 
Agreement. 

(n) .,Grant Plan" shall have the meaning set forth in Appendix B 

shall 1nean the plans, pe.rformances, events, ex.hibitions, acquisitions or other activities or 
1natter described in the Application documents; provided, however, that in the event of any 
inconsistency in such description, the 1nost recent of the conflicting docun1ents shall govern. 

( o) "lnde1n11ified Parties" shall iuean: (i) City, including the Agency and all co1n111issions, 
deparlinent.s, agencies and other subdivisio11s of City; (ii) City's elected officials, directors, officers, 
en1ployees, agents, successors and assigns; and (iii) all persons or entities acting on behalf of any of the 
foregoing. 

(p) "Losses" shall niean any and a!! liabilities, obligations, losses, dan1ages, penalties, claims, 
actions, suits, judgments, fees, expenses and costs ofwhatsor;vcr kind and nature (including legal fees 
and expenses and costs of investigation, of prosecuting or defending any I.ass described above) wl1ether 
or not such Loss be fow1ded or nnfonnded, of \vhatsoever kind and nature. 

( q) "Publication" shall mean any report, article, educational material, handbook, brochure, 
pan1phlet, press release, public service announcc1nent, web page, audio or visual n1atcrial or other 
co1n1nunication for public disscurinatlon, which relates to all or any po1tion of the Grant Plan or is paid 
for in whole or in part using Grant Punds. 

1.2 Additional Terms. The ternc<; "as directed," "as reqnircd" or "as pennitted" and si1nilar ter1ns 
sl1all refer to the direction, requiren1cnl, or permission of the Agency. The tern1s "sufficient," "necess_at1''' 
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or "pi op er" and sin1ilar (_enns shall DJean sufficient, necessary or proper i11 lhc sole judgment of the 
Agency. The tern1s "approval," "acceptable" or "satisfactory" or sin1ilar tern1s shall 1ncan approved by, 
or acceptable to, or satisfactory to the Agency. 1be tcnns "include," "included" or ''including" and 
sin1ilal" terms shall be deemed to be followed by the words "without Ji1nitation". The use of the tetrn 
"subcontractor," "successor" or "assig11" herein refers only to a subco111Tactor ("subgrantce"), successor or 
assign expressly permitted.under .1\rticlc 13. 

1.3 References to this Agree1ne11t. lZefcrences to this Agrce1nent i11clnde: (a) any and all appendices, 
exhibits, schedules, attaclunents hereto; (b) any and. all statutes, ordinances, regulations or other 
documents expressly incorporated. by reference herein; and ( c) any and all atnendmcnts, modifications or 
supple1ne11ts hereto 1nade in accordance with Section 17 .2. H .. efcrcnccs to articles, sections, subsections or 
appendices refer to articles, sections or subsections of or appendices to this Agrec1ncnt, unless otherwise 
expressly state<l. Terms such as "hereunder," herein or "hereto" refer to tl1is Agreement as a whole. 

AR1'IC1JE 2 
APl'ROPlllA'J'ION AND CI~R1'1FICA'fl0N 01< GRANT FUNDS; 

LIM11'A1'"IONS ON CITY'S OBLIGATIONS 

2.1 Rislt of Non~Appropriation of Grant Fu11tls .. 1'his Agreement is subjcc1. to tbe budget and fr.seal 
provisions of the c;hafter. City shall have no obligation to make approp1iations for this Agt·ce1ncnt in lieu 
of flppropriations for new or other agreements. Grantee acknowledges that City budget decisions are 
subject to the discretion of its l\1ayor and Board of Supervisors. Grantee assumes all risk of possih!e non
appropriation or non"ce1tification of funds, and such assumption is part of 1.he consideration for this 
Agrce1nent. 

2.2 Certification of Controller; Guaranteed Maximum Costs. No funds shall be available under 
this Agrcen1ent until prior written authori-zation cerlifted by the Controller. In addition, as set forlh in 
Section 21.10-1 of lhc San l<rancisco Administrative Code: City's obligations hereunder shall not at any 
time exceed the amount certified by the Controller for the purpose and period stated in such ce1tification. 
Except as 1nay he provided by City ordinances governing en1ergency conditions, City and its employees 
and officers ~.le.not authorized to request Grantee to perforn1 services or to provide tnaterial.~, equip1nent 
and supplies that would resll It in Grantee performing services or providing tnaterials, equipn1ent and 
supplies that are beyond the scope of the services, tnatcrials, equipn1ent and supplies specified in this 
Agreement unless this Agreen1ent is amended in writing and aiiproved as required by law to authorize tbe 
additional services, Jnaterials, equipment or supplies. City is not required to pay Grantee for services, 
materials, equipn1ent or supplies that are provided by Grantee which a1·e beyond the scope of the services, 
materia'.s, equipment and supplies agreed upon herein and which were not approved by a written 
amendment lo this Agreement having been lawfully executed by City. City and its employees and 
officer,<: are not authorized to offer or promise to Grantee additional fundi,ng Ior this Agreen1ent which 
wo<1ld exceed the maxitnum amount of funding provided for herein. Additional funding for this 
Agree111ent in excess ofthe 1naximum provided herein shall require lawful approval and certification by 
the ContI"oller. City is not. reqnired to honor any offered or prornised additional funding which exceeds the 
maxi1num provided in this Agreement which requires lawful approval and certification of the Controller 
when the lawful approval an<l certification by the Conh·oller bas not bccu obtained. 'fhe (;ontroller is not 
authorized to make payments on any agree111ent for which funds have not been cerlifte<l as avaii.able in the 
budget or by Supplemental appropriation. 

2 .. 3 Auton1atic 1'ermination for Nonappropriation of Funds. Th ls Agreement shall auto1natically 
terminate, without penalty, liability or expense of any kind to City, at 1Jte end of any Fiscal Year if funds 
arc rrot appropriated for the next succeeding Fi8cal Year. If funds are appropriated for a portion of any 
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F'iscal Year, this Agreen1cnt shall ter1ninate, without penalty, liability or expense qf any kind to City, at 
t11e end of such portion of the Fiscal Year. 

2.4 SUPRRSEJ)URE OF CONFJ_.ICTING PROVISIONS. IN THE EVEN'f OF ANY CONFLICT 
BETWEEN ANY OF l'HE PROVISIONS OF·Tf1IS AR'flCLE 2 AND ANY OTHERPROVISION OF 
THIS AGREEMENT, THF, APPl,ICA'fION DOCUMEN'fS O_R ANY Ol"HERDOCUMF.NT OR 
COlvfMUNICATION RELATING TO THIS AGREEMEN'f, THE TERi'vfS OF THIS AR'l'IC~LE 2 
SI-:IALL GOVERN. 

ARTICLE3 
'l'RRM 

3.1 Effective Date. 'fhis Agreement shall beco1ne effective when the Controller has cc1tified to U1c 
availability of funds as set forth in Section 2.2 and the Agency has notified Grantee thereof in w1iting_ 

3.2 Duration of Term. The term oflhis Agreement shall comr11ence on the lalerof(a) JTJT,Y 1, 2018 
and (b) the effective date specifted in Section 3. 1. Such term shall end at l 1:59 p.in. San Francisco ti1ne 
on JUNE 30, 2020. 

ARTICLE<! 
IMPI,EMEN1'ATION OF (;RANT PLAN 

4.1 In1plelnentation of Grant Plan; Cooperation \vith Monitoring. Grantc:e shall, in good faith and 
witl1 diligence, implen1ent the Grant Plan on the te11ns and conditions set forth in this Agreeine.nt and the 
Application Documents. Grantee shall not n1ateri:J.!ly change the nature or scope oftl:e Grant Plan during 
the te1m of this Agree1nent without the prior written consent of City. Grantee shall promptly CO!Tlply with 
all standards, specifications and foimats of City, as they n1ay fl'om ti1ne to ti1nc exist, related to 
evaluation, planning and monitoring of the Grant Plan aud shall coope1ate in good faith with City in any 
evaluation, planning or inonitoring activities conducted or authorized by City. 

4.2 Grantee's Pcl'sonnel. The Grant Plan shall be irnp]e1nented only by competent personnel under 
the direction and supervision of Grantee. 

4.3 Grantee's Board ofDirectnrs. Grantee shall at all tit11es be governed by a legally constituted and 
fiscally responslble boal'd of directors. Such board of directors shall 1neet regularly and 1naintain 
appropriate inen1bership, as established in Grantee's bylaws and other governing docwneuts and shall 
adhere to applicable provisions of federal, state and local laws governing nonprofit corporations. 
Grantee's baal'd of directors shall exercise such oversight responsibility with regard ta this Agreeincnt as 
is n_ccessruy to ensure full and pron1pt perforinAnce by Grantee of its obligations under this Agree1nent. 

4.4 rublications and Wo1·k Product. 

(a) Grantee understands and agrees that City has the rigl1t to review, approve, disapprove or 
conditionally approve, in its sole discretion, the work and property funded in whole or part with the Grant 
Funds, whether those elen1cnts are written, oral or in any other 111edium. Grantee has the burden of 
den1onstrating to City thal each ele1nent of work or property funded in whole or part with the Grant founds 
is directly and integrally related to the Grant Plan as approved by City. City shall have the sole and final 
discrctiou to detcr1ni11e \Vhelher Grantee bas 1net this burden. 

(b) Without liuiiting the obligations of Grantee set forlh in subsection (a) above, Grantee shall 
sub111it to City for City's prior written approval any Publication, and Grantee shall not dissen1inate any 
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such Publicatio:i unless and until it receives City's consent. In addition, Grantee shall subn1it to City for 
approval, if City so requests, any other progran1 niatcrial or forn1 that Grantee uses or proposes to use in 
f11rtherance of the Grant Plan, and Grantee shall prornptly provide to City one copy of all such tnaterials 
or forms within two (2) days follo\ving City's reque.~t The City's approval of any 1natedal hereunder 
shall 11ot be deemed an end0n;e1nent of, or agreen1ent with, the contents of such material, and the c:ity 
shall have no liability or responsibility for. any snch contents. 'fhc City reserves the rig11t lo disapprove 
any 1natcrial covered by this section at any ti1ne, notwithstanding a prior approval by the City of such 
material. Grantee shall not charge for the use or distribution of any Publication funded all or in part with 
the Grant Funds, without first obtaining L'.ity' s vcritten consent, which City 1nay give or withhold in its 
sole discretion. 

( c) Grantee shall distrib11le any Publication solely \Vi thin Sa11 Francisco, unless City otherwise 
gives its prior written consent, whicl1 City may give or withhold in its sole discretion. In addition, 
Grantee shall furnish flny services funded in whole or part \Vith the Grant Funds under this Agreement · 
solely within San Francisco, unless City olhe1wise gives its prior written consent, which City inay give or 
withhold in its sole discretion. 

(d) City inay <lisapprove any clc1nent of work or property funded i11 wl1olc or part by the Grant 
Funds that City determines, iu its sole discretion, has any of the following characteristics: is divisive or 
discri.tninatory; under1nines the purpose o[ the Grant Plan; discolu·ages otherwise qualified potential 
employees or volunteers or any clients from participating in activities co-vered under the Grant Plan; 
unde11nines the effective delivery of services to clients of Grantee; hinders the achieve1nent of any other 
purpose of c:ity in making the Grant under this Agree1nent; or violates any other p1uvision of this 
Agree1nent or applicable law. If C:ity disapproves any element of lhe Grant P!an as i1nplemented, or 
requires any change to it, C}rantce shall irnmediately elitninale the disapproved portions and 1nake the 
required changes. If City disapproves any male1ials, aGtivitic.~ or services provided by third parties, 
Grantee shall i1nn1ediately cease using the 1natcrials and lenninate the activities or services and shall, at 
City's request, require that (Jrantee obtain the return of materials from reclpients 01· deliver such rnaterials 
to (~ity or destroy them. 

(c) City has the right to monitor fron1 time to time 1.he adn1inislration by Grantee or any of its 
Sllbcont:ractors of any programs or other work, iacluding, without limitation, educational prograrns or 
trainings, funded in whole or parL by the (Jrant Funds, to enstu·e that Grantee is performing such element 
of the Grant Plan, or causing such ele1nent of the Grarrt Plan to be performed, consistent with the tcnns 
and conditions of this Agree1nent. 

(f) Grantee shall aeknowledge City'S funding under this Agreement in all Publications. Such 
acknowledgment shall conspicuously state that the activities arc spon8ored in whole or in patt through a 
grant from the Agency. Except as set fo1th in this Section, Grantee shall not use the name o'f ll1e Agency 
or City (as a reference to the municipal corporation as opposed to location) in any Publication without 
prior written approval of City. 

ARTICLE5 
DSR AND DlSBlTRSEMEN1' OF GRANT FIJNDS 

5.l Maxi1num Amount of Grant Fnnds. In no event shall the atnount of Grant Funds disbw-scd 
hereunder exeeed ONE IIUNDRED FIF1'Y~SIX TllOUSAND NINE HUNIYRED EJ(;H'l'Y-FOUR 
Dollars ($156,984). 

5.2 Use of Grant Funds. Grantee shall use the Grant Funds only !Or Eligible Expenses as set forth in 
Appendix A and for no other pm pose. Grantee shall expend the Grant Funds in accorclance with the 
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Budget, if any, and shall obtain the prior approval of City before transferring expenditures f1"01n one Linc 
iti:1n to another within the Bndget. 

5.3 Disbursement Pro~cdures. Grant Fnnds shall be disbursed to Grantee as follows_: 

(a) Grantee shall sllbmit to the Agency, in the 1nanner specified for notices pursuant to 
Article 15, a document (a "Funding Request") substantiaUy in the form attached as Appendix C. Any 
Funding Request that is submitted and is not approved by the Agency shall be retul"ncd by tile Agency to 
Grantee with a brief statement of the reason for the Agency's rejection of such Funding Request. If any 
such rejection relates only to a portion of Eligible Expenses ite1nized in ~uch Funding Request, the 
Agency shall have no obligation to disburse any Grant }<'unds for any other Ehgible Expen,~es ite1nized in 
such Funding Request unless and until Grantee subtnits a Funding Request that is in all respects 
acceptable to the Agency. 

(b) The Agency shall make all clisburscments of Grant Funds pm·suant to thls Section by check 
payable to Grantee, sent via U.S. Jnail in accordance with Article 15, unless the Agency otl1erwisc agrees 
in writing, in its sole discretion. The Agency shall make disbursements of Grant Funds no 111ore than 
once dnring each MONTII. 

5.4 Dis allowance. With respect to Grant Funds, if any, which arc ulti1natcly provided by the state or 
federal government, Grantee agrees that if Grantee clahns or receives payment from City for an F,Jigiblc 
Expense, pay1ne11t or rci1nbm·semcnt of which is later disallowed by the state or federal gove1n1nent, 
Grantee shall promptly refund tbe disallowed an1ount to City upon City's request. At its option, City 1nay 
offset all or a1iy portion of the disallowed amount against any other payn1ent due to Grantee hereunder or 
under any other Agreement. Any such offset with respect to a po1tion of the disallowed i:J.mount shall not 
release Grantee from Grantee's obligation hereunder to refund.the re1naindcr ofthe disa!lowed amount. 

5.5 Construction. 

(a) For Grant Plans that include constrL1ction or renovation activ'ity, Grantee shall obtain all 
permits and comply \Vilh all applicable laws with respect to the work including the payment of prevailing 
wages. Grantee shall exercise prudent con8truction managen1ent and oversight, including ensuring thal 
all conlractors are licensed and bonded for the work, and that they maintain builders all risk and general 
liability insnrancc. City's fi.1nding contributlon will not exceed the amounts set forth in this Agrec1ncnt, 
and Grantee will be res11onsible for any and all cost overruns or constrtlction defects or deficiencies. 
Grantee_ shall n1alntain appropriate rescr'ves for contingencies. 

(b) For any construction project costing $200,000 or n1ore, Grantee shall co111petitively bid the 
work. For any project costing 1nore than $5,000 but less than $200,000, Grantee shall informally or 
for1nally solicit at least 3 proposals or bids froni eligible contractors. Grantee may seek a waiver of these 
require1nents fro1n the City with justification, but any such waiver 1nay be given or withheld in the City's 
sole diseretion. For construction and rehabilitation projects that require building pennlts, Grantee shall 
consult with the Mayor's Office on Disability before applying for such pern1it to ensure that any disability 
acconuuodation issues are appropriately addressed. 

( c) If the .Grant flunds are used for the rehabilitation or i1nprove1ncnt of real prope1ty; tl1en 
Grantee shall 1naintain the nonprofit eligible purpose and use of the propel"ty consistent with this 
Agrec1nent for the 'fen11re Period. 1'he "Tenure Period" of this Agreen1cnt is the pcJio<l of time that starts 
on the date of con1p1etion of tile rehabilitation or in1prove1ne11ts and that ends five (5) years thereafter. If 
Grantee leases tl1e property and the rernai11ing tern1 of the lease is less than five (5) years following the 
expected date of co1npletion such that Grantee n1ay not be iu a position to satisfy the 'I'enure Periocl 
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requiren1ent set forth above, then Grantee shall infor1n Lhe City of such fact before the start of the 
constn1ction work. The City may elect not to provide the Grant Funds if continued use of the t'eal 
properly for the full 1'enure Period cannot reasonably be achie'led. 

ARTICLE6 
REPOR'IING REQ1JIREMEN1'S; AUDI1'S; 

Pli:NAL'J'lli.:S FOR FALSE CLAIMS 

6.1 llcgula1· Ileports. Gran Lee shall provide, in a prompt and ti111ely manner, financial, operational and 
either reports, as requested by the Agency, in for1n and substance satisfactory to \he Agency. Such 
reports, including any copies, shall be submitted on recycled paper and printed 011 double-sided pages, to 
the maxi1nu1n extent possible. 

6.2 Organizational Docun1ents. If requested by City, on or beforio the date of this Agreen1ent, 
Grantee shall provide to City the names of its current officers and directors and cc1tified copies of its 
Articles of Incorporation and Bylaws as \Veil as satisfftctoiy evidence of the valid nonprofit status 
described in Seclion 8.1. 

6.3 Notification of Defaults or Changes in Circuinstanees. Grantee shall notify City immediately of 
(a) any Event of Default 01· event that, with the passage of tin1e, wo11ld constitute an Event ofI)efault; and 
(b) any change of circumst£1nceS that would cat.L~e any of the representation~ and warranties contained in 
Article 8 to be false or n1isleading at any thne during the teim of this Agreement, 

6.4 Financial State1ncnts. Within sixty (60) days following the end of each Fiscal Year, Grantee shall 
deliver to City an unaudited balance sheet and the related state1ncnt of inco1ne and cflsh flows for such 
Fiscal Year, all in reasonable detail acceptable to City, certified by an appropriate financial officer of 
Grantee as acctu·ate!y presenting tl1e financial position of Grantee. If requested by City, Grantee shall 
also deliver to City, no later than one hundred twenty (120) days following the end of any Fiscal Year, an 
audited balance sheet and the related statc1nent of inco1ne and ca,~h flow.~ for such Fiscal Year, ceJ"tified 
by a reputable accounting firm as accurately presenting the financial position of C:irantcc. 

6.5 Books and Records .. Grantee shall establish and niaintain accurate files and records of all aspects 
of the Grant I'lan and the 1nu-lters funded in whole or in part with Grant Funds during the term ofthls 
Agreement. Without limiting the scope of the foregoing, Grantee shall establish and maintain accurate 
financial books and accounting records relating to Eligible Expenses incurred and Grant Funds received 
and expended under this Agreement, together with all invoices, docu1nents, payrolls, time records and 
other data related to the 1natters covered by this Agreement, whe1.her funded iu whole or in part with 
Grant Funds. Grantee shall tnaintain a!l of the files, records, books, invoices, documents, payrol18 and 
other data rcquirecl to be maintained under this Section in a readily accessible location and condition for a 
period of not less than five (5) years after final pay1nent under this Agreement or until any final audit has 
been fully completed, whichever ls later. 

6.6 Inspection and Audit. Grantee shall make available to Cily, its employees and authorized 
represenIBtives, during regular business hours all of the files, records, hooks, invoices, docu1nents, 
payrolls and other data required to be established and 1naintained by Grantee under Section 6.5. Grantee 
shall permit City, its einployecs and authorized representatives to inspect, audit, examine and 1nake 
excerpts and transcripts fro1n any of the foregoing. 'fhe l'ights of Cit)' pursuant to this Seclion shall 
remain in effect so long as Grantee has the obligation to maintain such files, records, books, invoices, 
documents~ payrolls and othel' data under this Article 6. 
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6. 7 Su-bmitting False Claims; Monetary Penalties. Any contractor, subcontractor or consultant who 
subtnils a false claim shall be liable to the C:ity tOr the statuto1y penalties set forth in that section. A 
contractor, subconh·actor o!' consultant will be deen1ed to have subn1itted a false clain1 to the City ifthe 
co11tractor, subcontractor or consultant: (a) knowingly presents or causes to be prc8ented to an officer or 
employee of the Ci Ly a false claim or 1·cquGst for payment or approval; (b) knowingly n1akes, uses, or 
causes lo be made or used a fal.~e record or state1nent to get a false claitn paid or approved by the City; 
( c) con~pires to defrauci the City by getting a false claiin l'lllowed or paid by the City; ( d) knowingly 
nJakes, uses, or causes to be 111ade or used a false record or statement to conceal, avoid, or decrease an 
obligation to pay or transmit 1noney or propc1ty to lhe City; or (e) is a beneficia1y of an inadvertent 
submission ofa false Claim to the City, subsequently discovers the falsity ofthe claim, l'lnd fails to 
disclose the false claim to the City within a reasonable tin1e after discove1y of the false claim. 

6.8 Ownership of Results. Any interest of Grantee or any subgrantee, Jn drawings, plans, 
specif1cations, studies, reports, men1oranda, com_putalion sheets, the contents of co1nputer diskettes, or 
other documents or Publications prepared by Grantee or any sub grantee in connection with this 
Agreement or the implementation of the Grant Plan or the services to be pcrfo1mcd under this Agreement, 
shall become the property of and be promptly lransmitte'd to City. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
Grantee may retain and use copies for reference ai:d as documentation of its experience and capabilities. 

6.9 Worl{S for Hire. If, in connection with this Ag:ree1ne11t or the in1plcrucntation of the Grant Plan, 
Grantee or any subgrantee creates artwork, oopy, posters, billboards, photographs, videotapes, audiotapes, 
systems designs, software, reports, diagratns, surveys, source codes or any other original works of 
1n1thorship or Publications, such creations shall be works for hire as defined under Title 17 of the United 
States Code, and all copyl'igllts in such creations shall be the propeity of City. Ifit is ever dete1111ined that 
ru.1y sach creations are not works for hire under applicable law, (Jrantee hereby assigns all copyrights 
thereto to City, and agrees to provide any 1naterial, execute such documents and take such other actions as 
may be ncccssaty or desirable to effect such assign1nent. With the prior written approval of City, Grantee 
1nay retain and use copies of ,;uch creations for reference and as <locun1entation of its experience and 
capabilities. Grantee sha.11 obtain all releases, assign.rnents or other agreements from .~ubgrantees or other 
persons or entities implementing the Grant Plan to ensure that City obtains the righ~ set faith in this 
Article 6. 

ARTICl,E7 
TAXES 

7.1 Grantee to Pay All Taxes. Grantee shall pay to the appropriate govern1nental authority, as and 
when due, any and all taxes, fees, assess1nents or other govc11nne11tal charges, including possessory 
interest taxes and Cali_fornia sales and nsc taxes, levied upon or in co1u1cction with this Agrec1nent, the 
Grant Plan, tl1e Grant Funds or any of the activities conte1nplated by this Agree1nent. 

7 ,2 Use of City Real Property. [fat any thne this Agt·een1ent entitles Grantee to the possession, 
occupancy or use of City real property for private gain, the following provisions shall apply: 

(a) Grantee, 011 behalf of itself and any subgrantecs, successors and assigns, recognizes and 
understands that this Agreen1ent 1nay create a possessory interest subject to property taxation and 
Grantee, and any subgrantee, successor or assign, 1nay be snbjcct to the payu1ent ofsui:;h taxes. 

(b) Grantee, on behalf of itself and ai1y subgrantces, successors and assigns, fu1ther recognizes 
o.nd understands thal any assignment pcrn1itled hereunder and any exercise of any option to renew or 
other cxlension of this Agrecn1ent 1nay constitute a change in ownership for purposes of properly taxation 
and therefore 1nay result in a revaluation of any possessory interest created l1erew1dcr. Grantee shall 
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rcporl any assignn1ent or other transfer of a.ny interest in this Agree1ncnt or any renewal or extension 
thereof to the c:ounty Assessor within sixty (60) days aflcr such assigninent, transfer, renewal or 
extension. 

(c) Grantee shall provide snch other information as may be requested by C~ity to enable City to 
comply with any reporting rcquirc1ncnts under applicable !aw with respect to posse..'>sory interests. 

AR1'ICLE 8 
REPllESENTATIONS ANI) WARRANTIES 

Grantee represents and wmTants each ofthe following as of the date ofthis Agreement and at a11 times 
tlu·oughout the tenn of this Agreement: 

8.1 Organiz11tinn; Authorizatioii. Grantee is a nonprofit corporation, duly organized and validly 
existing and in gootl standing under the laws of the jurisdiction in which it was fo1n1ed. Grantee has 
established and n1aintains valid nonµrofit status under Section 501 ( c) (3) of the United Stales Internal 
Revenue Code of 1986, as amended, and all rules and reguhitions promulgated under such Section. 
Grantee has duly authorized by all necessary action the· execution, delivery and pcrforn1ance of this 
Agree1iient. Grantee has duly executed and delivered this Agreement and this Agrcc1nent .:;onstitutes a 
legal, valid and binding obligation of Grantee, enforceable against Grantee in accordance with the tern1s 
hereof. · 

8.2 Locatinn. Grantee's operations, otf1ces and headquarters are located al lhe atltlress for rtotices set 
forth in Section 15. All aspects of the Grant Plan will be i1nplemented at the geographic locaUon(s), if 
any, specified in the Grant Plan. 

8.3 No Misstate1nc11ts. No document furnished or to be furnished by Grantee to City or City in 
cormeetion with the Applic:ition ])ocu1nents, this Agrecn1c:it, any Funding Request or any other 
docnment relating to any ofthe foregoing, cont:iins or will contain any unh11e statement of material fact 
or arr.its or will omit a mE1terial fact ncce~-sa1y to n1akc the statements contained therein not misleading, 
under the eircuJnstances under which any such statement shall have been made. 

8.4 <:onfiict of Interest. 

(a) ·rhrough its execution of this Agreement, Grantee ;;,cknowledges that it is familiar with the 
provision of Article III, Chapter 2 of the City's Ca1npaign and Governmental Conduct Code, and Section 
87100 ct seq. and Section I 090 et seq. of the Govern1nent Code of the State of Califon1ia, and certifies 
that it does not lu1ow of any fa els which constitutes a violation of said provisions and agrees that it wi11 
i1nmediately notify the City if it becomes aware of any such fact duting the tram of this Agree1nent. 

8.5 No Other Agree1ncnts with City. Except as expressly itemized. in Appendix D, neither (irantee 
nor any of Grantee's affiliates, officers, directors or employees has any interest, however reinote, in any 
other agreen1ent with City including any com1nission, department or other subdivision thereof). 

8.6 Subcontracts. Except as may be permitted under Section 13.3, Grantee has not entered into any 
agreement, a11·angement or understanding witli any other person or entity pursuant to which such person 
or entity will imple1nertt or assist in implen1enting all or any portion of t\u:: Grant Plan. 

8.7 Eligibility to Receive Federul Funds. By executing this Agreement, Grantee certifies that Grantee 
is not suspended, debarred or othe1wise excluded from participation in federal assi~tance program~. 
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Grantee acknowledges that this ccrtific:ition of eligibility to receive federal funds is a material term of the 
Agreen1ent. 

AR'fIC:I,I~ 9 
ll"'{])EMNIFICATION AND 9ENF,RAI, I~IABlLlTY 

9.1 Indemnification. Grantee shall inde1ru1ify, protect, defend and hul<l harntlcss each of the 
Indemnified Parties from and against any and all Losses arising fro1n, in connection with or caused 
by: (a) a material breach of this Agreement by Grantee; (b) a material breach of any representation or 
wrr1Tanty of Grantee contained in this Agreernent; (c) any personal injury caused, directly or indirectly, by 
any act or omission of Grantee or its employees, subgrantees or agents; (d) any property da1nage caused, 
directly or indirectly by any act or omission of Grantee or its employees, subgrantees or agents; ( e) the 
nse, misuse or failure of any cquip1nent or facilily used by Grantee, or by any of its e1nployees, 
sub grantees or agents, regardless of whether such equipment or facility ls fiunished, rented or loaned to 
Grantee by an Indemnified Party; (I) any tax, fee, assessment or other charge for which Grantee is 
responsible under Article 7; or (g) any infi·inge1nenl of patent rights, copyright, trade sccn::t or any other 
proprietary right or trademark of any person or entity in consequence of the use by any Indcn1ni:fied Party 
of any goods or services furnished to such In<lc1nnified .Party in connection with this Agreement. 
Grantee's obligrrtions under the in1mc<liately preceding sentence shall apply to any Loss that is caused in 
whole or in part by the active or passive negligence-of any Indenmiiic<l Party, but shall exclude any Loss 
caused solely by the willful nlisconduct of the L1denmified Party. The foregoing indemnity shall include, 
without li1nitation, consultants and experts rrnd related costs and City's costs of investigating any c!aiins 
against the City. . 

9.2 Duty to Defend; Notice of Loss. Grantee acknowledges and agrees that its obligation to defend 
the lndenmifie<l Parties under Section 9.1: (a) is an i1n1nediate obligatio11, independent of its other 
obligations hereunder; (b) applies to any Loss which actually or potentially falls within the scope of 
Section 9.1, regardless ofwhetherthe allegations assetted in connection with such I.oss are or may be 
groundless, false or fraudulent; and (c) al'ises at t11e time the Loss is tendered to Grantee by tbe 
In<lerrmified Party and continues at all times thereafter. The Indemnified Party shall give Grantee pro1npt 
notice of any Loss under Section 9.1 and Grantee shall have the right to defend, settle anrl con1promise 
any such .Loss; 11rovided, however, that the lnde111nified Pa1ty shall have the right to retain its own 
ce11nsel at the expense of Grantee if representation of such Inden1nified Farly by the counsel retained by 
Grantee would be inappropriate dne to conflicts of interest between such Inde1nnified Party and Grantee. 
An Indemnified Party's failure to notify Grantee pro1nptly of any Loss shall not relieve Grantee of any 
liability to such Inden1nifie<l Party pursuant to Section 9.1, unless such failure n1aterially impairs 
Grantee's ability to defend such Loss. Grantee sh\lll scoek the b1dcmnificd Party's prior written consent to 
settle or co1npron1ise any Loss if Grrrntcc contends that such Inderm1ified Party shares in liability with 
respect thereto. 

9.3 Incidental an<l Conseque11tial Damages. Losses covered under this Article 9 shall include any 
and all incidental and consequential da1nages resulting in whole or in part fro1n Grantee's acts or 
01nissions. Nothing in this Agreement shall constitute a waiver or li1nitation of any rights that any 
Indemnified Party may have under applicable law with respect to such damages. 

9.4 LIMITATION ()NLIADILITY 01•'.(;['fY. Cl1'Y'S OBLIGATIONS llNDER THIS 
AGREEMENT SIIALL BE LJMITl'<;D TO 1'HE AGGREGATE AMOUNT OF GRA.NT FUNDS 
ACTUALLY DISBURSED HERF,UNDER. NOTWITHSTANDING A.NV 01'HER PROVISION 
c:c)N'l'AINED IN THIS AGREEMEN'f, THE APPLICATION DOCUMENTS OR ANY OTE-IER 
DOCUMEN1' OR COMMUNICA'flON RELA'fING TO Tl-l!S AGRE!C::tviF_.NT, IN NO EVENT SHALL 
CITY BE JJADI,E, REGARDI~ESS C)F WHETHER ANY C'.:LAlM rs BASED ON CONTRACT OR 
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TORT, FOR ANY SPECIAL, CONSEQlffiNTlAL, INDIRECT OR lNCIDEN'TAL DAMAGES, 
INCLUl)INU LOST PROFITS, ARISING OUT OF OR IN CONNEC'f!ON WI1'1-I THIS 
AGREEMEN'f, THE GRANT FUNDS, Tl-JR GRANT PLAN OH. ANY ACTIVITIES PEH.FORMF,D IN 
CONNECl'ION Wll'H THIS AGREEMEN1'. 

ARTICLE 10 
JNSlTllANCE 

10. 1 'fypcs and A1nounts of Coverage. Without lin1iting Grantee's liability pursuant to A11icle 9, 
Grantee shall 1naintain in force, during the full term of this Agreement, insurance in the following 
an1ounts and coverages: 

(a) Workers' Compensation, in statutory amOunts, with Employers' Liability Limits not less than 
one 1nillion dollars ($ l,000,000) each accident, i1~ury, or illness, 

(b) Com1nercial General Lillbi!ity Insurance with li1nits not less than one million 
dol1ars ($1,000,000) each occurrence, $2,000,000 general aggregate for Bodily Injury and Property 
Damage, including Contractual Liability, Personal I11jury, and Products and Completed Operations. 

( c) Conunercial Autorriobile Liability Insurance with linllts not less than one 1ni!lion 
dollars ($1,000,000) each occurrence Combined Single Limit for Dodily Injury and Property 11amage, 
including 01-vned, Non-Owned and I-lired auto coverage, as applicable. 

10.2 Additional lleqnirements for Gene1'al and Automobile Coverage. Co1n1nercia! General 
Liability and Commercial Automobile Liability insurance policies shall: 

(a) Name as additional insured City and its officers, agents and employees. 

(b) Provide that such policies are pri1nary insurance to any other insurance available to the 
Additional Insureds, with respect to any claitns arising out of this Agreement, and that insurance applies 
separately to each insured against whom claim is 1nade or suit is brought, except with respect to limits of 
liability. 

10.3 Additional Requirements for All Policies. All policies shall be endorsed to provide at least 
thirty (30) days' advt1nce written notice to City of cancellation of policy for any reason, norn·enewal or 
reduction in coverage and specific notice 1nailed to City's address for notices pursuant to Article i5. 

10.4 Required Post-Expiration Coverage. Should any of the insurance required hereunder be 
provided under a claims-1nade for1n, Grantee shall 1naintain such coverage continuously throughout the 
term of !his Agreement and, without lapse, for a period oftill:ee (3) years beyond the expiration or 
termination of this Agreement, to the effect tha1., should occurrences during the tenn hereof give rise to 
claims made after expiration or te1minatio11 of the Ag1-ee1nent, 8UCh claims shall be covered by such 
claiins-made policies_ 

10.5 General Annual Aggregate Limitflnclusion of Clabns Investigation or Legal Defense Costs. 
Should any of the insurance required hereunder be provided under a fo1m of coverage that includes a _ 
general annual aggregate 1i111it or provides that clain1s investigation or legal defense costs be included in 
snGh general annual aggl"egate limit, such general annual aggregate !i1nit shall be double the occurrence or 
claims lirnits specifled above. 
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10.6 Evidence of Insurance. Before co1nmencing any operations under this Agreement, Grantee shall 
furnish to City certificates of insurance, and additional in~urcd policy endorsen1cnts, in form and with 
insureis satisfactory to City, evidencing all coverages set forth above, and shall furnish complete copies 
of policies promptly upon City's request. Before com1nencing any operations under this Agreen1ent, 
Grantee shall fi.unish to City cerlif1cates ofinsurauce and additional insured policy endorsements with 
insurers'with ratings l'OI!lparable to A-, vrrr OJ higher, that arc authorized to do busini::ss in the State of 
California, and that are satisfacto1y to City, in fo11n evidencing all coverages set forth above. Failure to 
maintain insurance shall constitute a Jnaterial breach of this Agree1nent. 

10. 7 Effect of Approval. Approval of any insurance by City shall not relieve or decrease the liability of 
Grantee hereunder. 

10.8 Insurance for Subcontractors and Evidence of this Insurance. If a subcontractor will be used to 
complete atty portion of this Agrce1nent, the Grantee shall ensure that the subcontractor shall provide all 
necessaty insurance and shall name the City and County of San Francisco, its officers, agents, and 
employees and the Grantee listed as additional insureds. 

ARTICLE 11 
EVENTS OF DEFAULT AND REMEDIES 

11.1 Events of Default. The oceu1Tenee of any one or tnore of the following events shall constitnte an 
"Event of Default" under this Agreen1cnl: 

(a) Jr'alse Statement. Any staten1ent, representation or warranty contained in this Agreement, in 
the Application Docu1nents, in any Funding Request or in any other docu1nent submitted to C~ity- undei: 
this Agree1nent is fow1d by City Lo be false or misleading. 

(b) Failure to Provide Insurance, Grantee fails to provide Or 1naintain in effect any policy of 
insurance required in Article 10. 

(c) Failure to Comply with Applieah!c l,aws. Grantee fails to peifonn or breaches any ofthe 
tc11ns or provisions of Article 16. 

( d) Failure to Perform Other Covenants. Grantee fails lo perform or brcacl1es any other 
agree1nent or covenant of this Ag1·een1ent to be pcrfonned or observed by Grantee as and when 
pcrforn1ai1ce or observance is due and such 'fll.ilure or breach continues for a period often ( 10) days after 
the date on 'vhich such perfonnancc or observance is due. 

( c) Cross Dcfaµlt Grantee defa11Jts under any uthcr agree1nenl ·between Grantee and City (after 
expiration of any grace period expressly ,5tated-in such agree111ent). 

(f) Voluntary Insolvency. Grantee (i) is generally not paying its debts as they beco1ne due, 
(ii) files, or consents by answer or otherwise Lo the filing against it oJ~ a petition for relief or 
reorganization or arrangen1ent or any olher pclition in bankruptcy or for liquidation or to take advantage 
of any bankruptcy, insolvency or other debtors' relief law of any jurisdiction, (iii) tnakes an assign1ni::nt 
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fur the benefit of its cre<lilois, (iv) consents to the apvoint1nent of a custodian, receiver, trustee or other 
officer with sin1llar powers of Grantee or of any substantial part of Grantee's properly or (v) lakes action 
for the purpose of any of the foregoing. 

(g) Involuntary Insolvency. Wi:hout consent by Grantee, a court or govci·n1nent authority 
enters an order, and such order is not vacate<l within ten (10) dayS, (i) appointing a cnstodia11, receiver, 
trustee or otl1er officer \Vith sinlllar powers with respect lo (iranlee or with respect to any substantial parl 
of Grantee's property, (ii) constituting an order for relief or approving a petition for relief or 
reorganization or arrangement or any other petitioa in bankruptcy or for liquidation or to take advantage 
of any banlrruptcy, insolvency or other debtors' relief law of any jurisdiction or (iii) ordering the 
dissolnlion, winding-11p or liquidation of Grantee. 

11.2 Remedies U1>on Event of Default. Upon and <luring the continuance of an Event of Default, City 
inay do any oft.he following, indi\•idually or in combination with any other ren1edy: 

(a) 'f e1:n1ination. City tnay tcnninate this Agrecn1ent by giving a written teimination notice to 
Ch antee and, on the date specified in such notice, this Agree1nent shall terminate and all rights of Gran lee 
hereunder shall be extinguished. h1 the event of such ter1ninatio11, GranteE; will be paid for Eligible 
Expenses in any Fnnding H.equest that wa<; submitted and approved by City prior to the date of 
tcnnioation specified in such notice. 

(b) Witbholtling of Grant Funds. City may withhold all or any portion of Grant Funds not yet 
disbursed hereunder, regardless of whether Grantee has previously snbmitted a Funding Request or 
whether City has approved the disbursement ofthe Grant Funds requested in any Fu11ding Request. Any 
(!rant Funds withheld pursuant to this Section an<l snbsequently disbursed to Grantee afur cu.re of 
applicable }:vents of l)efault shall be disbursed without interest. 

( c) Offset. City inay offset against a!! or any portion ofundisburse<l Grant Funds hereunder or 
against any payments <lue lo Gr2.ntee under any other agreen1ent between Grantee and City the amount of 
any outstanding l~oss incurred by any Indemnified. Party, inch1ding any Loss incurred as a res Ult of the 
Event of Default. 

( d) Return of Grant Funds. City n1ay demand the im1nediate return of any previously 
disbursed Grant Funds that have been claiined or expended by Grantee in breach of the terms of this 
Agree1ncut, together \Vi th interest thereon from the date of disburse1nent at the maxinium rate pe1111itted. 
under applicable law, 

11.3 llemedies Nonexclusive. Each of the remedies provided for in this Agreement may be exercised 
individually or in combination with any other ren1cdy available herenn<ler or under applicable laws, rules 
an<l regulations. 1·he reinedics contained herein are in addition to all otl1cr remedies available to City al 
law or ia equity by statute 01· otherwise and the exercise of any such reinedy shall not preclude or in any 
v1ay be deemed to \Vaive any other remedy. 

ARTICLE 12 
DISCLOSURE OF INFOIU'JA1'ION AND DOCUMENTS 

12.1 PrOprietary or Confidential Information ufCity. Grantee understands and acknowledges that, in 
the performance of this Agieement or in contemplation :hereof, Grantee inay have access to private or 
confidential in formation that may he owned or controlled by c:ity and that such infor1nation may con tail) 
proprietary or confldcntial infonnation, t.he disclostu·e of which to third parties may· be damaging to City. 
Grantee agrees thal all info1·n1ation disclosed by City to Grantee shall be hcl<l in confidence acd used only 
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in the petformance of Lhis Agreement. Grantee shall exercise the same standard of care to protect such 
inforination as a reasonably prudent nonprofit entity would use to protect its own proprietary or 
conftdenlia! data, 

12.2 Sunshine Ordinance. Grantee acknowledges and agrees that this Agreemc11t and the Application 
Docu1t1ents are subject to Section 67 .24( e) of the San Francisco Adrninistrative Code, which provides that 
contracts, including this Agree1nent, Grantee's bid.~, responses to Requests for Proposals (RFPs) and all 
other records of corrununications between City and persons or entities seeking contracts, shall be open to 
inspection hn1nediately after a contract has been awarded. Nothing in such Section 67 .24(e) (as it exists 
on the dale hereof) requires the disclosure of a private person's or organization's net worth or olher 
prop1ietary financial data submitted for qualification for a contract or other benefit until and Unless that 
person or organization is awarded the contract or benefit. All information provided by Gi'antee t11at is 
covered by such Section 67.24(e) (as it n1aybe amended fro1n tilne to time) will be 1na<le available to the 
public upon request. 

12.3 Financial Projections. Pw·suant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67 .32, upon any 
rcqncst by City, Grantee shall provide to City financial projections, including profit and loss figures, for 
the Project as well as annual fl nancial statements for the Project certified by Grantee as complete and 
accurate and audited by an independent accounth1g fu1n. Grantee aclmowledges and agrees that the 
financial projections and audited financial statcn1ents shall be public records subject to disclosure upon 
reqnesL 

ARTICLE13 
ASSIGNMENTS AND SlJBCONTRACTING 

13.1 No Assign111cnt by Grantee. Grantee shall not, either directly or indirectly, assign, transfer, 
hypothecate, subcontract or delegate all OJ' any porlion of this Agrce1nent or any rights, duties or 
obligation.s of Grantee hereunder without the prior written consent of City_ This Agreement shall not, nor 
shall any interest herein, be assignable as to the interest of Grantee involuntarily or by operation of law 
without the prior w1ittcn consent of City. A change of ownership or control of Grantee or a sale or 
transfer of substantially all of the assets of Grantee shall be dcc1ned an assigmnent for purposes of this 
Agree1nent. 

13.2 Agrccntent Made in Violation of this Article. Any agreement llladc in violation of Section 13.1 
shall confer no rigl1ts on any person or entity and shall autoinatically be null and void. 

13.3 Subcontracting. If Appendix E lists any pern1itted subgrantces, then notwithstanding any other 
provision of this Agree1nent to the contrary, Grantee shall have the right to subcontract on the terms set 
forth in this Section. If Appendix Eis blank or specifies that there are no per1nilted subgrantees, then 
Grantee shall have no rights under this Section. 

{a) I,i1nitations. In no event shall Grantee suhcontract or delegate the whole of the Grant Plan. 
Grantee may ~ubcontract with any cf the pennittcd subgrantces set forth on Appendix E without the prior 
consent of City; provided however, that Grantee shall not thereby be relieved fro1n any liability or 
obligation under this Agrecn1ent and, as between City and Grantee, Grantee shall be responsible for the 
acts, defaults and 0111issions of any sub grantee 01 its agents or einployees as fully as if U1ey were the acts, 
defaults or on1issions of GrElntee. Grantee shall ensut·e Lhat its subgrantees co1nply with all of the terrns of 
this Agree1nent, insofar as they apply to the subcontracted porlion of th~ Grant Plan. All references 
herein to duties and obligations of Grantee shall be dee1ncd to pertain also to all subgrantccs to the extent 
applicable. A default by any snbgrantce shall be clcc1ned lo be an Iivent of Default hereunder. Nbthing 
conlained in this Agrcc1nc11t shall create any contractual relationship betv.'eeo any sub grantee and City. 
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(b) Ter1us of Subco11t1·act. Each subcontract sha!l be in form aod substance acceptable to City 
and shall expressly provide that it 1nay be assigned to City without the prior consent of the sub grantee. In 
addition, each subcontract shall incorporate all of the tenns of this Agl'ee1ncnt, insofar as they apply to the 
subcontracted portion of the Grant Plan. Without liiniting the scope of the foregoing, each subcontract 
shall provide City, with respect to the subgrantec, the audit and inspection rights sel forth in Section 6.6; 
Upon !he request of City, Grantee ;;hall pro1nptly furnish to City true and correct copies of each 
subcontract pern1itted hereunder. 

13.4 Grantee Retains Respon,~ibilily. Cfrantec shail in a!l events rernain liable for the perfor1nance hy 
any assignee or sub grantee of al! of lhe covenants tenns and conditions contained in this Agreetnent. 

ARTICl_,E 14 
INDEPJ<:NDENT CON'fRACTOR S1'A'l'US 

14. l Nature of Agreement. Grantee shall be dee111ed at all times to be an independent contrac.tor and is 
_ solely responsible for the rnanncr in which Grantee iinplements the Grant Plan and uses the Grant :Funds. 

Grantee shall at all times :cmain solely liable for Lhe acts and omissions of Grantee, its officers and 
directors, e1nployees and agents. Nothing in this AgreemtJnt shall be construed as creating a partnership, 
joint venture, en1ploymcnt or agcucy relationship between City and Grantee. 

14.2 Direction. Any te1ms in this Agreen1ent rcfe1Ting to direction or instruction from the Agency or 
City shail be consttued as providing for direction as to ;iolicy and the result of Grantee's work only, and 
not as to the means by which such a result is obtained. 

14.3 Cousequcnces ofRecharaetcrization. 

(a) Should City, in its discl'etion, or a relevant taxing authority such as the Internal Revenue 
Service or the l:i'tate Employ1nent Development Divis ion, or both, deter1nine that Grantee is an employee 
for purposes of collection of any employment taxes, the arnounts payable under this Agreemcnl shall be 
redncc<l by amounts equal to both the en1ployee and e1nployer portions oflhe tax due (aud. offsetting any 
credits fOr a1nounts ah·eady paid by Grantee i.vhich can be applied against this liability). City shall 
subsequently forward such amounts to the relevant taxing authority. 

(b) Shonld a relevant taxing authority dete11nine a liability for past services pe1formed by 
Grantee for City, upon notification of such tact by City, CJrantcc shail pro1nptly remit such an1ount due or 
arrange with City to have the an1ount due withheld fi:o1n future payments to Grantee under this 
Agree1ucnt (again, offsetting any amounts already paid by Grantee \vhich can be applied as a credit 
against such liability). 

( c) A dctennination of e1nploy1nent status pursuant to either subsection (a) or (b) of this Section 
14,3 shall be solely for the purposes of the particular tax in question, and for all other purposes of this 
Agrecme11t, Grantee shall not be considered an employee of City. Notwithstanding the foregoing, 
Gra,1tce agrees to indemnify and save harmless City and its officers, agents and employees from, and, if 
requested, sl1al\ defend them against any and all claims, losses, costs, damages, and expenses, including 
attorney's fees, arising fro1n this sectiun. 

ARTlCIJE 15 
NOTICES AND O'l'IIER (~{)MMUNICA'fIONS 
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15.1 Requirements. Unless othe1wise specifically provided herein, all notices, consents, directions, 
approvals, instiuctions, requests and other conununications hereunder shall be in writing, shall be 
addressed to the person and address set fo1ih below and shalt be (a) deposited in the lJ.S. mail, lirst class, 
certified with return receipt requested and with appropriate postage, (b) hand delivered or ( c) sent via 
e1nail (if an e1nail is provided below): 

If to the Agency or City: 

Funding Requests: 

If to Grantee: 

City and County of San Francisco 
Office ofEcouomic and Workforce Development 
l South Van Ness Ave., 5'11 Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Attn: CHRIS CQH_GAS 
Email: CI!RlS1'0PHER.C~ORGAS@SFGOV,ORG 

En1ail: oewd.ap@sfgov.org 

SAN FRANCISCO PARKS ALLIANCE 
50 I s·r ANYAN STllliE1' 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94117 
Attn: MADELINE PORTER 
Email: tnadeline@sfparksalliance.org 

15.2 .Effec.tive Date. All co1nmlinications sent in accordance with Section 15.1 shall becon1e effective 
on the date of receipt. Such date of receipt shall be detern1incd by: (a) if mailed, the return receipt, 
completed by the U.S. postal service; (b) if sent via hand delive1y, a receipt executed by a duly authorized 
agent of ihe party to who1n the notice was sent; or ( c) if sent via facsi1ni!e, the date of telephonic 
confirmation of receipt by a duly aulho1ized agent of the party to whom the notice was sent or, if such 
confirmation is not reasonably practicable, the date indicated in the facsimile inachine transmission report 
of the party giving such notice. 

15.3 Change of Address. Fro1n time to time any party hereto 1nay designate a new address for purposes 
of this Atiicle 15 by notice to the other party. 

AR'l'ICLE 16 
COMPLIANCE 

16.1 Local Business Enterprise Utilization; Liquidated Damages. (RESERVED) 

16.2 No11discritninatioll; Penalties. 

(a) Grantee Sl111ll Not Discriminate. _In the perforn1ao_ce of this Agrce1nent, Grantee agrees not 
to discriminate against any employee, City and County employee working \Vi th such grantee or 
subgrantcc, appllcant for en1ployn1ent witb such grantee or suhgrantee, or against any person seeking 
accon1modations, advantages, facilities, privileges, services, or inembership in all business, social, or 
other establis!unents 01· organizations, on the basis of the fact or perception of a person's race, color, 
creed, religion, national origin, ancestty, age, height, weight, sex., sexual orientation, gender identity, 
don1cstic partner status, 1naritaLstatus, disability or Acquired I1nn1une Deficiency Syndro1ne or Il!V 
status (AIDS!l-IIV status), or associatiOn with mernbers of such protected classes, or in retaliation for 
opposition to discri111ination against such classes. 

(b) Subconlracts. Grantee shall incot}Jorate by reference in all subcontraots the provisions of 
Sections 12B.2(a), 12B.2( c)-(k), and 12C'..3 of the San Francisco Adtniuistrative c;ode and shall require all 

G-100 (3-17) 16 of28 July 1, 2018 

P1042 



sub grantees to comply with such provisions. Grantee's fJilure lo coi11ply with the o bllga lions in this 
subsectio11 shall constitute a inaterial breach of this Agreeinenl. 

(c) No11-Discrhninutio11 in Be11efits. CJruntee does not as of the date ofthis Agrecrncnt and will 
not during the term of this Agree1nent, i.n any of its operations in San "Francisco or where the work is 
being perfor1ned for the City or elsewhere \vi thin the United States, discriminate in the provision of 
bercave10ent leflve, fa1nily medical leave, health benefits, 1nembership or men1bership discounts, moving 
expenses, pensio11 and retirement benefits or travel benefits, as well as any benefits other than the benefits 
specified above, between employees with don1estic partners and employees with spouses, and/or between 
the do1neslie partners rind spouses of such employees, \Vhere the domestic pa1tncrship has been registered 
with a govern1nental entity pursuant to stale or local law authorizing such registnltion, subject to the 
conditions set fo1th in Section 121,.2(b) of the 8an Francisco Adininistrative Code. 

( d) Condition to Contract. As a condil.ion to this Agreement, Grantee shall execute the 
"Chapter 12B Declaration: Nondiscri1nination in Contracts and Beneftts" forn1 (Forn1 CMD-12B- l 0 l) 
with suppo1ting documentation and secure the approval of the form by the San Francisco Contract 
Monitoring Division. 

( e) Incnrporation of Administrative Code Provisions hy Reference. The provisions of 
Chapters 12B and 12C of the San Francisco Administrative Code are incorpcrated in this Section by 
reference and made a pa1t of this Agreement as though fully set forth herein. Grantee shall comply fully 
V.'ith and be bound by al! of the provisions that apply to this Agrcetne11t under such Chapters of the 
Adrninistrative Code, including the re1nedies provided in such Chapters. Without Iiiniting the foregoing, 
Grantee understands that pursuant to Sections 12D.2(h} and 12C.3(g) of the San-Francisco Admi11istrativc 
Code, a penalty of fifty dollars ($50) for each person for each calendar day during which such pctson was 
discriininatcd against in violation of the provisions of this Agree1nent may be asse.<;scd against Grantee 
and/or deducted from any paymeuts dnc Grantee. 

16.3 MacBrid e Principles--Norlhe111 I1·elan<L The provisions of San Francisco Administrative Code 
§ 12fl arc incorporated herein by this reference and irIB<le part of this Agree1nent. By signing this 
Agreement, Contractor confirms that Contractor ha,:; read anc\ understood that the City urges companies 
doing business in Northern Ireland to resolve employment inequities an<l to abide by the MacBride 
l'rinciples, and urges San Francisco con1panies to do business with corporations that abide by the 
MacBride Principles. 

16.4. 'fropical Jiardwood and Virgin Redwood Uan. Pursuant to Section 804(b) of the San Francisco 
Environment Code, City urges all grantees not to import, purchase, obtain, or use for any purpose, any 
tropical hardwood, tropical hardwood wood product, virgin redwood or virgin redwood wood product. 

16.5 Drug-:Free Worllplace Policy_ Grantee acknowledges that pursuant to the Federal l)rug-}'ree 
Workplace Act of 1989, the unlawful manufacture, distribution, dispensation, possession, or use of a 
controlled substance is prohibited on City pt'en1ises. Grantee and its e1nployces, agents or assigns shall 
con1p\y \Vi th all terms and 11rovisions of such Act and the rules and regulations pro1nulgatcd thereunder. 

16.6 Resource Consc1·vation; Liquidated Dan1ages. Chapter 5 of t11e San Francisco \i'.nvironment 
Code (Resource Conservation) is incorporated heJein by reference. Failure by Grantee to comply with 
any of the applicable requirements of Chapter 5 will be dce1ne<l a material breach of contract. If Grantee 
fails to comply in good tl!ith with any {lf the provisions of Chapter 5, Grantee shall be liable for liquidated 
c1a1nagcs in an a1nouht equal to Grantee's net profit under this Agreen1cnt, or five percent (5%) of the total 
contract a1nount, whichever is greater. Grantee acknowledges and agtee.~ that lhc liquida.t~d damages 
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assessed shall be payable to City upon de1nand and may be offset against any n1onics due to Grantee :from 
any conlract with City. 

16.7 Compliance ~vith ADA. Grantee acknowledges that, putsuanl lo the ADA, programs, services and 
otheJ activilies provided by a public entity to tl;i.e public, whether directly or through a grantee or 
conl.ractor, must be ac.:cessible to the disabled public. Grantee shall not discriminate against any person 
protected under the ADA in connection with all or any portion of the Grant Plfln and shall comply al all 
ti1nes with the provisions of the ADA. 

16.8. Requiring Minimum Co1npensation for Ecnplorees. 

(a) Contractor agrees to comply fully wit11 and be bound by all of the provisions of the Minllnum 
Co1npensation Ordinance (MCO), as set fo1tl1 in San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter l2P 
(Chapter 12P), including the re1nedies provided, and imple1nenting guidelines and rules, The provisions 
of Sections 12P.5 and l2P.5.1 of Chapter 12P arc incorporated herein by rcf-crence and made a part oftbls 
Agreement as though fully set fo1ih. The text of the MCO is available on the web at 
www.sfgov.org/olse/mco, Apa1tial listing of some ofCbntractor's obligations under the MCO is set forth 
in this Section. Contractor is required to comply with all the provi:::ions of the MCO, irrespective of the 
listing of obligations in this Section. 

(b) 1'he MCO requires Contractor to pay Contractor's employees a minimuin hourly gross 
compensation wage rate and to provide 1ninimum compensated and uncompensated time off. The 
1nini1num wage rate may change from year to year and Contractor is obligElted to keep info11ned of the 
then-current requirements. Any subcontract entered into by Contractor shall l'eq_uire the suhcontractor to 
co1n11ly with the req_uire1ncnt8 of the MCO and shall contain contractual obligatlons substantially tbe 
same as t11osc set forth in thi::: Section. lt is Contractor's obligation to ensure that any subcontract.ors of 
any lier under this Agreement cou1ply with the require1nents of the MCO. lf any subcontractor under this 
Agreen1ent fails to cotnply, City may pursue any of the re1nedies set faith in this. Section against 
Contractor. 

( c) Contractor shall nol take adverse action or otherwise discri1ninatc against au enlployee Or 
other person for the exercise or attempted exercise of rights under the MCO. Such actions, if taken within 
90 days of the exercise or atte1npted exercise of such rights, will be rebuttably presu1ned to be retaliation 
prohibited by the MCO.-

(d) Conlractor shall maintain ctnployee and payroll record.'i r.s required by the MCO. lf 
Contractor fails to do so, it shall be presumed that the Contractor paid no more than the mini1nu1n wage 
required under Slate law. 

(e) The City is authorized to inspect Contractor's job sites and condoct interviews with 
c1nployees and conduct audits of Contractor. · 

(fJ Contractor's co1n1nit1ncnt lo provide the Minimum c;ompensation is a inatedal elen1ent of the 
City's consideration for thi::: Agreeinent. 'fhe City in its sole discretion shall detc1mine whether such a 
breach has occurred. The City and the public will suffer actual da111agc that will be in1practical or 
extren1ely difficult to dete1mine if the Contractor fails to eo1nply with these rcquixe1nents. Contractor 
ag1·ees that the sutns set forth in Section L2P.6. J of the MCO as liquidated da1nages are not a penalty, but 
are reasonable estin1ates of the loss tbat lhe City and the public will incur for Contractor's noncompliance. 
'fhc procedures governing the nssesstncnt of liquidated dainages shall be tl1ose set forth in Section 
12P.6.2 of Chapter 12P. 
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(g) Contractor understands and agtees that if it fails to conlply with the requirements of the 
MCO, the City shall have the right to pursl\e any tights or remedies available under Chapter 12P 
(including liquidated dan1ages), unrlcr the tern1s ofthc contract, an<l under applicible law. If, \Vithin 30 
days after receiving written notice of a breach of this Agree1nent for violaling the MCO, Contractor fails 
to cure such breach or, if such b1·each cannot refisonably be cured 'Nithin such period of 30 days, 
Contraclor fails to com1ncnce efforts to Gllre within such pe1iod, or thereafter fail~ diligently to pUt'Slle 
such cure to completion, the City shall have the right to pursue any rights or remedies available wider 
applicable law, including those set forth in Section l 2P ,6( c) of Chapler 12P. Each of these remedies shall 
be exercisable individually or in combination with any other rights or ren1edies available to the City. 

(h) Contractor represents and warrants that it is not an entity that was set up, or is being used, for 
the pm-pose of evading the intent of the MCO. 

(i) If Contractor is exc1npt fl"otn the MCO when this Agreen1ent is executed because the 
cumulative amount of agrce1nents with this departn1ent for the fiscal year is less than $25,000, but 
Conlxactor later enters into an agreement or agreements that cause contractor to exceed that amount in a 
fiscal year, Contractor shall thereafter be required to comply with the MCO under this Agreement. "fhis 
ohligation arises on the effective date of the agreement that causes U1e cumulative amount of agrecn1ents 
between the Contractor and this department to exceed $25,000 in the fiscal year. 

J 6.9 Limitations on Contributions. Tfirough execution of this Agree1ucnt, Contr"actor acknowledges 
that it is familiar with Section 1. 126 of the City's Catnpaign and Governmental Conduct Code, which 
prohibits any person who contracts with the City for the rendition of persona! services, for the furnishing 
of any 1naterial, supplies or cquip1nent, for the sale or lease of any land or building, or for a grant, loan or 
loan guarantee, from 1naki11g any caiupaign conttibution to (l) an iudividual holding a City elective office 
if the contract inust be approved by the individual, a board on which that individual serves, or the board 
of a state agency on which an appointee of that individual serves, (2) a candidate for lhe office held by 
such individual, or (3) a con11nittee controlled by such individual, at any ti1ne from the commenct:rnent of 
negotiation.~ for the contract until the later of either U1c tcr1nination of negotiation~ for such contract or six 
n1onths after the date th.e contract is approved. Contractor acknowledges that the foregoing restriction 
applies only if the contract or a combination or series of cont.Tacts approved by the same indivich1al or 
board in a ftscal year have a total anticipated or actual value of $50,000 or 1nore. Contractor further 
acknowledges that the prohibition on conh·ibutions applies to each prospective party to the contract; eacl1 
1nembcr of Contractor's board of directors; Contractor's chairperson, chief executive officer; cbief 
financial officer and chief operating officer; any person with an ownership interest of more than 20 
percent in Co:ttractor; any subcont1·actor listed in the bid or contract; and any committee that is sponsored 
or controlled by Contractor. AdditionaUy, Contractor acknowledges that Contractor 111ust info1m each of 
the persons described in the preceding sentence of the prohibitions contained in Section 1.126. 
Contractor further agree~ to provide to City the na1ncs of each person, entity or conu11ittee described 
above. 

10.10 l<'irst Source Hiring Program and Local llire, 

(a) Incorpol'aHon nf Ad1ninistrative Code Provisions by Reference. The provisions of 
Chapter 83 of the San Franciseo Administrative Code are incorporated in this Section by reference and 
n1ade a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth herein. Contractor shall co1nply f·ully with, an A be 
bound by, all of the provisions that apply to this Agree1nent under SllCh Chapter, including but not limited 
to the remedies provided therein. Capitalized terms used in this Section and not defined in this 
Agrecinent shall have the 1neanings assigned to such tcnns in Chapter 83. 
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(h) ,First Source Hiring Agrcc<1nent. As an csscntilll tern1 of, and consideration for, any 
contract or property contract with the City, not exe1npted by the FSHA, the Contractor shall enter into a 
fi1st SOlu·cc hi1ing agreement ("agreement") with lhc City, on or before the effective dnte of the contract 
or property conlracL Contractors shall also enter into an agreen1ent with the City for any other work that it 
perforn1s in the City. Such agreement shall: 

(I) Set appropriale hiring and retention goals for entry level positions. The employer shall 
agree to achieve these hiring and retention goals, or, if unable to achieve these goals, to establish good 
faith efforts as to its attempts to do so, as set forth in the ag!"eement. 'l'he agreement shall take into 
Gonsideration the e1nployer's pa1ticipalion in existingjob training, rcfcn·a! and/or brokerage programs. 
Within the discretion of the FSI-IA, subject to appropriate modif1catlons, pa1ticipation in snch progratns 
may be certified as meeting the requirements of this Chapter. Failure eilher to achieve the specified goal, 
or to establish good faith efforts will constitute nonco1npliance and will subjcct the employer to the 
provisions of Section 83.10 of this Chaptcl'. 

(2) Set first source interviewing, rec1uitment and hiring requirements, which will provide 
the San Francisco Workforce Developmcllt System with the first oppoitunily to provide qualified 
economically disadvantaged individuals for consideration for employment for entiy !eve] posilions. 
E1nployers shall consider all applications of qualified economically disadvantaged individuals refetTed by 
the Syste1n for employment; provided however, if the en1ployer utilizes nondiscritninato1y screening 
criteria, the e.mploycr shall have the sole discretion to interview and/or hire individuals refe1Ted or 
certified by the San Francisco Wark-force Development System as being qualified economically 
disadvantaged individuals. The duration ofthe first source interviewing requirement shall be deter1nined 
by the FSilA and shall be set forth in each agreen1ent, but shall not exceed 10 days. During that pe1iod, 
the en1ployer may publicize the entry level positio11s in accordl!nce with the agreen1ent A need_for urgent 
or temporary hires musl be evaluated, and appropriate provisions for such a siluation inust be inade in the 
agree1nenl. 

(3) Set appropriate requirements for providing notification of available ent1y level 
positions to the San Francisco Workforce Development Syste1n so that the System may train and refer an 
adequate pool of qualified economically disadvantaged individuals to pa1ticipating employers. 
Notification should include snch infor1nation as c1nployment needs by occupational title, skills, and/or 
experience required, lhe 11ours required, wage scale and duration of employ1nent, identification of enb.y 
level an<l trainiug positions, identification of English language proficiency requiretnents, or absence 
thereof, aud the projecti;d schedule and procedures for hiring for each occupation. Employers should 
provide both long-term job need projections and notice before initiating the interviewing and hiring 
process. These notification requiren1ents will take into consideralio11 any need to protect the e1nployer1s 
proprietary infonnation. 

( 4) Set appropriate record keeping and n1onitoring requireinents. The First Sow·ce I-Iirlng 
Ad1ninistration shall develop easy-to-use fo1ms and recor<l keeping require111ents for docntnenting 
Gompliance with the agreement. ·ro the greatest extent possible, these requirements shall utilize the 
e1n.ployer's existing record keeping syst:c1ns, be nonduplicative, and facilitate a coordinated flow of 
infor1nation and referrals. 

(5) Establish guidelines for en1ployer good faith efforts to eon1Ply with the first source 
hit·ing requirements of this Chapter. The FSHA will work with City dcparttneuts to develop einployer 
good faith effort requirements appropriate lo the types of contracts and property contracts handled by 
each depattinent. E1nployers shall appoint a liaison for dealing with the development and itnplementatinn 
of the e1nploycr's agrce1nent. In the event that the FSHA finds that the e1nploycr lu1der a City contract or 
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properly contract has taken actions prin1arily for the purpose of circun1venting the requil'cments of this 
Chapter, lhal en1ployer shall be subject lo the sanctions set forlh in Section 83 .1 0 of this (;haptcc 

(6) Set the term ofthe requiren1ents. 

(7) Set appropriate enforcement and sanctioning standards consistent with this Chapter. 

(8) · Set forth the City's obligations to develop training programs, job applicant referrals, 
technical assistance, and information sys!e1ns thal assist the employer in complying with lhis Chapter. 

(9) Require the developer to include notice of the requirernents of this C:hapter in leases, 
subleases, and other occupancy contracts. 

( c) Hil"ing Decisions. Contractor shall make the final deterntlnation of whether an 
Eeonornical!y Disadvantaged JndividuaJ referred by the System is "qualified" for the position. 

( d) Exceptlons. Upon application by Employer, the First Source lliring Adn1inistt·ation n1ay 
grant an exception to any or all of the requirement- ofChaptCr 83 in any situatLon where it concludes that 
coinpliancc with this Chapter would cause econo1nic hardship. 

(e) l,iquidated Daniages, Contractor agrees: 

(1) 'fo be liable to the City for liquidated dan1ages as provided in this section; 

(2) To be subject to the procedures gove1ning enfotcement of breaches of contracls based 
on violations of contract provi.sions requireU by this Chapter as set faith in this section; 

(3) That the coutractor's commilment to comply with this Chapter is a 1naterial clement of 
the City'~ considctation for this t;Ontract; that the failure of the contractor to con1ply with the contract 
provisions required by this Chapter will cause ha1m to the City and the public which is significant and 
substantial bnt extremely difficult to quantify; that the harm to the City includes not only the financial 
cost of fllnding public assistance programs but also the insidious but impossible to quantify hatm that this 
conllllunity and its families suffer as a result ofnnem_ployment; and thal th.e assessn1ent of liquidated 
da1nages of Llp to $5,000 for every notice of a new hire for an entry level position improperly withheld by 
the contractor from the first source hiiing process, as Uete1mined by the PSHA during its first 
investigation of a contractor, does not exceed a fair estimate of the financial and other damages that lhe 
City suffers as a result of the conl.!"actor's failure to comply with its first source referral contractual 
obligations. 

(4) That the continued failure by a contJ.act.or to comply with its frrst sollrce referral 
contractual obligations will cause fu1ther significant and substantial harm lo the City and the public, and 
that a second assessment of liquidated damages of up to $10,000 for each entry level position impl'operly 
witlilield fron1 the FSHA, from the time of the conclusion ofthe first investigation fo1ward, does not 
exceed the financial and other damages that the City suffers as a result of the contractor's continned 
failure to co1nply with its frrst source rcfen·al contractual obligations; 

(5) That in addition to the cost of investigating alleged violations under this Section, the 
computation of liquidatttd damages for purposes of this section is based on the following data: 
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A. 'fhe average length of stay on public assistance in San Francisco's Coui1ty Adult 
Assistance Program is approxin1ate]y 41 months at an average 1nonthly grant of $34 8 per month, totaling 
approximately $14,379; and 

B. In 2004, the retention rate of adults placed in employ1nent programs funded 
under the \Vorkforce Investment Act fol' at least the first six rnonths of c1nploy1nent was 84.4o/o. Since 
qualified individuals under t11e First Source program face far fewer ban·iers to cmployn1cnt than their 
countcJparts in pro grains funded by the Workforce Investinenl Act, it ls reasonable to conclude that the 
average length of employ1nent for an individual \vhoin the First Source Progran1 refers to an employer 
and who is hired in an entry level position is at least one year; therefore, liquidated dan1ages that total 
$5,000 for frrst violations and $10,000 for subsequent violations as determined by FS!-IA constitute a fair, 
reasonable, an<l cousc1 vative attentpt to quantify the ha11n callsed to the City by the failure of a conlractor 
to comply witl1 its first source refe11·al contractual obligations. . 

(6) Thal the failure of contractors to co1nply with this (;haptcr, except properly contractors, 
1nay be subject to the dcbanncnt and monetary penalties set forth in Sections 6.80 et seq. of the San 
Francisco Adininistrative Code, as well as any other remedies available under the contract or at law; and 

(7) Tb.at in the event the. City is the prevailing party in a civil action to recover liquidated 
dan1agcs for breach of a contract provision required by this Chapter, the contractor will be liable for the 
City's costs and reasonable attorney's fees. 

Violation of the req11iren1ents of Chapter 83 is subject to an assessment of liquidated damages 
in the an1ount of $5,000 for every new hire for an Entry Level Position improperly withheld from the first 
source hiring process. The asscss1r1ent of!iquidatc<l damages and the evaluation of any defenses or 
11iitigating factors shall be 1nadc by the FSHA. 

(f) Subcontraels. Any subcontl'act entered into by Contractor shall require the subcontractor to 
comply with the requirements of Chapter 83 and shall contain coniractual obligations substantially the 
sainc as those set forth in tl1is Section. · 

(g) l,ocal Hire, If Granlcc is usiag any of the Grant Funds to cons!:luct iniprovcmcnts or 
alterations on City-o\Vlled property, including sidewalks and public rights of way,_then Grantee shall 
comply with the local hire requirement~ set forth in San Francisco Ad1ninistrative Code Section 6.22(G). 
Before st'<lrting '&TIY such worlc, Grantee shall contact tl1e Office of Economic and Worlcforcc 
Development (OEWD) to confirm the applicable local hire rcquire1nents, attd lhe first so1n·ce hiring 
£lgree1nent referenced in subsection (b) above shall include such requirements. Grantee's failure to 
contact OEWD to confirn1 the rcquirc1nents, or to con1ply with the applicable requiren1e11ts in connection 
with any in1proven1cnls or alterations on City-owned propetty, sh£lll be a material breach oflhis 
Agreement. 

16.11 Prol1ibition on Pnlitical Activity with City Funds. In accordance with San Francisco 
Administrative Code Chapter 12.G, no funds appropriated by the City and County of San Francisco for 
this Agreen1cnt may be expended for organizing, creating, fundiug, participating in, supporting, or 
atteinpting to influence any political can1paign for a candidate or for a ballot measure (collectively, 
"Political Activity"). 'fhc ter1ns of San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter L2.G are incorporated 
herein by this reference. Accordingly, <1n einployee working in any position funded under this 
Agrec1nent shall not engage in nny Political Activity during lhe work hours funded hereunder, nor shall 
any equip1nent or resource funded by this Agrce1nent be used for any Political Activity. Jn the event 
C'rt·antec, or any staff i11e1nber in association \Vi th Grantee, engages in any Political Activity, then (i) 
C'rranlce shall keep and n1aintain appropriate records lo evidence cotnpliance with lhis section, and (ii) 
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Grantee shall have the burden lo prove that no fu11ding fro1n this Agree1nent has been used for s1cch 
Political Activity. Grantee agrees to cooperate wilh any auciit by the City or its dcsignee in order to 
ensure compliance with this section. ]11 the event Grantee violates the provisions of this seetioi.1, the City 
may, i11 addition lo any other rights or remedies available hereunder, (i) ter1ninatc; this Agreement and any 
other agrccn1ents betweer1 Granlee and City, (ii) prohibit Graulee fro1n bidding on or receiving any new 
City contract for a period of two (2) years, and (iii) obtain reimbursen1enl of all funds previously 
disbursed lo Grantee under this Agrccn1cnt. 

16.12 Preservative-treated Wood Containing Arsenic. Gtantee n1ay not purchase preservative-treated 
wood product~ containing arsenic in th.e performance of th.is Agrce1nent unless an exeinption from. the 
requiren1ents of Chapter 13 of the San Francisco Enviro11n1ent Code is obtained fro1n the Deparb.nent of 
the Environn1ent under Section 1304 of the Code. The terJn "preservative-tre11tcd wood containing 
arsenic" shall 1nean wood treated with a pl'eservative that contains arsenic, ele1nenial arsenic, or an 
arsenic copper co1nbination, including, but not liinitcd to, chron1ated copper atscnate preservative, 
a1n1noniacal copper zinc aisenate preservative, or aminoniacal copper arsenate preservative. Grantee may 
purchase preservative-treated wood products on the list of environmentally preferable alternatives 
prepared and adopted by the Department of the J:;;nviron1nent. This provision docs not preclude Grantee 
fron1 purchasing preservative-treated wood containing arsenic for saltwater i1mnersion. The term 
"saltwater i1n1nersio11" shall n1ean a pressure-treated wood that is used for construction purposes or 
facilities that are partially or totally im1uersed in saltwater. 

16.13 Supervision of Minors. (RESF,RVED) 

16.14 l't'otectinn of Private Infor1nation. Grantee has read and agrees to the terms set forth. in San 
Francisco Administrative Code Sections 12M.2, "Nondis-closure of Private Info1mation," and 12M.3, 
"Enforce1nent" of Adn1inistrative Code Chapter 12M, "rrotection of Private Ii1fo1mation," which are 
incorporated herein as if fully set forth. Granlec agrees that any fai!uJe of Grantee lo cotnply with the 
requirements of Section 12M,2 of this Chapter shall be a material breach of the Agree1nent. In such an 
event, in addition to any oilier remedies available to it under equity or law, the City may tenninate the 
Agreement, bring a false claim action against the Grantee pursuant tO Chapt.er 6 or Chapter 21 of the 
Adn1inistrative Code, or debar the Grantee. 

16.15 ]'ublie Access to Meetings and Records. If the Grantee receives a cun1ulative total per year of at 
least $250,000 in City funds or City-administered. funds and is a non-proftt organization as def med in 
Chapter 12L ofthe San Francisco Administt·ative Code, the Grantee shall comply with and be bound by 
all the applicable provisions of that (~hapter. By executing this Agree1ncnt, the Grantee agrees to open its 
1neetings and records to the public in the manner set faith in Sections 121 •. 4 and 12L.5 of the 
Administrative Code. The Grantee further agrees lo .n1akc good-faith efforts to promote com1nunity 
niembcrship on its Board of Directors in the manner set forth in Section 12T~.6 of the Administrative 
Code. The Grantee aclmowledges that its 1naterial failure to comply with any of the provisions of this 
paragraph shall constitute a n1aterial breach of this Agreement. The Grantee fu1ther aclmowlcdges that 

. such material breach of the Agreement shall be; grounds fol' the City to terininate and/or not renew the 
Agrce1nent, parlia!ly or in its entirety. 

16.16 Consideration of Criminal History in Iliring a11d Employ1ncnt Decisions. 

(E1) Contractor agrees to co1nply fully ;vi th and be bound by all of the provisions of Chapter 12T 
"City Contractor/Subcontractor Consi<leration of Criminal History in Hiring and En1ployment Decisions," 
of the San Francisco Adminisirative Code (Chapter 12T), including the remedies provided, and 
iinplcn1enting regulations, as 1na.y be amended fi·oin tin1e to time. The provisions of Chapter 12'[ are 
incorporated by reference and 1!1ade a pa1t of this Agreement as though fully set forth herein, The text of 
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the Cluipter 12cf is availahle on the web at www.sfgov .orglolsc/fco. A partial listing of soine of 
Contractor's obligations under Chapter l2]' is scl forth in this Section, Contractor is required to comply 
with all of the applicable provisions of 12T, irrespective of the listing of obligations in this Section. 
Capitalized ter1ns used in _this Section and not defined in this Agreement shall have the meanings assigned 
to such terms in Chapter 12T. 

(b) The requirements of Chapter 12T shall only apply lo a Contractor's or Subcontractor's 
operations to the extent LJ1ose operations are in furtherance of the performance of tlUs Agree1nent, shall 
apply only to applicants and employees who would be or are perfonning \Vork in furtherance of this 
Agree1nent, shall apply only when the physical location of thC e1nployment or prospective e1nploy1nent of 
an individual is wholly or substantially within the City of San Francisco, and shall not aPply when (he 
application in a parlicnlar context would conflict with tederal or state law or with a require1nent of a 
governtl).ent agency in1ple1ncntiug federal or state law. 

(c) Contractor shall incorporate by reference in all subcontracts the provisions of Chapter 12T, 
and shall require all subcontractors to comply with such provisions. Contractor's failure to comply with 
the obligations in this subsection shall constitute a material breach of this Agreement. 

( d) Contractor or Subconl.J:actor shall not :inquire about, require disclosure of, or if such 
information is received base an Adverse Action on au applicant's or potential applicant for e1np!oy1nent, 
or employee's: (1) At Test not leading lo a Conviction, unless the Arrest is undergoing an active pending 
cri1ninal investigation or trial that has not yet beeu resolved; (2) participation in or co1npletion ofa 
diversiou or a deferral of j11<lg1nent program; (3) a Conviction that has been judicially dis.missed, 
expunged, voided, invalidated, or otbe1wise rendered inoperative; ( 4) a (~onviction or any other 
adjudication in the juvenile justice systein; (5) a Conviction that is 111ore than seven years old, :fi:on1 the 
date of sentencing; or (6) information pertaining to an offense other tban a felony or misdemeanor, such 
as an infraction. 

( e) Contractor or Subcontractor sliall 11ot inquire about or require applicants, potential applleants 
for employo1ent, or employees to disclose on any employment application the facts or details of any 
conviction history, unresolved arrest, or any 1natter identified in subsection 16.16(d), above. Contractor 
or Subcontractor shall not require such disclosure or n1ake such inquiry unlil either after the first live 
interview with the person, or after a conditional offer of en1ployn1cnl. 

(f) Contractor or Subcontractor shall state in all solicita.tions or advertisements for employees 
that are reasonably likely to reach _persons who are reasonably likely to seek employment to be perfo1med 
nn<ler this Agreement, that the Contractor or S11bcontractor will consider for e1nploy1nent qualified 
applicants with criminal histories in a 1nanner consistent with the requirements of Chapter 12T. 

(g) Contractor and Subcontractors shall post the notice prepared by the Office of I.abor 
Standards Enforcement (OLSE), available on OLSE's website, in a conspicnous place al every workplace, 
job site, or other location under the Contractor or Subcontractor's contr·ol at which work is being done ur 
will be done in furtherance of Lhc pcrforn1ance of this Agrcc1ncnt. The notice shall be posted in English, 
Spanish, Chinese, and any language spoken by at least 5o/o of the en1ployees at the workplace, job site, or 
other location at which it is posted. 

(h) Contractor understands and agrees that if it fails lo co1nply with the require1ncnts of Chapter 
12T, the City shall have the right to pursue any rights or remedies available under Chapter 12T, including 
hut not Liinited to, a penalty of$50 for a second violation and $100 for a subsequent violation for each 
e1nploycc, applicant or other person as to whon1 a violation occurred or continued, ter1nination or 
suspension in whole or in pm t of this Agrceinent. 
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16.17 l•'ood Service a11d Parkaging Waste Iieduction Requirc1ncnts. Grantee agrees to coinply fully 
with and be botind by a!! of the provisions of the Food Service and Packaging Waste Reduction 
Ordinance, as set forth in San Francisco Bnvironrnent Code Chapter 16, including the remedies provided, 
and in1plen1enling guidelines and nJ[es. 'fhe provisions of Chapter 16 are incorporated herein by 
reference and made a part of this Agreement as though fully set forth. 'fhis provision is a 1naterial tct'm of 
this Agreement. Dy entr:ring into this .1\grecmcnt, Grantee agree..~ that if it breaches this provision, City 
will snffer actual dan1ages that will be impractical or extremely difficult to determine; ftu-ther, Grantee 
tLgrccs that the sum of one hundred dollars ($100) liquidated <lainages for the fircit breach, two hundred 
dollar~· (~200) liquidated damages for the second breach in the sa1ne year, and five hundred dollars ($500) 
liquidated damages for subsequent breaches in the same year is reasonable estimate of the damage that 
City will incur based on the violation, established in light of the circumstances existing at the tilne this 
Agrcen1ent was rna<le. Such flmount shall not be considered a penalty, but rather agreed 1nonetary 
damages sustained by City hecau~e of Grantee's failure to comply with this provision. 

16.18 Slavery Era Disclosure. (llESl!"'.RVJ1:D) 

16.19 Compliance witlt Other La,vs. Without limiting the scope of any of the preceding sectio11s of this 
Article 16, Grantee shall keep itself fully infor1ned of City's Charter, codes, ordinances and regulations 
and all state, and federal laws, rules and regulations affecting the peri011nancc of this Agreement and shall 
at ail times comply with suc.h Charter codes, ordinances, and regulations rules and laws, including to the 
extent applicable the payinent of prevailing 'vages. 

16.20 Sugar-Sweetened Beverage Prohibition. Contractor agrees that it will not sell, provide, or 
otherwise disti:ibutc Sugar-Sweetened Ucveragcs, as defined by San F1·ancisco Administrative c:ode 
Chapter l 0 I, as part of its performance of this Agreement. 

16.21 San Ji'ranciscu Bottle Water Ordinance. Grantee agiees to comply with all applicable provisions 
of Environment Code Chapter 24 (the "Bottled Water Ordinance"). Accordingly, the sale or distribution 
of drinking water in plastic bottles of twenty-one (21) fluid ounces or less is prohibited at any gathering of 
more than 100 attendees that is funded in whole or part under this Agreement. If Grantee docs not believe 
that the hydration needs of altendi:es can be satisfied through existing on-site potable water connections, 
then Grantee rnay reqnest a waiver of the l3ottled Water Ordinance. In addition to any remedies set forth 
in this Agreen1ent, the Director of the City's Department of the_Envirorunent ntay irnposc ad1ninistrative 
fines as set forth in San Francisco Environment Code Chapter 24 for any violation of the Bottled Water 
Ordinance. 

16.22 J-Jealth Care Accountability Ordinance._ Grantee shall comply with San Francisco Administrative 
Code Chapter 12Q. Grantee shall choose and perform one of the I-lealth Care Accountability options set 
forth in San Francisco Adn1inislrative Code Chapter !2Q.3. Grantee is subject lo Ute enforceinent and 
penalty provisions iri Chapter 12Q. 

16.23 Payment Card I11dustry ("PCI") ltequiren1ents. Payo1cnt ('.an:! Industry ("PCI") Requirements. 
Grantees providing services and products that handle, transrnit or store cardholder data, are subject to the 
following requirements: 

I. (a) Applications shall be compliant v•ith the Pay1nent Application J)ata Security Standard (PA
L)SS) and validated by a Payment Application Qualif1ed Security Assessor (P A-QSA). A Grantee 
whose application has 11chievc<l P A-DSS certlficatioE must then be li.~ted on the PCI Councils list 
of _P A-DSS approved and validated payment applications. 

2. (b) Gateway provider~ shall have appropriate Payinent Card Industry Data Secul'ity Standard~ (PC'.! 
1)88) ce1:tif1cation as scry ice· p1xlvider.~ (ht~)S: I /v.:ww. pcisecuritystan dards.org/indcx.shtrnl). 
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Co1n_pliancc with the PCI DSS :;hall be acl1ieve<l through a third party audit process. The Grantee 
shall co1nply with Visa Cardholder Information Security Program (CISP) and MasterCard Site 
Data Protection (SDP) prog1·arns. 

3. (c) For any Grantee that processes PIN Debit Cards, payment_ card devices supplied by Grantee 
shall be validated against the PCI Council PIN Transaction Security (P1'S) progratn. 

4. (d) For ite1ns (a) to (c) above, Grantee shall provide a letter from their qualifted security assessor 
(QSA) aff"u-ining their compliance and current PCI or PIS cornpliance certiftcate. 

5. ( e) Grantee shall be responsible for furnishing City >vi th an updated PCI compliance ce1iifieate 30 
calendar days prior to its expiration. 

6. (t) Dank Accounts. Collections that represent funds belonging to the City and County of San 
Francisco shall be deposited, without detour to a third party's bank account, into a City and 
County of San Francisco bank account dcsignatcd by the Office of the Treasurer and Tax 
c:ollector. 

ARTIC.LE 17 
MISCELLANEOUS 

17 .1 No Waiver. No waiver by the Agency or City of any default or bJeach of this Agreen1cnt shall he 
i1nplicd from any failure by the Agency or City to take action on accouut of such default if such default 
persists or is repeated. No express waiver by llie Agency or City shall affect any default other Lhan the 
ciefault specified in the waiver and shall be operative only for the li1ne and to the extent therein stated. 
\Vaiver.~ by City or the Agency of any cove11ant, term or condition contained J1erein shall not be constlucd 
as a waiver of any subsequent breach of the same covenant, ter111 or condition. ]"he consent or approval 
by \J1e Ageucy or City of any action requiring further consent or approval shall not be deen1ed to waive or 
render unnecessruy the consent or approval to or of any snbsequeut sitnilar act. 

17.2 Modification. This Agrcc111cnt 1nay not be n1odiJi.ed, nor may co1nptiancc with any of its terms be 
waived, except by writtc11 instJument executed and approved in Lhe same n1anner as this Agreen1cnt. 

17.3 Administrative Reinedy for Agl'ceu1cnt Interpretation. Should any question arise as to the 
1neaning or intent of this Agree1nenl, the question shall, prior to auy other action or resort to any oilier 
legal re1nedy, be referred to .the director or president, as Lhe case 1nay be, of the Agency who shall decide 
the tn1e meaning and intent of the Agrcctnent. Such decision shall be final and ~onclusive, 

17 .4 Governiug Lalv; Venue. The fortnation, interpretation and perforn:1ance of this Agreement shall 
be gove111cd by the laws of the State of California, without regard to its conflict of laws principles. Venue 
for all litigation relative to the for1nation, interpretation and perforinance of this Agreement shall be in 
San Francisco. 

17 .5 Headings. All al'ticle and section headings and captions contained in this Agrce1r1ent are for 
reference only and shall not be considered in conslrllingihis Agreeinent. 

17.6 Eutire Agreement. This Agree111ent and the Application Docu1ne11ls set forth the entire 
Agree111ent between the parties, aud supersede all other oral or written provisions. If there is any conflict 
between the tern1s oftbis Agree1nent and tbe Application Docl!mcnts, the !cr1ns ofthis Agrcc1nent shall 
govern. Tile following appendices arc attached to an.cl a part of tliis Agrecn1ent: 

Appendix A, Definition of Eligible Expenses 
Appendix B, Definition of Grant Plan 
Appe11dix C, Invoicing a11dPay1nent Instructio11s 
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Appendix D, Interests in ()!her Cily Contracts 
Appendix l~, Perinittcd Subgrantecs 

17, 7 Certified Resolution of Signatory Autho1ity. Upon request of City, Grantee shall deliver to Cily 
a copy of the corporate resolution(s) authorizing the execution, delivery and pcrfo11nance of this 
Agrccinent, certified as true, accurate an~ co1nplete by the secretaty or assistant sccrcta1y of Grantee. 

17 .8 Severability. Should the application of any provision of this Agi ce1nent to any particular facts or 
circumstances be found by a cotnt of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or l!.ncnforceable, then (a) the 
validity of other provisions of this Agreement shall not be affected or impaired thereby, and (b) such 
provision shall be enforced to the 1naxini.ui11 extent possible so as to effect the intent of the parties and 
shall be reformed without further action by the parties to the extent 11ecessary to make such provision 
valid and enforceable. 

17.9 Successors; No ·rhird-Party Beneficiaries. Subject to the lern1s of Article 13, the tern1s of this 
Agree1ncnt sha!l be binding upon, and inl'.re to the benefit of, the parties hereto and their successors and 
assigns. Nothi11g in this Agreement, whethel' express or implied, shall be construed to give any person or 
entity (other than the parties hereto and their respective successors and assigns and, in the case of 
Article 9, the 111demniflcd Parties) any legal or equitable right, ren1edy or claim under or in respect of this 
Agreen1ent or aily covenants, conditions oi- provisions coJJtaincd herein. 

17.10 Survival of'fer1ns. 'fhe obligations of Grantee and the te1ms ofthc following pTovisions of this 
Agreement shall survive and continue following expiration or terrnination of this Agree1nent: 

Section 6.4 Financial Statements Article 9 Inden1nification and General 
Section 6.5 l1ooks and Records Liability 
Section 6_6 Inspection and Audit Section 10.4 Required Post-Expiration 
Section 6.7 Subnlltting False Claims; Coverage 

Moncla1y Penallie_~ Article 12 Disclosure ofinformatio11 and 
Section 6.8 Ownership ofResults Docu1ncnts 
Article 7 ·raxes Section 13.4 Grantee Reta.ins Responsibility 

Section 14.3 Consequences of 
l<.echaJacterization 

Article J 7 Miscellaneous 

_t 7 .11 Further Assur;inces. T<rom and afler the date of this Agreement, Grantee agrees to do such things, 
perform such acts, and 1nakc, execute, acknowledge and deliver such documents as n1ay be reasonably 
necessary or proper and usual to complete lhe transactions contemplated by this Agrcc1nenl and to caiTy 
out the purpose of this Agreement in accordani;e with this Agreement 

17 .12 Cooperative Drafting. This Agreeinent has been drafted throt1gh a cooperative effort of both 
parties, aoU both parties have had au opportunity to have tile Agreement reviewed and revised by legal 
counsel. No party shall be co11sidcrcd tl1e drafter of this Ar,rrceJJ1ent, and no prcstunptin11 or rule that an 
a1nbiguity shall be construed against the party drafting the clause shall apply to the interpretation or 
enforceinent of this Agreen1ent. 
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IN WITNESS WI-IBREOF, the parties hereto have caused this Agrccn1ent to be duly executed as of the 
date first specified herein. 

CI'fY: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO, 
a municipil corporation, acting by and through its 
OFFil:E OF ECONO!YlIC AND 
WORl(FOI~CE DEVELOPMENT 

By: _1-C'>
.T a:quln 

irector 

Approved as to For1n: 

Dennis J. Herrera 
City Attorney 

Ry: 
. ~1' e·~-. \ , ;_,'/ 

. /1/0,~-
Cliarlcfj{. 'SliiiiVllil 
Deputy City Atto1ney 

By signing this Agt·ceu1ent, I certify on behalf of 
Grantee and not in tny individual capacity that 
Grantee cotnplies with the requirements of the 
Minlmu1n Con1pensation Ordinance, which entitle 
Covered Employees to ce1tain nlinhnun1 hourly 
wages and co1npensated and uncon1pensated tl1ne 
off. 

SAN FRANCISCO PARl(S ALLIANCE, 
a California nonprofit public benefit corporation 

By'-·-=-'~ 
ew Becher 

ChiefExecutive Officer 

------

Federal 'fax ID Nun1ber: 237131784 
City Supplier Nu1nbe1: 0000011535 
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Appendix A--l)efiuition of Eligible Expe11ses 

The term "Eligible Expenses" shall mean expenses incutred and µaid by Grantee during the term of this 
AgrcenJent i11 imple1nenting the tenns of the Urant Plan. 

All Eligible Expenses 11111st be: 

(a) paid by Grantee prior to the submission of the applicable Funding Request (no advances of 
(iranl Funds 8hall be made unless agreed to in writing between both patties); 

(b) direct out-of-pocket exµcnse..~ incurred by Grantee or its officers, directors and einployees; 

(c) operating (as opposed to capital) expenses; 

(d) within the scope of tile applicable Budget line item; and 

( e) directly related to activities perfonncd \Vithin the physical boundaries of the City and 
County of San Francisco. 

Eligible Expenses shall include: 

(1) net salaries and wages 

(2) rent or re-lated fees for equipment, perforinance or mecti11g halls or studios; 

(3) lelcphone charges, stationery and office supplies; 

( 4) adve1tising and publicity costs; and 

(5) iten1s detailed in the budget below. 

Eligible Expen~es shall specifically cxcl11tle: 

( 1) personal or bu8iness-re\atcd costs or expenses related to meals, catering, transportation, 
lodging, fundraising or ec1ucational activities; 

(2) capital expenses; 

(3) any costs or expenses which are prohibited under the tcnns and conditions of any federal or 
state grant supplying all or any pottion of the Grant Funds; 

( 4) penalties, late charges or intc1-est on any late payments; or 

(5) taxes or other ainonnts withheld fron1 wages or sRlaries ,,:vhich have not actually heen paid by 
Grar,tee 'durir,g the term of this Agreement or which rcl~.te to periods before or after the terr11 of this 
Agreement. 
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Program Budget 

:.:·~~,~·;t,:~i.·r·:~ ;·:,· .. ;::':.:: 
' ·.:"', 
- ... ,, .. ·, 

-00:.0:.:.:::..;__ __ 

OP.Jiverable 1 
-
Deliverable 2 
--- -

Deliverable 3 
---··- -

Deliverable 4 

;. oes.cfi ptt_O.rf of De l.i.ve·ra b['e'-/-:P~Ytne'nt·· Trf 
I ':·:,f.'t'i' .. . .. · .... ·· . . . . 

Buena Vista Survey Report 

F_easibilit_y Survey Report (DP) 

Final Management Plan (DP) 

Final Engineer's Report (DP) 

20,950,00 

20,000,00 

$ 30,000,00 
- --- ---"--· 

$ 27,284.00 
·----·- . -- ·----·- .--- -----1-------- ---
Deliverable 5 

-- - - .. 
Deliverable 6 

Deliverable 7 

Deliverable 8 
------· 
Deliverable 9 

Deliverable 10 

-"-- --

G-100 (3-17) 

Proof of Petition Mailing package {DP) 
------- --. .. --

Assessment Database (DP) 
-----

B-allot Materials {DP} 
---- ---- '----

Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property Ow ners (IS] 

$ 19,000.00 

$ 
$ 
$ 

15,000.00 

20,050.00 

4,700.00 

Buena Vista GBD - Letter to Property Own ers (BV) $ --
Dolores Park GBD - Letter to Property Ow ners {DP) $ 

-·-- _, --

To_tal Budget Amount $ 156,984.00 

A-2 July 1, 2018 
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Appendix B--Definition of Grant Plan 

'fhc tcnn "Grant Plan" shall rnean the following: 

I. PllOJECT llJt:FINI'l'IONS 

APN - Assessor's Parcel Nun1ber 

GllD -- Green Hcncfit District 

City- City and County of San Francisco 

City's 'J'ca1n -

Christopher Corgas, Senior Progratn Manager, OE\VD 
Jonathan Goldberg, Prograrn Manager, Public \\'arks 
1-Ielen Mar, Project Specialist, OE<'.WD 

District Supervisor - Supervisor on the City and c:ounty of San :Francisco Board of Supc'rvisors, 
representing District 8 

l<'PS - CTBl) Feasibility Phase Survey 

(~ran tee - Place Lab (a DBAn;BN ofBuild Public) 

Grantee's Team -
Hrooke Ray Rivera, Executive Director, Place Lab 
'fora! Patel, Progra1n Manager, Place Lab 

MOll - Men1orandum ofUnderstanding 

011;\\'D- Office ofEcono1nic and Workforce Developn1ent, a department of the City. 

Project Area A - Neighborhood surrounding Buena Vista Park 

Project Arca B - 'Neighborhood surrounding Dolores Park. 

PW- Department of Publie \Vorks, a deparunent of the City. 

Steering Con1n1ittce -A co1nn1iitee that wilJ 1,vork with Grantee to detennine the feasibility of CJBI) 
forrnation or expansion 

II. JlJ<:8ClUPTION (J"F SERVICES 

A Green Benefit f)istrict is a public/private partnership in which property owners choose to inake a 
collective contribution to the 1naintcnance, development and pro1notion of their neighborhoods and public 
realn1 assets through a special assessment of their properties. 

1 
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GBDs represent a long-term financial co1nn1itrnent; therefore the formations or expansions of GBDs 
require tl1e support of property owners in the district. GBJ)s arc funned or expanded \.\'hen there is 
widespread suppo1t a1nong property owners who are fully infor1ned about the proposed district. 

cl'he intent of this Agreement is to deter1nine the level of suppo1t for the forn1ation of a two new GDDs, 
one in the area surrounding Buena Vista Park and one in the area surrounding Dolores Park. This 
detertnination of support. is referred to as the GDD Feasibility Phase. 

P1058 
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III. TASKS ANJ) J>ELI\'l•:RABLES 'FORPROJEC1' AREA A: (;REA1'ER BUENA VIS'rA 
(GBV) NEIGHliORHOOD 

'fask 1. Support Co1nmunity Meeting #1 

,. Grantee shall support a com1nunity 1necting in Project Area A regarding the formation of a Green 
J3encfit l>istrict. Grantee shall be responsible for: 

o Meeting preparation 
o Meeting 1naterials 
o Meeting facilitation 
o Meeting 111inutes/notes 
o Meeting debrief with the- Greater D uena Vista CIT:3D steering con1mittee. 

Task 1. Deliverables 

A. Invoice !Or tirne spent co1npleting 1'ask 1 
B. Copy of1neeting 1ninutes/notcs 
c:. Sign in shcr;ts for co1nmunity 1neeting showing attendance 

·rask 2. Develop collateral 

• Grantee shall c1eve\op collateral for the fonnation of the Greater I:3ucna Vista GBD 
• Collateral shall include, but is not lin1ited to, the following: 

o Fact sheet 
o Frc:quently Asked Questions (FAQs) 
o A map of the area 

'fas!{ 2 Deliverables 

D. lnvoice(s) for the drafting of content, graphic design services, and the printing uf collateral. 
E. A copy of the fact sheet 
f. A copy of the Frequently Asked Questions document 
U. A copy of the rnap of the area 

1'ask 3.- Preliininary Website and Database Manage1ncnt 

• Grantee shall develop a website for the Project Area A GBD fonnation 
• llrantec shall develop and manage a database of prope1ty ov>'ners for the Project Arca A GBD 

formation 

Task 3 Deliverables 

l-l. Invoice(s) from Ken Cook Consulting for website development and database dcvelopinent and 
management 

I. A functional \Vcbsite url for the Project Area A Gf:3D formation 
J. A copy of the completed database 

Task 4. Support Community Meeting #2 
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• Grantee shall support a co1nmunity meeting in Project Arca A regarding the forrnation of a Green 
Benefit District. Grantee shall be responsible for: 

o Meeting preparation 
o Meeting materials 
o Meeting facilitation 
o 11eeting minutes/notes 
o Meeting debrief with the Greater Buen<L Vista GT-3]) steering committee 

Task 4 Deliverables 

K. Invoice for ti1ne spent completing 'J'ask 2 
IJ. Copy ofn1ecting illinutes/notes 
M. Sign in sheet<; for eo1nmunity meeting showing attendance 

Task 5. Website Managerncnt 

• Grantee shall be responsible for managing the J>roj cct Area A website 
• Grantee shall be responsible for al! domain hosting fees and volunteer coordination in relation to 

the website 

'I'ask 5 Deliverables 

N. Invoice(s) for website 1nanagcn1ent work 

Task 6. Analyze Survey results 

• Grantee shall analyze and synthesize all GBD survey result5 

Task 6 Deliverables 

0. Invoiee(s) for tin1e spent analyzing and synthesizing all survey results 
P. l)raft survey results 

Task 7. Develop Outreach Summary Report 

• Grantee shall draft an outreach su1n1nruy report, which shall include the following work: 
o Content 
o Layout and design 
o Any and all revisions 

• Outreach sum111ary report shall include 
o Results of community meetings 
o Finalized survey results 
o Reco1nmendations and suggestions for the Project Arca A GBD steering comn1ittee 
o .<\n explanation of methodology on how report was constructed 

Taslt 7 Deliverables 

Q. lnvoice(s) for the content, layout and design, and illlY and all revisions related to Outreach 
Sumn1ary Report 

R. Vinal Outreach Su1nmary Report 
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·rask 8. Ongoing Com1nunity and Stal{cholder 1-:ngagc1nent 

• (_jrantce shall provide ongoing co1nn1unity and stakeholder engage1ncnt support including, but not 
lirnitc<l to, the following: 

o Mailer productions 
o Setting up and hosting rneetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o Supporting Steering Con11nittee in setting up a blog; Steering Con11nittee will be 

responsible for creating and 1naintaining content 

Tasl{ 8 J)cliverablcs 

S. lnvoice(s) for \¥Ork related to ·rask 8, with sufficient detail to detennine what was accomplished 
T. A copy of each ite1n produced under 'fask 8 
l_l. Proofofinailing for any iten1 that requires 1nailing under 'J'ask 8 
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JV. TASKS AND.DELlV'ERABLFS FOR PROJECT Al~EA B: DOl,ORES PARK 
NEIGHBORHOOJ) 

Task 1. Monthly Steering Committee 'Meetings 

• Grantee shall organize and facilitate monthly Project Area D steering committee n1ectings. 
Meetings shall develop the vision and mission for a potential CJBD in }Jrojcct Area B. 

• Grantee shall build steering conimittee capacity for Project Area B GBD feasibility and 
formation. 

• Grantee shall finalize Project Area B boundaries with input fro1n steering committee. 

1'ask 1 Deliverables 

A. Invoice(s) for time spent complt~ting Task 1. 
I3. An agenda and meeting minutes for each steering com1nittec meeting 

Tasll 2, Develop and Manage Website 

• Grantee shall be responsible for 1nanaging the Project Area B website. 
• Grantee shall be responsible for all domain hosting fees and volunteer coordination in relation to 

the website. 

Task 2 Deliverables 

C. Invoice(s) for website development ancJ ongoing management, including domain fCes. 
D. A functional website url for Project Arca B GBD formation. 

'fasli 3. Develop Collateral 

• Grantee shall develop collateral for the formation of the Dolores Park GBD. 
• Collateral shall include, but is not limited to, the following: 

o Fact sheet 
o Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs) 
o A niap of the area 

'fask 3 Deliverables 

E. lnvoicc(s) for the dralling of content, graphic design services, and the printing of collateral. 
F. A copy of the fact sheet. 
G. A copy of the Frequently Ask.ed Questions document. 
H. A copy of the 1nap of the area. 

Tasl{ 4. Conduct Com1nunity Meeting #1 

• Grantee shall suppo1i a community tneeting in Project Area B regarding the formation of a Green 
Benefit District. Grantee shall be responsible for: 

o Meeting preparation 
o Meeting materials 
o Meeting facilitation 
o Meeting minutes/notes 
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o J\1eeting debrief with the Dolores Park CJBD steering, com1nittee. 

l'ask 4 Deliverables 

I. Invoice for tin1e spent con1pleting Task 4. 
J. Copy of inecting minutes/notes 
K. Sign in sheets for community meeting showing attendance 

l'ask 5. l)raft I>roperty O\vner and Business Databases 

• Grantee shall develop anci 1naintain a property owner datahases of all parcels within Project Area 
B. Property owner database sl1all contain: 

o APN 
o Owner Na111e 
o srrus 
o Mailing Address 
o Mailing City 
o Mailing State 
o Mailing Zip Code 

• Grantee shall develop and maintain a business database of all businesses with Project Area B. 
Business database shall include: 

o I3usine.~s na1nc 
o Business address 
o Owner nan1e 
o Owner contact info 

Tasl{ 5 Deliverables 

I,. Invoice(s) for time and fees related to the development of these databases. 
M. Final prope1ty O\Vner database 
N. Final business database 

Task 6. J)evelop Snrvey Questionnaire 

• Grantee shall develop and draft a FPS for the proposed Dolores Park GBD. l'hc FPS will allow 
City's ·ream and the f)olores Park GBD Steering Con1niittee to detennine if pursuing a GBD 
within the proposed district is feasible. Additionally, :FPS results will serve as a guide for the 
development of the Dolores Park GBD 1nanagemcnt plan if the proposed GBD is detennined to 
be feasible. The FPS will provide property ov<ners anci stakeholders the opportunity to give 
valuable feedback on what they sec as the proposed district's biggest conce111s and ifthey arc 
interested in pursuing a GBJJ. The survey will be reviewed by City's Tea1n before it is 
disseminated. Potential questions must include one in which the participant is directly asked if 
they are interested in pursuing a GB11 in a yes or no fom1at. 

'fask 6 Deliverables 

0. Invoice(s) for ti1ne and materials utilizec1 on the development if a survey questionnaire. 
P. J?1nail approval fro1n C:ity's 'fca1n indicating survey questionnaire 1nects City standards. 
Q. Finalized survey questionnaire. 
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'fasl( 7. Disseminate Survey 

• Grantee shall tnail surveys to all property O\.Vners, merchants, and stakeholders by United States 
}'ostal Service (TJSPS) .. Grantee may also distribute surveys via email, in person, or via the
internet. 

Tasl{ 7 Deliverables 

R. Invoice(s) for surveying printing and postage. 
S. Invoice(s) for any work related to in person or digital release of surveys. 
T. Receipts for printing and postage 

'fask 8. Tabulate and Analyze Survey Results 

• Grantee shall tabulate, analyze, and synthesize all GBIJ survey results_ 

Task 8 Deliverables 

lJ. lnvoice(s) for ti1ne spent tabulating, analyzing, and synthesizing all survey results 
V. !)raft survey results 

Task 9. Conduct Community Meeting #2 

• Grantee shall support a com1nunity meeting in Project Arca B regarding the fom1ation of a Green 
Benefit JJistrict. Grantee shall be responsible for: 

o Meeting preparation 
o Meeting materials 
o Meeting facilitation 
o Meeting minutes/notes 
o Meeting debrief with the Dolores Park GBD steering committee. 

Task 9. Deliverables 

W. Invoice for time spent completing Task 9. 
X. Copy of meeting minutes/notes 
Y. Sign in sheets for community meeting showing attendance 

'fask 10. Draft and Fiual Survey Summary Report 

• Grantee shall draft a survey summary report, which shall include the following vvork: 
o Content 
o l,ayout and design 
o Any and all revisions 

• Survey summary repo1i shall include 
o Results of co1nmunity rneetings 
o Finalized survey results 
0 Recon11ncndations and suggestions for the }'roject Area B GB!) steering co1nmittce 

8 

P1064 



o An explanation of 1nethodology on how report was constructed. 

1'ask 10. Deliverables 

Z. Invoicc(s) for the content, layout and design, and any and all revisions related to Survey 
Su1nn1ary Reporl 

.A.A. Final Survey S111nmary Report 

'fas}{ ll. Conduct Com1n11nity Meeting #3 

•· Grantee shall support a co1n1nunity meeting in Project Area H regarding the formation of a Clrcen 
Benefit District. Grantee shall be responsible for: 

o l\1eeting preparation 
o Meeting materials 
o Meeting facilitation 
o Meeting minutes/notes 
o Meeting debrief with tl1e Dolores Park GBD steering comn1ittce. 

'fask 11 Deliverables 

BB. Invoice for ti1nc spent co1nplcting 1'ask 11. 
CC. Copy of n1ceting ininutes/notes 
DD. Sign in sheets for co1n1nunity 1nceting showing attendance 

Task 12. Ongoing Comn1unity and Stal{eholder Engagement 

• Grantee shall provide ongoing co1nmunity and stakeholder engage1ncnt support inclLiding, but not 
lin1ited to, the following,: 

o Mailer productions 
o Pron1otional and 1narketing materials 
o Setting up and hosting 1ncctings 
o l\1aking and setting up phone calls 
o Neighborhood events 

Task 12 Deliverables· 

EE. lnvoice(s) for work related to ]'a~ k 12, with sufficient detail to deter1ninc v.·hat \Vas acco1nplished. 
FF. A copy of each ite1n produced under Task 12. 
GCl. Proof of 1nailing for any item that requires 1nailing under ·rask 12. 

Task 13. llh-veckly Public l\1ectings to Develop Management Plan aud Engineer's Reporl for 
Project Arca B GBD 

• C_irantee shall organize and provide support for no less than 8 public meeting'> to develop a Project 
Area B GBD 1nru1agemenr plan and engineer's report. 

°J'ask 13 Deliverables 
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HH. Invoice(s) for time, labor, and materials related to the con1pletion of task 13. 
IL Meeting agendas for each com1nunity 1neeting. 
JJ. Meeting notes for each com1nunity meeting. 

Task l4. Draft and }final Management Pian 

" Grantee shall develop a managen1cnt plan based off survey questionnaire input and public 
1neetings. 

• Grantee's first version of1nanagement plan shall be known as the draft version. 
• l1raft version o[the n1anagemcnt plan rnust be approved by a majority vote of the Project Area B 

steering co1nn1ittec. 
• !)raft version of the management plan shall be submitted to both City's Tea1n and the (~ity 

Attorney for review. 

• Grantee shall not have a finalized tnanagement plan until an approval letter fron1 both City's 
1'earn and the City Attorney has been received. 

Tasl{ 14. Deliverables 

KK. Invoicc(s) for time, 1natcrials, and labor spent on the development of draft and finalized 
management plan for Project Arca D. 

LL. All draft management plans for Project Arca 13. 
MM. Final management plan for Project Area B. 

Tasl( 15. Draft and Final Engineer's Report 

• Grantee shall develop an engineer's report based off survey questionnaire input and public 
meetings. 

• Grantee's first version of engineer's repo1i shall be knov..'Il as the draft version. 
• I)raft version of the engineer's report must be approved by a majo'rity vote of the Project Area B 

steering committee. 
• DraJl version of the engineer's rcpo1i shall be submitted to both City's 'feam and the City 

Atto1ney for review. 
• Grantee shall not have a finalized engineer's report until an approval letter from both City's Team 

and the City Attorney has been received. 

Task 15 Dclivcrahles 

NN. lnvoice(s) for time, materials, and labor spent on the development of draft and finalized 
engineer's repo1i for Project Area B, 

00. All draft engineer's report for Project Area B. 
PP. Final engineer's report for Project Area B. 

Task 16. Assessment Database 

• Grantee shall develop an assessment database for Project Area B. Assessment database shall 
contain: 

o APN. 
o Owner Name. 
o SITUS. 
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o Parcel characteristics used to calculate asscss1ncnts 
o ·rotal Assessment to be paid on that parcel. 
o o/o that parcel's pay1ncnt \Vould be of total (o/o of total assessn1ent). 
o Care of. 
o Mailing Address. 
o Mailing City. 
o Mailing State. 

Task 16 Deliverables 

QQ. lnvoice(s) for all tin1e, ]ahor, and related fees for the co1npletion of an assessn1ent 
database for Project Arca I3. 

Rll. Final assess1nent c1atabase for Project Area B. 

'J'ask 17. PW anrl City Attorney Revie'i\' and Approval 

• Grantee shall obtain Public Works and City Atto1ncy approval on the Finalized Managc1ncnt Plan 
and 1:.:i1gineer's Repo1i for Project Area I3. 

• (irantee shall com111unicate the contents of the finalized Management Plan and l~ngineer's H.epo1t 
for Project Area B to the appropriate District Supervisor(s) 

Ta~k 17 Deliverables 

SS. Approval.emails from Public Works and City Attorney fOr the finalized Manage1nent Plan anc1 
Engineer's Report. 

Tr. Email indicating contents of Manage1nent Plan and Engineer's Repo1t have been shared with the 
appropriate District Supervisor(s) 

1'ask 18. Property Owner Outreach 

• (Jrantee shall host between 5 and 10 n1eetings with large stakeholders in Prqjcct Area B. 
• Large stake:holders shall mean the top lOO individual largest assessment holders in Project Area 

D. 

Crask 18 Deliverables 

UU. Invoice(s) forti1nc, labor, and costs incu1Ted in the completion of Task 18. 

Task 19. Ongoing Community and Stakeholder E11gagen1ent 

• Cirantce shall provic1e ongoing con11nunity and stakeholder cngagen1ent support including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

o Mail er productions 
o Promotional and marketing materials 
o Setting up and hosting meetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o Neighborhood events 

Task 19 Deliverables 
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VV. lnvuicc(s) for work related to 'J"ask 19, with sufficient detail tu determine what \Vas 
accomplished. 

WW. A copy of each item pro<luced under Ta.~k 19. 
XX. Proof of mailing for any item that requires mailing under Task 19. 

Tasl{ 20. Develop Petition ca1npaign Outreach JVlaterials and Strategy 

• Grantee shall develop petition ph~se outreach materials and strategy. 

1'ask 20 Deliverahles 

YY. Invoice(s) for all tirne, labor, and materials used in the completion of ·rask 20. 

1'asll 21. Review of Petition Package by City Attorney and PW 

• Grantee shall secure approval of the City Attorney and PW prior to mailing the petition package 
to potential assessment payers. 

·rasl' 21 Deliverables 

ZZ. Approval en1ail from the City Attorney 
AAA. Approval email from PV/ 

Task 22. Develop and Mail. }>etition Package 

• Grantee shall develop and inail a petition package to all potential assessincnt payers within 
Project Area B. 

'fask 22 Deliverables 

BBB. Invoice(s) for the printing and mailing of petitions 

Tasll 23. Property Owner Outreach and Petition 1'rackiug 

• Grantee shall be responsible for property owner outreach through the petition phase. 
• Grantee shall be responsible for tracking returned petitions throughout the petition phase. 
• Grantee shall conduct outreach to ensure 30o/o or more ofthc total weightt:d assessments of the 

district respond in favor of forming a GBl). 
• Jn the event the third bullet point ofl'a'ik 23 is not con1pleted, Grantee cannot bill or invoice for 

Tasks24-31. 

Task 23 llcliverables 

CCC. lnvoice(s) for time, labor, and costs incurred in the completion of Task 23. 
DDD. Bi-weekly petition tracker updates to City's Tean1. 
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Taslt 24. Co1nmunications and Engagement for Governn1ent Audit and Oversight Comn1ittee and 
Board of Supervisors Ilea rings 

• Grantee shall be responsible for all pertinent community communication and engagement related 
to Government Audit and Oversight Committee hearings and Board of Supervisors hearing. 

'l'ask 24 J)eliverables 

EEE. Invoice(s) for ti111e, labor, and costs incurred in the completion of l'ask 24. 

Task 25. Ongoing Co1nmu11ity and Stakeholder Engagen1ent 
• Grantee shall provide ongoing cominunity and stakeholder engagement support including, but not 

limited lo, the following: 
o Mailer productions 
o Promotional and n1arkcting materials 
o Setting up and hosting nicetings 
o Making an<l setting up phone calls 
o Neighborliood events 

Task 25 Deliverables 

FFF. lnvoice{s) for work related to Task 19, \Vith sufficient detail to <leter1nine what \Vas 
ac.con1plished. 

GGG. A copy of each item produced under Task 19. 
Hl-11-I. Proof of n1ailing for any ite1n that requires 1nailing under ·rask 19. 

Task 26. Develop Ballot Campaigu Outreach l\1aterials and Strategy 

• Grantee shall develop a ballot canipaign strategy and develop outreach materials for the ballot 
phase. 

Task 26 Deliverables 

III. Invoicc(s) for work related to Ta5k 26. 

Task 27. Develop Ballot Cover J_,etter an<l Submit to 1.he Deparhnent ofl~leetions 

• Grantee shall develop a ballot package which shall include cover letter, finnl Management Plan, 
and final Engineer's Report and submit it to the Department of Elections via PW. 

Task 27 Deliverables 

JJ.T. Invoicc{s) for work related to Ta~k 27 along with final version of cover letter. 

'fas}{ 28. Property O\vner Outreach and Ballot Trllcking 
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• Grantee shall be responsible for properly owner outreach through the balloting period, ensuring 
that identified "YES" votes fill out their ballot(s) and turn the1n into the ]Jepartment of Elections 
via mail, courier, or in person. 

• Grantee shall receive a ballot report every Friday of the balloting period from PW. Grantee shall 
revieW balloting report and provide a best guess estimate to whether or not a vote is in favor of 
the GBD or not. Grantee shall provide City's l'eain an esti1nate of where the vote would land if 
election ended at that ballot period. 

Task 28 Deliverables 
KKK. Invoice(s) fo,r any n1ailers sent out associated with property owner outreach during this 

period. 
T,l,J,. Ballot reports returned to City's ·ream with updated hypotheses and vote projections. 

Task 29. Con11nunieation and Engage1nent for Board of Supervisors llearing and Resolution of 
F~stablishment 

• Grantee: shall be responsible for all pertinent co1nn1unity communication and engagen1ent related 
to (Jovernment Audit and Oversight Committee hc:aring(s) and Board of Supervisors hearing(s) 
related to balloting. 

Task 29 Deliverables 

tv1MM. Invoice(s) for all time, 1naterials, labor, and costs incurred in the completion of Task 29. 

'fask 30. Ongoing c:ommunity and Stakeholder Engage1nent 

• Grantee shall provide ongoing com1nunity and stakeholder engage1nent support including,, but not 
li1nited to, the following: 

o Mailer productions 
o Pro1notional and 1narketing materials 
o Setting up and hosting rneetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o Neighborhood events 

Task 30 Deliverables 

NNN. Invoice(s) for work related to Task 30, with sufficient detail to determine what was 
accomplished. 

()00. A copy of each item produced under Task 30. 
PPP. Proof of mailing for any item that requires mailing under Task JO. 

Task 31. Resolution of Establishment Signed by the Mayor and Certified by the Cler}{ of tbe Board 
of Supervisors 

• Grantee shall provide City's Team with a certified copy, with Mayor's signature, of the 
Resolution of Establishment indicating the GBD passed the vote and bas been established. 

Task 31 Deliverables 
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QQQ. A copy of the ltcsolution of Establishment tor Project An~a B v.'ith Mayor's signature anci 
certified by the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors. 
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Appendix C-Invoicing and Payment Instructions 

I. Grantee will submit an invoice along with all supporting docuinentation (receipts, invoices, 
copies of checks, or confirmation of deliverable approval from Program Manager) within 10 days 
after the month that expenses were incu1Ted OJ the deliverable Wa!i approved by OEWD.-1'hese 
documents must be subrriitte<l electronically via the online electronic reporting syste1n Total 
Grant Solution (TGS), 

A. Expenses shall be billed against appropriate and available budget line items as seen in TGS 
7c2 by fund sources and service activities following the agency's cost allocation basis. 

B. There shall be 110 variance from the line item budget submitted which adversely affects 
program perfo1mance as contained in the grantee's proposal and required in the agrectnent. 

C. Personnel expenditures will show position detail as required in 7c2 to include first and-last 
na1ne, position litle, and percentage of F"fE. 

D. InVoiccs shall be electronically submitted by the Organizational Administrator. Agencies 
shall 1naintain their own list of authorized users (including level ofpcnnission) in the agency 
informatiou seelion of I GS. This includes setting up new users, deactivating users, and 
adjusting permissions as appropriate. · 

E. All suppo1ting documentation shall be uploaded onto TGS 7c2 and submitted with tl1e 
invoice. fn addition, grantee 1nust keep and make available as requested such supporting 
documentation for all expenditures for which reimburscmcn! is requested for all costs so 
claimed. Documentation shall include, but not be limited to, receipts for purchases a11d 
expenses incurred, invoices, copies of checks, confi1111ation of deliverable approval from the 
Prog;ram Manager, and payroll record.~. Payroll info1matiou can be :!iom a payroll service or 
a payroll \edger from tile Grantee's accounting system. All charges incw1'ed shall be due and 
payable only after services have been rendered, except us stated otherwise. Grantee shall 
supply additional specific documentation when requested by OEWD. NOTE: All 
deliverables 111ust Orsi be e111(1fled to the Ptogra111 Manager for approval, 1'he Progra111 
Manager's approval e111ail should the ii be uploaded into the 011lille Total G'ra11t Solution 
svste111 as the s11ppo1·ti11g doc11111e11tatio11 re11uired for invoice sub111issio11. 

II. Failure to submit required Ieporls by specified deadlines 1nay result in withholding of grant 
pay1nents. Failure to subrnit sufficient supporting documentation and/or any discrepancies on the 
invoice 1nay result in withholding of grant payments. Failure to n1eet project performance goals 
will result in a corrective action plan, withholding of grant payments in full or part, and/or 
termination, 

III, Follo\ving OEWD verificatio11 lhat claimed services are authorized and delivered satisfactoiily 
and charges are properly supported, OEW D will-authorize payment no later thau 30 days after 
receipt of the invoice and all billing infonnation set forth above. 

IV. Gt11ntee shall be prepared to ~ubmit a final fiscal year-end cost reimbursement invoice which 
reconciles all charges for the fiscal year in addition to covering the charges incurred for the final 
month of the fiscal year, even if the agreement term extends beyond the end of the fiscal year. If a 
refund is due OEWD, it must be submitted \Vith the final invoice. OJ~WD will info1m grantee of 
the due date for all close-out deadliues. Any expenses submitted after the communicated 
deadline (generally 20 days following the fiscal year end) will not be paid. NOTE: Alf 
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delive1·ablcs 111ust he co111µ/eted, s11b111itted, and avproved b)' the Prvgra111 Manarrer 011 or 
be(ol'e the agree111e11t te1·111 end date. 

V. OEWD 1nay change lhe invoice s11b1nission 1nethod at its discretion by notifying Grantee. 

VL Acquisition and Disposition ofNoncxpcndable Property 

A. 1'itlc to all nonexpendahle propet'ly (nonexpendable property is rroperty other than real 
prriperty that co.~ts 1nore than$ i,000.00 and has a useful life which exceeds one year) 
acquired hy Grantee in whole or in part with funds (including WIA, WIOA, C:D!3G, and 
General Fund, unless prohihlled by the source) provided under this Agreement, shall vest 
immediately in City for the purpose of i;ecuring Grantee's perfor1nHnce under this Agree1ncn!, 
unless City notifies Granlec to t11e contra1y. Grantee shall take any and all steps necessary to 
take title to such properly in City's nan1e. Grantee shall have lhe right to possession of such 
propc1ty, and shall be solely responsible for the use and maintenance of sut.:h property and for 
any liability associated with Lhe prope1ty that arises or relates to any act or on1ission 
occurring at any point prior to Grantee's delivery of the properly to City. Grantee may not 
alienate, transfer or encumber such properly without City's prior written consent. At the end 
of the tenn or npon earlier expiration of this Agreement, possession of 8aid properly should 
be i1n1nediately surrendered if requested by the City. 

B. Following the tcrn1 or earlier expiration of this Agt-een1ent, City nJay release the 
nonexpendable property to (lrantee, reallocate it to Grantee under i;ubscquent Agreerncnts, or 
allocate il to other beneficial public agencies or private nonprofit grantees. 

C. Any interest of Grantee or any subconti-actor/subgrantcc, in drav1ings, plans, specifications, 
.~tudics, reports, n1e1noranda, con1putation sheets, the contents of co1nputer diskettes, or other 
docwnents or Publications prepared by (jrantee or any subcontractor/sub grantee in 
connection with this Airee1nent or the i1nplementation of the Work Program or the services 
to be per[o1med under this Agreement, shall becornc the property of and be promptly 
transmitted to City. Notwithstanding the foregoing, Grantee 1nay retain and use copies for 
reference and as docutnentation of its experience and capabilities. 

VII. rrior Written Approval 

A. Nonexpcndable property or equipment, including the purchase, rent, licensing, tnaintenanee 
fee, or subscrlption of infonnation-tcchnology apµlicalionslsof1watc/serviccs, with a pC1·-unit 
single or cn111ulative cost totaling $5000 or 1nore within a twelve-111onth period and a useful 
life of 1nore than one year ("Noncxpendable Personal Property"), of which a percentage of 
the co~t is funded with federal sources, shall not be purchased unless granted prior approval. 
Prior approval in these cases 111ay need to be granted by the n1astcr funding agency (e.g. 
l)epartment of Labor, or CA State of E1nployn1ent Developincnt Deparl1nent). Gran lees 
should anticipate cqnip1ncnt needs in otder to subn1it requests eariy to account for the 
mllltiple required approvals_ Expenses may not be approved if items are purchased prior to 
the pre-approval beir,g secured. Approval of bndgct pl~ns that include equip1nent purchases 
DOES NOT constitute approval of the equipn1ent request. Reque~ts for pre-approvllls shall be 
sub1nitlcd to OU\VD using the p1·eapproval request fonn and process located nn OEVID's 
Workforce Development Division's Directives website. If an approval letter is issued, f11nds 
can be used for purchases and the approval letter shall be included as invoice backup when 
grantee suhmits for billing. If a letter not approving a request for purchases is issued, the 
letter will specify the reasou fnr the disapproval. lf the request is not approved and/or an 
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approval letter is not submitted \Vith the monthly invoice to OEWD and equipment/property 
ls billed, then the expenses may be disallowed. 

C-3 July I, 2018 
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Appendix D- lutereot in ()ther City Contracts 

D-1 July l, 2018 
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None 

Appendix E""l'erntitted Subgrantecs 

l~-1 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com>

Monday, July 13, 2020 6:32 PM 
l-tsi@pacbell.net; Breed, Mayor London (MYR); Board of Supervisors, (BOS); Peskin, 

Aaron (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Mandelman, Rafael (BOS); Haney, Matt (BOS); Preston, 

Dean (BOS); Walton, Shamann (BOS); Fewer, Sandra {BOS); Mar, Gordon (BOS) 

Cityattorney; Ethics Commission, (ETH); SOTF, (BOS) 

Re: NY Times - security cameras and Community Benefit Districts 

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

Thank you, Lilian, for writing the City Administration with an important message. 

Numerous Citizens have been asking the City (Mayor's Office, City Attorney, SOTF, BOS, OEWD, 
DPW etc) to look into CBDs and GBDs for several years. n There has been no (as in ZERO) interest 
at City Hall! 

Commercial Benefit Districts (CBDs) and Green Benefit Districts (GBDs) are major recipients and 
distributors of public funds which are then paid to various autonomous firms (private security, private 
street cleaning, private gardening etc) at the behest of a small group of "in" neighbors which is 
selected for its subservience to City policy. One such recipient of public funds - SF Parks Alllance - is 
currently being investigated by the feds. 

Is a genuine effort being made to clean up San Francisco government? Are you up to it, Mayor 
Breed? 

Best, John Hooper 

-----Original Message-----
From: Lilian Tsi <l-tsi@pacbell.net> 
To: Breed Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors (BOS) 
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; aaron. peskin@sfgov.org <aaron. peskin@sfgov.org>; Norman Yee 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Mandelman Rafael (BOS) <rafael.mandelman@sfgov.org>; matt.haney@sfgov.org 
<matt. haney@sfg ov. org>; dean. preston@sfg ov. org <dean. pres to n@s fgov. o rg > ; shaman n. wa lton@sfgov. o rg 
<shaman n. wa Ito n@sfgov. o rg> ; sand ra. fewer@sfgov.org <sand ra. fewe r@sfg ov. org>; gordo n. mar@s fgov. o rg 
<gordon. mar@sfgov.org> 
Cc: cityatto rn ey@sfcity atty. o rg <city attorney@sfcitya tty. org >; ethics. commission@sfgov.org 
<ethics. commission@sfg ov. o rg > 
Sent: Mon, Jul 13, 2020 5:30 pm 
Subject: NY Times - security cameras and Community Benefit Districts 

Dear Mayor and Board of Supervisors, 

First of all, thank you for your prompt actions regarding the pandemic sweeping through this countiy. The early actions to 
shut the city down was a good pre-emptive move against a virus which knows no limits. 

While in "shelter in place" mode, lots of reading and the article in the NY Times (link below) highlight issues with 
Community Benefit Districts that are disturbing. 

P1078 



1. Com1nun1ty Benefit Districts (CBDs) have to be approved by the Board of Supervisors .. after a petition and ballot 
process \'lhich is horrifying to say the least. (another rant another time) Proposed CBD's have to make known their 
management plans to the Boar·d of Supervisors. How many of the CB Os included "spyware" in their n1anagen1ent plans 
for approval? 

2. In the article, the rich man on the hill says "it's whack-a-mole" with reference to how the criminals move away fro1n 
Area A to Area B after cameras are installed in Area A Area B then is forced to install cameras ... and criminals move to 
Area C ... and now ... what if Area C is not a CBD ... are residents/business owners in Area C then forced to set up a CBD so 
that they too can enjoy the largesse of the rich 1nan on the hill? By the way ... the same applies to homeless individuals 
who have been "ushered" away from downtown are now camping in Golden Gate Park ... lovely isn't it when children go to 
the playgrounds or tourists walk in the park and find needles and assorted litter? 

3. CBDs are non-profit organizations and request for grants and additional support for funding beyond collecting 
assessments frorn property owners. As it is now publicly known ... the DPW and it's crony network of SF Parks Alliance 
nonprofits is rife with corruption. CBDs are potentially now another funnel for corruption for city contracts and 
services. Or maybe they already are .. 

Ca1neras filming and documenting crimes are not necessarily an evil. Most honest people don't care and won't 
mind. However, the citizens affected need to consent and be aware of the cameras. That·means, if you are running for 
office, it should be a part of your platform and citizens vote you in to effect such policies. If indeed it is the city's policy to 
have ca1neras, the cameras need to be everywhere ... notjust in select areas, we can't have some neighborhoods more 
equal than others. CBDs and GBDs are dangerous entities which privatize what should be services provided by the city. 

h ttps:/ /www. nyti n1es co rn/2020/07/1 O/b usi 11ess/can1era-surve 1 I lance-san-fra ncisco. h_tml 

Writing from home, 
Lilian Stielstra 
Inner Sunset long time resident 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
Monday, September 21, 2020 7:31 PM 
SOTf:, (BOS) 

Re: SOTF - file nos. 19061 and 19062 

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

Hi again Cheryl: I'll check my files on Thursday and get back to you then. I'm pretty sur·e you have everything you need. 
But will confirrn. 

John Hooper 

>On Sep 21, 2020, at 3:38 PM, SOTF, (BOS} <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

> 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
Ta·: 

Cc: 
Subject; 

JOHN HOOPER -<hooparb@aol.con1> 

Thursday, September 24, 2020 11 :S<i AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

Thompson, Mar·ianne (ECN); Steinberg, David (DPW) 

Re: SOTF - rescheduling GBD hearing 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachinents from ur1trusted sources. 

Hi Cheryl: I'm now in my SF office with my files at hand. 

I was most recently scheduled to appear befo1·e the SOTF Complaint Committee on February 18, 2020 but SOTF 

cancelled that meeting. So you are now seeking to reschedule that meeting, as I understand it. 

I prepared and sent to SOTF the statement I had expected to make on February 18, so It looks like you've got what you 
need. Please let me know if I can provide more info. 

It would be helpful if the Committee would require City employees from 

Public Works and OEWD who are knowledgable about GBD progra1ns to appear rather than custodians of records who 
are - by their own adrnissions - not familiar with the details of these programs. 

Please let me know when you plan to schedule the next hearing. 

Thanks, as always. 

John Hooper 

On Sep 21, 2020, at 12:18 PM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Mr. Hooper: Attached are the materials you submitted to me at the January Sunshine Ordinance Task 

Force hearing. Are these the only materials you wish to submit or do you have other documents? I 
would like to schedule your file nos. 19061and19062 to be heard by the SOTF Complaint 

Committee. The decision of the SOTF is below. Please respond. Thank you. 

January 21, 2020 SOTF hearing, SOTF referred the matter back to the Complaint Committee and have 

new materials provided to SOTF be included in the file for review to determine which documents are 

applicable to which respondent and provide a recommendation to the SOTF. 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
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~heryl, Leger@sfgov.org 
Tel: 415-554-7724 
Fax: 415-554-5163 
www.s_fbos.org 

<image009.png:;;._ 
Click here to complete a Board ot Supervisors Customer Servke s~tisfact1on form. 

l he -~~gislative R_!'se~!Jh Center provides 24-hour access to Boa rd of Supervisors legislation, and ~rchivPd matters ;ince 
t\ugust 1993. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communicalions to the Board ofSr1pervi1or.1 is subject to disclosure 
under the California Public Records Act and the Son Francisco Sun.1hine Ordinance. Personal information provided Will not 
be redacted. Members af the public are not required to provide personal idPntifying information when I hey cnrnn1un1cote 
With the Board of Supervisors and i!s committees. All written or oral com1nunicatiaris that members af !he puh!ic subn1it 
to the Clerk's Office regarding pending leg1.,lation or hearings will be made available to all members of the pub/Jc far 
inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office daes not redact any information from these sub1ni15ions. Tit is means that 
personal infonnatian-including names, phone 11u1nbers, addresses and similar inforn1ation that a member of the public 
elects to submit lo the Board and its co1nmittees-1nay appear on the Board of Supervisors w~bsile 01 in other public 
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

From: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <1narianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, September 21, 2020 10:56 AM 
To: Steinberg, David (DPW) <david.steinberg@sfdpw.org>; SOTF, {BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Heckel, Hank (MYR) <hank.heckel@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: SOTF- file nos.19061and19062. 

Good Morning Cheryl, 

I read the document that was sent, and I sincerely do not understand it. I do not see the need to 
proceed forward. 
M. 

<image003.png> 

From: Steinberg, David (DPW) <david.steinbcrg@sfdpw.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 5:20 PM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf.@sfgov.org>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN} <,r:!larianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: SOTF - file nos. 19061and19062 

Thanks, Cheryl. 

-d. 

<image005.jpg> 
David A. Steinberg 
Custodian of Records & Executive Assistant to the Director 
San rr:incisco Public V1/orks I City and County of San Francisco 

49 South Va11 Ness Avenue, Suite 1647 I San Francisco, CA 94103 I (528) 271-2888 
2f@blicworks.org · !witter .. com/sfpub_licworks 

For public records rE'quests, please go to sfpublicw9rks.~e_c;ords_. 
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Note: The new contact information above is effective July 6, 2020. 

From: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 2:34 PM 

To: Steinberg, David (DPW) <Pavid.steinberg@sfdpw.org>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 
<_maria n ne.thom p~o n@sfgov.org> 

Subject: RE: SOTF - file nos. 19051and19062 

Hello Marianne and David: Attached are the materials sub1nitted by Mr. Hooper at the January 211 2020 

SOTF hearing. Let me know if you need anything further. I will be at the office tomorrow if you need 

me to get other records to you. 

Cheryl Leger 
<115-425-6918 ~my cell 

From: Steinberg, [)avid (DPW) <david.steinberg@sfdpw.org> 

Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2020 3:12 PM 
To: SOTF, (BOS} <sot~v.org>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 

Subject: RE: SOTF - file nos. 19061and19062 

Hi Cheryl, 

I don't see the additional records that Mr. Hooper provided at the in-person meeting as part of the 

minutes you provided. My notes frorn previous emails show that you said you had them in your office 

and you would send us copies when the stay-at-home order was lifted. Do you have access to them? The 
whole reason to schedule the committee meeting was to consider these new records, so there isn't 

much point holding a meeting until we have copies. 

Thanks much and stay safe. 

·d. 

<image005.jpg> 
David A. Steinberg 

Custodian of Records & Executive Assistant to the Dir·ector 
San Francisco Public Works I City and County of San Fra11cisco 
49 SoL<th Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1647 j San Francisco, CA 9'1103 I (618) 271-2888 
sjp ub_liQ.¥ork.§.: or_g · !_l,'liltf'r.com/sfpuhl1c11,1orks 

For public records requests, please go to sfpublicvvor_!<s.org/records. 

Note: The new contact information above is effective July 6, 2020. 

From: SOTF, (1305) <sotf@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2020 2:11 PM 

To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org>; Steinberg, David (DPW) 

<david.ste_inberg@sfd~> 

Subject: SOTF - file nos. 19061 and 19062 
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Hello Marianne and David: Attached are the minutes from the January 21, 2020, Sunshine Ordinance 
Task Force hearing. Reflected in the minutes is the inclusion of records that were provided to Mr. 
Hooper. I would like to schedule these two matters to be heard next month before the Compl<iint 
Committee. Please review the minutes and let me know if you need anything further from me or if I 
need to do something. Thank you. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Cheryl.Leger@sfgov.org 
Tel: 415-554-7724 
Fax: 415-554-5163 

www,sfbos.org 

<image009.png> 
Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Ile search Center provides 2~·hour "cc~'s to Board of Supervisors legislation, Jlld archived matters sincP 
August 1998. 

<hooper.pdf> 

Disclosure5: Personol informotion thot io provided in communicoUons to ihe Boord of Supervisors 15 subject to disclosure 
under the California PulJ/1c Records Act and the Son F1onci.1co Sunshine Ordinance. Personal inforrnotion provided will not 

be redacted. Mernber.< of the public on: nol required lo provide personal identifying information wl1en they com1nunicote 
with rhe Boord of Supervisors ond its committees Ai/ written or orol comn1unicotions that memb<'fS of lhe public 5ub1nit 
to the Clerk'.~ Office regordmg pend mg legislation or hearings will be mode ovoiloble to oil members of the public for 
inspection ond copying Ti1e Clerk's Office does not redact ony 1nformotion from theJe 'ub1niss1ons. This means tho/' 
penonol informo!ion-irrcluding names, phone /!Umbers, oddres.<es ond similar information tho/ a member of the public 
elecls to >ubmrt to the Board ond its committee;-rnoy appear on the Boord ofSuperviiors website or in other public 
documents thot members of tile public moy inspect or copy 
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Leger. Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Saturday, September 26, 2020 8:18 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

Subject: SF Parks Alliance: Report details alleged pay-to-play sche1ne - Mission Local 

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

Dear Cheryl: 
Please include the Mission Local 
Article referenced below as part of the record of files U 19061and19062 so SOTF members will be able to read it prior 
to 1ny next scheduled testimony. 

Please acknowledge receipt of this information. 

John Hooper 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: john osborn <peninsularoad@icloud.com> 
Date: September 26, 2020 at 7:52:00 AM PDT 
To: John Jock Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Subject: 'Friends of' Nuru: Report details alleged pay-to-play scheme - Mission Local 

Did you see this? The Parks Alliance is a criminal organization. xo John 

https://missionlocal.org/2020/09/friends-of-mohammed-nuru-report-details-alleged
.12.9y-to-play-scheme/ 

'Friends of' Nuru: Report details 
alleged pay-to-play scheme 
The San Francisco Controller's Office on Thursday recomme11dcd a 

slew of measures to prevent city departments ff()ITI engaging in "pay

to-play" schemes througl1 "1100-city" entities - schemes that 

Mohammed Nuru, the e111battletl former Public Worl{s boss a11d 

accused federal crimi11al, allegedly mastered. 

In a detailed asscsstnent released Thursday, the Controller horned in 

on the S_;;iJLfr<:1.nciscQ..Parl{s Allia11i:_e., a nonprofit t11at makes 



improvements to parks and other public areas in the city, which 

allegedly became a conduit for Nuru to funnel payments to hi.s cohorts. 

Nuru allegedly solicited donations from contractors and permit

scekers for tl1e Parks Alliance and that money went into accounts 

there, over which Nuru had wide discretion. The money in the accou11ts 

totaled $990,830 over a four-and-a-half-year period. N11ru allegedly 

used it to direct the donated money to vendors. 

Those vendors include restaurateur Niel< Bovi.s and permit expediter 

Walter Wong, botl1 of whom have pleaded guilty to cl1arges of 

conspiracy and fraud. 

A major recipient of the money was SOL Merchancli.sing which, 

according to the Contrc)ller, was owned by a former Public Worl<s 

employee, who worked for Nuru at the ti1ne, and who the Controller 

did not name. Other funds from Nuru's account at the Parks Alliance 

were used to reimburse Public Works ernployees for "staff 

appreciation" })arties. 

"Mohammed Nuru and others would direct staff to lJrocure goods a11d 

services for staff appreciation, volunteer programs, inerchandise, 

commu11ity support, a11d events from specific vendors, circu1nventing 

city purchasing controls," the Co11troller wrc)tC in its report. "These 

purchases would then be reimb11rsed through Public Worlcs 
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st1baccounts hel<l by the Parks Allia11ce, a no11-city organization, again 

outside of city purcl1asing rules." 

"Mr. Nt1ru solicited fu11ds for these purcl1ases fro111 interested parties, 

i11cludi11g bt1si11csses t11at 11id contracts vvith the department or city 

building permits," tl1e report a<lded. "Tl1c gifts, which vvere not 

accepted or disclosed by the City, create a perceived "pay-to-play" 

relations l1i1)." 

'Tl1e review ft1rtl1er found tl1at the 1noney directed to some of these 

vendors was 11ot properly acco11nted for. In tl1e case of SDL 

Mcrcl1andising, "m11ltiple 11ayme11ts totaling· $161·,885 vvere tnade to 

SOL Merchandising for various shirts, caps, ancl 1nercl1andise" over 

rougl1ly tl1ree years, the report says. "No q11antities are docu1ncnted." 

In otl1er words, it's u11clear iftl1e sl1irts, caps and mcrcl1andise were 

ever recei\red. 

Through its audit, tl1c Co11troller zerocci in on so-called "friends of" 

organizations, non-profit e11tities that su11port city departments 

througl1 cl1aritable do11ations. 1'he accou11ts are unregulated by the city 

and can be "u11scru1Julously exploited lJy city officials," as in the case of 

tl1e San Francisco Parks Alliance. 

In t11eory, any "interested party," such as someone l1oldi11g a city 

contract, ccJuld mal<c a donation to one of these organizatio11s at tl1e 

t1rgi11g of a department head in excha11ge for preferential treat1nent. 

A11y unregulated account or "friends of' organization witl1out formal 

agreements arid oversight by the city can create "tl1e opportunity for 

unetl1ical steering ofpurcl1ases to occ11r," the report says. 

Tl1e Controller noted tl1at the Parks Allia11ce sai<l it was not avvare of 

Nt1ru's manipt1lation and 11ad attempted to formalize its relationsl1ip 

with Public Works in 2019 b11t vvas ignored. 

'fl1e Controller made 10 recommendations to create inore 

tra11sparency SC) they can't l)e exploitecl. T11ese include formalizing a 

departn1ent's relationship vvith "friencls of" organizations through 

\l\Tritten agreements, prol1il)iti11g anonymclus donations, a11d prohibiting 

no11-elected de1Jartrnent 11eacls from soliciting donations from 

P1~87 



"interested parties," sucl1 as contractors and people seeking perrnits. 

The Contr()Jler reco111mends clearly defining what an "interested party" 

IS. 

Following its release 011 Thursday, city leaders seized on the report, 

de11ouncing the gaps that led to tl1e alleged corruption ancl promised to 

take action. 

Mayor Lo11don Breed issued an "executive directive" requiring 

department heads to report any money directed to such nonprofits and 

requiring formalized relatio11ships between such organizatio11s a11d 

departments. The directive also asked departments to "ensl1re 

co111pliance" with the city's rtlles for reporting gifts. 

"These 'Friends of organizations provide important phila11thropic 

Sllpport for our parks, our libraries, and other important civic services, 

but we need to ensure that this support is not tainted with a11y 

perception or rislc of 'pay to play' politics," Breed said. 

Moreover, Supervisor Matt Haney said he would introduce legislatio11 

at 'fuesday' s Board of Supervisors meeting. Followi11g the Controller's 

first recommendation, the legislatio11 would "prol1ibit department 

l1eads, who are very close to control of contracting decisions, from 

asl<ing any person or party doing business with or seeking to do 

business witl1 their department for donations at the Department head's 

behest." 

Haney denounced what could happen without the proper controls. 

"This loophole creates a situation where contractcirs can access 

business with the city or receive preferential treatment because of 

donations given, rather than work that 11as been done," he said in a 

statement Tl1ursday afternoon. ''This is a massive disservice to the 

residents of San Fra11cisco and a blatant violation of tlre public trust." 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol_com> 

Sunday, September 27, 2020 8:06 AM 
SOTF, (130S) 

Subject: F~vd: City Hall scandal: Nuru used 'unethical' practice to solicit funds for depart1nent, 

controller says - SFChronicle.com 

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

Please add this Chronicle article to SOTF files 19061 and 19062. 

Thanks. 

John Hooper 

13egin forwarded message: 

From: Carol Glanville <cg2906@earthlink.net> 

Date: September 26, 2020 at 3:51:37 PM PDT 

To: hooparb@aol.com 
Subject: City Hall scandal: Nuru used 'unethical' practice to solicit funds for department, controller 
says - SFChronicle.com 

This is better! 
Carol 
https://www.sfchronicle.com/politics/article/City-Hall-scandal-Nuru-used-unethical-15597464.php 

Sent from my iPad 
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solicit funds for department, controller says 

Trisha Thadani 
Sep. 25, ?020 I Updated: Sep. 25, 2020 3:45 p.m . 
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Disgraced fo1·mer Public Works Director Mohammed Nuru allegedly s.olicited donations from private sources 

and directed them toward a nonprofit that financially supported his department, according to a new report 

by the city controller. (AP Photo/Jeff ch iu, File) 

Photo: Jeff Chiu/ Associated Press 

Disgracecl for1ner Public Worl.;:s Director Mol1a1111ned Nur1t allegedly solicited 

donatio11s fron1 private so11rces an<l directed tl1en1 toward a i1onprofit tl1at 

fi11ancially supported 11is depart111ent, acco_rd_il).g ~o. a .new rt:P.C?.r.t by tl1e city 

co11troller. Tl1e concern is tl1at tl1e arrangeme11t allowed Nuru to quietly worl.;: 
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co1n1111111ity eve11ts. Since tl1ese arra11ge111e11ts 11ave little JJUblic oversight, 

Co11troller Bc11 Rose11field said, it creates a11 opport1111ity for "1111etl1ical steeri11g of 

p11rcl1ases to occur." 

S11cl1 is tl1e latest revelatio11 i11 a sweepi11g corruptio11 i11vestigation led by t11e city 

attorney, \Vhicl1 is largely foc11sed 011 Sa11 Francisco City Hall. Tl1e investigation 

first ca1ne to light in Ja1111ary, wl1e11 N11r11 was charged over a11 alleged scl1e111e to 

bribe a11 airport co1111nissioner i11 exchange for approvi11g a lease at San Fra11cisco 

I11ter11ational Airport. Si11ce the i11itial charge against N11n1, tl1e i11vestigatio11 has 

expanded to incl11de otl1ers i11 City Hall a11d tl1e private sector. 

Tl1e s'iveeping investigation has p11t a spotligl1t 011 a "pay-to-play" c11lt11re in San 

Fra11cisco City Hall, wl1ere critics say perso11al relationships a11d loyalties are 

rewarded a11d help cover tlp political corr11ptio11. Critics of tl1e long-sta11di11g 

c11lt11re of tl1e so-~alled "city fa_111ily" .say the scandal p11ts a t11assive stai11 011 City 

Hall, a11d t111dermines tl1e public's conf1de11ce i11 tl1eir elected officials. 
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fundi11g. 

Bllt tl1e report focL1sed 011 how Nlltll allegedly used 011e sL1ch 11011profit, the San 

Fra11cisco Parlzs Allia11ce, to circu111ve11t tl1e city's purchasi11g co11trols and tl1e11 

direct fu11di11g to ve11dors of his choice. 1'11eir relatio11sl1ip witl1 tl1e Depart111e11t of 

PL1blic Worlzs was L111iqL1e in tl1at tl1ere is i10 pL1blic oversight 011 t11e accoL111t. 

Tl1e ve11dors wl10 be11efited fro111 tl1e do11ations, according to tl1e report, i11clL1dc 

resta11rate11r Niclz Bovis and pern1it co11s11lta11t Walter Wo11g, botl1ofwl1on111ave 

also bee11 cl1arged by the FBI for corruptio11 a11d have pleaded g11ilty to co11spiracy 

and fra11cl. 

T11is is ai1 iss11e, the report says, beca11se donatio11s that wo11ld e11d up be11efiting 

tl1e Departn1e11t of P11blic Worlzs were never publicly disclosed. That created "a 

perceived 'pay-to-play' relatio11ship" between N11ru ai1d those wl10 do11ated, tl1e 

report said. 

"Wl1ile pl1ila11tl1ropic organizations provide tangible benefits to all of 011r 

reside11ts, ab11ses ir1 t11ese relatio11sl1ips l1nder111ine the ir11portant role tl1ey play," 

Rosenfield said. "Wl1e11 gifts are solicited fron1 those that do business with tl1e City, 

it creates a rislz to fair ai1d tra11spare11t public processes." 

Accordi11g to tl1c report, City Adn1inistrator Naon1i I<elly allegedly lcnew about at 

least one insta11ce wl1en N11r11 solicited f11nds from con1panies with b11si11ess or 

regt1latory decisio11s before the Departme11t of P11blic Worlzs. Tl1ose fu11ds were 

donated to the Parlzs Alliance a11d tl1en t1sed to 11ost a 201911oliday party "a11d 

other einployee appreciatio11 eve11ts that be11efited tl1ose in the departn1ent." 

Bill Barnes, a spolzes111an for tl1e city ad111i11istrator, said Kelly was "not aware" of 

tl1e individual orga11izations Ll1at were being solicited by N11r11. B11t she was aware 

"tl1at tl1e eve11t was paid for by private f1111ds." 
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gover11111e11t," Drew Becl1er, CEO of t11e Sa11 Fra11cisco Parl<.s Allia11ce, said in a 

state111e11t. "We're a trt1sted part11er to i11a11y co1111111111ity gro11ps and city 

departn1ents at1d welcon1e a11y a11d all actio11s tl1at bri11g i11ore tra11sparency and 

oversigl1t to ens11re tl1e p11blic's tr11st." 

Related Stories 

BY MEGAN CASSIDY 

SF corruption sca11dal widens: 
Two busi11ess leaders cl1arged ... 

BY MEGAN CASSIDY 

Ex-SF official accused of pushing 
contract that netted husband ... 

Tl1e Parl<.s Alliance also said in tl1e report tl1at it did 11ot profit fro111 tl1e 

relationship witl1 P11blic \:Vorl::s. 

According to the report, tl1e Parlcs Allia11ce 111ade 960 payn1ents totali11g nearly $1 

111illio11 to st1pport P11blic Worl<:::s activities betwee11July1, 2015 tl1ro11gl1 Ja11.17, 

2020. Those f1111ds \Vere largely spe11t at the directio11 ofN11r11 011 eve11ts for his 

staff, 111ercl1a11dise a11d vol1111teer programs, according to tl1e report. 

Tl1e excessive use of the rei1nb11rse111e11ts ca11ses the "city to lose fi11a11cial co11trol 

over tl1ese transactions," tl1e report said. 
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l1ave allowed corn1ption to exist. Tl1ursday's release was the seco11d report. 

Tl1e Parlcs Allia11ce worlcs witl1 or provides nloney to 200 groups a11d city age11cies 

to s11pport "citywide ope11 space a11d par le infrastr11ct11re." 

Tl1e Parlcs Allia11ce said it reacl1ed 011t to N11r11 i112019 to forn1alize its relatio11sl1ip 

througl1a111e111ora11d11n1of11nderstrn1di11g, "tl1ough tllis effort was ig11ored," 

according to the report. 

I111111ediately after tl1e report was released, Mayor Lo11don Breed iss11ed an 

exec11tive order to "strengtl1en tra11spare11cy and accountability" between 

clepartn1e11ts a11d s11cl111011profits. 

Among other i1ew r11les, Breed's order requires all departn1e11t heads follow n1les 

aro11nd pay111e11ts 111ade for legislative, gover111nental or charitable p11rpose, at the 

req11est of tl1e p11blic officials. Sucl1 r11les do 11ot c11rrently apply to depart111e11t 

heads. 

"Tl1ese 'frie11ds of' orga11izatio11s provide important pl1ila11tl1ropic s11pport for 011r 

parlcs, 011r libraries, and otl1er important civic services, b11t \Ve need to ensure tl1at 

this s11pport is not tainted witl1 a11y JJerceptio11 or rislc of 'pay to play' politics," 

Breed said in a state1ne11t. 

S11pervisor Matt Haney, who l1as 1011g sparred with the Departn1ent of P11blic 

Worl<s over the city's filtl1y streets, said 11e will ii1trod11ce legislation 11cxt weelc tl1at 

would go eve11 furtl1er tl1a11 Breed's order a11d prohibit depart111e11t 11eads a11d 

so111e ei11ployees fron1 soliciting do11atio11s for s11cl1 organizatio11s. 

Tl1e report also co111es as voters are set to vote on Propositio11 B, a ballot nleasure 

written by Haney, which would split the Depart1nent of P11blic Worl<s into two 

depart111e11ts. It wo11ld sep_arate tl1E'. Pu~lic Worlz~; _st_reet clC(lI:ting? sidewal_lc 
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"Tl1is report detaili11g flagrantly i11appropriatc bel1avior by tl1e Depart111e11t of 

P11blic Worlcs also t111derscores tl1e i1eed to pass Prop.13 i11 Noven1ber, ai1d 

i111ple111ent effective oversigl1t at a Depart111e11t tl1at is clearly 011t of co11trol," 11e 

said. 

T1-isf1a ]'J1ada11i is a Sa11 Fra11cisco Cf11-onicfe staffw1-ite1-. E111ail: 

tt11adani@sfc'f1ro11icfe.co111 Twitter: @Trisl1aTJ1ada11 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

JOHN HOOPER <hoopa1-b@aol.com> 

Friday, October 91 2020 9:32 AM 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Subject: Please add to SOTF files #19061 and 19062 :Recology was the rnajor donor to 

Moha1nmed Nuru's nonprofit slush fund 

This message is from outside the City email syste111. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Hi Cheryl: please make sure this information is available to the 1nembers of the SOTF prior to my next 

scheduled testimony. Thanks! John 

Subject: Garbage time: Re co logy was the major donor to Mohammed Nuru's nonprofit slush fund 

"But the real shocker - and a potential window into where investigators may well be going with all this 

- came thre<;_ pages earlie~. It's the breukdown of the sources of the money siphoned into the funds 

Nuru controlled at the Parks Alliance. And, wouldn't you know it, 88 percent of the rnoney comes from 
just two sources: $131,948 from Recology and $721,250 from the San Francisco Clean City Coalition, a 

nonprofit. 

But wait: In the footnotes, it reveals that, during the five-year window of this probe, Recology - which 

has enjoyed a _city charter-enshrine_d monopoly to haul San Francisco_'s waste since 1932 - gave 
$630,000 to Clean City. In fact, in 2019 alone, Recology donated $180,000 to Clean City, which then 

turned around and paid $171,000 to the Parks Alliance. 

So, Recology is a huge source of the rnoney that trickled into Public Works' subaccounts with the Parks 

Alliance. And Public Works is pivotal in setting Recology's citywide rates. 

Because, colncidentally or not, during the five years analyzed in the controller's probe - during which 

Recology was funneling money into Nuru's preferred subaccount - the amount you pay for Recology's 

services went up some 20 percent. 

With the staunch backing of Moham1ned Nuru." 

https :Um i ss i o n_lo c;:i I .o r·g/202O/10 In u ru- re co logy- pa r ks·· a 1 lia n ce -c le a n-ci.!YL 
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Public Integrity Revie\J 

Preliminary Assessment: 
Gifts to Departments Through Non-( 

Organizations Lack Transparency and C 

''Pay-to-Play'' Risk 

Septem 
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Assessment Summary 

This preliminary assessment report summarizes gifts and support benefitt1 
departments from city contractors and building permit applicants and hol1 
through non-city organizations, including Friends of organizations, and 
on San Francisco Parks Alliance (the Parks Alliance), a nonprofit organizati< 
relationship with San Francisco Public Works (Public Works), a city departn 
assessment is the second in the series, is offered for public comment and 
and may be revised in the future as our work continues. Additional review 
internal control processes will be released as our Public Integrity Review p1 

• Inappropriate fundraising and directed spending. Mohammed Nu 
others would direct staff to procure goods and services for staff appr· 
volunteer programs, merchandise, community support, and events fr, 
specific vendors, circumventing city purchasing controls. These purch 
would then be reimbursed through Public Works subaccounts held b· 
Parks Alliance, a non-city organization, again outside of city purchasir 
Mr. Nuru solicited funds for these purchases from interested parties, i 
businesses that had contracts with the department or city building pE 
The gifts, which were not accepted or disclosed by the City, create a r 
"pay-to-play" relationship. 
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• 
Assessment Summary (continued) 

This assessment offers recommendations to reduce these risks: 

• The City should prohibit non-elected department heads and emp 
from soliciting donations from those they regulate or do busines! 
("interested parties"), unless specifically authorized by the Board 
Supervisors. Given the reliance of some functions on philanthropy, s1 
the City's museums and parks, exceptions to this prohibition would b· 
narrowly approved by the Board to permit fund raising by specific em 
for specific public purposes. Authorized fund raising should be public! 
reported using existing procedures that apply to elected officials but 
currently apply to other city officers and employees. 

• The City needs to improve compliance with restrictions on and re 
requirements for acceptance of gifts from outside sources. The Ci 
laws requiring acceptance and reporting of gifts for public purposes, 
adherence to these laws is not uniform. Policies and procedures shou 
reviewed and strengthened, including establishment of clearer proce1 
definitions, improved public reporting and transparency, and periodic 
of these processes. 
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Assessment Summary (continued) 

• Donors of all gifts accepted by the City should be disclosed, and 
consistent with existing law, anonymous donations should be pre 
To avoid the real and perceived risk of facilitating "pay-to-play" relatic 
any donations that will be used to benefit a city department or city e1 
should be publicly reported in a manner that permits public transpan 
accepting anonymous donations, which are prohibited by the City's S 
Ordinance, the City runs the risk of taking payments from donors wit! 
interest. 

• The City should amend practices and procedures to reduce the in 
to use outside gifts to support staff appreciation. Although our re 
found instances of gifts 1·eceived being spent through seemingly inap 
processes, they appeared to generally be for legitimate public purpo: 
including staff appreciation and celebration of team accomplishment 
could reduce risks arising from use of gifts for staff appreciation by rr 
clearly defining the permissible uses of public funds for these purpos' 
removing administrative barriers that make such uses impractical, anc 
appropriating funds for these purposes. 
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• 
Background on the Public Integrity Investigation 

The City Attorney's Office (City Attorney) is leading the investigation into al IE 
wrongdoing by city employees outlined in criminal charges brought by the l 
Attorney's Office against Mohammed Nuru, former director of Public Works; 
Bovis, owner of Lefty's Grill and Buffet at Fisherman's Wharf and other restaL 
Sandra Zuniga, former director of the Mayor's Office of Neighborhood Servi 
Florence Kong, former member of the Immigrant Rights Commission; Bal mo 
Hernandez, chief executive of engineering firm AzulWorks, Inc., a company\ 
city contracts; and Wing Lok "Walter" Wong, permit expediter and owner of 
entities that do business with the City. 

Mr. Bovis and Mr. Wong have pied guilty to schemes to defraud the City usir 
and kickbacks. Mr. Wong admitted to conspiring with Mr. Nuru and other un 
city officials since 2004. Both are now cooperating with the ongoing federal 
investigation. 

The City Attorney has focused its investigation on misconduct by current ani 
city employees and any remedies for specific decisions or contracts tainted l 
of interest or other legal or policy violations. On July 14, 2020, the City Atton 
moved to debar AzulWorks, Inc, from contracting with the City for five year; 
maximum duration allowed under the law. 
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The Criminal Complaint Against Nuru and Bovis 

The FBI affidavit in support of the criminal complaint alleges that Mr. Nu 
Mr. Bovis tried to bribe a member of the San Francisco Airport Com mis'. 
exchange for assistance in obtaining a city lease at San Francisco Intern< 
Airport for a company of Mr. Bovis. The complaint details the relations hi 
between Mr. Nu1·u and Mr. Bovis, including a recorded conversation in VI 

discussed a voucher deal that allowed Public Works employees to rec1 
meals from one of Mr. Bovis's restaurants, the cost of which was then 
reimbursed to Mr. Bovis's company with Public Works funds.* 

Further, according to the complaint, in .another recorded conversation I\ 
stated that, in exchange for Mr. Nuru's assistance in steering one or mor 
contracts to Mr. Bovis, Mr. Bovis (or others at his direction, presumably)· 
make donations to nonprofit organizations of a city official's choice . 

. ,. It appears that these reimbursements were made through the Friends of acc()LJnt's subaccounts associated 
Works held by the Parks Alliance. 
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• 
Non-City Organizations 

Some nonprofit or third-party (non-city) organizations provide financi2 
programmatic support to a city department or group of departments to ir 
delivery of government services, meet philanthropic goals, support the tra 
development of city employees, or provide other support services to the 
department(s). 

On February 7, 2020, the Controller requested all 56 city departments to ~ 
information about accounts for non-city organizations supporting them. 
Departments responded, and based on the responses received: 

• 33 departments report non-city organizations with 588 accounts or 
subaccounts associated with them. 

• 23 departments report no non-city organizations associated with th 

The 588 reported accounts or subaccounts for non-city organizations assc 
with one or more city departments include fiscal agents, fiscal sponsors, tr 
agent accounts, contracts, grants, foundations, funds, friends of organizah 
others. Many of these accounts are not actually with non-city organizatior 
they are subject to city processes, are reported in the financial system, anc 
receive gifts that are ultimately spent on the City. 
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Friends of Organizations 

Friends of organizations a1·e generally distinguished by the fact that they 
intended to financially support the department with which they are asso 
and charitable donations are their primary revenue source, and thus are 
the City. For example, the description of one Friends of organization stat 
created upon, "realizing that the city budget had no discretionary funds 
training, education, special projects and small programs .. " 

The next section focuses on Friends of organizations identified through! 
Controller's survey. Recommendations determined by this analysis of 
of organizations should be applied to non-city organizations that or 
a comparable manner. 
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Friends of Organizations Reported by Departments 

Listed below are Friends of organizations and their reported use, the amoun 
funding received, and whether donors are publicly reported 

i San Francisco 
i Aeronautical 
i Society 1--- ----- --- -- . 
·Friends of Animal 
I -
i Care & Control 

)F;iend;~fth~ -
·.Arts Commission 

'Friends of SF 
: Environment 

, Friends of the Film 
: Corn mission 

Friends of City 
i Planning 

Airport 

Animal Care & : 
Control 

Arts 
Commission 

No . Preserve and share history of 
: commercial aviation to enrich the 
,'public experience at the Airport 

---------- ---- -------·----- ---- --------" ---- -- ' 

No ·Support department programs and 
'services 

Yes2 
: Support restoration of civic art 
. collection and arts education 
:: initiatives, host annual awards events 

--:-- -

- ---:-- 1 - • ----- ------ ---' -

Environment ! No 

Film 
Commission 

Planning 

No 

No 

Staff development and training, 
. community engagement events 

; Support Film SF to increase and 
·facilitate opportunities for production 

: Various projects 

_i_ - -------- - . : 

1 City funding 1nay not be directly for or associated with role as a Friends of organization. 
2 Anonymous donors reported1 sometimes as funds or matching gifts. Contini 
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Friends of Organizations Reported by Departments 

Friends of the Port Port 

San Francisco Public Public Health 

1 Health Foundation 
! 
·San Francisco 
; General Hospital 
i Foundation 

1 Friends of Laguna 
'Honda I 

; Friends of the SF 
Public Library 

I 

. Public Library 

Friends of the Cable' SFMTA 
Car Museum 

Friends of the Urban SF PUC 
Forest 

No 

Yes 2 

No 

Yes2 

No 

Yes2 

· Prc)mote civic events on San 
·Francisco Bay waterfront 

--- ------- -- - ----

Support administrative and support 
·services for various programs 

- --- --' 

· Suppo1·t initiatives including research, ' 
; education, and ca1·e 

·Support programs that spark JOY and 
: connection to the community and 
engage residents' interests 

' 

Support department programs and 
. services 

Preserve cable car history 

Support programs that plant and 
·care for the City's ideal urban forest 

$ 

$ 

1 City funciing may not be directly for or associated with role as a Frierids of organization. 
2 Anonymous donors reported, sometimes as funds or matching gifts. Continu( 
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Friends of Organizations Reported by Departments 

I San Francisco Parks 
' . ·Alliance 

: Randall Museum 
i _Friends 

! Friends of Camp 
'Mather 

: Friends of Sharon 
, Arts Studio 
i ------------· 

Public Works 

Recreation 
and Park 

Recreation 
and Park 

! Friends of the Status of 
! Commission on the : Women 

• Status of Women 

: San Francisco 
•Performing Arts 
: Center Foundation 

War Memorial 

I 
' Yes' , Support department projects and 

----------------- : programs, including community 
Yes2 events, recreation programs, and staff : 

appreciation programs 

,_ - -- ___ ,_ 

No 

No 

------- -------- --- -- - -- -- ----------

.Support Randall Museum 

i Promote, enhance, protect, and 
'support aspects of Camp Mather 

No : Promote artistic developrnent, crafts
: manship, and creative expression 

-------, 

No Support programs that ensure equal 
. treatment of women and girls 

No : Contribute to and assist in the 
'operation, maintenance, and 
: rehabilitation of War Memorial and 

·Performing Arts Center bL"ldin.'!s ___ _ 

1 City funding may not be directly for or associated with role as a Friends of organization. 
2 Anonymous donors reported, sometimes as funds or matching gifts. 
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Anonymous Donations 

If funds will be spent for city purposes, non-city organizations that either do not I 
report donations or do so but allow anonymous donations violate the disclosure 
requirement of the City's Sunshine Ordinance and prevent the detection of any fit 
interest anonymous donors may have with the City. By accepting anonymous dor 
City runs the risk of receiving payments from those it regulates, which is prohibitE 
Sunshine Ordinance. 

The Sunshine Ordinance, Section 67.29-6, states that no "official 01· employee or< 
the City shall accept, allow to be collected, or direct or influence the spending of, 
money, or any goods or services worth more than one hundred dollars in aggreg 
purpose of carrying out or assisting any City function unless the amount and sou 
such funds is disclosed .. " City departments must disclose donor names and wr 
donor has a financial interest with the City. According to the City Attorney, a finar 
interest is any contract, grant, lease, or request for license, permit, or other entitlE 
or pending before the City. Changes to this section of the Sunshine Ordinance re1 
approval. 

Preliminary Finding 

If non-city organizations receive donations that will be used to benefit the City, tr 
comply with the donation disclosure requirements of the City's Sunshine Ordinan 
the Sunshine Ordinance should define "financial interest" 
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Public Works and the Parks Alliance 

The next section focuses on the Parks Alliance subaccounts for Public W 
Although 33 city departments report having relationships with non-city 
organizations, we focus here on the relationship between Public Works < 

Parks Alliance because of the criminal investigation of Mohammed Nuru 
the former Public Works director, allegedly solicited donations from priv 
companies or individuals, directed these donations to the Parks Alliance 
subaccounts for Public Works, and influenced procurement decisions frc 
su baccou nts. 

The Parks Alliance states it did not know that its fiscal agency was being 
unscrupulously by city officials. The Parks Alliance also states that it did r 
from the relationship with Public Works and had reached out to Mr. Nur 
to formalize its relationship with the department through a memorandu 
understanding, though this effort was ignored. 
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The Parks Alliance 

The Parks Alliance is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization that works with ors 
fiscal sponsor for 200 groups and city agencies, allowing them to seek gra 
solicit tax-deductible donations under its tax-exempt status In addition to 
Works, the Parks Alliance partners with the Office of the City Administrato1 
Economic and Workforce Development, Office of the Mayor, Port of San F1 
Recreation and Park Department, and San Francisco Planning (the Plannin' 
Department) to support citywide open space and park infrastructure. 

According to its website and annual reports, the Parks Alliance addresses i 
affecting not just parks, but also public spaces such as plazas, parklets, sta: 
medians, and alleys. In 2018 it worked with its partners to complete over 2 
projects, engage over 100,000 residents in park programming, and help ra 
$20 million for essential capital projects. In 2019 it brought thousands of p 
together for sing-a longs at movies in parks, transformed abandoned alley: 
welcoming pedestrian thoroughfares, and built over 20 miles of park trails 

The Parks Alliance regularly posts its annual report and audit reports on it 
According to its 2019 audit report, the Parks Alliance received grants and 
contributions of $18.9 million and spent $17.7 million. 
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The Public Works Subaccounts at the Parks AlliancE 
Operate Like a City Account Without City Oversigh· 

Preliminary Finding 

The Public Works subaccounts at the Parks Alliance operate like a city accc 
that invoices were directed and approved by Public Works employees and 
by both Public Works and the Parks Alliance, although all outside of the C1 
procurement and financial system. Because the subaccounts operate ou 
the City's purview, they are not subject to the same review and contra 
would otherwise occur to comply with the City's accounting and proc1 
policies and procedures. 

This arrangement created the opportunity for unethical steering of purcha 
occur. According to Public Works staff, Mr. Nuru directed some of the pure 
made from the account. According to Public Works, this direction, consistE 
the tone at the top when Mr. Nuru was the director, and the fact that othr 
departments have accounts with non-city organizations that are not regul 
caused staff not to question the way the Public Works subaccounts at the 
Alliance functioned. 
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Differences in Controls Over Friends of Organizatio1 

Contrary to the lack of controls over the Public Works subaccounts at the I 
Alliance, the Parks Alliance, in its relationship with Recreation and Park, an1 
Friends of the San Francisco Public Library, whose mission is to strengthen 
and advocate for a premier public library system, have policies, processes, 
reporting requirements that give the City and the public a view into the ac 
and promote confidence that their expenditures will be legitimate. 

· Memorandum of Understanding 
Defining Its Relationship With City 

------ - - - - -

' Gift Reporting to Board of Supervisors, 
Including Formal Process for Accept 

. and Expend 
---- ---- - ---

. Existing Agreement to Comply With 
· San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance, 
Section 67.29-6 

Public Works 

No 

No 

No 

Public Lit 

Yes* Yes 

Yes Yes 

No Yes 

*Recreation and Park and the Parks Alliance set up memorandums of understanding for individual projects 
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Friends of the San Francisco Public Library 

All non-city organizations should comply with the Sunshine Ordinance, • 
67.29-6, which states that if the funds are provided or managed by an e 
an individual, that entity 111ust agree in writing to abide by the ordinancE 
shown on the preceding slide, the Public Library has a memorandum of 
understanding with the Friends of the San Francisco Public Library that 1 

the organization's roles and allowable practices, contains an audit clausE 
establishes requirements for it to adhere to the City's Administrative Co< 
respect to the acceptance of gifts. Consistent with this agreement, the P 
Library: 

• Annually accepts and expends funds as part of its budget process t 
the Board of Supervisors' approval for cash or in-kind goods or ser 
worth over $100,000 from Friends of the San Francisco Public Li brat 
direct support of the department's programs and services in the u~ 
fiscal year (Administrative Code, Sec. 10.100-87, Library Gift Fun< 

• Discloses all gifts over $100 on its website and, since fiscal year 201< 
discloses donors with active contracts (Sunshine Ordinance, Sec. E 
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Legal Requirements for Gifts to the City 

City depa1·tments may have special funds with authorized sources and u 
Administrative Code Sec. 10.100 that they can use to accept and expend 
Regardless of the fund to which gifts are directed, all departments must 
with the following reporting and disclosure requirements. 

The Administrative Code, Section 10.100-305 (San Francisco Gift Fun 
requires city departments, boards, and commissions to report all gifts o! 
goods to the Controller, obtain the Board of Supervisors' approval, by rE 
for acceptance and expenditure of any gift of cash or goods with a marl 
greater than $10,000, and annually report gifts received, detailing the de 
names, nature or amount of the gifts, and their disposition. 

The Sunshine Ordinance, Section 67.29-6 (Sources of Outside Fundit 
requires disclosure of the true source of any money, goods, or services r 

worth more than $100 in aggregate. Disclosure must be on the receivin~ 
department's website and must include donor names and any financial i 
donor has with the City. Last, if the funds are provided or managed by a 
not an individual, that entity must agree in writing to abide by the ordin 
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Impose Gift Requirements for Non-City Organizatic 

Preliminary Finding 

Because the City does not consistently impose gift requirements for non 
organizations, a lack of transparency and inconsistent practices exist am 
Public Works and the Parks Alliance, and potentially among the 33 othe1 
departments and non-city organizations. To the extent that non-city orgar 
receive gifts that will be spent on city departments, they should comply with 
requirements. City departments should formalize their relationships with any 
organization with which they interact through a memorandum of understan< 
is posted on the department's website and that: 

• Requires the organization to adhere to the City's Administrative Code, inclu1 
Section 10.100-305, and any other section that applies to the department. 

• States the organization agrees to comply with the City's Sunshine Ordinanc< 
67.29-6, and will file required reports with the Board of Supervisors and Cor 

• Includes clearly defined roles and expenditure requirements and prohibitior 
• Has a clause granting the Controller audit authority and access to the orgar 

records. 
• A requirement to report donations, including grants, on the organization's v 
• Regular public reporting on these funds to occur not less than annually, at t 

or payee recipient level, and posted on the recipient department's website. 
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Data for the Public Works Subaccounts at the Park~ 
Alliance 

The assessment reviewed both the Public Works log for its subaccounts 
Parks Alliance (the Public Works log) and the Parks Alliance's data about 
Public Works subaccounts. During July 1, 2015, through January 17, 2020 
review period) contributions and payments recorded in the Public Worl 
were higher by $26,705 and $13,391, respectively. In the two data set: 
percent of line items agree. 

Some significant disparities between the two datasets include: 

• Public Works log shows donations of $42,750 by SF Clean City Coai 
$12,083 by PG&E that Parks Alliance data does not. 

• Parks Alliance data shows a city grant of $22,925 that the Public We 
does not. 

• Variances in recorded individual payment amounts range from ninE 
$7,429 and are spread among 27 vendors or individuals. 
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Data for the Public Works Subaccounts at the Park~ 
Alliance (continued) 

Preliminary Finding 

Public Works does not properly oversee the Parks Alliance subaccounl 
Departments should work with their non-city organizations to ensure func 
organizations are managed appropriately. Because the funds the Parks Alli 
raised were to be spent on the department, Public Works should have an , 
and timely understanding of all contributions to and payments from the 
organizations. Although Public Works received data from the Parks Allianc 
the department then turned into its log, Public Works did not maintain 
communication to ensure its documentation of contributions and paymen 
with the Parks Alliance's records. According to Public Works, unclear and it 
recordkeeping was largely due to the tone at the top, as Mohammed Nun 
give staff clear direction or guidelines and did not define roles or responsi 
managing these subaccounts. 

For the remainder of the assessment, the team focused on the Public W• 
because its data is nearly the same as the Parks Alliance financial data. Inf 
contains more information-and was available for Mr. Nuru to review. 
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Four Parks Alliance Subaccounts Relate to Public VIJ 

' 
: DPW Special 
' Projects (8420) 
,,----

; DPW Clean Team 
' (8421) 

: DPW Giant Sweep 
• (8423) 

Fix-It Team (8424) 

Payments and reimbursements for staff . 
• appreciation 

. Payments and reimbursements for 
·monthly Clean Team events 

: Payments and reimbursements related 
. to the Giant Sweep campaign 

: For community outreach and to fix 
· quick, actionable problems in the City 

•Three subaccounts no longer in use* 
---- - ---- --- -- --

198,114. 

390,500 

2,000 . 

Total $990,830 

*Three subaccounts had no expenditures after fiscal year 2018-19: DPW Maintenance (8419\ DPW Street P< 
and American Com1nunity Gardening Association Conference (8422). 
Source: Public Works log and Public Works 
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Much of the Spending From the Parks Alliance's Pu 
Works Subaccounts Was for Employee Events 

For the review period, the Public Works subaccounts at the Parks Allianc 
largely used to pay for staff appreciation, department initiatives with vol 
and merchandise, generally at Public Works' direction. 

· - Expense Type · · · · · · < 
< _,' 

' 
i Employee events, appreciation, and training, including holiday parties, 
; picnics, meals, awards, conferences, and Bay to Breakers participation 1--------- ---------------------------------- - ----- --- ----- .. . ·- ... 
i Purchases for volunteer programs and campaigns, such as Arbor Day, 
f L()ve Our City~ C:Ornrnunity C:leanTe.3rn· ~11d(J1ant S1,11<?ep _ __ _ _ 

I Merchandise, including shirts, hats, tote bags, key tags, and pins 
' - i 

1 Community support or events for neighborhoods or community groups 
l ___________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ . _ I 

'Employee attendance at community events, such as luncheons and galas 1 

forcollllllunity organiz_ations ___ ····-- __ _ _ __ -------· _ ___ _____ _____ _ 

·Other miscellaneous or vague reimbursements 
.... - -· .... -" - . -- ----- - -·--- - . ---- - ---- - ' ' - -- ------·- --·- - ----- - ---- - -- - ---- ---- - - -------- ---------------- -- - -- -- - --

Total 
Source: Public Works log 
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The Public Works Log Lacks Detail 

We could not identify the purpose of some expenditures from the Public\ 
(which matched the Parks Alliance financial data) due to insufficient detail 
records to Justify the cost. 

Example 1: From Aptil 2016 through May 2019, multiple payments totaling 
$164,885 were made to SDL Merchandising for various shirts, ca1 
merchandise. No quantities are documented. 

Example 2 On April 27, 2018, two payments totaling $27,316 were made to: 
Up Catering. No detail, including the quantity of food and/or be 
provided, is documented. 

Example 3: On January 31, 2016, an employee was reimbursed $1,654. 
The only detail documented is "Exp. Reimbursements." 

Example 4: On September 13, 2015, an employee was reimbursed $1,520. 
The detail documented is "Reimb." and "Special Projects." 

Further, $4,000 is recorded incorrectly because $6,000 was deducted from 
department's Special Projects subaccount, with a note that it is for the Fix
subaccount (that Sandra Zuniga oversaw), yet the corresponding entry sh1 
$2,000 added to the Fix-it subaccount. This amount is not missing from th 
Alliance data. 
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The Public Works Log Lacks Detail (continued) 

Preliminary Findings 

Due to insufficient oversight and documentation, it is unclear how 
thousands of dollars of Parks Alliance funds were spent, making it d 
ascertain whether the funds were spent for legitimate and legal pur 
Although they agree to the Parks Alliance financial data, some transactic 
the Public Works log are unclear, so we cannot identify the true nature c 
payments or whether the products and services ordered were consisten 
price paid. Further, based on our review, at least $4,000 is recorded inco 
the Public Works log. 

Although it did not appear that any payments were gifts, if any were, th1 
have come from restricted sources, as some donations clearly came fror 
doing business with the City, which is prohibited by the City's Campaign 
Governmental Conduct Code, Section 3.216. Further, if any were gifts ino 
reimbursements, this could violate Public Works' Statement of lncompat 
Activities, which prohibits officers and employees from accepting any gi 
given in exchange for doing their city job. 
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The Flow of Funds Between the City and the Public 
Works Subaccounts at the Parks Alliance Is Comple 

Other 
Vendors 

~572 million 1n 

Payments 

Cf) 44 w-+ 

City 

Contractors 

City Building 
Permit Holders 

$0.97 n1dlion 1n 

Donations 

! 
F>UBLIC WORK$ 

SUBACCOUNTS-A.T 
THE PA.ll:ICS All/ANCe 
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Donations to the Public Works Subaccounts at the 
Alliance Could Give the Appearance of "Pay to Play 

$572 n1illion 

~ 

City Contractors 

-· ' 
' ' 

City Building 
Permit Holders 

$0.97 millron 1n 

Donations 

PUBLIC WOR 
SUBACCOUNT 

THE PARKS ALLI 

For the review period, Public Works paid eight contractors a total of $5. 
million through contract purchase orders or other voucher payments, a 
Department of Building Inspection issued 218 building permits to seve 
that, during this same period, donated $966,247 to the Public Works 
subaccounts at the Parks Alliance. Other donors contributed an additior 
$26,583 to the Public Works subaccounts at the Parks Alliance, bringing 
donations to $992,830.* 

'Total donations exclude a Fix-it subaccount adjustment that reduced the amount by $2,000. 
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Donations to the Public Works Subaccounts at the Park 
Below are the city contractors and building permit holders that donated 
Parks Alliance's Public Works subaccounts during the review period. 

Donors 
-- ------. ---

'SF Clean City Coalition' 

Recology1 

·Pacific Gas & Electric 

Emerald Fund 11 LLC2 

Clark Construction 

Webcor Construction 

I Laborer's Int' I Union 

·1· Pankow Construction 

Airbnb 

Total 

: tl.!.WAllo.<i1 @;\.l'.iir ~ 
,lt~a'~~ti:~;~~r fw.t~:th 
[_-:-'.ifl~:a:i~~i'.1- --· «, ~~~!1~~:::' .ll 

'.·:@.\.i(~-~.uliE:trt;. ,· .. 'J 
~--· -··-· -··--· 

Amount % Total Number Amount Amou1 
---- .. - ... ---- ---- -- --j--- ----j-- --- ---+-' -- -

131 s1,78, $721,250 

131,948 

42,083 

17,000 

16,266 

15,000 

11,200 

10,500 

88%1 

4%\ 

2%1 
2%1 

' 
2%1 

1%1 

1%1 
1,000 0% I 

$966,247 ___ J 

0 $3,288,175 

4 

8 
6 

60 

45 

0 

88 

7 

218 

5,775,113 

3,236,409 

0 

13 I 116,49: 

13 I 211,72c 

0%\ 
247,209,7 40 43% I 

, 193,766,898 34% I 

I

I 273,197 03 I 

118,719,636 203 I 
I o 031 

22,74' 

27,70( 

762,90' 

7,14 
96( 

I $512,269,16_8 __ ] $1, 151,4 7: 
'. According to the City Attorney's Public Integrity Unit, SF 'Clean City Coalition received $150,000 from Recology in ea 

years-2015, 2017, and 2018-for Public Works' Giant Svveep program, Clean Team program, staff enrichment, and ( 
events. In 2019 Recoiogy donated $180,000 for the Giant Sweep and Clean Team programs to SF Clean City Coalitio 
paid $17'1,000 to the Parks Alliance. 

2 Emerald Fund II LLC, also known as Emerald Fund, Inc., includes 1045 Mission LP, Harr·ison Fremont Holdings LLC 1 1( 
Associates, Hayes Van Ness Associates, Emerald Polk LLC, und EBG II LLC. 

Source: Public Works log; City's financial system for contractor/perrnit holder payments; DataSF for permits 
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Donations to the Public Works Subaccounts at the Park: 
Alliance (continued) 

Preliminary Finding 

When city contractors or city building permit applicants or holders don< 
non-city organizations, such as those maintained by the Parks Alliance f 
Works, it can create a "pay-to-play" relationship. Specifically, a non-city 
organization can serve as an intermediary between the City and a contracto 
potential contractor, wherein the contractor donates money to influence (or 
influence) a city department to grant, extend, or augment a city contract, su 
or grant. Similarly, a non-city organization can also serve as an intermediary 
the City and a building permit applicant, wherein the applicant donates mor 
influence (or try to influence) the permit approval process. 

Departments are not required to track or report on donors to their affiliated 
organizations that have contracts or permits with the department or City. He 
donations to non-city organizations ultimately benefit the City, departments 
report the donors to non-city organizations and the donor's financial intereo 
required under the City's Sunshine Ordinance, Section 67.29-6, on both the 1 

organization's and department's website. 
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Tone at the Top 

"Tone at the top" refers to the ethical atmosphere that is created in the 1 

by the organization's leadership. Failure to maintain such a workplace 
can result in the pressure, rationalization, and ability to carry out etl 
violations. 

The 2019 Office of the City Administrator and Public Works holiday part: 
illustrates this problem 

Based on information from the City Attorney's Public Integrity Unit, Mr. r 
solicited funds from companies with business or regulatory decisions bE 
Public Works. These funds were then used to host the party and other e 
appreciation events that benefitted those in the department. Together 1 
acts create an acceptance of a gift from a "restricted source," which 
prohibited under city ethics laws. 
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II 
Tone at the Top (continued) 

Mr. Nuru personally solicited these funds and directed others in the dep 
to do the same. Approximately $33,000 (or SO percent) of the event's to 
more than $40,000 was donated by restricted sources, including Recolo1 
His appointing authority, the City Administrator, was aware of his solicitc 
efforts. 

The holiday party was limited to 350 attendees, including both city staff 
contractor representatives, leading to a total benefit per person in exce~ 
$25 non-cash gift threshold, per Ethics Commission Regulation 3.216(b)· 
from Restricted Sources-Exemptions. 

These donations were not approved by the Board of Supervisors, which 
required for contributions greater than $10,000 per the City's Administrc 
nor were they reported to the Controller or on the departments' websit1 
codes require. 
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The City Does Not Require Department Heads to Fi 
Behested Payments Form 

"Behested payments" include payments made for a legislative, governmenta 
charitable purpose at the suggestion, solicitation, or request of, or made in 
cooperation, consultation, coordination, or concert with a public official. 
When a payment of $1,000 or more is made at their behest by an "interestec 
certain city officials-but not department heads-must file the City's Form S 
3610(b). Under these circumstances, this form must be filed by the mayor, ci1 
district attorney, treasurer, sheriff, assessor-recorder, public defender, a mem 
Board of Supervisors, or any member of a board or commission who is requ 
Form 700 (Statement of Economic Interests), including all persons holding p< 
listed in the City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, Section 3.1-1 

Preliminary Finding 

Because the City does not require appointed department heads to file a 
payment form (Form SFEC-3610(b)), they could, as Mohammed Nuru die 
encourage, ask, or direct a city contractor to donate to a non-city organ 
that supports the department head's department and not be required tc 
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Because Mohammed Nuru Did Not Have to File the 
Behested Payments Form, Behested Regulations Di 
Apply to the Parks Alliance or Its Donors for His Be 

• 

' City Official 'A city officer must file Form SFEC-3610(b) when , As an appointed dep 

• a payment of $1,000 or more is made at his or head, Mr. Nuru was n 
i her behest by an "interested party." 'to file Form SFEC-361 

Donor : A donor must file Form SFEC-3620 if he or she , Because Mr. Nuru die 
'makes a payment or series of payments in a . Form SFEC-3610(b), F 

single calendar year of $10,000 or more at the . was also not requirec 
behest of a city officer. The donor must make ' is unclear whether th· 

. this disclosure only if he or she is an , was an "interested pc 
1 "interested party" in a proceeding involving the . is discussed on the n1 
·, city officer who solicited the payment(s). , 

"'-------- ---- ... - ------------- ------' -------- -------- ---------·-

. Recipient 

'--------

: An individual or organization must file Form 
1 

SFEC -3630 if it receives a payment or series of 
' payments in a single calendar year of $100,000 

. : or more that was made at the behest of any 
, city officer. 
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The "Interested Party" Definition for Behested Payn 
Does Not Clearly Include All City Contractors 

According to the Ethics Commission website, the donor is only required to fil 
SFEC-3620 if he or she is an "interested party," which means a person who is 
participant to administrative enforcement proceedings regarding permits, lie' 
other entitlements for use before the official in question. A party is someone 
the application or is the subject of the proceeding, and a participant has a fir 
interest in the decision. State regulations specify that a license, permit, or otr 
entitlement includes, "all entitlements for land use, all contracts (other than 
competitively bid, labor, or personal employment contracts), and all franchises 
(emphasis added, Fair Political Practices Commission, Title 2, Division 6, Calif< 
Code of Regulations, Section 84308) 

Preliminary Finding 

The City's definition of an interested party does not explicitly include all 
contracts because certain contracts are excluded under the California 
Government Code, Section 84308. When city contractors with any contract 
donate to non-city organizations, it can create a "pay-to-play" relationship. T 
that risk, the "interested party" definition should be expanded so that persor 
contract types file for behested payments when applicable. 
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Behested Regulations Only Began in January 2011 

The City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, Article 3, ChaptE 
Section 3.610, Required Filing of Behested Payment Reports, and Sectior 
Filing by Donors, became effective on January 1, 2018, and were update< 
January 1, 2019. Section 3.630, Filing by Recipients of Major Behested Pa 
became effective on January 1, 2019. As such, for much of the life of the 
Alliance's Public Works subaccounts and Mohammed Nuru's career at P1 
Works, these requirements did not exist 

If the current requirements had been in place since July 2015, if Mr. NurL 
been required to file Form SFEC-3610(b), and if the donors were found t 
been "interested parties," the Parks Alliance and some of its donors wou 
had to file behested forms. 
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If Behested Regulations Had Been Operational and 
Applied to Department Heads, Further Filings May 
Been Required 

I . 
I City 
1 Official 
! 

:---

Donor 

.. 
• 

·An officer must file Form SFEC-3610(b) If Mohammed Nuru asked that the payme1 
, when a payment of $1,000 or more is and had been required to file due to the p1 
: rnade at his or he1· behest by an the Parks Alliance, the organizations below 
. "interested party." have been required to file. 

------ ---------- - ------·. -------· -- ------- --------- - ------

.A donor must file Form SFEC-3620 if he . If all payments were behested payments a1 
'or she makes a payment, or series of was an "interested party," a Form SFEC·-36~ 
; payments in a single calendar year of · had to be filed for payments to the Parks P 

, $10,000 or more at the behest of an officer.. SF Clean City Coalition for $721,250 p 
· Tt1e donor must make this disclosure only 

: if he or she is an "interested party" in a 
·proceeding involving the officer who 

years. 
• Recology for $131,948 paid over five y 
• PG&E for $40,000 paid over three yea 

' sol1c1ted the payment(s). 
--- -- -- --

Recipient . An individual or organization must file 
•Form SFEC-3630 if it receives a payment 
or series of payments in a single calendar 

•year of $100,000 or more that was made 

· If all payments were behested payments b; 
the Parks Alliance would have had to file F< 
3630 in the following calendar years for th• 
received: 

• at the behest of any officer. 
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Improve Controls Over Solicitations and Behested 
Payment Reporting 

Preliminary Finding 

Controls over solicitations and behested payment reporting must be i 
to increase transparency. This could be done by reintroducing and upda1 
previous proposals, including: 

• File No. 090795 of October 27, 2009, that would have revised the City's Cari 
Governmental Conduct Code to prohibit city employees and officers fron 
donations to nonprofit organizations to fund city departments. 

• File No. 180001 to update the Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, 
3.207(a)(4), to prohibit city officials from soliciting behested payments fr 
individuals who have business before the official. 

Given the reliance of some functions on philanthropy, such as for the City': 
museums and parks, exceptions to this prohibition would be narrowly app 
the Board to permit fundraising by specific employees for specific public p 
Those authorized to solicit donations should be required to file Form SFEC 
for behested payments, and consequences for failure to report should be 
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Public Works Used the Parks Alliance's Public Work 
Subaccounts to Make Payments on Its Behalf 

PUBLIC WORKS 
SUBACCOUNTS AT 

THE PARKS ALLIANCE 

$0.72 million 

~-+ 

$0. 26 million 
&" ¥¥ • fl;: 

)., ",_-_. _-_,\ 

. . . 
. ' ·.' ' ' 
1' ,' 

Payments to Other 
Vendors 

Reimbursements ti 
Public Works Employ 

According to the Public Works log, during the review period, the Parks) 
made 960 payments totaling $978,739 to support Public Works activitie: 
directed by Public Works, the Parks Alliance remitted this amount as din 
payments to vendors for the purchase of goods and/or services or as p< 
to individuals, primarily city employees, who were reimbursed for costs I 
incurred. These payments were made directly from the Parks Alliance's F 
Works subaccount, so did not interface with and are not reflected in the 
financial system. 

*Total payments exclude a Fix-it subaccount adjustrnent that increased the expenses by $2,000. 
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Public Works Directed the Parks Alliance to Pay Ver 

PUBLIC WORKS 
SUBACCOUNTS AT 

THE PARKS ALLIANCE 

$0.72 million ,_ 
!;.=- '<.:;;Y~'";-J 

. ' 
- .,._ ~ \ 

' , - '' J 

··r L_j 
Payments to Other 

Vendors 

In the review period, more than half-almost $370,000-of the Parks Alliance'; 
to vendors, totaling almost $720,000, were to five vendors. These funds were I 
spent on staff appreciation and events that benefited city employees. Further, 
in the criminal complaint, the principals of at least two of the contractors-Lef 
Foundation or Ballpark Buffet and Walter Wong Construction or Alternate Che 
had personal and business relationships with Mohammed Nuru. 

Preliminary Finding 

According to Public Works, Mohammed Nuru would direct staff to use Parks P 
funds to procure goods and services for events and staff appreciation purchas 
specific vendors, and the Parks Alliance would then reimburse those vendors., 
some purchases appear to be appropriate, others may have been directed 
Works through these subaccounts due to favoritism and/or to avoid city 
procurement rules and regulations. 
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The Top Five Vendors Paid at Public Works' Directic 
Amounts paid from the Public Works subaccounts at the Parks Alliance in the rev 

' Vendor Paid at Public 
Works' Direction 

, SOL Merchandising • $164,885 

Spice It Up Catering 108,621, 

, W, Wong Construction 41,673 
& Alternate Chrnce, LLC 

, Community Youth 
•Center 

------ -- ------

'Lefty O'Doul's Ballpark 
Buffet & Lefty O'Doul's 

'Foundation 

29,450 

25,327. 

Total $369,956 
- ----

23% 'The vendor is owned by a former Public Works e1 
, was still employed when the payments occurred, 
, additional employment approval, it is inappropric 
employees to do business with the City, Also, ace 
show payments \ll.1ere for shirts, caps, and other n 

, created for Public Works, but lack detail of quant 

. _ifl_g_j_ca!~ _VJ_h~~h-~_r pay_r:'l_en_l~ __ l,\.ler~j_u_~tifi_~g_ '.?r ~~-~~-S 
15o/o: Payments were for cateri11g at several annual pier 

, Public Works events, Accounting records lack det 
', wh~\her paym~~ts ,werejustified_or reasonable 

6%, Payments were for equipment, set up, and "trash 
, events. Accounting records lack further detail to i 
whether payments w_ere justified or_ reasonable 

4%: Payments were mostly for sponsoring corn mu nit) 

a c_!_l_y i_ti e_~ __ ?t_ th !_~ __ o rg a_ r:i_i ! a tJ_<2_~_ 1 ~- _s i_t_~ -~hi_~ b_ __ a_p p ~~-r-~ 
3%. Payments were for catering and musical perform< 

and for staff appreciation. It most likely would ha· 
... __ appropriate for il city~approved_contractorto cat 

51% 
*Percentages based on the net amount paid to all contractors of $720,044. 
Source: Public Works log 
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II 
Some of the Payments Made From the Parks Allian1 
Public Works Subaccounts Funded Staff Appreciati1 

Preliminary Finding 

Public Works used its Parks Alliance subaccounts to fund holiday parties, staff 
appreciation events, and other events that solely benefitted employees. 

Unless money is specifically budgeted for this purpose, which is uncommon, tr 
does not promote staff appreciation through departmental funds. This is true< 
such appreciation may help to maintain or increase employee morale and recc 
good work in an environment where it is often impossible to legitimately gran 
additional pay. However, the City's practice of avoiding staff appreciation costs 
departmental budgets may have contributed to Public Works' reliance on the 
subaccounts at the Parks Alliance for this purpose. 

The City could reduce risks arising from use of gifts for staff appreciation by m 
defining permissible use of public funds for these purposes, removing adminis 
barriers that make such uses impractical, and appropriating funds for these pu 
departmental budgets more often included public funds for staff apprecia 
City would bring these expenses into its control environment and have me 
oversight to ensure appropriate and reasonable spending. 
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Public Works Employees Used Personal Funds to P< 
Upfront Costs for City-Sponsored Events 

PUBLIC WORKS 
SUBACCOUNTS AT 

THE PA!lKS ALLIANCE 

$0.26 million 

© **' NM'''""• 
Reimbursen 

to lndividL 

In the review period, 164 individuals received a net total of $260,429 in 
from or a refund to the Parks Alliance. Of these 164 individuals, 139 wer, 
employees, and they were paid $213,790. These payments were usually 
documented in Parks Alliance records as reimbursements for items suer 
beverages, entry fees for volunteer events, staff appreciation events, or 
meetings. The records show that Public Works employees commonly in 
costs (paid out of pocket) on behalf of the department and then sough 
reimbursement with a request to the Parks Alliance. 
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Public Works Employees Used Personal Funds to P< 
Upfront Costs for City-Sponsored Events (continued) 

In the review period, the Parks Alliance reimbursed 63 city (mostly Publi1 
employees over $200 each for expenses they incurred related to their ci 
These reimbursements from the Parks Alliance included payments of: 

• $10,464 to Sandra Zuniga and $483 to Mohammed Nuru, primaril' 
expenses related to employee appreciation and team building. 

• More than $10,000 each to three other employees, one of whom 1 

almost $60,000. 

Payments to or (after a cash advance) a refund from 25 other non-city 
employees totaling $46,639, which: 

• Range from $33,000 for a Giant Sweep campaign video and photo 
production to as little as $23.50 for a petty cash replenishment. 

• Include $482 paid to the family of a Public Works employee. 
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Public Works Employees Used Personal Funds to P< 
Upfront Costs for City-Sponsored Events (continued) 

Preliminary Finding 

Excessive use of non-city organizations to reimburse Public Works em 
causes the City to lose financial control over these transactions. Non-c 
reimbursements to city employees are risky because they occur outside th 
control environment. They lack city pre-approvals, encumbrances of funds 
disbursements, which are designed to prevent and detect improper purch 
payments. Further, asking employees to front money, sometimes up to th< 
of dollars, may put an undue financial burden on them even if they are lat 
reimbursed. 

No city policy addresses city employees seeking reimbursement from non 
organizations. However, the City's Accounting Policies and Procedures sta1 
employees may be reimbursed (from city funds) for work-related costs, m1 
non-recurring goods up to $200. This amount was exceeded by some oft 
reimbursements to city employees from the Public Works subaccounts at 1 

Alliance. The City's policy also directs departments to develop detailed int< 
procedures for their employee reimbursement pre-approval processes. 
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Recommendations 

Given the findings in this preliminary assessment, we offer the following 
. preliminary recommendations. Recommendations for Friends of organiz 
should be applied to non-city organizations that operate in a comparab 
manner. We will continue to refine these recommendations as the inves1 
and review continues and will consider feedback we receive in the revie1 

1. The City should amend the San Francisco Campaign and Gove 
Conduct Code to prohibit non-elected department heads and 
employees from soliciting donations from interested parties (t 
further defined in legislation) of their department, unless spec 
authorized by the Board of Supervisors. Those authorized to s 
donations must file Form SFEC-3610(b) for behested payment~ 
Consequences for failure to report should be enforced. 

2. The Ethics Commission should expand the definition of who is 
considered an "interested party" so that it includes all city con 
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Recommendations (continued) 

3. The City should require departments and non-city organizatio 
fonnalize their relationships through memorandums of under! 
that are posted to departmental websites and include: 

a) A requirement to adhere to city law on the acceptance o· 
including the Administrative Code, Section 10.100-305, 01 

sections that apply to the department. 
b) An agreement to comply with the Sunshine Ordinance, S 

67.29-6. 
c) A clause granting the Controller audit authority and accE 

organization's records. 
d) Regular public reporting on these funds to occur not les~ 

annually, at the donor or payee recipient level, and postE 
recipient department's website. 

e) A requirement to report donations, including grants, on 
organization's website. 

f) Clearly defined roles regarding expenditures, including 
prohibitions against spending directed or controlled by t 
recipient. 
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II 
Recommendations (continued) 

4. Departments should comply with the Administrative Code, Se1 
10.100-305, or other sections specifically related to the departr 
uniformly obtaining advance acceptance of any gifts from out 
sources greater than $10,000 for the department through non· 
organizations, including explicit authorization for uses of thes1 
for employee recognition or appreciation. 

5. The City should require annual certification from department I 
that all gifts of goods, services, and funds have been approve< 
Board of Supervisors and reported on time, as required. 

6. The City should make it easier for departments to use city fun1 
employee recognition and appreciation events and provide ex 
(line-item) appropriations for this purpose. 

7. The Controller should, on a sample basis, annually audit organ 
that both give gifts to the City and have a financial interest wi· 
City, including a contract, grant, permit, permit application, or 
entitlement. 
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Recommendations (continued) 

8. Departments should comply with the Sunshine Ordinance, Sec 
67.29-6, for their non-city organizations by not accepting any 
through anonymous donors or for which they cannot identify 
source. 

9. The City should amend the Sunshine Ordinance, Section 67.29 
clearly define "financial interest" so that it is aligned with the 1 

updated "interested party" definition. 

10. For all recommendations made as part of this assessment that 
reporting, the City should review and strengthen its conseque 
noncompliance. 
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Completed and Upcoming Public Integrity Reportir 

Our Public Integrity Review, performed in consultation with the City Attc 
continue to assess selected city policies and procedures to evaluate thei 
adequacy in preventing abuse and fraud. Completed, current, and futun 
assessments and reports address the following topics: 

l San Francisco Public Works Contracting (report issued on June 29, 
2. Ethical standards for commissioners regarding procurement procE 

the Airport Commission and other city commissions 
3. The City's contractor debarment process 
4. The Department of Building Inspection's policies and practices to; 

permits 
5. A final report on the topics covered in this preliminary assessment 

Additional reviews and assessments will be determined and performed ; 
City Attorney's investigation proceeds. 
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Questions or comments? 

Contact us at: ben.rosenfield@sfgov.org 
todd.rydstrom@sfgov.org 
mark.p.delarosa@sfgov.org 
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MATT SMITH 

Supes Want to Rescind Law that Bans Com 
Trash Collection 
Matt Smith • 0212312011 4:00 am 
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. upes Want to Rescind ],aw that Bans Coin petition in SF 'frash Co ... https :/ /www.sfweekly.com/news/su pes-\\'ant-to-rescind-law-that-ba ... 

EKIY 
"I don't have anything against Recology," Campos says about the co 
from Norcal Waste Systems in 2009. "From a public policy standpoir 
service has not been subjected to a competitive bid for 78 years." 

But of course. Consumers would be stupid not to shop around. Thats 
probably get squashed in this fall's campaign. 

With $206 million in annual trash pickup fees at stake, the election t 
Recology's city-sanctioned monopoly promises to become "a ding-< 
the city hasn't seen in a decade or more,'' says retired Judge Quentin 
the 1970s and a state senator during the 'Sos and '90s. "We'll see th< 
political consulting firms. They'll all be involved." 

If the past is any indicator, Recology will fight hard to preserve its m 
a long way to go in settling on a convincing message. I asked Recolo~ 
what would be wrong with putting the garbage contract out to bid. 

"We believe the current system in place provides the best option for 

I repeated the question. 

"It's a charter amendment, and it can't be put out to bid." 

What would be wrong with making it so it could be put out to bid? 

"The debate about whether the system works or not is a debate we'd 
"But we feel that debate is afield of the issue now at hand." 
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Practically, we believe that the system in place, it would be the super 
and ultimately it's a board policy matter on how they would proceed, 
answer the question. 

In 1993, Kopp, with the San Francisco Taxpayers Association, backec 
city's trash service to competitive bidding, just like most cities with J 

During the three weeks leading up to the 1993 election, his Senate of 
anonymous, threatening calls. "One even said she would come down 
passed," Kopp said in news reports. The Chinese American Democra 
initiative in a newspaper ad, was also deluged with calls. "You haver 
I hope to God we win, and if we don't, something's going to be done: 
reportedly said. 

Norcal's campaign manager disavowed the threats. The measure los; 
voters in 1994. In 1997, the Examiner's Lance Williams tallied Si.28 n 

the previous four years to persuade voters and politicians not to touc 

But this time around, Recology might have a more difficult time piec 
campaign. 

The company admittedly has history on its side. During the early 2ot 
haulers exclusive purview over 97 different garbage routes - a po lie 
than allowing a route-poaching free-for-all. Over the years, smaller 
absorbed into bigger ones, until the business became dominated by t 
Italian-American trash haulers: Sunset Scavenger and Golden Gate I 
revision enshrined the monopoly and assigned a city board to regula 
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the Board of Supervisors held a hearing on a different matter: Where 
annual mountain of waste? The Department of the Environment rec< 
deal with Waste Management Inc. to haul San Francisco garbage to a 
instead enter a 10-year, $112 million deal to let Recology use a dump 

City budget analyst Harvey Rose produced a report saying the best cc 
hauling services into one giant contract. But, he explained, the cityiA 
possible deal on combined pickup and disposal unless it handled it ir 
to bid. 

During the early 1990s, garbage haulers wishing to get a piece of Nor 
ones putting pro-competition measures on the ballot. In campaign f 
them as self-interested interlopers. 

For this year's proposed initiative, however, Campos took his cue fro 
reported on SFWeekly.com ["Should Cit~'s Garbage Contract be Tras 
scathing 2002 budget analyst's report equating the Norcal monopolj 
service. 

"My understanding is they haven't changed," says Debra Newman, t 
who worked on both studies. Her boss, Rose, says, "It's a time-hono 
to evaluate who is the most qualified firm that will provide the best s 

Even if Recology scrapes together another million or so dollars to fig 
initiative, the company just might be crushed under the tonnage of ii 

Not long ago, Recology submitted the best bid to pick up trash in San 
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If Campos and Mirkarimi' s n1easure makes it to the ballot, Recology 
that competition is good for San Mateo County, where the company 1 

Don t orget, as an initiative campaign, t ere s no limit on spendin: 
thousands, maybe millions of dollars spent," he says. "You'll see wil 
proponents and the opponents." 

Let the trash -talking begin. 

I Copy Link I https://www.sfweekly.com/news/supes-want-to-rescind-law-that-bans-comp 1 

Tags: Columns, David Camr:ios, Quentin KOf2f2, Ross Mirkarimi, San Francisco 
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James Madison Freedom of Information Aware 

1nsid~0citf 'fiall'~Jwiw· 6f'-cijr~u 
by Dr. Derek Kerr 
(~ elf-dealing, influence-peddling, cronyism and pay-to-play transactions have long-susta 

-- .. ,j·;·) City Family. Now that the FBI and US Attorney's Office are targeting shady City depart1 
C:'_· __ financial guardians are scrambling to conduct damage-control investigations. 

Ben Rosenfield, Lee Ann Pelham, and Dennis Herrera, SF's legal, ethical and f 

Early warnings from City whistleblowers and civic watchdogs were usually distnissed or inte 

Bay_.Guardian pu_b!ished Friends in the Shadows in 2013, sounding the alarm about confllctec 

into receptive City agencies. Even official efforts to tackle soft corruption were repeatedly th1 

2019 Westside Observer's Struggle for Sunlight on Dark Money, Commissioners Daina Chiu a 

Ethics Commission's plan to bring its "Anti-Corruption and Accountability Ordinance" to the v 

DPWs subaccounts at the Parks Alliance amassed $990,000 and spent 
that money was donated by 8 contractors who had received $572 millio1 
companies that obtained 218 building permits from the Department of I 

' -- : ----~ 
I - ; 

~L Controller's Public Integrity Reviews · .· _.··. · . . ' 

!;~J;';; .. Qn«ll'.19/20 th~ Co~troller's OffLce, .with City.Attorney input, Ls.su~£1jts flrst_public1nt~gtiJY re~' 
',-~·- -.--.~.-~ , . , practices,. from-July 2017 .th~QUgh Mc~~2h-"i0~20, _[)_ 

- . - - - - _;-_ , __ -.- -_ - -- -.. -,-... -:---,~-----· ._-
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BSEE 
James Madison Freedom of Information Avvan 

-~ oci1.-1ty of fJrc).Fi.~ss.ic)rJa I Jl1 (1rr1a f,is ts, f'JLJrC a I (~ /11JrJ I er 
The Controller's second Rolic~ review focused on the relationship between the DPW and the 

Parks Alliance functions like the many "Friends of .. _" outfits that financially support 33 out of 

these non-City entities are private-sector branches of City agencies. True, they raise philanth1 

projects that aren't funded by department budgets. But, they often Jack the controls to prever 
schemes by private interests. The City can't impose its own stringent gift requirements on nc 

company solicited private donations for DPW accounts held by the Parks Alliance then direcl 

spent. It was a slush fund, unmoored from City controls. 

In the 4.5 years between July 2015 and January 2020, DPW's subaccounts at the Parks Allia1 

$980,000 - about $18,000 per month. Interestingly, $966,000 of that money was donated by 

$572 million from DPW plus 7 companies that obtained 218 building permits from the Depar 

One hand washed the other. 

Of the $980,000 expended, $720,000 went to selected vendors who provided goods and serv 

appreciation events. One such vendor, SOL Merchandising - owned by a DPW employee - re 

and merchandise." There's no record of the quantities provided for this phenomena! expense 

Restaurateur Nick Bovis got $25,327 for catering while permit-expediter and contractor Walt( 

ev_ent set ups. 

The other $260,000 of the $980,000 spent went to 164 individuals, mostly City employees. Tl 

Alliance for their out-of-pocket expenses at DPW events. For example, Sandra Zuniga, Nuru's 
Mayor's Office of Neighborhood Services, was reimbursed $10,464 for her employee appreci 
Three other DPW employees received more than $10,000, one of whom collected almost $6( 
to City Administrator Naomi Kelly who oversees DPW, and downward to rank and file worker~ 

DPW and City Administrator staff cost $40,000, of which $33,000 was solicited from folks d( 

Isn't it Illegal? 
The Administrative Code requires City departments to report gifts to the Controller, obtain Be 

accept and spend gifts worth more than $10,000, and annually publish the donor names, the 

disposition. The Sunshine Ordinance requires disclosure of the true source of outside funds 

arly financial interest the donor has with the City. DPW's Statement of Incompatible Activitle~ 

accepting gifts in exchange for doing their jobs. Trouble is, laws don't enforce themselves ar 
violations. 

Unlike elected officials and commissioners, appointed department he8ds were not required t 
They could covertly ask contractors to donate to non-City organizations that supported their 

~ide San Fra;~fsco ~;~,:.' N;;~r~!dh ~~;~e :rti~le~.o~';~W9ik nlaY_b_!!--::"'-; 
~· ""--~-- - - - _,'' •. ,_ ""' ;: ,~~ .: ":::C,';::<-~ 
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James Madison Freedom of Information A1uan 
adjudicate complaints, it cannot enfBt~~U&Rfpll~~e~sf·Afft'i-~JJ3b'fi§!8{{ilf'lie'~,*(tllliM;fetnii'!~l 
dismisses Sunshine violations referred for enforcement by the Task Force. 

When did the City Guardians Know? 

Now that the Feds have pounced on the City Family, the Controller pleads for better rules anc 

Commission .§QQeals for virtual gublic inRut to find "ways to strengthen San Francisco's govE 
Attorney's Office vows to "lead when it comes to clean government" as it follows the course: 

$171,000 contract for portable toilets unfairly awarded to a Nick Bovis company, barring forr 

Hernandez's engineering firm AzulWorks, Inc. from City work for 5 years for bribery, releasin~ 

including DBI Director Tom Hui and DPW boss Mohammed Nuru, and issuing 24 subpoenas· 

schemes- uncovered by the FBI. Better late than never, some say. To be fair, this January De1 

Building Inspection Commission President, Rodrigo Santos, for a $420,000 check fraud sche 

guidance. 

Still, the public needs to know why our own watchdog agencies missed the rot. Tips pertain it 
the offices of the Controller and the City Attorney since the Feds announced their charges in 

tips submitted before the scandal broke? 

The Controller's Whistleblower Program, the Ethics Commission's Enforcement Division and 

Team should audit all the complaints they received over the past 5 years. Then, disclose ho\/\ 
that festered undisturbed until the FBI and the US Attorney led the clean-up. 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideobserve 

October 2020 

More related ••• 

Dead End for Whistleblowers 

Ethics Commission to Whistleblowers: "D.O.A." 

Whistleblowers 

More articles by Dr. Derek K 

Click to find more investigative articles by Dr. Kerr. 
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WESTSID BSEE 

Ethics Executive Director LeeAnn Pelham 

by Dr. Derek Kerr 
xpectations ran high after voters approved Prop Kin 1993, launching the City's Ethics Comm 
agency to counter corruption in government and political campaigns. But between intent anc 

human nature. So, the quest for good government has vied with the pursuit of self-interest. S 

repeatedly dashed public expectations. Civil Grand Juries pushed to strengthen Ethics in 20( 

prompted initiatives by the public, the Board of Supervisors, and the Commission itself to arr 

Governmental Conduct Code and redefine Ethics' responsibilities. 

Curiously Coincidental Timing 
One way that governments blunt the impact of scandals is to 

show that remedial measures were already underway. On 

~'<:_.·~·'J' c< -· -~ -- ---0.'c!.L~·~ =..:-=---~~~-__c_:'......:::..:.c__:_.";,;: __ 
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James Madison Freedon1 of lnforn1atlon Avian 
claims have ever been-~~t~1'0i~r69fth~iEth11c-~;rirnrJfisl _~, l·/()rl~r;I c~/~ 
Commission. That startling fact has been 
hidden by reporting only that cases are 
"dismissed" or "closed:' The public is never 
told if a case was substantiated, partially
substantiated or not substantiated:' 

On 1/15/20, the FBI flied a sealed Criminal ComRlaint in US 

District Court alleging that former DPW chief Mohammed 

Nuru had pursued 5 corrupt "schemes" since 2018. The 

following day, on 1 /16/20, the Board's Government Audits & 

Oversight Committee £P,Rroved Supervisor Yee's audit 

request. The rationale, as stated by Supervisor Gordon Mar, 
was to check if recent changes in campaign finance and 

lobbying laws were being addressed and to improve the 

timeliness of investigations and enforcements, given "a 

political landscape like the one we are in." He added that "it 

seems as though the lowest hanging fruit are the targets of 

investigation rather than the more sophisticated operations." 

Neither the "more sophisticated operations" nor the current "political landscape" were descri 

On 1/21/20 the FBI arrested Nuru. After promising to keep 

probe, Nuru alerted his boss, City Administrator Naomi Kell: 
FBI wire-tappers. On 1 /28/20, the full Board unanimously a< 

without mentioning the explosive scandal then rattling City 

and anodyne reasons for the audit, plus the Board's policy t 

subject of a performance audit at /east once every eight yea1 
Aana\yst last reviewed Ethics Commission practices in 201: 
timing makes one wonder if Supervisor Yee was clairvoyan1 

Audit Findings 

The BLA's 81 ~page "Performance Audit of the Ethics Comm 

contains 5 findings and 16 recommendations. The recomm 

Executive Director LeeAnn Pelham who introduced many u~ 

findings are summarized below; 
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Ethics "has never been fully staffed." Since 2016, it has 

struggled with a "high vacancy rate" - 19o/o or about 4.5 
vacanc-1es annually. Meanwhile, there have been 15 changes 

to the Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code that required 

additional administration and programming. Understaff1ng is 

largely due to slow hiring; it takes 6 months to hire a new 

Ethics employee. Ethics relies on the City's Department of 

Budget Analyst Harvey Rost 

Human Resources to conduct its hiring - at a cost of $90/hour. Because Ethics lacks the fur 
shortages persist and impede every program. 

Audits 

Audits of election campaign committees have taken almost 2 years to complete, thereby red 

hindering enforcement within the statute of limitations. Investigators Jack audit training and· 

date_ Also, Ethics has yet to conduct mandated lobbyist audits_ 

Investigations 

Investigations of ethics violations take "more than two years on average" - actually 29 month 

complaints takes 6 months. Then, just 1 /3 of complaints receive formal investigations. Beca 

opens more cases than it resolves, there's a mounting backlog. Long-lingering investigationi 
deterrent effect of enforcement. 

Whistleblower Protection 

The Enforcement Division is responsible for investigating whistleblower retaliation claims. 0 
32 months to resolve. Such delays impair the gathering of evidence and witness testimony a 

investiQations. Further, Enfor_cement Division staff lack training in whist!eblower retaliation ir 

employment law rather than ethics law. 

Ethics veils the outcomes of retaliation investigations. When the BLA reviewed 34 retaliation 

2017 through 2019, it found that 20 were dismissed due to "insufficient evidence", 2 were wi1 
None were substantiated. Importantly, the BLA recommended that staff " ... report on whistleb 

the Ethics Commission on an annual b·asis, including reasons for dismissals and case closure: 

investigations." 

Unmentionables 
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SeQtember and October of 2013. s~8i~/(E11'ii'C~ .rem~1n'iJcarcie~dc~·~fff8f-ift'1fstV#a{fu-a1Whfs11e~rb'i 
Ethics Commissioner Joe Lynn's 5/7 /09 Fog City Journal revelation that Ethics investigation~ 

complaints "uncover willful violations only if the respondent decides to confess." That also ex· 

DOA. This failure to enforce the City's Whistleblower Protection Ordinance renders it meanin1 

a trap for naive complainants. Non-enforcement gives retaliators a green light to pursue whi~ 
consequences. Ultimately, taxpayers foot the bill when ineffective Ethics investigations forcE 

That also explains why retaliation claims are DOA. This failure to enforc 
Protection Ordinance renders it meaningless. It also makes it deceptive 
complainants. Non-enforcement gives retaliators a green light to pursu 
consequences." 

After the BLA's call for reporting whistleblower retaliation case outcomes, LeeAnn Pelham pi 
draft Annual ReQort. It lists some outcomes - but not how many cases were substantiated. 

a zero substantiation rate. Ethics hasn't explained this shady track record, apart from implyir 

unfounded. More likely, Ethics investigations are superficial and deficient. Tao, investigation~ 

and over-worked Ethics staff seek counsel or coaching from City Attorneys who are sent cob 

Whistleblower claims are often denied after consulting with City Attorneys. This practice aro 

Attorneys strive to minimize the City's exposure to civil liability - no matter how damning the 

officials and employees accused of retaliation. They justify their work as protectlng taxpayer 
Invariably, protecting City officials and the public purse takes priority over protecting whistle( 

relying on advice from City Attorneys favors respondents over complainants - and abets repr 

Also absent from the audit is how Ethics must annually bow and scrape before the Mayor's C 

to fund its budget. Ethics is thus beholden to, if not controlled by, the very folks it supposedlJ 

Instead of being independent, Ethics is captured. One solution is to fund Ethics the same wa: 

Auditor is financed - by a set portion of the City budget. For example, Ethics' operating budg 
by an automatic 0.04% cut of the City's _$13.7 billion budgfil, thereby reducing its fiscal deper 

September 2020 
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A Subpoena for SFPUC Skulldu 
by Dr. Derek Kerr 
n June 15th, 2020, US Attorney David Anderson delivered a Grand Jury subpoena to the Ci1 

(SFPUC). A copy was examined by the Westside Observer. The SFPUC's 2,500 employees r 
and power systems with a $1.4 billion budget. The federal subpoena demanded the res um 

performance evaluations for "any PUC employee who earned at least $100,000" since 201 1 

Statements of Economic Interests, proof of completing Ethics and Sunshine Ordinance tra 

reports and requests for reimbursement. Evidently, the feds are probing cronyism as well c 

P1162 

Speclflcally named were Ge 

Assistant General Manager 

They had to provide all reco 

including expense reports a 

Their personnel files were s 

documents showing they re 

approved certain contracts 

Some of these contractors ' 

corruption, alongside formE 

A notable in the "City Fam ii] 
A 
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US Attorney, David Anderson 

Eli 
Acting Executive Dire 

State and City confiic 

Kelly stood by her. Sh 

plus $5,000 by Ethics 

earned at Green for /l 

SFPUC was canceled 

the City's ethics traini 

her violation was "no· 

"oblivious" to her con 

25% of the maximum 

Neighborhoo 
Neighborhood watch 

Since July 2015 the \ 
Lawren·ce has warne( 

contracting practices 

purely on price but 3~ 

promises to help "un( 

social programs." Sin 

guidance from the SFPUC, Lawrence sees a form of "tribute" that invites favoritism and co 

pay for these extracted social benefits as well as fat salaries. perks and unchecked bond d 
charges have soared beyond the rate of inflation. 

!n a JulY. 2020 Marina Times article, Susan Dyer Reynolds critiqued Juliet Ellis and the Corr 

pioneered at SFPUC. Designed to help underserved communities, the Communit)'. Benefits 

contractors to disburse a percentage of their income to non-profits serving local communi 

beneficence is that the SFPUC informs contractors about non-profits that deserve their do1 

creeps in. The problem, as Reynolds details, is that; "There's no oversight, no voting, no pub 

Ellis and her team run a shadowy show that makes it impossible for outsiders to find out ex; 

Similarly, in 8. 2/14/19 Resolution, the SF Labor Council criticized the opacity of SFPUC sta 

requested payments from Union signatory contractors to preferred non-profit agencies" and 

unilateral hiring." Oddly, SFPUC's 5 Commissioners and its 17-member Citizens' Advisory _ _Q 

any of the shadowy practices now under federal scrutiny. 

SFPUC Whistleblowers 

P1163 
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Cronyis".' splits wo'.ki'or~li~ IN~'l~sld~r~al Jo~;.:~~t~":J;/;y -
and outsiders, leadmg to mistrust m i.c,~ 
management. Worse, cronyism begets ~-·,.,_ 

more cronies who protect each other by > · ·. •·• · · 
excusing poor performance and ethical 
lapses ... Workers who strive to obtain the 
required qualifications get demoralized. 
Those who are arbitrarily granted plum 
jobs, along with substantial salary and 
pension boosts, are beholden to their 
benefactors and unlikely to challenge 
managerial misconduct." 

Sources within the SFPUC (not named to avoid reprisals) 
tell us that cronyism and favoritism have pushed hiring and 

promotion decisions into predetermined outcomes. There's 

more. Among the allegations were; promoting unqualified 

workers, employment discrimination, filing false inspection 

reports, overlooking dumping violations, and helping 

politically connected restaurants to dodge penalties for 
SFPUC General ~ 

clogging sewers with illegally discharged grease. Such claims have reached the Whistleblc 

Commission, the City Attorney, the DA, the Environmental Protection Agency, Federal Cour 

rumblings, and articles in neighborhood newspapers, probably caught the eye of US Attorn 

analogous focus of his subpoena. 

Indignation arises when the SFPUC's own job requirements are not followed. For example, 

4 SuRervising lnsRectars who ensure that wastewater treatment protects public health an! 

qualification for this job Is a Grade 2 Environmental Compliance Inspector Certificate (aka. 

Certificate, Grade II) from the California Water Environment Association (CWEA). But the c: 
the 4 Supervisors lack that required credential; Audie llejay has a Grade 1 or "Entry Level"~ 

appears for Mark Middleton. Apparently, their former and current basses let these lapses~ 

explain the missing credentials - "no responsive documents." According to Transparent Ca· 

$191 ,608 with benefits in 201 9 and llejay earned $197,339. 

Part of the problem, sources say, is that some SF PUC higher-ups are themselves thinly qu< 
"loyal" rather than competent subordinates. Accordingly, compliant employees may get pn 

. ees,.are,-:tr.ayble.d bv w,hatJ..he" _ se_e.;a_s §.~J!ec · -
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- ylelding a $103,794 penslor 

California_ 

Another way to slip under-q 

positions, sources say, is to 

capacity. Acting appointme 
Civil Service vetting requirei 

There's no open application 

expert panel. "Acting" appoi 

that provides the qualificati· 
Meanwhile, already-qualif1e1 

opportunities. Amazingly, t~ 

Enterprise Organizational C 

managers (40o/o) are "Actin~ 

Cronyism and thE 

Cronyism splits workforces 

Assistant General Manager for External Affairs, Juliet Ellis leading to mistrust in mana 
begets more cronies who p1 

poor performance and ethical lapses. For the SFPUC, there are costs beyond the public an 

promoting under-qualified employees. The professional time and effort expended to deve\, 

when minimum qualifications are disregarded. Workers who strive to obtain the required q 

Those who are arbitrarily granted plum jobs, along with substantial salary and pension boc 

benefactors and unlikely to challenge managerial misconduct. 

As the Westside Observer previously re1;1orted, employee outrage over favoritism also erup· 

Agency as well as the Department of Public Health. This disquiet may be traced to the Ne\r 

"Civfl Service Reform," whereby managers were empowered to use their "expertise" and "b1 

"most appropriate" candidates rather than relying on "rigid" test scores, minimum qualif1c2 

"flexible staffing" can undermine merit-based employment and trigger costly accusations< 

A ray of hope emerged from SFPUC's Wastewater EnterRrise Business Plan that vowed to 

training" and "certification standards." Siinilarly, a 7 /14/20 "Workforce Eg~sis" pie. 

that managers use judgment," as in hiring, performance evaluations and discipline. These 

ta materialize now that federal prosecutors are targeting SFPUC's management. 

Acknowledgment: Thanks to the former and current SFPUC employees who provided tip~ 
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City Attorney Dennis Herrera Source: City P.llorney's Office~ 

5~/;l;;~-:r] he City Attorney's calamitous w~r agains_t Joanne Hoeper's Whistle_blower Retaliat. 
L·:y cost taxpayers $12,198,473. This whopping expense passed unnoticed due to ma1 

[,,·:::, we'll describe a bit later. Here's the breakdown; . 

Sewer-Gate: The Backstory 

The Westside Observer (WSO) has covered this saga since SeRtember 2014. Briefly, Jo Ho; 
Dennis Herrera's Chief Trial Deputy since 2000. In December 2011, the FBI notified her abo 
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Whistleblower 

Joanne Hoeper 

James Madison Freedon1 of Information AvJarc 
badgered thelind 'Si grl <ft i;\fflf' M ~ny '21 al ITis' w i!Y~ 'i i\J ri'Ja r~)r~ 1 (; r\i li'>n if< 
property owners, making them invalid. Sewers were usually replaced rs 

And, sewer replacements charges were inflated by $3,000 above stand< 

allowed private plumbing companies to fix sewer lines that were the re~ 

the required bidding process. Accordingly, taxpayers were funding priva 

plumbing company bonanzas_ 

... the lawsuit and jury verdict serve a significant benefit on the genera 
government officials from engaging in unlawful retaliation against a v 
of various statutes. - Court documents" 

Hoeper's warning about corrupt sewer claims caused a furor. Policies were revised. But in 

wrap up her investigation. She turned in a report recommending further investigation of pc 

Essentially, she faulted oversight within the Claims Unit - and the City Attorney's Office. Qn, 

a choice; unemployment or reassignment to the District Attorney's Office. Once Hoeper tra 

evaporated. Jn January 2014, Herrera fired her. 

Six Years of Costly Legal Wrangling 

Hoeper filed a whistleblower retaliation claim on July 1st, 2014. Two months later, 

Herrera issued an indignant rebuttal. Mediation failed as Hoeper asked for $1,895,000 

while Herrera countered with $355,000. Casting CAO lawyers aside, Herrera hired the 

powerhouse law firm of Keker & Van Nest at a dazzling _$850/hour. Sometimes, hiring big

guns cows plaintiffs to capitulate. The opposite happened after a stunning blunder; CAO 

spokesperson Matt Dorsey was allowed to email Herrera's rebuttal to the Westside 

Observer stating:"/ read with interest your column on former Deputy City attorney Joanne 

Hoeper's claim against city taxpayers for monetary damages, and thought you might be 

interested in the city's formal response ... " 

This disclosure undermined Herrera's central argument; that Hoeper could not reveal 

similar information to prove her case because it was attorney-client privileged. 

Once Hoeper filed suit in January 2015, the City immediately sought dismissal arguing tha 

she relied on protected attorney-client communications. On June 1st 2016 that claim was 

rejected in Superior Court - because the City had already leaked its version of events to 

the Westside Observer and the SF Chronicle. Further, the Court objected because the City's 

would bar most retaliation claims by attorney employees." 
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34.6 hour cut, thus savi~g a mea~~---$1S.:95fo~M~Bh~F:ne;1Je~1fVfee!/iniOuAtea~~~iihb~1A.o'~P€ 
contingency basis, they were entitled to a "multiplier" to boost their fees. Courts grant mui· 

pursue public interest cases when clients can't pay up front. Hoeper requested a multiplier 

opposed any enhancement. The judge awarded a 1.35 multiplier because; " ... the lawsuit an 

benefit on the general public: to deter government officials from engaging in unlawful retalia 

violation of various statutes." 

On August 3rd, 2017, the Court awarded Hoeper's attorneys$ 2,408,468 in trial fees. To thi 
$226,046 in post-trial fees, $56,512 in interest to the original jury award, $68,141 in interes 

costs, for a total Judgment of $5,471,138. The City's one-sided campaign to cut costs ha1 

Herrera charged headlong down a blind alley. 

On September 25th, 2017, the City appealed the judgment. Then came an intriguing 

switch; the a·ppeal was handled by City attorneys rather than the pricey losers at Keker & 

Van Nest. In an exhaustive 97-page brief, the City argued that the trial court wrongly let 

Hoeper introduce evidence that was attorney-client privileged, that the jury erred in its 

finding of whistleblower retaliation, that Hoeper failed to mitigate her damages, and that 

her award for emotional distress was excessive. After poring through 4,000 pages of cour1 

records, Hoeper's attorneys responded with a compelling 85-page rebuttal. The City then 
filed a 59-page reply brief. On February 13th, 2020 th·e Court of Appeal unanimously: 

.@jected the City's pleadings, stating; "None of these arguments is rneritorious." 

Karl Olson Phot(): 

~Aountain Democrat 

Beyond the legal trouncing, the 29 months of appeal

wrangling would be costly. Looming was the 7°1a interest 

on Hoeper's unpaid $5,471,138 award - amounting to 

$1,049 per day. Another 1.35 multiplier hovered over her 

current attorney's fees. Surely, the City would negotiate a 

settlement. Instead, after spending a month pondering a 

last-ditch appeal to the California Supreme Court, the City. 

folded. On April 2nd, 2020, Deputy City Attorney Jonathan 

Rolnick informed Hoeper's attorneys that he had been 

"asked to handle the resolution of the judgment." Still, nos 

DCA Rolnick reviewed - but did not contest - Hoeper's Ma~ 
relmbursement of appeal expenses. Records show no City 

and services detailed in laborious Declarations from her a1 

to an Amended Judgment that the Superior Court approve 

breakdown; 
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Total 
Source: City Attorney's Office 

Dodging Public Scrutiny 

Records show that the CAO asked the Controller to pay $7.3 million to Canatta, O'Toole, Fi1 

lawyers. The money came from the City's General Fund. In a 5/28/20 email, DCA Roi nick e: 

way to get the$ out the door and given the other issues the Controller is dealing with did no: 

also the quietest, least embarrassing way. 

Saving face may explain the sudden ardor for the "quickest way" after dragging the case o 

post-trial settlements weren't proposed. Settlements require a hearing and approval by the 

accepting defeat without a settlement, the payout eluded public inquiries and media cover 

skirted by shelling out amid the COVID-19 tumult. 

Records show that Herrera spent openhandedly to defend himself_ The Westside Observer 
the CAO attempted to reduce the fees charged by Keker & Van Nest. No such records werE 

City attorneys to pursue the appeal, legal fees fell to one-third of Keker & Van Nest rates. H 

attorneys from the outset, about $2.8 million could have been saved. Another $2.2 million 

without the appeal. We asked the CAO why it didn't attempt a post-trial settlement; no res~ 

The City Attorney's retaliatory sewer-gate debacle, alongside the FBl's recent arrest of DPV 

others for public corruption, jab at the City's anti-graft capabilities. As Hoeper wrote in "Bui 

in the February 2020 Westside Observer, her case casts doubt that the CAO can "conduct a 
investigation into the allegations that led to the arrest of Mr. Nuru." 

In a June, 2003 Press Release, Dennis Hen·era had praised Joanne Hoeper as "a public wr< 

Back then, her efforts to "stamp out public corruption through aggressive legal action" wer 

found fraud-enabling practices within his office, Herrera apparently contrived a pretext for· 

penchant for "knowing more than anyone else," resorting to a "scorched-earth approach" a 

frequent efforts to settle_" In pot-versus-kettle irony, Herrera failed to follow his own couns, 

jury and judges, tempered his lawfare, and settled earlier, taxpayers and whistle blowers we 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideobser 
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Captain Nick Rainsford Photo: Ingleside Liqhi: 

by Dr. Derek Kerr 
-~ n June 17, th€ SF Examiner re[Jorted that Taraval Station's Captain Nicholas Rains 

\;'.b!J "re~ieve~ ~f his comman,~ and placed under ~.dm~nistrative inves;igation." Reporte 
--~--- Chief William Scott had abruptly transferred Ra1nsford to SFPD s Homeland Sec\ 

Although an SFPD spokesperson declined to provide details, Examiner sources indicated t 

removals were typically driven by ''significant misconduct" or when an officer's ongoing prE 

a threat" to officers or the community. 

c~ 11"~ f" { '.' 
! - . ., (' .. .., ! 
;~ __ ( ~ 

0 •• ~ ••••• 9 ~ •• ' ••• ~ ••••••• 0 0 • 0 " 0 0 • 0 ••••••• 0 • 0 0 0 • ,, ••• 0 0 •• 0 0 •• , • 0 ' ' " •• 0 • 

Morale was sagging. Capt. Rainsford addressed the officers and appa 
the police had handled previous protests. His exact statement is not k 
thought it was wrong, felt offended and filed a complaint. Internal Aff; 

The Westside Observer (WSO) sought comments from Captain Rainsford but received nor 

was appointed Acting Captain on June 12th, told the WSO that he would manage day-to-d< 

"' ·,.ci~'-'---"''·,-~~~Jge~ -~]E!r_~~I'-~D-~ G?,P~9iD'.~. _a[lQ __ h __ aq ~'np_t .i~~-n~\f1E!d~ a~ 

P1170 

1 n11.ct/?()')() 11 ·0Q AM 



lr. Derck Kerr hltps://wcst<:.idcobSl>rvcr.co1n/r1ev>sivv·a1chdog_htmllioct20 

James Madison Freedom of Information Av;an 
after the police shooting of MaridlW&OtiS}icI'meGn'e~ha•a(~/o~t~H·'<i'WffN-'St~~et!J80f~~f{fjPfb 
Lives Matter" on a bulletin board displaying officer assignments. Authored by conservative 

Op-Ed cited data that challenged the "misrepresentation of police shootings." An affronted 

posting and sent it to the Examiner. In its reRort on the "Anti-Black Lives Matter article," thE 

about using City property for "political activity." MacDonald fired back in an QRinion Riece, 

lose their First Amendments rights when they work for the government." She proposed tha 

questioned the legality of posting an Op-Ed arguing that policing suffers from systemic rac 

determined that the Op-Ed was "not political in nature" and did not violate City rules againE 

campaigns. 

The incident with Capt. Rainsford seems more serious than the 2016 Op-Ed controversy. T 

Unprecedented social reactions to violent police interventions are driving extraordinary pol 

COVID-19 intensifies frustrations, conflicts and the growing tendency to silence opposing ' 

reactivity, the value and glj_ght of golice wh\stleblowers must be balanced with the record c 

Captain Rainsford's re-assignment may be temporary. As of 7 /1 /20 the SFPD sti!I identifle! 
commanding officer. No other Captain has been assigned to Taraval Station. There has be 

his reassignment by the SFPD or the Police Commission_ Neither Supervisor Norman Yee 1 

whose districts are partly covered by the Taraval Police Station, was notified. As Supervis( 

sudden and sub rosa reassignments "undermine trust and relationships with the communi 

A native son, Nick Rainsford was born and raised in the Parkside neighborhood of the Sun: 

Gabriel's Grammar School and Sacred Heart High School, he joined the USMC Reserves ar 

joined the SFPD in 1994, working at the Bayview, Central, Tenderloin, Richrnond, Ingleside i 

promotions along the way. After serving as Captain of the Staff Services Division that over 

staffing, he became T araval Station's Captain in December 2018. In that capacity, he focus 

ins and home burglaries as well as traffic safety. He wrote an informative column for the R 
and monthly editorials for Taraval Station's outstanding website. According to QRenlli!Yrol 

$222,786 in 2019. 

The Taraval Police District is the City's largest and most populous. It is bordered by Golder 

Beach to the west, Daly City to the south, and 7th Avenue down to Interstate 280 to the ea~ 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideobser 

July 3, 2020 
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Deadly Rip Currents at Ocean I 
cean Beach is notable for powerful swells that attract surfers, nature lovers and le 

confinement. Less visible are treacherous rip currents that can drag swimmers oL 

and frigid waters can quickly cause drowning. Prominent signs warning of the dar 

are easily overlooked amidst the captivating scenery. On a recent visit, signs werE 

T-shirts relevantly stating "I Can't Breathe". 

After a record 7 people drowned in 1998, the National Park Service implemented a beach~ 

responds to emergencies. Since then, annual drowning deaths at Ocean Beach haven't exc 

Beach is not a designated swimming area and because its 3.5 mile stretch would be prohil 

lifeguards are not routinely assigned there. Also, the presence of lifeguards could mislead 

swimming was endorsed. 

As reported by Hoodline on June 11, 5 East Bay teens were caught in a rfp current at the a1 

Street. Fortunately, the boys' frantic struggles were noticed. Workers from the Park Service 

co_llaborated on the rescue. Ambulances rushed the boys to the hospital. All suffered from 

went to the ICU in critical condition. Three teens were hospitalized in serious or stable con 

was discharged home. 

0 ••• 0. 0 > ••• 0 ~ ••• 0 •• 0. 0." 0 0 0 ". > ,, _, 0 0. 0 0" •• 0 0 0',, _, ~. 0"" '>, 0 0 0 •• 0 _,. 0. ~ 0. • . 

... annual drowning deaths at Ocean Beach haven't exceeded two. Beci 
a designated swimming area ... lifeguards are not routinely assigned I 

- ,_:,., ! ,,, - / ,9",,.,_-~·~·--f ·, .. 1, .!: "-', _,~~t-· · .. ,,,,'Ji::'::. t. ·-01 ~l-~ .. j-, 4J-_!_. ~1 --J.~·.,. '~ !..L!! • _ __!__;___~ 
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decided to lock arms and wade waist

deep into the surf. An unexpected wave 
knocked them apart. Two 16 year olds, 

Grisham Duran and Wayne Ausa, were 

swept out to sea and lost. Then

Supervisor Eric Mar sponsored a 

5/12/16 hearing before the Public 

Safety and Neighborhood Services 

Committee where every agency 

involved in safety monitoring, as well as 

rescue and recovery efforts described 

their services. The SF Fire Department deemed Oc 

in the nation. In 2015 alone, the Park Service cond 

which 19 required hospital attention. 

Despite enhanced signage and rescue patrols, casualties among unwary swimmers have ( 

deaths in 1998. Between 1998 and 2006, 7 deaths were reported. In January 2006, the boc 

and novice surfer Sean Fahey washed up near Sloat Blvd. Then in May 2006, Marlin Coats, 
drowned while trying to save 2 boys who were struggling in the surf. The boys were hospit 

recovered. ln April 2014, Abel Cornejo, his 14 year old son Marcos and a cousin were swei: 

saved, the father ended up in a coma in the ICU at UCSF and young Marcos was lost at sec 

surfer who drowned in August 2016. A swimmer was lost in the surf near the Cliff House r1 

December 2018, Jay Seideman, a 43 year old tech executive from Oakland, succumbed to 

stricken surfer required CPR after being rescued then was hospitalized in critical condition 

drownings did not receive media attention. 

Navigating the Rips at Ocean Beach 

Rip currents or ''rips" make Ocean Beach a perilous recreational area. Nationwide, rip currE 

rescues. Three foot waves can strike with surprising force, tossing waders off their feet. E1 
water can pull the strongest swimmers out to sea. A UC Berkeley oceanograP-her exRlains. 

incoming waves are deflected by the beach into an underwater channel that funnels thew; 

streams are deceptive. By flowing out through the surf zone, rips create a calm spot thats 

actually hazardous. Rips move at a rate of up to 8 feet per second, making it impossible to 

who panic and fight the current are soon exhausted. They are further incapacitated becau: 

stays at a bone-chilling 56 degrees even in the hottest months. Drowning can occur in a fe 
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water until the current dissipates, then swim back to · ·;:, ._,·,_,.ci '';'"' ! , 

shore away from the rip zone. 

Ocean Beach experts advise that even wading at 

ankle depth is risky. Safer yet, stay out of the water. 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative 

reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideobserver.com 

June 15, 2020 

The Enigma of COVID-19 lmm1 

' --\ 
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to them without halting replicatidn~(t-O@Utra1fi7r\~·fa'r1tifftYa1efu_!ar'E!J1/e9 ~tbleb~Bf§~a~~(~S-fi\~fet 
but they emerge after infection or vaccination. 

Antibodies Do Not Ensure Immunity 

A recent study from Shanghai showed that among 175 patients who recovered from COV\! 

undetectable neutralizing antibody levels. Similarly, researchers at Rockefeller University f( 

convalescent patients, 33°/o had no detectable neutralizing antibodies while 46'Yo had low IE 

recovered, presumably the cellular component of the irnmune system fought off the virus. 

could also fail to generate protective antibodies in a sizeable sub-population. 

Even if neutralizing antibodies do develop, it's not yet known how long they last or the amo 

CoV-2. Some viral infections !ike the common cold - often caused by different coronaviru~ 

transient antibody levels that do not bestow lasting immunity. As for the antibodies to the 

MERS and SARS, they declined after several months. Likewise for antibodies arising after i 

the case of AIDS, there's an abundance of antibodies to HIV but they are non-neutralizing c 

we still have no vaccine against AIDS or any coronavirus. 

o• '·>0 >OOO,>O >0;0000,000 'ooo •00000 •,o-,ooo;,, '• > ,,,,.,, o ' '' ,,.,_, ,,,. ' - •,• _, •' - o 

Contra these gloomy laboratory studies, clinical findings from South I 
the specter of re-infection. Among 263 patients who fully recovered f 
tested positive for SARS-CoV-2 weeks later, none harbored viable viri 
longer infectious." 

Another reason why viral infections evade the immune system is that viruses mutate so th 

Preliminary data from China indicates that SARS-CoV-2 mutates frequently and some strai 

than others. The deadlier mutations recovered from Chinese patients were also noted in p: 

New York State_ The milder strains resembled those in Washington State. Thus, mutations 

variable mortality rates seen in different regions. A non-peer reviewed article by Korber et< 

SARS-CoV-2 mutation dubbed "D614G" that is replacing the original Wuhan virus across th 

New York. Though challenged by other scientists, such mutations, like those of the f1u viru 

develop an effective vaccine or to prevent re-infection. 

Antibodies, whether acquired by natural infection or vaccination, may not be protective. In 

the World Health Organization rejected antibody tests to grant "immunity passports" - cer 

circulate freely VJithout fear of re-infection. WHO declared; "There is currently no evidence t 
from COV/D-19 CJnd have antibodies are protected from a second infection". Also, many anti 



)r. Derek f(crr 

22 of236 

https://\\'estsideohservcr.com/news/\vatchdog.hrml#oct20 

James Madison Freedon1 of Information Av1ar< 
.)oci{'IY of flf<).~~ss.i<)nal Jo11rr1alist_~ 1 l'Jc1rCr1l {~./1·aPl1?r 

SARS-CoV-2 binds to ACE-2 receptors that are found throughout the body, notc:ibly the airw 

lining of blood vessels, the heart and kidneys. This explains the widespread organ involver 

Some patients succumb to an unruly inflammatory cascade called a "cytokine storm" whe1 

cells attack organs infected by the virus. A related immune over-reaction called "multi-syst 

has affected some children weeks after being exposed to SARS-CoV-2. 

Conversely, SARS-CoV-2 weakens the immune system by binding to CD-147 receRtors on I: 

virus. Thus, anti-viral immune cells get infected by the virus they are supposed to destroy. 

show markedly deRressed ly-mQhoc}'!e counts but those who are severely ill show "functio 

lymphocytes. So SARS-CoV-2 acts like HIV by neutralizing a key component of the immunE 

Montagnier, winner of the 2008 Nobel Prize in Medicine for discovering the Human lmmun 

AIDS, asserted that SARS-CoV-2 is a lab-created virus containing HIV genetic sequences.!

Wuhan Institute of Virology after modifying a coronavirus to develop an AIDS vaccine. 

When normal cells are infected, they change in ways that are recognized by the body's imn 
CoV-2 camouflages the cells it infects, resulting in "immune evasion". By hiding its tracks,· 

recognition and elimination of virus-infected cells". This mechanism could allow SARS-Co' 

infection like Hepatitis-C or AIDS and may explain why some patients experience prolonge 

shedding. 

Contra these gloomy laboratory studies, clinical finding§. from South Korea bring optimism 

Among 263 patients who fully recovered from COVI D-19, then tested positive for SARS-Co' 

viable viruses. They were no longer infectious. The diagnostic test merely detected RNA fr 

can take several months to clear from convalescent patients. Unlike HIV, SARS-CoV-2 did 

cells, making it doubtful to result in chronic infection or recurrence. Although antibodies in 

protective, solid evidence of immunity from re-infection is lacking, coming from non-peer r 

monkey:s. Given COVID-19's uricertainties, safety means avoiding exposure and supportin~ 
adequate exercise. rest, nutrition plus vitamins D and c_ 
Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideobser 

June 2020 
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Mystique of COVID-19 Transmi 

L/-1~~:~_,G o date, we have been told that SARS-CoV-2 (severe acute respirato 

f 1 the new coronavirus that causes the disease called COV\D-19, is s 
r:-.;__ infected persons cough or sneeze. These virus-laden droplets can 

mouth. Droplets also \and on nearby surfaces. If we touch contaminated s 

noses, eyes and perhaps genitals, the virus can invade our bodies. That's [ 

receptors on mucosa\ cells but cannot penetrate intact skin. Accordingly, r 

keeping 6 feet away from others, washing hands frequently, and avoiding touching our fac1 

Upon recognizing that Infected people were transmitting the virus without or before feelin~ 

A survey of 3,000 people in Italy found that; "the great majority of people infected with GOV 

asymptomatic but represented a formidable source of contagion". By definition, asymptom< 

sneezing so they probably spread the virus by other means. 

oooono•o•oo'"'"~••>••••-••OOoo>Ooooo~ooooo•O>oo•>oooOo><><>o••••~•'""oooo• 
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members contracted COVID-19 a~teriat:,t1•rtfi.Rtr~rrfic:tfte>ran~ .Wnrpwilfrisj ~6rsr:ri,g1Hoin~,1Wi 
incubators. 

Features of Aerosols 

There is data indicating that the virus can spread by aerosol - not just droplets. In general, 
while aerosols consist of micro-droplets measuring less than 5 microns. The SF fog is one 

is the invisible mist we produce with every breath. It becomes visible by exhaling against a 

vapor condenses into water. Unlike larger droplets that quickly fall to the ground, aerosols 

hours - like clouds. Severa! studies show that aerosols, and some droplets, can travel wel 

Micro-droplets in aerosols also pose a danger because their small size allows them to rea1 

droplets deposit in the upper airway where they are typically trapped by mucus that is pusl 

hair-like structures called cilia. Aerosols are largely blocked by face masks, especially N95 

particles above 0.3 microns. 

Aerosols Carry Viral Particles 

Aerodynamic research on air samples in COVID-19 hospitals in Wuhan, China found viral R 

toilets where flushing urine and feces can aerosolize the virus. Indeed, other researchers D 

feces of most COVID-19 patients. Viral RNA was also found where workers removed their I 

scattering viral partlcles into the air. However, well-ventilated patient care areas and open I 
of aerosolized viruses. Once contaminated areas were sanitized, the air within became vin 

at the University of Nebraska Medical Center found viral RNA in air samples from roo1ns o· 

et al detected viral RNA in the air exhaust fan of Singapore hospital rooms, indicating airb< 

Since these studies only isolated viral RNA, they did not prove that the air contained viable 

SARS-CoV-2 has a RNA core and a spiked protein coat). Further, viral concentrations in the 

know how many viruses are needed to cause infection. However, because SARS-CoV-2 is t 
because aerosols have spread tuberculosis, influenza, measles and the 2003 SARS coronc 

COVID-19 is likely, particularly in crowded, enclosed spaces with poor ventilation or re-eye! 

transmission is rare. Out of 1,245 COVID-19 cases documented in China, onl~ 2 were contr 

circulates freely. 

Aerosols Transmit Infection 

A study_ by Van Ooremalen et al showed that when SARS-CoV-2 was introduced into aeros~ 
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solution. Chin et al used micro-droplets of virus solutions to test viral viability against varic 

and surfaces. Most household disinfectants neutralized SARS-CoV-19 - but acids like vinE 

virus, so dryers set at high, about 130 degrees F, would eliminate SARS-CoV-2 from cloth in 

Alarmingly, they found that the virus remained viable for 14 days at 39 degrees F, so refrigE 

sanitized. Reassuringly, the virus lasted less than 3 hours on printing or tissue paper at roe 

contaminated banknotes harbored viable virus for 2 days and cleared on day 4. Cloth and' 

days while glass surfaces cleared within 4 days. Plastic and stainless steel held viable virL 
7. Hence, the need to wash hands often; at least 10 times daily_ has proven ideal. 

The likelihood of airborne infection depends on the dose of virus transmitted and the dural 

unmasked face-to-face chat could pass the virus. Accordingly, if unmasked, avoid crowdec 

places. As for conversations, keep them short. masked and distanced. 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideobser 

May2020 
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Door-to-Door Imposters, Robocalls: Beware of Co 
imes of crisis bring out the best in us - and the sleaze in scam 
March newsletter alerted the public to a creepy COVID-19 scar 
Department of Public Health (DPH) or Centers for Disease Car 
going door-to-door, asking to enter homes to conduct inspectic 

CDC sends personnel door-to-door to inspect private residences. 

Health Inspectors Although City Disaster Services workers do pl< 

In various neighborhoods, they do not ask to enter homes or establishments. DPH Environ 

checking sanitation in SRO hotels, but they notify building managers in advance and prese 

specific food safety inspections in restaurants and related facilities. Again, they show DPI-

.................................................. ~ •••••• -0 •••••••••••• 

The IRS reports a wave of calls and emails from fraudsters seeking· 
fees to speed up delivery of the $1,200 "Stimulus Check." 

P1180 
]()/1.:1./'.J()'.J() 11·()0 hl\lf 



1r. Derek Kc1T http.s://\vcstsi deobscr ver. con1/ne\vsl\vatchdog.htin l l!-oct20 

James Madison Freedom of Information Av1an 
'ocr·,, ti; 1 ( n '< ,r,,, ,;,Fl'I!' i1-J< •rr' a/i{"• 1 I· l()f(-r-r' ,--1- ··1 '!'er 

The FTC 3dvises to hang up on (6Doc·a11s~D6. hol·pfes·s 8ny' nu·moerS'b·r ariswet' any 1QLle
1
st11 

more robocalls. Whether commercial solicitations come by phone, email or text message, 

wire money. Beware also of fake COVID-19 charitable solicitations. Check to see if the cha 

calls for donations. Report solicitation scams to the FTC at 1-877-382-4357. 

Snake Oil The World Health Organization (WHO) has alerted the global community al 

that clalm to prevent, detect, treat or cure COVID-19." Notably, deceptive websites general I: 
landline phone number. Consumers are advised to seek guidance from a medical professi1 

scammers are flooding the US market with fake or untested sanitizers and disinfectants, c 

coronavirus. The Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) lists approved sanitizers and thri 

retailers who sell unregistered COVID-19 related products. 

Social Security Scams The Social Security Administration (SSA) is warning thr 

threatening suspension of Social Security benefits due to COV\D-19 -related office closur~ 

recipients to call a number operated by sca1nmers. They demand personal information or I 

wire transfer to preserve your benefits during the COVID-19 shut-down. The SSA emphasiz 

Security payments or benefits during the pandemic - or demand fees. Report these crooks 

The IRS reports a wave of calls and emails from fraudsters seeking personal information c 

the $1,200 "Stimulus Check." The official term is "Economic Impact Payment" and the IRS; 

your bank account. The !RS does not call or email taxpayers to verify personal or banking i 

identity theft cons. Do not open "IRS Emails" or click on any links or attachments within th1 

involves sending taxpayers a bogus IRS check with directions to call a number to verify the 

it. Report such scams at; https://www.irs.gov/privacy:-disclosure/report-phishing. 

Information and caution are protective against cheats. Get definitive guidance and subscri 

for Disease Control and Prevention at https://www.cdc.gov/coronavirus/2019-ncov/whats 

Public Health provides information and updates on COVID-19 at; httRs://www.sfdRh.orgld_j 
City's overall responses can be tracked at; https:l/sf .gov/topics/coronavirus-covid-19. 

Dr Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact watchdogs@westsideobser 
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by Dr. Derek Kerr 
here's another deadly epidemic in the City .. Until now, San Francisco's robus 
reduction programs had forestalled the opioid overdose epidemic sweepin· 
Press Release and Health Commission Rresentation detailed how fatal dru 
projected 400 cases in 2019. Deadlier th an homicides, suicides and traffic 

overdoses are now primarily driven by fentanyl. Most casualties are men, 40 to 59 '. 
disproportionately African-American. 

Fentanyl 
A potent and fast-acting opioid, fentanyl is about 100 times more potent than morphine 
heroin. Formulated in 1959 to control pain from cancer or surgery, fentanyl was later ac 
because it's cheaper to produce and easier to smuggle than heroin. As detailed in journ 
Fentanyl, Inc., it mostly comes from China where chemical companies synthesize recre 
subsidies. These labs produce fentanyl variants or precursors that haven't yet been de( 
them to US clients and Mexican cartels Ironically criminalizing heroin has spawned a~ 

;__~----- ',._ /-::_-"___:-~ _...':~-~~__,: :_-:. ~~., ·, - _' __ ·: _:_ ··_-'', ~' ' '~' 
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the street opioid of choice because it's cheaper and delivers a better rush, per Or. Phi Iii[ 
Substance Use Research. Because the purity of street fentany\ varies, users don't know 

overdoses. Data Dr. Coffin shared with the Westside Observer shows that fentanyl-relat1 

annually since 2015, reaching 162 in 2019. But that's a partial count due to the 6-montr 

and toxicology results. DPf-1 projections for 2019 foresee around 200 fentanyl-linked ov 

fatalities far exceed heroin plus prescription opioid deaths. 

To counter the overdose epidemic, the DPH employs a Harm-Reduction model. This inc 

and clinics, freely distributing naloxone (Narcan) a drug that reverses opioid overdoses. 

strips so users can check their stash, and planning drug sobering centers. Needle acce 

to smoke rather than inject fentanyl and offer aluminum foil to facilitate this safer optic 

single-room occupancy hotels where 30o/o of overdose deaths occur, advising drug user 

Treatment strategies include easing access to methadone and buprenorphine (Suboxo\ 

Once implemented, Mental Health SF will expand these services. 

Methamphetamine 

Methamphetamine is largely produced by Mexican cartels that import the chemical pre 
cocaine, it's a stimulant but longer-lasting and cheaper. Meth-related overdose deaths l 

decade. However, the numbers exploded in 2019. As the Medical Examiner told the WS 
deaths as of March, with a projected total of 252. That's double the 126 meth deaths lo 

overdoses, the DPH foun·d that 47% of Psychiatric Emergency visits in 2017-18 were m1 

Although no medications can reverse methamphetamine overdoses or block cravings, , 

Contingency Management, whereby users receive cash rewards for staying clean. Senc 

Senator Scott Wiener, would provide Medi-Cal coverage for this intervention. Based on I 

Force recommendations, a 12-bed Meth Sobering Center with access to counseling an( 

Tenderloin this year. 

Overdose Deaths and Prevention 

Overdose deaths refer solely to acute drug poisonings. They exclude drug-related deatf 

injuries, and infections. Also excluded are alcohol related deaths that are categorized d 
overdoses involve multiple drugs, it's difficult to determine which one was lethal. Fore~ 

methamphetamine overdoses involve other drugs - mostly fentanyl. So fentanyl contrib 

attributed to meth, cocaine and heroin. When one death is caused by 2 drugs, it genera1 
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2006 to 2016, injection drug iifr!ril1fNJo~Qi;•a1;1ififrJG1~!111if~'ru!oo\J f'l.'¥1Mt!sf~s;!liitl' 
stayed flat. And it isn't due to the national prescription opioid epidemic. Local prescript 

steadily dropped since their peak 2010. The breakdown in the City's containnient effort 

availability and desire for fentanyl - and meth. 

To curb the availability of dangerous drugs, the US Attorney for San Francisco Jaunchec 

dealers and suppliers last August. This "Federal lnit"1ative for the Tenderloin" started by 

drug traffickers who commuted from the East Bay. This intervention gave residents aw 

intimidating open-air drug market. Yet, prior drug raids by the SFPD faced criticism for 1 

needed, such enforcement measures bring transitory relief. 

Our overdose epidemic gives reason to establish Supervised or Safe Injection Sites like 

As reported in the September 2017 WSO, Safe Injection Sites (SIS) can prevent overdos 

facilitate addiction treatment, but may relieve a fraction of the problem without improvi 

drug users is low due to registration requirements and the stronger allure of the street l 
that more City users wanted "food and showers" than drug treatment from an SIS. lnjec 

traumas and despair that drive addiction. 

San Francisco's 3-year quest for SISs has been thwarted by federal prohibitions and op1 

enforcement groups. Hopes that the State would protect SIS operators· were dashed wf 

AssemblY. Bill-186 in 2018. Brown called the bill "all carrot and no stick" for "enabling ill• 

without requiring treatment for addiction. With Governor Newsom in office, an identical. 

Senator Scott Wiener and re·branded as an "Overdose Prevention Program" was introdL 

This February, Supervisor Matt Haney called on the Governor to issue an Executive Ord1 

Site" in San Francisco. 

Hopes soared this February when Philadelphia got Federal Court approval for an SIS b:,i 

decrease rather than enable drug use, thereby not violating federal law. However, a P-Ubi 

the local US Attorney torpedoed the plan. Although Mayor London Breed introduced leg 

SIS, US Attorney David Anderson who orchestrated the Tenderloin drug raids vows to sl 

impact of the COVID-19 pandemic on efforts to contain the opioid epidemic. 

All told, the DPH funds 65 programs to provide drug and alcohol treatment services - ci 
mental health budget. Contractors served 5,975 substance abuse clients last year. Yet 1 

show the Health Commission that its many- and costly- interventions are still effectiv~ 

deaths, drug-related Emergency Room visits and hospitalizations indicate that City pro! 

officials and non-profit contractors call for more services. There's a "carrot" versus "stic 

approach and Federal interventions. More integration would be better than more of eac 
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Some sewer claims were fraudulent'but routinely approved by the Claims bureau, at ta) 

as detailed in the Westside Observer in Ser;itember and November 2014, and February~ 

Hoeper's probing threatened managers close to Herrera, her investigation was shut do\ 

her position in July 2012. She was transferred to the DA's Office and later terminated. T 

"Sewergate." In 2018, the NorCal Society of Professional Journalists recognized Hoepe 

Information Award in the Whistleblower category. 

o •~• 00 OQ O OQ' •• o.o > '' oonoo ono '"·' o~ o" >" '"' o oo •, 'O ""' > o o • o > 

Taxpayer costs will exceed $5 million since the City has been paji 
Nest law firm $850/hour to defend Herrera. Keker & Van Nest alr1 
$2,267,75, back in September 2016, records show." 

The Court of Appeals sustained Hoeper's awards of $1,338,578 for lost wages, $1 ,291,• 

$2.4 million for attorney's fees. The City argued that these awards were unwarranted ar 

characterlzedthe City's appeals as "without merit". Taxpayer costs will exceed $5 millio 

paying the Keker & Van Nest law firm $850/hour to defend Herrera. Keker & Van Nest al 

back in September 2016, records show. Karl Olson, one of Hoeper's attorneys, told the i 
California Supreme Court to review the case, but only So/o of such Petitions for Review a 

Og-Ed - A special to the Westside Observer) 

February 2020 

Auto Burglars Assail Westside, Ea: 
Migrate to LA 

by Dr. Derek Kerr 
ti.'}{':.; lthough citywide auto burglaries seemingly dropped 2'7'o in 2019, 

)_:,_;_:~::·. they soared by 24% on the Westside. The table below is derived 
[_;:,,:!j[":.(':J from the Taraval Police Station's excellent website. Note the 

surge in auto burglaries since August. 

As explained in the July 2018 Westside Observer, these numbers are static. 

They are not updated to Include late crime reports. Such updates are logged 
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CompStat shows that in 2019, home and shop burglaries numbered 334 versus 507 re~ 
That may reassure Sunset residents. As the July 2019 WSO reported, home invasions 2 

uprising in that predominantly Asian neighborhood. 

l YEAR I JAN I FEB I MAR I APR I MAY I JUN I JUL I AUG I SEP I i 
.. .. 

2019 157 123 112 91 107 101 131 167 189 

2018 134 100 122 100 121 104 128 135 95 

2017 121 140 157 154 176 149 148 106 115 

According to citywide CompStat figures, there were 25.,677 car break-ins in 2019 versu~ 
is dubious. By the time all the delayed reports for 2019 are tabulated, the updated total: 

reduction. On top of this, published numbers. are understatements. Folks without comp 

bother to report break-ins when arrest rates linger around 2o/a. However, compared to th 

vehicles in 2017, the crime wave has subsided. 

The stabilization in citywide car break-ins masks a shift in crime targets. Auto-booster:i 
to residential areas - like the Westside, and even Safeway parking lots per the 1 /31 /20: 
moriitor tourist sites, criminals seek opportunities for easier pickings elsewhere 

San Francisco isn't suffering alone with this epidemic. East Bay auto break-ins soared ii 
there were increases of 25% in Oakland, 32% in Berkeley and 48% in San Leandro. As re 

Chronicle, East Bay poliCe agencies have formed a "roving task force" to crack down o~ 
time. It gets worse. 

This January, the Los Angeles Times described a new crime trend plaguing LA since 2G 

members have been traveling to LA in rental cars to steal belongings from autos parkei 

Criminal tourists now prey upon regular tourists. After scouring parking lots for out-of-~ 
cars, they brazenly break windows fn broad daylight- even in view of surveillance came 

Because Bay Area smash-and-grab crews are known to local cops, they hit the road to r 

anonymity. So, LA detectives are sharing data with their Bay Area counterparts to track: 

data includes social media where thugs like to brag about their exploits. Last April, an ( 

auto burglaries in Hollywood, using electric scooters to hustle the goods away. The sto. 
Oakland and 5 people were arrested. 

What's happening closer to home? The WSO asked Taraval Station's Captain Nicholas f 
Westside car break-ins. He indicated that he was reviewing the crime data with hls staf 

comment 
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L· :\... marijuana industry, shows how efforts to curb the illegal market while helpi 

-~·!.:J on Drugs can backfire. 

In 2016, 74o/o of San Francisco voters passed California Proposition 64, allowin! 

cannabis for adults over 21 without a prescription. Since January 2018, these recreatio 

been tracked from "seed to sale" to ensure consumer safety and prevent illegal diversic 

l:J I - .. . ,, . r. ,, • ,, •• """" ·~" ""···'.",., "'. """ ... , , ,,., ",,.,,.,, ., , ,, • , . , ".,".,,, •• -.. ,,.," 
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. __ J _; This quagmire burdens taxpayers ... In 2018-19 it collected $360, 
operating budget. Those fees came from existing businesses. But i 
zero application fees due to the logjam. Yet, its operating budget w 

With this mandate, the Board of Supervisors passe 

cannabis businesses 600 feet away from schools c 

and along commercial corridors. Then Ordinance 2 

process. It included an Equity Program that prioriti:i 

the War on Drugs, and an amnesty progrc:im so sorr 

the legal market by complying with regulations. Thi 

to manage these processes. The Controller's Off1c€ 

permitted cannabis operations. 

The land-use Ordinance worked, as shown by the 0 

At this time, the only Westside storefront dispensa1 

Doors are open at 2161 Irving St. and medicinal cannabis is Barbary Coast Sunset at 
two on Ocean Avenue are closed for renovations. B 

created a self-defeating solution. 

REGULATORY LOGJAM: Although 212 cannabis businesses are authorize• 

operating. That's way less than the 387 oper8ting in Oakland. Of these 118 operating bt 

retailers and all were pre-existing or pre-approved Medical Cannabis Dispensaries. Like 

only retailers, growers, manufacturers, and distributors were already in place. New busi 

That's because Equity Program applicants hold top priority. By City law, no other applic< 

equity entrants get 50% of all permits issued. Only three equity entrants have been app1 

backlog. 

EQUITY REVERSAL: Equity Program applicants must meet strict criteria invc 
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Cannabis Storefront Retailers in San FranciscoStorefronts are heavily clustered in the 

Market Street corridor. Note: Delivery-only retail operators not~ 

store-front dispensaries. Another 144 await approvals for delivery-only outfits or cultiva 

distribution operations. The backlog is so bad that new equity applicants face an addit1 

being considered. As for non-equity applicants, they're shut out entirely. 

Meanwhile, equity applicants are crushed by expenses since they must maintain a site 

Rent alone can amount to hundreds of thousands of dollars while waiting for a permit .. 

equity applicants are forced into debt. Or, they sell ownership shares to well-heeled inv€ 

companies. ·Either way, the aims of the Equity Program are thwarted. 

Although a Community Reinvestment Fund was set up to offset costs for equity applic< 
City fears liability for aiding sales of a federally-outlawed drug. Further, there are so ma 

that the market will be saturated before they're all approved, per the Controller's analysi 

As for the black-market entrepreneurs who opted to go legit, they're stuck in the permit, 

thriving illicit market that dwarfs the legal upstart by a factor of 3 to 1. As the Report cc 

undermined its own equity goals and intent to eliminate the illicit market." 

ECONOMIC BURDENS: This quagmire burdens taxpayers. The Office of Car 

permit application and renewal fees. In 2018-19 it collected $360,000, about half of its: 

came from existing businesses. But in 2019-20 it will collect zero application fees due 1 

budget will top $1 million. Deficits will persist until the Office of Cannabis clears the ba1 

all 12 City departments supervising the cannabis industry, the cost to taxpayers exceec 

cannabis sales taxes covered these losses_ That may not last. After 3 years of steady i! 

declined by 16'l>'o then leveled out in 2019. Statewide cannabis sales saw a similar decli1 

black-market competition are cramping tax revenues. Meanwhile, legal cannabis prices 
' '" ~ ""'~ '" - ~· - " ., ,~~ -- -·,·--,, ~ "'•. ,.-,, - 7 -~~----" - .--=::. __ ._ 
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Retail Storefront Locations of Proposed Equity Business (currently in queue). Out of 

applicants,133 are applying for storefront retail_ The proposed locations are heavily< 

Union Square, the Mission and SOMA 

PUBLIC SAFETY PRESERVED: In 2006, the City assigned marijuana off, 

priority. Since then, cannabis arrests have steadily declined, although African-American 

disproportionately affected. SFPD incident reports show a 17o/o drop in cannabis off ens 

adult-use was legalized. However, this number does not include low-level infractions. In 

comprised 0.1 % of recorded City crimes. As for marijuana-related complaints reported 

0.003% of 2018 calls. The Westside enjoys the lowest incidence of cannabis-related cri 

logged just 4% of the City's 2018 total. 

ln accord with other studies, the Controller's Report found that property and violent crin 

retallers dropped by 2o/o, whereas they increased citywide. Larceny theft and burglary pr 

dispensaries - but also throughout the City and at similar rates. Since dispensaries clu 

Controller's Report concluded; " ... crime that occurs near cannabis locations is likely drh 

commercial distrlcts, rather than the notion that cannabis operators attract more crime 

California Highway Patrol records showed that cannabis-only stops for San Francisco c 
2018. Those 31 cases were 1 0 more than in 2017, a post-legalization increase. HowevE 

increased and comprised 82o/o of DUls. The remaining DU ls involved other drugs or miX 

cannabis was used with other intoxicants. 

PUBLIC HEALTH CONCERNS: When adult-use cannabis was legalized, 1 

consumption and limit access for young people. Current data for San Francisco is lacki 

recreational marijuana was legalized in 2012, there was no change in youth use rates. ~ 

cannabis use among youth decreased - even as many states legalized marijuana. 

According to SF Unified School District surveys, suspensions for drug possession (larg1 
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have increased slightly since 1'<19 ~~ Wgaf r{'!fl~'rfilifib'e?~ ,\?e1§mo\i; fuve'r1191iief.1'd;~11lfalf 1 
encounters. On the other hand, cannabis admissions to DPH Substance Abuse Treatmi 

2018, just 355 or 4'Yo of admissions were for marijuana. Per the Controller, these numbE 

reduce cannabis, just further monitoring. 

The Office of Cannabis has rallied City departments to streamline the permitting proce; 

applicants, a $1.3 million grant was secured along with pro bona legal assistance from 

8-member Cannabis Oversight Committee inaugurated in December 2019, will advise t 

"facilitate socially responsible growth of the cannabis industry_" Hopefully, it will help to 

recommendations detailed in the Controller's Report. 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a SF investigative reporter. Contact: watchdogs@westsideobserver.com 

February 2020 
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SFPD and the FBI 

Supervisor Gordon Mar opens the hearing investigating the Joint Terroris 

by Dr. Derek Kerr 
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That arrangement was secret!~ reneWed in 2007, adding tighter FBI controls and secre( 

Commission. When its contract with the FBI expired in February 2017, the SFPD bailed 

concerns and the turmoil of switching its Police Chiefs. 

•••" o~o• ooo •~• o oo oo •••, o ;o oo • ,.,, o oo n"; ;o ., "''' o o .,,, '•> "" ,, o ' .• o ,_, o' -, • >' '', 

... Supervisors unanimously passed the ... transparency and ace 

.. In effect, the law authorized SFPD brass and City officials to O\ 

Joint Terrorism Task Force investigations." 

San Francisco Taxpayers Tapped Previously, the SFPD had usually as! 

to the JTTF under the direction of the local FBl Office, and ultimately the US Attorney G1 

paid their salaries. These officers received Top-Secret security clearances and access t 

identities were secret. They signed non-disclosure agreements that barred information 

and underwent polygraph exams. As federal deputies, they could operate anywhere int 
maneuver beyond local civilian oversight and local privacy and civil rights laws. Nominc 

by such laws, notably SFPD's DeRartment Genera\ Order 8.10: Guideline for First Amenc 

Supervisors Weigh In DGO B.1 o was designed in 1990 to prevent police intn 

protests, and political assemblies. In the post-9/11 era, unwarranted JTTF practlces be 

Alarming reports and warnings were issued by the Human Rights Commission San Frg 

and 79 civic groUJ;!S represented by the Asian Law Caucus, Council on American lslami~ 

Accordingly, in 2012 the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed the Safe San Franci 

govern SFPD participation in federal counter-terrorism activities. The Ordinance enshrir 

DGO 8.10'stransparency and accountability provisions. It also mandated Police Comm 

between the SFPD and FBl. In effeCt, the law authorized SFPD brass and City officials tc 

investigations 

That expectation proved unworkable because the FBI included "threat assessments" in 

activities. FBI "assessments'' seek information about persons who may threaten nation 

laws. Unlike formal investigations, no "reasonable suspicion" of criminality is required. 

allowed more intrusive practices like pretext interviews, physical surveillance, telephon1 

deploying informants, all without evidence of wrongdoing. Anyone could be targeted be 

or race, thereby landing on a federal "terror watch list". Despite the slippery taxonomy, " 

investigations that can circumvent criminal justice principles and First Amendment rig~ 
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ACLU Lawyer John Crew 

/ 

Accordingly, none of the 119 assessments/inyestigatlons conducted by SFPD's JTTF a 

received departmental approvals. None were forwarded to the Police Commission or tf 

Accountability, records show. That's because none targeted "solely constitutionally prol 

repeatedly told the Police Commission. But, "That's the FBI standard - not the SFPD st< 

attorney and police practices expert John Crew and several Commissioners at the expl· 

DGO 8.1 O requires approvals and oversight for investigations that "involve" First Amen( 

that "solely" target such activities. The SFPD had been bending, if not violatlng, its own 

investigative and secrecy tenets. 

Worse, SFPD's JTTF activities defied the oversight imposed by the Safe SF Civil Rights 

activities are classified, they were withheld from SFPD brass, the Police Commission ar 

Accountability. Those folks lack security clearances. Indeed, the Police Chief's annual,_ 

Commission merely assert proper conduct, without evidence. The FBI White Paper add 

by proposing workarounds including, "sanitizing" JTTF reports, or amending DGO 8.10 1 

information" from the Police Commission. 

Secrecy in Violation All this secrecy surrounding JTTF investigations nullifie 

assurance that it "did not detect any instance of non-compliance with a DGO" by SFPD'~ 

, , •• @_11·: n· · ·•· · • ,. 
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and President. As local politicians including Mark Leno, Scott Welner, Jeff Sheehy, Tom 

Rafael Mandelman and Angela Alioto warned in 2017: "if this (Safe SF Civil Rights) Ordi 

enforced ... local offices will become entangled in the implementation of Trump's po\icie: 

and residents have unequivocally rejected." On the other hand, the Police Officer's Assa 

Commission to restore its JTTF partnership, decrying that it was abandoned "in a politi 

Currently, JTTF policies are antithetical to transparency and accountability. Upholding [ 

Francisco Civil Rights Ordinance keeps the SFPD accountable to the community it serv1 

Involvement in JTTF political surveillance entrains our police to view First Amendment 
Worse, more law-abiding San Franciscans view police as potential threats because unri 

contravene civil rights. There are other ways the SFPD and FBI can collaborate to add re 

the JTTF, as Portland, Oregon has done, strengthens public trust in the SFPD. 

Note: Source references for this article are provided as links in the electronic version at 

Acknowledgement: Mission Local and The Intercept first reported on the FBI White Pa1 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a SF investigative reporter. Contact watchdogs@westsideobserver.com 

December 2019 

:1' (~ Hedging the Shake-Up at Laguna Honcl 
_J i.,Jor. Derek Kerr 

hree months after Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) CEO Mivic Hirose and Quality Dir€ 
ousted, another top executive has fallen. On Sunday, October 7, Acting CEO Maggit 
"Madonna Valencia, our Chief Nursing Officer, has left Laguna Honda Hospital." By 
this as an opportunity for us to welcome meaningful changes to our standards, re~ 
Valencia's exlt to the patient abuse scandal covered in the September Westside Ob' 

Restoring LHH's standards, reputation and purpose won't be easy given the long tenure 

Hirose. Hirose served as Associate Director of Nursing since 1999, then as Chief Nursi1 

as CEO from 2009 until the scandal emerged this June. Over'those 20 years, Hirose hel 

culture. Lackeys were recruited, mentored and boosted into positions of power. As reQf 

Westside Observer, some nurses openly denounced "favoritism, nepotism and cronyisn· 

will be to manage and transform her predecessor's entourage. 

The long-delayed departure of Valencia is intriguing. After all, she was directly responsi 

nurses who abused 23 patients as well as their negligent supervisors. Retaining Valene 

... The pala~able_r,a.t·on V. 
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CNO Madonna Valencia with Supervisor Norman Yee 

... inspectors found that 5 patients had been drugged with non-P 
sedatives. All suffered life-threatening overdoses ... caused by m( 
drugs smuggled into the hospital. LHH physicians knew someth 
wrong." 

Using the passive term "has left" for Valencia's exit is interesting. In fact, records show. 

Nurse Manager job paying $202,852/year elsewhere within the DPH. Slmilarly, the ex-Cl 

soft-landing into a well-RQYingjob at SFGH. Such reassignments avoid recriminations fi 

skeletons are buried. Given the swirl of investigations by State and City agencies, more· 

are expected. 

A cone of silence hovers above LHH's Medical Division. California Department of Publi( 

found that 5 patients had been drugged with non-prescribed opioids and sedatives. All,. 

overdOses requiring emergency transfer to outside hospitals. The overdoses were caus 

drugs smuggled into the hospital. LHH physicians knew something was seriously wron 

hospitals conveyed their alarms. 

In February 2018, one outside doctor notified LHH Medical Director, Dr. Michael McSha1 

internal investigation was underway," per CDPH records. Another kept a patient hospit 
';,,, ,, ~ _,,..,~ .. --<" ~', _·, ,--"_;-·. ".~~ ,-"--;---;-:=--- -----"--~-~-"--, _:.-~...,..,=--- ---~-------~.:-~'--
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LHH Medical Director, Dr. Michael McShane 

months later, by chance, an unrelated investigation of an employee dispute exposed th< 

pilfered meds. What happened with LHH's physician-run Medical Quality Improvement 1 

Improvement & Patient Safety Committee? Both are charged with probing adverse med 

Meanwhile, LHH has stepped up its reporting of adverse incidents to the State. In May: 

scandal erupted, LHH sent 20 reports of alleged abuses and other lapses to CDPH. In J 
scandal, LHH forwarded 37 reports to CDPH. ln August, it was 42. Health Director Dr. G 

"as Laguna Honda changes its culture, there may be an increase in the volume of incidt 

························~··~······································ 
Another kept a patient hospitalized for an extra week, afraid to 5 
death" at LHH. Apparently, LHH's internal medical investigation 1 

months later, by chance, an unrelated investigation of an emplo; 
the patient druggings with pilfered meds." 

A burst of reporting is expected because staffers have been rattled by the scandal and 

the culture is another matter. One can be open about symptoms but silent about the un 

on 9/10/19 LHH finally admitted that there had been a SOo/o increase in AWOL cases co 

the trend has been jgnored for 4 }'ears. Recently, almost 1 in 3 p~tients discharged tot~ 

by going AWOL or signirlg out against medical advice. Further, theft/loss reports and b< 

quadrupled over the prior year. Notably, there was a 54% increase in "Serious Incidents' 

although a change in reporting methods may explain some of the rise. But the cause o1 

shrouded. 

LHH officials won't admit that DPH's Flow Project brings disorder that undermines patit 

.~_,,. (l;.-e."": ·.!~-,t~ ...... -. , • ..::, !.!#!·-···-""'~{ill ,,-,-~. g.;~1,,,1. 
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Back in December 2016, the CDPH issued an "AA" citation (the most severe), plus a $1 ( 

detailed in the February 2017 Westside Observer, a nurse had parked an eider's wheelct 

set the brakes, resulting in a fall and a fatal head injury. Surprisingly, LHH contested tha 

Attorney sued the CDPH to drop the citation and fine. In Superior Court case #CGC-17-: 

LHH's lapse did not warrant an "AA" citation and that the fine was invalid as it was issu! 

investigation rather than within 30 days as required. After 2 years of legal wrangling, th1 
an "A" but wouldn't budge on the $100,000 fine. However, the cost to taxpayers will fart 

Attorney fees. 

In comparison, the recent abuses of 23 patients were deemed so grave that CDPH insp 

state of "Immediate Jeopardy" - the top category of patient endangerment State pena 

already levied. If the City again litigates against them, it could signal that Laguna Hondi 

protected. 

Dr. Derek Kerr was a senior physicians at Laguna Honda who exposed wrongdoing by th~ 
watchdogs@westsideobserver.com 

November 2019 
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I --.- .. 1n IC\ \~·1'.0\ 
Attempted Assassination of Westside lour 

Lee 
by Dr. Derek Kerr 
n August 6th, gunmen shot Brandon Lee in the face and back outside his home in lfuga 

Philippines. On the way to the Baguio City Hospital, he repeatedly shouted that the Phi Ii 

for the attack. Internal bleeding required transfusions. Numbness below the waist indic 

surgery to remove a bullet lodged in his jaw, he suffered several cardiac arrests. Week · 
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where he met now-Supervisor Gordon Mar However, it was hrs [ · ,{ ~ 
Joining the F11ip1no Students League thats.et him on his life's path 1 ~:~ ~f:~y . '! •;_¥ 
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offices, asking about Brandon's whereabouts, 
office hours, and family members. In an e-mail to his brother Aa1 

worries for the safety of his family and colleagues due to the go\J 
and harassment." 

In 2010, he moved to the Philippines to pursue his passion; helping farmers and indiger 

He became a permanent resident, married Bernice and raised their daughter Jessie, no· 

a correspondent for the Northern Disg_atch an English-language weekly news outlet. Hi: 

government corruption, mllitary dep_redations under Martial Law, the framing of politica 

environmental justice. Also, he volunteered as a paralegal for the lfugao Peasants Mov, 

Dispatch Qpen letter declared, "The attempt on the life of Brandon is to sow fear and to 

communities of lfugao fighting against a corporate-led hydro-electric project and his cc 
people's mass movement." 

His writing was fearless. In a May, 2014 article titled; "Phil. Army Desecrates lfugao De< 

soldiers raided homes of local farmers at gunpoint and forced them to open the coffins 

searches were part of the Aquino government's anti-insurgency program that he labele1 

bravely took over some duties of the lPM paralegal officer who had been rnurdered aftE 

a "communist sympathizer". Per the lnguirer Northern Luzon, "In 2015, Lee was among· 

members accused by the military of supporting the New People's Army" - the armed wi1 

Communist Party. A slew of Facebook threats and vilifications such as "terrorist" and"( 

Brandon and 9 colleagues were mailed pictures of lfugao burial blankets - an implicit c 

references to "GTFO" (Get the F-k Out) and "NorCal" - pointing to his "outsider'' Ameri1 

publicly in 2018, after another colleague who campaigned against the hydro-electric pie 

Army investigators asked Brandon to name his coworkers, he disclosed just two - thos! 

In the days and weeks before being shot, soldiers had repeatedly appeared at IPM off1c 

whereabouts, office hours, and family members_ In an e-mail to his brother Aaron, E3ran1 

safety of his family and colleagues due to the government surveillance and harassmen· 

commander Maj. Gen. Pablo Lorenzo stated; "As regard the propaganda issue wherein 

Philippines) is behind the alleged shooting Incident, this is devoid of logic and factual b 

interests of the government and AFP". Instead, Lorenzo proposed that the Communist 
--~-.-
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murdered in 201 s. This April, Wf~\(,H •flbllr@brsilpgr'llsbr~fS'.SYea'Rfu>iJ~rGli\J~~;!~l:P{gr, 
sanctioned extra-judicial killings that had "taken the lives of 29,000 Fiiipinos", including 

Brandon's family and friends have stayed with him, given the ominous intrusions of mili 

Supervisor Gordon Mar publicly condemned the "unconscionable hurnan rights abuses 

Sunset District fighting for his life." Mar also lobbied the US Embassy to afford Brandon 

American citizens. Supervisor Matt Haney flew to the Philippines on a fact-finding miss 

hospital. On 9/10/19 the Board of Supervisors unanimously passed a Resolution callin! 

evacuation" for medical care, a Congressional investigation, and suspension of US mi Iii 

resolved. A Go Fund Me campaign has been set up to raise money for Brandon's medic 

via airlift to San Francisco. 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideob 

: I ·, I/. 

October 2019 

Bryon Carmody 

ryan Carmody, the freelance journalist whose Sunset newsroom was raided by 

August 13th at a Society of Professional Journalists (SPJ) forum at Northwest1 

Journalism in San Francisco. The panel included National SPJ President, J. Ale 
the media lawyer who represents Carmody. 
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National SPJ President. 

J. Alex Tarquinio 

"Woken up from a deep sleep" by the sledge-hammering of his gate, a shirtless Carmoc 

as gun-toting officers plundered his belongings. Upon asking to make a call, a cop offet 

ahead and unlock it for us." No way. Similarly, Carmody said nothing to 2 FBI agents wh 

conspiracy" and "obstruction of justice". The cops then raided Carmody's office at 794. 

where they confiscated computers, cameras plus 30 years of notes and digital photos. 

equipment, no way to work. A friend set up a GoFundMe campaign to replace $6,000-w 

the SFPD returned the devices but security experts advised him not to use them. 

Thomas Burke 

Attorney Tom Burke explained that the raids were prohibited by the California Shie 

protects journalists, including freelancers, from being forced to reveal theirs 

information. Importantly, it also protects sources. After the home and office rai< 

March 1st, the SFPD had acquired 3 other search warrants for Carmod;,i's cell pho1 

phone numbers, text messages and location data. All 5 warrants were subsequ.' 

judges who issued them, because the SFPD had failed to tell them that Carmody h• 

SFPD. 

Burke was confident that the SFPD wouldn't use the seized inform< 
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raised their reliance on stringers - freelance photojournalists who cover breaking news 

the story, Carmody decided his best defense was to ''talk to everybody and anybody." 

Attorney Tom Burke asserted that "receiving and requesting information" is part of "the 

journalism." City Hall's "condemnation and lack of appreciation for what journalists do ( 

search warrants for journalist sources are generally illegal, journalists can be subpoenc 

advance notice to seek legal counsel. Even though the Shield Law protects sources fro1 

raids would inhibit sources from contacting journalists. Burke was confident that the SI 

informatio_n in a legal case. However, the SFPD now knows the phone numbers of polic 

with Carmody. As for the FBI involvement, Burke was mystif1~d. Carmody previously inc 

public corruption, a charge that would apply if a police officer sold the stolen report. Ca 

happen; "I did not compensate, in any way ... the officers who were involved in this - not 

In 30 years of practice, Burke said "I've never known an American journalist, who hadn't 

targeted.'' That targeting was fueled by outrage from the Board of Supervisors, the May 

and ·Adachi's family. Once the City Attorney informed Police Chief William Sc6tt that his 

and barraged by media criticism, Scott apologized. 

The Carmody search warrants were pursued by the Internal Affairs Division - part of Sf 

Scott. As ex-cop Lou Barberini reported in the July Westside Observer, there are "cowbc 

Affairs Division. Their botched raids resembled the retaliatory "get-the-cop" investigatiC 

Accordingly, Carmody received sympathy; "Most of the rank and file came up to me anc 

was wrong." Further, the Police Officers Association blasted Chief Scott as "deceitful" f1 

diligence by department investigators" when the fault arose within his administrative ci 

Given law-enforcement capabilities for unlocking computers, Carmody advised, "Don't 1 

want someone to see." He admitted that he "would have been sunk" without Burke's leg 

are threatened by police can find legal help through SP J's NorCal chapter or the First Ar 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideob 
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-'by'Dr. Derek Kerr 

September 2019 

Laguna Honda's Silent Abuse Sea 

n July, the California Department of Public Health (Ci) PH) declared a state of "lmmedici 

, __ ,suryey foui;id t.hat Licensed Voca.1ional N · 
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Acting CEO Margaret Rykowski 

[-t!~1J treatment. Another sprawled on the f1oor in a so_lled ~iaper. Some were filmed as: 
\:::] affronts or asked to borrow money. One was being kicked by a staffer; another ml. 

ai:.:J photos and videos had emerged incidentally during a staff-to-staff sexual harassn 

families a "Notice of Data Breach" disclosing privacy violations - without mentioning t~ 

Worse, 5 patients were drugged with non-prescribed morphine, methadone, and tranqui 

threatening complications and emergency hospitalizations. An LVN had pilfered the mE 

He and a CNA exchanged text messages joking about making patients "sleep" and dis~ 
medications. They were on duty when the druggings occurred. One patient was treated 

urine tests showing non-prescribed narcotics between January and August 2018. He di 

caregivers, the perpetrators received annual Abuse Prevention and Reporting training. 

Silence arises from a mistrust of leaders and fear of retaliation. Sil 
lack of empathy. Health care without empathy leads to abuse and n 
top 3 causes of patient harms are lapses in supervision, leadership 
All are aggravated by fears of speaking up:' 

In a 2015 lecture. Dr. Ron Wyatt, from the Joint Commission on Accreditation of Hosp it 

Silence as detrimental to patient safety. The remedy, a Culture of Safety, requires trust 1 

result in action and improvement. Silence arises from a 1nistrust of leaders and fear of 

a lack of empathy. Health care without empathy leads to abuse and neglect. Nationwid 

harms are lapses in supervision, leadership and communication. All are aggravated by: 

Leadership: Organizational climate is set at the top. Unethical or incompetent leaders e 
below. When leaders are selected for obedience rather than competence, they are easil 

setbacks. Worse, they are threatened by competent subordinates and often push them 

CEO John Kanaley in 2004, then Mivic Hirose in 2009, loyalists were rewarded and critic 

work, LHH managers pursued recognition and trumpeted awards. A PR Director was hi1 
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mistakenly reported that she had resigned. In fact, she was placed on paid administrati 

did not govern clinical nursing and those nurses didn't report to her. Yet, LHH Chief Nur 

who does oversee nurses, wasn't held accountable. Neither were the supervising nurse 

Gomez's job involved reporting alleged patient abuses - once brought to her attentlon · 
reporting requirements, LHH reported more cases: 28 over the past 2 years. LHH was d 

cases, 9 for tardy reporting. All were patient-to-patient altercations. That helped sink L~ 

a proud 4 stars to a mediocre 2 stars. Ironically, Gomez's amplified reporting set the stc 

separate spate of patient abuses by staff went undiscovered, Gomez was apparently f11 

authority. 

Paradoxically, Gomez was replaced by Troy Williams, SF General Hospital's (SFGH) Quo 

State inspectors threatened SFGH with fines and payment cuts for an improper policy<: 

patient abuses allegations siilce 2016. Plus, SFGH was cited for 2 negligent deaths anc 

services. The rationale for Willlams replacing Gomez is elusive. 

LHH leaders have been preoccupied with flow, rushing patients in and out to accommo 

care turned to process, churning out data and dashboards. "True North metrics", core n 

"Kaizen" workshops became proxies for patient well-being. For example, LHH's May St~ 
celebrated metrics showing; "100% patient satisfaction with their care experience. We< 

Meanwhile, managers were apologizing to the families of 23 abused patients. Splendid 

care. 

Supervision: Gone are the days when former Nursing Director Virginia Leishman roame' 

patients and checking on staff. Jn the old building, each 30-bed ward had a Head Nurse 

and staff. Nowadays, Nurse Managers cover 60 beds, spending much of their time at d. 
When important people disengage from patients, patients become unimportant. To mci 
wards were re-named "neighborhoods", then "community meetings" were introduced. I\ 

were out of touch with patients and their caregivers. If no one noticed that 6 staffers at 

supervision failed. 

The mistreated patients resided on North 1 and North 2, the "Integrated Wellness" neig. 

cognitively impaired. Per LHH's Facebook page, North 1 has; "a dedicated staff of quali 

experience helping residents with challenging behaviors. The program provides a variet 
compassionate counseling with the goal of improved social functioning." North 2 aims 

of llfe while meeting their psychosocial and emotional needs." What happened? Why w1 

assigned to such specialized wards? How did they pass the hiring process? Why were 1 

while working? 
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the problems associated with cultural dominance. A majority of LHH nurses are from ti 
tend to be collectivist rather than individualistic. Though dedicated and caring, LHH nur 

out - or cannot afford the risk. 

Establishing a Culture of Safety requires a root-cause analysis of why these abuses fes 

own Compliance Office and Hotline fail to spot the scandal? Does LHH still treat whistl1 

abuses reported and burled? What derailed supervision on the affected wards? Were lir 

indifferent, or blinded by group allegiance? How did hiring and assignment practices in1 

helpless patients? Hopefully, these questions will be addressed in LHH's "Turn-Around I 

For now, LHH has promised State inspectors that all staff will be re"trained in reporting 

check their patients weekly instead of monthly, and re-engage with their staff. Hiring wi 

questions about abuse and neglect. Tighter controls will be applied to narcotics and se 

allegations will be audited for timely reporting. As to why this scandal occurred, perhap 
proposed hearing will provide insights - if employees can safely testify. 

Acknowledgement: Thanks to the current and former LHH employees who provided tip; 

Dr. Derek Kerr was a senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital where he was fired for. 

by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

~@eaking the Silence: 
'_J _J 

SEPTEMBER 2019 

Laguna Honda's Patient Abuse Sc 

tunned and bewildered. That was the reaction when 1,650 Laguna Honda emplo 

email from DPH Director Dr. Grant Colfax on June 28th. 
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An Acting CEO has been appointed; Margaret Rykowski, RN, Director of the DPH Office 

Affairs. She is a retired US Navy Reserve Rear Admiral with the Nurse Corps who previo 

Officer at SFGH and oversaw Laguna Honda's Health at Home program. Within 60 days 

Laguna Honda "Turn-Around Plan'' to the Health Commission and the Mayor's Office. 

Director Colfax made an accurate diagnosis when he identified a "c 
Laguna Honda. By allowing abuses to fester, this institutional silen 
patients but unfairly shamed the many dedicated workers who car< 
and compassion. " 

Former Quality Management Director Regina Gomez 

So far, all that is known about the scandal is what the DPH has reported. It's telling that 

to "horrific actions". A more granular analysis will emerge from an investigation pursue 

of Public Health. Supervisor Norman Yee is seeking additional public and professional· 
the Board's Public Safety and Neighborhood Services Committee. The Westside Obser\ 

of the scandal and welcomes confidential input from Laguna Honda employees. 

Perhaps the most disturbing aspect of these violations is that they were discovered by: 

Human Resources investigation this January. Nobody reported the shocking miscondu 

Director Colfax made an accurate diagnosis when he identified a "culture of silence" at· 

abuses to fester, this institutional silence has not only harmed patients but unfairly sha 

workers who care for patients with skill and compassion. 

Dr. Derek Kerr was a senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital where he was fired for. 

by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@ao/.com 

JULY2019 
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Photo courtesy: stopcrimesf.com 

istrict 4 Supervisor Gordon Mar heard an earful ·about property crimes from hi~ 
break-ins, residents are alarmed about residential burglaries and package thef 

worsening safety in prevlously low-crime neighborhoods and the targeting of C 

criminals. 

On April 25th, Supervisor Mar held a hearing before the Board's Public Safety & Neighb< 

dozen residents expressed frustration and outrage. A construction contractor testified· 

$80,000 in equipment due to job-site and office break-ins, and a stolen truck. Yet, policE 
were disappointing. Most of the commenters were older Chinese residents who recoun 

and even the theft of food delivered to a 90 year old woman. Some feared going out at 

people wandering about and sleeping on private property. Seeing strangers now "cause 

said. Amid demands for more police patrols, arrests and prosecutions, one gentleman' 

maybe policeman sleeping?" 

... residential burglary cases had risen from 137 in 2014 to 237 in 2 
18% drop so far this year. In 2018, the DA filed charges in 86% of b 

SFPD Captain Tim Falvey provided statistics showing a steady decrease in residential t 
2015. The term robbery means that perpetrators confront victims and take property by 

burglaries occur without victims being present. A "hot prowl" occurs when burglars ent, 
present but without conf1·onting them. Taraval Station logged 57 hot-prowls in 2018 - t 

However, the 379 burglaries, robberies and hot prowls recorded in 2018 were less than 
additional 41 '1o decline was noted in 2019. 

These declines were attributed to the 2018 re-activation of Citywide Burglary and Robb, 

across all police stations. Previously, police stations handled residential crimes within 1 
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Supervisor Gordon Mar-P_hoto: Sunset Beacon 

The SFPD and Sunset residents agree that package thefts are mounting and can escali 
However, the SFPD doesn't track package thefts as a distinct crime. Instead, they are Ju 

thefts and classified as "larceny/theft". Without data on the incidence and demagraphi( 

the SFPD couldn't say whether Chinese residents were targeted. Despite the citywide i~ 

still handled as low-level crimes at the station level. SFPD's focus has been public educ 

on Taraval Station's website; taraval.org_. 

Cristine DeBerry from the District Attorney's Office reported 16,000+ thefts in 2018. Sh~ 
since these were mixed into the larceny/theft category. Prosecutions are based an the: 

anything under $950 is considered petty theft - a misdemeanor. Although residential b' 

137 in 2014 to 237 in 2018, she reported an 18o/o drop so far this year. ln 2018, the DA fi 
burglaries and 88% of these yielded convictions. 

Kyra Worthy, director of SF SAFE (Safety Awareness for Everyone), explained how her c; 

partners with the SFPD to conduct free residential Security surveys. SF SAFE also sets!: 
Watch groups and Community Police Advisory Boards. 

Frank Noto, co-founder of StOR Crime SF, described how his network of anti-crime volu\ 
rental cars to "our homes." He said crimes targeting Asians had increased and favored· 

This organization holds law-makers, the police, the DA, and judges accountable for cri~ 

,, ,,. __ , _, ~-ll -~o ~~- !.,~, .,--= tl ! .. e.~'.\•.~! _.,_ft~-:_".____ ___ __'_~ ___ :_!_~~!___:___ __ ~ 
~ ' ' ". ~ "-"' ' . ' ' ~ 
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The handouts also showed that burglaries and robberies had fallen 1n May, compared ti 

of anti-crime neighborhood leaders; Amos Lim, a gay and immigration rights activist, S1 

Wendy Wong from Coalition for Good Neighborhoods, John Zwolinski, a Neighborhood 

Nancy Tung from Stop Crime SF and a DA candidate. Also present was mayoral candid 

a "make SF safe and clean" agenda. 

The multitude was separated into 4 groups. Afterwards, group leaders reported results 

·Ask SFPD to provide more patrols and track package thefts. 

• SFPD should facilitate crirne reporting, address language barriers and improve respor 

·Increase police-community contacts to make cops more approachable and help resid 

·Seek City subsidies for security cameras and alarms_ 

·Know your neighbors through events like Neighborfest, a City program that strengther 

·Work with SF SAFE to organize more Neighborhood Watch groups. 

·Community Ambassador Program a Clty job-training program providing safety escort 

presence. 

·Use Nextdoor a free social network for neighbors to report suspicious behaviors. 

All this led Supervisor Mar to form the D-4 Public Safety Working Group. Good thing be( 

community action, crime fears intensify. Meanwhile, he has to navigate between progrE 

approaches to crime, as well as conflicting claims of crime abatement and a crime wa\ 

Captain Nicholas Rainsford for a comment but received no response. 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideo/J 

JULY 2019 

(~le The Struggle for Sunlight on Dark I 
i.JbyiDr. Derek Kerr 

heSunlight On Dark MoneY. initiative launched this March is a rear-guard action to salva 

politics. The back-story features a split within the Ethics Commission, the resignations 

and Quentin Kopp, and 2 years of excruciating deliberations that pitted the Ethics Comr 

Sponsored by Keane and Supervisors Mar, Haney, Fewer, Ronen and Mandel man, the SL 

lo 
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prohibits developers 

pursuing land use decisions 
from funding campaigns for 

Mayor, Supervisor, or City 
Attorney, and requires Independent Expenditure Committees (aka Super PACs) to namE 

•••••••• ~ ••••••• 0 •••••• ~. 0 0. 0 0 ,, ~. 0 •' •• 0 0 0. 0 •• , •••••• ' •••••••••••• 4 •, 

Then-Chair Keane warned against "putting our faith in a legislative 
political, jockeying for Mayor, jockeying for power, one group tryini 
Keane emphasized that he saw no need for an Ethics Commission 1 
independently ... Keane announced "I resign" and walked out:' 

One impetus for this Initiative was the 2013-14 Civil Grand Jury report titled Ethics in th 
Pretense. It revealed that Ethics and the Board had covertly neutered Prop J of 2000, a: 

banned "legal kickbacks" whereby City officials took contributions, gifts or jobs from th: 

contracts, land deals or similar benefits. This "Taxpayer Protection Amendment" receiv: 

But in 2003, Prop J was repealed by Prop E, an "Ethics Reform" Charter Amendment sp~ 
from Ethics. Prop E empowered the Board to amend - or undermine - voter initiatives ii 
and Government Conduct Code. Sold as a more efficient way to update ethics laws, it a 

majority of votes; 8of11 Supervisors plus 4 of 5 Ethics Commissioners. Prop E drew p· 

guarding the hen-house" features, but passed with 62°/o of the votes. Thereafter, conflic" 

finance laws could be altered without a public vote. For example, in 2009 the Board anc 
lobbyists" - th.ose who influence City Hall indirectly by subsidizing the lobbying of astro' 

groups - dld not have to disclose expenditures. 

·On 4/27/15 Ethics Chair Paul Renne asked Commissioner Keane to assess Prop J and: 

posslble ballot measures. Ethics can independently introduce ballot measures without'. 

Ethics placed Prop C "Expenditure Lobbyists" on the November 2015 ballot. Approved~ 

opposed by the nonprofit sector. Then in November 2016, Ethics introduced Prop T to ~ 

to City officials whom they lobbied. It got 87% of the votes_ 

In March 2017, Keane started a "Prop J Revision Project" that evolved into a complex~ 

Accountability Ordinance (ACAO). The ACAO sought a ban on behest payments where~ 
seeking City entitlements to fund their favored nonprofits or political committees - wh1 

behest". Keane wanted Ethics - not the Board - to place the ACAO on the ballot since ii 
officials in terms of raising money." But it also cramped the fundraising and influence o: 
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Since the ACAO applied to nonprofrts big and small, the nonprofit representatives empt 
nonprofits that struggle to make ends meet and serve needy clients. For these Mom-an 

too complicated, they argued, drowning them under layers of accountability. They coulc 

violations, then sued out of existence by corporate adversaries. 

Nonprofits resented being stigmatized as self-serving. If they don't lobby in the land us1 

opening or renovating their facilities - even displacement. By necessity, nonprofit devel 

try to influence land use decisions. Further, nonprofit board members often serve on Ci· 
would prohibit them from fundraising for their nonprofits, or supporting candidates wh< 

contracts and benefits. Such limits would deter nonprofit leaders from sharing their exr 

Or, they might quit their nonprofit boards to avoid conflicts of interest. 

Nonprofits wanted City officials to steer donations to them. They viewed behest payme 

extortion or quid pro quos. So, Ethics agreed to switch from banning to simply disclosir 

nonprofits objected; having to report donations could discourage potential donors. Ethi 

accommodate their concerns. Yet after every amendment, they sounded the same refr; 
threatened. 

The Split within Ethics: On one side were Commissioners Renne, Keane and Kopp who' 

corruption via a ballot measure. They were generally allied with Friends of Ethics (FOE). 
former Ethics Commissioner and Civil Grand Jurors. FOE collaborated with MagLight a 

politics, to provide data supporting bans on certain campaign contributions and behes1 
2015-16, City Commissioners appointed by the Mayor had reportedly funneled $1.1 mil' 

mayoral agendas. Further, of $23 million in behested pay1nents logged from 2012-2017 
serving low-income San Franciscans. FOE also pushed to limit the huge monetary imp<: 

and the resulting displacement of local residents by luxury housing. 

On the other side were nonprofits and big businesses. The nonprofit cause was bolster 

Ed Lee appointed Commissioner Yvonne Lee who has long-standing ties with nonprofit 

duty to support the most vulnerable and community service organizations." She rebuffE 

as arising from "anecdotes" rather than facts and because negative perceptions of kAsi 
sisters" had incited their persecution. Commissioner Daina Chiu, a corporate attorney a 

Chu, initially wanted to move "expeditiously" given the "harm done." Then she drifted, ci 

concerns, to join Lee against placing the ACAO on the ballot. After a 9/27 /17 Chronicle 

failing to tackle money in politics, Chiu deplored "the high-jacking of our electoral procE 

The Sausage-Making Finale: At the 2/16/18 2018 Ethics meeting, the staff recommend 
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Major Donor Disclosure proposal. The Board voted 6 to 5 against banning campaign cc 

million from develoPers pursuing land use permits, citing the "highly diffuse and technii 
making." Commissioner Kopp's motion to ban behest payments failed. Worse, most of

Ordinance 129-18, took effect after the 2018 elections - thus failing to stem the torren1 

London Breed's mayoral bid gained$1 1248,098 in funds from Independent Expenditure! 

money to all other mayoral candidates. 

Commissioner Renne's term ended in February 2019. Isolated, Kopp resigned in March. 

mentioned Ethics' failure "to illuminate so called 'dark' money" given the "refusal by sor 

the face of political pressure from nonprofit corporations and businesses." Keane, Kopr 

Sunlight on Dark Money initiative to restore some provisions that succumbed to divisio 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideob 

JUNE 2019 

Tough Contract Negotiations: Unions \ 
Disobedience to Disrupt lnequa 

By Dr. Derek Kerr n n April 11th 

t~~' afternoon, some 400 
- Service Employees 

International Union 
{SEIU)-1021 and International 

Federation of Professional 

and Technical Engineers 

(IFPTE) Local 21 members 

staged a novel civil 

disobedience protest at City 

Hall. Some 2 dozen workers 

were arrested for blocking 

traffic by sitting on the Polk 

Street crosswalk. 

Demoristrations during 
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money from beleaguered taxpayers, the idea is to hold big corporations and their CEOs 

services and infrastructure that allow them to thrive. Recent data from the Institute on· 

shows that some of the largest and most profitable corporations pay no taxes. ln 2018, 

by 31 '1o according to US Treasury records. Most corporations use tax shelters and subs 

enormous revenues from taxation. So workers and small businesses have to make up 1 
service cuts . 

......... •• ••• 0 ... ,., 0 ""' 0" ,, -• "". ,,,, 0 0' ,, "" "" 0 - '·-· 0' ,,, "' '," 0' '-. ,, ','" '0 -· 

... multi-billion dollar corporations like Uber and Lyft get to play by 1 
have to pay their fair share towards the public services that City we 

Targeted by this demonstration were "unicorns" - privately-held start-up companies va 1 

handful of San Francisco-based unicorns are scheduled to go public through IPOs or In 

mint hundreds of new millionaires. This influx of wealth could further widen income ine 

increase homelessness and drive further displacement of long-time San Franciscans. C 

can't afford to live in the City and endure protracted, congested commutes. 

Demonstrators displayed colorful placards of unicorn figures with messages like; "Fair 
''Safe and Healthy Communities," "Affordable Housing for All," "Dignity and Respect for. 

don't get no contract, you don't get no peace" resounded throughout Civic Center as we 

Street waving signs and banners. That fervor was balanced by a dernure minister from 

concluded with an appeal; "Let justice roll down like a river and let inequity wash away.", 

Hundreds then charged to Uber headquarters on Market Street to shame the ride-sharir 

workers and shielding its revenues from taxation. Union members see similarities betw 

15o/o of City employees who are retained as temporary rather than permanent employeE 

protections of regular workers. 

Upon returning to City Ha\l 24 City workers staged a sit-in across Polk Street facing Cit) 
traffic. Monitoring the demonstrators were some 50 police offtcers plus 12 Sheriff's der 

entrance to City Hali. The police respectfully warned that arrests were forthcoming. No 

budged. So the cops gently guided the demonstrators one at a time to stand up to be zi 

waiting paddy wagons. 

Apparently, rising corporate wealth and predations, coupled with shortfalls in public ser 
portend more discontent, protests - and strikes. 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideob 
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_, t"ff!\__ lanes. Such lanes, separated from regular e~: . 

_ ,"'.:~~ raffle, a_im ~o. i~prove MUNI re_lia_bility and red~ce ~~:~ '· ._ 
~:, - pedestrian Injuries. But they el1m1nate the parking that 1.t_::.:_' 

· -·:_iilsustains businesses along commercial thoroughfares. A to..,.. 

colorful protest against purged parking was covered in the June 2018 
Westside Observer's "Taraval Merchants See Red Over Parkin_g Ban." 

In a March 10 letter to the SF MT A, Albert Chow, President of People of 

Parkside Sunset (POPS) demanded that an evaluation of planned transit

only lanes on Taraval Street be conducted as promised. POPS is a 

·coalition of merchants and residents who promote local businesses as 

well as neighborhood activities and quality of life. Back in July 2018, 

- :-; -

SFMTA Rapid Team Leader Michael Rhodes had assured Chow that he would compile'. 

residents and merchants" and "reconvene the small working group to share the results: 

finalizing any staff recommendations." But the L-Taraval Project will resume this year al 

part is missing. POPS members worry that SFMTA is "walking back understandings ani 

supported by then-Supervisor Katy Tang. 

••••••••••••••••••••••~•••••••••••••<>••oo••••••••••••••••••••••••• 

Simultaneously, the Controller's Office released a study of SFMTA'! 
It was conducted because, "Members of the public report that notif 
inadequate and that SFMTA can appear to make decisions regardle 
received." 

We asked Rhodes to comment, but he is out on leave. Instead, SFMTA's Philip Pierce re' 

will continue until 2021, with ongoing community surveys and engagement with POPS.; 

community survey of about 1000 people showed that 49% supported transit only lanes· 

Simultaneously, the Controller's Office released a study_ of SFMTA's community outreac 

"Members of the public report that notification can be Inadequate and that SFMTA can. 

regardless of the public input received." In early 2018, SFMTA staff upgraded its public 

processes. Improvements included public notices with maps and project manager con1 

emails to interested persons, and conducting satisfaction surveys_ Satisfaction ratings' 

SFMTA's public hearing notiCes and from 66o/o to 89% on the clarity of its approval proc1 

Statistics aside, POPS expects SFMTA to survey merchants and residents and hold car 

the impact of the transit-only lanes on merchants and residents is fully explored." In ad· 
_._, ·-· -»~- ' -,,_,.: ·,_-. -· ____ , __ . __ ,--· 
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James Madison Freedom of Information Av1an 
by Dr. Derek Kerr 
~['] ine days before the untimely death of Public Defender Jeff Adachi on 2/22/19, 

J~~}~~ received an em_ail fro.m his_offlce. It ~etailed allegations of prisoner ab~se by.:: 
L '--~ and offered an 1nterv1ew with Adachi. WSO reporters were busy preparing art1< 

would be time, we thought, to confer with Adachi, a former WSO contributor and St. Fra 

!~~ t19 
;-- r . : '-'° ·, 
,.J ,.J 

OB ••O 0 000~0~0 0 0 00 0 >OO 0; 'O <0 0 o >-O 0' ,; 0 0 ' '" o.> 0 0 o 0 0 ·' 0 0 0 ''> "• o 'J 0 00 0"' •, 0' -,o 0 

... 16 female inmates alleging that some were strip searched in vie• 
Once naked, the women were ordered to lift their breasts then squ• 
and cough for vaginal and anal exams. They felt humiliated and de! 

Adachi's message included a 1 /16/19 formal complaint to Sheriff Vicki Hennessy abou 

the San Francisco jails and ongoing and repeated misconduct by SFSD deputies." Adac 

were "fearful of retaliation for coming forward with their complaints" but were willing tc 
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Attached were reports by 16 female inmates alleging that some were strip searched in 

of individual private strip searches; these were conducted en masse. Once naked, the v, 

breasts then squat, spread their genitalia and cough for vaginal and anal exams. They t 
Another 15 male inmates at the San Bruno Jail reported "abuse or physical assault" by 

There were injuries from fists and kicks as well as being dragged by handcuffs. In all, s1 

implicated. 

Sheriff Vicki Hennessy rejected Adachi's designation of "deplorable conditions" but lau1 

Adachi wanted an outside investigation - with good reason. Back in 2015, he had exRci 

scenarios" at the Hall of Justice jail on Bryant Street Sheriff's de~uties had manigulate 
:,_~ • - '-·~... • ... -, ·'--'';""'"'- .. --~"'"'.:'..'.'._'..':_- __ -_: .. ~ . ..-'..:~:·" ·."':'.'.'_.' ___ ·.""':....::...F. ~-, _:: 
' © 2020 Westside San Francisco Media. No portion of the articles or artwork may be without expressed consent 
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Alarmed that his current com8¥ih~WdrA"JBt=!fs'HT1ir~:1-1y1{d'r"p~ar0~d:-';fiJ:Ja'dh1J~rid1 SJ7:1ef\/iSC 
called for an independent investigation and oversight of the Sheriff's Depart1nent. After 

Hennessy referred the investigation to the Department of Police Accountability - witho 

investigative fiasco. 

Mistreating prisoners is an occupational hazard for guards. That was 1nade clear in the 

Experiment. Psychologist Philip Zimbardo recruited students to act as guards and pris< 

after 6 days because the subjects who played guards became sadistic toward the inmc 

that situational forces overtook the subjects' sense of morality and agency. A similar tr. 

Mother Jones reporter Shane Bauer who spent four months undercover as a prison guc 

treat everyone as human takes too much energy ... I focus on proving I won't back down.' 

lack of self-control, my growing thirst for punishment and vengeance." 

One reason that jail conditions matter is that almost anyone can be arrested. Take Sun: 

Kathleen Mccowin, a proponent of natural grass and limited lighting in playing fields. Ir 

arrested her for peacefully protesting the rushed bulldozing of Golden Gate Park to inst 

lights. Her December 2014 WSO article, The Shame of Rec and Park, provides the back· 

During her one-day stay at County Jail #2, Mccowin says her pregnant cellmate "Aman1 

Amanda's cramps and leaking were dismissed. Once bleeding occurred, she was taken 

chained to a bed as she miscarried. Upon returning to jail, Mccowin offered to switch b 

Amanda the lower bed. Reportedly, the guard wouldn't allow it and no menstrual pads v 

The Sheriff's Department was anxious for Mccowin to sign herself out as she was coni 

settled in after a reassuring but expensive phone conversation with her teen daughter.: 

also called her daughter who was supposedly crying for her release. The deputy needle 

daughter's needs, hoping to get her to leave. That call was "fabricated" McCowin insist: 

to this day. Upon recounting her jail experiences to her Public Defender, she recalls that 

my world." 

The jail environment depersonalizes all involved, so the latest allegations of illegal beai 

surprising. The prisoner-guard dynamic creates power struggles that compound the tra 

March, the Health Commission passed Resolution 19-5 declaring; "Incarceration is a PL 

"each experience of being incarcerated is physically and psychologically traumatic with 
their families, communities." But it's also traumatic and corrosive for guards who are ec 

would normally disavow. Too often, "rOgue" actors are blamed instead of the pathologi< 

cultures, role expectations, and unchecked power. 
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James Madison Freedom of Information Avvar< 
where discipline is determine~'!!iil'elr~Y iti~ !fAefitl 15fleli!llfieftHe&'s/~«lf~~'l/e\1IFfePsef 
to a chronic lack of staff and funds_ However, Hennessy acknowledged that in 2018 thE 

citizen complaint investigations, double the number of previous years. She affirmed he1 

of 21 misconduct claims to the Department.of Police Accountability (DPA). While the D 

testify, Hennessy agreed to require their cooperation. Since the DPA cannot pursue crin 

Henderson vowed to promptly refer such cases to the DA. And the DA's Chief of Staff, C 

willing to assist and pushed for immediate referrals. It seemed that Jeff Adachi's death 

collaborate- and resolve his last complaint. 

Dr. Derek Kerr is an SF award winning investigationa/ Journalist. Contact: DerekOnVanNe 

APRIL 2019 
• • • .,., o~ o <>oo<ooo ~<><> ~ o ~ o ooo ~""~ ~"" oo .. ~"~ o o o ~ "" ~B ~"'" "~ o o oeo ~~ Q '' .,., ~ 

City's Lapses in Rape Reporting and Han 
Reforms 

.. , ·-;ay Dr. Derek Kerr 

.. ~jl',·~ cross the c~untry, police departments. convey that .they solve rai 
\I "b~{'~ close them according to an 1nvest1gat1on of 60 police agencies 1 

w:;-· ~-1;,__" conducted by Newsy, Reveal and ProPublica. 

-·~ he public views arrests as the way to clear rape cases. But police agen: 

even when suspects go free and victims don't get justice. Nearly half of I 

studied cleared more rape cases by "exceptional clearance" than by arresting a suspec· 

Oakland PD reported that 60% of rape cases were cleared in 2016. When journalists ob' 

out that only 13% of rapes were solved by arrests while 47% were solved by "exception< 

••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• ' ••••••••• """. "" •• 0 •••••••• ' ••• ···" 

Exceptional clearance is the term used when police have enough e1 
arrest, and know who and where the suspect is, but can't make the 
circumstances outside their control. These include when the susp• . 
incarcerated, when the District Attorney declines to prosecute, or v 
the case." 

Exceptional clearance is the term used when police have enough evidence to make an i 

where the suspect Is, but can't make the arrest due to circumstances outside their cont 

suspect is dead or incarcerated, when the District Attorney declines to prosecute, or wr 
However, some police agencies stretch this definition. 

"f, '> ~·c •;:- ~·-~ '--.:.-"'- -"'-·· -, -~•-".;:______:_~" --~----~ • -•• -- • ___ ~___::_-,_ __ ,._::__ ___ -:." ___ ~_:'._'::0.;-~ 
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rape cases - 87 more than wMlfWall fe\,81ieG'Mifi'le'FBl°t"elflil~§t(1"d~\lr&7i!i~~§'(;l~re 
sexual assaults short of rape, but we can't tell. The table below shows these discrepan1 

SFPD Rape Case Reports 
,' ·- ''"~ ~,· - ~" , ". ~~·' ·:::.~, ' .. ~ 

Year CompStat Da~~ · Reeorted ~o F~J; R,eportedt~!~~?ed, 
.• ,, ,;., "·4'.'1' - ~·e~ . . Jli A-"'"~""'""·~•-~ 

2014 378 355 109 (31°/o) 

2015 391 344 129 (38%) 

2016 429 342 334 (98o/o) 

2017 437 367 63 (17%) 

2018 417 n/a n/a 

Avg: 410/yr 352/yr 159/yr (45%) 

When journalists request SFPD's rape data for exceptional clearances, arrest rates or u1 
get stone-walled. As Mark Fahey, one of the Reveal collaborators told us; ''I talked to thf 

department and the Media Relations office - more than a dozen times between Januar 

indicated that they did intend to respond to our request, but missed their own deadline~ 

unresponsive ... " The Westside Observer's own records request on 12/27 /18 was ignore( 

was acknowledged ... but no response to date. 

By 2021, the actual outcome of rape cases now dubiously reported as "cleared" will be( 

when the FBI will implement its National Incident-Based Reporting System nationwide. 

exceptionally cleared cases from arrests - unlike the Uniform Crime Reporting Program 
this new system ls also flawed as it doesn't count the many cases deemed "unfounded 

Omitting unfounded cases can mask the prevalence of sexual violence and impede soc 

incentivized. Labeling rape cases as unfounded can make police agencies appear morE 

reported crime rates while boosting clearance rates. Because of the Newsy/Reveal/Pre 
plans to add the "unfounded" category to its new reporting system. The SFPD should b, 

The need for reforms emerged when the Board of Supervisors' Public Safety & Neigh be 

heard from sexual assault survivors and experts on 4/25/18. In ernotional testimony, t~ 
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improvements, navigating th&t!rifliMelii!lmfsaUl~~ef~i~1!¥reflik1hs Mraff~1¥, g~O~rr/g! 
Isn't treated as a public safety threat. Similar deficiencies were identified in a 2017 relli: 

Violence commissioned by the Department on the Status of Women and a 2018 report 

Accountability. 

The lack of transparency in the handling of rape was exemplified when SFPD Cornman( 
give the clearance rate for rapes at the Hearing. And the DA's Chief of Victlm Services, I 

how many of the 436 sexual assault cases served by her Division in 2017 were chargec 

Reports only show the percent of cases charged that result in convictions - without di~ 

remains in the low single digits. Prosecuting sexual crimes is difficult. Nationwide, 20% 
arrests and just 2% to convictions. 

So we asked the DA's Office for the number of rape/sexual assault cases it charged an~ 
law enforcement presented an average of 141 arrests/year to DA prosecutors. (The DA~ 
3 times more because it also helps victims of unreported and uncharged crimes.) On aj 

such as filing new criminal charges, proceeding on another case, revoking probation, or 

52% of cases. But we couldn't get the actual numbers charged with or convicted of sex 

does not present!y have responsive and reliable information". 

After the Hearing, Supervisor Ronen crafted Ordinance 215-18 creating the Office of Se: 

Response and Prevention (SHARP) .. It was enacted in September 2018. Working under· 
SHARP will have a Director and 2 full-time employees at a cost of around $400,000. Ke; 

blaming, promote survivor-centered services and oversee all City agencies dealing with. 
to receive complaints about City services for sexual assault, help victims navigate the~ 

to meet with complainants, report service failures to involved departments and City Ha: 
combat and prevent sexual crimes. 

Importantly, SHARP will galn access to and publlsh sexual assault data that is now uno 

Dr. Derek Kerr .was a senior physician at Laguna Honda Hospital where he repeatedly exp 

Department of Public Health_ Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

March 2019 

'j ~ Rape, Stolen Valor Charges Jolt Human Sei 
by Dr. Derek Kerr 
immering anger over hiring practices at the Human Services Agency (HSA) turned to di. 

• • t ~· • -I - I • 
' " <, • '~.¥ ,_ ' """-:;"~ T -•-< -- ' __ ..::.c:,_c;_ __ , _ _;.:~ _:-_: __ , __ -
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the local community". Jones earned a salary of $92,927 
($125,631 with benefits) in 2017. 

Five months later, he was accused of stolen valor by the 
veteran-operated "Military Phonies" website_ Reportedly, 

Jones had been representing himself as a former Navy SEAL 

with combat duties and Injuries in various war theaters. 

However, military records disclosed by Military Phonies show 

that he actively served the Navy from 1998-2000 - with no 

overseas deployments, SEAL training or service. His 2002 
discharge from the Naval Reserve Personnel Center was "for 

the convenience of the government" these records show. On 1/22/19, Jones apparentlJ 

"false allegations". Military Phonies responded by asking for his BUD/S class number.) 

6-rnonth Basic Underwater Demolition/SEAL class but Jones' records showed none. Ar 

classified. 

•••~• •• oo • •' • • o ''" oo '"" 0000 o oo ooo; o o' o o •• • o o, o '• '• o o" o > "''"' o" '"' o ' ' o 

Given HSA's 2,000 employees, occasional scandals are expected b1 
HSA has been a hotbed of protests about "cronyism, nepotism and 
hiring and promotion of unqualified personnel..." 

The 2013 Stolen Valor Act imposes penalties for fraudulently claiming to have received 

so secures money, property or other tangible benefits. HSA's Human Resources Depart 

whether Jones embellished his military service and whether tangible employment benE 

However, HR Director Luenna Kim had to surmount a bigger challenge - in her own offi1 

old attorney and Labor Relations Analyst was arrested for rape in Dublin in November 2 

he is being held without bail at Santa Rita Jail according to the Alameda County Inmate 

will be in March. 

Prior to working at HSA, Harris was an lnvestigative Analyst with the DA's Office. AlthoL 

were excellent, sources say his arrival at HSA entailed some controversy. A University c 

graduate, he was admitted to the California Bar in 2014 and remains in good standing. 

salary of $82,108 ($112,687 with benefits) in 2017. HSA disclosed that he's no longer e 

There's more. In June 2018, long-time HSA engineer Albert K. Broohm, age 59, was arrE 

WCJrrant for aggravated sexual assault of a child under 10. A stunned HSA colleague de 
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March 2019 

The Way We Were 
by Dr. Derek Kerr 
etween 1938 and 1940, the New Deal's Works Progress Administration (WPA) hired so~ 

detailed wooden model of San Francisco for the Planning Commission. The idea came: 

Timothy Pflueger. The 3-D scale model served as a planning tool for the many WPA pro. 

to Golden Gate Bridge and the Bay Bridge itself, as well as the development of TreasurE 

City working during the Great Depression. Built at a scale of 1 inch to 100 feet, the 6,001 

mundi covered 1000 square feet. The cost; $100,000. The model was displayed at the ( 

in 1939, then at City Hall in 1940. It was packed away in 1942 to make room for admini: 

In the late '60s, it was shipped to UC Berkeley for urban design studies. 

Last year, the SF Museum of Modern Art, in partnership with the SF Public Library and t 

Bik and Jos van der Pol, restored the model of San Francisco circa 1938. The goal was 
public in a memorable way and promote civic engagement. Th.e result is an exhibition~ 
branch of the Public Library will display sections of the scale model corresponding to i~ 
will reveal something about the way we were and the City's evolution. Events and progr!' 

will accompany the display from January 25 through March 25. For more information c 

see Take Part 

Dr. Derek Kerr was a senior physician at Laguna Honda Hospital where he repeatedly exp 
Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

LIBRARY BRANCH EVENTS 
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~ fuels, tobacco interests, and luxury real estate. Plus their predatory pra! 

tanked the financial system. When it came to loans for City housing, infrastructure, tran 

interest charges were steep. Since the Westside Observer's May 2017 article "A Public ( 

appeared, much has happened. 

During the early 
1900s, North Dakota's 
economy was based on 

agriculture, specifically 

wheat. Frequent drought and 
harsh winters didn't make it 

-·. -~-~- - - -. "'""'" '~ .~-~""'- ·~-~-· - "--~-- """''-- --"''-----'----~ ~---=--_-.__:: _______ ._, __ _ 
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interest rates on farm loans, 

sometimes up to 12%.North 

Dakotans were frustrated 

and attempts to legislate 
fairer business practices 

failed. 

A.C. Townley, a politician 

who was fired from the 

Socialist Party, organized the 

Non-Partisan League with 

the intent of creating a farm 

organization that protected 

the social and economic 

position of the farmer. 

The Non-Partisan League gained control of the Governor's office, majority control ofthE 

one third of the seats in the Senate in 1918. Their platform included state ownership ar 
credit agencies. In 1919, the state legislature established Bank of North Dakota (BND) 1 

Elevator Association. BND opened July 28, 1919 with $2 million of capital. 

Per the Co.ntro\ler's SF Open Book website, the City paid private banks a whopping $581 

bonds and loans in 2017-18. Of that amount, taxpayers owed up to $121 million, accor( 

Annual Financial Report. The rest was owed by ratepayers using water, transit, airport a 

services. Either way, bank executives, shareholders and bond holders reaped the proce1 

reported $864,000 in bank fees last year. ln response to publlc pressure to save money 

our values are, City officials, like those in Oakland and Los Angeles, began exploring Pu 

the public good . 

• ••••• ••• ••• • • ••• ~~····. '~""" 0 "".' 0 "'. 0000 00 •••• 0 •• 0 •••••••• ,, ••• ,,. 

Public input also favored divesting from Bank of America and Welh 
Treasurer's Office fmds it daunting lo 'create a Public Bank from sc 

Pursuant to the Board of Supervisors' Resolution 152-17, sponsored by Malia Cohen, S< 

and Hillary Ronen, Treasurer Cisneros organized a 16-member Municipal Bank Feasibili 

Fewer's request, the Budget & Legislative Analyst's Office issued a November 2017 reru 

and other community supportive banking options. 

P1223 
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and "will never be profitable." 

The most viable model, a Commercial Municipal Bank, would 

use the City's General Fund for lending. By not taking deposits, it 

would eliminate the complexity and costs of a getting a charter. 

It would make money by year 2, and a $17 million profit by year 

10. But it wouldn't break from Wall Street or provide consumer 

loans. 

· On 12/13/18, the Board's Budget & Finance Committee heard 

updates from the Treasurer's Office regarding the Municipal 

Banking Task Force. Its service priorities are affordable housing,. 
small· businesses, infrastructure, unbanked residents, then ·· 

cannabis. Turns out the 4 models proposed in September took 

flak for being "too small - not thinking big" according to Amanda Kahn Fried. Public in~ 

Bank of America and Wel!s Fargo. However, the Treasurer's Office finds it daunting to "c 

scratch," declines to recommend a Public Bank, and hasn't provided a roadmap to estal 

costs of a Public Bank, the social costs of depositing public dollars in private banks arE 
and Fewer urged the Treasurer's Office to "think big," move beyond its comfort zone, an· 

State legislators. The goal would be "local control, financial empowerment, and transpt 
· bank balance. Accordingly, the Task Force will present 3 new models: Divestment, Re-Ir 

at its last meeting at 3 PM on January 31, Room 305, City Hall. 

The counting room at the Bank of North Dakota 

Meanwhile, on 1/10/19 over 200 people packed the Women's Building to launch the Sa1 

Coalition (SFPublicBank.org). Among the speakers were former Supervisor John Avala: 

who pioneered hearings on Public Banking in 2011, recalled how private banks were ba 
> ' _,,_,_ , ~-~ ~ - _,{"..~ "'" _, --~,_, __ " __ •• ;'<.2:'.=~-"---.,----- -· """-"'"-~---~---~ .• ,_, __ 
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concept: SF Public Bank Coallffif~'Hl!iarfif efif K\JYfi¥W~ {i[-{d'!l'ac~l~'Fi&iflef-&~rldiicnaiff ~ 
Bank Charter Amendment before voters in November. Supporters can check SFPublicB 

sessions and work groups. 

Regulatory and political hurdles abound. Last November, Los Angeles placed a Charter 

allow the creation of a Public Bank. A robust 44% of voters approved - but it failed. Oak 

commissioned a study concluding that a multi-Jurisdictional Public Bank was feasible. 

Office .@jected it citing "no clear roadmap, structure or supporting data." As for cannabi 

California Treasurer's Office found that "No State-backed financial institution designed 

industry is feasible. All alternatives fail on both risk and financial grounds_"Banks handl 

asset seizures and employee prosecutions for enabling a federal crime. 

Yet the quest to transform banking is gaining momentum. In 2016, the second US Publi 

American Samoa, QRened with Federal Reserve approval. Hundreds of Public Banks thr 
nascent Green New Deal movement dovetails with Public Banking. Recall the Great Der 

Roosevelt tapped the publicly-owned Reconstruction Finance Corporation to finance NE 
Congressional appropriations. While campaigning, now-Governor Newsom declared, "I} 

chokehold on state finances and develop our own state bank." 

Meanwhile, City Treasurer Cisneros actlvely pursues socially responsible investments. 

Local" program allocated $80 million from the County's Pooled Investment Fund to ban 

community \ending. Other City agencies facilitate loans. For example, the Mayor's Off1c 

Development backs $86 million in home loans for lower-income residents. Such servici 

Public Bank grows. 

~rt'eperek Kerr l.N1MD"1~Nl~~~Q;J1wfi\~hf-iU 
i.J i:.rhiel'l!l/lk'tfrP!iil!Jr. flm!lla Contact: Derek 0 n Van N ess@a o I. com 

Rivero 
hree years ago, in Exodus from Laguna Honda H~~Wi,4ffX~iQ~ Observer reporte 
..... e<>OGOO •oe•Oe o<>• 0<' ~q ~<>g ~00<>~ 0 60 00 0 0 0 0 <, 0 0 0 00 <> ~<>O 0 0 ~ 0 0 0 0 c, ~~ ~ ~ ~ 

number of LHH patients who fled the premises. Now, LHH managers are publicly acknc 

testing ways to reduce "unplanned discharges." Unplanned discharges refer to patients 

Against Medical Advice (AMA), or who simply walk out, Absent Without Official Leave(. 

patients eventually return to LHH. 

At LHH's 11 /13/18 Joint Conference Committee, a public meeting of LHH managers ar 
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semi-private rooms were t , _ ".'! ; -;:: • 

supposed to contain such I 11 11 .· .. - · ~ .. __ ¥ "' ;;;;; 
jarring behaviors. Instead, the · ,, ~. ... f~ _ 

proportion. of patients showing~ 
bothersome behaviors steadily 
increased from 23o/o in 2013 to 

• 

Janet Gillen Social Services Director 

about bothersome patients provoking others to bail from LHH. 

•••04oeo•ooooooo•••••••o•••~••••••coooo~oo400•ooo•O••oo••o<>o•o•o~• 

Concurrently, LHH is coping with a rise in unruly patients with "heh 
like wandering, screaming, aggression, and rejecting care." 

LHH is working hard to reduce the turmoil while keeping its roots hidden. Without addr( 
• t • t I t I I I 
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There are costs. This year LHH faces a $2.5 million budget shortfa 
increased need for coaches in an effort to facilitate patient flow wil 
Coaches are staffers assigned to watch unruly or unsafe patients. J 

costs for security services, including staffing, patrols, security tecl 
environmental controls. For example, every AWOL event triggers a 
wide search by the Sheriff's Department and busy LHH staff. Mean• 
more guarded and restrictive." 

Why do LHH patients flee? Here, we are baffled by contradictions. Between 2010 and 21 
reasons for AMA and AWOL discharges included 33o/a who "Did not want to be here" an 

abuse. Now, according to Gillen's November presentation, 70% of unplanned discharge: 

abuse. Only 18% didn't want to be at LHH. However, in a September presentation, Chief 

insisted that merely 18o/o of unplanned discharges were tied to substance abuse betwe1 

2018. If that 18% is correct, treating substance abusers won't do much to curb runawa1, 

reduce abrupt decampments seem dlrected at drug users. The conflicting numbers pre 

Qian are unlikely to guide effective interventions. We asked Ms. Gillen and Dr. Qian to cl 

response yet. 

Currently, records show that 25% of LHH admissions are designated as homeless. Sur~ 

caring for these sometimes challenging patients. Although LHH documents are almost 

did say that most AMA discharges were homeless. But their presence within the larger 

disclosed. Gillen mentioned in passing that 44% of unplanned discharges fled from the 

from the HIV/AIDS ward. Such information should help to target specialized services. 

LHH deploys a host of interventions to cut unplanned discharges, These include early i1 

troubled by drug cravings, as well as more support groups, motivational counseling, an1 

Surprisingly, a 16-month trial of Medication Assisted Treatment, offering buprenorphinf 

was a flop. Turns out only 1 % of unplanned discharges were opioid users. So, treating f 
AMA and AWOL discharges. Another 17% of runaways craved non-opioids like cocaine, 

methamphetamine. These drug habits cannot be treated with methadone or buprenorp 

support groups, and anti-depressants can help. Even so, LHH Psychiatry surveys show 

have a major impact on patient flight. Wisely, LHH recently abandoned its draconian po 

After 3 years of harassing smokers who defied no smoking rules, and causing some to 

restored a patient smoking area. 
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There are costs. This year LHWriiB~il a1 §llrs1~lllirnrfi~~~e!'sH6iiifrf1l"irlmr\19li8.!oi0tlffe' 
an effort to facilitate patient flow within the network." Coaches are staffers assigned to 

patients. And there are escalating costs for security services, including staffing, patrols 

environmental controls. For example, every AWOL event triggers a burdensome campu: 

Department and busy LHH staff. Meanwhile, LHH becomes more guarded and restricti1 

Finally, San Francisco lacks nursing home beds, shelters and housing. The Health Depa 
Medical ResRite beds on Mission Street for homeless persons discharged from SFGH. 

LHH even if they don't want to be there. Because LHH always has a waiting list, folks w 

displaced by those who don't_ 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh, 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: watchdogs@westsideobservet 

Proposition B DecemJ:>er 2010 
· Mayor·London· Breedis. Aversion· to·Sunshint 

"~'\?'by Dr. Derek Kerr 
':.~;'.;',,- ondon Breed's ascent into Room 200 portends a loss In City Hall· 

-~:_,~the Cit_y's "Pri:acy Firs~ Policy" - passes in November, it would all~ 
~ · Sunshine Ordinance without voter approval. And thus, our sunsh11 

amendment to reinforce it. 

As District 5 Supervisor, Breed repeatedly defied th_e Sunshine OrdinancE _ 

requests. When thwarted requesters filed complaints with the· Sunshine Ordinance Tasl 

adjudicates alleged violations of the Ordinance, Breed ignored SOTF summons to atten 

intransigence came to a head in August 2017 when public advocate/gadfly Michael Pe1 
President Breed for a list of addresses she had blocked from her Twitter account. No rE 

reminder emails. Still nothing. Unlike Breed, other Supervisors responded to the same r 

r~.~ 
Ji.J ··················~··••2••······································~~ 

The SOTF determined that Breed had violated the Sunshine Ordinal 
public records and failing to attend its hearings. This April, frustrai 
voted 7-0 to refer Breed's delinquencies to the District Attorney to' 

"Blocked" means that those individuals cannot view what Breed is tweeting, or convers• 

some of those tweets entail City business. The case was tlmely because a March 2017 
(San Jose v Superior Court) established that public business conducted on personal el! 

subject to disclosure. (In May 2018, a US District Court ruled that President Trump vioJE 

- "--<'~,, .,___ -·-~ C.....~,~---'..,,_~..!~..::.....!__-~_.!..!'L~-_.._....l. .'.':. .• - ___:'_ •. _. _ __'.__::________:::__ - ----~- - - ---·-~ , ______ _ 
" © 2020 Westside Sarr Francisco Media No portion of the articles or artwork may be • without expressed consent , 
:... . . - --- :________::__ . / - ,_,, 

P1228 



'r. l)erck l(crr https: //\vestsidcobscrvcr. con1/ne\vs . .\vatchdog .h llnl/loct20 

James Madison Freedom of Information Av1an 
In a May 1st letter to DA Geor'ife'Gafu'6oi1,18N{l''Gi+all'B'r~8e'Wb11i>'bxp\~ilf~d1t'tt~i<flll€ifcl' 
compliance with the Sunshine Ordinance and has failed to respond to public records re 

SOTF hearings." Wolfe noted Breed's non-compliance in 5 prior cases: #15029-2, #150~ 
#17047. The rebuke stirred the Mission Local to describe Breed as one who "continual!; 

"has no patience for public records requests or the task force that oversees them." On I 

case to the Ethics Commission where it awaits resolution. 

Breed's aversion to public scrutiny of her public service is.n't new. As The Westside Obs1 

Breed had refused to disclose her work calendars_ When the Board of Supervisors vote. 

the names of participants in its official meetings, Breed voiced the sole no vote. On sec 

that September she deployed her unique aversion to calendar disclosures as a litmus-ti 

Thanks to a tip from Patrick Monette-Shaw, here are Breed's sunshine violations per thE 

In complaint #15029-2 Michael Petrelis showed that his request for Breed's outgoing e1 

ignored. When the SOTF met in June 2015, it found his request was unduly broad and a 

Nobody from Breed's office appeared. Although her aides Connor Johnson and Iris Wor 

committee hearing, Breed was cited for dodging the full SOTF hearing and failing to res 

request. 

In complaint #15038 from March 2015, Ray Hartz requested Breed's records about app 

Public Library. No response. The SOTF unanimously cited Breed for failure to provide t~ 

appear or send a representative to its hearing. The matter was referred to the SOTF's c. 
Committee. There, Breed's aides Connor Johnson and Iris Wong did show up. Offended 
seen Hartz's request, had no responsive records, and had replied - to the Clerk of the Be 

received the requested records from other Supervisors. Nevertheless, Breed's aides we 

response directly to Hartz - after 7 months. 

In complaint #15060 from December 2015, Michael Petrel is requested Breed's work ca 

2015. Astoundlngly, he was told that Breed didn't keep calendars. In October 2016, hep 

the SOTF's Compliance & Amendments Committee. Connor Johnson and Iris Wong did 

Breed's calendars. They had to. By then, the Board of Supervisors had voted to disclose 

Breed's opposition. The SOTF cited Breed for failing to timely respond to a public recon 

In complaint #17018 from March 2017, journalist Josh Wolf requested a list of person..: 

account. No response. Wolf's follow-up request 10 days later was also ignored. The SO 

block spammers and trolls, but had to disclose who she blocked. Further, Breed had vie 

by withholding public records and not sending any representative to 2 hearings. 
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purposes." But by showing up'>aicti\'dr11s{ !lo.,Yrh\iiiVITTll, lh'<ll(!iail~cl!N~fy6\;e'fiti/iref1'£fai 
only one week's emails. 

Yet, Breed's sunshine aversion persists. This August, Petrel is requested Breed's calend; 

right before she was sworn in as Mayor. He received a same-day response-41 grossly

them on Google drive for all to see, then filed a sunshine complaint alleging egregious r 
perhaps, a subsequent request for Breed's mayoral calendars received a prompt respor 

behavior, and the ominous implications of Prop B, a sunshine eclipse may characterize 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a member of the Society of Professional Journalists and an investigativ1 

watchdogs@westsideobserver.com 

October 2018 

"Privacy First Policy" Threatens Sunsl 
·c.-·;1by Dr. Derek Kerr 

.----- he "Privacy: First Policy" (PFP), a Charter amendment proposed l, 

safeguard private data from abuse by tech-based companies, ur 

Ordinance. Set to appear on the November ballot as Proposition 

~ between privacy and transparency. By conferring "First" place to privacy,, 

Origins _of the Privacy First Policy: Drafted by Peskin's legislative aide Lee Hepner, a res1 
Ordinance Task force, and Deputy City Attorney Paul Zarefsky, the PFP was initially co-; 

Ronen, Kim, Fewer and Sheehy. It propounds 11 privacy principles. These affirm the put 
personal information is being used, how to access that information to ensure its accuri 

informed consent for the use of that information by the City or parties benefitting from· 

offered as guiding rather than binding City policy. In a round-about opaque way, it direc1 

devise an Ordinance implementing the policy guidelines by May 2019. Then the Superv' 

f;" ii' :j tJ 
0 0 000000 0 00 00000 OfiO 0500 0~00 000 0~000 0 Oo• O ·~·~ ·~·~ 00 000 OO• • 00 00 0 • o• 0 

Who decides if an amendment of the Sunshine Ordinance is "not in 
purpose? The City Attorney, according to Peskin ... Trouble is, the ! 
loyalties, representing the public and City government. When the t1 
Attorney defends City officials." 

One impetus for the up9oming Prop Bis a scandal: the political data mining firm Cambj 

- ~ ~="' ~r. 0.. ~ •• ,!ft~"""--~..!..-~ • -"~.-~--,,.• .:_G_~~ ·-·~__i;~r-"....'.1___,,".'L.!__ _ _:~-
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records, provided that any such amendment is not inconsistent with the purpose or inten 
the voter-approved ordinances." 

Who decides if an amendment of the Sunshine Ordinance is "not inconsistent" with its 

purpose? The City Attorney, according to Peskin. City Hall would rule on voter intent - c 

its own intent. Trouble is, the City Attorney has dual loyalties, representing the public ar 

two clash, the City Attorney defends City officials. It's not a hypothetical concern. Recal 

Matt Dorsey told the New York Times in 2011 that the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force I 

jury that beats up on City departments ... " As the Westside Observer has repeatedly reru; 

the Ethics Commission to dismiss virtually all sunshine violation referrals. Plus, the Citi 

already- as the "Supervisor of Records" to adjudicate public appeals for withheld City r1 

the SOTF. 

Granting the City Attorney and Supervisors Charter powers to amend the Sunshine Ordi 

It happened before. In 2014, a cabal of Supervisors (Wiener, Chiu, Farrell, Tang and Yee: 

qualified applicants who were deemed too independent. Instead, City Hall shills were in 

Sunshine Ordinance to tampering by the very City officials who contend with sunshine r 

complaints. Unlike California's Consumer Privacy Act Prop B becomes a Trojan Horse 1 

government laws into a bill that appears to protect consumer information. If it passes, 1 

lessen transparency - despite assurances to the contrary. 

The current Sunshine Ordinance was voter-initiated and approved As such, it can only C 

Supervisors. That's apt because sunshine complaints are all directed against City Halli 

and City Attorneys are regular targets. Allowing them to modify the Sunshine Ordinanc~ 

Since 1999 the Board hasn't touched the Ordinance, except to add something. In 2008: 

Supervisors amended the requirement that audio and video recordings of City Hall mee 
be digitally recorded, and available to the public in digital form. Under public pressure, ii 
themselves and other top officials to maintain work calendars as public records, and to 

meetings. These add-ons neither altered existing mandates, nor bypassed the SOTF -

permit. 

Stakeholders Beware: Almost privately, PFP was composed within the confines of City I 

companies were consulted, the bill received a perfunctory, unnoticed introduction at th( 

Supervisors meeting. Then came two fleeting reviews before the Rules Committee in J1 
public Input, save for a single sunshine concern voiced by Peter Warfield from the Libra 

quickly adopted by the full Board on July 24th, with Supervisor Cohen joining as a co-s~ 

Peskin mention his intent to work with "a broader set of stakeholders on trailing legisla: 

itself says nothing about stakeholders, apart from Supervisors and the City Administra~ 

~ _,..,_ ___ .'-'--''· • "''< ""'·""·-~"'-·--f" ---~---o·--·~r.-i- ·~--··-··~ ·<-'--'"-=•; ~ ,,.~,.....-'~--==~'-'--'<-
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Granted, the PFP/Prop Bis w~f12fnt1!~'d€§1Wlf'i'1e\ia>131<i\4e\\151i'!fehi'\ii(ifflitlp1~ff-;,7fi'IS111ii 
and monetize our private data. Granted, its sponsors generally support open govern me 

they likely wanted to facilitate updates to the Sunshine Ordinance, some of which are S· 

Alarmingly however, Prop Basks voters to give up power for politicians' good intention: 

lurks the fox. Giving future politicians the leeway to amend the Sunshine Ordinance is tr 

Hall could. simply deem self-serving revisions as "not inconsistent" with the Sunshine 0 

Dr. Derek Kerr is a member of the Society of Professional Journalists and an investigativ1 

watchdogs@westsideobserver.com 

Sept 2018 

No Takers Yet: Laguna Honda's Aid-In-Dy 
by Dr. Derek Kerr & Dr. Maria Rivero 

s reported in the June 2017 Westside Observer (WSO), 

Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) approved a medical ald-in

dying policy last May. Based on California's 2016 End of 

Life Options Act, it allows terminally ill patients with decision

making capacity to self-administer prescribed lethal sedatives in 

the hospital. While awaiting LHH's promised annual report on its 

aid-in-dying program, the WSO requested records showing the 

number of lethal prescriptions issued and the number of associated 
deaths. LHH's response: "zero" and "zero". 

Zero takers may seem surprising in a hospital that reported 181 

deaths in 2017. However, few dying patients choose this option. For 

example, Oregon's 20 year old "Death with Dignity" program accounted for just 144 dea' 

rise ln participants, that's merely 0.4o/o of Oregon deaths. In California, data for the first 

·Options program, June through December 2016, show that 191 patients received lethal. 

(58%) took them. That accounts for 0.06% of California deaths during that period. Data. 

prescriptions were issued and 374 (65%) of those patients died as a result, amounting: 

deaths 

••••••~••••••••~••••oo•••h•••••ooooo•,,0000000••••••••••••••••0000• . 

... the overwhelming majority who opted for aid-in-dying were over. 
educated, insured cancer patients living at home with Hospice sen 

• -- x, •• •'· ~-'"-',--·~ •. - ,.·~ "--, ··- ~'<'K-'.' ~ ' ;~ . ·_, ••• -
- ©"2020 We"Sts1de SarrFranc1sco-Medra-No port1qn of the articles or artwork i;n'a~ be-..'.0
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This May, a legal challenge bY,llifif{le<t~S&r6e%~!i'l"~oUrfd(!l;6Hl~\nf;l6WrilY ~Ji~eH8e 
Despite pleas from Compassion & Choices, a group that supports assisted dying, a Rivi 

judge invalidated California's End of L\fe Options Act - on procedural rather than substa 

Hestrin case, the judge ruled that the Act was wrongly passed in a special legislative sE 

for Medi-Ca! recipients. That maneuver was deemed unconstitutional as it skirted the a 
Special sessions also bypass committee reviews and potential opposition. After 3 wee 

General Xavier Becerra's motion to stay that ruling was granted by the 4th Circuit Court 

arguments to overturn that decision will be heard this July. Given the strong public sup1 

absence of reported abuses, the Legislature could simply reenact the bill in general ses 

the Act. 

Since the LHH's medical aid-Jn-dying program was enthusiastically introduced to the H{ 

since controversy abounds, the reasons for zero patient participation, the program's pre 
disclosed this year_ 

Dr. Derek Kerr & Dr. Maria Rivero were a senior physician at Laguna Honda Hospital, they 

reporters. Contact: watchdogs@westsideobserver.com 

July 2018 

....,_~-=--~·;,~ : -~~:''·; 
:;;:;.:.~.:-'·---- ,--
~·~: - \-,: 

Westside Car Break-Ins Subsiding - I 
by Dr. Derek Kerr 
~u·~:-- ncorrected data from_the Taraval Police Station's website (w~w.Taraval.org) s~ 
t::zlr·. reported auto burglaries. The average number of auto break-ins for 2018 now~ ' .--. - .;, 
·--~ '"- · big improvement from the 140/month average logged in 2017, and slightly bett 
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Society of l'rofes.1ional Journalists, NorCal Chapter 

100 122 100 121 

(computer statistics) database. Last month, WSO columnist Lou Barberini - a CPA and, 

the SFPD's CompStat numbers as "phony statistics" because they quietly increase - sd 

age. That's partly due to the addition of cases filed after the monthly crime reports are· 

corrections inserted so many months later? Initially, the current crime rate is understatl 

update the data creates an illusion of improving crime trends by pairing current underc1 

numbers. 

For example, car break-ins recorded in Taraval Station's monthly reports totaled 1,418 ii 
logged into ComQStat show 1,614. That discrepancy amounts to a 14% surge - from 11' 

Notably suspicious, the 81 auto break-ins Taraval Station recorded for December 2016 . 

. CompStat. Similarly, Taraval reported 1,680 auto break-ins in 2017, while CompStat she 
instead of 140 break-ins/month, the retroactive average for 2017 was 149/month. Give; 

thefts from autos go unreported, the true numbers are likely about 10°/o higher than Tarj 

Last month, SFPD Lt. Tim Paine told the West of twin Peaks Central Council that the rei 

and home burglaries - was tied to the arrests of 12 of 30 members of a gang· targeting i 
residential burglaries plunged to 26 this May. That looks better than the 20_17 average ~ 

home burglaries had risen in early 2018, the drop in May merely kept this year's average 
. ' 

statistics are malleable, and because· burglary gangs are resilient, vigilance remains ne! 

Dr. Derek Kerr is an investigative reporter tiving in San Franciscco 

Contact: watchdogs@westsideobserver.com 

July 2018 
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J.' Taraval Merchants See Red Over Parl 
l],J · · r. Derek Kerr 

cursing through the Parkside and Sunset neighborhoods, Taraval Street is dotted with 5 

their owners have strenuously QQQOSed Metropolitan Transportation Agency (MTA) pla1 

commercial corridor. The latest flare-up came on Monday, May 5th. Taraval merchants: 

paint along the entire curb of the 2200 block. Gone were the parking spaces in front of 

Fire Equipment, Avenues Pet Hospital, Allstate Insurance and the Zhong Shan Restaura· 

forewarning. Although the MTA had promised fliers, business owners say they weren't r 
I I I I 

- - ._ ~-- - _- __ -_-~:'._ __ -~_, __ ~ _-"• __ :'."_"~,· )~ ---
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When business owners along Taraval Street arrived at work on Monday mo 

surprised to find MTA had painted the curbs red along the entire block. Alic 

MTA's process at a press conference three days later 

doesn't rank among Vision Zero's 57 priorities. According to MTA's website, 22 people r 
L-Taraval trains in the last 5 years. The agency blames motorists who failed to stop as I 

Just 72o/o of drivers complied with required stops. In April 2017, a 6-month pilot project 

compliance by deploying street markings, signs and flashing lights on tr~ins. If the corr 

would have continued these measures. But compliance stalled at 74%. So, 36 parkings 

to install concrete boarding islands at train stops. Apparently, the 2200 block was the le 
last straw. 

0000•••<>•••••••••••••••••••0••00•••••0•~·••••0••••••"'''''00000000 

Alioto's message resonated; "Neighborhood serving businesses a'4 
losses. With behemoth competition like Amazon on one side and e• 
City agencies like MTA on the other, our small businesses are beini 
Francisco." 
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"I was at wits end;' Dianna Anderson (left) of Avenues Pet Hospital said, "I hi 

Alioto criticizing MTA's tactics recently at a mayor's forum, and it gave me sc 

would listen to our small businesses." Shown above is Ms. Anderson, 

Marcello the owner of Marcello's Restaurant and Sue Hoffmari 

MTA and abandoned by their Supervisor, Katy Tang. That's why Diana Anderson, co-owi 

appealed to mayoral candidate Angela Alioto. On May 8th, Alioto and her team joined a 

30-person Press Conference outside the Pet Hospital. 
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Much discontent was directed at MTA officials, its unelected Board and Director Ed Rei: 

over the past 3 years, the agency "just steamrolled over any objections and refused to i1 

solutions we offered to address safety concerns." She's also skeptical of MT A's "disingE 

and methodology. She doubts that cutting parking will improve safety, citing the small r 

Taraval's 30,000 daily transit passengers - about one collision per 2.5 million riders_ As 

questioned why a 24 hour/day parking ban was imposed given the paucity of riders out 

rush hours. Indeed, several nearly-vacant double buses rumbled by during the noon rall: 

Mike O'Rourke, representing the Transportation Alliance of San Francisco, a grass-root~ 

characterized the MTA as an "autocratic fiefdom, insulated from the public." Albert Cho· 

Parkside Sunset and owner of the Great Wall Hardware store joined past-president Alar 

Insurance office, in decrying the many hours they wasted conveying community cancer 

to the MTA. They say their pleas for parking recuperation and mitigation of "highly impc 
ears. Barry Hermanson, a 40-year Sunset resident and Green Party candidate for US Co 

original presentation to the community was a fully-formed plan. They didn't come to us: 

Economic and service disruptions emerged. Gene, the 20-year owner of Gene's Deli, ke1 

Now, he's losing customers because nearby parking is scarce after 6 PM. Veterinarian I 

she's legally obligated to see emergency patients, while MTA prohibits emergency acce· 

when guardians of large dogs have to scrounge for parking and haul their ailing pets se 

attention. Customers are complaining and some have canceled visits for lack of parkin 

Just because certain merchants are unhappy ... does not mean I ha, 
The SFMTA Board ultimately makes final decisions ... and the Boar 
to my recommendations:· (Supervisor Katy Tang responded)" ' 

These complaints are reminiscent of a prior revolt against the MTA, championed in the: 

ac_ke_d by the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods, a mot 
,.- ·-- - ·--~--.-- - - -.·-. - - >-,-, ___ _ 
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Greatwall Hardware Business owner, Albert Chow, President of People of P< 

outlines the inflexible pattern of SFMTA's responsiveness to neighborhood, 

the kind of public interaction I would expect from a Director w! 

almost a half-million dollars a year," Alioto respondeC 

support. Advocates for public transit, pedestrians· and bicycles won then and remain fo· 

resistance, there may be hope. On May 15th, the Board of Supervisors, citing "frustratio 

certain transit decisions based on neighborhood appeals. 

,. ,, -~ ·::::'--'<'<•,· ,,, " ---". : . - -_ ,_~" __ ,_:: ____ :_ __ ' __ ' __ -~·--- : 
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Desperate merchants reached out to candidate ·Alioto, fearing as one merchant 

have to look at what happened to the businesses along the N Judah Line to see v 

to our T araval businesses 
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focus groups after MTA heari\<@silfeV0Nlc!'1n~o'sHoO(Mef<i\\lfre~gs.IW~l@r£iffih\i"·Wi<fll1Ffi 
merchants who wanted additional study before sacrificing parking for boarding islands 

alterations for a year. Still, several rally participants viewed Tang as unresponsive to thE 

oddity of District 4 merchants appealing to Angela Alioto rather than their own Supervi~ 

OOfioo•oooo•ooooooooaoooooo•••~·••ooo"ooo~ooo<>ooooooooooooooooooooo 

Barry Hermanson, a 40-year Sunset resident and Green Party cand 
recalled; "SFMTA's original presentation to the community was ah 
didn't come to us to help craft a solution." 

While Alioto has pledged to "Fast track infrastructure projects to our most heavily trave 

vowed .to fire Ed Reiskin and audit MTA's billion dollar budget. That's why she was recru 

resonated; "Neighborhood serving businesses are suffering devastating losses. With b\ 

Amazon on one side and ever more-demanding City agencies like MTA on the other, au: 
squeezed out of San Francisco." 

To a Westside Observer query, Supervisor Tang replied that she wasn't invited to the ral 

Mayoral candidate would insert herself and prey on angry merchants given that she did 

understand the history of the project." Tang added; "Our office has been working with SI 

A small group of counter-protesters attempt to disrupt the crowd gathered tc 

·ft••·-- -
, ' 0 - ', ~~ ,., ' -- • ' ' > > y - - ~ -· - > - • 
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and trade unions largely reject 

displacements, and add afford 

mayoral candidates, London Br 

backing from big technology fir s. 

The bill's defeat was foreshado _ : ~~:S~·-:as exe~p-lif1~d:-a· 
Gathered in opposition was ad -,_ -e--co~·irtl<ih--bfte-n8nt, neig.hborhood, bUs.in~1;\--a~nd d 

by some 100 multi-ethnic and rD"Ulibgeneratioila_l protest_ers. Many were unrnotiW!ed ~e1 
Asian. Their message was that:SB .8~7_yv_ould wrest control of land use from the\iity a 

residents. Their slogan; "Say go·o_dbye to your ~eighborhood." They chee·red spea~~~rS fr 
Supervisors Jane Kim, Aaron Peskin and.S8ndra Fewer as wel! as form_er Mayo[~1l Ag1 
penned a comprehensive critig~~.qi SB,827 ifi the April Westside Observer,.~po_.k,- ',~.rt. 
Neighborhoods. But their messa·ges. were suppvessed. ~· .- _. t __ . 

••~•••• ••• ooo •• ••• oo • oo on~••• o ooo on.o oo oo no'" o ,, on ono '" o "" o a• o o ooo~o 

Riling them up were YIMBY Action head Laura Clark, Bay Area Rent 
and wannabe District 6 Supervisor Sonja Trauss, and SF Housing A 
and Wiener acolyte, Todd David. Trauss even barged into the larger 
shaking her placard ... A Sheriff's deputy asked Trauss to leave tha1 
YIMBY's disruption provoked angry verbal exchanges and soon a IE 
out to separate the clashing factions" 

Shouting them down were barely 20 young, white counter-protesters. These self-descril 

their opponents as old, wealthy, self-serving, white NIMBYs. So they were taken aback t 
and out-represented by an unexpectedly diverse crowd, the YIMBYs stooped to drownir 

up were YIMBY Action head Laura Clark, Bay Area Renters' Federation leader and wann 

Trauss, and SF Houslng Action Coalition director and Wiener acolyte, Todd David. Trau~ 

group twice yelling and shaking her placard. An offended demonstrator slipped her owr 

A Sheriff's deputy asked Trauss to leave that section of the rally. The YIMBY's disruptio1 

exchanges and soon a team of deputies came out to separate the clashing factions. 

Some of the elderly demonstrators were startled and intimidated by the YIMBY's bullyin 

Eventually, the larger group began chanting "Shame! Shame!" and "racistn" while pointir 

contingent. True to form, Laura Clark resorted to victimology, later claiming that her bo1 

"a trap" and were "gaslighted." The Examiner's Joe Fitzgerald-Rodriguez's provided a nu 

its fallout. Tim Redmond of 48 Hills provided additional background including the posit 

coalition opposing SB 827. 
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5oc:i .. ~tv of flroft:ssional Joc1rnoli,;ts, f>JorCal Chc.7ptcr 
Dr. Derek Kerr is San Francisco investigative reporter Contact: watchdogs@westsideobs( 

Who Owns Voting? 
by Dr. Derek Kerr & Dr. Maria Rivero 

May2018 

f~ an Franciscans are seeking more autonomy in some of 
,-~ their public-private partnerships. Alongside the 
~··. movement for a Public Bank is a similar quest for a . 

Public Voting system. There's unease when public votes are 

counted secretly by private corporations. 

The 2000 Bush v. Gore "hanging-chad" debacle drove 
computerized voting. But the new technology begat glitches. In 

2007, California Secretary of State Debra Bowen decertified all 

of the proprietary voting systems tested because of security 

and auditing fiaws. That year, the SF Elections Commission 

prioritized voting systems that "provide the maximum level of 

security and transparency." The Department of Elections (DoE) 
then contracted with Sequoia Voting Systems. The upfront cost 

was $9.6. million. In 201 0, Dominion Voting Systems acquired 

Sequoia and became the DoE's vendor. Over 11 years, these 
contracts have totaled $22 million. The current contract will expire in December 2018 s 
has been reviewing its security and transparency goals, nicely summarized at www.SF( 

Current Problems: Dating from the 1990s, the technology running our leased voting sys 
high risk of malfunction - and vulnerability to hacking, as shown by the breach of voting 

conference. Importantly, transparency is lacking since the computer codes operating t~ 

guarded by copyright. Election officials cannot verify their accuracy or security, or even: 

machines lack auditing functions and thus, accountability for their transactions. Althou 

by random 1 o/o manual ta!lles, today's voting machines are "black boxes" when electoral. 

·boxes". Compounding these fiaws is "vendor lock-in." Only one company can service or. 
adjustment requires vendor permission, And, options are limited with just 3 major vend 

tabulations are largely controlled by contractors - not government officials. 

ff ff o o OOD 0000 •~ •~• O ••• o O O O oO O O oOO O• • .,. 'O 00 000 o o o Olno • • >ooO 00 oOo o o > O 00 •~ 
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accessible com put er codes lilQli~€81byftRl!'!f~efi S8ufc/ii hllfa11Vel ~~like'PriJprilefarj<O'< 
free for anyone to inspect, copy and improve. Because many eyes scrutinize the softwc 

corrupt it unnoticed. Though publicly visible on platforms like GitHub, the code is still c' 

Most super-computers use open source codes, as does the US Department of Defense 

CIA Director R. James Woolsey .QRined in the New York Tirnes; "To Protect Voting, Use ( 

federal ROlicx requires that 20o/o of all new software be open source to facilitate inter-a~ 

peer review. Personal computers also use open source software via the Firefox and Chi 

Android operating systems. Open source systems are transparent, secure, flexible and. 

proprietary barriers and fees. 

Plodding Progress: In 2011, the Board of Supervisors' Voting Systems Task Force recor 

voting system. !n 2014, the Board unanimously supported such a system, along with a· 

Agency Formation Commission. Based on this study, the Elections Commission passe< 

Systems Resolution in 2015, requesting funding to "develop and certify an open source 

That means voters would still get paper ballots, and touch-screen votes generate a vot1 

recounted by hand. 

The plan is to advance incrementally, developing and certifying individual components, 

the development would rely upon consultants overseen by the DoE. Meanwhile, ground. 

Election Commission's Open Source Voting System Technical Advisory Committee. 

Chaired by Commissioner Chris Jerdonek, PhD, its meetings are open. OSVTAC membE 

contracting for the new voting system. Cost savings are anticipated from using commE 

terminals and optical scanners instead of proprieta.ry hardware. Buying replacement pc 

longer obligated to a single vendor, the DoE could hire any contractor to maintain and u· 

Elections Commission has requested $4 million for 2018-19 to start building it. 

That money awaits the approval of the Mayor's Office and the Committee on lnformatic 

Francisco's 5-Year Information & Communication Technology Plan touts an Open Sourc 

goa!s, Universal Broadba_nd is a competing objective. Until a publicly-owned voting syst 

spend $2 million/year on an interim proprietary system that accommodates open sour< 

However, the 2016-18 City Budget did provide $300,000 to develop "a new voting syster 

software. The DoE allocated $100,000 for a salaried Project Director. But no satisfactoi 

Director John Arntz assumed the role. In September 2017, the DoE engaged Slalom Co1 

"prepare a business case" for an open source voting system. 

Risks and Challenges: Slalom's February 2018 draft report en1phasizes the complexity i 
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through Ominously, contractdf!l'~R~Yili1fd'11'lf<reliasryf'ilb/e1!IH&'Yllfue libeffst!cfr&1!jhle 
mentioned in the Slalom draft is the expected resistance from corporate vendors. Slalo 

recommend more planning. 

State Support: State funding is likely because California's voting system is overdue for< 

model designed here could be freely copied by other counties. Secretary of State Alex f 

voting as "the ultimate in transparency and accountability." Last year, the Assembly app 

to California's voting machines via a 2018 Voting Modernization Bond Act. But that me< 
However, Governor Brown has proposed spending $134 million from the budget surplu: 

Elections Commissioner Chris Jerdonek seeks public input and support by speaking to 

reached at chris.jerdonek@gmail.com. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital w 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: watchdogs@westsideobserv 

April 2018 

Parkmerced: Class Action Laws 
Settlement, Small Chan! 

n December 13, 2017, the City's Superior Court approved a settli 

of Stewart v. Parkmerced Investors ProRerties. Notably, "These 

are barred from initiating any publicity of the Sett!e1nent ... and w 

any media ... "Accordingly, this report was derived from court records 

In May 201-4, Danilo Stewart and his girlfriend moved to Parkmerced. They settled into; 

building at 405 Serrano Drive. The rent was $2,391 /month. Soon, Stewart developed nci 

headaches. He attributed these symptoms to moisture and mold caused by building an 
allowed water Intrusion and excess humidity. Parkmerced abuts Lake Merced and sits: 

There's fog. Its leases Include a "Disclosure of the Presence of Moisture/Mold/Mildew'' 
commissioned air quality testing that reportedly showed "excess dampness" and "harrr 

causing contaminants." Parkmerced responded by performing its own air quality testin! 

done, Stewart claimed his symptoms persisted, leading to "severe mental and emotion< 

dee'.11ed his apartment "not habitable" and moved out. 

j'l> 0 

_,

0 
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$75 late fee. on July 3rd 201.$,%~~lfrrg/;\1:r<$~;siliJ1Jt1i ri!rlt','Qlll~age ~h°i!'G!iiltf~~.'li~\% 
total dues owed. For this minor shortfall, he was charged $75. The next month, his rent 

$75 penalty was imposed. Stewart felt that Parkmerced's flat-rate late fee was unfair. It 

amount owed or the length of the delay. He charged thatthe late fee was excessive, ge 

over-compen-sating Parkmerced for so-called "cost and damage". He alleged that tenan 

of outstanding dues for services and utilities, thereby increasing their risk of fines. 

Further, his lease defined the late fee "as additional rent". The SF Residential Rate Stabi 

Ordinance doesn't allow late fees to be collected as rent. Although Parkmerced did not 

when it imposed a late fee, the Law Offices of Eric Lifschitz considered it an "illegal ren· 

Action lawsuit was launched on behalf of 5,186 Parkmerced residents - expressly fort 

asked for "restitution of all excessive late fees." 

Parkmerced moved to dismiss the suit as meritless. lt denied that its late fees were rer 

increased the monthly rent due, merely assessed a late fee when rent wasn't timely pai1 

administrative fee, not added rent. Parkmerced also rejected Stewart's claim for punitiv 

of malice or reckless disregard. However, in October 2016 Judge Ronald Qufdachay al]( 
since the lease verbiage related the late fee to a rent increase and Stewart's ill-health ct 

An arduous discovery process ensued during which Parkmerced showed that its late fE 
of 8 similar City landlords overseeing 75,000 units. Most charged $100 with a range of 

testified that tailoring late fees wasn't feasible and a flat rate was both reasonable and 

Parkmerced's $75 late fee undervalued its administrative costs for handling delinquenc 

Parkmerced assessed 2,271 late fees (some were waived) totaling $132,825 of which~ 

calculated management costs were double the sum recovered. 

After a year of wrangling, mediations and conferences, a Final Settlement was approve, 

retain its $75 late fee, but agreed to delete the descriptive phrase "as additional rent" fn 

replaced. Only the late fee language can be revised on the new tenancy agreements. A~ 

Parkmerced reduced its separate fee for bounced checks from $50 to $25. While denyi 

agreed to pay $120,000 in legal fees, and $30,000 to Danilo Stewart for work loss, envir 

moving costs, plus acting as the Class representative. Parkmerced residents with cone 

their newly-revised leases can contact the Housing Rights Committee of San Francisco 

(Case#: CGC-16-551696) 

Dr. Derek Kerr is an Investigative Reporter living in San Francisco 

March 2018 
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~ Marijuana Act", ended)o:_r.~~;~C~~i~~-[1~.::_:j~ \ 
cannabis prohibition in ·--··- - _ ...... ---- · · - -

November 2016. Garnering 

57% of votes statewide - and 

74o/o in San Francisco - it 

legalized the sale of 

recreational marijuana. 

Medical marijuana has been 

legal in California since 1996. 
Prop 64 allows adults aged 21 
and older to possess 1 ounce 

of marijuana, or 8 grams of '·--

BSEE 

marijuana concentrates, and to cultivate 6 plants at home. To sell marijuana to adults~ 

need both State licenses and City permits. Detailed State regulations were issued. On 1. 

Consumgtion Ordinance installed the Office of Cannabis with regulations and equity po 

providers. 

In December 2017 the City's Department of Public Health (DPH) reQorted the potential 1 

of legal· cannabis, focusing on youth exposure and neighborhood quality of life. The 20~ 
Assessment on Legalization of Adult Use Cannabis" aims to minimize health risks, youi 

disruptions. Based on these guidelines, the DPH reviewed the scientific literature, cons1 

surveys to come up with key findings and recommendations. 

Youth Impacts 

ft,~ 
i,..;.'.J '......J 

····························~·············"··················~···· 
As of August 2017, there were 38 medical marijuana dispensaries i 
were delivery-only services. Of these, 64% were located in 4 neigh! 
Market, Mission. outer Mission and the Financial District." 

Although the new law applies to adults, youth may be affected by the legalization of rec 

among ·youth has been associated with learning difficulties, lower school performance 

Recent City surveys cited by the DPH show that 17°/o of our high-schoolers use marijuat 

the national average, partly because of low use rates among Asian students. For exam1 

Chinese students used marijuana versus 43% of African-Americans, 33.6°1o of Whites ar 

LGBT students use marijuana at twice the overall rate. The DPH advises adding canna~ 

middle and high school curricula 
--· - ' ·- ":'' - -"~"..._"----- • __ • -- ':::. .....':o::._ ___ _, _._c- ___ ,_-_ _2_·_·-------· ---------
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Owners of 2505 Noriega have filed in court after the Supervisors upheld an appeal by n· 

granted by the Planning Department. 

young people. Back in 1 991, nearly 80'7"o of San Francisco voters approved Proposition ! 
- 5 years before California legalized it. And in 2006, the Board of Supervisors passed Or 

possession of marijuana the "lowest law enforcement priority". In 2011, the SFPD repor 

misdemeanor marijuana possession - and all were secondary to other charges. Per thi 

Colorado, Washington, Oregon and Alaska has not resulted in Jn Creased use among yot 

could change with uncontrolled advertising and marketing. 

Young people are especially susceptible to advertising, a vulnerability long-exploited by 

industries. Conversely, restricting advertising is a proven strategy for preventing drug u~ 

advertising by licensed marijuana businesses, there's a looghole. Advertising agenc_ies 

not directly sell marijuana can freely promote marijuana. That's why local vigilance play 
Transportation Agency stripped marijuana ads from buses in November. The Golden G; 

Transportation District, followed suit. The DPH recommends regulating the content anc 

does with tobacco and alcohol. 

Medical Impacts 

Even before the legalization of recreational cannabis, "cannabis-related" hospitallzation 

However, from 2011-2015 City hospitalizations and ER visits directly caused by cannab 

annually. In comparison, alcohol-driven hospital visits were around 80 times higher. Tht 

cases involved young people under 24 years of age. Interestingly, hospital visits attribu· 

higher for African-Americans than for the overall populatlon. 

A particular concern is poisoning by edible forms of marijuana like cookies, chocolates 

cannabis poisonings between 2006-201 O and 2011-2015, ER visits increased from 133 

indicating more serious impairments, rose from 21 to 52. These are small numbers as l 

unlike other drugs, marijuana has never been fatal. 

Not mentioned in the DPH report is the August 2016 incident at a Quinceaniera celebra 

Nineteen people were taken to the hospital complaining of confusion, dizziness and let 
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counseling services in 2015. 'ifleio'liih\JfrRellfrlih'hl'f\\'d 5c1&rci'Olli-Mf<r('tAelplit~;fc}'rol<lf 
compared· to those of past decades. That raises the risk of intoxication for those who i:: 
Drugged driving isn't mentioned. That may be because research has not yet proven tha1 

increases crash risk. Nevertheless, marijuana can impair critical driving skills. While tra 

marijuana became legal, recreational marijuana-linked crashes and fatalities have risen 

Washington. 

Also missing is a Kaiser Permanente study of 35,000 pregnant women. ln 2016, 6.6'Yo tE 

rising to 19% among those between 18 and 24 years old. Fetal development may be af1 

study: of 5,588 women showed a 5-fold rise of pre-term births among those who contin 

pregnancy. Most medical marijuana dispensary physicians discourage marijuana durin; 
history of addiction or mental illness. And because marijuana harbors bacteria and funi 

immune systems are advised against smoking it. Recreational purveyors won't be soc< 

public education campaign targeting pregnant women, youth, parents and seniors. For: 

Community Impacts 

Like retail outlets for alcohol and tobacco, marijuana dispensaries gravitate toward lo~ 

communities of color. As of August 2017, there were 38 medical marijuana dispensari~ 

delivery-only services. Of these, 64% were located in 4 neighborhoods: South of Market 

Financial District. Commercial zoning laws and community participation in the approv~ 

distribution. The Westside's sole approved retailer is Barbary Coast Collective due too~ 

Check Weed Maps.com for dispensary locations. 

Because alcohol and tobacco outlets are associated with increased youth exposure as 

traffic, vehicle accidents, and crime, the DPH is concerned about the impact of marijua1_ 

sparse, most community complaints mention malodorous marijuana smoke. The risk 0 
cannabis retailers are cash-only enterprises with lots of it at hand. Cannabis tourism m' 

retailers may be adversely affected. Importantly, the DPH reports that; " ... none of the st< 

organizations serving communities of color, or living in these communities, believed ca 

benefit communities of color, and inste8d would have a negative impact ... ". While the DI 

outlets in neighborhoods burdened by drug abuse, it doesn't address the opposition fro: 

community where cannabis use is very low. 

The DPH promotes a "measured approach" that mitigates disparities - and fears - by uq 

especially in lower-income, higher-crime neighborhoods. Health and safety inspections: 

the Office of Cannabis, Fire Department and Department of Building Inspections. ComR 

311 
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,}:if of soldiers in domestic policing. Soldiers are 
~~··clj trained to kill and destroy while cops serve to 

keep the peace. This distinction has faded with the 

militarization of police in the War on Drugs and the 

War on Terror. A warrior mindset has seeped into 

routine policing as reported by criminologist Peter 

Kraska. the ACLU in War Comes Home, and journalist 

Radley Balko's Rise of the Warrior Cop. Back in 1998, 

the Bay Guardian covered an SFPD drug raid ln War on 

Crime, warning that when cops become soldiers, the community becomes the enemy. -

Militarized policing started in the late 1960s when the LAPD introduced SWAT (Special 

to quell riots and violent emergencies. Initially driven by fears of civil unrest and armed 

acceptance. For politicians, SWAT teams confirmed tough-on-crime credentials. For co 

But money drove mission creep because SWAT teams generated revenues. lncentivize\ 

gear for the War on Drugs as well as civil asset-forfeiture laws, police forces eventually 

deployments to drug searches and non-violent crimes, versus 7°1o for emergencies like< 

situations. 

•io•••••ooooooooooooooooo••<>••ooooo•••ooo"o••oooooo•ooooo•QOo•~••• 

President Obama issued an Executive Order limiting and banning ti 
field staples like tracked armored vehicles, large-caliber weapons, 
bayonets and grenade-launchers." 

Then came massive donations of excess military equipment from the Department of o. 

National Defense Authorization Act (NOAA). The 1989 NOAA authorized the transfer of 
and State agencies engaged in the War on Drugs. The 1996 NOAA created the "1033 Pr 

deliveries to local law enforcement for counter-terrorism as well as counter-narcotics p 

gear must be returned if not used within a year, its deployment is abetted. Loosely over 

Emergency Services, the 1033 Program is administered by the Defense Logistics Agen( 

Office whose motto is "From Warflghterto Crimefighter". September 11, 2001 spawned 

Department of Homeland Security (OHS), and the ongoing national State of Emergency 

departments with grants to address terrorism and disasters - emphasizing national se 

And, given the rarity of terrorism and disasters, OHS offerings trickled into everyday pol 

The deployment of war equipment to quell civil uprisings raised constitutional concern: 

nd Wili 

P1249 



)r. Dt:rek Kerr https://1-'.'estsideobserver.com/newsf\vatchdog.htmllloct20 

BSEE 
James Madison Freedom of Information Avvar< 

so far, the SFPD has been judl6l6iJ?!ln'pfJ'efit1H§fira!?t3ltlli'l;lff.ltlli.s!fn1Me1 6\l\l!rtBla\l[i(f~a 
hasn't sought combat equipment. DOD records show that between April 2008 and May 

surplus items valued at $447,535. This represents the "acquisition cost" to the DOD ratl 

surplus equipment. 36% of which is unused. The SFPD gets the gear for free, but pays~ 

costs. The big-ticket items were mobile remote-controlled robots, namely an MK3MODI 

Packbot 51 Os valued at $77,000 each. These machines can probe hazardous sites and 

remaining items were vision-enhancing devices like thermal and reflex sights, night visi 

illuminators for surveillance and reconnaissance. 

So the SFPD upgraded its arsenal with cost savings. Of course, with a budget of $583 r 

weaponry from private vendors. Or, it can accept gear transferred from other 1033 Pro~ 
Francisco's FBI office, its Joint Terrorism Task Force partner. The SFPD acknowledged. 

Neutralization robots" from "another law enforcement agency" in this way. 

Incidentally, the City's FBI office is the major local recipient of DOD military surplus. Rec 

least 1,850 items valued at over $10.9 million since 1996. Major acquisitions include 1 ~ 

valued at $6.7 million, 2 "Reconnaissance Camera Systems" valued at $167,000 and 3 ! 
$195,000. Much of the equipment is quotidian; computers, cameras, flashlights, rescu~ 

Coffee maker" and "exercise bicycles". The military-grade equipment falls into 3 catego: 

Disposal like robots, Hazardous Material Disposal including gas detectors, electric bloV 

machines, and Reconnaissance gear including night-vision goggles, gun sights, rifle sci 

and thermal signals: None of it is offensive combat gear. 

Very little of the DOD surplus acquired by the SFPD is reported publicly. A search of the: 

Program" revealed just 2 entries; 3 mobile decontamination trailers requested· in 2002 3 
reports indicated that 2 helicopters were acquired in 1998. None of the military items i( 

in Police Commission meeting minutes. Neither are goods transferred from other 1033 
obscure is the impact on SFPD practices of $28.8 million in grants received from 2003: 

million annually) from the Department of Homeland Security. Although these grants do, 

provide military-style equipment and training. Military paradigms legitimize violence an; 

'The SFPD's use of force showed "significant deflcienCies" per the Justice Department's'. 

Initiative". Its lack of transparency was the theme of the 2015 Civil Grand Jury report ".Lr 

Now that weapons of war are again readily obtainable - without Pentagon reporting re1 

transparency about its acquisitions is indicated. The frequency and purpose of SWAT t1 

publicly reported. And, the Police Commission should re-examine the impact of federal! 

and community engagement. The threatened cuts of law enforcement grants to sanctu 

lining; shifting resources away from militarization and toward community policing and I 

-, ~~"c .11_,l"f!,,r .:~-~eP P.:-.1- ,-:..,~:~~ ~i ..,~~- -!! J.,,Gto·"~-~. t# 
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trt;r=r··.~ he Ethics commission 

!:-~ "recklessly" 
r ·. ·. . 
·'~~~ disregarded the Brown 

Act and the Sunshine 

Ordinance when it "brazenly 

voted to send a letter without 

proper public notice." The 

commissioners must 

"immediately re~ign" or face 

suspen.Sion. Either way, an appeal to "criminally prosecute" them for "official miscondu( 

warned a 5/2/17 complaint to the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (SOTF), the District/. 

appoint said Commissioners. It came from "outraged" pro-housing activists Laura Clar~ 

Back Yard") Action, Sonja Trauss, founder of SFBARF (Bay Area Renters Federation) an1 

oblique strike in a war against perceived barriers to housing development. Recall the gl 

in trying to take over the Sierra Club. This time, their anger was displaced onto a revitali 

tackles corruption. 

00600 •• 0000 ••• • oo • •• o o oo • o~•• • o" • ooo o ••~~• ooo • o oo o• o o oo oo o •• o oo oo o 

Johnson acknowledged a conflict. She resolved it by contortion, vo 
policy decisions at SPUR while continuing to vote on housing polic' 
Commissioner. Although she had told Mayor Lee she wanted to res 
SPUR.'' 

At the March 27 Ethics meeting, clean-government advocates with "Friends of Ethics" n 

Quentin Kopp of a potential conflict of interest. It involved Planning Commissioner Chri 

been dubbed Director of SPUR's San Francisco chapter following a term on SPUR's Boa 

Area Planning and Urban Research Association) is a member-funded "non-partisan" thi1 

advocacy. Its income for 2016-17 was $7.1 million, of which 34% came from some 6,0( 
corporations, developers, realtors, as well as trade unions and public institutions. Anot~ 

mostly private. Noted for past "urban renewal" fiascos, SPUR promotes development th 

contrlbutors, among others. Kopp included Johnson's alleged conflict among 10 sugge 

Ethics' work on an Anti-Corruption Ordinance - and future meeting agendas. 

But the Johnson matter didn't get on the April: 

Friends of Ethics co-founder Larry Bush warne, 

Cominission would review 2 competing Jnclusj 
- -'-- ~ < -~~-' - : --- _:" _ - - ,. __ , ; .' ' ~~-Iii_,!.,!_•!~~-""" tt'"'" ,__.,-::;_!~..:!_!I " - 8~~i- -...!., ~'~. 

@'2020 Westside San Francisco Media No portion of the articles or artwork may be · - '""'\,"<.!.-Without expresseB Cohsenf. J:J:"' _, 
" - ,,, - -- "- - '-'·'~ ~ •• "~~1 _'-;;_ '··1 :'1i.•-.,),,_~i;';,;,2:.4!.'tt.'G..,.'::'' 

P1251 



)r. Derck Kerr hllps://wcstsideobservcr.co11i/news/watchdog.ht1nllloct20 

James Madison Freedom of Information Awar( 
~~ . ·.;;1 '"" 

, .. e~· 

Commission President Peter Keane 

f fl rrw~~!ii:tR9n ffi1• .J t.?l'J:r F.'fl f i~J~ !l,"PJeriC '!Ji• v.•.~'t!Jf'R ~·"F 
was Johnson SPUR's salaried advocate and fu 

reversed her vote to tighten Airbnb regulations 

Mayor's Office. 

So Ethics had to decide: address an 

imminent vote potentially tainted by a contlict of interests, or wait until the 

matter could be agendized. By then, Planning would have voted. The Brown 

Act and the Sunshine Ordinance require that government meeting agendas be 

publicly posted 72 hours beforehand to allow public participation. But both 

allow action on non-agendized items if all commissioners present deem 

immediate action necessary to avoid "serious injury to the public interest" and 

if the need for action arose after the agenda was posted. Commissioner Kopp 

moved to take action on Johnson's perceived conflict. Deputy City attorney 

(DCA) Andrew Shen, who is assigned to.the Ethics Commission, cautioned 
ag3inst further discussion as the matter wasn't on the agenda, as did Ethics C~ 

Director LeeAnn Pelham. Ethics Chair Peter Keane ruled that the matter was 

urgent, important and in order. A required roll-call vote on this decision wasn't taken bu1 

in agreement. 

What ensued was a one-hour open discussion punctuated by DCA Shen's defensive ref1 · 

potential conflict. Larry Bush shared e-mails showing that the Mayor's staff had called 1 

and Johnson about, "having to recuse herself from item~ at the Planning Commission .. : 

Administration." This Shen did not disclose. Nor would he share that he told Johnson sl 

"attorney-client privilege." He wouldn't reveal if his advice was written Or verbal. He ever 

points of !aw related to conflicts of interest. Not once did he mention that the Brown A( 

non-agendized matters. Awkwardly, Shen was caught in his own conflict of interests - s 

differing views. Worse, Ethics was rejecting the "no-conflict" pass he had granted to Joi 

discussion, and suggested that one Commissioner send a persona! letter to Johnson.! 
comments, Ethics voted 4-0 to send a letter advising Planning Commissioner Johnson 

incompatible" and to recuse· herself from acting on "housing or other development proj1 

......................................... ' ........................ . 
Ethics made a good-faith effort to fulfill its duty and met the imme1 

' allowed by the Brown Act. YIMBYs desiring fairness can report to ~ 
conflicts enveloping other Planning Commissioners. And Ethics sh 
conflict-bound City attorney with independent counsel." 
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criminal prosecution .. as did the YIMBY complaint against the Ethics Commissioners. 

Johnson acknowledged a conflict. She resolved it by contortion, vowing to avoid housir 

while continuing to vote on housing policy matters as a Planning Commissioner. AlthoL 

wanted to resign once hired by SPUR, Lee asked her to stay until he appointed another, 

another 7 months. She walked out during public comments that overwhelmingly favore 

However, she did support one amendment that favored low-income residents. Tension~ 

Jane Kim arrived to announce that the dueling proposals would be melded into a "cons 

YIMBY grievance against Ethics proceeded. 

On 9/6/17, before the full Sunshine Task Force, Ms. Clark and a handful of YIMBY supp 

Commissioners Keane and Kopp and their allies. Intriguingly, the YIMBYs' fervor for sur 

long-committed sunshine advocates like Bruce Brug1nann, Rick Knee and Bob Planthol1 

Commission. The all-white YIMBYs injected victimology and identity politics into their n 

discriminatory to challenge Johnson because other Planning Commissioners harbor cc 

lamented that "l had my character thrown under the bus." Previously, she had argued it' 

(Johnson) through the mud.'' She labeled Ethics "a rogue agency ... fllled with politically-r 

the hammer on whoever they deem a political opponent." Housing Action Coalition CEC 

about old white men not liking Christine Johnson." Dismissing conflict of interest concf 
for "a political witch-hunt for a minority female woman," "a political vendetta", "selective 

and "new levels of hypocrisy." They also maintained that the Ethics letter didn't address 

had received tips about Johnson's conflict weeks before and she had previously voted 1 

almost worked. A motion to find that Ethics had violated the Sunshine Ordinance died c 

the 6-vote threshold needed to pass. Commissioner Johnson wasn't there to back her!;; 

Shen. 

In sum, Ethics made a good-faith effort to fulfill its duty and met the immediacy exemp· 

YIMBYs desiring fairness can report to Ethics the alleged conflicts enveloping other Pia 

Ethics should replace its conflict-bound City attorney wlth independent counsel. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
wrongdoing. Both are local San Francisco residents. Contact Derek 

October 2017 

Safe Injection Sites: Neither Drug Dens r 
Recovery 

I IJ I• I , 
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Department of Public Health (DPH). In 2015, 179 

people died of drug overdoses, about 100 by injection, 

primarily heroin and methamphetamine, mostly 

hidden in Tenderloin and South of Market hotels. 

Drugs drive thousands of ambulance runs and 

hospital visits for infections, overdoses, falls and 

other complications yearly, not to mention crimes and 

arrests. 

···································~····················••>••••••• 
The Bill passed the Assembly 41 to 33 and awaits a Senate vote, o 
Police Chiefs Association, District Attorneys Association, Sheriffs' 
Narcotic Officers' Association , .. Nonetheless, SISs offer hope amic 
fentanyl-spiked overdoses despite the fierce policing and mass inc 
on Drugs." 

Drug addiction is viewed by experts as an illness - substance use disorder. To tackle its 

Board of Supervisors passed Resolution 123-17 in April. It urged the DPH to convene a 

Services Task Force to assess setting up sites where people can legally inject their owr 

under medical supervision, and connect with health, drug treatment and social service~ 

meeti~gs, the Task Force will send recommendations to the Mayor. In June 2016, Maye 

injection site at a homeless Navigation Center, declaring his "vigorous disagreement ov 

heroin and meth, to literally destroy their bodies and their minds, in a City-funded shelte 

Director Barbara Garcia endorsed injection facilities in December. 

Safe Injection Sites (SIS) originated in Switzerland in 1983 then spread to 100 cities in· 

Canada, Denmark, Germany, and Spain. Two of these incorporated scientific evaluation 

Su[;lervised Injecting Centre set up in Sydney Australia in 2001, and the lnsite program i 

established in 2003. Their research shows that SJSs attract hard-to-reach, high-risk dru~ 

and long-time addicts, many with no prior drug treatment experience. SISs promote sat 

likely reduce overdose deaths and infections as well as public injecting and litter. They, 

treatment, social and health services without increasing local drug use, trafficking or er 

Supreme Court of Canada blocked government efforts to shut down lnsite in 2011. De~ 
US, health officials in Seattle have authorized 2 S!Ss and San Francisco aims to follow. 

Here, SISs would extend the DPH's Harm Reduction approach to drug addiction; distrib1 

syringes annually, providing methadone or buprenorphine treatment for heroin addictio 
• A.°"-·•_•• C ---~ < -·_,_o'_ ~ --~ _ .·.-~·'. ::... 0 --' ~~'.'._--~---"-....:'.'->.-"' ;:> _ __'._":;-_ .:::.-,.::.:'. .. _• ~..:.:::'___:::_ __ _'._~ 
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just 31 o/o of Vancouver public injectors said they would use SISs because registration is 

injections nor drug sharing are allowed. Acceptability dropped to 20% with police prese 

SISs, do so for less than 20'1o of their injections on average. Canada's Expert Advisory C 

lnsite's thousands of visits represented barely 5'1o of overall community injections. Sucl 

potential and sometimes elusive benefits. The Sydney SlS could not demonstrate reduc 

infections, hepatitis or HIV. Although Vancouver's lnsite reported improvements in all, ti 

saw no direct evidence. While neither program reported overdose deaths in-house, thei1 

those reported in the community. Apparently, some SIS clients feel emboldened to expt 

drug cocktails while safely supervised. 

S\S referrals to drug treatment programs are widely touted, but only 14°/o of Sydney clie1 

majority did not attend until recently, with added funding and follow-up. ln Vancouver, jL 

drug treatment. In San Francisco, merely 14% of drug users surveyed wanted drug trea1 

wanted food and showers. Denial of disability is a symptom of addiction, but some taxi 

returns on investments. However, both the Vancouver and Sydney programs reported c 
businesses and residents complained about loitering and drug dealing_ While no increa 

detected, cops had boosted patrols around both SISs - a hidden cost. 

SIS critics compla\n that "partisan sympathizers" cherry-pick data to highlfght successE 

diversity of DPH's Task Force was revealed when its members were ruffled into admitti1 

SlSs. On 8/1 0/17 the Task Force proffered 6 City SISs rather than a pilot program. Othe 

eg.Yi!Y_" whereby every City District would do its fair share. Un addressed are drug users' 

acceptability barriers and the allure of the street scene. Ideological opponents fear tha1 

behaviors. They call for more robust treatment programs as well as pre-arrest diversior 

mandate treatment. 

The SIS movement is stymied by federal and state Controlled Substance Laws that pro! 

drugs and paraphernalia. Even building owners and operators may be held liable. This~ 

Sessions directed federal prosecutors to seek ''the most serious, readily provable" pen a 

work-around is California Assembly Bill 186 for a "Safe Drug Consumption Program." It 

approved injection sites. The Bill passed the Assembly 41to33 and awaits a Senate vC 

Police Chiefs Association, Dlst[lct Attorneys Association, Sheriffs' Association and Nar 

They worry about conflicts with federal laws, congregating drug-related criminality, and 

dens" that don't require treatment. Nonetheless, SISs offer hope amidst an Opioid Crisi~ 

overdoses despite the fierce policing and mass incarceration of the War on Drugs. 

Like other municipal efforts to combat national plagues, S\Ss may relieve a fraction of1 

it overall Since modest results fit the Harm Reduction paradigm, the Task Force wills 1 

• -> .; ' • <"> ' ~ -"-" --· < •, _ -• o-< -~-9 =, - • ~~~-A-- -··~ ·"•• • - - -
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.......... 'FBl'Pi'Ob'e" Plung~d 'DPH' inta Ti.itmoil1 
by Dr. Derek Kerr & Dr. Maria Rivero 

he March 2017 Westside Observer reported on the FBI probe of a pay-to-works 

Department of Public Health (DPH). Payments had allegedly been solicited in e 

questions, promotions and shift assignments. Since then, new sources and doc 

investigation dug !anger and deeper than initially reported, miring the DPH in recrimina1 

Starting in 2011, DPH janitors were questioned by the FBI 

and· City Attorneys about payments for jobs and the hiring 

of janitors with unverified qualifications from China. Who 

notified the FBI is unclear. According to confidential DPH 

sources, a janitor who reportedly paid $5,000 for a 

position that didn't materialize demanded a refund then 

complained after receiving just $4,000. Another janitor 

allegedly paid $10,000 for a position. No legal action 

ensued as the victims declined to testify. However, the 
DPH introduced multiple-choice exams for hiring janitors. 

The FBI kept watching for potential human trafficking. 

Hostile Work Environment: in 2011.12, the 

DPH. launched 3 investigations targeting its General Services manager, Willie Crawford,'. 

other facility servicEis. Several of his subordinates had complained about his "harassm~ 

reduced responsibilities. Crawford, a 35-year DPH employee who is African American fi 

employees had issued "false allegations" resulting in a "hostile work environment" that: 

His 2011 complaint to the DPH Equal Employment Opportunity office was rebuffed. so; 

California Department of Fair Employment and Housing (DFEH), adding retaliation to hi 

•••••••••••••••••••••~••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••n••••••••• 

Adding to the impression that dirt was being hidden was a series ol 
and thefts from DPH executive offices at 101 Grove Street. The DP 
activating or installing security cameras. Key documents, includini 
vanished." 

To calm tensions, Crawford was assigned new supervisors. One was Ron Weigelt, hi rec 

Resources chief in May 2013. Crawford says his mistreatment continued - including tht 
,~, ···' ~ -~ ""-. - .~- ~<,, • ~ "' ""'.,,,.,, ~'"' ". "f• ~ "• "·"' '~-
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for threatening behavior. 

Investigative Zeal: Remarkably, the Whistleblower Program and the City Attorney pounc 

witnesses from August to December 2015. Crawford's deputy and "right hand woman", 

and sought reassig,nment. In October 2015, Crawford was placed on Administrative Le< 

His replacement, a Payroll manager with no janitorial experience, was David Palma. Pal 

Amanda He as his deputy. That move was reportedly opposed by DPH Director Barbara 

staff who longed for change. But Weigelt, who protected informants, supported it and ~ 

purged half a dozen employees and supervisors, including witnesses to ongoing intrigu 

outcries over retaliation and discrimination. 

The City's investigation stated that Crawford had "accepted money from a subordinate" 

''threatened bodily harm". Labeled an "administrative retaliation ploy" by Crawford, it res 

notice on 12/18/15. Crawford had been taken aback by a grilling on hls personal f1nanc 

and even his Chinese-American wife's business. Moreover, he had been ordered to undi 

attorney present, and to attend a disciplinary hearing while on Medical Leave - a breacl 

City Attorney was investigating Crawford -while defending the DPH against Crawford's 

attorney protested "a biased investigation designed to terminate him" and successfully 

Attorney from the case. That's why Louise Renne's Public Law Group began defending 1 

thereby collecting $187,158. 

FBI Behind the Scene: The City's investigation wasn't autonomous. By November 2015, 

janitors it wanted to interview. FBl agents also interviewed DPH Human Resources Dire 

Director Micki Callahan. The DPH scrambled to review complaints janitors had flied sin, 

Weigelt crafted a memo encouraging janitors to cooperate with the FBI and promising i 

information. This memo sparked contention between Weigelt and cagier City Attorneys 

off managers suspected in the pay-to-work scheme. The FBI asked to search Crawford! 

demanded a warrant. The FBI argued that it simply needed DPH's permlssi~n since the' 

City Attorneys held FBI agents at arm's length. The FBI did not force the issue, but agen 

lack of cooperation. 

Instead of an FBI search, the DPH's Weigelt directed a search of Crawford's office and c 

Attorney's investigation reportedly bypassed the As Needed janitors who were more lik1 

pressures. Adding to the impression that dirt was being hidden, was a series of break-ii 

DPH executive offices at 101 Grove Street. The DPH reportedly stalled on activating or i 

documents, including promissory notes allegedly showing that janitors had signed ove1 

vanished. Months of Crawford's emails also disappeared. 

Concurrent investigations by the FB\, the Whistleblower Program, the City Attorney, and 

,,_ ~ • ""· • ~ , e ~~. • • o _ o • t , - ! • • • 1 • ~ : • (!!. • r 
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Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: watchdog.§...@westsideobserve1 

Laguna Honda to Offer Medical Aid-I 
by Dr. Derek Kerr & Dr. Maria Rivero 

n May 9, 2017, Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) pivoted to offering terminally ill 

patients the option of taking a lethal drug cocktail on its premises. This Medici 

Aid-In-Dying (MAID) policy is based on the June 2016 California End of Life 

Option Act and a related Department o_f Public Health (DPH) policy approved this 

February. Since the California Act prohibits MAID in a "public place" - and public 

hospitals are public places - it was assumed that patients would self-administer the prE 
patients without homes or caregivers, the DPH initially planned to "facilitate placemenf 

setting." But there are few community settings where MAID can be safely conducted - d 

the right to choose the timing, place and manner of their own deaths, LHH devised ans· 

need skilled nursing services, patients may be admitted to LHH for MAID. 

0 • 0 •• 0 0 • 0 •• 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 • 0 •• 0 0 0 0 0 0 •• 0 G 0 0 0 0 ••• 0 0 • 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Patients must personally request MAID from their physician. No on 
behalf. They must understand and communicate the nature and co1 
The physician assesses the patient's eligibility and offers alternate 
Care, palliative sedation, ending life-prolonging treatment, or volu~ 
drink." 

Since Oregon's 1997 Death with Dignity Act, Washington, Montana, Vermont, California, 

similar laws. Oregon data shows that 1,749 terminally-Ill patients were prescribed letha 

deaths. In other words, one-third decided not to use the drugs. Last year, just 0.37o/o of; 

MAID. Overwhelmingly, they were over 65, white, college-educated cancer patients with· 

S°lo took MAID in long-term care facilities like LHH. The prime reasons for seeking aid-in 

control, unbearable quality of life, and loss of dignity. In 19 years, no complaints of MA! 

The MAID advocacy group Compassion and Choices describes the experience in a vide 

To qualify for MAID, patients must be California residents, at least 18 years old, and terl 

months to live. They must have the capacity to make informed medical decisions - an~ 

drug. Because patients in Skilled Nursing Facilities are vulnerable to coercion and desp: 

that MAID requests are voluntary and rational. Patients must personally request MAID j 
, ·~ !.!.~!' e~ ~· !. ~· ~: Qjl__ I •I.!-• ~ ~ - • ej_"• -. •., 1 
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Psychologist. The review takes 3 weeks at minimum, and likely twice as long. In Oregor 

decision can be rescinded at any time. 

Days after the written attestation, a prescription is made out for 10 grams (100 capsulE 

along with pills to prevent vomiting. The medications are provided 48 hours before the 

must self-administer the drugs and is reminded that it's OK not to take them. To mask t 

emptied into half a cup of juice or apple sauce then swallowed within 2 minutes. In Ore 

out after 5 minutes but a few stayed awake for an hour. Most died within an hour, thou~ 

days. The cocktail can be modified to speed up the effect. A physician fills out the deat 

underlying terminal illness as the cause of death. By law, MAID is not suicide and does 

All MAID prescriptions and related deaths are reviewed by the State Department of Jus 

Health (CDPH), respectively. Annually, the CDPH will publlcly report the number of pres1 

demographic data, keeping patient identities confidential. 

MAID is controversial and emotive. Cathollc doctrine opposes it, as does the Hippocrat 

Medical Association though the California Medical Association takes a "neutral" stancE 

believe that MAID reflects a fear of disability, thereby devaluing the lives of disabled pe1 

quality of life may be due to poor quality of care. Traditionally, Hospice care neither pro 

process. Accordingly, the Act allows health care providers and hospitals to opt out. Cat 

and St. Francis prohibit MA!D. So does the VA hospital system. The Vltas Hospice chai1 

not prescribe MAID. 

Commendably, LHH conducted a staff survey before introducing its MAID policy. Only E 

physicians agreed to participate. Support seems spotty among nurses, most of whom; 
did not disclose how many staff refused to participate. Or how many declined to be sur 

response rate. LHH acknowledged "challenges that needed to be addressed for consci1 

explanation. Staff who oppose MAID on ethical, cultural or religious grounds are free to 

be offered Monday through Friday during the daytime when enough supportive staff art 

afforded a private room on the Palliative Care Service which is accustomed to caring fc 

LHH patients, who are largely poor and non-white, were not surveyed. Neither were DP~ 

the demand for MAID. A UC Berkeley poll showed that 76% of California voters support 

African-Americans. No one has polled terminally ill patients. Offering MAID without pu::: 

be a challenge. 

Apart from those who request MAID, who benefits? The DPH Flow Project rushes non-¢ 
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The Non-Partisan League gained control of the Governor's office, majority control of the 

and one-third of the seats in the Senate in 1918. Their platform included state ownershi 

and credit agencies. ln 1919, the state legislature established Bank of North Dakota (Bf\ 

Mill and Elevator Association. BND opened July 28, 1919 with $2 million of capital. 

here does money come from? It's created from nothing - by banks. Becaus1 

banks can lend $10 for every dollar they hold. By charging interest on this f 
much more than they lend. Since loans are marked as deposits, they can al 

governments collect taxes and deposit them in big banks. By serving as intermediaries, 

thls money or lending it. Instead of fostering community development, most bank loani 

institutions, insurance and real estate companies, hedge funds and corporate raiders.~ 
urban development grants have locked cities into the private banking system. Averse t~ 

budgets, cities obtain private credit via municipal bonds or public-private deals that re111 

the costs of public projects. Private banks monopolize a wealth-transfer mechanism th 

shareholders at taxpayer expense. 
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auctions. These and a host of other violations yielded billions in pilfered profits despite 

settlements. 
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Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer directed the Budget Analyst to re-as• 
city-owned bank. Treasurer Cisneros will also have an opportunity 
.With the ongoing risks and predations of private banks, threats of 1 
cities, and revenue losses from denying bank services to the cannCi 
banking option is needed:' 

One antidote for these abuses is to establish RUblic banks. Their purpose is public inte1 

public utilities under public oversight, they take tax receipts deposited by governments. 

projects and local businesses and return profits to General Funds. Run by salaried civil 

commisslons fOr boosting Joans or pursuing speculation. This alternate paradigm work 
(BND), the nation's only public bank. Founded in 1919 to support farmers who couldn't, 

banks, it now finances infrastructure projects, and provides low-interest loans for stude 

services. BND partners with local banks that lend to homeowners and small businesse. 

pumped some $300 million back lnto State coffers - one reason North Dakota was uni 

financial crisis. In 2015, the BND's Infrastructure Loan Fund offered 30-year loans - at 2 

banks are publicly-owned. Among US cities considering public banks are Oakland, Sant 

San Francisco already has a tem[!late for public banking. In 2009, then-Supervisor Jahr 

Sociologist Karl Beitel, who went on to publish a monograRh; "Municipal Banking: An 01 

public bank could recapture $68 million annually by purchasing the City's short-term bci 

foreclosures and housing costs that displaced City residents, as well as the Occupy We 

movements, in 2011 Avalos asked the Clty's Budget and Legislative Analyst to researcr 

Rose's September 2011 reRort identified a major barrier: State law. Government Codes 
' shall not, ln any manner, glve or loan its credit to or in aid of any person or corporation.': 

Attorney QRinion concluded that as a charter city, San Francisco could establish its owl 

cre_ate public banks (AB750 in 2011 and AB2500 in 2012) were vetoed or buried after o: 
Bankers Association, and the State Treasurer. 

City Treasurer Jose Cisneros was guarded while testifying before the City Operations ai 
' Committee on 10/24/11. He admitted that the City deposited its funds with Bank of An: 

Bank at a cost of $2.7 million/year. He emphasized his legal obligation to prioritize seci 

order, for City investments. There was no assessment of the security of City funds plaq 

co-mingles its $1 trillion in de osits with $70 trillion in derivatives. When such banks f · 
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Cisneros' current Investment Policy keeps "social responsibility" subordinate to securit' 

liquidity, and returns. However, his "social responsibility screen" steers City investment~ 

from firearms producers, major polluters, and predatory lenders. A foe of predatory bar 

Cisneros uses public bank-like tools to boost community financing. In 2008 he advancE 

Bank On SF program that partners with credit unions and "responsible banks" to provid 

income residents with low-fee accounts. Last year he suspended Wells Fargo from the 

sham accounts nationwide. His Kindergarten to College program used Clty and phllantl 

savings accounts for over 18,000 kids. This March, he was pushed by the Board of Sup 

that sponsor the Dakota Access Pipeline. Why not open a public bank? 

E-mails obtained from the City Treasurer's Office since 2011 reveal wariness, skepticisr 

public banking - and its proponents. Inquiries from Avalos and associates were cautiou 

Legal Section. Correspondence between City and regional treasury officials expressed· 

1. Conflicts of Interest: Can bank governance be insulated from politics? Will politic 

loans, or how bad debts are collected? 

2. Complexity & Cost: Can the City provide the necessary expertise and start-up cap 

3. Risk-Management: Would prioritizing economic development loosen loan standa 

risk? 

The Public Banking Institute has answers to these questions. And on 4/11 /17 Supervis 
the Budget Analyst to re-assess the feasibility of a city-owned bank. Treasurer Cisnero~ 

to re-assess his stance. With the ongoing risks and predations of private banks, threats 

cities, and revenue losses from denying bank services to the cannabis industry, a publi< 

( 
'...J 

Or. Derek Kerr and Dr Maria Rivero and were senior physi 
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leblower retaliation trial rendered a $2 million judgment. 

er f Trial eputy, Joanne Hoeper, claimed she was fired for expos 

involving the City Attorney's Claims Bureau. Herrera jJf!Nf-151ffily had long-planned to 

!\fJ~r.'l 'll~~~'l 9t 1'0;;\i l".O/l~,,'I ;)VP.~rLQf ,CPJJiti~lY. YQ'lllJrii~~w ,sJJ~l~e.d, ~ ~r1~re'.?,q,aJh 11 
nothing to do with my decision to replace her." 

Prompted by an FBI tip about fraudulent claims, Hoeper found that plumbing contracto 

checking City records to locate City trees. They drove around to video sewer traps withi 
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... Hoeper had offered to settle for $1,895,000 while ~ ,. , ' · , -,\, 
Herrera countered with $355,000. Now, taxpayers face · ' 
bills surpassing $3 million for Herrera's attorneys, plus 
$2 million for Jo Hoeper and around $2.5 million for her 
attorneys." 

Sewer and tree-related claims were soaring. In 2002, 202 claims totaled $1.1 million. B~ 

$4.6 million. The 10-year total was $24 million, including legitimate types of sewer and 

didn't pay for sewers infiltrated by city-owned trees because roots rarely break sewers. 

And most can be cleared by root cutting for a few hundred dollars rather than spending 

replace entire lines. That's why Oakland, with a comparable number of city trees, paid$ 

sewers. Meanwhile, one SF contractor collected $600,000 over 2 years solely from City: 

did replace sewers, it paid 50% to account for depreciation. SF paid full freight for brani 

that dubious payouts had cost taxpayers $1 O million. 

Most of the claims were for private sewer lines that run from homes to the sidewalk. B) 

sewers, the City was providing capital improvements for property owners and big paydi 
contractors. According to the Government Claims Act, cities are only liable for publics~ 
And City codes require the Department of Public Works (DPW) to fix street sewers throi 

However, the Claims Bureau paid 

for some street sewer jobs. These irregularities were tolerated as "a conspiracy of expE 

expedite repairs. Hoeper saw false claims and suspected corruption. 
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Herrera supported Hoeper's investigation - until her findings triggered blow-back. Mattr 

connected Herrera ally who heads the Claims Bureau, was rattled. He told Hoeper; "You 

be sorry." Also upset were PUC Manager Ed Harrington and DPW Director Mohammed I 

Bureau for mismanagement. Wagon-circling ensued - another conspiracy of expedienc: 

Deputy Attorney, Therese Stewart, to defuse tensions and wrap up Hoeper's investigati< 

Rothschild _and his staff, without notifying Hoeper's investigative team of her back-char 

fended off Harrington's accusations, declaring; "Everybody has a hand in this ... no need· 

2012, Nuru and Harrington barred the "pre-approval" of cvlaims by the Claims Bureau lh 

Troubled by Hoeper's ongoing search for "something nefarious," Stewart demanded a": 

blow by blow summary" of Hoeper's findings. \nstead, Hoeper delivered a 27-page draf1 

recommending a "top to bottom" audit of the Claims Bureau. One week later, Herrera to 

to the DA's Office for 18 months, then be released with full retirement benefits. It was a1 

landing, removing a threat rather than demoting an under-performer. Plus, Herrera's tim 

Rothschild, a target of the sewer investigation, knew of Hoeper's sacking a week beforE 

Herrera would reconsider, Hoepe_r accepted the transfer and a $120,000 severance but 

her release from the DA's Office, she filed a wrongful termination claim in June 2014. 

Attorney John Keker 

Herrera testified that he had "lost confidence" in Hoeper and resolved to replace her in: 

find the right person. He described a desultory recruitment effort that stretched over 2.: 
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termination, arguing th at she 'ililiiir'/fYt8b /Jffi&iib\iiiillfHelfl.~flil@ll<'ic tlir~l!C-ai!itiBflS'ili I, 
outlets. He.exhorted; "Press contact is not distress, it's a sign of wanting to win." As if t 

attention. Keker asked why she accepted a transfer to the DA. Answer: "I needed a job." 

transfer? "I was unsure if I wanted to do it." Why did she finally decide to sue? "BecausE 

City Attorney's Office if I didn't and it came out some other way." 

Therese Stewart, now a judge, testified: "There was always some friction" between Hen 

good enough job," underestimating liability, withholding information, scrambling from"( 

rather than settling - and making a paralegal cry. She cited key eXamples of said flaws 

Herrera decided· to fire Hoeper. They wobbled like pretexts under cross-examination by 

Fickes, and were refuted by several witnesses. Something more than Hoeper's tempera 
about "over-investigating" the sewer deals. As to why lt took 2.5 years to recruit Cheryl. 

Stewart glibbed,· "no one thought of her" - even though Adams had sought the job whil1 

Ironically, Herrera manifested the flaws he attributed to Hoeper, i.e., bungling a crisis, d( 

withholding informS:tion, and running up costs by o.ver-litigating. Records show that Hai 

$1,895,000 while Herrera countered with $355,000. Now, taxpayers face bills surpassin~ 
attorneys, plus $2 million for Jo Hoeper and around $2.5 million for her attorneys. 

~;:1or. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians 8 
":;:,-£ithey repeatedly exposed wrongdoing by the Department of I 

atchd ogs@wests i deo b server. com. 

FBI Probe of ~tl281Jibery Schei 

R ecall when the FBI exposed "pay to play" schemes involving State Senator Lela 

Commissioner Nazly Mohajer and staffer Zula Jones, as well as political cons( 

president Keith Jackson? Less well known is the FBI probe of "pay to work" cla 

Public Health (DPH) . 

• • • • • • • 8 ••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 0 •••••••••• 0 " ...... . 

... employees • who requested anonymity for fear of retaliation, told 
work schemes exist in many departments but mostly the DPH - th( 
some 7,370 positions ... gifts can yield access to exam questions, I 
locations, o·r promotions." · 
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Ron Weigelt, DPH Human Resources Director 

in exchange for jobs, promotions, or assignments." It came from DPH's Human Resour< 

both Chinese and English, it explained, "lf you give truthful information to the FBl about 

use that information to seek discipline against you." Immigrant porters are more vulner; 

to their limited English proficiency and knowledge of laws. Some complained about bril 

pro quo culture, according to DPH sources. But the mostly Chinese-speaking porters w1 

promised immunity from reprisals. None were willing to testify and the FBI probe calla~ 

Janitors maintain safe, clean, functional environments for every City department. Thos1 

called porters. Those working in non-clinical departments are called custodians. Payin\ 

these entry-level jobs attract immigrants and minorities with basic manual and languag 

"Pathways to Entry Level Positions" training to help candidates with applications, exam 

Last year, 959 janitors worked for the City. Meanwhile, there were 812 applicants for a~ 

There's plenty of competition. 

Applicants must have 6 months experience in commercial janitorial work, or complete' 
Program. To get hired, they must pass a 2 hour test with 75 multiple-choice questions. 

permanent Civil Service position with benefits, rather than being hired provisionally or"< 

competition for job locations, shifts, and promotions. Each of these decision points car 

kickbacks and extortion. Current and former City employees - who requested anonymit: 

WSO that pay to work schemes exist in many departments but mostly the DPH - the Ci 

positions. Allegedly, sums up to $5,000 or expensive gifts can yield access to exam qu~ 

locations, or promotions. 

For some, these are good deals. Others, who earn their jobs and assignments, resent tf 

when less-qual\f1ed workers can buy a job. Pervasive corruption can be subtle when bri 

:_ -~ _~ ,_ --~-·- ~,,1 !.-'-"··~-~-:~ ~r.r·,,\J-.',-:~< ~s ,1 ~· "'g ___ ·_,: • :~e':~ "D ·~ ~ ~-::. 
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and according to Callahan; "t00f:~!f¥o~lrtil!i10wa0!Rfil tll<i<l€f..Wf'el~;s'l!srr~:.r l:faftfls;lifil 
At the October 3 Commission meeting, Callahan whittled the narrative down to "one alil 

individual who ... was terminated". Nonetheless, she was launching a training program tc 

rights. Commissioner Kate Favettl emphasized that the City has reduced the number oi 

vulnerably in provisional and "as needed" positions. Commission Executive Director Mi< 

characterized the bribery claims as a "new thing" then acknowledged that investigation 

"those people that are affected are not coming forward." On that point everyone agrees 

There is disagreement on the scope of the problem and how to proceed. Officialdom dt 

while our sources say that 3 DPH employees have been fired. OHR records show that ir 

members e-mailed the Mayor, Board of Supervisors and department brass to report the 

for surveys and policies to counter workplace favoritism, bribery and the resulting confi 

Promptly, DPH Director Barbara Garcia and Ron Weigelt conferred with a City Attorney i 

use of DPH e-mail during work hours. Then OHR Director Callahan notified Louise Renn 

FBI probe. 

One month later, OHR Policy Director Susan Gard responded officially that additional la) 

"a problem being caused by people who are willing to break the law and disregard City I 
"rooting these people out of the system is the most effective way to eliminate this type 

because victims aren't willing to testify. Also, the anti-corruption efforts of Managemen 

different political expectations. 

Records show that the two sides agreed on training janitors about workplace rights, an1 

how to get help if violations occur. We asked the OHR for any notices or policies relatec 

extortion developed since the issue arose in 2016. On 1 /27 /17 there were "no responsi 1 

agencies. wil1 l1kely be more adversarial toward San Francisco in coming years. Better t< 
before the feds step in. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital whr 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

March 2017 

. . ' Will Honesty and Sanity Save Lagun~ 
' 

By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
n 1/10/17 Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) CEO Mivic Hirose disclosed a State citation a1 

• " ~ , ~: p • "'~. ~ ~ • ~ ~ : ~ _, ! ~ : _:." • ! ft· fl· •• e • • • • , - • ! . 

© 2020 Westside San Francisco Media No portion of the articles or artwork may be '" - ., __ Jw1thout·expressed eonsent ~-- ~-
. . 

P1268 



lr. [)erek Kerr 

c -

ft u 

h ttps ://w estsideobscrver corn/news/watchdog. ht1nlfl oct20 

James Madison Freedom of Information Av.ran 
.)ot~it~ty of Prf)fi.:ssior10! JotJrr1n/ii_,i.'I, lo/(1rCc1/ Ch1Jpic"f 

Eugene Jeandeville 

since our "Requiem for an Old Friend" reported on April 2015. 

Commendably, LHH disclosed the State investigation of the accident, the pena 

actions the hospital has taken - before the CDPH issued its Press Release on 

media about Class AA citations, the most severe, whose fines range from $25,000 to$· 

own revelation occurred at its public Joint Conference Committee meeting - a forum u 

lapses, spin controversies and celebrate trivia. It took 2 years, partly due to a backlog ir 

Office, the bureaucratic pace of State reg_ulators and the gravity of the case. Still, LHH's 

notch toward honest accountability. Adverse outcomes, though rare, occur in all hos pit 

dreaded and difficult. Doing so shows professional integrity and respect for the comml: 

At the same meeting, LHH quietly reversed a bizarre feature of its Admissions Policy. A 

Medical Director has been restored as "the ultimate authority over admissions." Sane a: 

could be uneasy for recently-appointed Medical Director Dr. Michael McShane. 

···~·· .................... ···~ •• , •••••••••••• •> ••• 0 ,,, ,, • 00 ••• "" •• 0 0. 

During the notorious Flow Project of 2004, a reckless political deci' 
•1, I I I • • I t • ) 
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a1a1ysis nurse 1urnea aam1n1simri&r11)11'11fli'-llr.kes$.oo--e-e'eimnm1m~.r,~11p1htng'.:i1n~~Say{:tl"mi 
potential harms and liabilities involved, that Admissions Policy degraded professional r 

hospital that aspires to be more than a Nurslng Home. 

Perhaps these steps toward honesty and sanity were spurred by external pressures fro1 

Nevertheless, they are encouraging signs for the New Year. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital Wh• 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: watchdogs@westsideobservet 

February 2017 

Cit~ Hall Watcfldogs 
Show-Down on Cronyism and Conflicts 

By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 

T he Civil Service Commission (CSC) convened on 9/19/16 to respond to charge: 

cronyism" in City hiring and promotion. These complaints, mostly from Human 

Department of Public Health workers, rattled the CSC last November. (see WSC 

CSC Executive Director Michael Brown reported that of the 27 complaints, one was vali. 

outside the Commission's purview, and 17 showed no violation of existing rules. Non-vi: 

the "broad discretion" granted to appointing officers since "Clvil Service Reform" in 200~ 

Chair Gina Rockanova identified an "unfair hiring process" as "the elephant in the room: 
asserted that "managers do whatever they want" including secret promotions, stacking 

and black-llsting dissidents. While all City jobs require minimum qualifications, fndigna( 

''not given a fair opportunity to compete" because non-merit factors like relationships a; 

appointments. 

0000000••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••~•••••••~••••••••000•••••••, 

appearances matter. Perceived high-profile entanglements fuel cl~ 
erode the sense of organizational integrity that keeps employees II 

I 

Representatives from the most-blamed departments were summoned to the Commissl 

Director Ron Weigelt indirectly acknowledged a diversity "breakdown" within Laguna HC 

which is disproportionately Filipino. However, he didn't explain why it happened or if an~ 

from it. He vowed to extend. outreach and recruitment efforts to under-represented corr 
' 

,.,.,, , ~- ~ 'M·~~t· A .:,·i· .·,•·.· e .,, , ~~· ·,·' ! . 
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between job applicants, employees and appointing officers. Currently, employees are pi 

hiring of family members or supervising them directly. However, both the DPH and HSA 
favoritism and conflicts of interest involving contractors as well as employees. The ren 

partly due to controversy swirling around Antonio (Tony) Lugo, HSA's Welfare to Work a 

Director since 1999. His base salary was $169,080 in 2015. 

Lugo is a Program Manager, but is also listed as a Deputy Director. Deputy Directors, ac 

and Governmental Conduct Code; " ... shall disclose income (including gifts) from any sc 

investments, and all business positions ... " In his capacity as a Program Manager within 

"no reportable interests" in his Statements of Economic Interest from 2012 through 201 
them previously, HSA told us. HSA's Statement of lncor11patible Activities, a guide to av1 

"No officer or employee may knowingly provide selective assistance (i.e. assistance th< 

all competitors) to individuals or entities in a manner that confers a competitive advant 

who is bidding on a City contract." Problem: Public records suggest a possible conflict i 

Ahumada. She's the Director of Arriba Juntas, a venerable, major non-profit provider of 

services to HSA's Welfare to Work Program - a program headed by Lugo. Ahumada ea1 

Juntos, and previously served on Grievance and Oversight committees in the Cal-WOR~ 

Alameda County property records show that since September 2002, Antonio Lugo and 

a rental condo in Albany. Their mailing address for property taxes is a house in San Pat 

Controller's records show that Arriba Juntas has received some $44 million since 2006 
About 25'1o of the grants came directly from City funds, the rest from federal grants adn 

for 2014-15 show that half of Arriba Juntas revenues - $5.3 million - were government { 

There's more. An 8/24/16 Controller's independent audit identified significant lapses; b1 

Arriba Juntas' delivery of services. Although Arriba Juntos is inspected annually by the 

Monitoring Program, HSA representatives are closely involved in these inspections. Tht 

Monitors; " ... your first resource should be your supervisor and/or your department's Ste 

representative." 

The big question is whether an outside relationship between Tony Lugo and Dalila Ahur 

Juntas an advantage in securing HSA grants. Typically, HSA solicits bids via a public Rf 

Applicants submit proposals and bids, and they are interviewed by a Review Panel who 

standardized questioris. Scores are assigned to each response and tabulated to detern 

highest average score. Tips from an HSA insider can give a favored bidder a competiti\I 

While grants are approved by the Human Services Commission, CEO Trent Rhorer, and 

actual selection occurs when competing bids are reviewed. That process is approved b 

le, on 6/19/_15 Arriba Juntas won a $495,000 HSA G ·<·--"- ·.-~ .. --. , .. ,._, ____ ,.--,,-.;-. .,;•-··"··--····_,.,- _____ .,,-;;._,,,_."_-_. ----· 
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this", and it "must be vetted by<tiji~11iYrRtif'agi1Til!~£"Stl11!•1'-Ugll\l•Re\"p~~l!1bfl~li-J>1i'~lg~ 
kept staffers buzzing. It's not the frrst time. Between 2007 and March 2016, Lugo co-ol/\ 

Terri Austin. Austin rose to Principal Administrative Analyst in Lugo's Workforce Develo 
when. she became HSA's Integration Coordinatbr. 

Potential conflicts of interest can be averted by segregatlng the involved individuals fro 
disposing of assets that create the conflict, or obtaining an Advance Written Determina 

no confiict exists. We asked HSA, CEO Trent Rhorer and Tony Lugo if such steps were t 

real estate holdings with a former subordinate (Austin) and a vendor (Ahumada). HSA 1 
(or) explanatory statements of administrative action surrounding potential conflicts of 

appearances matter. Perc.eived high-profile entanglements fuel claims of "favoritism" a1 

organizational integrity that keeps employees loyal and motivated. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

December 2016 /January 2017 
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· • -.•.• ._. "JI.} fewer convicted. With such long odds for recovery, prevention is f ..................... 

.. . . . .. What Drives Auto Burglaries: There's a tendency 1 
the homeless, drug addicts and juvenile delinquents. That connection is minor; some 7 

committed by criminal street gangs. Overwhelmingly, perpetrators are young, unemploJ 

records. Skilled and organized, they stake out lucrative targets (tourist sites, Costco, St1 

cell-phones, flashlights, glass-breaking tools, look-outs, getaway drivers and fences acr 

proficient at counter-surveillance and evading capture. Some are tech-savvy, opening co 

mimic or remotely activate your key-fob signal. More than just a crime of opportunity, a 
livelihood with a se!f-relnforcing thrill. 

Accounting for crime trends is notoriously difficult. Simply stated, crimes fiourish when 
are low. The influx of monied newcomers and tourists leaving valuables in cars makes 

destination for thieves. Many residents can't distinguish their neighbors from suspicioL 

streets as garages fill with stuff or tenants. Much has been made of the November 201 
reclassified ''non-serious, non-violent" felonies, like car break-ins yielding less than $951 

research shows that many States have lowered theft felonies to misdemeanors, and nc 

crimes. 

••••• • •••60 ooo 0 •o<>O o .. oo 0000 00000000 ooo o Oo •' 000 o 0 oo o o oo o o Oo o 0 "' o oo o o 

Putting away car burglars is tough: it requires an eye-witness or vii 
suspect who gets arrested must be charged or released within 48 t. 
scramble to compile evidence that meets the "beyond a reasonabl• 
then can the DA press charges in court:' 

More important, per the Civil Grand Jury, was the SFPD's 2009 pivot toward Communit) 

and Chief Heather Fong. Until then, investigative units like the Serial Crimes Unit had bE 

Headquarters. That allowed inter-unit collaboration and cross-precinct responses to se 

with neighborhoods to fight crime, the SFPD dispersed investigators to local precinct sl 

including disbanding the Serial Crimes Unit, favored criminal outfits operating across pl 
- - -

BURGLARIES IN 2016 ' 

----·--·· - - -- ~ ·-·---- - - --

Jan1.1ary February March April M•y J 

Auto 200 1S1 154 117 112 

Houst JS 47 7l " " ' 

Putting away car burglars is tough: 1t requires an eye-witness or video evidence. The ra1 

, ' ~~ ~ O °' ~ • ~ ~" ~ • • • :9 ~' ,~ I I,; ~ 0 _ ~ e ~ • __! • !_, ! !! 0 -- - G • ~ • 
c , - • 
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they commit serial break-ins, until enough evidence is gathered to convict. Along withs 

(nvestigation, it specializes in post-arrest evidence collection. Videos, victim statement 

of stolen property are presented to the DA within 48 hours. These developments align \i 

recommendation to restore the Serial Crimes Unit. 

The DA's "Crime Strategies Unit" also functions as a Serial Crimes Unit, collaborating w 

Formed in 2014 - the first in California, its prosecutors are assigned to neighborhood pr 

local intelligence to thw.art recurrent crimes. It has mapped a network of security came 

evidence. Security cameras owners can register theirs online at sfdistrictattorney.org. 1 
from 63o/o in 20l4 ta 80% in 2015. 

Westside Communities Mobilize: The spikes in auto and residential b 

mobilized Westside communities as reported by Tom Pendergast in the April 2016 WS( 

Captain Denise Flaherty announced that uniformed and plainclothes officers had been, 

shoWing where and when most break-ins occurred. Follow-up investigations were inten 

Volunteers on the Community Advisory Police Board, a gem of the 2009 Community Pc 

community concerns and ideas with police brass, then created and distributed the earli 

neighborhood hot-spots. Supervisor Norman Yee began crafting legislation requiring re 

tourists about break-ins and how to prevent them. On 10/18/16 the Board voted 7 to 4, 

Property Crimes Unit" ordinance. Mayor Lee vetoed the Ordinance on 10/26/16. It woul 

Crimes unit in each precinct with the flexibility to address unique local crime patterns,~ 

centralized Patrol Bureau Task Force. 

Car break-ins steadily subsided - until September. At a 10/18/16 Community Forum, s'1 
precinct residents that burglaries are prioritized with "more effort" applied to monitorin! 

evidence, ''working every lead" - and making arrests. Taraval Station's exemplary webs' 

monthly analyses of auto and house burglaries: 

Prop R - Safe Neighborhoods Ordinance: Reacting to rising prop< 

encampments, Supervisor Scott Wiener authcired Progosition R to create a "Neighborh( 

SFPD. It aims "to make neighborhoods safer and improve quality of life" - as did the 2¢ 
policing. Instead, Prop R re-centralizes various crime units into a single command struc 

officers. Currently, the growing Patrol Bureau Task Force constitutes 1.1 % of SFPD's 1,7 
effect on!y when the SFPD roster reaches 1,941 sworn officers, as mandated by the Chi 

2017. Civilians should guide policing, and Prop R resonates with frustrated voters. How 

solution, something that the SFPD, working with the DA and the Department of Homele 

. ~!.reatjy implementi_ng, and can modify as crime trends shift. 
' .. ·' ... .. 

P1274 
,,,,,,,..,,,~,, '' "~ ''' 



lr. Di.:rek Ken· htq:is://\vestsidcobserver.corn/nc'NS/\vatchdog.hllnll:loct20 

James Madison Freedom of Information Avvan 
~-_..,P -' . H 1· " ~"" ~,_ :n..Jcr ... 1 ...... flrrt!'J"SJOnz; ot1rno ~,~,'mir.111 ir.1;uptr. 

By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
~ he whopping $190,903 forfeiture imposed on Supervisor Mark Farrell by the Etf 

Jl\ most controversial in the City's history of campaign law violations 1. Now Farrel 
t£~ other. !n the era of Citizens United, money as speech lurks beneath their Superi, 

by the Ethics Commission's bold response to a Fair Political Practices Commission (FP 

supervisoria! campaign unlawfully coordinated with an "independent" expenditure com1 

(:i 
r:;,..,/ . ' --- )'\. 
\<.. -. I 

t . i;'~.:J~., 
. i' ....,,.-;., 
·. :.• \ ' 

i .. 

Supervisor Mark Farrell 

The FPPC Investigation: 
--' . - • ,..., -- ' -- - •' 3 ~ .·.·,,ff• ' "'··~~- ----~•_, ' .. :\.",• ., _•-;., ,. 
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Act, a controlled committee is one that is directly or indirectly controlled by a candidatE 

acts jointly with the candidate in making expenditures. Since Farrell denied cheating an 

asserted otherwise, the FPPC added, "The evidence supports the finding that Mark Farr 

Respondent Lee, as an agent of the Farrell Committee_, to coordinate with Respondent ( 

Farrell's responsibility for his agent's actions, but voted 3 to 1 finding Lee "most respon: 

for enabling CSV "to send out hit-pieces on opponents without disclosing its associatio 

Ethics Commission Asserts Itself: As a State agency, the FPPC couldn't address the Cit 

contributions. Its $14,500 fine for infiuencing $221,500 in "independent" expenditures
was hardly a deterrent. After inertly participating in the 4-year FPPC probe, former Ethic 

notified Farrell on 12/9/14 that CSV expenditures beyond $500 were considered donati 

reported spending $43,399 supporting Farrell and $148,004 opposing Reilly, Farrell had 
exceeding the $500· limit. When Reilly's attorney, Charles Bell, demanded additional pen 

abuse" of City campaign laws, it sparked a duel with Farrell's attorney Jim Sutton. 

······················~~·········································· 
Two weeks before the scheduled Superior Court hearing - a settl 
Farrell offered to pay $25,000" 

In a series of meetings before skeptical Ethics Commissioners, Sutton insisted his clier 

exonerated" by the FPPC, and that the 4-year statute of limitations for City campaign la· 

portrayed Farrell as a novice, reliant on his consultant, and unaware of campaign violati 

interrogation in 2012. Sutton deemed the forfeiture demand unprecedented and inapt t 
money' that CSV collected. Further, Farrell had cooperated with the FPPC - in full view< 

take timely action. Bell countered that Farrell was liable for his agent Lee's violations, a 

concealment" of his wrongdoing extended the deadline for legal action. For example, Fi 

campaign reports to show that CSV was controlled by his campaign. And since CSV wr. 

campaign, it was his money. 

Then came a schism between the Ethics Commission, its Executive Director and the Ci· 

scenes, the City Attorney declined to pursue a civil claim against Farrell, citing the statU 

the commissioners forged ahead with their forfeiture demand. Then St. Croix caved, dn 

citing "statute of limitations concerns." On 4/27 /15 the commissioners decided that thf 

say on the waiver. The Deputy City Attorney assigned to Ethics cautioned he was "una\I\ 

Commission to "adjudicate" its Director's waivers. The City Attorney had long sought to 

setting policies while letting department heads implement them.· Per Administrative Co 

• • • 
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could waive the statute of limitations and defend his integrity at a Hearing." None of thE 

Farrell was clueless about CSV's machinations in his behalf. As summarized by Keane, 

solicit $191,000 without Farrell's involvement isn1 credible." They held Farrell accountal 

because Lee acted within Farrell's agency as his campaign consultant_ Sutton decried t 

interpreting the Campaign & Gov't Conduct Code: 1.168(c)(4) as "solely" authorizing thE 

forfeitures. Ethics Chair Paul Renne asserted the Commission's "inherent" right to overr 

as a Commission, are just a bunch of supernumeraries," Keane added. 

The forfeiture demand was referred to the Treasurer's Bureau of Delinquent Revenue fa 

walled until 11 /4/15, then rebuffed it because the FPPC "concluded that Supervisor Far 
Treasurer sought guidance on the impasse. On 4/25/16 a frustrated Commissioner Kee 

campaign "took illegal contributions and laundered them" through CSV. After closed se: 

decided to sue Farrell. Four days later, Farrell sued Ethics. On 5/23/16, Ethics instructe< 

cross complaint" to recover the $190,093. 

Farrell's Money as Speech Defense 
Farrell's lawsuit emphasizes the statute of limitations expiration, the FPPC stipulation t 

forfeiting funds he never held, and the denial of due process without a formal Ethics he 

complaint alleges that Farrell engaged in "concealment" and was "personally involved i1 
was aware of Lee's activities in this regard." Since Farrell blamed Lee for going "rogue," 

explained Lee's motivation for acting in such an allegedly unauthorized manner," and w! 

be held responsible for the actions of all persons working for his campaign." 

In a First Amendment twist, Sutton fired off a "Special Motion to Strike" the City's cross· 

freedom of speech. His tightly-woven 7/18/16 plea contends that the City's case is unt1 

victimized "because he exercised his constitutional rights to run and campaign for offic 

defended its enforcement of contribution limits, adding that campaign law violations ai 

replied that since the City's allegations are unproven and Farrell "vehemently denies" th: 

Farrell for "raising and spending funds to be used to communicate with voters about pc 

qualifications for office." Two weeks before the scheduled 10/3/16 Superior Court hear 

Farrell offered to pay $25,000. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: watchdogs@westsideobserver 

1. Case #CG Cl 65517 45 

2 Westside Observer Jul~ '16-
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Sewergate: 

Gushing Costs and Profits in City's 
War on Whistleblowers 
By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 

T he fate of high-level City whistleblowers is retaliation. Then immiseration, as in1 

to dead ends, notably Human Resources departments that are harnessed tom; 

_ Commission that hasn't sustained a retaliation claim since its founding. Whistli 
burial or seek validation externally from courts or the media-at a cost. 

Herrera's Chief Trial Attorney Joanne Hoeper 

Take Sewergate-the dispute between City Attorney Dennis Herrera and his former ChiE 

whistleblower, Joanne HoeRer. Her lawsu.it alleges that the City Attorney's Office enabl€ 

replacement scheme that drained $2 million in taxpayer dollars annually and that HerrE 
> • -·· ,., • -~~ ~-~ -- "" '·- ·---'°"-~~.£.. - - ~ - --"- • • -
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Attorney's Office taken this case, even at its top billing rate of $291/hour, the costs wou 

million in taxpayer funds. The City Attorney's Office held 1 O other sole-source contracts 

in 2015-16. Unlike the open-ended Keker & Van Nest deal, their pay-outs were capped. r 

Van Nest outlay. All 10 totaled $1,895,000. 

According to City Charter section 6.102, the main reason to retain outside counsel is to 

example, when Hoeper filed her initial retaliation claim against the City Attorney's Offict 

Clara County Counsel for independent evaluation since Herrera was the respondent, an 

outside counsel may also be appropriate for unusual or specialized cases, internal inve 

workplace distractions. However, the Charter requires that City officials; "shall give pref, 

of a City attorney's office, a County counsel's office or other public entity law office ... " 

••• oao OOooo• >>• Oooo 00 O o oooO •~•o~o 00 O o o o • oO 04• o~O 00 O o "' n no no o • o o o o O 

Had the City Attorney's Office taken this case, even at its top billin~ 
costs would be one-third of almost $2.2 million in taxpayer funds." 

Keker & Van Nest 

How did Herrera come to hire Keker & Van Nest - a private and pricey .. . 
powerhouse that occasionally does pro bona work? Granted, the lead defense , ~RO 
attorneys, John Keker and Susan Harrison, served on the Police and Ethics ') 

Commissions, respectively. But according to The California Lawyer, Keker is "the 0 
lawyer other attorneys would turn to when they are in trouble." We asked the City 

Attorney's Office for policles or legal opinions that justified the sole-source 

contract with Keker & Van Nest, as well as records showing that public entity 

attorneys had been solicited to take the case. There were none. As to our query; 

"Who approves the City Attorney's decision to hire o.utside counsel?" we were 

told; "Given that the lawsuit is an active litigation matter, we are disinclined to 

respond to your questions about it at this time." 

Campaign Donations 

Pre-trial litigation costs are exploding due to Keker & Van Nest's stratospheric 

fees and hours. Calculated at $850/hour, payouts through July 2016 amount to 

a . 
. 

2,564 hours - equivalent to one attorney working 40 hours a week non-stop for 16 mont 

retainer agreement identifies 3 attorneys, but doesn't limit the number Keker & Van Nes, 

• , • ~: e ~ " • 1. _,JI I - ~ ~. • I t I , . _ . - -. • "' - I I _, ~ . - . . . 
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was expected to be thrown oclf'&ft:(X,flf fri'B~8a;i6l{lsUn10'~'2Qllb'SoJ~fl6f:(!/,G°r\iYli'dli~ 
Herrera's arguments that Hoeper relied on privileged Information she obtained as an at 
of limitations, and failed to tie her termination to her sewer investigation. Ulmer denied 

judgment and granted Hoeper a-July 5th trial. 

Team Herrera appealed to block the trial, arguing that it would cause "irreparable harm 

"privileged information and attorney work-product." This despite the Court's agreeing to 

confidential. Herrera's petition was cast as upholding a "public interest", namely, preset 

attorney-client privilege." No mention of a public interest in the City Attorney's handling 

claims, or of the private interest served by prolonging litigation at tax-payer expense. 

Appeal Denied - Herrera Moves to a Higher Court 
'The Appeals Court denied Herrera's petition, but another appeal was filed with the 

California Supreme Court on August 12th. Borrowing the tone of Herrera's 2014 portray 

of Hoeper as angling ta "shake-down tax-payers," one might ask whether he's doubling . 

as a "rain-maker" for Keker & Van Nest. The City was granted a temporary stay until 

October 12, 2016. By then, legal fees will be surging toward $3 million. A Public 

Advocate audit, and oversight of whistleblower protections, are needed. 

1. Westside Observer: Sept. & Nov. 2014, Feb. 2015. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr repeatedly expose wrongdoing. Contact: watchdogs@ 

September 2016 
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~laing Neqative: ' 
1J '--1 Supervisor Mark Farrell v. Ethics Con 

Dr. Maria Rivero & Dr. Derek Kerr 
ot once did Supervisor Mark Farrell stand before the Ethics Commission to answer que; 

over 18 months. Whether indignant, insecure or entitled, he couldn't access the hum ii it) 
candidate, or the comity befitting a twice-elected official. Instead, he deployed proxies;! 

City Hall, and. crisis manager Nathan Ballard to spin the media. Ballard declared an Ethi; 

2010 supervisorial campaign "was no reason for Farrell to waste his time." 

Farrell had already cooperated with the State's Fair Political Practices 

Commission (FPPC) investigation. It found that his campaign 

consultant Chris Lee had illegally coordinated with an Independent 
~ ' > ' - • , • > .. , ' ~- .'~ .~ '" < ~"-"-"".!:'"- "'. ' ~ - ' ~. • 
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more penalties, the City Attorney declining to pursue Farrell, Ethics 

Executive Director John St. Croix waiving the forfeiture, the 

commissioners overruling St. Croix, and St. Croix resigning. Perceiving 

"egregious violations'', the commissioners had questions for Farrell but 

got Sutton's answers instead. 

•<•• oo• o o oOO O o ••o ooo "" o o e o o O o~; oc <• > o ,, >O o o < O''' o"" • o '" n 

Since then, Ethics has been a battleground with 
Farrell refusing to pay, Reilly pressing for more 
penalties, the City Attorney declining to pursue 
Farrell, Ethics Executive Director John St. Croix 
waivinQ the forfeiture1 the commissioners overruling 
St. Croix, and St. Croix resigning:' 

Political optics were at p\ay. It looked like big money had swung an election illegally. Th 

pass. His underling was flamed. Also, Ethics was seeking a budget boost while scrutini 

City's Budget and Finance Committee. Still smarting under its "Sleeping Watchdog" tag, 

"genuflecting before an instrument of power" as Commissioner Keane put it. And, Farre 

suggested hubris or guilt. On 4/25/16 the Commissioners voted 5 to 0 to sue Farrell to 

contributions. Four days later, Farrell sued the City to block the forfeiture, recoup attorn 

further relief." On 5/23/16 Ethics Chair Paul Rene vowed to "vigorously" respond with a 

Next came echoes of the negatiVe campaign that launched Farrell into City Hall. Much• 

his rival in 2010, surrogates were now bashing the Ethics Commission. Sutton portraye 

completely innocent" victim of a "witch-hunt". Ethics was "guilty of a gross violation" an 

resulting in an "outrageous" and "utterly frivolous" forfeiture demand. Ballard painted Fz 

commissioners and sore losers. Behind it all, the pursuit of power. 

The 2010 Battle for District 2: By November 201 o, the Marina, Pacific f 

had weathered a 2-week blitz of anti-Reilly attack ads from an IEC called "Common Sen 

Farrell squeaked past his rival by 258 votes. Reilly had 196 more first-choice votes, but 

votes. His margin was less than 1 °lo of the 28,911 votes cast. Swaying 129 potential Rei 

could have done it. Reilly attributed her loss to CSV's mud-slinging, coordinated by Sup! 

Farrell's campaign. She reported violations of the Political Reform Act to Ethics and the 

Commission (FPPC). 

The feud originated in 2008 when City Attorney Dennis Herrera decided Alioto-Pier coul 

;c , -., ""~' ~·?: ~~ .·~ ~"' -.~•"•,I .,--n~.i~,~~ _ ·!,:.-~·~ ;,_;~"JI~: ~ ,~-
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By then-Reilly was ahead in endorsements, polls and contributions; eventually receiving 

$265, 198. Farrell's team had to chop her lead. Enter attacks ads. Because going negati• 

or a win-at-any-cost ferocity, trailing candidates welcome third parties that malign rival: 

unlimited funds, whereas candidate committees are limited to $500 contributions and I 

However, !ECs cannot coordinate with candidate committees, must identify major done 

income and expenses to the Ethics Commission. 

FPPC records indicate that Farrell's camp concocted "Common Sense Voters" (CSV) in 

Pier decided to endorse Farrell's "common sense values." She encouraged her aides an• 

Richard Schlackman to help, gave Farrell her donor list, and boosted CSV. Nominally, C~ 

a San Mateo corporate attorney. Formerly a law-firm colleague of Farrell's, Helfand serv 

Finance Committee - until he quit to start CSV. He hired Farrell's campaign treasurer as 

campaign consultant Chris Lee gave Helf and set-up advice, pegged Rich Schlackman ti 

consultant on board that you will need to meet ... ", and sent him Farrell's campaign done 

"who were sort of outside San Francisco," initially raising $30,500 from 5 venture capit<1 
registered as "primarily formed" to support Farrell - rather than oppose Reilly. Farrell to' 

CSV "through public filings." 
i 

Meanwhile Alioto-Pier lobbied socialite-philanthropist Dede Wilsey and Republican real; 

fund CSV, something Schlackman wanted kept secret "because of politics." Farrell wasi 
' spent two hours with Dede Wiisey-to solicit a $500 campaign contribution. Wilsey po~ 

later. Per FPPC records Farrell was "only interested in Coates hosting a fund raising evej 

to help out his campaign." Three days after hosting said house-party, Coates pumped S: 
$41,000 the next week. Regarding her energetic fundraising, Alioto-Pier explained to th~ 
Farrell." ! 

In the two weeks before the election, CSV disbursed the $191,000 bestowed by Coates: 

chest) to depict Reilly as a covert purveyor of "radical politics" and a puppet of the "ultri 

mailers cited her $500 donation to Peskin's 2000 campaign. Her husband Clint Reilly's~ 

2008 SF Clean Energy initiative became her "risking public safety." Other ads featured S 

wizard behind Janet Reilly's agenda." The ads didn't identify Coates and Wilsey as then. 

sound, such attack ads work subliminally- and effectively, to plant doubts and kindle f~ 

Newsom, Frank Jordan, Louise Renne, and Diane Feinstein denounced the smears as d 

ridiculous. Amidst this chorus, Farrell stayed mum. In his victory speech, he pledged to: 

Hall." 

Common Sense Voters' attack ads overwhelmed all other third party exgenditures. Sou: 

,, , ~ :;o~,.~o ~-r~r~ .!~~~!_,_a-r. l!'.: , , ., , " " -'"" ~ 
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comparison, outside spending against Farrell - -

was minor; $12,912 by the Bay Area Firefighters PAC and $7,244 from the Democratic C 

As for going negative, Farrell finally spoke out in May 2016 whlle running for the Democ 

Committee. ln a memo to constituents, he acknowledged that his 2010 campaign had' 

because the Reillys "spent hundreds of thousands of dollars on personal attacks again: 

tearing others down." Why this 180 degree spin? As the Chronicle re12orted during the C 

$20,000 on ads mocking Farrell's "falled ethics" since he "cheats to win" then sues to "a 

when Farrel\ condemned as "disgusting tactics" the type of ads that propelled his politi~ 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital whr 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

July 2016 
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Loss of Trust: The Human Services A 
By Dr. Maria Rivero & Dr. Derek Kerr 
W ast month's Westside Ob.server covered employee 

rM protests against "favoritism, cronyism and nepotism" 
· within the Human Services Agency (HSA). These 

complaints have rocked the Civil Service Commission since 

November 2015. To its credit, the HSA expedited an All Staff 

Survey in mid-2015, right before simmering tensions erupted 

publicly. 

HSA's All Staff Survey: An impressive 82o/o of 1,986 active 

employees responded, almost half being direct client service 

providers. Most employees embraced HSA's mission and 

values. However, according to Director Trent Rhorer, two 

shortcomings emerged: communication throughout the agency is poor, and employee i 
The survey also indicated; "There appears to be a mistrust of management, especially< 

respond to more sensitive questions in the survey (i.e. trust in executive staff managen 

confidentiality of their responses, 13% declined to identify their programs. Overall, just; 

trust and confidence" in Rhorer and his deputies. But among direct client service provid 

executives. 

·~••••••••••••••••••••••••••••~••oooo•••••••••••~•••••••••••••••••: 

. HSA executives should ponder whether discretionary hiring and ''fl 
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Nevertheless, the report noteBPWS'(,)imfrfr'~(;usisim;/ylr/tlfarqlirmp16!,le!!S~~tflttaphnti 
With no opportunities to be promoted, some employees felt less motivated to excel. So 

that programs were not hiring internally and new employees were unqualified or lacked 

recommended; "a succes~ion plan that seeks to develop staff and promote from within 

time and cost ... in hiring and inducting new candidates." HSA data support this idea, as 1 

grievances behind it. Before the Civil Service Reforms of 2005, promotions from within 

appointments. Sinc.e then, they've fallen to 50%. Meanwhile, new hires swelled from 26' 

Despite staff discontent, managers are happy. For example, 86% of managers reported 

compared to 37o/o of line staff. Being recognized for good work garnered 86% from mar 

staff. And, 92% of managers felt their opinions counted versus just 40% of workers. Wh 

top executives, merely 37% of line staff did so. According to 95% of managers, their pre 

practices, but only 57% of line staff agreed. Similarly, 94°/o of managers believed that cli 

68% of direct service workers. 

The survey confirmed that the "Service Center Model" programs, namely the merger of. 

stamps), and the redesigned CalWORKS (welfare-to-work), are troubled. Only 35% of 3~ 

workers rated their workload as manageable. Their trust ratings for HSA executives we: 
and. minimally higher for their program managers. At CalWORKS, trust 'ratings were 43'?1 

program managers. While undergoing taxing reorganizations, these programs rated bel 
decision-making. 

HSA's Response: Records show that executives carefully studied survey responses and 

address the negative feedback before releasing the survey results. Deputy Directors m~ 

what the survey means for their programs." Attention was directed to the ailing Service: 

again, HSA's Innovation Office was mustered to "break out ideas for improvement." Du~ 
Improvement Plan 2.0, it aimed at "helping eaCh other rather than blaming" - a positive: 

mute legitimate criticism while herding workers down designated paths. Indeed, in 201: 

defined itse!f "to meet the vision of our HSA Executive Director Trent Rhorer ... and .. to a~ 
values." 

Rhorer heeded the survey's recommendations, particularly the call to "develop a cammi 

agency's messaging is consistent and is reaching employees while also valuing their iri 

promised more "leading and managing by walking around." To his Executive CommitteE 

need to focus on "communication, employee morale, physical space and hiring and pro. 

to start this year an communication ... because it relates to all other areas." 

True, but poor communication had surfaced in every Staff Survey, Strategic Review, anC 

tenure. Importantly, it doesn't explain the recent outcry against cronyism, or the chasm, 

,, , .,;,.'!!.::~~·e.1,,.,·_ ,•n !!."9 ':_} ~~#-$"1!,!!"I !· -'~··•·•!lJ~' •,,., "p. 
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trust as a core value. The casualties are employee morale, loyalty, and productivity. 

HSA executives should ponder whether discretionary hiring and "f1exible staffing" are Si 

competition. Why are dedicated employees outraged over nepotism, cronyism, and fav< 

practices devaluing the very workers who are expected to serve challenging clients witl 

Building trust requires introspection - then, honest communication. The recommendec 

enhance trust if used as a mechanism to preserve privileges and push agendas. lnstea· 
to-top communication - like performance appraisals of managers by employees, and st 

unfair hiring and promotion. Meanwhile, communication is precarious. Complainants a 
concerns aren't aired before HSA's own Commission. HSA executives haven't talked to 1 

Mayor Ed Lee's Civil Service Commission assesses whether its rnission is being subver 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: watchdogs@westsfdeobserve1 

June 2016 

Discretionary Hiring Fuels Mistr1 

The Human Services Agency 
By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 

he human instinct to favor one's friends and relatives can undermine governme 

cronyism and nepotism split workforces into insiders and outsiders - an impor 

management. Cronyism begets more cronies who protect each other by excusi 

ethical lapses. Plagued by patronage, in 1900 San Francisco created a Civil Service Cor. 

competitive, merit-based hiring. 

···························~········• .. •>••·········~········•••>>•' 
... some 30 disheartened City employees - most from the Human SE 
put their jobs on the line to denounce "favoritism, nepotism and ere 
promotion:· 

A century later, the Civil Service system was widely assailed as being too cumbersome: 

service delivery. Enter Civil Service Reform; the Newsom administration's 2005 plan to' 

system. Hiring was deregulated to "improve the quality of the candidate pool". Promoti; 

appraisa\_s". Managers were empowered to use their "expertise" and "business needs" 
- - <.-.,, ·-<--- ·--~ 
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test schedules and scores, infelvi@/p;Jh/,11S;~s1vielra'li th'l!!flil5s'~l:{ueM'loh-l<lhfllr1W~@f, 
Irregularities that seem to favor or deter certain candidates are covert, or cloaked in "cc 

'(unnamed to avoid retribution) assert that some new hires are "pre-selected" and fast-t 

executive decision" while qualified applicants without patrons trudge through a dead-er 

theme is the "back-door hiring" of friends, relatives, even lovers, often as "temporary ex 

require the civil service screenings that ensure qualifications and experience. 

Temporary· exempt (TEX) positions were designed to quickly hire workers for time-limit• 
as subs for civil service workers on leave. Without civil service benefits and safeguards 

allow managers to hire and fire at will. However, some workers insist that discretion in~ 

violation of equal opportunity employment. They say that after a year of paid, on-the-jol 

favored TEX recruits are deemed eligible to take civil service exams. Allegedly, they are. 

benefited. civil service positions, handed dubious "added duties" then granted undue pn 

leapfrog, and· even supervise, more experienced civil service employees. Reportedly, so 

and service delivery authority without demonstrated experience. Among HSA line staff,' 

favored employees or the managers who install them. 

Along with miStrust, distraught HSA workers describe degraded service delivery, breaki 
I 

workplace ethics and competence, negative rumors, as well as departures of demorali2 
' fear; those who ask questions or complain say they face bullying, isolation, non-promo1 

CalWORKS, a welfare to work program for families with children, is pointedly criticized i 
marked by f8voritism, intimidation and a mass exodus of eligibility workers. Complaint1 
their intensity is. HSA's own 2008 Strategic Review raised "serious concerns" about sta: 

the basis for allegations offavoritlsm in hiring and promotion? What can be done to ad, 

perception of favoritism?" Apparently, those questions went unanswered. Civil Service! 
"Inspection Requests" alleging unfair hiring at HSA rose from 1 in 2013 to 16 in 2014. C 
corrective action. Comparing the years 2010-2012 versus 2013-2015, the average numl 

10-fold while HSA job recruitments merely tripled. What's going on? 

HSA Backstory: The Human Services Agency (HSA) is the City's central resource for pu·; 

employees who believe in social justice and helping others. Starting as a bureau to heir 
last year its $871 mlllion budget and 2,111 employees provided a spectrum of socials~ 
training, health care, food stamps, and in-home support for over 200,000 clients. Today, 

merger of the Department of Human Services and the Department of Aging and Adult~ 
architect of Mayor Newsom's 10-Year Plan to End Chronic Homelessness. Like Civil Se! 

promised efficiencies. But by mid-2008, HSA's budget had risen 20o/o, with a 47% increaj 

jump in new hires and promotions. 

I I I I 
_,, •• - 7 .. ,_,, .'-·-·- •'' ~." -·- - ·_'"'""' _, 

~ -© 2020 WesfS1dii San Frailc1scO-Mea1a No p-ort1ol10f ll'ie afficles or-ifr'tWo?k rnay be- - - · · w1thout"expressed consent - - -

P1286 



Jr. J)crck Kerr https://v>estsideobscrver.co1nincv.'s/walchdog.htinlilocl20 

James Madison Freedom of Information Avian 
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Newly-funded employment initiatives impacted CalWORKS which was already strugglir, 

double its client employment rate to 50'1o. To ease these transformations, the term "Ser 

to the targeted programs. Soon, HSA needed a "Service Center Improvement Plan". Rec 

its Innovation Office with repurposed "employee engagement" tools to manage the stra 

Could the stress associated with new mandates and initiatives, major program change~ 

cause of staff discontent? Protesting workers say no, because such stressors have all/\ 

workforce adapted to them. Similarly, Union-Management tensions aren't new. What th1 

serving, underhanded practices that break trust with conscientious Civil Service emploJ 
Observer, we will analyze HSA's 2015 All Staff Survey and management's response tog 

Agency. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

May2016 

&f' ~·~ SFPD Body-Worn Cameras - Who's Watcl 
:jWDr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 

he publicized purpose of body-worn cameras (bodycams) is to 

bring transparency into police activities - especially when 

police misconduct is suspected. Like two-way mirrors, 

bodycams can be used to watch law-abiding individuals who are 

deemed "suspicious". Policies alone cannot prevent bodycams from 

impinging on privacy rights and First Amendment protections. Their 

use must be transparent and accountable. That means public 
oversight - and access to recordings. 

Privacy Protections: To protect privacy, the SFPP bodtcam ROiley: prohibits filming law' 

legitimate investigations or beyond what officers "could lawfully hear or record". Office\ 

for personal use - only for "a legitlmate law enforcement purpose". That way, victims o' 

fear calling the police because a camera-bearing cop may enter their homes. The polic; 

that they are being filmed "when feasible", though civilians cannot direct a cop to stop f 

appear when the camera is activated. Officers are required to turn on cameras for spec 
force incidents, arrests, pursuits, searches and traffic stops. However, filming strip sear 

or child abuse, and confidential informants is prohibited, except in "exigent circumstani 

, , , _, ~ .~ . , ~: __ •,a .~n ~, m: ,,• ! _ • e , !l~ 1 - _ - , , • e - ft - 1 - , - • • _ m r 
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watching commun1t1es ratner tnan police.' 

First Amendment Rights: SFPD policy prohibits the filming of citizens engaged in First, 

activities such as peaceful demonstratiOns. However, the bodycam policy allows f1lmin 

may become hostile" or anytime it "would be valuable for evidentiary purposes". Looph1 

an undercover SFPD "infiltrator" could provoke a "citizen encounter that becomes hostil 

law-abiding protesters, and assembling dossiers on civil rights activists and social mo\i 

purposes." Capturing "evidentiary" footage is also problematic. The Police Executive Re 
"evidentlary" as data that "could prove useful for investigative purposes". That could mE 

More troubling is how counter-terrorism policies are merging with domestic policing. Tl 

Centers has expanded from terrorism to crimes to "all hazards" including "suspicious a1 

Department of Homeland Security and the FBI viewed the OccuRY.Wall Street and Blac~ 

"domestic terrorism" or "criminal activity" and coordinated with local police department: 

participants. These intrusions were justified as "providing situational awareness of act! 

action". Similar rationales drove the FBI "Cointelpro" abuses during the Civil Rights era.: 

Each year, the SFPD reports its collaboration with the FBl's Joint Terrorism Task Force i 
Yet, SFPD may be violating its First Amendment obligations by interrogating, for the FB' 

Freedom of Information Act request regarding hls air-travel issues. Recall how the Oakl_ 

"Domain Awareness Center", a $10 million anti-terrorism surveillance project, marketed 

primarily deployed to track ROlitical protests. Public outrage halted the city-wide spying· 
Commission to check police overreach. 

Public Access: Who watches whom depends upon access to bodycam footage. The SR 
will control access to the data and release recordings "to the greatest extent possible": 

privacy rights, endanger witnesses, or "jeopardize the successful completion of an inve 

Complaints, operating under the Police Commission, will also have access to bodycam· 

police misconduct. Since the bodycam recordings will likely be stored in TASER lnterna 

SFPD should. ensure that neither the vendor nor hackers can access them. 

Bodycam videos will be public records under the California Public Records Act and the, 

practice however, police dash-cam a_nd body-cam videos are withheld unless a dogged: 

Typically, police withhold evidence of misconduct by citing "an ongoing investigation", Ii 

that exonerate them. Time will tell how the SFPD determines which video disclosures~ 

completion of an investigation". 

Related to public access is the integrity of video data. SFPD officers are prohibited fron 
b d d' o· r r f II . I t f SFPD r b t ·1· . 

. , , ".' -, ~· ~~· ·~-,,.'-· or"',,",.~,,..~~,,,, ,. _ ,_ -c• 
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capture nearby calls, "TrapWire" facial recognition technology, and social media monito 

activities are already tracked and stored by hundreds of government agencies and priv< 

of National Emergency, repeatedly re-enacted since 9/11 /2001, and the growing tender 

bodycams could end up watching communities rather than police. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
the Department of Public Health. Contact: watchdogs@westsideobserver.com 

April 2016 

Watching SFPD's Body Worn Camer; 
By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
~1 i1 io\ent and militarized encounters between police Vi/I and communities of color, larg.e!y rec~rded by 

· bystanders and shared on social media, have 

raised nationwide alarms. "Copwatch" groups are now 

"policing the police" to expose the dark side of law 
enforcement. Such community alienation can paralyze 

crime-fighting. In December 2014, the White House 

issued an edict titled "Strengthening Community Policing" 

to "fortify the trust that must exist between law 

enforcement" officers and the communities they serve." It 

provides $75 million ln matching funds for police 

departments to buy 50,000 body cameras. On 4/30/15 

Mayor Ed Lee grabbed the offer, allocating $6.6 million 

over 2 years to deploy 1 ,800 bodycams "for every police 

officer on the street." 

Police Chief Greg Suhr called for body cameras in Ma.y 2011 - after Public Defender Jef 

cops illegally searching and ripping-off hotel residents. In 2013 Suhr cut a $250,000 no· 
' International to pilot bodycams. The SFPD bodycam pilot went nowhere, boggled by lo~ 

institutional resistance to being watched. On 4/18/14 the Board of Supervisors' Neighb 

Committee urged the SFPD to formulate a bodycam policy, despite a projected 5-year c 

DA George Gascon demanded action instead of "playing games." 

.......................................................... ,, ... ~···· 
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for the public and law enforc~~ill,lli 'l~i?d<.iil~liss•fil ~8id'~61/b'el~c'il6ll~fabtefir.lillflf 
build trust, bodycams must add to the transparency afforded by citizen videos, without 

intrusions on privacy, or inass surveillance. Bodycams should also be cost-effective. 01 
expire, expenses for maintenance, upgrades, video storage fees, personnel time and trc 

bodycams could cut litigation costs by deterring misbehavior by police and civilians alil 

citizen complaints by 88% and use-of-force incidents by 60%. Such savings could be wi 

violations of privacy or freedom of expression. To preserve public funds and trust, sour 

On 5/13/15 the Police Commission directed the SFPD to create a Body Camera Workin 

days. The Worklng Group met publicly 6 times between June and August 2015. Law en· 

represented. Also included were the Office of Citizen Complaints, ACLU, Public Defend€ 

Human Rights Commission. On 6/9/15 Supervisor Avalos introduced Ordinance 15062 

Policy with annual audits by the Controller's Office. When the Working Group's draft pol! 

one issue was unresolved: whether officers involved in shootings, in-custody deaths or; 

view bodycam videos before or after writing their reports. 

In 5 hearings from 9/2/15to12/2/15, the Police Commission reviewed the draft policy, 

forth in Assembly Blll 69. Passed on 10/3/15, AB 69 grants ownership of bodycam rec~ 

with chain-of-custody rules, along with public access per the California Public Records i 

could view videos of routine encounters, but disagreed over viewing footage of critical: 

Commission promised to "vote in recbgnition of the new normal that trust is a more im
1 

rate," it had to appease both cops and civilians. ' 

Police Perspectives: The SFPD maintains that officer-involved shootings are rare, less t~ 

Currently, involved officers are interviewed voluntarily and allowed to see videos to "trig. 

report. The Police Officers Association (POA) warned that cops will withhold voluntary: 

view bodycam videos. Although cops can be compelled to make a statement, whateve~ 

disciplinary action cannot be used against them per the Peace Officer's Bill of Rights. S. 

would better serve investigations and justice. 

Cops of all stripes emphasized that SFPD policy demands that "all evidence shall be in( 

adrenaline-fue!ed reaction to traumatic incidents causes memory lapses,. "tunnel-vision, 

Only by viewing videos beforehand could they deliver "the most accurate and complete: 

cited similar practices in San Diego and Los Angeles. Entrusting officers to carry guns~ 
bodycam videos would show that "you don't trust me," one said. Another emphasized t~ 
suspect" would be more "divisive." Others faulted the logic of writing "a legal governmei 

the evidence." Plus, video ownership was claimed as "the officer's point of view." Writin£ 

the video, and then writing a supplemental report would "set up officers to fail" said Chii 
I 

• • I • I . - ' . ,, . ' _, - ''· .,,. . . . . ', "~ . -. , ·--- . 
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report should be preserved ra'if¥ifr1Mr\l! Pesilfte'r~l~Flllloh:~llfelifil~w~~l'Aff~e','.;/¥,JoJIBc 
Jeff Adachi argued that viewing the video beforehand alters what officers remember, tr 
The ACLU warned that incriminating events that don't appear are forgotten whlle event~ 

as if experienced, thus creating a "false level of accuracy," and potentially enabling covE 

view videos before interrogations, allowing police to do so confers an "unfair advantag\ 

insisted that "investigatory best practices" require that witnes.ses, including police off1c1 

viewing evidence. There is a\so a public safety interest in knowing how officers perceiv• 

between officer recall and videos are expected, but gross distortions or fabrications co 

Commissioners' Compromise: While holding that officers "shall not vie\ 
shootings, crimina_I investigations or in-custody deaths before writing a report, the Com 

"subject to the discretion of the Chief of Police." Chief Suhr already supports officers vii 

reports. While ceding control to the SFPD, the Police Commission claimed to retain it si 

the Commission. This compromise calmed the opposing parties as the bodymP-olic1 

transparently created. But that same day, a dazed, knife-wielding 26-year old, Mario Wo 

5 police officers ln the Bayview. Only bystander videos documented the killing. Chief Su 

justified. Then videos surfaced that countered his view and intensified distrust. Had bo, 

they might have revealed something about the mind-set driving such lethal force. The b 

Police Commission for final approval after negotiations between Human Resources an1 

policy is implemented, the Commission will conduct a review. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

March 2016 

. . . ' 

D1vers1ty Brings Controvers31 
Laguna Honda's Nursing Challenge 

By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
n 2002, the Health Commission adopted a Resolution for "Culturally and Linguistically~ 

broadly inclusive of diverse racial, ethnic, sexual and other cultural ... groups."The Depar1 

then formulated a Cultural Competency Policy whose principles include; "To Recruit, Re 

of the Organization, a Diverse Staff and Leadership That Are Representative of the Derr 

Service Area." Subsequently, DPH agencies like Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH), and DPr 

annual Cultural Competency Reports showing their compliance or diversity initiatives. l 

: _ ,. ",_ ~~·. :~ J•~, (I-~' ,!,!"_•I • ". -1 : : -· - ""~, ~~·· . _ ',• f' 
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'V "workforce that refl'ects community characteristics." . j 

A Not so, according to six LHH employees who testified before the Civil Service Co~ 
1/4/16. They risked retallation by joining 30 other City employees in claiming tha( 

cronyism are sabotaging merit-based hiring and promotions. Here are excerpts; 
' 

"Laguna Honda is plagued with isms - favoritism, cronyism, racism - you name it. Ever] 

somebody's child is being hired_ while people that come and apply can't get hired. Fort~ 

people being hired through the back door, despite Civil Service ... then they're pushed intj 

positions haven't been posted for people who have more experience and more senioritj 
I 

··~····························••8••••····~··········~············1 
... six LHH employees ... risked retaliation by joining 30 other City E 
that favoritism, nepotism and cronyism are sabotaging merit-basei 
promotions." 

"The workforce is not diverse, it does not reflect San Francisco or the Bay Area. Whoevi 

person who gets hired looks like them, speaks like them, and comes from the same pl9 
the minority. If we are asking questions, and if we are able and articulate to say 'what's; 

position, l can do this job', then you are called a troublemaker. So you ·are excluded froq 

your colleagues are told not to talk to you ... It's becoming somebody's living. room, somj 

backyard." (LVN) 

"Hiring is based on friendships and family. Managerial positions are ... set aside for fami: 

~ ,, "" ·ae._·e,o,~e~~ 1;1~~!.<"--'~-e~e~~"._•e• ~·:•e~e· ·• 
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Supervisor responsible for staff rec(uitment committed nepotism. She "resigned" and~ 

"released."Though relatively few DPH employees complain to the Cf vii Service Com mis: 

Report cited; "a notable increase in the number of complaints and/or questions" about 

minimum job qualifications, while 3 of 8 City departments "did not conduct verification 

for their appointees ... " The DPH's 2014 Work Experience Survey found that 43% of 3,22( 

stymied. While the surveyors merely urged more "professionalism and respect", it's tel Ii 

with "a manager training that reviews hiring and on boarding procedures."Laguna Hand< 

Survey identified the main causes of discontent as; "unprofessional" or inexperienced r 
retribution, bullying", and ignoring feedback. 

Concerns about diversity and hiring have long-simmered at LHH. Because hospital em~ 

related qualifications, their demographics won't exactly match the communities served 

competitive healthcare environments may require imported skills. But according to LH~ 

Report, and the Department of Human Resources (OHR) 2013 "Equal Employment Opp1 

Analysis", there's a striking imbalance; 

: £ii,plo~e,s ~--- %W!.Ji~ j,llli•.cit ~ : ,i'l!lii".!!£ll'.l:~1lmt!Mi!!ll11fo:,:/~ ~~:~ 
CCSF(23,237) 3458 12.75 1451 2454 13.10 0.49 

DPH (5,787) 24.78 11.79 14.69 23.86 24.59 0.29 

LHH (1,250) 13 10 9 20 47 --

Francisco's 5.2'Yo Filipino population. It doubled the DPH's percentage, which itselftopp 

Rather, it reflected LHH's Nursing Department that hired 60'7'o of hospital employees. Al1 

indicators of cultural competency, there's no current data on the ethnic distribution am< 

numbering 1,678. LHH hasn't submitted any Cultural Competency Reports with employ: 

Both the DPH and the DHR denied having ethnicity data on Laguna Honda employees. ' 

Nonetheless, ethnicity had been the focus of an internal "Cultural Competency Assessr 

executives in 2007. It reported; "Nursing is dominated by Filipinos who comprise 71 % ci 
80°/o of Registered Nurses, 81 '1o of Licensed Vocational Nurses, 67'Yo of Certified Nursin! 

Managers. Among patients, 3°/o were Filipino, creating "a great disparity between the etl 

give and receive care."Almost 10 years later, LHH nurses say little has changed. Here is~ 
Registered Nurses, Liceilsed Vocational Nurses and Certified Nursing Assistants withi~ 
2007, the most recent numbers available; 

' LHH's 2007 "Cultural Competency Assessment" warned; "Disproportionate representat 

nursing staff causes tension and strife in some units, and makes it difficult for new sta1 

~ -· - '~ ,9 ••!!',0· .llJ}~- ~ .-~ .-,•-~,. ;.,, 8!_:.!9.o~·""~-.o ·, ~,o • .. ~,,,t) ·., •• 
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Caring, competent, and gener'i!IJ'S{'l.!JIH\f llliOOr\'g'iff'a!f'~i(ieltj&sJflofl> ~·fiw£~~tt.fra1"'l!6'r\ 
nurses say that lapses in merit-based hiring are perpetuated by workforce disparities - ; 

As Civil Service Commissioner Favetti emphasized; "The integrity of the system is direc 

administer the system."Beyond LHH's control are colonial, political and socio-economic 

"Empire of Care: Nursing and Migration in Filipino American History", and Rodis' "Why a 

nurses in the US?" What's needed in 2016 is Laguna Honda's Cultural Competency Rep< 

demographics, an assessment, and a plan. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

February 2016 

Expenses for Acute Care show marked increases. Not 

shown is the 48o/o reduction in services. 

Doi\l\g Less Witl.atuna Honda's Acute Care Siu 
• - ~ ' - ~ ~ " ' • .: •• , ' ' 11' ~ ! ~ • • • - " " ' - " ' , -
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ln 2009, LHH Rehabilitation Chief Dr. Lisa Pascual, and then-CEO John Kanaley, conjure 

budget proposal. In exchange for an extra $836,000 in taxpayer funds annually, they pr< 

revenues of $1.35 million. They wanted more staffing to transform the existing 6-bed A 

building's showcase - with 15 beds, a choice location, therapeutic pool and state-of-the· 

these costly enhancements needed in a safety-net hospital? Because they "will increas, 

services," they wrote. An "upsurge in acute rehabilitation admissions" would raise the a 

patients to "a realistic goal" of 4 patients/day. The new facillty, its trappings and fanfar1 

was a field of dreams, untrampled by market research like scoping out the competition, 

what they wanted, and why they shunned LHH. 

••••• •••••• •••••000090•0000000000~••>00~·•• ,, '''"·"''"••• '·' ''' ,, , ' '" <o 

They wanted more staffing to transform the existing 6-bed Acute~ 
building's showcase - with 15 beds, a choice location, therapeutic I 
art fitness gym. Why were these costly enhancements needed in a· 

Three months after the rebranded LHH opened, the 15 mostly-empty Acute Rehab bed~ 
' just 5 remained. The other 1 O were converted to lower-paying but fillable Skilled Nursin' 

amenities and frantic recruitment efforts, private pay and Medicare patients chose to g· 

worse. For 2013, the average daily census for Acute Rehab was 2.21 patients, in 2014 i' 

dropped to 0.89 patients per day. Rehab Director Pascual omitted this decline in her An, 

Commission's Joint Conference Committee on 9/8/15. Instead of a root cause analysi~ 
variants of patient recruitment strategies that hadn't worked previously. The Commissi\ 

didn't want to know. 

Another revenue tale was spun in 2010. The Medicine Department sought $950,000 in! 

boost its Acute Medical census from "1.5 - 2.0 patients/day" to 5 patients per day, thei 

annually. instead, patients vaporized. Signs of fluster appeared in 2012 when LHH bras: 
' and Acute Rehab censuses together under "Acute" to camouflage the minuscule numb.~ 

When honest reporting resumed in 2013, the average daily census fell to 1.1, then to O.~ 

mid-2015. On average, less than 1 patient per day has received treatment ln the 7-bed f 
18 months. Month after month, the dwindling numbers are presented; without explanat' 

Colleen Riley, and without inquiries from Health Commissioners. 

Yet, inquiries are due. The City's SFOpenBook data base shows LHH spending on "Acut, 

sagglng census. LHH spent about $2.4 million ln 2012-13, almost $3.4 million in 2013-J, 

Unfortunately, corresponding revenue data isn't provided. Given the missteps and evas1 

• o_ ,_ 0 " - n ; • 0 0 ~ O~ O? 0 ~ •, _ ! ;,'/Jo ~ , i_ l L • ! , _ · j A < ~ • ~ ·~ II•~ 0 •' • 
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London Breed's Anti-Sunshine Litm 

Dr. Maria Rivero & Dr. Derek Kerr 
~or those who are ~riven to govern, transparency doesn't come naturally. Nudgin~ 

&' shadows often relies on open government advocates. For example, the 2013-14' 

in the City - Promise, Practice or Prete11se, recommended amending the Sunshi 

Supervisors' busi11ess calendars be publicly disclosable. Si11ce 1999, the Ordinance hac 

Attorney and department heads to disclose who they met, and where. Although the Jur: 

Supervisors voluntarily provided their meeting cale11dars, some officials "failed to list th 

attendee's names" maki11g it difficult to track lobbying activities and influence peddling; 

London Breed, who clenched the Board presidency in January 201 s: has viewed reques 

intrusions. When sunshine activist Michael Petrelis requested them this April, he was ir 

records would take time to assemble. Instead of delivering the calendars, Breed's legis! 

e-mail: "Supervisor Breed has not maintained a calendar since February 1st, 2015. Per 1 

J3 d t dt k I d '" • • . ' . - . - ; - , ,, - ' . - "' .. - . ~- ~ - . - ~ . . 
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days to separate my public and private calendar." Breed made a motion to withhold the 

meetings and to wait for the Department of Technology to organize their calendars. He 
second. The Board voted 10-1 in favor of disclosing its calendars. Breed voiced the sol1 

finally, and unanimously, pasSed the amendment. The Mayor signed it into law on July· 

smoldered. 

••• ••• •<>••• • •• •• ••••• "" ''~ •~• o 0000 o o a o oooQO •~•, o o ""' •• o '•" o" o,, oo o ·' o 

Public interest in Breeds engagements peaked this August when h 
the FBI probe of political corruption that en-snared Senator Leland 

Though not a member of the Rules Committee (Avalos, Tang, Cohen), Breed materializE 
"in place of Supervisor Cohen." The agenda Included the approval of a journalist and al 

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (SOTF), the 11-member body that adjudicates sunshin( 

were nominated by the Society of Professional Journalists (SPJ) that is mandated 2 se 

the City, both nominees had recently moved to Oakland so they needed residency waivE 

After Hoodline editor Eric Eldon gave his presentation, Breed launched a meandering in 

interest" when journalists serve on the SOTF. Note: voters approved assigning 3 journal 

New America Media, and local press. Breed wondered if Eldon's "professional opinion" 

records, might conflict with "making the right decision." Unappeased by Eldon's ethical. 

potential bias, Breed declared, "Let me be more specific; I have a different opinion abo~ 

a thin !ine between public information and being nosey ... ! don't think it's appropriate for 

whereabouts 24 hours a day." Then, the litmus test: "Do you think that public officials st 

calendars if requested?" Since her question had been affirmatively and legally answerei 

render applicants into supplicants. Eldon maneuvered out of Breed's trap by crafting th~ 
responses, lncluding, "l would listen to the advice of the City Attorney" and "I can't say Ii 

Incidentally, Breed had been wrangling with the SOTF since June, when she was found: 

Ordinance for dodging a hearing on her calendar hoarding. 

The other SPJ nominee was Mark Rumold, an Electronic Frontier Foundation attorney v, 
' 

surveillance issues in the National Security arena. After serving on the SOTF for 9 monl 
moving to Oakland. He presented his credentials and goals in a straight-forward way, W 
bother to ask him a single question, then groused; "I'm not completely familiar with Mr.: 
kowtowed for her blessing before the hearing. To show who's boss, Breed "hesitantly"; 

waiver. 

' All 3 Supervisors okayed the candidates, but Katy Tang's mute passivity was a marked' 
e~i.~o·~ .. ·~~~~~-, _e,_.•"~ te.:o~.!-- .a:,l_. - It 
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Exodus From Laguna Honda Hos1 
By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
V n the year ending May 2015, 80 patients fled from Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH). a AWOL {Absent Without Official Leave) or left AMA (Against Medical Advice) com~ 

"community discharges" - a record high. This exodus is rooted in the Health Dep<: 
Project that flushes non-paying patients out of San Francisco General Hospital and into 

······················••00•••··~···················•••0•••·······~ 
... in 2014 LHH reported 46 staff injuries from "resident aggression' 
medical treatment. LHH deploys additional staff as "coaches" tom• 
and drug-sniffing dogs to curtail drug use and dealing" 

Unlike the notorious 2004 Flow Project that generated an upsurge of violence and drug: 
relies on private rooms, electronic monitoring, additional activities, substance abuse cc 
contain disruptive behaviors. Yet, in 2014 LHH reported 46 staff injuries from "resident. 
required medical treatment. LHH deploys additional staff as "coaches" to monitor rowd 
dogs to curtail drug use and dealing. Cigarettes and nicotine vaporizers are prohibited.: 
must sign an imposing Agreement that stipulates rules of conduct. Such restrictions, a· 
them, cramp the quality of life of some residents. Others simply don't want to be at LHf. 
elopements this year signals that the Flow Project and LHH's containment policy are le. 

Why patients flee and what happens to them matters. Risks of harm multiply for patien 
before they are deemed ready for discharge. Beyond endangering themselves, those wi 
impaired also expose the hospital to potential liabilities. Elopements are disruptive, req; 
Green" alerts, burdensome paperwork, missing person reports, plus detailed searches ( 
deputies. In May, LHH projected "a deficit of $780,000 in salary expenses" for 2014-15' 
need for coaches ... to facilitate patient flow". By July, this deficit dropped to $190,000 fc 
taxpayer funds. Further, neither Medi-Cal nor Medicare reimburse LHH for AWOL days,: 
by the City. Importantly, for an institution that values resident satisfaction, the rise in A~ 
riSing dissatisfaction. There may be correctable lapses in patient care, staff training, or· 
needs and LHH's offerings. The Health Commission should request - and make public; 
exodus. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health Contact· watchdogs@westsideobservel 
•• v,_-,,_,\, eo• 'c ,., -•~- ~·>' _ • ,"''• , • 
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!:i~ Watchdog". A ... ~ 
On 6/29/15 the Ethics Comm1ss1on approved a • ~ -~ ~ 
soporific and nebulous response to the 2014-15 C1v1l ~ ,• 
Grand Jury (CGJ) report; "San Francisco's 

Whistleblower Protection Ordinance ls ln Need of 

Change". ln a feat of equivocation, the Commissioners 

,., '' 
E':.::;; ~ :.~:o 

agreed that all 6 CGJ recommendations to enhance whistleblower protections "may be 

the task would entail "heavy lifting" plus "the cooperation of at least 4 departments", E;.: 

vowed that Ethics "would endeavor to do this in 2016"·- long after his August 2015 de~ 
now Acting Executive Director, Jesse Mainardi - hired from the Sutton Law Firm - stay 

whistleblower rights. 

o •••O •• •••••~ •• o •• oo •~QO •o•o o •• o •o oo o oo '> oo" >' ooo •• • oo 03 o • oo •oo~ ooo 

When Ethics Chair Paul Renne called upon the Commissioners for 1 

Whistleblower Ordinance, dead silence filled the chamber. Eventua 
Hur uttered; "You're putting all of us on the spot here:' 

Publlc comments by Westside Observer reporters Der.ek Kerr and Patrick Monette-Sha\'\ 

failure to sustain any retaliation claims in 20 years, and the City's coddling of retaliator~ 

out in settlements. A former CGJ Foreperson, Elena Schmid, warned that Ethics' "vaguE 

dodged the specificity required by California Penal Code section 933.05. Friends of Eth 
suggested that Ethics appoint a "sub-committee of one" to work on revising the WhistlE 

whistleblower declined to speak out as it would be "asking the foxes to redesign securi· 

When Ethics Chair Paul Renne called upon the Commissioners for volunteers to revise· 

dead silence fl!led the chamber. Eventually, Commissioner Ben Hur uttered; "You're putt 

The Commissioners then hurrled to the next agenda item. 

September 2015 

~~crets O.\l\d Neglect . 
...J ._f Laguna Honda's Patient Cift Fu 

By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
"Ci('~•~''.,- e_,_:;j ~-"""''"'"of';•~ . . "•=r.; _"-:,"",·">"'- • ·•~ '-':'~ ~ ,_ • ,• .~ •,<• ,;~..;, ••.• ,.,;:,,. ~ <G"f' 
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activities like bus-trips Were curtailed, yet impermissible expens· 

surged" 

On 3/10/15, LHH Finance Chief, Chia Yu Ma, added this afterthought to her Gift Fund re 

Office recommendation, we have been working ... to slowly move our (Gift Fund) stocks 
control to ... Charles Schwab." At LHH, such afterthoughts and mumbled asides warrant' 

buried something about the $2.4 million Gift Fund, most of which is in donated stocks. 

Treasurer's Office had advised her to sell the Gift Fund's $1.3 million stock portfolio. Af1 

recommendation on 4/3/15, Ma again withheld it from her 5/12/15 Gift Fund report. Al: 

donation received weeks before from retired LHH physician Milka Rois. 

These non-disclosures resembled those preceding the Gift Fund scandal of 2009-10. 81 

over $2 million, including stocks donated in the 1980s. Stocks were kept by the City Tre 

overseen by the Controller, while cash went for LHH patient activities. With the instalmE. 

2004, then Mivic Hirose in 2009, Gift Fund policies were surreptitiously altered - in viol\ 

Code - to create an administrative slush fund. Pilfering and mismanagement depleted! 
' late 2009. Another $835,000 was frozen in stocks and $543,000 was locked in the inteii 

triggered warnings that the Gift Fund was bankrupt. Patient activities like bus-trips werj 

expenses for staff perquisites surged. 
i 

Protests were ignored within LHH, but reported by KGO TV's I-Team and The Westside! 

Shaw in 2010. The resulting furor forced the Controller to issue a Gift Fund audit on 11 / 

$350,000, stop misappropriations, issue quarterly reports, and restore the Gift Fund M~ 
. Unfortunately, the Controller dropped the promised follow-up audit to quell negative pul 
bequest from the Knight estate returned Gift Fund assets above $2 million in March 20i 

in July 2013, Bill Frazier, Director of LHH's Activity Therapy Departrrlent, was reassigne~ 
a newly created post. The move also freed him from justifying cuts in patient activities 1 

upstream. 

Ma's censored Joint Conference Committee presentations contained grains of truth. lni 

Controller did urge LHH to "actively manage" Gift Fund stocks, but Ma said nothing abci 

role, selling the stocks, or Rois' $400,000 donation. Instead, CEO Mlvic Hirose took cen~ 
to spin highlights before the full Health Commission, leaving crumbs for Ma to dispens 

had to dig for answers. 

A visit with Michelle Durgy, the Treasurer's Chief Investment Officer since September 2( 

"tremendously understaffed" team began organizing the stocks in mid-2011. A collaboi 

collapsed so SF discount broker Schwab was contracted to manage the holdlngs in Ju' 
• ' <• "-4, ,_ < ~ '<, _, < • • ~ ~- - b _, < ~ C• ~'" ' • ,°"' ' O • ' " • o <• < • ' o o• e • 
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Frazier and Treasury Investment Officer Hubert White powered through a mess of scat1 

$1.3 million portfolio was consolidated under Schwab in January 2015. However, there 

between stock values reported by LHH and the Treasurer. Elisa Sullivan of the Control IE 

amount is not missing," just spread among various stock transfer agents. But 185 shar1 

and Bethlehem Steel became worthless due to bankruptcies. The fact that LHH hadn't 1 

its 104 Delphi shares since 1999 didn't raise alarms. In 2009, LHH lost track of 2241 sh 

they landed in the State's Unclaimed Property Fund. When located two 2 years later, the 

which Frazier reclaimed. Another $14,099 had been stuck in a Schwab dividend accour 

November 2014. ln January 2015, LHH learned that 234 Chevron stock certificates war 

although dividends were coming in. Exxon 9ertif1cates were also lost. Replacing them c 

Despite these losses and the 4-year slog to sort out the Gift Fund portfolio, most of the 

value. An analysis by Durgy's team prompted the "sell" recommendation since the mar~ 

and a downturn was expected. Durgy explained that selling the 25 remaining stocks we 

merely $325. On 5/19/15 the full Health Commission approved the sale, without review 

Conference Committee. To date, stock sales have garnered $1,163,630, with more to C< 

proceeds at 0.65% interest to generate $7,564 annually. 

Chia Yu Ma's Gift Fund reports concealed decades of neglect, uncovered during a long 

selling the stocks was reasonable, given LHH's inability to manage them, the Treasurer' 

outlook. And ethically, LHH shouldn't hold shares in war profiteers like Halliburton, Boei 

BP, and Chevron, and obesity purveyors like Coca-Cola. Still, the stock proceeds need tE 

furtive practices of LHH executives. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital whi 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aof.com 

July/August 2015 

~ -~ . When Sunshine Casts a Shada 

- David Lee's Ballot Proposal 
By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
n 4/23/15, long-time Sunshine activists were surprised when "San Franciscans for OR.el 
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David E. Lee 

0 them. The proposal is spearheaded by David E. Lee, whose pollt1cal consultant 

measure. Former Supervisor Fiona Ma, who attended the City Hall filing, said;" 

the same people during meetings, and this will open that up." 

One day before, a supportive Chronicle article merely identified David E. Lee, who head~ 

Government, as "a political science instructor" at SF State University. But since 1993 L~ 

Director of the non-profit Chinese American Voters Education Committee (CAVEC) - th~ 

CAVEC's mission is to register voters, provide polling services, research voting trends,~ 

4-person Board includes Lee and his wife Jing Lee, who is Vice-President. Its Chair is Ai 

attorney assigned to Laguna Honda Hospital, and its Secretary is Sandy Close, Director: 

Lees own a State Farm Insurance business and a 4-unit rental building in the Richmond 
r'ecent Chronicle piece was Lee's controversial run for District 1 Supervisor in 2012. 

···························································~······· 
Most of Lee's contributions came from real estate, construction, in! 
corporate interests. Notable Lee backers included attorneys Jim si 
tech investor Ron Conway, "broker" Mel Murphy, banker Dick Kova; 
magnate Doug Shorenstein, and philanthropists Nancy Bechtle, Del 
Swig. In 2012, the Chronicle endorsed Lee, although his cause was 
independent expenditure campaign" funded by the SF Association: 

I 

i 
In 2005 Mayor Newsom appointed Lee to the Recreation & Park Commission as it adv~ 
Lee resigned in 2012 to run against Eric Mar for Supervisor in District 1, pointing to for~ 

his role model. Lee got 11,019 votes or 38.6°/o to Mar's 53.5%. ln this costly clash, $90 J 
vote. According to Ethics Commission data, Lee spent $320,589 in individual donationJ 

compared to Mar's $360,1 OD. The shocker was the cash tsunami from independent ex~ 
spent $673,960 for Lee versus $164,625 for Mar. All told, 68% of the $994,549 supportij 

shadowy· special interests compared to 31 % of Mar's $524,725. Most of Lee's contribu~ 

construction, insurance, banking and corporate interests. Notable Lee backers include~ 
Haas, tech investor Ron Conway, "broker" Mel Murphy, banker Dick Kovacevich, real est; 

and philanthropists Nancy Bechtle,. Dede Wilsey, and Roselyne Swig. In 2012, the Chroq 
~ ""•· '· "'i ,_. ' " - c • - " '• - • - ' ' ~ • < •" o • ' : ~;:' o ~ __ •r ~ 0 o,o , o o ~" ~ • '• r 
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Between 2008 and 2011, Lee's salary at CAVEC averaged $90,211 annually (range $86,• 
2012, Friends of Ethics filed a comRlaint against Lee for failing to disclose this outside 

& Park Commissioner. Later that month, UC Berkeley Prof. Ling-chi Wang and Henry De 

and of Chinese for Affirmative Action, publicly denounced Lee's exorbitant $91,980 sale 

CAVEC expenses - despite its revenue shortfalls. They also challenged the role of Lee': 

exaggerated voter registration claims, the rningling of his business and CAVEC pursuit~ 

and "downtown and out-of-town" money pouring into his campaign. They asked "who v.. 
2013, Lee's salary was cut to $46,828, though it remained CAVEC's biggest line-item ex1 

activists say that CAVEC has been losing touch with the community, becoming more p< 

Despite Lee's ties to business and moneyed interests, who already have infiuence at Cit 

on the boards of the California First Amendment Coalitlon and the minority-based New 

public access to government activities. Plus, he has long advocated for immigrant part 

Lee's pushing this Sunshine measure makes sense. 

In appeals for a "generous donation" Lee claims that his ballot proposal arose from "we 

that "students don't have the resources to fund a campaign." However, the campaign's I 

Center on 5/14/15 barely drew a handful of students to collect 14,000 signatures by Ju 

would take on a ballot initiative with such sparse front-line support, and while CAVEC is 

District 1 will need a new Supervisor. Will an appealing Sunshine measure enhance Lee 

CAVEC's viability? 

Lee's Sunshine amendment emphasizes that "professional activists and lobbyists are ti 

the time at City Hall to influence decisions" and that it will empower "working people, s1 

and caregivers who have set schedules." There's no mention of the costs and contract 1 

the proposed technology. Tracking the funding for this ballot measure will show whethi 

be the same donors who rallied behind him in 2012. 

Dr. Mciria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh; 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

June 2015 

" ft Laguna Honda's Falling Star 
,)WDr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr ! 

barely audible Mivic Hirose, CEO of Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH), duped the Health C~ 
-11 -1 -,- I • t t It I • 
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Staffing, Quality Me.asures an'iRf~~rll\<i\ffp'ec~iaJ\~?PIGb-!!711'lllelMnts, N 
star rating based on the others. Medicare warns that; "All of these 

data are reported by the nursing homes themselves. Nursing home 

inspectors ... dori't formally check it to ensure accuracy ... The 

information should be interpreted cautiously ... along with information 

from the Long Term Care Ombudsman's Office, the State Survey 

Agency, or other sources." Nursing homes like LHH flaunt their stars, 

without noting Medicare's caveat. 

\ 

\ 
Mivic Hirose, 

Moreover, Medicare does not report violations of California nursing home standards, S1 

complaints filed with· State agencies. That's because licensing requirements for State I\ 

California) differ from those mandated by Medicare. Only federal-level violations affect 
2013 LHH received 30 State deficiencies but only 19 were recorded in Medicare's feder; 

$1,000 State f1nEis for patient injuries in 2011 and 2012 didn't impact LHH's Medicares· 

www.nursinghomeguide.org for this data from California Advocates for Nursing Home: 

····························~········~·····~······················· 
Although these deficiencies were considered minor, causing "minii 
"few" residents, they exceeded the averages for California and US i 
Therefore, LHH's 2014 Health Inspection score plunged "below av• 
triggered LHH's fall from 5 to 4 stars overall." 

The star-rating system provides an incentive for nursing homes to improve thelr care. 11 

stars without earning them. As per an 8/24/14 NeW York Times article, Medicare Star~ 

Game the System, facilities plagLied by serious deficiencies can garner 5-star ratings. S 

clients, revenue, and prestige, some facilities inflate their scores. 

ln 2009, just 35% of nursing homes were granted 4 or 5 stars overall. By 2013, it rose td 
overall rating of 3 stars is considered average, but by 2014 the average score for US fa( 

majority of facilities are above average, the system ls unreliable. As a result, Medicare i' 

US nursing homes lost Overa.11 stars this year, with more to follow in 2016. 

Laguna Honda's star-quest started in 2010, when its Overall rating was 2 stars - below· 

new building, 3 stars. A 4th star was captured in 2012. CEO Hirose, who collected $290. 
pushed untll LHH wrangled a 5th star in 2013, only to lose it in 2014. To detect how LHI 

top tier in 4 years, we examined its Nursing Staffing, Quality Measures, and Health lnspl 

Nursing Staffing 
0 ~ ' ~ , 0 - • ., , ' , , , - ' • _, _b 
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Quality Measures .)oci~'I}' of Prf>f,_"'.ssionl1f Jo(1f11afisL~, J·Jcir(~r1/ l!-1arJler 

These are indicators of quality care such as the percent of patients with injury falls, bee 

aspects of care are assessed, so their scope isn't comprehensive_ Further, such rneasu 

are self-reported by nursing homes. To wit, State inspectors faulted LHH for failing tor( 

an injury last year. Besides such under-reporting, adverse events can be minimized by L 

Department before they are transmitted to Medicare. A former LHH analyst, who reque: 

"Laguna administrators, charged with filing self-reports that should have been forthcon 

regretful, were indeed adept at gaming the system." By clasping 5-stars for self-reporte 

LHH was granted an extra Overall star. 

Massaging Quality Measures is widespread. In 2009, 37o/o of Nursing Homes held 4-5 s· 

By 2014, a preposterous 80% were all-stars, including LHH which had jumped from 3 to 
to changes in its calculations, forced Medicare to recalibrate. So, two-thirds of nursing I 

ratings, and 30o/o lost Overall stars. Thls year, Medicare audits will inhibit deceptive repc 

Health Inspections 
This is the backbone of the ratings system, the only domain scored independently by Si 

occur almost annually, nursing homes anticipate them. At LHH, preparatory "mock insp 

minimize deficiency findings. During surveys, LHH's "Command Center" tracks inspect( 

fixes to undiscovered violations. From 2010 through 2012, inspectors found relatively f1 

Health Inspection ratings are derived from the 3 most recent surveys, LHH rose to "abo 

its jump in Quality Measures, contributed to its trumpeted 5th Overall star in 2013. 

Untrumpeted was LHH's fall to 4 Overall stars after surveyors found 19 federal deficien, 

deficiencies in 2014. The 2014 lapses included: failure to monitor an amputee's phanta· 

to adjust a Care Plan for a patient with rapidly worsening dementia; not monitoring the. 

psychotic medications; keeping spoiled/outdated food in refrigerators; not washing ha~ 

equipment; speaking "a non-English language" around patients; causing a resident to S( 

minutes to answer his calls; over-filling the stomach of a tube-fed patient and causing F 

patient-to-patient physlcal abuse to the State, and not knowing that such reports are le( 

Although these deficiencies were considered minor, causing "minimal harm" and affect 

exceeded the averages for California and US nursing homes. Therefore, LHH's 2014 He 
"below average" - to 2 stars. That triggered LHH's fall from 5 to 4 stars overall. It could, 

Safety Inspection found 7 deficiencies. Since such lapses aren't logged in the star-ratin' 

in befng down-graded to "above average". 

- ' -- ,o,.' - ,_!' _,,,_' "- ' - ---~-·.~-(J" ?, •• § « ·'- 1--.., .... ~,~~·~--,2°~ -- i ~ 
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. · ,'f/ hen Eugene Jeandeville "Gene" died at Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) last _ 
-y December, a part of old San Francisco passed with him. He was 85. Gene 
,;;,_:~- had come of age in the 1940s within a pack of kids whose friendships 

spanned 70 years 

Some 17 years before, a fire blackened Gene's kitchen. Then he fell and broke hls arm. 

Unable to care for himself, LHH took him in. Bereft of immediate family and decision

making capacity,_ he was assigned a Public Guardian to manage his affairs. He got 

around with a walker or wheelchair and loved field trips to ball games, casinos and 

race tracks. His requests to"'go home" subsided, but he always wanted to "see the 

guys." For years, Gene's old friends; Larry the retired school teacher, Art the former 

insurance executive and cartoonist, and later Bob the Laguna Honda volunteer, 

brought gifts, news and memories on birthdays and holidays. 

Gene's death, after a fall during a movie outing, left them mystified. Another old friend 

gone, then evasive responses to their inquiries. Though grateful for LHH's good-hearte~ 

fingers that appropriated their gifts, the conversational drift from English to Tagalog an, 
they felt somethirig was being hushed-up. They asked The Westside Observer to peer ti 

Growing Up in the City 
Born in 1930, Gene was raised by his Mom in Glen Park- 64 Chenery Street near Fairm( 

was a nurse. Gene said his longshoreman father died during the 1934 Waterfront Strik€ 

more inclined toward community. than to self. A sharing economy emerged from the pri 

the War, marked by bartering of ration stamps and produce from Victory Gardens. Few: 

everywhere or hopped streetcars for a nickel. Kids met up to trudge to school. In a worl 
' computers, playground directors handed out balls and bats for after-school activities u! 

Gene was a star playground athlete, the type of kid who made fast friends despite a dej 

·······································~·····················~····· 
Gene's death, after a fall during a movie outing, left them mystified, 
responses lo their inquiries ... they felt something was being hushei 

' 

' 
Pearl Harbor brought black-outs, when mothers covered windows as families huddled l 

fell silent. Soldiers pac·ked the Presidio and sailors flooded the streets when the fleets\ 

brothers went away, never to return. One afternoon, all the sirens went off, horns blared, 

ove.r." Some cried. Hopes soared when the United Nations Peace Conference met at th~ 

J - - • 
"'~'----,> - - -'" _,, ~,,,- -~ ,., 
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In September 2014, LHH's J 

began a transition from "pn 

::iservices that would augme 

without increased staffing. 

Gene went on an outing as 

band of patients supervise( 

While waiting for an elevate 

backwards down a ramp ar 

Someone had forgotten to I 

perhaps Gene unlocked the 

paramedics bandaged hist 

o Seton Hospital . 

On 11 /30/14 Seton notified 

withheld details pending an "investigation". Upon returning to LHH, Gene's condition de· 

transferred to UCSF. He developed pneumonia, caused in part by a swallowing disorder 

to LHH. 

On 12/4/14 someone called Larry: "Gene wasn't eating and we should visit ASAP." Gen~ 

Then, Gene's Public Guardian reported he had died on 12/10/14, cause of death undisc. 

His body went to Cypress Lawn for burial on 1 /7 /15. When his friends went to pay thei~ 
unmarked. Another unanswered question. 

We brought $21 to the Department of Public Health's Office of Vital Records for a copy 1 

wasn't ready. A week later, same story. Turns out his case had been referred to the City: 

that's done whenever someone dies of unnatural causes. This referral argued against a 

must also report injury-falls to the State, and we knew LHH had a history of down-playir 

the State Licensing and Certification Division on 1 /20/15, just to be sure. An investigati 

LHH had reported the accident. 

Gene's Public Guardian was notified about the missing gravestone. Records show that 1 

Cypress Lawn plot in 1998. In 2005, the Public Guardian collected $760,000 from the sc 

Capistrano. assuring that his funeral expenses would be paid, including an engraved he 

Our first call to the Medical Examiner went unanswered. On 1 /15/15 we were told that ~ 

Certificate would take at least 3 months. Toxicology tests had to be completed, medicC: 
. I 

, , ·~: 0 ·r,~o,~·· ~~ .~ .. ~~ ~,. ", ~" . -~!~a ~f6 ~ :. ,~~1~-,~·~,~!:JI·~, "". 
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Ackn.owledgement: Thanks to Larry, Art Ness, Bob Coffey and Ken Sproul for inspiration < 

April 2015 

City Attorney's Whistleblower Battle Lai 
By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 

o City agency admits to retaliating against whistleblowers. Dennis Herrera insi 
Trial Deputy, Joanne Hoeper, "was in the works long before she cla\med ... that ~ 

scheme in the City Attorney's Office." Hoeper charges Herrera with "after-the-fc 

removal for exposing shady sewer replacement deals. Legally, she must show that whi~ 

factor in her firing. Herrera must provide clear and convincing evidence that she was sc 

entered Superior Court on. 1 /7 /15. 

······~·································~········~·······~~······· 
Once again, taxpayers are footing the bill for a plausible retaliation 
firm, a Herrera campaign donor, is collecting $850/hourto defend h 
"Expected to exceed $50,000." Ethical concerns are rising alongsid 
received a conflict waiver to represent Herrera, while representing. 
suing the City:• 

After publicly praising Hoeper's aggressive fraud litigation in 2003, Herrera says he beg' 

escalating expenses and underestimating liabilities. He focuses on 2 out of hundreds C 

team. !n the $7 million Lopez settlement against the School District, the judge rebuked: 
fought each stage of litigation and caused delay throughout discovery, which substanti: 

costs." Hoeper responds that the !itigation strategy was directed by the client and that i 
staff the case ... seriously hampered the defense." In the $27 million Dominguez verdict 1 
Herrera claims Hoeper called it a "no liability case." This she flatly denies, as she reconi 

settlement. 

Herrera asserts that in 2005 several Magistrate Judges complained about Hoeper's "in1 

discussiOns and her failure to evaluate the cost-effectiveness of litigation." Hoeper exp: 

policy reasons to oppose payouts in frivolous lawsuits against police officers. Further,\ 
magistrates that her approach was sound - and told her to keep it up. In 2006, an unwi 

~- , ,,, .~• o ~' , - c,., - t" -~ " ••• , ·" ·" ~ < r-:. • • o '\ o.. "", " • ~ • ~ --= _ ;.- '.' o • 
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the Observer that executives 1)1<irifoltpef lllelft \itif'J]@aitb:11Jffiti!{iai1nJ~1 '0r;pr1fs~rsl'l\1'11 
Therese Stewart wrote a private appraisal - solely for Herrera. lt lauded Hoeper: "She g 

Office ... tremendously dedicated. She is very loyal. She is extremely confident in herself. 

litigation." In counterpoint: "Cultivates a pugilistic style of litigating, tending to polarize 1 

making settlement more difficult and possibly resulting in underestimation of ... risk and 

she was never told her performance was unsatisfactory. Rather, Herrera repeatedly ass 

work and wanted her to continue ... as Chief Trial Attorney." 

Though certified as "very loyal", Herrera claims that, "With her subordinates, Ms. Hoepe 

of Mr. Herrera and Ms. Stewart, encouraging an 'us versus them' mentality." One allege< 

Team "the real lawyers" and the Executive Team "the front office." Hoeper calls such all 

noting how she lobbied Herrera to "address the morale issues ... that plagued the City At 

deputies who did a good job - "something the City Attorney was not in the habit of doin! 

!n 2008, Herrera restructured the Trial Team, thereby reducing Hoeper's duties. Herrera 

"rebuffing" his guidance and "stoking divisions." However, Hoeper recalls that Herrera a 

reflected shifting priorities, rather than performance problems. Despite what Herrera ar 

that the reorganization related to her work, as she was undergoing chemotherapy. So sl 
quotes his reply, "You're invaluable to the Office. Do not misunderstand what I'm doing. 

job performance." 

Contending that he remained "dissatisfied with Ms. Hoeper's performance," Herrera rep 

late 201 O with a partner from Keker & Van Nest, the law firm now defending him. Overt 

other attorneys were reportedly approached, but none wanted or fit the job. Ironically, ir 

recruited for a high-level State position. Since Herrera was running for Mayor, she aske( 

She recalls that Herrera pronounced her position secure and encouraged her to stay. S< 

offer. She concludes that Herrera either lied while secretly devising her ouster, or axed t 
scheme. 

In late 2011, Herrera's Executive T earn met without Ms. Hoeper to prepare a report title1 

2012. It's undated, except for 12/21 /11 scribbled in a corner. The actual date is importc 

investigation also began in late Decerilber 2011. The 2-page memo is entirely redacted. 

in charge of Trial Team (for 2 years)" and "Maybe you could get Gascon to hire Jo to be 

DA's Office." Matt Dorsey told us that the date on this memo, and on Hoeper's 2007 per 

after they were written "to reflect the documents' actual dates." Notably, "Danny" was n, 

proposed. 

lt took more than 18 months of "actively searching" to find Hoeper's successor. Suppa~ 

the process was finding the right person." Strangely, the search was covert - with no jo' 

, • _, ":. - tt• :«o< o:. i;!..~_itg-, 1 • -~,a·,e ~· •# a~ ·a:~!··,; 
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is collecting $850/hour to defen<iittfM \l~P1nl8M.i.Jlfi1a£,(~fiffi,Bli1;te,Af!effs<ic(d~-rll''E11 
alongside legal fees. Keker also received a conflict waiver to represent Herrera, while rE 

suing the City. This conflict has churned Herrera's staff, per an anonY.mous tipster. A KE 

chairs our Ethics Commission that unfailingly denies whistleblower retaliation claims. f 
venues for whistleblower complaints, along with the Ethics Commission, the Controller 

Because these agencies reflexively shield City departments, Jo Hoeper had to seek red 

Dr. Maria· Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior Physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

February 2015 

~~utside Job: 
OUSTING LAGUNA HONDA'S C.~ 

By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
he June 2014 ouster of Laguna Honda Hospital's 

(LHH) Chief Operating Officer Mike Llewellyn so 

rattled the Department of Public Health (DPH) 

that the scandal was buried. As detailed in the September 

Westside Observer, Llewellyn was chummy with Rachel 

Decker, owner of the DPH-favored painting contractor 

William Decker Company. Cordial rapport between City 

officials and contractors often enhances public services 

- unless favoritism ensues. 

In October 2013, the Controller's Whistleblower Program 

was investigating complaints about the "over-utilization" of a DPH painting contractor. ! 
Decker'.s dominance over the other 6 DPH painting contractors during Llewellyn's tenuri 

·2009 and 2014, Decker pocketed $783,211, or 41% of DPH's painting expenditures - al 

nearest competitor, RAS Engineering. The bottom 3 contractors, M&A, Monticelli, and A 

0% of the pie, respectively. 

DPH records confirm the disparity. Between 11 /1/10 and 10/31 /13, Decker was grantei 

(BPO) authorizing $400,000 in DPH contracts. The other 6 DPH painting contactors we! 
lffll It . I • I . I I • :• -
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Perhaps Decker Co. did excellent w6rk at lower rates than their 6 competitors. Still, the 

Llewellyn and Rachel Decker should have sparked concerns, especially after DPH Direc· 

Llewellyn in charge of all DPH facilities in late 2011. With such authority over contracts 

indulge preferred parties. 

According to the City's Office of Contract Administration, "For general services, compet 

$10,000." Such small jobs need not be advertised because City departments have "corr 

vendor selection process." Records show that in the first 3 years of Llewellyn's tenure a 

through November 2012, Laguna Honda processed 54 invoices from Decker Co. totalin 

for jobs costing less than $10,000. They Included a $1,010 contract to paint "Mike's saf 
"Mike's wood table refinishing." These small contracts, awarded under Llewellyn's watci 

51 % of Decker's Laguna Honda revenues over 3 years. 

Though disapproved, big jobs can evade competitive bidding rules if broken down into 1 

costing under $10,000. On 11/14/12 Decker Co. submitted 3 invoices at $9,996 each fc 

projects. Had this window project been treated as a single $29,988 contract it would he 

and approval by the Office of Contract Administration. 

A favored contractor could be told in advance about upcoming DPH projects, or informi 

proposals. Hefty contracts can be won with tiny under-bids. On 1/25/11 Decker Co. sec 

$30,250. !ts closest competitor, RAS Engineering, had bid $30,500. When the bid result~ 

he notified his staff; "l will take care of that." 

Or, a painting company could be steered to work as a subcontractor under a bigger DPt 

larger firm that then pays its painting sub-contactor. On 4/1 /12 Turner Construction pai 

$11 ,585 for 4 windows. The following month, Llewellyn received a proposal from Rossi 

construction contractor. On 10/22/12 Llewellyn sent Rossi's proposal to Decker's OfficE 
responded, "Thank You Mike\ Hope you are well!" In May 2013, Rossi Builders hired Dec' 

contractor. 

When funds aren't available, money can be pulled from other pots. For example, LHH b< 

pay for their jobs and vice versa. Given its enormous budget and major hospital rebuild: 

money streams that can be siphoned when needed. For example, on 9/30/10, a $3,130' 
revised because LHH's CFO wanted to switch from "operating funds" to "project funds"1 

services. Similarly, creative accounting may explain why Decker's BPO balance increasi 

between 3/1 /12 and 10/17 /13. 

When DPH Director Barbara Garcia wanted to "expedite" the renovation of DPH Clinics i 
balance was depleted, despite the mysterious boost to $14,269. Nevertheless, on 10/2: 
"11."9 I I 
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livelihoods. Outsiders forced ffilf~§IN s§fcla>IB%firawsl,-fa~4ff,fiirli!st'linHuel thilf>el!/o 
for years. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicia.ns at Laguna Honda Hospital wh• 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

December 2014 

fl. t, City Attorney's Sewer Stand-Off Need! 
·.Jbf!Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 

Joanne Hoeper 

C ity Attorney Dennis Herrera is facing a whistleblower retaliation lawsuit from hi~ 

Joanne Hoeper. After the September Westside Observer went to press, Herrera 1 

she was reassigned and fired for exposing a multi-mi!lion dollar scheme to repli 

expense. Now Hoeper has refuted Herrera's rebuttal, thus escalating the conflicting pr~ 

Dennis Herrera 

Pursuing a 2011 FBI tip about shady sewer claims, Hoeper had Herrera's blessing - unti, 

heads of his Claims Bureau: Michael Haase and Matthew Rothschild. In May 2012, Ho€ . . 
investigation was headed. One month later, the Claims Bureau ceased paying for privati 

no-bid contracts. Yet, Hoeper kept delving into thousands of claims that had already b~ 

~- • ~- '> 0 ~ -~ -:- - 0 ~., ~ [ ••• '·· - ,. - - - - ' ,,- -- - • "' • = ~· < - • ~- ,, -
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Hoeper briefed Stewart about a plumbing company that had filed 84 claims for $850,0C 

inflated by $3,000. These $3,000 premiums reportedly ended after a citizen complainec 

fraud and threatened to call the press. Moreover, that plumbing company abruptly stop· 
after Hoeper alerted the Claims Bureau about the FBl's warning. This sequence of even 

Insiders "had colluded with the plumbing company to submit fraudulent and inflated clc 

likely. warned the plumbing company and tried to cover their tracks." She then surmised 

served as kickbacks to the Claims Bureau. Whoa! 

The next morning, Herrera replaced her as Chief Trial Attorney. In August 2012, he tran~ 

Attorney's Office but continued her $202,000/year salary. Hoeper states that Herrera th, 

allegations and failed to seek an independent audit of the Claims Bureau. In November 

elected, Herrera told. Hoeper that she would be terminated. In January 2014, he kept hi~ 

A contrasting narrative emerges from a 35-page rebuttal by lawyers representing Herre· 

Hoeper is not a whistleblower and that she was fired for "sub-par performance'' related 

"refusal to be a team player" - not in reprisal for her investigation. Admittedly, he "refus 

continue her scorched-earth investigation against Mr. Haase ... because she had uncove 

investigation." 

To receive whistleblower protections, Hoeper must show reasonable cause to believe ti 

wrongdoing occurred. Herrera rejects her whistleblower status by declaring that her Olf.i 

evidence of a fraudulent scheme." He quotes this snippet from her Report: "The prelimi 
has not revealed the sort of obvious patterns that could be expected if there was a schc 

particular plumbing contractors in return for kickbacks." Another excerpt emphasizes t~ 
conscientious, hard-working and competent employee." 

Hoeper responds that Herrera selectively "misrepresents" her findings and is "del\berat1 

cover up (his) true motivations for terminating Ms. Hoeper." She challenges Herrera to 1 

"replete with detailed examples of wrongdoing by the Claims Bureau." She adds that HE 

lifted from a section titled Additional Investigation is Needed that segued into "specific 

engaged in·unlawful acts." 

While Hoeper viewed the City Attorney's handling of sewer claims as unjustified, Herrer 

been City policy to accept liability for residential sewers damaged by City trees. Contrat 

was unique in paying for tree-damaged sewers, Herrera identifies other California cities 

homeowners for sewer repairs. Hoeper retorts that, "Under the San Francisco charter o_ 

may set policy and only through written ordinances and resolutions." Unlike the cities ci 

. __ dic;ln'~ ~-~~ a_~~'!'."Ef.~ -~li9Y: T~e,r_efor~, Ho~per m<l_i_n_tains that the Claim_~ B_ureau had unil 
- -. '.- .. ~----- _, -··~ .. ,.,, -·· -·----. - . ""-~·< -~ .. .,- ____ -,, .._,. 
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Hoeper responds that her investigators "documented many instances in which there w~ 

despite the DPW Inspections and approvals. Plus, she was not allowed to examine the' 

Haase as: misleading when interviewed, concealing citizen complaints, taking 16 disco 

contractor for whom he initiated a $12,000 City sewer deal, and approvlng no-bid jobs f 
his son. Herrera is portrayed as: "willing to make untrue statements about these easily 
bolster his false narrative ... " 

Unfortunately, the City Attorney's Office twice declined to release Hoeper's investigativE 

product and other confidentiality exemptions. So, we are bedeviled by contrasting inter1 
secret document. Herrera does admit that; "The sewer investigation prompted the City· 

that "outdated policies were reformed and allegations against City employees were inv1 

Hoeper's attorney, Stephen Mi.Jrphy, told us, "Jo's investigation was shut down and her~ 

she had uncovered huge, illegal outlays of taxpayer funds. There's no question she was'. 

Next, we'll explore Herrera's claim that Hoeper's firing "was in the works long before shi 

kick-back scheme" 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital whi 

wrongdoing by the Dept. Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

November 2014 

~g.veetheart Deals Reveale~~b~f.~struction c 

BefliVld tfle Perp Walk ·. 
he mysterious June 20 expulsion of Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) Chief Operating Offi; 
long roots. According to 780 pages of Llewellyn e-mails, his termination seems conned 

William Decker Company/RMD Enterprise (Decker). The firm, now owned by the late foi 

Decker,' was being investigated by the Office of Labor Standards Enforcement (OLSE) i~ 
complained that Decker wasn't paying fair wages. 

OLSE enforces prevalling wage requirements in City contracts. Unlike most other City VI 

OLSE gets results. It substantiates 65o/o of complaints and recovers lost wages from 9C 
By combating wage theft, OLSE protects vulnerable workers from exploitation, reduces, 

services, and allows honest employers to compete fairly. 

- - - '~~~· - ,_ ~· --"-~-"-- -" - ;,i'0".1,- -,,.- - - - ,..., -- --~. ,i<' 
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Favoritism in contracts with DPH is revealed in records ob-

by the Westside Observer under the Sunshine ordinan~ 

Decker sent him a FAX detailing $2,324 in repairs to her 2004 Silverado. Llewellyn resp~ 

Llewellyn sent Decker"an internal bulletin issued to DPH finance officers. Two months I: 
financial report listing fund balances available for 8 vendors, without sending it to the o 

..................................... , ....... , .............. , .... . 
... the OSLE reached a Settlement Agreement with Decker on 2/21/' 
any wrongdoing but agreed to pay $28,000, including $19,704 in b; 
employees and $8,296 in penalties for violating the City's prevailin! 

' Over the next 8 months, OLSE struggled to round up records of Decker's work, particula 

at DPH headquarters that included a $13,000 renovation of Health Director Barbara Gal 

occurred between OLSE and Llewellyn and his deputies; Diana Kenyon, LHH Facilities N 
Buildings & Grounds Supervisor. Wherever OLSE probed, Llewellyn was made aware. W: 

employee sign-in sheets, John Lee forwarded them to Llewellyn noting, "thought you w1 

cc'd Llewellyn on his responses to trivlal inquiries about Decker. 

There were other signs of Llewellyn's pervaslve interest in Decker's affairs. On 1/12/12; 

about work done by Decker before a contract was signed. Kenyon forwarded the inquir~ 
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We believe the second complaint is about LLewelyn -bi 
the first one on the page may be about Llewelyn as W~ 

I 
raised by the City Attorney. Frustrated by OSLE's persistence, Kenyon e-mailed Llewellyi 

barking up now." Six minutes later, Llewellyn forwarded the e-mail train to Rachel Deck~ 
- ! 

On 2/7 /12 Llewellyn sent his deputy John Lee a quote for a window proj.ect submitted l 

message, "Here's your quote, let's get it processed" - and blind cc'd Rachel Decker. On~ 

Diana Kenyon, notified 3 painting contractors, including the Decker Co., of a bid walk-thi 

was rescheduled, Kenyon notified the 3 bidders. Llewellyn then forwarded that notice t~ 
she got it personally. When the walk-through was delayed, Llewellyn instructed Kenyon~ 
date for bids, then cc'd Decker - not the others. 

After receiving assurances from Llewellyn that Decker's jobs were "won through compE 
I 

reached a Settlement Agreement with Decker on 2/21 /12. She did not admit to any wrd 

$28,000, including $19,704 in back wages to 6 employees and $8,296 in penalties for V! 
wage law. 

One week after the OLSE Settlement, Decker was awarded a $44,725 contract to· paint I, 

Grove Street. However, the Accounting Office lacked the funds to cover Decker's bid. S~ 
from a Mental Health facllltles account to pay for the job. After a lengthy set of maneu,: 

Llewellyn was a party, funding was granted on 3/19/12. One minute later, Llewellyn for~ 
Office e-mails to Rachel Decker with the emoticon, "Funded:)". However, it took anothel 

funded contract released. One minute after getting the OK, Llewellyn forwarded that sei 

Decker, writing, "Now you can schedule." 

On 4/18/12, Llewellyn's Assistant, Jessica Kennedy, was trylng to tie a name to a relati~ 
Llewellyn's deputy, John Lee, Kennedy copied an invoice with Rachel Decker's name on: 

Name on invoice" Lee rushed Kennedy's discovery to Llewellyn adding· "OOOOOOOOP' 
•, . - ., --- - ' ·-· , ~~ - ------ ·, ~-~'-'-- '~~ - ~·"·-~· ", _, .. 
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Besides Llewellyn's close associates, other LHH staffers knew of the Llewellyn-Decker 

for partiality. Given the hospital's repression of dissent, insiders stood mum as Llewelly 

Next month, we'll explore why outsiders exposed the rot at the top of Laguna Honda H< 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh, 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@ao/.com 

October 2014 crtg no:l1·wo.tcnao9s~·" ~Q~ 0
, ~ 00 ,,,, 60 ~ 0 ~ ~~ ·-· ~~, ,,., ·' ,_, ~~ 0 

,, ., ",,,, .. '· 

Clogged Sewers Erupt In Whistlel:J 
Retaliation Claim at City Attorney's 

By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 

Joanne Hoeper 

I t's hard to ignore a call from the FBI. In December 2011, Joanne Hoeper, City Attar 

Deputy, got that call. Homeowners were complaining about a handful of plumbing 

replace sewer lines - at City expense - because they were supposedly clogged b} 

their sewers were working fine. ln some cases, there were no trees in sight. 

A 20-yearveteran of the City Attorney's Offtce, Hoeper launched an investigation. Unhai 

inner circle. Seven months later, in July 2012, her investigation was quashed, she was~ 

banished to the District Attorney's Offtce for 17 months. On January 7, 2014, after turnli 

While acknowledging publicly that "Whistleblowers do not fare well in this world," Hoep· 

myself if I didn't speak up." So she filed a whistleblower retaliation claim with the Contr• 

re-instatement, lost wages and other damages. True to form, the Controller referred thEi 

- the City Attorney's Office. 
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No word about an independe~!'iliif.1,,l(;~t£'6\if,i'i1JtBgfli Jtl/lfr{~9,1f;lJp~'~'~'FiiG/[t,g,'1fJJWG 
claim is unnecessarily hostile; the defen·se that the claim was untimely is also meritles~ 

retaliation claim. We're preparing a lawsuit." 

A Hastings Law School graduate, Hoeper started out with Morrison & Foerster, a carpal 

Francisco. Though rising to become a partner, she was drawn to community service. Hr 

on civil rights abuses in Guatemala and Argentina. In 1994 she joined the City Attorney' 

After Dennis Herrera was elected City Attorney in 2001, Hoeper rose to become his Chi1 

was recognized as one of the "ToP 50 Women Litigators in California" for prosecutinQ a 

d'efrauded $4.4 million from the Unified School District. Herrera lauded her in a 2003 Pr 

skills, energy and dedication have made an enormous contribution to the public integrl~ 

enor_mous price from those who've sought to cheat and defraud San Francisco taxpaye" 

_ Hoeper prosecuted other high-profile frauds and served as an advisor to City officials.~ 

California Super Lawyer" in 2005, 2006, 2007 and 2008, based on peer nominations anc 
professional achievement - an honor accorded to 5% of California lawyers. She becam, 

advisers, a member of his 4-person Executive Team, until her 2012 investigation. 

Ti.No years later, Herrera's Press Release disparaged her as "a disgruntled former emplQ 

to grind against some of her former colleagues, who is expressly seeking a payout ... by'. 

unsupported charges of serious crimes in a bid to shake-down taxpayers." What happe~ 
: 

Upon receiving the FBI tip about fraudulent sewer claims, Hoeper alerted the City Attorr; 

handles claims against the City. The Claims Bureau Chief, Matthew Rothschild, is a Ion! 

fund-raiser for the Democratic County Central Committee and the Alice 8. Toklas LGBT; 

asset for Herrera's political campaigns. The Claims Bureau Assistant Chief, Michael H~ 

dubious claims were wee_ded out and that there was no cause for further inquiry. Given: 

allegations and a pattern of anomalies in the claims, Hoeper also contacted the Chief C 

Cothran, who provided an investigator. Years before, as an investigative journalist, Cotri 

bid for a Municipal Court judgeship. (SF WeeklY.; 2/28/1996) 

According to her claim, Hoeper informed Herrera that from 2002-2011, the City had pa ii 
thousand claims, mostly to replace private sewers allegedly damaged by City tree root~ 
the higher cost of replacing rather than simply repairing the sewers. Importantly, no oth 

replace private sewers clogged by roots. The consensus of arborists and sewer engine! 

cause sewer breaks. Rather, roots infiltrate already broken sewer lines. Further, the rep~ 
• ! 

responsibility of property owners - not the City. 

After persuading homeowners that the City would restore their aging, supposedly dam~ 
t d d I b' I fill d t th I h d th th t I t I 

< _, ., < , ' ~ ' - • - ' '" ' - • "' - ' -· ' 
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Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh, 

DPH wrongdoing. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aoi.comorwww.SFWhistleblowers.com 

September 2014 

Perp-Walk At Laguna Honda 
By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 

\ 

Mike Llewellyn 

j 

s-~0 flurry of anxious-joyful 
t;'----:,--\ messages from Laguna 

t_J c-'.cJ Honda Hospital (LHH) 

insiders pinged our cell-phones 
; last month. On Friday May 30th, 

-;~·~-- .-- Laguna Honda's Chief Operating 

·:; 1 Officer (COO) Mike Llewellyn 

! was escorted out of his office 

by Human Resources officials 

and CEO Mivic Hirose. We were 

told that his computer hard-

drive was seized - perhaps by "the Feds", and that the institutional police 

perp-walked him out of the building. Sources who insist on anonymity for 

fear of retaliation whispered that the computers of his deputies were also 

' 

seized. However, these two were temporarily assigned his duties. A week later, LHH blo 

every door of the buildings he had overseen. Another Laguna Honda scandal? 

Our e-mail to Llewellyn on 6/4/14 received an automatic "out of office for an unspecifie 

contacted CEO Hirose, whose representative confirmed that Llewellyn had been placed 

6/2/14, but denied a raid by the Feds. We then requested any notice sent by Hirose to h 

departure. LHH replied "no responsive records" and wouldn't provide answers about a~ 

referred further inquiries to the Department of Public Health information Officer. Taking 
hands of LHH's bumbling CEO is a sure sign of an erupting scandal. 

" ~ ' ~ . - , _,, - - " , ... , ,, / ' . , . .~ 

- © 2-620 w€Sts1de Sar!Ffflnc1scO M€dla NolJortlOfl of the art1Cle5 oi'.aftW-orK mayoe 'j"":-:'?~; wfthOUt' ei.:pressell con Sent".';;:--~-~-
- - " - ' . ~ " :,.: -, '• ,·, .. 
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o PH responded on 6/11 /14, ·•'i!nyil'Ji+&liii/!e7£tl,h'~~Yl!cl;(li\~W6lii~t1<ield6'1ifr8\lrftigpq\ff1 
any interventions at LHH. Finally on 6/20/14, Human Resources confirmed that was "LI 

employment," while the DPH divulged that CEO Hirose was "currently assuming the C01 

were no documents announcing this important development until 6/25/14. 

Although LHH is abuzz with gossip and rumors about Llewellyn's downfall, informants· 

managers hav·e been tight-lipped, evasive, misleading or feigning ignorance. They seerr 

pugnacious Communications Director Marc Slavin in June 2013, and the mysterious lee 

Klain, a former Project.Homeless Connect director, hospital communications have dete 

example, Laguna Honda's website stagnates with bogus photos, portraits of long-gone 

Community Events from 2011-12. The hospital's Grapevine newsletter is gone. Even thE 

is silent. Inarticulate in person, furtive and prone to· flee when questioned by journalists 

scripted confections. Questions about her management are viewed as threats. That's Vi 

cl·amped under a cone of silence. It prompts questions about how much Hirose knew, a 
- why not? 

Absent a coherent explanation for the departure of Laguna's COO, rumors are running ci 
hear that contract bids had been leaked to a favored contractor beginning in 2010. In 0: 

Office investigated complaints about contracting procedures at SFGH and LHH. As of C 
restrictions have been imposed on vendors doing business at Laguna Honda" per Dep~ 

Llewellyn's forced resignation on 6/20/14 may be a first step. 

Subordinates who describe Llewellyn as a bully, devious, and arrogant view his downfal 

ignominious finale for Laguna's #2 official who earned $173,742 in 2012-13, Llewellyn J 
SFGH where he had toiled as an uildistinguished but bossy engineer since 1991. He rec 

career as Maintenance Supervisor in 2006. In 2008, he was hauled into LHH as Faciliti~ 

CEO, John Kanaley, and former Health Director Mitch Katz, who wanted to stuff LHH wi[ 
! 

Katz had previously dispatched Kanaley, another lackluster SFGH engineer, to "kick sari 

revolt against the 2004 Flow Project. Predictably, CEO Kanaley found himself over his h 

related heart attack in March 2009 at age 51. Katz then fingered an obeisant Mivic Hird 

with the requisite SFGH pedigree, to fill Kanaley's boots. That would enable Katz to plar 

Kanaley's Big Daddy demeanor - within Laguna Honda's inner circle. 

In November.2009, an under-qualified Mike Llewellyn snagged the COO position "becaJ 

accord.ing to former LHH managers. The job qualifications were reportedly shrunk to fi1 

the misgivings of Selection Committee members. With Hirose's OK, Llewellyn replaced! 

had been forced out for protesting the closure of LHH's Adult Day Health Care program. 

installed, Hirose and Katz temporarily foisted SFGH's clueless COO upon Laguna Hon di 
0 

• ~ « ,o ;;,o ,t • •o; t • "! • • < ' - :.- ~·no• • _" o "~. "' ~ ~? • - • G. • ~ • ~n ~. ~ • . • C ~ 
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managers with apparatchiks. lU!Wefl)Jii'l llii\ll'iisiBh'l!x~diil!S'ffi@liaG1t ~i~EfS:liHcteP(la(jlJn 
Hi rose's tenure. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

· "Integrating" Obamacare at the 
. . July 2014 

IIY Pr. MiVI~ /l.il(~rA ~IJd Ar. IJ.erelf.Kwr •• ••••• , •••• , , ................... . 
[,~1'\11 he Department of Pubic Health (DPH), exhorted by favored 

R'- contractor Health Management Associates (HMA), is using 
r''>°i' 

• ·A Obamacare to transform itself into a conglomerate via 

"integration." 

Records show that HMA promotes "integration" by breaking down 

"micro-cultures that have their own vision and goals." These "need to be 

taken on by leadership and held accountable as a component of a 

unified approach to care ... " HMA sees no room for organizational 

ecosystems and no pltfalls with mergers. "Integration" is HMA's 

panacea. 

This dream of "seamless integration" flopped in 1999 when the DPH set 

up its "Community Health Network" to entice privately-insured patients 

into its safety-net system. Similarly, the 2004 Flow Project imploded 

fA: ,; -a' 

·;~~ 
-c> I 
.' l · 

after San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH) tossed younger, troubled and sometimes' 

elderly at Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH). A 4-year take-over of LHH finances by the SFG 
2009. Another dud was Laguna Honda's multi-million dollar Acute Rehabilitation Unit. C 

SFGH patients - each for $4,527 /day- it struggles to serve two per day because eligibli 

elsewhere. Nevertheless, "integration" is prescribed for cost overruns throughout the Di 

············································~••>••~··············· 
Reimbursement means that SF General Hospital can charge the' 
$6,716/day ... Laguna Honda Hospital charges an average of $9681 
pressure to unload non-paying SFGH patients into LHH regard le:' 
benefit from the transfer." 

SFGH, LHH and 14 City Clinics all spend more than they earn. Therefore, they rely on Ci.; 

center of flsca! hemorrhaging is SFGH whose operating costs comprise ''more than 50~ 

P1321 
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To grow the Network, DPH mli§lCill~rsG~ gffclrfeeilll!fTialillgl!rl'l!~rfu'cthlffdf4{0itm<gf 
though none had materialized as of late 2013. For Laguna Honda, the plan is to increas 
-kidney dialysis. To manage all this, the DPH will "expedite leadership hiring" into a new 

consulting contracts will be issued, more staff will be hired and more technology purch 

Budget Proposal for 2013-14, allocations for SFGH will rise by $225 million plus $17 mi 

HMA admits that all this growth and integration "will be reducing the number of face-to 

adding that staff "must convince (patients) that changes are for them." HMA's "Commu 

"generate a groundswell of DPH staff support." !ts effectiveness will be gauged by staf1 

to measure "empl·oyee engagement" with the integration agenda. Unions will be persua 

"better than layoffs." 

"Integration" struck Laguna Honda a decade ago-when top LHH executives were replac' 

after a staff revolt against the 2004 Flow Project. The next step, per HMA, is to merge~ 

SFGH. Then, SFGH can pour chaos and costs into Laguna Honda without resistance. I~ 
Executive Council" is set to "facilitate integration" and "client flow." HMA emphasizes t~ 

needs are the integration of Rehabilitation and Psychiatry services with SFGH." Amazin' 

population feature" of SFGH is a "high incidence of behavioral issues." No problem; "Mi 

Behavioral Health Skilled Nursing Facility to Laguna Honda is a significant improveme~ 
perspective." 

Reimbursement means that SFGH can charge the average patient $6,716/day until thei; 

stops. When patients cannot be quickly discharged home or to a nursing facility, they o: 

shortage of n·ursing home beds in the City. Since LHH charges an average of $968/day,: 
' unload non-paying SFGH patients into LHH regardless of whether they benefit from the 

One HMA report declares that: "Admission and continued stay at LHH is predicated on: 
restorative care; LHH not intended as an option for petmanent housing." In other words

1 

Paradoxically, an HMA marketing analysis envisions: "Laguna Honda will_become anot\ 
if seniors bel'ieve that access to Laguna Honda and other long-term care programs are. 

To increase flow from SFGH, Laguna Honda is cutting patient lengths of stay by 12°/o tci 

referrals this year. So, the DPH is looking to "subcontract to private long-term care part~
1 

Although LHH was rebuilt as a sanctuary for "Old Friends," it's becoming a colony for y~ 

paying SFGH patients. Elders in need of long-term care are burdens in the corporatized·, 

Obamacare promoteS patient choice, but Laguna Honda will only be a choice for patie~ 
' term care. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health Contact· DerekOnVanNess@aoJ com 
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Controller's Office report titled Summary of Health Reform Readiness. 

Enacted by Congress ln 2010 and implemented this year, the ACA will provide health in: 

Americans - and billions of public dollars for the commercial insurance industry. Reimb 

homes, home care and hospice agencies will drop by $716 billion over 10 years. lnstea1 

Medicare, the ACA promises more-for-less in a corporate marketplace. While expandin~ 

mandates that individuals buy health insurance or pay tax penalties, provides subsidies 

businesses to cover their employees . 

........ ~··~·••0000000•0•<••··········~"""'"''""""'"'''"0••'·""""''" 

.•• DPH's operating budget is expected to rise by 8% next year. To st 
need 50% more than the $337 million General Fund bail-out provid1 
alarming projections could be used to prop up SFGH at the expens1 
elders .. :· 

ln order to control costs, Obamacare uses a "capitation system": a fixed sum of money 

patient, regardless of the frequency or intensity of services. Currently, reimbursement i( 

whereby payment is made for each service provided, with little incentive to reduce cost 

can choose where they want to receive their health care, thereby Introducing competitic 

As of January 2014, 56,000 of 84,000 uninsured San Franciscans have signed up. The t 
persuade these newly insured persons to choose DPH instead of private or non-profit p 

that DPH must transform itself from the "provider of last resort" to a "provider of choici 

elsewhere, the DPH will lose money. Another challenge is to stem losses from serving i 
multiple medical and psycho-social ailments, once fee-for-service payments stop. To d1 

more healthy and therefore )ow-cost patients. Also, it must better manage the rest- likE 

of urgent/emergent care costs at San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH). 

San Francisco anticipated Obamacare with its 2006 Health Care Security Ordinance th~ 

aside $1.9 billion to cover health care expenses for 265,000 workers. And since 2007, ~ 
care access program, has covered 116,000 persons who didn't qualify for insurance pr( 

and its sizable resources, the DPH has outsourced expertise to adapt to ObarTiacare. H: 

(HMA), a for-profit Michigan-based corporation, is getting $2.5 million to tutor DPH mar 

of original HMA reports upon which the Controller's 51 page Summary is based. 

HMA principals have been embedded in DPH policy circles since being hired to salvage 
- • .• f r •- ,_ l 1 • • • , ,.- ·--.: - , ~ • ~@ • ~ • ~ , _ , ""' - ·~ - ~ " n - o.. • = , ~ • • ~. - " · 
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largely driven by San FranciscWG~llefal(l/r(illialM~refl~t~/vvlfleHiglibi!1~i;&-ehf:ftrnfill6f 
subsidy, and more than 50% of DPH's expenses. HMA warns: "SFGH's ability to manag€ 

overall financial sustainability of the Network." SFGH is too big to fail. 

There's more. Although DPH is considered a revenue-generating enterprise fund, it has 

· und'er Obamacare, DPH projects losing $131 million or 16% of its State and Federal saf 

years. While revenues from the MediCal expansion may partially offset this loss, DPH's 

to· rise by 8'70 next year. To stay afloat, DPH would need 50% more than the $337 million 

in 2012-13. That's "an unsustainable scenario" per the Controller's Report. Such alarmir 

prop up SFGH at the expense of long-term care for elders - as we will explore next mar 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

May2014 
' 
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Sinking Sources • 
The Controller's Whistleblower Pr~ 

By Dr. Maria Rivero & Dr. Derek Kerr 

I n 2003, voters funded the Controller's Whistleblower Program (WBP), expecting th 

whistleblowers to root out fraud, waste and abuse. In response.to criticism for sh1 

WBP's 2012-13 Annual Report laid it out; "The Whistleblower Program does not ac 

complainants in their disputes with city departments ... " 

............................................................... &•••" 
Tips sent to the Whistleblower Program have fallen from 465 to 29 
WBP Manager Steve Flaherty ... was "unable to determine any cau• 
Program should look within, at how it treats whistleblowers." 

Unfortunately, reporting fraud invariably provokes "disputes" - and denials. And how dci 

are solid or figments of disputes? They check with implicated departments. If whistlebl 

"disputes" unworthy of engagement, the WBP risks acting as an advocate for responde: 

While shunning whistleblowers because "the program must conduct its investigations\ 

collaborates with targeted City departments. Most complaints are referred back to theii 

ifl~t~nce::_;_wher:i ,he \JVBI? iQd§!pend.!'!ntl c_o_nd.4ct::_; an.,inve~tjg_atio~, dr;;p_ar.tn:i.ent hea.ds -
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Commission, after having rep'ilr!~8'if.7•c\.Q&s!vas\iyl!at1io'miiffn~1ieialiMlolfC1M,;{lflflbRE 
has ever been sustained. 

The Annual Report also announced an "updated" online Complaint Form. The form is n< 

tips. No complaint can be submitted without checking off: "l certify that all of the state1 

are true, complete and correct to the best of my knowledge. I understand that ... the Con· 

persons ... swear to the truth of their statements by taking an oath administered by the C 

perjury" ... Oblivious to whistleblower fears and their limited access to evidence, the WB 

scammers. Dozens of potential sources will be turned off by this bristling language. 

Compare this hectoring with the way our Police Department (SFPD) engages tipsters. 1 
Anonymous Tip Line states; "Crime prevention cannot be achieved by the pollce alone. 

officers must work hand-in-hand with the public ... we depend heavily on your assistance 
use and convenience." Using this Tip Line is a breeze. To foster communication, there's 

to text back and forth with the tipster. The SFPD also offers an Online Reporting Systen 
entries. But unlike the Controller's Office, the SFPD doesn't force sources to swear they 

their tips. Although false reports to the police can have serious consequences, the SFP. 

the fire and brimstone. 

Why is the WBP complaint process so adversarial compared to the SFPD's, if both werE 

Well, complaints to the Controller point to government misconduct whereas tips to the. 

misconduct. When tips about government wrongdoing are unwelcome, whistleblowers. 

Complaints to the WBP have fallen below 300 for the first time since 2006. 

This decline prompted WBP Director, Tonia Lediju, to agree to a Complainant Satisfactii 

meeting of the Citizens' General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee (CGOBOC). Alsd 

a Fraud Hotline Webinar Series to review best practices in the field. The one-sidedness 

revealed when a webinar lecturer opined about Satisfaction Surveys for hotline users,"] 

why they don't like the Sheriff's treatment?" Programs that view whistleblowers as disgi 

their tips to sink. 

Tips sent to the Whistleblower Program have fallen from 465 to 291 in the past 5 years. 

examined external events, but was "unable to determine any causality ... " Perhaps the Pr1 

how it treats whistleblowers. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital whi 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

April 2014 
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· Societv of f'rofessionql 1ourn11(1·sr.1, NorCa 
persons over 65 exceed the City avetage, and most will eventua y need 

supportive services. 

Although women comprise 49.3o/o of the City's residents, the majority of our·~ 

seniors are women. As they age, women increasingly outnumber their male\ 
peers. In. San Francisco, there were 63,000 women over age 65 compared · 

to 48,000 men. Of these, 22,000 lived alone, twice the number of solo 

males. Among those 85 and older, women outnumber men by 2 to 1. 

These demographics explain why, for decades, the majority of Laguna 
Honda Hospital residents have been elderly- and female. Although LHH 

served more young patients than other nursing homes, caring for elderly, 

disabled San Franciscans had long been its core mission. Accordingly, "Old 

Friends" became the emotional theme of the 1999 Proposition A campaign 

to rebuild the hospital. At the time, hospita! records show that two·thirds of· 

LHH residents were over 65, 52% were over 75 years of age - and 56% 

were women. 

·~ 

, . ·I 
, " I ' c 

That changed abruptly with the notorious Flow Project of 2004-05. Laguna Honda was'. 

non-paying SFGH patients, as well as a way-station in the Care not Cash "housing conti~ 
' Department of Public Health (DPH) introduced a new paradigm - the City's "neediest" ~ 

"psycho-social rehabilitation". Admissions from San Francisco General Hospital (SFGH) 

flooding LHH with "hard-to-place" patients. For the first time in memory, women - and ei 

minorities at LHH. The percent of female residents plunged from 53% to 47% in 2 yearS 

···························•••4••········~···~····~···············: 
Given the dramatic drop in elders and women served by Laguna Ho 
"Old Friends'' who can no longer care for themselves? Where do the 
whether the care they receive elsewhere is comparable to what the 
Laguna Honda provides?" 

The new population included younger, able-bodied men with aggressive behaviors and'. 

endangered others and required specialized services. They needed a highly-structured,: 

LHH's elderly, physically disabled residents fared best in a home-like setting with more 

Although Mayor Gavin Newsom was forced to abort the Flow Project in 2005, the hospj 

didn't return to its prior levels. Before the new building opened in December 2010, a revi 

launched. 

0 
, c ,•-•' •' 0 ,_.--~, .-;;:-, CO r;•' c • '~'"1 - •- •o - -\•""""'•~· '"?" e o 
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shipped to out-of-County nursing hotnes. Since SFGH serves a mucn [ - _ 

lower percentage of elders than the 13.7% living in the City, the new LHH will likely serv. 

The infirmities of old age, including poverty, persist. The number of City nursing home\: 

own 2012 "Community Health Status Assessment" warns that; " ... the population over a1 

11 o/o by 2030. The projected growth in San Francisco's aging population has implication 

term care options ... " 

No matter. As Patrick Monette-Shaw reported in the June 2013 Westside Observer, LHf

San Francisco General's Mental Health Rehabilitation Facility. And in August 2013, LHH 

safety measure from its Medical Staff Bylaws: 24-hour Sheriffs security services are 11( 

with a police-hold are admitted. 

Given the dramatic drop in elders and wornen served by Laguna Honda, what happens~ 

longer care for themselves? Where do they go? Who checks whether the care they rece 

what the new $585 million Laguna Honda provides? 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOn VanNess@aol.com 

March 2014 

ff I, FEAR and FAILINCiS at LACUNA HONDA 
..J t mployee morale is a key driver of quality of care in hospitals. In April 201 O, one l 

into the tenure of CEO Mivic Hirose, Laguna Honda Hospital (LHH) commission1 

an Employee Satisfaction Survey. The results were dismal. Out of 1,350 surveys 

distributed, only 258 were returned. A response rate of 19"1o indicates apathy, mistrust, I 

fear of management reprisals. 

One month before that survey, City employees had been rocked by mass layoff notices. 

Few LHH staffers were willing to convey criticism when their livelihoods were threaten€ 

Having scrambled through administrative shake-ups, mission changes and altered plan 

many felt unsettled before the December 2010 move into the new building. 

The survey asked a series of questions to which staff could respond "Excellent", "Good' 

Good indicate satisfactory, while Fair and Poor show dissatisfaction. 
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. ' 
' Communication by Supervisor 15% 31% 32% 22% N 

s 
' 

Appreciation of Supervisor 12% 27o/o 28% 34% 
n! 

presented to the Health Commission. No remedial plan was announced and no follow-t 

did not renew its contract with the surveyor. 

How.ever,. in July 2013, LHH hired the market research firm Corey, Canapary & Galanis(\ 

survey. !n his contract proposal, VP Jon Canapary slyly promised, "We respond to the a1 

public agencies must operate under with real-world solutions." CEO Hirose values spin,. 

something. more than straight data analysis. Un!ike Laguna Honda's prior survey contra 
in healthcare surveys. It does, however, have poli.tical polling experience, having assiste 

Mayor" campaign. Its motto is; "Ask the right questions, and you get·the real answer." 

.................................................................. 
... this Employee Satisfaction Survey, obtained via a public records 1 

made public nor presented to the Health Commission. No remedial 
and no follow-up survey was conducted." 

Four years after its first Employee Satisfaction Survey, LHH has had enough time to pei 

threats no longer depress hospital workers. They've had 3 years to settle into the new f, 

changes, plus new, savvy surveyors who "ask the right questions," satisfaction scores a: 
regardless of who's in charge. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital. Co. 

~ Maria Rivero & Dr. Derek Kerr ' W
ekOnVanNess@aol.com 1 

i2J L' BLOWING OFF WHISTLEBLOWE 
THE ETHICS COMMISSION 

T he scandal encircling the Georgia State Ethics Commission is a wake-up call fd 

Ethics investigators were removed after inspecting Governor Nathan Deal's cari 

were told to al.ter documents about the case, and met retaliation when they refU 

can be as perilous as reporting it. Dodging tips about governmental wrongdoing can ex_ 

Commissioners alike. 

, .,, "I -~,~-,,~,,-~c•c•'°""er. ''~-- ""'""""';...P., a,;.- :..0: 0 ~c~"' .~~·• 
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complaints only - "in writing and submlned on a form specifically provided by the Con' 

their How to File a Complaint guidelines. Further, formal complaints must identify "the~ 

violated." Few tipsters have this legal knowledge. All other complaints, whether deliverE 
e-mail are declared informal. And, we are warned, Ethics has "no obligation ... to process 

They can be tossed. Even if compla!nts do reach the Factual Investigation stage, prosp, 

requirement to interview complainants - the gold standard for investigations. Instead, 
"interview of the respondent and any witnesses.'' The reason for this bias, as Director Si 

respondents are more likely to provide "exculpatory information." 

Empowering staffers at the expense of whistleblowers was a weird outcome of deman 

oversight by Commissioners Eileen Hansen and Joe Lynn in 2005. Because of conflden 

public has no assurances that staff is carrying out its mandate." In his July 2005 respor 

disclose dismissed and settled cases in Enforcement Summaries, and to categorize in< 

monthly Director's Report. However, St. Croix's July 2006 follow-up report, Investigation 

course. It lobbied for "streamlining the process" via more staff autonomy and less tran~ 

workload! The Commission approved the plan 4 to 1 in August 2006, with Hansen dissE 

Ethics Regulations include goal #6; "Delegating to the Commission staffthe maximum ( 

resolution of complaints at staff level, while retaining oversight of staff activities." Ase: 

Westside Observer, that oversight is illusory. 

Given maximum discretion, staff explain How to File a Complaint on the Ethics website: 

aware that the Ethics Commission's Regulations ... provlde that a person accused of a vi 

be provided with a copy of the comp/aint. 11Reassuring? Not for whistleblowers. Plus it's ( 

Regulations, Sec. Xll.B.3, state that the Director "may provide a copy of the complaint t( 

to the conduct of the investigation." Importantly, the City Charter Appendix C3. 699-7 3 re~ 

respondents with "a summary of the evidence" - not a "copy of the complaint." Big di ff~ 

can identify whistleblowers by the details given and the grammar used. Although the 01 

offered, it comes with the off-putting proviso that Ethics staff are "not required to proce 

complaints." 

Equally inhospitable from the current Ethics brochure: Ethics "investigates compl8ints i 
complaints fifed with the Ethics Commission."Not so. When the Whistleblower Protectio 

February 2002 - as recommended by the Commission itself - Ethics took responsibili' 

agalnst whistleblowers who filed complaints within their own departments, as well as t. 

Anorney, the DA and the Ethics Commission. By wrongly shrinking Ethic's jurisdiction, ti 
complaints. Worse, Ethics staffers may be dismissing valid retaliation claims based on· 
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lost. After referring tips to the'E?rt0llli~lffi1m(t\ftcili\€y~, .SJ.~pdi\/i~~'s Walf(&6(,:r,pplflo 
"duplicate law enforcement investigations." However, the passage of Proposition E in 21 

"investigate complaints before investigations by the City Attorney or District Attorney a1 

by the DA or City Attorney does not prevent Ethics from investigating concurrently; poli1 

In sum, the Ethics Commission deters reporters of government wrongdoing. Until ref on 

best served if whistleblowers obtain legal counsel, then expose misconduct publicly . 

. *Georgia's Ethics Scandal 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

December 2013 
• • • • • • • 9 •a••••• o ~ e" o ~•"a~• o o "o o <>a e <> • • o o • <> e Go a o" o o .o • o o e o" • o o"" o, 

. . ' Deterring Wh1stleblowers ' 

W e previously. reviewed how the Ethics Commission (Ethics) "dismissed" whi 

retaliation complaints. But getting rid of whistleblower claims doesn't stop: 

deterrents serve to limit exposures of wrongdoing. : 

·Commissioners are the first line of deterrence. Like a skilled courtf·er, Positive ResourcE 

gained an Ethics seat this June after promising the Board's Rules Committee "to build Q 

Andrews' adulation of said legacy was based on schmaltz rather than his own observai 

Though viewed as a phantom by Ethics watchdogs, Andrews portrayed himself as eng~ 
2 years, a fawning Commissioner Dorothy Liu had showered thanks and praise on her E 

responses credited her with more virtues than she possessed. By reframing this flatter~. 

"go along to get along" ethos for proximity to power. 

' ........................................ ~ ........................ . 
Renne labored like an elephant, and brought forth a mouse. After 6 
interviews, she issued a 5-part, 112-page "limited, preliminary rev, 
evidence" and could "offer no conclusions" about tainted contracts 

When asked by Supervisor Malia Cohen to showcase his aptitude for managing contra\ 

how he led his agency to move downtown despite staff concerns. No mention of the 3J 
Legal Director - and whistleblower - Jane Gelfand (SF Weeki}'. May 22,_J_J) .. Since Ethiq' 

whlstleblower retaliation claims, Andrews cast a pall over his candidacy by hiding his o; 

~, .. ,. --.--- &·_• •!,"" ••• •···~:' •. -- -···-~ ,·- • 
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In February 2012, Paul Renne!fil'i~BaYiiJ'bffr;{M~ritlfffAMH'iey1/i%1s/'i11!~rlll, G;l1£llljlj3( 
Gascon. Renne's initial Statement of Economic Interests (SEI) showed milllons investee 

income exceeding $200,000 from law firms - including the one his wife founded - plus<: 

property that sold for $2.2 million in October. One year later, Renne's SEl portfolio has b 

with 82 investments valued between $1 and $9 million. This world is far removed from 

an occasional populist stance, Renne identifres with the few who really know. He ended 

Ethics meeting by dismissing public criticism of Ethics Director John St Croix as "all ur 

way any of us feel who know what you're really doing." 

Relevant too is Louise Renne's analysis of the 2012 SF Housing Authority (SFHA) whlst 

alleged contract-rigging, harassment and retaliation. After protesting mismanagement, 

Tim Larsen, Roger Crawford and Bill Ford were laid off. Two of them sued. In Novembe, 

commissioned by the SFHA to conduct an "independent investigation" as part of a 2-ye 
Legal Services"· for up to $1 95,000 yearly. According to the SFHA, as of late May 2013, I 

totaling $174,560. For this payout, Renne labored like an elephant, and brought forth a r 
interviews, she issued a 5-part, 112-page "limited, preliminary review" that "did not find 

conclusions" about tainted contracts. How much would a full, final review cost? In cont 

Budget Analyst cost $162,000 and found that contracts "were handled so poorly as tog 

favoritism." Renne also ch·ose to "express no opinion about. .. unlawful discrimination, har 

Just like Ethics investigations, hers found "insufficient evidence of retaliation." Instead, 

and unprofessional conduct" and a single instance of "discriminatory conduct" by form 

Having been black-balled by Louise Renne, the SFHA whistleblowers bypassed Commii 

took their retaliation claims dlrectly to Superior Court. 

Priorities also serve as deterrents. Initially, Ethics handled complaints on a first-come, f 
Whistleblowers had a chance, even though campaign finances garnered more attentior 

ever-increasing mandates. That's why its resources steadily grew, from an operational ! 
staffers in 1994, to $2.45 million and 18 positions in 2013. But all along, Ethics lamentE 

Under-resourcing was nettlesome between 2003 and 2008 when Ben Rosenfield wast\' 

2008, Rosenfield was appointed Controller and promptly cut 41 % from his Whistleblow1 

Commissioners had lobbied for more funds, to no avail. It took a 2004-05 Civil Grand Jl 

Ethics Commission Budgeting and Staffing Issues, to wrangle an extra $326,000 from~ 

whistleblower cases were being buried. When whistleblowers arose among their staff, I 

Mabel Ng and St. Croix took it as insubordination. Fortunately, the Society of Professio1 

of Information awards to Ethics whistleblowers: Joe Lynn in 2003, then Oliver Luby and 

Potential whist!eblowers had gotten the message: stay away from Ethics. 
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A "dismissing" comp I a ;'ii?$/ f'e!MJH(n\Jr Ii>/~ '1'6'1l%'H elif M 'OJWH (,It I t'/il'J0~! f .llalfli\l'J 
The City Charter requires that Ethics forward to the City and District Attorneys 

·complaints that appear to show a violation of Ethics laws. Similarly, Ethics can't even is 

letters of advice without vetting by the DA and City Attorney. We can infer why whistleb 
complaints are doomed by looking at the legal machinations that undermine Sunshine 
complaints. 

ln a 3/18/1 l Bay Citizen story, Ethics Executive Director John St. Croix admitted that 1.4 
Sunshine complaints "were dismissed based on advice from the City Attorney's Office ... " 
Attorney has a duty to· defend City officials. Since Sunshine complaints are a// directed ; 
complainants find themselves opposed by City Attorneys who coach Ethics staff. FortJ 
require the Director to send; "a monthly summary to the Commission of each complaini 
reason for dismissal." Unfortunately, the Director and City Attorney calculate how little t 
information shall comply with the confidentiality provisions of the Charter." Blunders an 
disguised in confidential summaries - especially bungled whistleblower investigation~ 
ovefsight is illusory. A July 2006 Staff Report revealed that Commissioners rubber-stari 
dismissals. In September 2006, the Commission agreed to forego monthly reviews, anq 
St. Croix's dismissals. In 2011, a Commissioner confided to the Grand Jury that, "the Cc 
Executive Director in his decision to dismiss a case." Like Sunshine complaints, Whist!~ 
City officials. That's why they're always dismissed. ln government misconduct cases, Ej 
City Attorney's wangling. ' 

oo•ooo•oo000000000000•000•000000000009000000Q0000000000A00000000A0 

Ethics Executive Director John St. Croix admitted that 14 of 27 Sun 
dismissed based on advice from the City Attorney's Office .. :• The Ci 
to defend City officials. Since Sunshine complaints are all directed' 
complainants find themselves opposed by City Attorneys who coac 

Ethics referrals to the District Attorney's Office offer little hope for whistleblowers. Our; 
Department of publlc Health contracts sat in the DA's Office-for 9 months. After we co~ 
interrogated former Health Director Mitch Katz, then referred our case back to Ethics. A 
Office wouldn't release any information about its findings. CitiReport's 3/8/12 article: Gi 
Sunshine Referrals described similar disregard with seven Sunshine complaints that Etf 
2009 through 2011. In each case, Ethics had asked the DA "whether your office will purs 

requires a response "In writing" within 10 days. Neither the DA nor Ethics could provide: 
Apparently, Ethics referrals to the DA are also D.O.A. - whenever citizens find fault withi 

'> ~ - '-~~o":' 1 "'" "•••' '-;-' l• ••• '' -- • o·>~• •-' ••·'•"I'- *"'o<'• •• ~ •• 
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SF Staff Report adds that "since 2011 staff has conducted a much more extensive prelir, 

system - to ensure that only credible formal complaints are "brought forward. 1
' However, 

"the last year or so" (9/12/11 to 9/24/12) still showed a 74o/o dismissal rate. 

Our Ethics Regulations state that the Director "may dis1niss the complaint if the allegati 

action." Most complaints - including retaliation complaints - are euthanized under this 

Implementing L.A.'s "much more extensive preliminary review" - prior to investigations -

because fewer complaints will be investigated, and only investigated cases are publicly 

complaints be buried? There's no provision for discarding complaints, though it's been 1 

45 complaints in 2004, St. Croix tossed an undisclosed number of "non-viable" cases. l 
portrayed the maneuver as "closing investigations that are unlikely to be resolved." 

Occasionally, the Director opens a "formal investigation." This route usually ends in disr 

"not probable cause to believe" that any violation occurred. Then, the dismissal recomn 

Commissioners. Before 2011, dismissals were automatically endorsed - unless two C< 

Session review. After the Grand Jury's lashing report, Ethics lowered the review thresho 

request. Alarmed by an "abdication of oversight responsibilities," the Jury also_ urged Cc 

investigations recommended for dismissal.'' They refused. By staying a course that null 

devolved from favoring respondents, to suppressing complainants, to abetting reprisal: 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
DpH wrongdoing. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

October 2013 

ETHICS COMMISSION TO WHISTLEBLOWI 

T he City Charter directs the Ethics Commission (EC) to investigate WhistleblowE 

1995, all have been Dead On Arrival. Diagnosing why they are dismissed is harr 

however, the notion that 100% are invalid is implausible. Like others, our retalia' 

dismissed, and then validated in litigation, resulting in a $750,000 settlement and manC 

Rights for Laguna Honda Hospital executives. Most likely, Ethics rejects Whistle blower 

automatically or intentionally. We can infer how it's done by dissecting other complaint 

(11-J __ -_ I 
! - ~"I 
\ '.;:.,J 

.............................................. ,, ..... , .. , ........ . 
Such was the "culture of failure" described by the late Joe Lynn, a 5 

I "I • I, 
>;: • - " v '< 'f < " > • , r • - • ' ' , • 

0 
' 

• - © 2020 Westside San Francisco Media -No portion of the articles or artwork may be~-·,_'''::-·_:--. w1thollt e~pressed"conSent." --·~~ __ _ 
- - -

P1333 
10/14/2020, 11:09AM 



)r. Derek Kerr https://westsideobserver.com/news/watchdog.htn1l#oct20 

BSEE 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awan 

11me, we naa 1ess s1a1r ana 1nH:citW~1-ea!LB1(rnmirgsr.1Wkw"12te:r~fl!·_u-GJrfgfJAimbU4Jm7fr.1~~!'.: 
were convicted of illegal diversion of $150,000 in public funds, Luby was forced out of I 

article; Ethics Case Study in Scandal: City College Money Laundering details the cover-t 

Another way to bury complaints is to copy them to those accused. That's how Ethics h( 

1995 until perhaps mid-2008. In a July 2006 memo, St. Croix admitted: "Prior to a few y 

was filed, staff would send a copy of the complaint to the Respondent." Two years later 

officially halted when the Board of Supervisors amended the Whistleblower Protection' 

disclosures of source identities. Until then, as CitiReport editor Larry Bush told the Boa1 
who blew the whistle ... immediately had their name turned over to their Department by· 

Historically, 43% of all Ethics complaints were referred back to implicated departments 
Civil Service Commission and Human Resources. Nowadays, the numbers are withheld 

considered dlsmissed. And, if Ethics doesn't investigate them, their outcomes aren't se1. 

Summaries. Such invisible, untracked referrals multiply opportunities for white-washes 

A sure-fire way to neutralize retaliation complaints is to refer them to Human Resource! 

Supervisors drafted the Expanded Protections for Whistleblowers Ordinance in 2002, it' 

follows; "The Ethics_ Commission may refer matters to the Department of Human Resoi 

concerning reinstatement, restitution and discipline." Ominously, those crucial last 5 we 

Ordinance 29-02 passed. Instead of an independent Ethlcs review, cases are slipped to' 

managerial reprisals. 

Inept irivestigations cannot substantiate wrongdoing, so complaints get dismissed by~ 
failure" described by the late Joe Lynn, a 5-year Ethics Officer who th-en served as Cami 

an AuQust 2007 Fog City Journal series titled; They're Back - Ethics Resumes Meltdow 

"oVerpowering evidence of professional incompetence" among senior staff, and ends Vi, 

who "get spoon-fed by staff." Complaint denials resulted from staff's lack of investigatii 
training offers, salaries that didn't draw.gOod investigators, and a City Hal! that was OK, 

Guardian piece, Watchdo.g Calls for Major Reform of Ethics Commission, Lynn saw no i 

changed. Without capable sleuths, reporting retaliation is futile. 

Sham investigations also ensure dismissals. For example, willful violations of the Suns' 
the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force (SOTF) to Ethics for enforcement. These have bee~ 

when St. Croix was hired. In a 5/7/09 Fog City Journal expose, Ethics Commission Airs: 

announced, "We now understand why the Ethics Commission has dismissed each of th 

provides a video wherein St. Croix admits to ignoring complainants during investigatior 

exculpatory information that's involved in talking to complainants ... lt's generally the res. 

information ... " Interviews were reserved for accused officials and City Attorneys represE 

SOTF members and their audio-taped Hearings were disregarded Warranted investiga1 
_. --~ ~::_"__ - t ~ •• ,~ - _, ~ ,, ' ·-'.>"-'' .. - ,-- - "'" "~"'·'"'- - - """ -~-~··-
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shrewder, more detailed and a~6'Sf1<ctn~Pii1ifuy~~w1'1~,\r\~ar1JYlbJi9oiri\J1clefr\ialli6~1rs·1 
complaints, the 2·010-11 Civil Grand Jury investigated. In San Francisco's Ethics Cammi 

Watchdog, it reported; "The Ethics Commissioners have relinquished their authority tot 

concerning his recommendations for dismissal." Notoriously, Ethics dismissed 33 of 3L 
October 2004 and October 2012, a record exceeded only by the 1 OOo/o denial of retaliati< 

Next month, we'll examine other ways whistleblower complaints are dismissed by Ethic 

and District Attorneys. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr; as senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital expo: 

Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

September 2013 

WHISTLEBLOWERS 

By Dr. Maria Rivero & Dr. Derek Kerr 

The First American Whistleblov. 
n July 30, 1778, while at war against imperial 

Tyranny, the Continental Congress empowered 

whist!eblowers to protect the new Republic; 

"Resolved, That it is the duty of all persons in the service 

of the United States, as well as all other the inhabitants 

thereof, to give the earliest information to Congress or 

other proper authority of any misconduct, frauds or 

misdemeanors committed by any officers or persons in 

the service of these states, which may come to their 

knowledge." 

The genesis of our first Whistleb\ower Protection Act was 

a Revolutionary War battle in Rhode lsland, aboard the US 

Navy warship Warren. There, ten whistleb\owers - Navy 

DOJ\JT TR 

and Marine officers - planned to expose the incompetence, misconduct and war crim~ 
Commodore Esek Hopkins. Their mission was as perilous as Hopkins was formidable. 

occupation, the Continental Congress had recruited Hopkins to relieve General George 1 

trouble and vexation" of unruly naval crews. Owner of a large merchant fieet, Hopkins h 

privateering during the French and Indian War. His brother Stephen governed Rhode Isl< 
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Virginia" and attack the BritisH%~'lf,l\&[Jlrlilfq~t'i\lrn'Jt1alfiag\li~tfuad'1'J'fi(ll/. he~slJl.16¥ 
depot, but later allowed enemy frigates to escape unchallenged from U.S. waters. Rarin 

being an·chored "in a toJal state of inactivity for Several Months ... therein they could not 

defence". Hopkiris.struggled to recruit sailors, who made better money with privateers i 

British prisoners, giving them a choice to man his fleet- or be "placed in irons" and star 

he "treated prisoners in the most inhuman & barbarous manner." 

On February 19, 1777, just seven months after the Declaration of Independence, the ter 

Whistleblower Complaint: "We are ready to hazard everything that is dearest, and if nee 

the welfare of our country ... We are personally well acquainted with the real character ar 

commodore Hopkins ... we (are) ... sincerely and humbly petitioning the honorable MarinE 

enquire into· his character and conduct for we suppose ... he has been guilty of such crirr 

the publick department he now occupies ... " Marine Captain John Grannis was picked tc 

petition from Rhode Island to Congress in Philadelphia. 

At the time, there was no First Amendment to uphold freedom of speech. Whist!eb!owti 

country at war,.insubordination was threatening. Yet, complainant Grannis was treated· 

interviewed, not arrested. A Congressional investigation was conducted without secrec 

"Have you. a personal Acquaintance with Esek Hopkins, Esq?" 

A:"Yes, 1 have had a persona! Acquaintance with him since I came on board the Ship." 
' 

Q: ."Did you ever hear him say any Thing disrespectful of the Congress of the United Stat~ 

A:"I have heard him at different Times ... speak disrespectfully of the Congress ... that the] 

who did not un.derstand their Business ... that they were a Parcel of Lawyers Clerks, thati 

the Country would. be ruined ... " 

Q:"Do you know any Thing about his Treatment of Prisoners?" 

A:"I was on board the Frigate Providence when ... Twenty Prisoners ... were ... asked ... whetH 

They answered No .... Orders from the Commodore (were) to put them in !rons, to keep ti 
some prisoners ... were forced to do Ship's Duty by Commodore Hopkins Orders, and he: 

when a Cartel was settled and other prisoners were exchanged, but don't know that it Vi 

assigned for not exchanging them was, that he wanted tO have them enlist on board th; 

Q:"Commodore Hopkins is charged with being a Hindrance to the proper Manning of the[ 

you know relative to this Charge?" 

' A:"I think him unfit for command ... his Conversation is at Times so wlld and orders so ut 
' thought he was not in h\s senses ... lt is generally feared that his Commands would be SI 

~~ ~e i o i:~ ?.., ~., ,· "·-- ~l!!tO!<t: '!~e, '! ~-', -·~ :· "'~~,A • 
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suspended from his command in the American Navy." 

Outraged by the "unjust and false complaints" filed by his subordinates, Hopkins retalia 
petition's "prime mover," a Lieutenant Marven, an associate of Thomas Paine, who him~ 

leaking that France was supporting the Revolution. Interrogated by both Hopkins, fathe 
guilty of signing "scurrilous papers against his Commander-in-Chief." Expelled from the 

first casualty in a 235-year epidemic of retaliatory firings. Still thirsting for revenge, upo 

January 1778, Hopkins sued al! ten whistleblowers for "criminal libel," demanding 1 O,OC 
Marven and midshipman Shaw were jailed without means for legal representation. The 

intervention of Congress" after being "arrested for doing what they then believed and s1 

duty." Their appeal was read before Congress on July 23rd and another investigation er 

On July 30, 1778, the Continental Congress passed America's first Whistleblower Prate: 

Founding Fathers in Congress understood the dangers of retaliation, and criminalizing• 

wartime budget crisis, and National Security concerns, they noted that the whistleblow1 

service of the United States." Therefore, Congress "Resolved, That the reasonable expe· 

be defrayed by the United States." Further, the whistleblowers were furnished, without~ 

personnel file, and all records of "the proceedings of Congress upon the complaint of tt 
Hopkins, Esq." Armed with funds for attorneys and depositions, plus investigative files i 
President John Hancock and others," they were vindicated by a Jury. Hopkins was orde 

1779, Congress disbursed $1,418 for the whistleblowers' legal fees, "to be paid to Mr. S 
granted his Navy pension, despite his court-martial for being a detractor. A decade late1 

Speech" and the "Right to Petition" would protect the people, the Founders enshrined th 

Amendment of our Constitution. 

' Acknowledgement: Research by Stephen M. Kohn, Esq., Director of the National Whistle~ 

(www.whistleblowers.org) inspired this article. see: whistleb/owers. org/index.php?optio( 

id~1251 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital whi 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

July-August 2013 

~~AD-END FOR LIJHISTLEBLOLIJERS: 
'__J ·'.J THE ETHICS COMMISSION 

By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
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whistleblowers are desaparecidos and the retaliation rate is always zero. The 

failure to enforce the Whistleblower Ordinance makes it meaningless. It also 

makes it deceptive - a trap for trusting tipsters. Worse, non-enforcement forces 

whistleblowers to sue the City. 

The roots of deception reach back to 1993 when the EC was sold to voters as a 

means to clean up our City government, but its architects inserted controls to 
protect the interests of politicians, lobbylsts and City officials. For example, the 

original "Regulations for Investigations and Enforcement" restrained the Executive Dire1 

prosecutions. Instead of receiving. designated funding, Ethics must plead with City Hall. 

Commissioners are appointed by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, District and City Attc 

Assessor. Fawning candidates prevail. ln April 2011, the Board had to fill the EC seat th: 

general public." Dorothy Liu, an employment attorney with a large firm that represents C 
appointment by promising; "I would respect the integrity of the Board, for certain. l wou. 

a\I of you about issues that need to be addressed." Predictably, complaints that touch ~ 
Commissioners and approve its budget go.nowhere. 

oooooooOOOIOODOoooooo~ODOO•o•oooooooooooooOOOOOOOOO>eoooo•ooo•oDOOI 

The failure to enforce the Whistleblower.Ordinance makes it meani 
deceptive - a trap for trusting tipsters. Worse, non-enforcement f( 
sue the City:• 

In a world of coniplainants and respondents, Ethics empathizes with the latter. Goal #3 
"ProteCting the privacy rights of those accused of ethics violations ... " There's no goal to' 

service. At an April 2005 meeting, Executive Director John St. Croix emphasized; "confii 

because investigations and enforcement matters impact the lives and livelihoods of re: 

lauds the City Attorney, whose duty is to defend City officials, as the "higher authority" i1 

Citizens who criticize his habitual dismissal of ethics complaints are labeled "believers: 

Ethics adjudicated a Sunshine complaint against St. Croix In October 2012, citizens wa1 
conflicts of interests. Unaware.that bias is ubiquitous and often sub-conscious, Cammi 

City Attorney's appointee, claimed immunity because; "we act with regard to City officia 

situation is sensitive." Studley explained that she examines both sides of any issue, an( 

Attorney says so - and "as long as ... we feel that we have an open mind." This responder 

whistleblower claims. That's one reason retaliation persists. 

Building upon respondent bias, Ethics has rendered whlstleblowers, and retaliation, inv\ 

around 2004 when the Whistleblower Hotline was transferred to the Controller's Office 
' ' ' ~ ·--. - ~ ~ -·- ;o--;~-~ .-.--. ,,.- --~.,. -'"" -·- ·•"' ·- -·'=- """- -
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The opacity spread even farther, in defiance of Article IV that requires Ethics to an nu all: 

complaints received'', (b)" the type of conduct complained about", and (c) "the number 

the number of referrals to other agencies disappeared, though they had amounted to al 

as a "type of conduct" had been quashed. By 2005, Annual Reports deleted the count o 

still appeared in the Director's Monthly Reports until August 2011, when the number of 

by the sum of pending investigations. 

Once invisible, whist!eblower retaliation complaints are easily buried. Rarely has Ethics 

don't add up. Meeting minutes for December 2001 show that 7 whistleblower retaliatio1 

reviewed since June 1995. That's about one a year. Ten years later, in September 2011, 

CGOBOC (the oversight body for the Controller's Whistleblower Program) that Ethics he 

16 years we've been in business." Again, one a year. He added, "When investigated, sorr 

Others could not be proven." In other words, all were rejected. It's intriguing, however, th 

investigations listed in Ethics "Enforcement Summaries" between October 2004 and A~ 

retaliation. That's just 2 in 8.5 years - a lot less than one-a-year as St. Croix implied. Wt 

Clues rolled in after we protested the City's failure to monitor whistle blower retaliation_ 

to report outcomes of retaliation cases to the Controller's Whistleblower Program. Sud1 
upward. The Whistleblower Program's 2011-12 Annual Report shows that Ethics review 

months. None were sustained. Amazingly, however, Ethics was now reporting 2 retaliat 
of one per year. No explanation for this startling 20-fold increase - despite our inquirie~ 

investigated and noted in Ethics Enforcement Summaries for 2011-12. The other 16 w~ 
review." 

At the November 2012 CGOBOC meeting, Rebecca Rhine strained to downplay this sur( 

being;" ... retaliation for any number of other activities, but not claims of retaliation for bE 
EC's jurisdiction covers whistleblower retaliation complaints, and since the 17 retaliatio 

Whist!eblower Program, why would they be anything other than whistleblower claims? i 
as adverse employment actions for engaging in legally protected activities - most of~ 
about misconduct. The spike in retaliation claims, and their relentless dismissals, mus1 

Dr Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

June 2013 

Oversight Disregarded 
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Since 2004, cGosoc has stnJ@Jl~lf!lfileQ!flf~·lhitPnrJ1~wisralisr1,. 
reports about City services, plus those from Bond Projects. Still, 

they stuck to quarterly meetings, squeezing in an extra one 

yearly to plough through the work. Only after an August 2011 

scolding by civic activist Nancy Wuerfel did they vote for 6 

meetings annually. 

Lapses. in oversight of the Whistleblower Program came to light during May 201 O medL 
tips, and retaliation, related to Laguna Honda's Patient Gift Fund scandal. So in July 20-

3-member "Standing Committee on Audit Review" to better oversee the Whistleblower I 

the 2010-11 Civil Grand Jury report; Whistling in the Dark - the San Francisco Whistlebl 

dawdling 7 years before getting it organized. The Grand Jury characterized their oversif 

was dependent upon the agency it monitored, then concluded; "Clearly, CGOBOC is not: 
Further, it can be a stepping-stone to political office. Political ambitions can skew overs 

campaigned for Supervisor while serving the Committee . 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . ... . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . : 
In the past 6 months, taxpayers forfeited over $1.76 million to setti 
retaliation lawsuits. Why pay, when we have a Whistleblower Progr: 
Protection Ordinance, and an Ethics Commission that dismisses eii 
complaint?" 

Disinterest in whistle-blowing also impaired the Committee's oversight. This is appared 

Reports. In the five Reports between 2003 and 2007, their role with the SFWP is covere! 

2007, they forgot to assign a liaison to work with the program. The Annual Reports frori 

work with the SFWP in one short paragraph, amounting to 2o/o of the text. Meeting mint.i 

ln the 8 years between July 2004 and June 2012, it met 36 times. Ten of those meeting 

SFWP Director. But in only 3 did Committee members make comments worthy of enter 

discussions came after we criticized the Whistleblower Program. 

Like Yin and Yang, CGOBOC's disregard of the Whlstleblower Program dove-tailed with: 

information from it. A tolerance for data-hoarding is most obvious in a 3-year period frq 

Committee accepted just two formal presentations by SFWP Directors. Without explani 

SFWP cut public reports from two to one a year in 2009, thereby reduclng oversight op~ 

a rare show of engagement in January 2009, Committee member Robert Muscat challE 

SFWP Annual Report, compared to " ... all the kinds of activities ln the City worthy of rep~ 
Committee then ordered a "more comprehensive and substantive list of complaints - 2 

~ , • 
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In his July 2011 response to the Grand Jury, Controller Ben Rosenfield wrote: "an officici 

Audit Review Board ... regularly receives updates and provides feedback on overall progr 

program's p-olicies and procedures, and provides feedback to program staff on individu 

of this recorded in Committee minutes or Annual Reports? Notably, Rosenfield's claim ( 

announcement by then-Chair, Abraham Simmons: "As you know, the Liaison has never l 

the Program itself. This is the first time we undertook to do that." 

ln her October 2011 reply to the Grand Jury, past-Chair Thea Selby defended the Comm 

discussed the Whistleblower Program at over half the meetings I have attended in the I 

Selby had been a member since July 2009 - for 2 years and 3 months - not one and a r 
during her first year show just one itein about the Whistleblower Program - in July 201· 

subcommittee to facilitate review of whistleblower complaints.'' That decision came af 

Laguna Honda's Gift Fund abuse. Subsequently, every discussion about the SFWP was 

media coverage, or Grand Jury criticisms. 

CGOBOC members have generally been open to public comments, but hesitant to act, E 

2002, the Committee has amassed $1,080,865 to audit bond expenditures. This pile of. 

years, according to its 2011-12 Annual Report. No independent auditors were hired. Sin 

were asked to assess the Whistleblower Program, although there are ways to get pro b~ 

Bylaws allow for a "Special Subcommittee" composed of: "members of the Committee 

years, no public experts have been recruited. 

The Charter empowers the Committee to "recommend departments in need of compre 

even recommended a whistleblower satisfaction survey. In the past 6 months, taxpayei 

settle 3 whistleblower retaliation lawsuits. Why pay, when we have a Whistleblower PrO 
Protection Ordinance, and an Ethics Commission that dismisses every retaliation comp 

its mission and recommend an audit. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital whi 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

May2013 
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political interference. Still, overs1gflt succeeOS when 1t 1s Know!eClgeab e, 1ndepen ent, < 

service. Surprisingly, oversight of the SF Controller's Whistleblawer Program (SFWP) w< 

General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee (CGOBOC). This happened when Propos 

autho~ized the Controller to act as City Services Auditor -and to run the Whistleblower 

............................ ~······················~··············· 
... these new oversight tasks were bewildering and unwelcome. And 
training, no budget and no enforcement powers. Although CGOBOC. 
million budget ... this money must be used to audit bonds, not the~ 
Program." 

CGOBOC itself had arisen from Proposition Fin March 2002 in reaction to Laguna Hon! 

under-scope and over-time replacement bond project. The City wanted independent citi 
' expenses. and to make sure money was spent as voters intended. But these bond-relat! 

from City services and whistleblowers, Nevertheless, the .Charter amendment had CGO. 

independent Citizens' Audit Review Board to ad.vise the Controller/City Services Audito1 

in need of comprehensive audit; and (c) review citizen and employee complaints receiv; 

/complaint hotline .. ,and the Controller's disposition of those complaints. 

Judging from CGOBOC meeting minutes, these new oversight tasks were bewildering a 

with no training, rio budget and no enforcement powers. Although CGOBOC has amass 

garnered from 0.1 °lo of bond proceeds, this money must be used to audit bonds, not thJ 

While Prop F dictated that the Board of Supervisors would provide "administrative ass ii 
. ' 

all of its aid came from the Controller. For example, its Committee Assistant is the Con~ 

secretary. Though CGOBOC can recruit outside experts, the vetting and funding comes, 

of the SFWP is limited to asking questions and hearing public comments. 

At the September 2003 CGOBOC meeting, then-Controller Ed Harrington explained ho~ 
Committee members; "one major difference in work-load between the current bond-reli 

advisory role to the Controller would be tha't all reports would be coming from one soul 

added; "The purpose of an advisory committee is to have civilian oversight without takij 

the Controller." This jumbling of "oversight" and "advisory" functions allows the Whistle; 

has oversight, while CGOBOC ducks oversight by pointing to its advisory status. ~ 

' Claiming he was not consulted when CGOBOC was picked to oversee the Whistleblowe' 

explained; "the Board did not want to create another advisory committee, and this Com 

that the Board wanted." Apparently, the Board wanted "representation" rather than exp~ 

members three are appointed by the Board three by the Mayor two by the Controller a: 
,.,,-'," ~ _ "C er•·~.,_ > c::._!-,. __ • ~'" ~ -- - '' ~' __ , ----- .-'... 
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Compared to CGOBOC's Charteiciii'~Mda'iC,~Rf€g\iRlanb~ 1a{fppii1i1;\5 6\l'ef§igi\[f~e'J:igc 
Whistleb!ower Program further limited CGOBOC's oversight, and advice. 

Meeting minutes from 2004 through 2012 show CGOBOC members passively receivin~ 
Directors. Focused on City bonds, and meeting quarterly for two-year terms, members I 

the SFWP was withheld. In January 2005, over a year after the passage of Prop C, CGOI 
to serve as "Liaisons" to the Whistleblower Program. But minutes of the April 2006 met 

mechanism was hobbled; " ... the City Attorney's Office noted that two members of the C 

meet with staff of the Whistleblower Program, monitor its progress and report back to 1 
Attorney's Office suggests that only one member interface with staff rather than two m 

Liaison couldn't confer with anyone, other than the SFWP Director, for the next 5 years. 

presented only one substantive report about the SFWP, in April 2005. CGOBOC's constr: 
meddling lasted until late 2010. That's when the Laguna Honda Gift Fund scandal and t 

investigation spurred a show of diligence and responsiveness. After we protested the s 
CGOBOC restored a second Liaison, Regina Callan, in August 2011. 

By then lt was too late. John Madden had already been sworn in as Controller Rosenf1e 

January 2011. He was immediately hustled to volunteer as the sole Liaison to the SFW,i 

unprecedented review of the Whist\eblower Program. No one objected to Madden asse 

Rosenfield. !t would have been gauche because CGOBOC's then-Chair Abraham Simmq 

Supervisor, had publicly endorsed Rosenfield to fill Mayor Newsom's unfinished term.~ 

the City's Assistant Controller in the late 1990s. 

So at the April 2011 meeting, Madden reviewed just three investigations, each hand-piG 

Lediju. Oblivious to selection bias, Madden praised Lediju for her help. He skipped the i' 
Laguna Honda Patient Gift Fund case; "I did look at the Audit Report in that particular c' 
back on it. I did some review." Madden likened whistleblowers to folks who "fink on thei 

' retaliation to "putting sand in your sandwich" or being "moved to a smaller cubicle." ThE 

no problems with the Controller's Whistleblower Program. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital CO! 

DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

April 2013 

Exhuming Whistleblower Comph 
<, - - ··~ ~- ,-'--~~- •, "' r• '-'""" '•,•• • o."- -·~' '°''-" '-
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Health Departmertl0lJi\t¥i/tG'!Ji~i5~'J~flldiiliy'f'J,~l/~e~~l.:f~:fr/;B6o"f, 
punted to the Ethics Commission, the City and District Attorneys, ti 
26 months, even though the Controller is charged with overseeing ' 

SFWP Manager Steve Flaherty jolted the 11/29/12 meeting of the Citizens' General Obi 

Committee (CGOBOC), the oversight body for the SFWP; all 18 long-stalled investigatio1 

week scramble. For the first time, no complaints were over 6 months old! No reason we 

around, just a slew of excuses for past delays. Stone-walling, a common delaying tactic 
one message-point was emphasized, and echoed by Controller Rosenfield and CG080( 

were not within the control of. the Controller's staff." Reallty got twisted in this denial of 

can subpoena records, prod department heads, hire outside investigators, audit depart1 

compliant managers to the Board of Supervisors. Plus, the Controller must have orche~ 

those 18 frozen cases. 

Buried complaints are predictable because the SFWP outsources most investigations t 

in the complaint. That was a key finding in the 2010-11 Clvil Grand Jury report: "Whistli1 

Francisco Whistleblower Program". Though the City Charter requires the SFWP to "tracl 

what really happens: "(A complaint) goes to another department to investigate. The ot~ 

Human Resources involved, etc., etc., etc. Sometimes, the departments don't assign th1 

like ... but that's the world as it is." Thus spoke John Madden, the Controller's appointee 1 

the Controller's Whistleblower Program. 

The SFWP is also required to refer about a dozen tips annually to City agencies that ha\ 
again, the· SFWP avidly ships cases out, seemingly indifferent to the outcomes. Some Vi 

lost for years. For example, our tips about tainted Health Department contracts that evi 

taxpayers were punted to the Ethics Commission, the City and District Attorneys, then [ 

even though the Controller is charged with overseeing City contracts. Further, the Chart 

concurrently investigate such referred complaints. ln practice, the SFWP bars concurrei 

cut costs, despite abundant voter-approved funding. 

Given this tendency to dispatch tlps, the energetic unearthing of 18 cold-cases was am: 
two part-time auditors, is part of the Controller's City Services Auditor (CSA) division. Bi 
CSA duties because staffing had dropped below the usual 50 full-time jobs. CGOBOC's · 

CSA had just 44 staff when 63 positions were covered by Its $12.5 million budget. RosE' 

the number of staff required to provide a meaningful body of work, rather than spend al 
it's available," then promised to ramp up hiring. But overall s·taffing had fallen, while SFV: 

last year- to 344. How did the SFWP close 70% more cases - plus 18 mummified comj . ' . ~ • , •cc;' < - • • ~ • < ;o ,• .<> c - ~ •' . . 
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perceptions of quality, and the extent a service meets the needs for which it was creatE 

City services - except its own Whistleblower Program. 

The 2010-11 Grand Jury delivered information that never appeared in SFWP reports, na 

perceptions of quality. Yet, Controller Rosenfield chided the Jury's "interviewing a small 

without trying to "randomly sample feedback." Ironically, the SFWP has never sampled: 

CGOBOC Chair Thea Selby pointedly asked if the SFWP had surveyed any whistleblowe 

satisfied with the process, lf not the outcome." Rosenfield answered; "We have not. Fi gt 

challenge - and what to do with the data that is reported back." Well, the Controller's c: 
improve performance and customer service. Why won't the SFWP? By shunning whistlE 

Program has become a Procrustean agency, arbitrarily forcing informants to adjust to ii 

Thwarted by City channels, some employees will seek legal redress. Data fro1n the City 

shows the City approved nearly $11 million in payouts for workplace harassment, discr 

between January 2007 and January 2013. That's about $1.8 million in taxpayer money 

due to City Attorney fees, mediation, sick leave, worker's compensation, unemployment 

rehabilitation, pension payments, training new hires, negative publicity, depressed work 

distracted customer service. The Whistleblower Program could abate some of these cc 

satisfaction surveys of whistleblowers, and quality reviews of investigations. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital whi 
wrongdoing by the Dept. Of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

March 2013 

(t ~ Rewards for Whistleblowers~ 
,Jby'Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr . 

" ... San Francisco has a paramount interest in protecting the integrity of its government ir 
interest, individuals should be encouraged to report. .. possible violations of laws, regulati( 

conduct of City officers and employees." 

So states the City's Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code. Yet, the SF Controller'~ 

(SFWP) discourages whistleblowers. 

Whistleblowers are the last line of defense against fraud, waste and corruption. But th~ 

including harassment, ostracism, termination, and blacklisting. That's why the governnl 

encourage informants. Realizing that government alone was over-matched by fraudste1 
~ · - • • -. J" ~ • • • • • • ~lt ' ; t • t I - - - • I 
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. Soch't.Y. of l'rofossiona/ Jo1Hrwlis;s jvorCal ChcjDfer 
Th.e fraud-driven collapse oftne U.S. financial system 1n :LUOB pusne fawmakers b rev 

just protect them. Accordingly, thEi 201 O Dodd-Frank Wall Street Reform and Consumer 

mandatory rewards for securities fraud whistleb!owers. The Department of Justice, Inti 

Securities & Exchange Commission (SEC) provide bounties to eligible informants. On 8 

"We are seeing high-quality tips that are saving our investigators substantial time and r, 

Office of Special Counsel, the agency charged with protecting federal whistleblowers, g 

aw.ards to· three Air Force whistle blowers, proclaiming: "Whistle blowers are patriots. Th 

They come forward because they are driven by conscience." 

Statistics published by the US Department of Justice show that rewarding informants~ 

the DOJ Civil' Fraud Division recovered $9.03 billion without informants. But recoveries· 
help from· whistleblowers. A 201·0 econometric study of corporate fraud by the Universi 

monetary rewards were the key "positive incentive" for employee whlstleblowers. Rewa 

by 23"/o -without increasing frivolous claims. 

While the SFWP rejects whistleblower incentives·, other City agencies reward tipsters. T 

"Real Estate Watchdog Program" offers bounties up to 10% of unpaid property taxes. In 

a "watchdog" whose tip brought in $1.07 million. The Department of Public Works has; 

Graffiti Reward Fund" and publicly gives $250 to "Good Samaritans" who report taggers 

may get $500. Likewise, the Police Department offers $100,000 for solid leads in homi( 

gun can bring $1,000. Turning in someone who sounds a false fire alarm nets $500. Thi 

offers $250 rewards for tips about dog-fight trainers. The Civi! Service Commission re~ 
month's salary for "heroic or meritorious conduct." Why not whistleblowers? ' 

Well, the 2010-2011 Civil Grand Jury did recommend "a reward system for validated hiQ 

complaints with a $500 minimum or 10% of funds recovered ... " This notion, that public I 

drawbacks come with rewards, roused a chorus of City Hall naysayers. 

Controller Ben Rosenfield rightly asserted that City employees should report wrong-dol1 

most will not, to keep their jobs. Rosenfield warned about a "moral hazard," that emplo~ 

in order to collect a larger reward. There's no evidence of such scamming by City whisti 

hazard comes from encouraging employees to not blow the whistle by denying incenti~ 
retaliation. 

The formal responses to the Grand Jury were gems of bureaucratic resistance: 'The Cc 

believe that rewards will enhance the effectiveness of the program ... rewards are not a~ 

practice for local government whlstleblower programs." Mayor Lee responded, "the Civi 

any evidence '-':'here other jurisdictions have a reward system and where that reward sy: 

, _ . . . . . . . . . w.histl_eblow~r pr~grarn." ~eve_rtheless, s_inc.e 1992 the Los Angeles C~unty Au= 
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What went unsaid is that whistleblowers present a threat to unethical officials - and an 

control systems. That's why the City rewards tips about citizen misconduct - never abo1 

Rewarding whistleblowers is taboo in circles where retaliation is more often orchestrat1 

obedient employees are preferred over honest ones, City whistleblowers won't be rewa1 

Fortunately, most whistleblowers aren't driven by monetary rewards. But they do need c 

The SFWP offers neither, much less incentives. One option is to offer "Public Service A\ 

deliver high-value tips - and who deslre such recognition. Such awards would reduce th 

and show that the Whistleblower Program values those who justify its existence. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital. Th 

wrongdoing. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

February 2013 

High-Jacking the Whistleblower P•. 
Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
The SF Controller's Whistleblower Program (SFWP) emerged after voters passed Propc 

Prop C authorized the Controller to function as the City Services Auditor (CSA). In turn,· 

SFWP. Instead, the Whistleblower Program has been high-jacked and crippled. 

The CSA grabs two-tenths of one percent of the City's annual budget - about $12.5 mu' 

amounts to 32% of the Controller's Office budget, and ls 1nisleadingly called the "Contr~ 

show that since 2005, CSA spent $567,21 O on 21 contracts for staff training and techni 

Only $19,360 (3.4"/o) went to the Whistleblower Program. While the CSA grew from 4 to 

SFWP Division dwindled from $312,816 in 2004, to a measly $139, 192 in 2012. 

0000000000000000000000D00000000000000•0l>0•0000•0000000004000000000 

This change re-framed the Program's purpose from rooting out wrc 
and liability. Within this paradigm, whistleblowers bring risk, City o. 
and confidentiality can limit risk by hiding misgovernment and sha, 
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prior four years. Soci(!ty of f1rt1f1.~ssional JatJrnoli.sts, Norlr1J Chc.1ptc-f 

The turriing point was 2008. That year, the SFWP budget was slashed from $218,01 o tc 

there a cash shortage in the Controller's Audit Fund? Nope. Records show that $12. 9 m 

in 2008-09, compared to $12 million the year before. And of that $12.9 million, only $9.i 

$3.1 million was returned to City departments and the Genera! Fund. So, the SFWP bud· 
$900,000 boost to the Controller's Audit Fund - with millions to spare. Also in 2008-09, 1 

handled by the Program soared from 347 to 465 - a 34% jump. Why did the SFWP lose 

despite an increased workload? 

In March 2008, Mayor Gavin Newsom replaced 17-year veteran Controller Ed Harringtor 

Willie Brown's Budget Director - Ben Rosenfield. Within three months, the SFWP budge· 

Rosenf1eld's four years, the SFWP budget collapsed to 48"/o below the norm in Harringtc 

Rosenf1eld's spending on CSA contracts rocketed to $542,835 versus just $24,375 sper 

Harrington, the SFWP handled an average of 278 complaints annually compared to 391 

sum, during Rosenfie!d's four years, the SFWP lost 48o/o of lts funding and gained 41 "lo n 

tax. revenues had increased, along with spending on outside contracts. How could this I 

One reason is that Prop C gave the Controller carte blanche to neuter the SFWP under t 

lax oversight. Oversight of the SFWP was assigned to the Citizens' General Obligation E 

(CGOBOC). But CGOBOC was given no budget and no enforcement powers over the SF' 

is dependent. upon the Controller's Office for information, funds and staff. As the 2010-'. 

"CGOBOC depends exc!usively on selected information prepared by the Controller and 1 
- the very department that it is charged with overseeing." 

When CGOBOC met ln April 2009, newly-appointed SFWP Director Tonia Lediju announ( 

mentioning the 41 % budget cut then imposed. Deceptively, the CSA's 2009-10 Work Pia 

SFWP. But records show that only $133,707 - less than half- was actually spent. "Reva 

SFWP's allocation. 

In December 2010, the SFWP quietly revised its original 2005 Policy & Procedure Manu. 

2005, a dozen. pages were devoted to engaging and responding to whistleblowers. By 2 

approach had expired. Instead, the focus shifted to managing complaints, staff develot 

processes. Both Manuals use "Complaint Flow Charts" to show how tips are processec 

different. The 2005 version placed the whistleblower at the center of the chart. By 201 C 

only removed from the center, but off the chart entirely! 

The 2010 Manual adopted a corporate tone. A self-promoting Mission/Vision/Values si 

We focus orl our customers' nee·ds. There is even a set of "strategic planks" like Marke1 

Mission and Engaging the Public. Apart from the fact that the SFWP does not engage i 
' . ,_., __ , ---~'-~-- --,.·~-·-,-~--'e:--~t<"·- - .. "'"" ,_" 

- © 2020 Westside-San Francisco Media No portion of the articles or artwork may be..:. ___ ·- _without expressed consent...:: _ _ 

P1348 
10/14/2020, 11:09AM 



)r. Derek Ken· https://westsidcobserver.co111/nev.'slv.'alchdog.hllnl#oct20 

WESTSIDE;~~ BSEB 
James Madison Freedom of Information Avvar< 

· .'io((!?fy of Prt)f{?5sjcJr1c.1J ftJ(Jrnofi.< .. t5, !·/<)fl-al (i-;L'Jpter 
Since 2008, the SFWP has been sapped and rendered into a clearinghouse for "risKs." B 

the SFWP side steps looting, self-dealing and retaliation. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
DPH wrongdoing. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aol.com 

December 2012 

Veiled in Secrecy - The Whistleblowe1 
By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
Between 2004 cind 2009, the SF Controller's Whist\eblower Program (SFWP) issued put 

Though brief, they gave examples of investlgated complaints, substantiated or not. Rec 

complaints were not substantiated. Starting in 2006, investigated City departments we1 

involving Commissioners, CEOs and even Supervisors were noted. Whistleblowers wer1 

and encouraged·to identify themselves. SFWP staff would "ask follow-up questions an( 

investigations." By 2008, 57% of tipsters were providing contact lnformation. There wa~ 

••• o ••••••••••••• •• • o • • ••• 090 •~•• oo• o~ •'•·' •o o oo•; ••' o 0000 "" o o • oo o ••" 

State Senator Leland Yee asserts that whistleblower complaints a" 
"swept under the rug:· Yee proposed Senate Bill 1336 in February < 
of substantiated complaints, the action taken, and the outcomes o1 
allegations. Since then, SB 1336 has been eroded in committee an! 
auditors and Unions, among others. The clause requiring disclosur~ 
complaints was the first casualty. Disclosure of unsubstantiated co 
remains discretionary State-wide, and unobtainable in San Francisi 

Something changed in 2009. Public reports were cut from two to one a year, and loade( 
' "confidentiality." Names of implicated City departments were replaced by generic term~ 

department manager." Such generalizations can hide mismanagement in a City with sq 

employees. "Unsubstantiated" case reports were deleted, though they outnumbered su. 

may have harbored scandals. For the first time, the SFWP disclosed that it had "facilita1 

all complaints. But the number of investigations independently conducted by the SFWR 

Right after Ben Rosenfield became Controller, the 2008-09 budget for SFWP salaries, bi 

surreptitiously cut by 41 %. At an April 2009 meeting, the newly-appointed SFWP Directc 

Wh!stleblower Program is being revamped." Nothing more was disclosed. Likewise, anr 
~"""--" :_ __ · ·"= ··-·. ~,.,. • : '"' '--; ~ -,~,~ < ,!: e,,.• • •! :..,. <• -~·! ... ~ ..... }!.! ,,,._ ,. 
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for SFWP Manager Steve Flai¥1ffMl20{ 6'-libfi'i ?fPl.JfllJfl~!ffN/ief},J!.1!,ff bh~111Ji1lfin 
. benefits. Fiscal starving could explain the cloddish customer service, why investigation 

City departments, and why most complaints were "unsubstantiated." 

The secrecy of the SFWP,.and the alienation of its informants, were unveiled in a May 21 

"San Francisco Whistleblower Program Comes Under Fire"; and the July 2011 Civil Grar 

Dark - The San Francisco Whistleblower Program." 

ln September 2011, Sunshine activist Mel Shapiro won a Superior Court ruling that San 

"must disclose any report of an investigation that has been substantiated." These even· 

its 2010-2011 Annual Report on 11/22/11. Finally, all substantiated complaints were re 

. implicated City departments were not. Quarterly reports were issued and a FAQ section 

previous practice, anonymous rather than identified tips were encouraged. Anonymity c 
follow-up contact, and· lower the odds of full investigations. The number of anonymous 

Nothing about the 43% of complaints deemed "unsubstantiated" was disclosed. 

This level of secrecy exceeds the confidentiality granted to Whistleblower Hot-Lines byi 

While the identities of whistleblowers, witnesses and subjects are protected, State law 

report of an investigation that has been substantiated, or to release any findings resultr 

investigation that are deemed necessary to serve the interests of the public." Since 200 
public interest in knowing why so many complaints are unsubstantiated. In compariso~ 

Whistleblower Program" d'oes a better job. There, the Board of Supervisors gets twice-y 

complaint received - including unsubstantiated ones - along with investigative finding, 

State Senator Leland Yee asserts that whistleblower complaints are often settled and ,/ 

proposed Senate Bill 1336 in February 2012 to identify subjects of substantiated comp:· 

outcomes of unsubstantiated allegations. Since then, SB 1336 has been eroded in com 

auditors and Unions, among others. The clause requiring disclosure of unsubstantiatec 

casualty. Disclosure of unsubstantiated complaint findings remains discretionary StatE\ 

Francisco. 

By October 2007, the SFWP had partnered with the City's Customer Service Center and· 
311. The sixty call-takers at the 311 Service Center receive over 7,000 calls daily. Thou~ 
forward whistleblowertips to the SFWP website, they also forward minor complaints al 

After the transition to 311, the average number of SFWP complaints zoomed from 263: 
increase. Was this dramatic rise due to service complaints or whistleblower tips? 

Since 2009, the SFWP has masked complaints coming from the 311 Service Center by 
1 

whistleblowers log directly onto the SFWP website. Importantly, the number of citizens' 

employee whistleb!ower tips is no longer reported To preServe its focus and to inform: 
•, • • ' - -- _c "'-'- - • - -;_ __ , __ -'-"'.'-'-!':'!"'· ,' - ~r. -:>· .- , ?' 
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Retaliation 
By Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr 
\n 2012, the Association of Certified Fraud Examiners issued a "Report to the Nations 01 

Abuse." They found that S°lo of a typical organization's revenue is lost to fraud. GovernrT 

rating second among 23 lndustries surveyed. Whistleblowers catch three times as man 

detection. Most whistleblowers are employees. 

Meanwhile, the Government Accountability Project, an advocacy group providing legal< 

35 years warns: 

"You wil! surely suffer some level of harassment or retribution for blowing the whistle b. 

instinctively tend to eliminate anything perceived as a threat. Academic studies confirrT 

whistleblowers report subsequent retaliation." 

••••• •••••• •••• •• •• •• o •~o •o o •• ~••, •• oo oo • • o •""on 0000 •< ·'"• • o o oo, "" o 

You will surely suffer some level of harassment or retribution for bl 
because bureaucracies instinctively tend to eliminate anything per' 
Academic studies confirm that more than 90% of whistleblowers re 
retaliation." 

Other surveys in various settings show retaliation rates between 22% and 38%, but exp; 
' increased despite laws prohibiting them. Studies show that retaliation is more likely wh 

involves losses over $100,000 and when the misconduct is routine. Although San Franc 

Governmental Conduct Code includes "Protection of Whistleblowers," City whistleblow! 
punished in practice. 

On 7/24/2012 the City agreed to pay over $1 million to settle two whistleblower retalia~ 
May 2012 Westside Observer, 911 Call-Center supervisor Maura Moylan, and dispatche: 

supervisory misconduct within the Department of Emergency Services in 2009. Reprise 

Unaware of the City's Whistleblower Program (SFWP), they consulted a lawyer. They su; 
2010 (Case# C10·04700-TEH). The City Attorney fought them every step of the way. Al 

awarded them $262,000 for retaliation and harassment. The post-verdict settlement, in 

$762,000. Not included is the cost of City Attorney_ hours in this 2-year legal battle. 

Similarly, Recreation & Parks Ranger Michael Horan received $250,000 for the retaliatid 

Matt Smith's 7 /19/12 article in The Bay Citizen, Horan had exposed favoritism and ovei 
' " - ~ ,~.,·- •0•0>' •• ,. 0 ., '''·~.,'f,;;..·,, ~~..--.,~·"::"...<~;;_,:::.,< -~ ,;.• ·~"·;' ~:;.~.~'!,·~~-
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retaliation were treated as a h~§l1ipMM~1fl'L'lf~j,'lfi(ABl7~H'l\~1fallfio'lfen~ke\;°6l~\;,{w6\i§! 
had reviewed 7- retaliation complaints over 6.5 years. As of July 2012, Ethics has dismi~ 
whistleblower retaliation claims it received. 

Retaliation, a primitive form of damage control, is directed at whistleblowers by their be 
·most complaints right back to the department named in the complaint. Until May 2012, 
track retaliation complaints. Instead, the SFWP washed its hands of retaliation by maki 
Ethics Commission. While monitoring retaliation would help, "reported cases of retaliat 
actual reprisals" says Mat Stephenson, partner in the Employment Law firm of Kochan 
retaliation pushes most informants to glve up and move on without protesting. Therefo 
consider retaliation "cost-effective" according to Stephenson. The few who seek redres 
"disgruntled." Until they sue. Although potential costs for the City are significant, the Co 
conduct a whistle blower retaliation survey. 

Exposing wrongdoing and retaliation by a City department often points to systemic faill 
Wrongdoing may be entrenched in the work-place culture, or serve a hidden political ag: 
that tackle such problems threaten powerful entities and become vulnerable to retaliati 

smears, bullying, funding cuts, staffing changes, or having their mandate clipped. In at~ 
like whistleblowers. The Board of Supervisors' purge of the City's Sunshine Task Force.! 
addressing misgovernment can be. However, Programs have ways to dodge political r~ 

Setting up a sham Whistleblower Program avoids the risks of exposing corruption. Fak1 
informants so they don't afr complaints publicly. The 2011 Civil Grand Jury alluded to si 
investigation of the SFWP: "A poor or mediocre Whistleblower Program - one that see\ 
is perhaps worse than none at all." It's noteworthy that in the four fiscal years between: 
annual budget for the SFWP was $256,300. In the 4 years from 2008 to 2012, under Co1 
average annual budget plunged to $134,079, a 48% drop. That's enough to prop up a fa• 
notch Program. 

Colluding with other City agencies to dismiss whistleblower claims also reduces the ri~ 
Both the Controller's Whistleblower Program and the Ethics Commission refer serious ( 
The City Attorney has dual loyalties - and a conflict of .interests. Along with reviewing~ 
wrongdoing·, the City Attorney has a duty to defend City .officials accused of miscondu~ 
"ethical walls," the likelihood of mutual back-scratching is high. Instead of protecting w! 
is the main adversary, the reason retaliation persists. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh1 
DPW wrongdoing. Contact: Derek Kerr 

_ • a a • 
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. .Soci{?t\1 of f'Jro.rt!ssio11lJ/ Jo11rnofi_)t5, {·)<lf(~al (~hL?Oier 
"From a policy perspective, there are' several issues. Most glaring y, once a compla1nt i.: 
that point forward, essentially shut out of the entire process and left to navigate a "blac 

the investigation is denied." 

•••••••••••••••• •••4• •• 0 ,.~ ••••••••••• 0. 00 '0 0'' •• 0 0'' 0 """" ·~'. 0 0 ,., 

Other Whistleblower Programs are more open about the work they 
Oakland Fraud, Waste and Abuse Prevention Hotline "independent! 
investigations:· The Los Angeles Program claims it investigates 36 
independently. In San Francisco, the percent may be too small to m 

City whistleblowers should know that most complaints to the Controller's WhistleblowE 

back to involved departments for investigation. The SFWP has masked the number of~ 

complaints were "investigated or referred for investigation." However, the 201 0-2011 Cl 

"majority of the investigations were performed by the departments listed in the compla 

Whistleblower Program investigators." Belatedly on 11 /22/11, the SFWP admitted to a' 

referred - without giving the number. The Jury concluded; "The investigation of whistle 

independent when performed by the targeted agency or department." 

Other Whistleblower Programs are more open about the work they do. For example, thE 
Abuse Prevention Hotline "independently conducted 34°1o of the investigations." The Lo: 

investigates 36% of complaints independently. In San Francisco, the percent may be to1 

Referring investigations to departments is reasonable for minor complaints. Indeed, mi 

SFWP are gripes about City services. SFWP reports from 2006 and 2007 show that bar• 

were true whistleblower reports about fraud, waste and abuse of City resources_ The Ci 

just 36% were true whist!eblower tips in 2009 and 2010. Nevertheless, some of the mo1 

back to the targeted departments. In fact, even "Medium-Risk" complaints involving sut 

and/or mid-level managers were sent back to the named department. The SFWP asser· 

leverages investigative resources, and that they oversee results. But conflicts of interes 

departments probe their own misconduct. 

It was the Civil Grand Jury that revealed the Department of Public Health received the n 

. complaints. Since 2009, the SFWP ceased naming implicated departments, perhaps hi( 

mismanagement. Had the SFWP conducted a Best-Practices survey, it would know tha1 

identifies each department in a substantiated complaint. Further, when the LA Program' 

targeted department the outconles are recorded as "Substantiated" or ''Not Substantia1 

every department. The public has a right to know these department-specific findings. 

, ~ ·,_~-'-·- • 1J.·· I 1 U I·•· I I I 
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referring any matter to anoth.i"R§;~'11'ejJMlffllti!efc1'i\1lf '1flWrOO¥itfrf; li1a'f\~'l.AfJe<o!l11?s 
other words, there is no conf1d~ntiality within the City network. 

Conversely, records requests by whistleblowers whose complaint investigations are "cl. 
denied because, "Whistleb!oWer Program practices do not permit a complainant to wai 1 

for the disclosure of investigation work-product." The SFWP has also refused to return 1 

submitted in support of their complaint. The reason given is "to protect whistleblowers 
inaction and lost-records may be disguised as "work-product." Further, the SFWB has TE 

Performance· Audits, since the City's Director of Audits, Tonia Lediju, also runs the Whis 

Leaks in the investigative pipeline are likely to spring up during the Preliminary Review.· 

That's when the SFWP screens tlps for jurisdiction, "risk of loss to the City," and level of: 
five days, informants supposedly receive an acknowledgement from the SFWP. But whi 
misappropriations from the Laguna Honda Hospital Patient Gift Fund in March 2010, it! 
response - and then only because we followed-up. We were told that the SFWP was sti 
What kind of discussions - and with whom - would take three weeks? Even with "High: 
SFWP review process may include contacting the Director of the implicated departmen" 
"Medium-Risk" complaints loop back to the involved department, informants should be: 
retaliation. But that doesn't happen. 

The SFWP has yet to conduct a Best Practices Survey. The Government Accountability: 

(www.whistleblower.org), a national whistleblower advocacy group, compiled a set of ii 
standard is a "Credible Corrective Action Process." This principle allows whistleblower~ 
that merited an investigation, and on whether there has been a good-faith resolution. W 
most knowledgeable and concerned witnesses. The failure of the SFWP to engage its 1

1

! 

investigations. Whistleb!owers should not be silenced in the resolution of the alleged fl] 
careers to challenge. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital wh: 
wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health. Contact: DerekOnVanNess@ao/.com 

July-Aug 2012 
• e o • • • • •,. • • o • • • ••Do a •.,,. e ~ o o ~ o ~ o o., • e,. o e" o e G <> ~" o • o •a e .o <> o • e" o 9 o o •: 

~ {ff; Can We Trust the Controller's Whistleblo~ 
'.J fsfDerek Kerr, MD and Maria Rivero, MD , 

Whistleblower Programs need solid tips from insiders who confront wrong-doing.~ 
. ·-" ·,~--11.-·"- :,~· .• ,~, ~ •.••• - .•. • • • •• -. : ·~, - •. 
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other high-profile whistle blower cases, it was invisible in the · 

SFWP annual report. Hernandez-Bran explained: 

"/reported the Chief Probation Officer for collusion and corruption, 

and I was laid off as a result. But not before being harassed and 

investigated ... There are so many cases of City employees who 

have filed whistleblower complaints and then were targeted for layoffs. No one trusts thi. 

protects officials first, then acts against the informant." 

Another half-a-dozen cases of retaliation were described in the July 2011 Civil Grand Jt 

- The San Francisco Whistleblower Program." Controller Ben Rosenfield was not move1 

retaliation surveys - or even satisfaction surveys - have been conducted, though the ( 

auditors and analysts. 

·················~···················~···························· 
SFWP revised its 2010-2011 annual report and showed that only 11 
were substantiated. During this period, the Los Angeles program s1 
complaints, while San Diego sustained 33%. Notably, both program 
greater share of complaints; 72% for LA and 100% for San Diego, c, 

Short of conducting a survey, whistleblower trust can be estimated from the number of 

City employees. The SFWP withholds this information. However, Oakland's Fraud, Wast 

Program reported that in 2011, "City employees generated 44% of the reports ... the first 

from the public exceeded those tips from employees." A decline in employee tips shoul 

the SFWP has a reason to overlook employee participation. 

Over the past three years, complaints to the SFWP fell from 465 to 386 to 365, a 22o/o di 

only 252 complaints came in. At this rate the fiscal year could end with another signific' 

complaints are falling, too. This steady decline in participation has yet to be addressed. 

A trustworthy program that focuses on serious wrongdoing will attract serious tips. Frc 

to do that. True whistleblower tips, about fraud, waste and abuse of City resources, wer 

shoddy City services. Consistently, however, true whistleblower complaints stayed arou 

Starting in 2007, whistleblowertips were merged a larger group of minor complaints pc 

This mix created the illusion that the SFWP was doubly-busy responding to "whistleblo1 

malfeasance. Further, dispersing whistleblower tips in a sea of service complaints obs; 

whistleblowers when they lose faith . 

. In 20.11 •. the, S_fWP re~~m.~d sq[~i.ng .o~t.h.i_gh-valu~_tips about maj_or V':'XDl)_g~Qq_i[.lg._ Th_e_. ··- , ....... , ' ,.~ .. ,_ .. .;,. ,. , 
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complaints a re a ct u ally rece;.,/eci; ~ti(Ms1f ,fa!\!/i';lo ~laHtr at€'.¥,'i1ot f Wil{ F 1e1J;/e(J lil If cf 
Program that acts on high-value complaints will be trusted with more of them. That's a1 
should immediately contact whistleblowers who submit High-Risk and Medium-Risk co 
months - to check if they saw results or retaliation. 

A program that protects tipsters will get more who identify themselves. A major provid( 
services, The Network, lnc., found that requests for anonymity dropped from 78°/o to 48 

became comfortabl~ with reporting. The San Diego Fraud Hotline reported that only 46 

anonymity. 1·n fact, the SFWP's own 2008-2009 mid-year report disclosed that just 43% r 
rise in anonymous complaints signals mistrust. Since 2009, the SFWP has withheld the 

More important, substantiated complaints show that something is being dcine. This nu! 
until 11 /22/11 - after the public uproar over the Civil Grand Jury investigation. That's vi 

' 2010-2011 annual report and showed that only 16o/o of all complaints were substantiat~ 
Angeles program substantiated 23% of all complaints, while San Diego sustained 33%.; 
investigated a greater share of complaints; 72°/o for LA and 100% for San Diego, compa· 

. I 
In the last half of 20.11, the SFWP substantiation rate climbed to 21 'Yo of all complaints.i 
surge of investigations into 71 % of all complaints, compared to an average of 51 % fort; 
being done - but by whom? In our next column we will explore how most complaints si 

referred back to the same City departments named in the complaints. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senior physicians at Laguna Honda Hospital whi 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Health Contact: DerekOnVanNess@aof.com ' 

June 2012 
' 
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... Davis Ja & Associates received a :;1.2 million contract on behalf 
Behavioral Health Services. That contract was revoked and the Citi 
$430,000 after whistleblowers reported a conflict of interest:' 

ln a scathing report titled "Whistling ln the Dark - The San Francisco Whistleblower Pre 
Grand Jury (CGJ) noted that exposure to "bad press" and "liability from costly lawsuits'· 

complaints are ignored or dismissed." Although the CGJ was unable to determine the a 

of confidentiality conditions of the settlements, it determined: "A program that properly 
allegations of malfeasance 'in house' can significantly reduce the City's exposure." The 

was failing. (2) 

Mayor Art Agnos started the Whistleblower Program in 1989. It fell under the Ethics Co 

where it withered. After a Port corruption scandal, 71 'Jc of voters approved Proposition 1 

Auditor (CSA) function to the Controller's duties, including a reinforced Whistleblower F 

the CSA 0.2% of the City budget, now $12 million annually, to audit departments, monit( 

contracts and manage the Whist!eblower Program. A selling point was the claim that t~ 
politically "independent." 

Despite new management, the Controller's Whistleblower Program has been hobbled b: 

investigators, bureaucratic secrecy, fealty to power, disregard for whistleblowers, and le 

Ironically, although the Controller's CSA conducts innumerable audits and reviews, the\ 

was never assessed - until the CGJ report in July 2011. Predictably, Controller Ben Ro~ 

findings. Those who exposed misgovernment - professional journalists, whistleblowei 

praised the report. Of the 14 recommendations issued by the CGJ, most were rejected I 

to transparency, the 2010-2011 Annual Whistleblower Program report was revised. It n~ 
complaints, rather than a trivial "sample." The time taken to resolve investigations was. 

The "Controller's Whistleblower Complaints Program" is a misnomer. Barely one-third~: 
whistleblower complaints involving fraud, waste and abuse. The program primarily ser\ 
whistleblowers or the public. It was designed by high-level officials to address low-levei 

on whistleblowers and City hot-spots, embarrassing events are contained. With comp!~ 
officials, the program falters. These are some of the reasons why no perfonTiance audi: 

why a Best-Practices survey has yet to be done. Although an informal survey was sent i 
Satisfaction Survey has been performed. Despite the clear connection between whistl~ 
the Whistleb!ower Program nor the Ethics Commission bothered to track retaliation. WI 

ignored, or treated like burdens and threats. 

" I I e 
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365 complaints last year, the majority were referred back to the targeted departments f 

the Civil Grand Jury. 

Oversight of the Whistleblower Program was also faulted by the Civil Grand Jury. The C 

Oversight Committee (CGOBOC) has no staff or resources to monitor the Whistleblowe 

"Committee Assistarit" is the Controller's Executive Secretary who is paid by, and repor1 

comments critical of the Whistleblower Program are censored from its Minutes. E-mail 

_g_gobo.committee@filgQ_'LQ[g are triaged by t 

whistleblower issues, and get all their inform 

upon the agency it oversees. 

"Confi'dentiality" keeps a veil of secrecy over 

Whistleblower Program reports provide scan 

impartial, or even trusted, by complainants. 

·In this column we plan to explore the perfor 

public action to correct misgovernment. lnp 

greatly appreciated. 

Dr. Maria Rivero and Dr. Derek Kerr were senio 

wrongdoing by the Department of Public Heal. 

1. Case 3:10-cv-04700-TEH 
0 • , • • • • • • ,. ,.. ,. 0 ~ ,. • • • 0 0 ., 0 ~ • ,. ,, ,. ., ~ 0 ,. 0 " • " o o o o • • 0 ,. o " ~ • ·• ~ o • ~ ~ • " • " e ~ ,, " o • ~ j 

2. www.sfsuReriorcourt.org/Modules/ShowDocument.asf]x?docu~ 

M 2 ' 
.............. II ... ". ~ ............ • W.ests12'14 ~se,r.;ver,, ~ ~" ,, ~ n 

i 
Laguna Hon( 

By Derek Kerr, MD and 
0 
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·Violation of CA Health and Safety Code §1432 that prohibits discrimination or retaliat 

initiating or participating in proceedings relating to care, ser¥ices, or conditions of a Ion 

·Violation of CA Labor Code §1102.5 t~t_£12_hi~~1~1tii~~~:11~UH&employee fc 
government or law enforcement agenc~'3.i -~~~1'a~ 'a use to bE 

terminated ef 

On March 15, 

his terminatio 
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A case management conference reg3r..:'.:,::._~: '. 
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Trecherous Toxics at Treasure Island 
by Glenn Rogers 

" ... the cleanup reports need to be available to the public. Skipping these steps will resul 

will be ultimately held accountable, making the taxpayers liable" 

Vote for Kids 

Parcel Tax for San Francisco Unified 
School District 

ShaJi the City replace. Its 2me Pat"Ce~Talll fi:tr thtll San FranciKo Unified 
Schoql Distrld wit.ha new tax th>\t c:h3nge:1 th!ll ;annu;!1 ta111 f3ID from SJ20 
"11Cf pan::ol to S288 per plltcel. 111dju:i:tod for lnflatlon end1 yoar, and \\l~th an 

-.gtion for pc-epic :igg 65 or older, ~ntil Jurir. 30, 2038, fr;ir ;in c:i;timoati:id 
-4 $48.1 millir;in ti yDut7 

by Carol Kocivar 

Prop J replaces the 2018 School Parcel Tax with a new tax that lowers the annual tax rati 

per parcel. Read that sentence again." 
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Running Against the Grain 

Lou Barberini 
Two 07 candidates, Vil.aska Nguyen and-Myrna Melgar ... are running .. with agendas th~ 

careers advancing for districts other than 07 . 

................... -.. ,. ......... ~······~····· .. ~················••' 
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San Francisco Sees Itself as a 'Green' City - But is I 

il 
by Kathy Howard 

The developer is proposing a six-unit condo development on the site of a former auto re 

benzene and other pollutants at levels 900 times above residential standards .. 
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Twelve Ballot Propositions Confront Voters 

From massive recovery bonds, to the questions the Supervisors can't or won't resolve. 

• • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • • o • • • • o • o o " o • o .. a " o • o ., ., a o " " o " n " ~ ~ o ~ o o e o ., e ~ ,. .. " .. " ~ 

Tony Hall's Ballot Recommendations 

Former Supervisor Tony Hall 
More than ever, we need a Supervisor who will not succumb to the self-promoting antic~ 

, · • e t ~ • ~" • ~ ~ • 1 e •. ft" 1 • • ~ ~ e ! e e 1 • 1. •I : 
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State Ballot Measure Recommendations 

Quentin Kopp 
Props 14 to 25 Quentin wades through with his usual aplomb 

YES Prop. 15: More Money for our Schools and Cammi 
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WESTSID BSE~ 
. I 

James Madison Freedom of Information Awar( 
Society o 'sts, NorCal Chop cl 

by Carol Kocivar 
Prop.15 ... relatively straightforward ... requiring commercial and industrial real propertY. 

be taxed on the basis of lts current fair market value .. " 

; 
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James Madison Freedom of Information Awan 
y 

Audit's Unanswered Questions: 

Does the Ethics Commission Fight Corruption? 

·by Dr. Derek Kerr 
The audit fails to mention that no retaliation claims have ever been sustained by the Eth: 

fact has been hidden by reporting only that cases are "dismissed" or "closed." 
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WESTSID BSEE 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awar< 

Society of f'rof13a'ifll?t<'M8HeWi§tlafk"Cal Chapter 
Candidates were asked - given the work-from-home and telecommuting trends ... whett 

Balboa Reservoir development, Parkmerced expansion, and housing development on Lag 

Taraval Crime Report 

Multiple Arrests: Illegal Firearms and Narcotics 

Police officers from the Tactical Unit, Specialist Team, and Taraval Neighborhood Team· 

on the 1500 block of 48th Ave." 
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BSEB 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awad 

Society of f'rof,~rCal Choptei 

San Fra11cisco 
Public Library 

by Carol Kocivar 

A Subpoena for SFPUC Skullduggery 

by Dr. Derek Kerr 
• I I I I f 0 • t• 0 • • • 
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WESTSID BSEE 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awan 

.so,:i~? ty of flr(1f e55j{Jn.af. ll1urna (is~ s, f'Jr.Jf(~ ol Chaple r 
.. ' ' .. ' . 

i '" • ' , •. 

07 Supervisor Candidates Answer the Tough Questi 

Six contenders respond to the questions that will guide the next 4 years in the district. 
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James Madison Freedom of Information Av•an 
_)oci-.~f}' tJf f'rn{~?-~sj()nal JoL1rnolist.~, 1"J<JrCr1I {~h1..?rJtef 

Ballot Measure Recommendations 

Quentin Kopp 
I provide no wisdom on the presidential candidates because California's a one-party sta1 

City and County ballot measures, Propositions A to L .. 

Stand Up for Arts in Schools 

by Carol Kocivar 
The arts touch our emotional core, whether it is song or dance or drama or drawing. The! 

the spirit and help guide children from crisis to confidence. 

P1371 
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BSEB 

Balboa: Supervisers Get It All Wrong 
by Glenn Rogers 

"The giveaway, linked to corrupt leadership, sacrifices precious publlc land for private pro 

vulnerable and is a slgnif1cant reversal in our goal of income equality" 

City Managers Reject Breed's Budget Plea 

Patrick Monette-Shaw 
That's not a balanced budget; it's a gaping hole she plans to solve by kicking pay-raises ti 
the road." 
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WESTSID BSEB 

Teachers to Vote on COVID 19 Plan 

by K. Rolph Morales, 3rd Grade Teacher 
"Assuming teachers agree to these and additional detailed conditions, school begins Aug 

Free Government Money. 

Need Help I 
Your Bill DlJ 
COVID-19? 1 
Here To Hel 

--. "' ,,~·- 0 - -
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BSEB 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awar< 

Society of l'mfe5;jQCJlli Jo111nalists
1 

NorCal Choptcl 
Walking west Por al 

\•~"- -·{ ll~·. -- . . . ~ . ~ . . . 

A photographer goes in search of life on the Avenue .. dining and browsing are available 

and in· some· stores inside within strict \imitations. 
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BSEB 
James Madison Freedom of Information A\var< 

.Socf,_?ty of f1rt1{(?S_~j()n{1J }oc1rna/fsts, !•/(Jrl.a/ (-}1L1plcr 
Bay Area Plan to Mitigate Climate Change 

by Glenn Rogers 
"The authors of the San Francisco Plan Bay Area 2050 are asking for public feedback on 1 

solutions ... " 

How to Stop the San Francisco Exodus 

John Farrell 
Our city is in big trouble. And it is not just because of Covid-19 It is because of a contin\ 

decisions by City Hall over the past 1 O years. 

Teaching Civics Never Mattered More 
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WESTS ID BSEE 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awarl 

Soci.,ty of Pro{essiona! ><1JllllfJ!i1iJffePlorC.qfChopfel 
~ . I' . 

. ··' ""!! · justi... · 

by Carol Kocivar 
Whether it's protests about police violence and racism or defiance of government orders 

(our:tludgmentfor Hoeper 

$7113091t9 

City.AttomeyFees 
SS,7&,045. 
(2, 124.75 hours} 

Lltlg~tion Exp.enses. 
$'lQ0,829 

Kekerl!iVan 
) , I ) 

I 1 _, 

City Attorney's Retaliation Fiasco Blows $12.2 Milli 
' 

by Dr. Derek Kerr , 
Dennis Herrera's retaliatory sewer-gate debacle, alongside the FBl's recent arrest ... jab 8 

I • • •"<,' ' ' • , " , ' - • 
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' 

BSEB 

Irreparable Damage to City College - Legal Violations at Balboa R~ 
' 

City College Stakeholders File CEQA Appeal"This is NOT the time for any Project to go fa 
the access for 70,000 college students, most of them from working class, immigrant, blac 

<0•••••••••••H•"•,.~•""""•o••~"oo•<>0••<><0•1>••e•••<>•<>•••o<>••••••••• 

Defund and other public debacles 

by Quentin Kopp 
" ... the heralded notion of "defunding" police ... risks a return to the high-crime era of thE 
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WESTSID BSE~ 

Why Black Lives Matter 

by Glenn Rogers 
" ... the issue of Black Lives Matter is on everyone's lips. Unfortunately, many Americans 1 
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BSEH 
James Madison Freedom of Information Av;arc 

_<_; or.ii·)t y of f'rc1,r,:!s_~jor1(1! Jrmm a /is t :;, l·J, )f(~r1 I (~frap I er 

Students Want Schools Open 

by an 8th Grade Student 
"If schools do not open this fall, it is likely to induce students to interact with one anothE 

it ls easier to enforce facemask and social distancing ... " 
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WESTSID BSEE 

Loading Our Utility Costs on our Children's Backi 

by Brian Browne 
" ... your water, wastewater, and garbage rates are special taxes ... Your great-grandchildn 

service provided in 2020." 
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BSEB 
James Madison Freedom of Information Aware 

_)oci{?ry of flro.ft?ssi<)n(Jf lot1rnofists, t·Jf1r(a/ (~h(]ptrr 
~ 
~ 

\ 

COVID-19's Cruel Visit to LHH 

Patrick Monette-Shaw 
... whether the discrepancy is due to President Trump wanting CMS to "slow down" the te 
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BSEB 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awar< 

Society of l'rof.'5si"l'jfl~ri!JHrR8#(/1, NorCal Choplcr 

... the attitude of professional sports team-owning billionaires that local taxpayers must 
professional sport businesses. 

- .. um up this year's budget with o,.-

City's Budget Shortfall - Taxpayers Beware 

John Farrell 
a $1.7 billion deficit Over the next two fiscal years which could reach over $2.5 billion pei 
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BSEB 
James Madison Freedom of Information Av1ar< 

.<J O(:.i t~ t ,1.i c.Pli'Rllfl.~i ~Pr~.1;:1 ~ (.;wmrJ./-;:t 'i? ,•i;1;1..\~•JJ:i..~l1 ti tJ t er 

Lou Barberini 
SFPD officers spend 99% of their day responding to where 9-1-1 customers direct then 

who determine the location and quantity of encounters. 

New Normal: Decline in Urbanization 

Glenn Rogers 
Development is in trouble. If Parkmerced, which is the largest multifamily property in Sar 

future of development in San Francisco, it is in very real trouble. 

Homeless Encampments in GG Park? 
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WESTSID BSEE 

by Kathy Howard 
Board of Supervisors seek solutions ... raising concerns among the public about the pas~ 
parkl·and to address social and economic problems ... 

•" • •:• • • • • • • • • • • •··-··-· • • o • • • • • ~ • • o • <>"O • ~ <> <> • ~ 9 • o·•" e e·~ e e e" '> e ~ e G;, ~ <>., e 0 

Big Balboa Giveaway Bad Break for City College 

by Jean Barish 
The SF PUC will sell over 17 acres, for approximately $11.2 million - about $640,000 pe~~ 

' 
a privateer for more than 90% below market rate ... 

• ' - '<f ·~ .. ,,,.,,_ ... ~ ~-, -"''' ,,,. 
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BSEE 

Dr. Derek Kerr 
Hopes were that recovering from COVID-19 would generate antibodies, thus conferring ir 

Plus, survivors could help treat newly-infected COVID-19 patients by donating their conval 

simple. 

• •" • • • •., • • • • • <> o • • o • ~ <> <> <> ~ o <> <>" <> ~ o"., o <> ~ Q ~ ., '' •' ""' ., ~ o •J ,_, o" ~ o o ,, ., _, ~ ·; o o ",, n 

Our Inefficient Water, Sewer and Power Provider 

by Steve Lawrence 
While water and sewer bills are not taxes, they_ are worse. They hit ordinary people harde1 

cost. When costs rise, so do rates. 
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BSEE 
' James Madison Freedom of Information Awar( 

Soci /i, tel 

Life returns-slowly to West Portal People are beginning to return to West Portal - and otf 

ready to make sales ... 

• • • •.; • • • • • • • o • .• • ~ • • • • • • • • o • • • • ~ •" ~ • O fl"""• a fl j," •" ~ ~-.," • • • • • • • • •" • • 

Nursing Home "Invisibles" 
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BSEE 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awar< 

.)ociety 1Jf rrc),fc'ssiot1i1l JoiJrnofi<,ts, !-l<1rCL1I (-hl7pter 

Prelude to a Police Shooting 

• 
Lou Barberini 

Tommy refused to social distance ...... Upon arrival, the two officers immediately observei_ 

mouth ... 

•-• • • .-.-. o e o .-,. 4 " .- • ., e • o 0 •" o o o Goo o o,, ~no o ~ o e ~ ,, "o ~ e o" o o o ~ ~" "" o ~ ~ ~ o ~ o" 

Pandemic Clobbers School Budgets 
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BSEE 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awar< 

5ociety of f'rofossional Journalists, NorCal Chopter 

An Emphatic Letter to City Hall 

John Farrell 
We've been here before ... after the assassinations of Mayor George Moscone and Superv 

incomprehensible murders in Guyana ... AIDS and the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake 

•·• • • • • .- .,- .-.- • • • • • • ··• • • a " • o • • • o • • • • • •·• -. o • " ., " • • • • ~ e " o • • a • -. " ~ o • o • e o " 

City Hall's End Run Around Environmental Revie~ 

··- .. -
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WESTSIDM·.;;;;; BSEE 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awar( 
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SF's Covid Response 

Dr. Teresa Palmer 
Where Are Our Priorities? Nursing homes are like cruise ships, and the outbreak at Centr< 

Nuru, Breed and Willie Brown 

George Wooding 
Nuru wa·s not the FB\'s main target of the investigation-he was the bait to !ure someone I 

Earthday & Coyotes 

Environmentalk: Kathy Howard 
... a coyote attack raises the question ... How do we coexist with wildlife? 

•"" • • 0 •"" • • • •" e .-.-. o G • o o • • • • e" o o o ~ o <>" o ~ o <>" ~ <>;;" o o Q o Q o "~ o o" o e e o ~ o o; 

Breed's Secrecy 

Patrick Monette-Shaw 
.suspending access to public records - even temporarily, is clearly dangerous to open g 

ft - • ~- - ~ ::- ' ' - '«' - - . c ::: - " - • • «' "-' 

- ©-2020 WestS1de san FfarfclScO-Med1i.i-NOport1on-ofthe-IDticles or artworl<may he-~~~-.- c:; "~-·w1thout"expressed consent-~""'' -
- - ' . - ', -

P1389 



Jr. Derek Kerr https://wcstsidcobscrvcr.com/ncws/watchdog.html#oct20 

BSEE 
James Madison Freedom of Information Awar< 

Soci<?ty of f'rofe,sional Journalists, NorCal Chap/er 
•••••·••••••••••••••••~••••••••••o·••••••••• .. ••~00•••••~~•00<>6<>0• 

Court Upholds $5 Million Whistleblower Judgment against City I 

by Dr. Derek Kerr 
Taxpayer costs will exceed $5 million since the City has been paying the Keker & Van Nest I 

Herrera. They already billed the City $2,267,75, in September 2016 ... 

• ••·••·• ••• ••••••••·•• •••••••·• ~· o<>•• ••• o·.,.," o ,.,.,., •••• •••• • .,. • *"~""" 

Hold up on "insurance" for your water and sewer Ii~ 

by Steve Lawrence 
Don't be fooled: you're being sold insu'rance. Do you have a choice? Yes you do ... 

....................................................... D4000eO<IOGO• 

Is City Hall Getting Nervous? 

London Breed is Falling Down 

by George Wooding 
... City Officials are worried that Nuru is about to negotiate a plea bargain deal naming nam~ 

prison. 
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Leger. Cheryl (BOS) 

From: SOTF, (BOS) 

Sent: 
To: 

Monday, Novernber 16, 2020 2:56 PM 
JOHN HOOPER 

Subject: RE: 19061/19062 submitting new info? 

The December 2, 2020 Agenda has not been posted yet. 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Cheryl. Leger@sfgov.org 

Tel: 415-554-7724 
Fax: 415-554-5163 
www.sfbos.org 

Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction forn1. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 

since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure 

under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will 
not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they 

communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the 

public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the 
public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This 

means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member 

of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in 
other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

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

From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Sent: Monday, November 16, 2020 11:38 AM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

Subject: 19061/19062 submitting new info? 

Hi Cheryl: Sorry about the acronym I NLT is "military speak" for "Not Later Than" 

Will Marianne receive any new stuff I submit to the SOTF or should I send her any new info directly? lfthe latter, what 
contact info is best for her? 

A couple of days ago, you advised me to submit new info 5 days in advance of the hearing which I counted back to be 

11/24. But, the meeting notice Says to do so by Spm on 11/19 so I'll go by that date to be safe. 

Finally, with apologies for n1y lousy computer skills, can you remind me how to find the written records for my two 

agenda items? I want to cross reference SOTF's page numbering to my statement so it's easier for the TF to follow. 

P1:\91 



Thanks, as always! 

John Hooper 

>On Nov 16, 2020, at 10:19 AM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

> 
>Mr. Hooper: Ms. Thompson of OEWD needs a copy of the records you are submitting before the 12/2/20 hearing. 

Also, what is NLT? 

> 
>Cheryl Leger 

>Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
> Cheryl.Leger@sfgov.org 

>Tel: 415-554-7724 

> Fax: 415-554-5163 
> htt ps:/ /av an a n. u rl- p rote cti on. co m/vl/ u rl ?o=www. sfb os. o rg&g=:: ZT E2YW MxOG R 

> INjliYjQSOQ==&h=NmRjZjUOOWQ3YWQ1NjBjMWRmODAxMzZmNzY1YWVmYzcwYmM5MTQSYW 
> FmOGM3ZGJkOWZkNmRhMmZkOWMwOWU3Yw==&p=YXAzOnNmZHQyOmF2YW5hbjpvZmZpY2UzN 

> jVfZWl ha WxzX2 VtYWlsO jZh Nm Fh N 2 ExN OV k M zAlZTJ h Yj Q30 W EzOW Fi N 2 VI Mm 100 n Yx 

> 
> Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

> 
> The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 

since August 1998. 

> 
>Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to 

disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordina nee. Personal information 

provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when 
they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members 

of the publlc submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members 

of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This 
means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member 

of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in 

other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

> 
> 
> 
> 
>-----Original Message-----

> From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
>Sent: Saturday, November 14, 2020 9:46 AM 

>To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

>Subject: Re: Full SOTF schedule? 

> 
>Thanks, Cheryl. I'll aim to submit anything new NLTTues 11/24 which is 5 business days before the hearing. 

> 
>John Hooper 

> 
>>On Nov 13, 2020, at 10:21 AM, SOTF, (BOS} <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

» 
>> Five days before the hearing. 
» 
>>Cheryl Leger 
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>>Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors Cheryl.Lcger@sfgov.org 

>>Tel: 415-554-7724 

>> Fax: 415-554-5163 
>> https://ava nan .url-protection.com/vl/ur l?o=vvww. sfbos.org&g=ZjdkZm EzMW 

» z 
>> jOWU3NDllOA==&h=MTYzODE2Y2ZmYzMwYTliMDMwOGZhYTBmM212N2NiYmNhNDEzNDljZ 

»m 
>> FIMzljOWQ2 MWY2ZDJ IMTM2 NTJkOTg4YQ==&p=YXAzOnN mZHQyOm F2YW Sh bjpvZmZpY2 Uz 

>> N jVfZW1haWxzX2VtYWlsOmM1NDAzZTBmYTdiZTdmNmRIOTk4MzZhM2FhMTVkMDAx0nYx 
» 
>> Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

» 
>> The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 

since August 1998. 
» 
>>Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to 

disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information 

provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when 

they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members 
of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members 

of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This 

means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar infor1nation that a member 
of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in 

other public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
» 
» 
» 
» 
>>-----Original Message-----

>> From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

>>Sent: Friday, November 13, 2020 10:16 AM 
>>To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

>>Subject: Re: Full SOTF schedule? 

» 
>>Good to know; thanks! 

» 
>>And deadline to submit stuff for the record? 

» 
>>John Hooper 

» 
>>>>On Nov 13, 2020, at 10:05 AM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

>» 
>>>Yes, December 2, 2020 at 4:00 pm. 

>» 
>>>-----Original Message-----

>>> From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

>>>Sent: Friday, November 13, 2020 9:57 AM 

>>>To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

>>>Subject: Re: Full SOTF schedule? 

»> 
>>>Thank you, Cheryl. 

>>>So, if approved by the Chair, that would be for the Dec 2 meeting? 
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>>> Best! 
»> 
>>>John Hooper 

»> 
>>>>>On Nov 13, 2020, at 9:13 AM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

>>>> 
>>>>Mr. Hooper, I have tentaflvely scheduled your two complaints to be heard before the SOTF. Chair Wolfe needs to 
approve the Agenda before I can send out a notice to all parties. 

>>>> 
>>>>Cheryl Leger 

>>>>Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors Cheryl.Leger@sfgov.org 
>>>>Tel: 415-554-7724 

>>>>Fax: 415-SS4-5163 

> > > > https :/ / ava nan. u rl- protection. com /vl/ u rl? o=www.sfbos.org &g=ZW Fh M j cO 
>>>> N 

>>>> z 

>>>> diMmZjNGQwOA==&h=MmZhMzA5ZmMxNmMxYTEyMTkSZGEzNzNkY214ZTM1YjlmNDhhMT 
>>>>A 

>>>> w 

>>>> MjBkMDISMWM2NzJIM2EzODVkZDk4MDQ3ZQ==&p=YXAz0nNmZHQyOmF2YWShbjpvZmZp 

>>>>Y 
>>>> 2 

> > > > U z N jVfZW 1 ha WxzX2 VtYW lsO jJ m Y m I wM zczZj I j MW Q3 N GZmOTVm YTh kOW J jZf M zOTESO 

>>>> n 
>>>> y 

>>>> x 

>>>> 
>>>> Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

>>>> 
>>>> The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived 

matters since August 1998. 

>>>> 
>>>>Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to 

disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal Information 
provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when 

they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members 

of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members 
of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This 

means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of 

the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other 
public documents that members of the publlc may inspect or copy. 

>>>> 
>>>> 

>>>> 
>>>> 
>>>> -----Orlginal Message-----

>>>> From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

>>>>Sent: Friday, November 13, 2020 9:06 AM 

>>>>To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 
>>>>Subject: Full SOTF schedule? 

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

>>>> 
>>>> 
>>>> 
>>>>Hi Cheryl and hope you are staying safe and sound in these trying times. 
>>>> 
>>>>Do you know yet if my agenda items (19061 and 19062) will be part of the full SOTF December 2 meeting? If so, 
what is the deadline for submitting information for the record? 
>>>> 
>>>>Also, is there a way information can be displayed on a screen that the SOTF members are able to see? I had the 
impression, at the Oct 20 Complaints Com1nittee audio meeting, that Anonymous was referring to documents which 
were visible to the Committee members. 
>>>> 
>>>>Thank you, as always, for your assistance. 
>>>> 
>>>>John Hooper 
>>>> 415-990-9511 {VM and texts) 
»> 
» 
> 
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Respondents Document 

Submission · 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Sent: 
To: 

Saturday, November 14, 2020 5:06 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

Cc: Steinberg, David (DPW) 
Subject: RE: SOTF - Remote Meeting of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - Notice of 

Appearance, December 2, 2020; 4:00 PM 

Good Morning Cheryl, 

Please have Mr. Hooper provide us with hls documents three days in advance, other wise I have no clue what he is 
talking about, and since your meeting On are audio only, it is challenging. 

M. 

Marianne Maiiucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Developrnent 
City Hall, Room 448 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA94102 

P: 1115-554-6297 

E: rvlarianne. Thomp~on@sfgov.org 

· ... ili.l l!lSA~ fR~N(!SSO . 

From: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

Sent: Friday, November 13, 2020 4:59 PM 

To: rs <rms@robertmsmith.com>; Bourne, Megan (FAM} <mbourne@famsf.org>; Heckel, Hank (MYR} 

<hank.heckel@sfgov.org>; 81242-04060798@requests.muckrock.com; Breed, London (MYR} 
<london.breed@sfgov.org>; Breed, Mayor London (MYR) <mayorlondonbreed@sfgov.org>; Anonymous 

<arecordsrequestor@protonmail.com>; Gerull, Linda (TIS) <linda.gerull@sfgov.org>; Makstman, Michael (TIS) 

<Michael.Makstman@sfgov.org>; Licudine-Barker, Arlene (TIS) <arlene.licudine-barker@sfgov.org>; JOHN HOOPER 

<hooparb@aol.com>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org>; Steinberg, David {DPW) 
<david.steinberg@sfdpw.org>; S <grovestand2012@gmail.com>; McHale, Maggie (HRD) <maggie.mchale@sfgov.org>; 
Voong, Henry (HRD) <henry.voong@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Young, Victor {BOS) <victor.young@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <a lisa.somera@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS} 
<a ngela .calvillo@sfgov.org> 

Subject: SOTF - Remote Meeting of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - Notice of Appearance, December 2, 2020; 4:00 

PM 

Good Afternoon: 

You are receiving this notice because you are named as a Co1nplainant or Respondent in 011e of the followi11g 
complaints scheduled before the Sunshine Ordinance Taslc Force to: 1) l1ear the merits of the complaint; 2) issue 
a determination; a11d/or 3) consider referrals from a 'rask :Force Con1mittce. 

Date: December 2, 2020 
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Location: Remote Meeting 

'l'ime: 4:00 p.m. 

Complainants: Your attendance is required for this meeting/hearing. 

Respondents/Departmc11ts: Pursuant to Section 67.21 (e) of the Ordi11ance, the custodian of records or a 
representative of your department, who can speak to the inatter, is required at tl1e meeting/heari11g. 

Co1nplaints: 

File No. 19058: Complaint filed by Robert M. Smith against the Fine Arts Museum of San }'rancisco for 
violati11g Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.25, by failing to respond to a11 In1mediate 
Disclosure Request in a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19103: Complaint filed by At1onymous against Mayor London Breed, I-lank I-lcckel and the Mayor's 
Offices for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshi11e Ordina11ce), Sections 67.21, 67.25 and 67.26, by 
failing to respond to an ln1ITlediate Disclosure Request in a timely and/or complete manner. 

}'ile No. 19119: Complaint filed by Anonymous against the Department of Technology for allegedly violating 
Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.2l(b), 67.26 :md 67.27, by failing to respond to a 
public records request in a timely and/or complete 1nanner. 

File No. 19061: Complaint filed by John Hooper against the Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a 
public records request in a timely and/or .complete manner. 

File No. 19062: Complaint filed by John }looper against Public Works for allegedly violating Administrative 
Code (Sunshine ()rdinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a public records request in a timely and/or 
complete manner. 

File No. 19140: Complaint filed by Stephen Malloy against the Department of Human Resources for allegedly 
violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67 .2land 67.25, by failing to respond to a 
request for public records i11 a timely and/or complete manner. 

Documentation (evidence supporting/disputi11g complai11t) 

For a docwne11t to be considered, it must be received at least five (5) worki11g days before the hearing (see 
attached Public Complaint Procedure). 

1''or inclusion in the agenda packet, supplcn1cntal/supporting documents must be received by 5:00 p1n, 
November 19, 2020. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

" Ro Click !Jyre to _complete a Board_ of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 
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1'11e Legislati·ve Researcl1 Center provides 24-11our access to Board of Supervisors legislation, 
and arcl1ived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personc1l infor1natio11 that is provicled in co111111unicc1tions to the Boarcl of 
S'upervisors is subject to disclosure under' the L'abjhrnia Public Records A ct and the ,)c1n 
}'rc1ncisco .~'unshine Ordinance. ]Jersonol inforn1c1tion providec[ 1,vill 110! be redacted. Me1nhers 
of.the ]Jttb!ic are not requirecl to ]Jrovic!c pe,.sonal identffying i11for1nation lt'hen they 
co1111nunicate 111ilh the Boarci o_f',)upervisors and its con11nittees. All H'ritten or oral 
co111111unications I hat 111e1n be rs of the public sub111 it to rhe Clerk's Office regarding ]Jending 
legislation or hearings v11ill be 1node available to all 1nen1bers o_fthe )Jublic./Or inspection oncf 
copJ1ing. T'he C'lerk's Office cloes not redact any i11for111ation.fi·on1 these sub1nissio11s. This 1neuns 
that personal i11for1nlttion-including na111es, jJhone 111.nnbers, addresses ttnll si111ilar infor111r1tion 
f hat a 111e1nber of the ]J!lbfic elects to s11h1nit lo the ]3ourd and its co111rniltees---rnay CIJJ]Jear on the 
Boarcf of.5iqJetvisors 1-vebsite or in other public docu111ents that n1en1bers of the f.?11hlic 1110J' 
in~7Ject or copJ'· 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good Morning Cheryl, 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Monday, September 21, 2020 10:56 AM 
Steinberg, David (DPW); SOTF, (BOS) 

Heckel, Hank (MYR) 

RE: SOTF - file nos. 19061and19062 

hooper.pdf 

I read the document that was sent, and I sincerely do not understand it. I do not see the need to proceed forward. 
M. 

Marianne Maz.zul:co Thomp:s.on 
Office of Economic and \Vorkforce Development 

Cii:y Hall, Room 448 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Frar1cisc.o, CA94102 

P: 415-554-6297 

E: r>.1arianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

c, '\ '""" (llfilsAN rRANCISCO ! '._j ~.~,-,,,, ... ,_,,."''•·•·-··"' 

From: Steinberg, David (DPW) <david.steinberg@sfdpw.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 5:20 PM 

To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: SOTF- file nos. 19061and19062 

Thanks,.Cheryl. 

-d 

David A. Steinberg 
Custodian of Records & Executive Assistant to the Director 
San Francisco Public\11.'orks I City and County of San Francisco 
49South Van Ness Avenue, Suite 1647 I San Francisco, CA 91f103 I (628) 271-2888 
sfpublicworks.org · tw1tter.com/stpublicworks 

For public records requests, please go to sfpublicworks.org/records. 

Note: The new contact information above is effective July 6, 2020. 

From: SOTF, (GOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

Sent: Wednesday, September 16, 2020 2:34 PM 
To: Steinberg, David (DPW) <davld.steinberg@sfdpw.org>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

<marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: SOTF - file nos. 19061 and 19062 
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Hello Marianne and David: Attached are the materials submitted by Mr. Hooper at the January 21, 2020 SOTF 

hearing. Let me know if you need anything further. l will be at the office tomorrow if you need me to get other records 

to you. 

Cheryl Leger 
415-425-6918- my cell 

From: Steinberg, David (DPW) <david.steinberg@sfdpw.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2020 3:12 PM 

To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.oig>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgoV_,_Q_Cg> 

Subject: RE: SOTF-file nos.19061and19052 

Hi Cheryl, 

I don't see the additional records that Mr. Hooper provided at the in-person meeting as part of the minutes you 
provided. My notes from previous emails show that you said you had them in your office and you would send us copies 

when the stay-at-home order was lifted. Do you have access to them?The whole reason to schedule the committee 

meeting was to consider these new records, so there isn't much point holding a meeting until we have copies. 

Thanks much and stay safe. 
-d. 

David A. Steinberg 

Custodian of Records & Executive Assistant to the Director 
Sa11 Francisco Public Works I City and County of Si!n Francisco 
49 South Van Ness Avenue, 5uite 1647 I San Francisco,,CA 94103 I (628] 271-2888 
sfpublicworks.or_g · !Witle.L_com/sfQublicwor_l$2 

Foi public records requests, please go to ~fpublicworks.org/record~. 

Note: The new contact information above is effective July 6, 2020. 

From: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

Sent: Tuesday, September 15, 2020 2:11 PM 
To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.tho1npson@sfgov.org>; Steinberg, David (DPW) 

<david.steinberg@sfdpw.org> 

Subject: SOTF -file nos. 19051and19062 

Hello Marianne and David: Attached are the minutes from the January 21, 2020, Sunshine Ordinance Task Force 

hearing. Reflected in the minutes is the inclusion of records that were provided to Mr. Hooper. I would like to schedule 
these two matters to be heard next month before the Complaint Committee. Please review the minutes and let me 

know if you need anything further from me or if I need to do something. Thank you. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

Cheryl. Leger@sfgov.org 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

Fax: 415-554-5163 

vvww.sfbos.org 
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.. 
~!!) Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legisl<itive_ Research Center provides 24-hour access lo Board of Supervisors legislotion, and archjv~d 1notters since August 1998 

Disdosures: Personal information that is provided in com1nunications to the Boord of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California 
Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redac1ed. Me1nbers of the public ore 

not required to provide personal id~ntifying information when they cornmumcate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written 
or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available 
to al/ member> of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these .<ubmissions. This means 
that personal mformation-mcluding names, phone numbers, addresse~ and similar information that o member of the public elects to submit to 
the Boord and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors web5ite or in other public documents that members of the public may 
inspect or copy. 
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Statement of John Hooper to SOTF 
January 21, 2020 

Re file# 19061 (OEWD) and File# 19062 (DPW) 
Failure of agencies to provide compreh.ensive documents related to a proposed 

Mission Dolores Green Benefit District (MD GBD) 

Good afternoon Chairman and Task Force members: 

Thank you for t~is opportunity. My name is John Hooper. I am a resident of the 
Haight. 

The public's right to obtain information about government activities through the 
use of Public Record Act Requests has been central to deciphering the City's 
campaign to promote Green Benefit Districts (GBDs). 

On June 12, 2018, during a City-orchestrated effort to start a GBD in the Haight 
(the now defeated so-called Greater Buena Vista GBD), I filed a Public Records 
Act request to Obtain basic information about the budget to form that GBD, the 
role of City employees and the role of a non-prolit called, variously, Build Public 
or P!ace Lab which conducted the actual outreach for the scheme. The results 
of this PRA request proved immensely helpful in educating neighbors about that 
local GBD effort. Once neighbors came to understand that the City had 
budgeted $221,000 merely to promote this campaign, was using City staff from 
both DPW and OEWD to support the effort and we understood that the City 
intended, ultimately, to use the voting power of City-owned properties to ram 
the idea through, the GBD was discredited. 

After neighbors defeated that GBD in the Haight and another in the Inner 
Sunset, the City next targeted the Dolores Park neighborhood in an attempt to 
set up a GBD there - an effort which is sti!! dragging on. The Mission Dolores 
GBD Petition drive has now languished for 280 days while proponents continue 
to contact local property owners to reach the number of signatures they need. 
Compare this timeframe to the maximum 180 days a citizen is allowed to qualify 
a ballot initiative. This petition drive and the whole GBD formation process is 
unregulated. No one at the City level is paying attention to it. That is why is so 
important for concerned citizens to be able to understand what ls really going 
on. 

ln the Mission Dolores area, neighbors have witnessed the same approach 
which had been tried in the Inner Suriset and Haight: close involvement of City 
employees setting up a "steering committee", helping select its member.ship and 
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schedule meetings, setting up a glossy website, conducting a petition drlve and 
sending out mailings. Build Public/Place Lab has now merged with San 
Francisco Parks Alliance and the Parks Alliance had become the foot soldier and 
recipient of City funding (at least $160,000) to push through a GBD there. 

I filed another PRA request on February 11, 2019 asking for much the same 
information that we had been able to obtain in the Haight. But, by then, OEWD 
and DPW seemed to be waking up to the fact that this program was universally 
unpopular, and it might be best if the City's role - and that of its proxy, San 
Francisco Parks Alliance - were kept in the shadows. Since then, l have 
addressed the SOTF on March 5, 2019, May 21, 2019 and August 20, 2019, all 
trying to get complete answers to that original February 11, 2019 PRA request. 

As the City Attorney's July 15, 2019 confidential memo to SOTF states, the 
agencies provided "voluminous" paperwork, but failed to produce many of the 
requested materials produced by Parks Alliance, Place Lab and/or the Dolores 
GBD formation committee which were paid for by the OEWD grant in question 
(such as mailings, website development, survey materials, agendas, petition, 
invoices for contractor work an_d mailings). 

For example, at your August 20, 2019 SOTF Complaints Committee hearing, a 
representative of OEWD handed me printouts of all the materials the agency 
allegedly had in its possession. Yet, when 1 went through these documents, they 
were more than a year old, most of the information was printed off old websites 
and most related to the abandoned Greater Buena Vista GBD effort. I can 
provide that packet for the record if you so request. 

The reason the public knows that there are additional materials that have never 
been disclosed can be seen plainly by looking at a portion of the July 1, 2018 
Contract between OEWD and ParkS Alliance in an appendix entitled i'IV. Tasks 
and Deliverables for Project Area B: Dolores Park Neighborhood.'' I submit 
pages 6 through 14 of those 31 tasks and deliverables attached to this 
statement for the record. Those tasks and deliverables are remarkably similar to 
the information I requested in my February 11, 2019 PRA request. 

The public has a right to see these materials- paid for with public funds- even 
though the work may have been carried out by a third party. 

Without being exhaustive, you can readily see that Parks Alliance was hired by 
the City to form the steering committee, organize and run its meetings and help 
develop its mission. You can see that the City's grantee was Paid to develop a 
website and fact sheets, that -with the active participation of City employees - it 
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ran all community meetings, kept attendance records and produced minutes; 
developed a data base for mailings to property owners. 

In addition, the City's proxy, Parks Alliance, developed, distributed, collected 
and interpreted a survey of residents concerning their attitudes about a GBD. No 
one else had access to this information which was ultimately presented in a 
highly distorted fashion, indicating broad community support where there was 
virtually none. 

Later, last April (2019) Parks Alliance initiated a Petition Drive to the Board of 
Supervisors in a rushed manner so that neighbors had no time to comment on 
either a Management Plan or Engineer's Report which are the legal 
underpinnings of a GBD. The Engineer's Report has since been challenged 
before the State Engineer's Board for using statistics unrelated to the Mission 
Dolores area. 

DPW and OEWD are thumbing their noses at the SOTF. The only way that this 
kind of wasteful City-funded program can continue is for the City agencies 
involved to hide behind bogus arguments that they are exempt from your 
jurisdiction or that they have provided all relevant information when their own 
contracts make it clear we have only seen the tip of the iceberg. 

We members of the public need your help exposing this program for the 
wasteful and deceitful exercise it has been. On behalf of numerous concerned 
San Franciscans, ! hope you will require that the information ! have asked tor 
since February 2019 be provided. 

Thank you. 
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IV. TASJ(S AND DELIVERABLES FOR PROJECT AREA B: DOLORES PARK 
NEIGIIDORHOOD 

Task 1. Monthly Steering Committee Meetings 

• Grantee shall organize and facilitate monthly Project Area B steering committee meetings. 
Meetings shall develop the vision and mission for a potential GDD in Project Area B. 

o Grantee shall· build steering committee capacity for Project Area B GBD feasibility and 
formation. 

• Grantee shall finalize Project Area n boundaries with input from steering committee. 

Task 1 Deliverables 

A. lnvoice(s) for time spent completing Task 1. 
B. Pill agenda and meeting minutes for each steeriug comnrittee meeting 

Task 2. Develop and Manage Website 

• Grantee shall be responsible for managing the Project Area B website. 
• Grantee shall be responsible for all domatn hosting fees and volunteer coordination in relation to 

the website. 

Task 2 Deliverables 

C. lnvoice(s) for website development and ongoing management, including domain fees. 
D. A functionnl website url for Project Area B GED formation. 

Task 3. Develop CoI!ateral 

• Grantee shall develop collateral for the formation oftbe Dolores Park GBD. 
• Collateral shall include, but is not limited to, the following: 

o Fact sheet 
o Frequently Asked Qnestioru; (FAQs) 
o A map of the area 

Task 3 Deliverables 

E. Invoice(s) for the drafting of content, graphic design services, and the printing of collrrteral. 
F. A copy of the fact sheet. 
G. A copy of the Frequently Asked Questions document. 
H. A copy of the map oftbe area. 

Task 4. Conduct Commllnity Meeting #1 

• Grantee sball support a community meeting in Project Area B regarding the formation of a Green 
Benefit District. Grantee shall be responsible for: 

· o Meeting preparation 
o Meeting materials 
o Meeting f-acilitation 
o Meeting minutes/notes 
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o Meeting debrief with the Dolores Park GBD steering committee. 

Task 4 Deliverables 

I. Invoice for time spent completing Task 4. 
J. Copy of meeting minutes/note.~ 
K. Sign in sheets for community meeting sho;ving attendance 

Task 5. Draft Property Owner and Business Databases 

• Grantee shall develop and maintain a property owner databases of all parcels within Project Area 
B. Property ownc:r database shall c:ontai.n: 

o AI'N 
o Owner Name 
o SITUS 
o Mailing Address 
o Mailing City 
o Mailing State 
o Mailing Zip Code 

• Grantee shall develop and mai.ntn.ln a business database of all businesses with Project Area B. 
Business database shall include: 

o Business name 
o Business a<ldress 
o Ownername 
o Owner contact info 

Task 5 Deliverables 

L. lnvoice(s) for time and fees related to the development of these databases. 
M. Final property owne1· database 
N. Final business database 

Task 6. Deve\Qp Survey Questionnaire 

• Grantee shall develop and draft a l-l'S for the proposed Dolores Park GED. 'Ihe FPS will allow 
City's Team and the Dolores Park GBD Steering Committee to determine if pursuing a GED 
within the proposed district is feasible. Additiona11y, FPS results will serve as a guide for the 
development of the Dolores Park GBD management plan if the proposed GBD is determined to 
be feasible. The FPS will provide property ovmers and stakeholders the opportunity to give 
valuable feedback on what they see as the proposed di~trict's biggest ooncems and if they arc 
interested in pursuing a GED. The survey will be reviewed by City's Team before it is 
disseminated. Potential questions must include one in which the participant is directly aske<l if 
they are interested iu pursuing a GBD in a yes or no format. 

Task 6 Deliverables 

0. Invoice(s) for time and materials utilized on the development if a survey questionnaire. 
P. Email approval from City's Team i.ndicating survey questionnaire meets City standards. 
Q. Finalized survey questionnaire. 
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Task 7. Disseminate Survey 

• Grantee shall mail surveys to all property owners, merchants, and stakeholders by United States 
Postal Service (USPS). Grantee niay also distribute surveys via email, in person, or via the 
internet. 

Task 7 Deliverables 

R. Invoice(s) for surveying printing and postage. 
S. Invoice(s) for any work related to in person or digital release of surveys. 
T. lleceipts for printing and postage 

'fask 8, Tabulate and Analyze Survey Results 

• Grantee shall tabnlate, analyze, and synthesize aU GED survey results. 

Task 8 Deliverables 

U. Invoice(s) for tiine spent tabulating, analyzing, and synthesizing all survey result<; 
V. Draft survey result:s 

Task 9. Conduct Community Meeting #2 

• Grantee shall support a commnnity meeting in Project Area B regarding the formation of a Green 
Beuefit District. Grantee shall be responsible for: 

o Meetiug preparation 
o Meeting materials 
o Meeting facilitation 
o Meeting minutes/notes 
o Meeting debrief with the Dolores Park GBD steering committee. 

Task 9, Deliverables 

W. h1voice foi- time spent completing Task 9. 
X. Copy of meeting miDutes/notes 
Y. Sign in sheets for community meeting showing attendance 

Task 10. Draft :ind Final Survey Summary Report 

• Gmntee shall draft a survey sUIDJUary report, which shall include the following work: 
o Content 
o Layout and design 
o Any and all revisions 

• Survey summary report shall include 
o Rt:sults of community meetings 
o Finalized survey results 
o Recommendations and suggestions for the Project Area B GBD steering committee 
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o An explanation of methodology on how report Wa.<l constructed. 

Task 10. Deliverables 

Z. Invoice(s) for the content, layout and design, anr.l any and all revisions related to Survey 
Summary Report 

AA. Final Survey Sununary Reporl 

Task 11. Conduct Community Meeting #3 

• Grantee shall support a community meeting in Project Area B regarding the formation of a Green 
Denefit District. Glantee shall be responsible for: 

o Meeting preparation 
o Meeting materials 
o Meeting facilitation 
o Meeting minutes/notes 
o Meeting debrief with tbe Dolores Park GBD steering committee. 

Task 11 Deliverables 

BB.Invoice for ti.me spent completing Task 11. 
CC. Copy of meeting minutes/notes 
DD. Sign £n sheets fur community meeting showing attendance 

Task 12. Ongoing Community and Stakeholder Engagement 

• Grantee shall provide ongoing commnnity and stakeholder engagement snpport including, but not 
Ji1nited to, the following: 

o · Mailer productions 
o Promotional and marketing materials 
o Setting np and hosting meetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o Neighborhood events 

Task 12 Deliverables 

EE. lnvoice(s) for work related to Task 12, with sufficient det!.il to determine what was accomplished, 
FF. A copy of caoh item produced under Task 12. 
GG. Proof of mailing for any item tl1at requires mailing under Task 12. 

·rask 13. Biweekly Public Meetings to Develop Management Plan and Engineer's Rei}ort for 
Project Area B GBD 

• Grantee shall organize and provide snpport for no less than 8 public meetings to develop a Project 
A.rea B GBD management plan and engineer's report. 

Task 13 Deliverables 
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HH. lnvoice(s) for time, labor, and materials related to the completion of task 13. 
IL Meeting agendas for "each co=unity meeting. 
JJ. Meeting notes for each co1nmunity meeting. 

Tasl{ 14, Draft and lfinal Management Plan 

• Grantee shall develop a managemcrrt plan based off survey questionnaire input and public 
meetings. 

• Grantee's first versiorr of management plan shall be known as the draft version. 
• Draft version of the management plan must be approved by a majority vote of the Project Area B 

steering committee. 
• Draft version of the management plan shall be submitted to both City's Team and the City 

Attorney for review. 
• Grantee shall not have a finalized management plan until an approval letter from both City's. 

Team and the City Attorney has been received. 

Task 14. Deliverables 

KK. lnvoice(s) tOr time, materials, and labor spent on the development of draft and finalized 
management plan for Project Area B. 

LL. All draft mauagement plans for Project Area B. 
Jv1M. Final management plan for Project Area B. 

Task 15. Draft and Fi11al Engineer's Report 

• Grantee shall develop an engineer's report based off survey questionnaire input and public 
meetings. 

• Grantee's first yersiorr of engineer's report shall be known as the draft version. 
• Draft version of the engineer's report must be approved by a majority vote of the Project Arca B 

steering committee. 
• Draft version of the engineer's report shall be submitted to both City's 'ream and the City 

Attorney for review. 
• Grantee shall not have a finalized engineer's report until an approval letter from both City's Team 

and tl:c City Attorney has been received. 

Tiisk 15 I>eliverables 

NN. lnvoice(s) for time, materials, and labor spent on the development of draft and finalized 
engineer's report for Project Area B, 

00. All draft engineer's report for Project Area B. 
PP. Final engineer's report for Project Area B. 

'fask 16. Assessment Database 

• Grantee shall develop an assess1nent database for Project Area B. Assessment database shall 
contain: 

o APN. 
o Owner Name. 
o SITUS. 
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o Parcel characteristics used to calculate assessments 
o Total Asscssinentto be paid on that parcel. 
o % that pnrcel's payment would be of total(% oftota! assessment). 
o Care of. 
o Mailing Address. 
o Mailing City. 
o Mailing State. 

Task 16 Deliverables 

QQ. lnvoice(s) for all time, labor, and rclaled fees for the completion of an assess1nent 
database for Project Arca B. 

RR. Final assessment database for Project Arca B. 

Task 17. PW and City Attorney Review and Approval 

• Grantee shall obtain Public Works and City Attorney approval on the Finalized Management Plan 
and Engineer's Report for Project Area B. 

• Grantee shall conununicate the contents of tbe finalized Manage1ncnt Plan and Engineer's Report 
for Project Area B to the appropriate District Supervisor{s) 

Task 17 Delivcrahles 

SS. Approval emails from Public Works and City Attorney for the finalized Management Plan and 
Engineer's Report. 

TI. Email ii1dicating contents ofManagerneut Plan and Engineer's Report have been shared witb the 
appropriate District Supcrvisor(s) 

Task 18. Property, Owner Outreach 

• Grantee shall host between 5 and l 0 meetings with large stakeholders in Project Area B. 
• Large stakeholders shall 1nean the top 100 individual largest assessment holders in Project Area 

B. 

Task 18 Deliverables 

lJU. Jnvoice(s) for time, labor, and costs incurred in the cornpletion ofTask 18. 

Task 19. Ongoing Community and Stakeholder Engagement 

• Grantee shall provide ongoing community and stakeholder engagement support including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

o Mailer productions 
o Promotional and marketing inaterials 
o Setting np and hosting meetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o NeighbOrhood events 

·rask 19 Deliverables 
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VV. Invoice(s) for work related to Task 19, with sufficient detail to detennine what was 
accomplished. 

WW. A copy of each item produced under'fask 19. 
XX. Proof of mailing for any item that requires mailing under TaBk 19. 

Task 20. De.,,elop Petition campaign Outreach Mater.ials and Strategy 

• Grantee shall develop petition phase outreach materials and strategy. 

Task 20 Deliverables 

YY. Invoice(s) for all time, labor, and materials used in the completion of Task 20. 

Task 21. Review of Petition Package by City Attorney and PW 

• Grantee shall secure approval of the City Attorney and PW prior to mailing the petition packago 
to potential assessment payors. 

Task 21 Deliverables 

ZZ. Approval email from the City Attorney 
AAA. Approval email from PW 

Task 22. Develop and Mail Petition Package 

• Grantee shall deveJop and mail a petition package to all potential assessment payers within 
Project Area B. 

Task 22 Deliverables 

BBB. Invoice{s) for the printing and mailiug of petitions 

'fask 23. Property Owner Outreach and Petitiou Tracking 

• Grantee shall be responsible for prope1ty owner outreach through the petition phaBe. 
• Grantee shall be responsible for tracking returned petitions throughout the petition phase. 
• GrantL"'e shaJl conduc..1 outreach to ensure 30% or more of the total weighted assessments of the 

district respond in favor of forming a GBD. 
• In the event the third bullet point of 'fask 23 is not completed, Grantee cannot bill or invoice for 

Tasks24-31. 

Task 23 Deliverables 

CCC. Invoice(s) for time, labor, and costs incurred in the completion of Task 23. 
DDD. Bi-weekly petition tracker updates to City's Team. 
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Task 24. Commnuications and Engagement for Govcrninent Audit and Oversight Committee an cl 
Board of Supervisors Hearings 

• Grantee shall be responsible fur all pertinent community communication and engagement related 
to Government Audit and Oversight Comn1ittee hearings and Board of Supervisors hearing. 

Task 24 Deliverables 

"EEE. lnvoice(s) for tin1e, labor, and costs inG"'Un·cd in the completion of Task 24. 

Task 25. Ougoing Community and Stakeholder Engagement 
• Grantee.shall provide ongoing community and stakeholder engagement support including, but not 

limited to, the following: 
o Mailer productions 
o Promotional and marketing materials 
o Setting up and hosting meetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o Neighborhood events 

Task 25 J)eliverables 

FFF. lnvoice(s) for work related to Task 19, with sufficient detail to determine what was 
acco1nplished. 

GGG. A copy ofG""C.chitem produced undDrTask 19. 
HHH. Proof of mailing for any item that requires mailing under '[ask 19. 

Task 26. Develop Ballot Campaign Outreach Materials and Strategy 

• Grantee shall develop a ballot cainpaign strategy and develop outreach materials for the ballot 
phase. 

·rask 26 Deliverabltis 

III. lnvoice(s) for work related to 1'ask" 26. 

Task 27. Develop Ballot Cover Letler and Submit to the Department ofElectinns 

• Grantee shall develop a ballot package which shall include wver letter, final Management rlan, 
and final Engineer's Report and submit it to the Depariment ofElections via rw. 

Task 27 Deliverables 

JJJ. Invoice(s) for work related to 1'ask 27 along with final version of cover letter. 

Task 28. Property Owner Outreach and Ballot Tracking 

P1413 

13 



• Grantt:e shall be responsible for property owner outreach through the balloting period, ensuitng 
that identified "YES" votes fill out their baI!ot(s) and tun1 them inlo the Department of Elections 
via mail, courier, or in person. 

• Grantee shall receive a ballot report every Friday of the balloting period from PW. Grantee shall 
review balloting report and provide a best guess estimate to whether or uot a vote is in favor of 
the GBD or not. Grantee shall provide City's Team an estimate of where the vote would land if 
election ended at that ballot period. 

Task 28 Deliverables 
KKK. Invoice(s) for any mailers sent out associated with property owner outreach during this 

period. 
LLL. Ballot reports returned to City's Team -with updated hYPotheses and vote projections. 

Task 29. Communication and Engagement for Board of Supervisors Hearing and Resolution of 
Establishment 

• Grantee shall be responsible for all pertinent community communication and engagement related 
to Government Audit and Oversight Conlllittce hearing(s) and Board of Supervisors hearing(s) 
related lo balloting. 

Task 29 Deliverables 

MMM. Invoice(s) for all time, materials, labor, and costs incurred in the completion of Task 29. 

Task 30. Ongoing Community and Stakeholder Engagement 

• Grantee shall provide ougoing community and stakeholder engagerneut support including, but not 
limited to, the following: 

o Mailer productions 
o Promotional and marketing materials 
o Setting up and hosting meetings 
o Making and setting up phone calls 
o Neighborhood events 

Task 30 Deliverables 

NNN. Invoice(s) for work related to 1'aSk 30, with sufficient detail to determine what was 
accomplished. 

000. A copy of each item produced under Task30. 
PPP. Proof of mailing for any item that requires mailing under Task 30. 

Task 31. Resolution of Establishment Signed by the Mayor and Certified by the Clerk of the Board 
of Supervi.~ors 

• Grantee shall provide City's Team with a certified copy, with Mayor's signature, of the 
Resolution ofEstablishment indicating the GBD passed the vote and bas been established. 

Task 31 Deliverables 
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Youn , Vic:tor (BOS) 

Frorn: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Wednesday, February 12, 2020 4:26 PM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

Please include as part of Sunshine Ordinance Task Force record: files #-19061 and 19062 

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

Hi Victor: 

Please include this information in the SOTF reading file for the Complaint Committee on 
2118/20 as part of the official record offiles#19061and19062 which I will present and 
also make this information available to the full Task Force. 

The linked article referenced below relates directly to public concerns about DPW and 
OEWD's involvement with San Francisco Parks Alliance and involves issues which have 
been brought before the SOTF for more than a year. 

SF corruption probe: PG&E, major 
construction firms, nonprofits hit with 
subpoenas 
Pacific Gas & Electric Co. is among the companies served with a subpoena Wednesday, along with 
major construction finns Webcor, Pankow and Clark Construction.· 

Waste management company Recology was also hit with a subpoena. 

Nonprofits the San Francisco Parks Alliance, the Lefty Lefty O'Doul's Foundation for Kids and 
the San Francisco Clean City Coalition were also served. 

http s :/ /www. s fc hro n i c le. com/b aya rea/ article/SF-co rru pti on-pro be-P G-E-majo r -co nstru ctio n-
15051179. p hp 
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_Youn , Victor (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

1': 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Tuesday, February 11, 2020 2:57 PM 
SOTF, (BOS) 
Please include in SOTF file# 19061 

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

Please include the following PRA request filed 2/11/20 to determine the status of the OEWD contract 
with SF Parks Alliance to form a Mission Dolores GBD. 

Hello Ms. Thompson 

PUBLIC RECORD REQUEST 

In a request to the status Mission Dolores GBD SF Park Alliance July 1, 2018 Contract ID# 
1000012901, you responded on 10/16/2019 via e-mail: 

Good Afternoon Mark, 

It appears.as though the grant has expired. I hope that answers your 
question. 

Hope all is well wit:h yot1. 
M. 

Contract ID# 1000012901 
says 

Vendor Name: SAN FRANCISCO PARKS ALLIANCE 
Description: Buena Vista and Dolores Park G 
Contract Term: July 01, 2018 to June 30, 2020 
Contract Award Amount: 156,984.00 

Article 3 of the contract say the same end date. 

Please provide a\I records that show that this grant has expired. 

lf there are no records that show the grant has expired, please provide all records that show the grant 
has been canceled. 
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Youn , Victor (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachrnents: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Tuesday, February 11, 2020 11:01 AM 
SOTF, {BOS) 

For SOTF Complaint Comm 2/18/20 files #19061 and 19062 
SOTF Complaint Comm 21820.pages 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrl1sted sources. 

Statement before the SOTF Complaint Committee re City's failure to provide fu[\ and complete responses to PRA 
requests regarding a proposed, publicly-funded Mission Dolores Green Benefit District. Files# 19061 and #19062 

February 18, 2020 

Thank you for this opportunity. My name is John Hooper. My appearance today originated with a PRA requsst filed with various 
agencies, on February 11, 2019, a little over a year ago. Aflor several follow-up requests lo OEWD and Dl"W lo provide cornplete 
information, I filed a second similar PRA request on May 29, 2019 a11d a complaint to this body. 

This committee established SOTF jurisdiction over my co1nplaints <ii a mee\i11g on August 20, 2019 and forwarded !he mat\ers to the full 
Task Force. I appeared before \he task force on Ja11uary 21, 2020. However, bec<1use I had neglected to subinit new information to the 
Task Force in a timely manner prior lo that hearing, this matter was referred back to you. That was my oversight a11d I apologit:e. I 
submitted the statement I had intended to make that day in person, requesting that it bo made part of the official record. 

The whole issue of Green Benefit Districts (GBD) , of which you have heard testimony from numerous citizens over the past year, is 
particularly no\eworlhy now because the GBD program can be traced back directly to \he desk of Mohamm·ed Nuru, the disgraced head 
of DPW who is now being investigated on multiple charges of corruption. Sea rny 413/19 letter lo the City Attorney at footnote 3, page 
F1. 

Prior to filing my SO\F complaint, I made numerous cffo1ts lo work with OEWD fo obtain items that I still had not seen ((316). On 
several occasions, OEWD informed n1e that it had sent me everything it had available a11d closed the request; yet, when I insisted, the 
agency Continued to send more information. This piecemeal release of information by OEWD is disconcert1n9 and undermines the 
public's faith in City Government. 

This is a serious issue for SOTF. Will \liis body allow an agency lo slate it has satisfied its obligations under the Sunshine Ordinance 
by inundating the public with irrelevant information or will you require substantive cind complete responses provided by knowledgeable 
employees within a given agency? 

Attempts to obtain information 

2117 - certified letter lo OEWD returned as "U11deliverablo" {photocopy and 28G) 
2125119 I write to OEWD stating my letter vtas returned and sending 2111119 letter again.(318) 
2125119 OEWD replies that it is collecting docun1ents 
315119 - I write to OEWD saying I've had no response to my 2/11119 request (305) 
315/19 I receive a series of 44 emails from OEWD - each with multiple a\lachments - purporting to respond to my 2111119 PRA request. 
(322-363) 
3125119 - more documents arrive from OEWD 
517119 email fron1 me to OEWD sending list of iten1s st111 not received as requested on 2111/19 (316 and 288) 
517119 response from OEWD: does not have any rnore docs and is closing this request (319) 

6/7/19 info still not received (296) 
6/11119 exchange of emails between me and SOTF (313) while I was out of town for an e"mergency. OEWD representative tells 

members of SOTF that "Mr Hooper was at the Bohemian Grove and lost documents." This is a complete fabrication; I was with my 
daughter who had brain surgery at the Barrov1 Brain Center in Phoenix on 6113/19. In any case, I am not a member of the Bohemian 
Grove and would have had no reason for being \here. I did no\ lose any documents. 
6111119 to DPW (19062 - 483 mentions a "thurnb drive" (never received by me) and 484 
6/12-13119 and 713119 exchanqes of emails be\ ween me, SOTF and Parks Alliance (31 O -312) 
6114/19 OEWD sends more info relciting to MD GBD, most of it right on GBD website {308; 322 - 363; 364 and 365 -424) 
6121119 OEVVD reiterates it t1as been fully responsive (305) 

713119 same st<itement again (303) 
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B/20- I appear before the SOTF Complaint Cor11mittee. OEWD representative hands me a packet of papers "as a courtesy" purporting 
to be all the information it has. Packet turns out to be obsolete information or pages copied from public websites, Jurisdiction is 
established and my file forwarded to !he full SOTF for consideration. 

1121120 SOTF Chair asked DPWs Custodiari of Records David Steiriberg the status of the Mission Dolores GBD effort. Steinberg 
replies he does not know and DPWs GGD program manager is absent 

217120 I repeat a question to DPWs Green District Manager about status of MDGBD. No respo11se. 

The 11rst four questions in my original PRA request dated 2/11/19 pertained exclusively to the now defeated Greater Buena ·Vlsta GBD. 
It appears from email correspondence that DPW, OEWD and the GBV GBD formation committee conspired to alter the original OEWD 
grant application so that it would appear to qualify fo1 funding. See 4/3/19 letter to City Attorney at at Footnote 4 pages F2 and F3. 

However, questions 5 through 9 pertain to the Mission Dolores GBD which the City is still promoting and funding through a July 2018 
contract with SF Parks Alliance which runs through June of this year. · 

Information requested on Februaiy 11, 2019 and still not received 

5 Verbatim transcripts, photographs, videos, tape recordings, sign-in sheets, attendanc.e records, notes, mr:imoranda, reports, and any 
other records in any form of public meetings to discuss, orgariize, and/or promote a Mission Dolores GBD held on September 17, 2018, 
October 10, 2018, and/or November 15, 2018. NOT RECEIVED 

6. All emails, text rnessages, and other correspondence, including minutes of all MDGBD formation committee meetings, relating to the 
planning, execution, Elnd/or follow-up related to public meetings to discuss, organize, and/or promote a Mission Dolores GBD held on . 
September 17, 2018, October 10, 2018, and/or November 15, 2018. NOT RECEIVED 

7. All raw survey data collected in connection with Mission Dolores GBD suNeys. SOME DATA RECEIVED 

B. All documents, records, and/or correspondence relating to the funding and initiation of a management plan/enginee1's report in 
connection with a Mission Dolores GBD, NOT RECEIVED 

9, All public records, as defined in Gov. Code Section 6252 (c) and (e), including correspondence (including but not limited to letters, e
mails, and text messages), contracts, agree1nents, mailing lists, surveys and online surveys, responses to surveys and online surveys, 
budgets, expenditures, and memoranda (including all methods of transcription) memorializing, describing, or otherwise relating to the 
planning for, public interest <ind/or opinion surveying for; expenditure of public funds for, organization, and/or formation of a possible 
Mission Dolores GBD. NOT RECEIVED, other than some informatlon about the survey. 

In a nutshell, OEWD has blocked release of invoices or money spent under the current MDGBD contract. There is no accounting of any 
money spent under a $ 156,000 contract. The "official" explanation is it doesn't exist. 

But, the MDGIJD engineering report exists, the MDGBD management Plan exists and the Boston Tech Survey was completed. 
Incidentally, all of these documents have been officially questioned due to bias and inaccur<!CY. 

We also know the this information exists because much of it is required to be provided to OEWD under the terms of the July 1, 2018 
contract between OEWD and Parks Alliance. See the attachment to my statement of January 21, 2020 entitled Tasks and Deliverables 
under Project Area B: Dolores Park Neighborhood. All !he information required by OEWO under that contract is required to be made 
available to the public. 

Tode.y, I req1,Jest that you re<iffirm your jurisdiction over this matter and send my files to the full SOTF. Thank you. 
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Please allocate the following way: 

Grantee: San Francisco Parks Alliance Blanket: Contract ID# 1000012901 

Purpose/ 
Modules: _B_o_e_ce_V_is~_a and Dolores Par~_G_B_D_s __ Amendment or New (circl one) 

Amount to be encumbered: $156,934.00 Workforce o~ one) 

Grant Byron M Lam 
Coordinator: 

-·---~~- ---

-·----------------~-----------------~ 

General Fund Other (Specify) -

UN 1_81h St_. Merchant C_apaci't).I _Bui_lding (ACT 
0093) 

DPW 
Dept: 2207767 
Fund:10020 
Authority: 17355 
Project: 10022531 
Activity: 0072 
llu.dget: FY 19 
$33,000.00 

Dept: 207767 
Fund: 10010 
Authority: 16652 
Project: 10022531 
Activity: 0093 
$25,000 

----

$33,000 from DPW work order in FY 17-18 

Pub!ic Works work order in FY 18-19 
Dept: 207757 
Fund:10010 
Authority: 16652 
Project: 10022531 
Activity: 0136 
$98,984.00 Public Works Order FY18-19 

-~------------·-·---··~ 
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Approval Required 

'fhe contract document for Contract ID 1000012901 was conipleted outside of the PeopleSoft 
Financials and Procw·ernent Syste111. Signed clocumcnts attached. 

Contract Summa1y 

Version: 1 
Vendoi· ID: 0000011535 
Vendor Name: SAN FRANCISCO l)AIU<.S AJJ,IA'NC:t~ 
Description: Buena Vist.a and Dolores Park G 
Contract 'fe1m: July 01, 2018 to June 30, 2020 
Contract A-ward Amount: 156,984.00 

No. ofFi!e(s): 1 
File(s) Attached: Executed contract 

City Representative 
Completed By: 

Jennifer M. Collins 

Page 1 ofl 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Thursday, February 6, 2020 4:51 PM 

SOTF, {BOS); Heckel, Hank (MYR) 

Subject: RE: SOTF - Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee: February 18, 2020; 5:30 p.m. 

· Thanks Cheryl, 

I still am unclear as to what I am responding to. I asked Mr. Hooper to provide an exact explanation of what he thinks he 
is missing, and have not heard from him. If I don't hear from him, I will not be attending the meeting. 

M. 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

City Hall, Room 448 

:J. Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

P: 415-554-6297 
. E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

:!c:.i ~ l~s,~~.~~!!>~s1ssg, 

From: SOTF, (BOS) 
Sent: Thursday, February 6, 2020 2:12 PM 
To: 79999-25916958@requests.muckrock.com; Megan Bourne <mbourne@famsf.org>; 80695-

54486849@requests.muckrock.com; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; COTE, JOHN (CAT) 

<John.Cote@sfcityatty.org>; COOLBRITH, ELIZABETH (CAT) <Elizabeth.Coolbrith@sfcityatty.org>; JOHN HOOPER 

<hooparb@aol.com>; Corgas, Christopher (ECN).<christopher.corgas@sfgov.org>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN} 
<marianne.thompson@sfgov.org>; Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW} <jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org>; Steinberg, David (DPW} 

<david.steinberg@sfdpw.org>; S <grovestand2012@gmail.com>; McHate, Maggie (HRD) <rnaggie.mchale@sfgov.org>; 

Voong, Henry (HRD) <henry.voong@sfgov.org>; Callahan, Micki (HRD} <micki.callahan@sfgov.org> 
Subject: SOTF - Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee: February 18, 2020; 5:30 p.m. 

Good Afternoon: 

You are receiving this notice because you are named as a Complainant or l.Zespondent in olle of the following 
complaints scheduled before the Co1nplaint Conunittcc of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force to: 1) hear the 
merits of the complaint; 2) issue a deter1nination; at1d/or. 3) co11sider referrals fron1 a Task Force Committee. 

Date: February 18, 2020 

J..,ocatio11: City 1-lall, Room 408 

'fime: 5:30 p.m. 
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Jc'ilc No .. 19113: Co111plaint filed by Anonyrnous against Jason Mo1nent, Thon1as Campbell and the Fi11e Arts 
Museu1n for allegedly v·iolating Adn1i11istrative Code (Sw1shine Ordinance), Sectio11s 67.21(b)(c)(k), 67.29-
7(a)(c), 67.25, 67.26, 67.27, Cl)RA Goverrune11t Code 6270.5-5, b)' failing to respond to an In11nediate 
Disclosure Request in a timely and/or complete manner, failing to assist, failure to retain records, failing to 
record third party transactions, witl1holding a11d failure to justify withl1olding, failure to respo11d to a public 
records request i11 a ti111cly ai1d/or complete 1nanner. 

File No. 19120: Complaint filed b)' A11onymous against the Office of the City Atto111ey for allegedly violating 
Administrative Code (Sunsl1i11e Ordinance), Sections 67.2l(b)(c), 67.26, 67.27, by failing to respo11d to a 
reqttest for public records in a timely a11d/or cornplete 111anner; failing to justify withholding of records and 
failing to provide assistance. 

File No. 19061: Co111plaint filed by Joh.r1 Iiooper against the Office ofEcono1nic and Worl(force Develop1nent 
±Or allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by faili11g to respond to a 
public records request in a timely and/or con1plete inanner. 

Jc'ilc No. 19062: C:ornplaint filed by John I-looper against Public \Vorks for allegcclly violating Administrative 
Code (Su11shine Ordina11ce), Section 67.21, by failing to rcspo11d to a public records request i11 a timely and/or 
complete n1anner. 

File No. 19140: Complaint filed by Ste1)he11 Malloy against the Depart1ncnt of I-Iuman IZesources for allegedly 
'liolating Admi11istrativc Code (Sunsl1i11e Ordina11cc), Sections 67.2land 67.25, l1y tailing to respond to a 
request for public records in a timely and/or complete tnanner. 

Doctimcntation (evidence supporting/disputing con11llaint) 

For a doc11ment to be considered, it must be received at least five (5) v-1orking days before the hearing (see 
attached Public (~omplai11t Procedure). 

For inclusion in the agenda packet, s11pplemental/supporti11g documents must be recei·1,..-ed by 5:00 pn1, February 
12, 2020. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

., 
go Click here to con1plete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction fo11n. 

Tl1e Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board ofS11pervisors legislation, 
and archived n1atters since August 1998. 

DL'ic[osures: }Jersonal infi)r1nation that i.1-1Jrovilledin convnunicatio11s lo the Bo(lrd of' 
Supervisors is subject to disclos1,1re under the C'alifOrnia Public Records Act antl the San 
Frrtncisco Sunshine (Jrdinance Personal inforn1ation provided will not be redacted. Me111bers 
(~(the j?ublic tire not required to ]Jrovide personal identif)iing iriforn1ttlion 111hen the;1 
co1111nunicate H'ifh the ]3oard of"'li1pervisors an(l its co1n1nittees. All written or oral 
co1n111unications that n1e111bers o,fthe jJub!ic sub1nit to the (~Zerk's G_ffice regarlling pending 
legi~'lation or hearings l1,-ill be niade l/Vailable to all 1nen1bers o,ftl1e public.for in~pection anll 
cOIJYing. 'fhe Clerk's Office does not redact any i11:(or111ationfro1n these sub1nissions. This 111eans 
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that persona! i11/0rn1ation-including nan1es, pho1ie 1111n1bers. c1ddresses a11d sin1ilar inforn1atio11 
that ll 1ne1nber qf the public elects to subn1if to the Board and its co111111ittees- rnuJ1 OJJ)Jear on the 

_ Board of S1-11Jervisors 111ebsite or in o/ her ]Jublic clocuments that n1en1bers oj' the ]Jublic 111a)1 
inspect or copy. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Friday, January 31, 2020 11:20 AM 
SOTF, (BOS); John C. Hooper 

Heckel, Hank (MYR) 

Follow-Up, January 12th, Sunshine Task Force 

Good Morning Mr. Hooper and Cheryl, 

In preparation for the next Sunshine Task Force meeting, we would like Mr. Hooper to provide for us, specifically, the 

documents that he believes he has not received. 

Thanks, 

M. 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Econo1nic and Workforce Development 

City Hall, Room 448 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

P: 415-554-6297 
E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

:1 I§!] I~ ~A~ '~:':~~!~~9 . 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From:· 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon, 

Thompson, Ma'rianne (ECN) 

Wednesday, July 3, 2019 12:06 PM 
SOTF, {BOS); Corgas, Christopher (ECN); Heckel, Hank (MYR) 

JOHN HOOPER 
RE: SOTF- Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 19061 
SOTF- Complaint Procedure 2018-12-0S FINAL.pdf; 19061 Complaintpdf; GBD 
Deliverables.zip 

We have provided Mr. Hooper with the following documents, which were fully responsive to his February 11th Sunshine 
Request. 

Best, 
M. 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City Hall, Room 448 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
P: 415-554-6297 

E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

c:~ I] l~aA.~t~~~.~,~~g"'"' 

From: SOTF, (BOS) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 3, 2019 9:14 AM 
To: Corgas, Christopher (ECN) <christopher.corgas@sfgov.org>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 
<marian ne.thom pso n@sfgov.org> 
Cc: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
Subject: SDTF- Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 1906.1 

Good Momi11g: 

The Oflice ofEco11omic and \\lorkforce Development has been named as a Respondent in t11e attached 
complaint filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force. Please respond to the following complaint/request 
within five business days. 

File No. 19061: Complaint filed by Jolm Hooper against the Office of Econo1nic and Workforce Development 
for allegedly violati11g Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sectio11 67.21, by failing to respond to a 
public records request in a timely and/or complete manner. 

The Respondent is required to submit a written response to the allegations including any and all 
supporting do_cumcnts, r~cordings, electronic media, etc., to the Task Force within five (5) business days 
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of receipt of this notice. cfhis is your oppo1iunity to provide a full expla11ation to allow t11e '!'ask Force to be 
fully infortned in consideri11g )'OUI respo11se prior its 111ecting. 

Please include tl1c following info1mation in your response if a1)plicable: 

l. List all releva11t records witl1 descriptions that have been pro\1ided pursuant to t11e Co1nplainant 
request.. 

2. Date the relevant records were provided to the Complainant. 
3. Description oftl1c 1nethod used, along with ar1y relevant search terms used, to searcl1 for the rcleva11t 

records. 
4. Statement/declaration that all releva11t d0Cu111cnts 11avc been provided, docs not exist, or has been 

excluded. 
·s. Copy of the original request for records (if applicable). 

Please refer to the file Nlnnbcr whe11 submitting any new in±Ormation and/or suppo11ing docl11ne11ts 
pertaining to this complaint. 

The (~omplainant alleges: 
(,'on111laint Attached. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

" lt.0 Click b£.r:g to complete o Board of Supervisors Customer Service Sat1sfa ction form. 

The legislative Rese~r.ch Center provides 24-hou r access to Boa rd of Supervisors l"g1slation, and ilTch1ved matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that io prov/dpd in co1nmunicat1ons ta the Board of Supervisors is s<1bject to disclosure under lhe California 
Pub/re Records Aci and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are 
not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Boord of Supervisors and its committeps. It/I wri!ten 
or oral communtcotions tho! members of Ille public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending leg1:Slation or hearings will be mode avaiiab!c 
to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Offrce does not redact any informaUon fro1n these submissions. This rneans 
l11at persona! information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and '1milar information that a member of the public elects to submit to 
the £Joa rd and its committees-may appear on !he Board of Supfrvisors website or m other public dacumpnts that members of the public may 
im;pectorcopy. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Friday, June 21, 2019 10:24 AM 

SOTF, (BOS); JOHN HOOPER 
Subject: RE: SOTF - Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 19062 

Good Morning Cheryl, 

I have provided Mr. Hooper with all of the documents that OEWD has, to include a separate email covering the Park 

Alliance contract. 
M. 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

City Hall, Room 448 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

P: 415-554-6297 
E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

LI 11 l~:~~~"~,~~~"~,t~.~,9,,J.,," 

From: SOTF, (BOS) 
Sent: Friday, June 21, 2019 8:54 AM 

To: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
Cc: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 

Subject: RE: SOTF- Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 19062 

Dear Mr. Hooper: 

File No. 19062 (Public Works) is one of four separate matters (19063, SF Parks Alliance; 19064, Recreation and Parks). 
put in a call to Marianne Thompson {OEWD; file no. 19061) to ask if she has provided everything you requested. Ms. 

Thompson and you have been exchanging emails regarding your request (19061) and I wanted to make certain that you 

have everything. I will call her again today. Have received all your requested materials' If so, are you would you like to 

withdraw your complaint? Thank you. 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

• «~ Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legi>lat;ve Research Center provide.\ 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legisl~tion, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Di5c/05ures: Personal information that Is provided in communications to !he Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under t11e Coliforn10 
Public Records Act and the San Franosco Sunshine Ordinance, Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are 
not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All wnrten 
or oral communications tl1at members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be mode ovmlab/e 
to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these subm1'.<sians. This means 
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that pcrso!lai informotion-including names, phone numbers, addresses and Mrnilar information that o member of the public elects to subrnit to 
tlie Bao rd and its committees_:moy oppeor on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents t/1ot members of the public n1oy 
inspect or copy. 

From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Sent: Thursday, June 20, 2019 2:57 PM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Re: SOTF- Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 19062 

This message is from outside the City e1nail system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 

Hi Cheryl: It was my intent to include both DPW and OEWD in my complaint. 

Is that your understanding or do I need to take any additional steps? 

Thanks for your guidance. 

John Hooper 

On Jun 14, 2019, at 10:24 AM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Good Morning: 

Public Works has bee1111a111ed as a Respondent in tl1e attached complaint filed with tl1e Sunsl1ine 
Ordinance Taslc }'orce. Please respond to the following co1u11laint/rcquest within five business 
days. 

File No. 19062: Complaint filed by John Hooper agai11st l)ttblic Works for allegedly violati11g 
Adn1inistrative Code (Sunsl1inc Ordinance), Section 67 .21, by failing to rGspon<l to a public 
records request i11 a timely and/or con1plete tnarmer. 

The Respo11<lent is required to submit a written response to the allegations including any 
and all supporting documents, recordings, electronic mediai cte., to the 'fask Force within 
five (5) business days of receipt of this notice. This is your opportunity to provide a full 
explanation to allow the Task Force to be fully informed in co11sidering yo11r response prior its 
meeting. 

Please include the following infom1ation in your respo11se if applicable: 

1. List all relevant records vvit11 descriptions that have been provided pursuant to the 
Complainant request. 

2. Date the rele\1ant records were provided to the Co1nplainant. 
3. Description of the method used, alo11g with any relevant search terms used, to search 

for tl1e relevant records. 
4. Staten1ent/declaratio11 that all relevant docun1ents have been pro\rided, docs not exist, 

or ha~ l1een excluded. 
5. Copy ofilic original request for records (if apJJlicablc). 
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Please refer to tl1e :File Number when st1bmitting any new i11formation and/or s11pporling 
docwnents pertaining to this complaint. 

The Complai11a11t alleges: 
C'omplaint Attached. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

Tel: 415-554-7724 

<imageOOl.png> Click here to complete a Board of Super.iisors customer Ser.iice Satisfaction form, 

The legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Boo rd of Supervisors legislation, end archived matte rs since 
August 1998. 

Disclosures; Personal information tho! is provided in communications to the Boord of Supervisors is subject to disclosure 
11nder !he California Public Records Act and Ure San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal 111formotion provided will not 
be redacted. Members of the public ore not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate 
with the Board of Supervisors ond its committees. All written or oral communicat•ons that members of the public submit 
to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be mode ovai/oble to oil members oft he public for 
mspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact ony informotion from the5e submissions, This means that 

_ persona! 1nformation-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar informalion that o member of the public 
elects to submit to the Boord and its committees-may opp ear on the Boord of Supervisors website or in other public 
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

<SOTF - Complaint Procedure 2018-12-05 FINAL.pdf> 

<19062.pdf> 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Will do and thanks for the offer. 

John Hooper 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Friday, June 14, 2019 6:47 PM 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); Heckel, Hank (MYR); SOTF, (BOS) 

Re: Additional OEWD docs. 

>On Jun 14, 2019, at 6:28 PM, Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> wrote: 

> 
>Thank you John. 
> 

>Please let me know if you would like to meet and discuss. 

> 
> M. 
> 
>Sent from my iPhone 
> 

>>On Jun 14, 2019, at 4:47 PM, JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> wrote: 
» 
>>Thank you, Marianne and I will review your documents next week. 
» 
>> Sincerely, 
» 
>>John Hooper 

» 
>>>On Jun 14, 2019, at 3:50 PM, Thompson, Marianne {ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> wrote: 

>» 
>>>Good afternoon Hooper, 
»> 
>>>I hope that your emergency concludes safely. 
»> 
>>>I am attaching the final agreement with OEWD and SF Parks Alliance along with all of the deliverables, which would 
be the work product that would have been given to OEWD. I think that by sending this in a separate e-mail and not 
contained within my previous 25 responses, may create clarity around their work. 
»> 
>>>I believe that this should answer your question regarding the documents that would be available from the Park 
Alliance. 
»> 
>>>I have made myself available to Mr. Sullivan for a face-to-face meeting, and would likewise offer the same to you. 
>» 
>>> Have a good weekend, 
>>> M. 
>» 
>>>Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
>>>Office of Economic and Workforce Development City Hall, Room 448 

1 
P1431 



>>> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
>>>San Francisco, CA 94102 
>>> P: 415-554-6297 
>>> E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 
»> 
»> 
>» 
>>>-----Original Message-----
>>> From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
>>>Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 1:22 PM 
>>>To: Thompson, Marianne {ECN} <rTiarianne.thompson@sfgov,org> 
>>>Cc: Goldberg, Jonathan {DPW) <jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org> 
>>>Subject: Thank you for helping with SOTF! 
>» 
»> 
>>>This message is from outSide the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
»> 
»> 
»> 
>>> Hi Marianne: I appreciate your taking the time to forward to Cheryl at SOTF the documents you had send me on 
3/25/19 in response to a 2/11/19 PRA request. I am out of town on an emergency basis and do not have access to the 
OEWD emails. 
>» 
>>>I am sorry we got off to a less than optimal start after the recent SOTF hearing at which I attempted to introduce 
myself. 
»> 
>>>My intent, with both you and Jonathan Goldberg, was to make it clear that, though we may disagree on a given 
policy matter, I have nothing but high regard for City employees and the important work you do. 
>» 
>>>However, I consider it inappropriate for public employees to refuse to speak to a member of the public as both you 
and Jonathan did with me on the occasion in question. 
»> 
>>>I look forward to working cordially with you in the future. 
»> 
>>>Sincerely, 
>» 
>>>John Hooper 
>>><Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton Mailing 
>>>Package - sample.pdf> <Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of 
>>> Petiton Mailing Package.pdf> <Deliverable 1- Buena Vista Survey 
>>> Report.pdf> <Deliverable 2 - Feasibility Survey Report {DP).pdf> 
>>><Deliverable 3 - Mission Dolores GBD Final Management Plan.pdf> 
>>><Deliverable 4- Mission Dolores GBD Final Engineer's Report.pdf> 
>>><Deliverable 8 - Inner Sunset GBD- Letter to Property Owners 
>>> (IS).pdf> <Deliverable 8 - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property 
>>>Owners {IS).pdf> 
>>> <G-100 SFPA GBDs OEWD contract_scope of work.pdf> 
» 
> 
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.~eger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Friday, June 14, 2019 4:48 PM 

Thornpson, Marianne (ECN) 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); Heckel, Hank (MYR); SOTF, (1305) 

Additional OEWD docs. 

Thank you, Marianne and I will review your documents next week. 

Sincerely, 

John Hooper 

>On Jun 14, 2019, at 3:50 PM, Thompson, Marianne {ECN) <marianne.thornpson@sfgov.org> wrote: 

> 
>Good afternoon Hooper, 

> 
>I hope that your emergency concludes safely. 

> 

>I am attaching the final agreement with OEWD and SF Parks Alliance along with all of the deliverables, which would be 
the work product that would have been given to OEWD. I think that by sending this in a separate e-mail and not 
contained within my previous 25 responses, may create clarity around their work. 

> 
>I believe that this should answer your question regarding the documents that would be available fro111 the Park 
Alliance. 
> 
>I have made myself available to Mr. Sullivan for a face-to-face meeting, and would likewise offer the same to you. 

> 
> Have a good weekend, 
>M. 

> 
>Marianne Maz.zucco Thompson 
>Office of Economic and Workforce Development City Hall, Room 448 
> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
>San Francisco, CA 94102 
> P: 415-554-6297 
> E: Marianne.Tho111pson@sfgov.org 

> 
> 
> 
>-"---Original Message-----
> From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
>Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 1:22 PM 
>To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
> Cc: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) <jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org> 
>Subject: Thank you for helping with SOTF! 

> 
> 
>This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
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> 
> 
> 
>Hi Marianne: I appreciate your taking the time to forward to Cheryl at SOTF the documents you had send me on 
3/25/19 in response to a 2/11/19 PRA request. I am out of town on an emergency basis and do not have access to the 
OEWD emails. 
> 
>I am sorry we got off to a less than optimal start after the recent SOTF hearing at which I attempted to introduce 

myself. 
> 
>My intent, with both you and Jonathan Goldberg, was to make it clear that, though we may disagree on a given policy 
matter, I have nothing but high regard for City employees and the import<int work you do. 

> 
> However, I consider it inappropriate for public employees to refuse to speak to a member of the public as both you 
and Jonathan did with me on the occasion in question. 

> 
>I look forward to working cordially with you in the future. 

> 
>Sincerely, 

> 
>John Hooper 
><Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton Mailing Package 
> - sample.pdf> <Deliverable S - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton 
>Malling Package.pdf> <Deliverable 1- Buena Vista Survey Report.pdf> 
><Deliverable 2 - Feasibility Survey Report (DP).pdf> <Deliverable 3 -
>Mission Dolores GBD Final Management Plan.pdf> <Deliverable 4-
> Mission Dolores GBD Final Engineer's Report.pdf> <Deliverable B -

>Inner Sunset GBD- Letter to Property Owners (IS):pdf> <Deliverable 8 
> - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property Owners (15).pdf> 
> <G-100 SFPA GBDs OEWD contract_ scope of work.pdf> 

P1434 



Le er, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Thank you John. 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Friday, June 14, 2019 6:29 PM 

JOHN HOOPER 
Goldberg, Jonathan {DPW); Heckel, Hank (MYR}; SOTF, (BOS) 

Re: Additional OEWD docs. 

Please let me know if you would like to meet and discuss. 

M. 

Sent from my iPhone 

>On Jun 14, 2019, at 4:47 PM, JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> wrote: 
> 
>Thank you, Marianne and I will review your documents next week. 

> 
>Sincerely, 

> 
>John Hooper 

> 
>>On Jun 14, 2019, at 3:50 PM, Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thornpson@sfgov.org> wrote: 
» 
>>Good afternoon Hooper, 
» 
>> I hope that your emergency concludes safely. 
» 
>>I am attaching the final agreement with OEWD and SF Parks Alliance along with all of the deliverables, which would 
be the work product that would have been given to OEWD. I think that by sending this in a separate e-mall and not 
contained within my previous 25 responses, may create clarity a round their work. 
» 
>>I believe that this should answer your question regarding the documents that would be available from the Park 
Alliance. 
» 
>>I have made myself available to Mr. Sullivan for a face-to-face meeting, and would likewise offer the same to you. 
» 
>>Have a good weekend, 
>> M. 
» 
>>Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
>>Office of Economic and Workforce Development City Hall, Room 448 

>> 1 Dr. Carlton·B. Goodlett Place 
>>San Francisco, CA 94102 
>> P: 415-554-6297 

>> E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 
» 
» 
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» 
>>---.--Original Message-----

>> From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
>>Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 20191:22 PM 
>>To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <rnarianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
>>Cc: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) <jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org> 

>>Subject: Thank you for helping with SOTF! 
» 
» 
>>This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
» 
» 
» 
>>Hi Marianne: I appreciate your taking the.time to forward to Cheryl atSOTF the documents you had send me on 

3/25/19 in response to a 2/11/19 PRA request. I am out of town on an emergency basis and do not have access to the 
OEWD emails. 
» 
>>I am sorry we got off to a less than optimal start after the recent SOTF hearing at which I attempted to introduce 
myself. 
» 
>>My-intent, with both you and Jonathan Goldberg, was to make it clear that, though we may disagree on a given policy 
matter, I have nothing but high regard for City employees and the important work you do. 
» 
>> However, 1 consider it inappropriate for public employees to refuse to speak to a member of the public as both you 
and Jonathan did with me on the occasion in question. 
» 
>>I look forward to working cordially with you in the future. ,, 
>>Sincerely, 
» 
>>John Hooper 

>><Deliverable 5- Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton Mailing Package 
>> - sample.pdf> <Deliverable 5- Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton 

>>Mailing Package.pdf> <Deliverable 1 - Buena Vista Survey Report.pdf> 
>> <Deliverable 2 - Feasibility Survey Report (DP}.pdf> <Deliverable 3 -

>>Mission Dolores GBD Flnal Management Plan.pdf> <Deliverable 4 -

>>Mission Dolores GBD Final Engineer's Report.pdf> <Deliverable 8 -

>>Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property Owners (IS).pdf> <Deliverable 8 
>> - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property Owners (IS).pdf> 

>> <G-100 SFPA GBDs OEWD contract_ scope of work.pdf> 

> 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

Frorn: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon Hooper, 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Friday, June 14, 2019 3:51 PM 

JOHN HOOPER 
Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); Heckel, Hank (MYR); SOTF, (BOS) 

RE: Thank you for helping with SOTFI 

Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton Mailing Package - sample.pdf; 

Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton Mailing Package.pdf; Deliverable 1 

- Buena Vista Survey Report.pdf; Deliverable 2 - Feasibility Survey Report (DP).pdf; 

Deliverable 3 - Mission Dolores GBD Final Management Plan.pdf; Deliverable 4 - Mission 

Dolores GBD Final Engineer's Report.pdf; Deliverable 8 - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to 

Property Owners (IS).pdf; Deliverable 8 - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property Owners 
(IS).pdf; G-100 SFPA GBDs OEWD contract_scope of work.pdf · 

I hope that your emergency concludes safely. 

I am attaching the final agreement with OEWD and SF Parks Alliance along with all of the deliverables, which would be 

the work product that would have been given to DEWD. I think that by sending this in a separate e-mail and not 

contained within my previous 2S responses, may create clarity around their work. 

I believe that th is shou Id answer your question regarding the documents that would be available from the Park Alliance. 

I have made rnyself available to Mr. Sullivan for a face-to-face meeting, and would likewise offer the same to you. 

Have a good weekend, 

M. 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development City Hall, Room 448 

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

P: 415-554-6297 

E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

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

From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 1:22 PM 
To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) <jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org> 

Subject: Thank you for helping with SOTF! 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
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Hi Marianne: I appreciate your taking the ti1ne to forward to Cheryl at SOTF the documents you had send me on 3/25/19 
in response to a 2/11/19 PRA request. I am out of town on an emergency basis and do not have access to the OEWD 
emails. 

I am sorry we got off to a less than optimal start after the recent SOTF hearing at which I attempted to introduce myself. 

My intent, with both you and Jonathan Goldberg, was to make itclearthat, though we rnay disagree on a given policy 
matter, I have nothing but hlgh regard for City employees and the important work you do. 

However, I consider it inappropriate for public employees to refuse to speak to a member of the public as both you and 
Jonathan did with me on the occasion in question. 

! look forward to working cordially with you in the future. 

Sincerely, 

John Hooper 
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Leger. Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Tuesday, June 11, 2019 9:44 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

FW: Request for cornplete information re GBDs based on February 11, 2019 PRA request 

PRA request 2_ 11_ 19 re GBVGBD and MDGBD -highlighted.pages 

Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

City Hall, Room 448 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

P: 415-554-6297 
E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

Cd I.I l~~i".~.K.~i"~S.~~o,,, .... 

From: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, May 7, 2019 9:38 AM 
To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Request for complete information re GBDs based on February 11, 2019 PRA request 

Dear Ms. Thompson: 

Thank you for the documents you sent me on March 5, 2019 in response to my PRA request to 
OEWD et al. dated February 11, 2019. I attach a highllghed copy of my original request here for your 
convenience to indicate that much of the information I requested at that time has still not been 
provided. 

I would appreciate your providing the remaining information as soon as possible. 

Please let me know that you received this request. 

Sincerely, 

John Hooper 

-----Original Message-----
From: Thompson. Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfqov.org> 
To: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Sent: Tue, Mar 5, 2019 4:41 pm 
Subject: RE: Status of Feb 11, 2019 PRA request to OEWD re GBDs? 

Dear John, 
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This final e-mail concludes your Sunshine Request. 

Best, 
M 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City Hall, Room 448 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
P: 415-554-6297 
E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

:(-,I iU'I Iii SAN FRANCISCO 
l'-=iJ !WJl f:!:,,.·~q,lt<=,>;<~,O~"ll;o.•(""\.""'"' 

From: John C. Hooper [mailto:hooparb@aol.com} 
Sent: Tuesday, March 05, 2019 2:41 PM 
To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Gorgas, Christopher (ECN) <christopher.corgas@sfqov.org> 
Subject: Status of Feb 11, 2019 PRA request to OEWD re GBDs? 

Hi Marianne: 

Following up on your note to me of last week, I have still not received any information from your office based on my 
February 11, 201 9 PRA request. Please advise if you need anything more from me in order to fulfill this request. 

Thank you, John Hooper 

-----Original Message-----
From: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <rnarianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
To: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Cc: Corgas, Christopher (ECN) <christopher.corgas@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Mon, Feb 25, 2019 9:34 am 
Subject: RE: Re-sending PRA request 

Good Morning John. 

I am in receipt of your Public records Request, and shall begin retrieving the requested documents. 

I will have the completed documents to you by the end of the week. 
M. 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City Hall, Room 448 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
P: 415-554-6297 
E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

: 'l• rii71 Wil:~AN FRANCISCO 
Li !llll e::'""""'"""""-""" "''""""~'~"' 
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From: John C. Hooper [mailto:hooparb@aol.com] 

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2019 9:29 AM 

To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <rnarianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Corgas, Christopher (ECN) <christopher.corgas@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Re-sending PRA request 

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

Hi Marianne: 

As I emailed you a couple of days ago, a Certified Mail copy of my February 11, 2019 PRA request to OEWD was returned to me as 
"not deliverable". 

The Certified letter was addressed to: 
OEWD 
Marianne Thompson 
1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Pl #448 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4603 

I will send another hard copy of the request to you in the same manner as soon as I have a chance. Please advise if I need to correct 
the address. 

In the meantin1e, here is another copy of the PRA request attached here. 

Please let me know you got this emial and the attachment. 

Thanks, 

John Hooper 
415-626-8880 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Tuesday, June 11, 2019 9:43 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Request for complete information re GBDs based on February 11, 2019 PRA request 

You were on the May 7th response. 

M. 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City Hall, Room 448 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
P: 415-554-6297 
E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

!Ll l(j l~:~~~"f,~~.~~$!~.~~~.~,,, 

From: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 
Sent: Tuesday, May 7, 2019 11:58 AM 
To: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 

Cc: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org>; Heckel, Hank (MYR) <Hank.Heckel@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Request for complete information re GBDs based on February 11, 2019 PRA request 

Good Afternoon Mr. Hooper, 

We have given you all of the documents that are responsive to your request, and do not have any more documents. 

I am therefore, closing this request. 

Best, 
Marianne 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City Hall, Room 448 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
P: 415-554-6297 
E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

~ ~l lii1l 'rils_AN FRANCISCO 
;~ u !!:!.J:.;.;."11,,.."''""'""""""''f··~"r-'! 

From: John C. Hooper [mailto:hooparb@aol.com] 

Sent: Tuesday, May 07, 2019 9:38 AM 
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To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <mariann~thompson@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Request for complete information re GBDs based on February 11, 2019 PRA request 

Dear Ms. Thompson: 

Thank you for the documents you sent me on March 5, 2019 in response to my PRA request to 
OEWD et al. dated February 11, 2019. l attach a highlighed copy of my original request here for your 
convenience to indicate that much of the information I requested at that time has still not been 
provided. 

\would appreciate your providing the remaining information as soon as possible. 

Please let me know that you received this request. 

Sincere!y, 

John Hooper 

-----Original Message-----
From: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfqovm> 
To: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Sent: Tue, Mar 5, 2019 4:41 pm 
Subject: RE: Status of Feb 11, 2019 PRA request to OEWD re GBDs? 

Dear John, 

This final e-mail concludes your Sunshine Request. 

Best, 
M 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City Hall, Room 448 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
P: 415-554-6297 
E: Marianne.Thompson@sfqov.org 

<'":J lil"l r.!l:SAN FRANCISCO 
:~I U e!~·~""''"'r"~"''~••"-•1,,..._,,,.,,,.,fi,,, 

From: John C. Hooper [mailto:hooparb@aol.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, March 05, 2019 2:41 PM 
To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Corgas, Christopher (ECN) <christopher.corgas@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Status of Feb 11, 2019 PRA request to OEWD re GBDs? 

Hi Marianne: 

Following up on your note to me of last week, I have still not received any inforrnation from your office based on my 
February 11, 2019 PRA request. Please advise if you need anything more from me in order to fulfill this request. 

2 
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Thank you, John Hooper 

-----Original Message-----
From: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfqov.org> 
To: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Cc: Corgas, Christopher {ECN) <christopher.corgas@sfqov.org> 
Sent: Mon, Feb 25, 2019 9:34 am 
Subject: RE: Re-sending PRA request 

Good Morning John. 

I am in receipt of your Public records Request, and shall begin retrieving the requested documents. 

I will have the completed documents to you by the end of the week. 

M. 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
City Hall, Room 448 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
P: 415-554-6297 

E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

Li 1J l~:e~~"~~~S\~~~2·~,~·" 

From: John C. Hooper [mailto:hooparb@aol.com] 

Sent: Monday, February 25, 2019 9:29 AM 

To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Corgas, Christopher (ECN) <christopher.corgas@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Re-sending PRA request 

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

Hi Marianne: 

As I emailed you a couple of days ago, a Certified Matl copy of my February 11, 2019 PRA request to OEWD was returned to me as 
"not deliverable''. 

The Certified letter wa.<. addressed to: 
OEWD 
Marianne Thompson 
1 Dr Carlton 8 Goodlett Pl #448 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4503 

I will send another hard copy of the request to you in the same manner as soon as I have a chance. Please advise if I need to correct 
the address. 

In the meantime, here is another copy of the PRA request attached here. 

Please let me know you got this emial and the attachment. 
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Mission Dolores 
Green Benefit District 

DEAR NEIGHBOR, 

MISSION 
DOLORES GBD 

As a property owner in the Mission Dolores neighborhood, you are essential to the well-being of our 

community. You have the opportunity to participate in a bold, new, community-led approach to 

preserve and enhance our neighborhood - the Mission Dolores Green Benefit District (MDGBD). We 
need your support (by returning this petition) to move one step closer to making it happen. 

We are a group of Mission Dolores residents and local business owners who love our cornmunity and 

are motived to make a difference. Our goal is to foster a cleaner, safer, and more welcoming 

neighborhood for al'1 while preserving its unique character. You are invited to join our efforts. 

The purpose of our proposed MDGBD is to significantly improve our neighborhood's quality of 

life and community engagement. This includes providing services that enhance the cleanliness of our 

sidewalks, safety in our streets, and frequency of community activities in addition to _improving our 

green spaces. Our efforts to form the MDGBD are intended to generate local solutions and action at 

a neighborhood-scale, as v-1ell as more effect:vely hold the City accountable to provide the support our 

community needs. All MDGBD services would enhance, not replace, those already provided by the 

City. 

The goals of the MDGBD are community driven and neighborhood focused. We aspire to improve 

the quality of !ife and engage all those vvho live, work, or visit the Mission Dolores neighborhood. The 

immediate and ~ong-range goals of the MDGBD are to: 

• Enhance the cleanliness & safety of the residential areas and commercial corridors 

• Collaborate with existing neighborhood organizations and initiatives 

• Increase community representation i_n decision-making 

• Invest in parks and open spaces, beyond Dolores Park, including but not limited to Mission Pool 

and Playground, the Dolores and Guerrero medians, the Dolores Heights stairways, shared 

schoolyards, and the J-Church Muni right-of-way, to reflect neighborhood ne~ds and priorities 

• Install and rnaintaining new and existing trees, planters and sidewalk gardens 

MISSION DOLORt:S GREEN BENEFIT DISTRICT I www.doloresgbd.org 
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• Improve lighting, crosswalks and amenities to increase safety and connectivity to the parks and 
along transit corridors 

• Support existing local businesses to sustain and grow vibrant commercial corridors 

• Support the formation and activities of local safety groups 
• Connect those in need to services that exist 
• Showcase the local initiatives in the arts, business, and community groups 

• Create a more cohesive and engaged community 

Enclosed is a Summary of the Management Plan explaining how the GBD operates. ·rhis Plan was 

collaboratively developed by a Formation Committee rcpresentin.g Mission Dolores residents, local 
merchants, and neighborhood stakeholders. After over a year of extensive engagement - including 
over 30 meetings with community stakeholders, neighborhood organizations, and residents - the City 

has approved the required documents to initiate the MDGBD formation process. 

We need your support to make the MDGBD a reality. We strongly believe in the value the MDGBD 
will bring to our neighborhood, and hope .you will recognize its value as well. It will deliver not only 
much needed services and improvements to the greater Mission Dolores area, but also the long-terrn 
funding and unified political voice to act on our community's priorities and values. 

Before the MDGBD goes to a ballot vote, we must receive enough support from property owners like 
you via this petition. Please review the enclosed materials and your property-specific petition - then 

mail in your signed petition in the enclosed self-addressed, stamped envelope no later than Friday, 

May 3, 2019. If you are unable to mail your petition you may scan and email your petition to 

doloresgbd@gmail.com. If petitions in support of the GBD are returned by property owners 
representing 30% of proposed annual assessments, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors can then 
initiate a district-specific ballot election to decide whether the GBD is formed. 

The full MDGBD Management Plan can be found at www.doloresgbd.org. For more information 
regarding the MDGBD, or if you are unable to access the Management Plan on line, please contact us. 

Thank you for returning this petition and please join us if you share our love for this community, and 
are motivated to make a difference. 

Sincerely, 
Bruce Bowen, Carolyn Thomas, Claude lmbault, Conan McHugh, Hans Kolbe, Jim Chappell, Ned 
Moran, Sam Mogannam, & Tom Shaub 
The Mission Dolores GBD Formation Committee 

MISSION DOLORES GREEN BENEFIT DISTR.ICT I www.doloresgbd.org 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

If you live, work, run a business or own properly in San Francisco's Mission Dolores neighborhood, you stand to 

benefit from the Mission Dolores Green Benefit District (GBD). The GBD does not replace City services in the 

ar·eas of safety, cleaning and maintenance; instead, it supplements them, and in some cases, makes City services 

more responsive to the neighborhood's unique needs. 

Importantly, the MDGBD will help organize cind advance the community's shared interests and priorities. The 

MOGBD is a neighborhoocl--scale platform ho:ioring the rich ethnic and cultural diversity of the community, while 

supporting in-1provernc=r.ts anJ stewardship of shared public resources. The MDGBD creates a responsive local 

entity (a 501(c)(3) non-profit) that advoc;:ites for· beautification initiatives, supports cohesion among established 

groups, respects the rich o'iversity in the neighborhood, and ernpowers initiatives to increase the quality of 

community life. 

MISSION DOLORES GBD OVERVIEW CHART 

_District Boun_c;l_aries 

The properties located within the MDGBD rerresent residential, corr1mercial, public, non-profit, and academic 

uses. The boundaries encompass roughly 90 whole CJnd partial blocks and one enhanced service zone in the 

Mission Dolores neighborhooo'. In general, the District is bounded by Valencia Street to the east, Duboce Street 

and Market Street to the north, Market Streec, Sanchez Street, Prosper Street, ~lartford Street, and Castro St1·eet 

to the west, <Jnd 22"d Street, 21st Street, and Hill Street to the south. The District abuts an existing Community 

Benefit District: the Castro/Upper Market Community Benefit District. 

_MDGBD Goal.:> 

The goals of the Mission Dolores GBD are to: 

• Promote cleanliness and public safety in all neighborhood public spaces and business/residential 
corridors - First and fc)remost, address issues with dirty sidewalks, liter, graffiti and antisocial street 

behaviors. 

• Advocate for District Priorities - Provide an organized, represen~ative, accountable "united front" way 

for property owners, businesses and residents to advocate for delivery of enhanced City services and 

accountability within the neighborhood. 

• Increase Community Engagement - Create a platform that neigl-ibors can use to promote outreach ar;d 

interactions vvith our community within the greater Mission Dolores neighborhood and the City. 

• Invest in Neighborhood Beautification - Improve M;ssion Dolores st~eetscapes and open spaces while 

preserving its unique character through initiatives such as sidewalk greening, public a rt, historical markers 

and more. 

MDC2BD Services_& Gudg§_t AJlocation 

• Cleaning, Safety & Beautification: lrcludes enhanced sidewalk landscap:ng and greenery, pedestrian 

safety improvements, additional lighting, additional common spaces, public art, sidewalk steam cleaning, 

power washing, sidewalk and curb sweeping, graffiti abatement, outreach services, and crime prevention 

services. (86.04%) 

• Advocacy & Engagement: Includes communications and rc=lationship building \'llth District stakeholders 

and City agencies, advocacy, and neighborhood engagement. (7.66%) 

MISSION DOLORt:S GRt:t:N Bt:Nt:t:'IT DISTRICT I www.doloresgbd.org 
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• Accountability & Transparency: Includes handling of clay-to-day operations, grant writing, financials, 
and all administrative tasks_ (6.31%) 

MDGBD Annual Budget 
$1, 100,000 (Year 1 Total), $1,062,250 of which comes from assessments. 

G_overnance 
The GBD is managed by a 501(c)3 Owners' Non-Profit Association that is designated by the City to receive and 
manage assessment revenue on behalf of the District. The Board of Directors is comprised of a representative 
mix of District property owners, residential tenants, and non-residential owners or tenants. 

Method of Collecting Assessment 
Each property owner is assessed based on the proportional share of benefits received frorn the services, 
activities, and improvernents provided by the Mission Dolores GBD. 1"he GBD assessn1ent is collected semi
annually on property tax bills administered by the City & County of San Francisco's Treasurer and Tax Collector. 
The money however does not belong to the City, it belongs to the property owners in the District_ The Treasurer 
and Tax Collector imrnediately transfers the assessment payments to the designated Owners' Non-Profit 
Association for the District. 

Annual AsseS$ments 
Annual assessments are determined by parcel characteristics and location within the proposed District. 
Assessments are calculated using lot square footage and building square footage. For a detailed explanation of 
the assessment rate methodology, see Appendix A: Assessment Engineer's Report, available at 

www.doloresgbd~. 

The following equation can be used to calculate a parcel's annual assessment: 

(Parcel Lot Square Footage X Lot Rate) 

+ 
(Building Square Footage X Building Rate) 

+ 
Annual Parcel Assessment 

Land Use Lot SF Rate Building SF Rate 

Enhanced Service Zone: 
Commercial/Govt/Res $00815 $0.0815 

-
Standard Service Zone: 

Commerc1a I/Govt/Res $0.0429 $0.0429 
Non -Prof it/Edu ca ti on a I $0.0214 $0.0214 

Potential Annual Increase in Assessments 
Annual assessrnent rates for years 2-10 can only increase by a maximum of the percentage increase in the Bay 
Area consumer price index (CPI), or 3%, whichever figure is less, Decisions on any increase must be made by 
the elected Board of Directors of the District. 
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City Servjs;;_es 

The c:ty & County of San Francisco vvill continue to provide baseline services throughout tho terrn of the 

District. Per state and local law, the services and improvements provided by the MDGBD can only supo/emefl! 
those currently provided by the City & County of San Francisco. This Management Plan contains a list of 

services currently provided by the City (please refer tl1 Appendix C: Base Level of City Services that cannot be 

decreased due to the formation of the District}. 

Process for District Formation 

A GGD requir·es property owner approval through a two-stop voting process in vvhich the votes are weighteo' 

according to the proportiona! financial obligation of each affected property. The voting process is as follovvs: 
• A Petition, signed 'oy properly owners who will pay 30% or more of the total assessment. 

• Maiiing of ballots to all property ovvners. If pr·operty owners who will pay rnore than 50% vote in support 
of the GBD, the Board of Supervisors issues a resolution to establish the GGD_ 

Term 
The proposed term of the MDGBD is 10 years, FY 2019/20 to FY 2029/30. 

Legal Aµ_thority 

GBDs are authorized by the state Property and Business Improvement Disti-ict Law of 1994 (C{llifornia Streets 

and Highways Code §§36600 et seq., or the "1994 Act") as augmented by Art-icle "1SA of the San Francisco's 
Business and Tcix Regulations Code. 

Disestablishment 
[ach year the GBD is in operation, there is a 30-day period during which District property owners may request 

disestablishment of the GBD. -fhis 30-day per·iod begins each yecir on the anniversary of the date the GBD was 
established. If, within that 30-day period, a vvritten petition is submitted by the owners of real property who 

pay 50% or more of the assessments ievied, the San Francisco Boar·d of Supervisors shall convene a hearing on 

whether to disestablish the District. A majority of the Board of Supervisors may initiate disestablishment at any 
time based on misappropriation of funds, rnalfeasance, or violation of lavv in connection with management of 

the District. A supermajority of the Board of Supervisors may initiate disestablishrnent proceedings for any 

reason, except where there are outstanding, financing, !eases, or similar obligations of the City payable from 

or secured by assessments levied within the GBD. 

MISSION DOLORES GREEN BENE!= IT DISTRICT I www.doloresgbd.org 
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PETITION TO THE SAN FRANCISCO BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

TO ESTABLISH THE 

MISSION DOLORES GREEN BENEFIT DISTRICT 

1. We are the owner(s) of property, or are authorized to represent the owners(s), within the proposed special 

assessment district to be named the "MISSION DOLORES GREEN BENEFIT DISTRICT" (hereafter "Mission Dolores 
GBD" or "District"), the boundaries of which are shown on the attached map and in the Management Plan for the 

Mission Dolores GBD* (hereafter "Plan"). 

2. We are or represent the persons and/or entities that would be obligated to pay the special assessments for the 

services, improvements and activities as described in the Plan. If the proposed District ls established by the Board of 
Supervisors following the ballot election and public hearing, assessments wou Id be collected for the first 10 years 

{July 1, 2019- June 30, 2030). Expenditure of those collected assessments can continue for up to 6 months after the 
end of the assessment collection period (December 31, 2030), at which point the District would terminate if not 

renewed. 

3. We petition the Board of Supervisors to initiate special assessment district proceedings in accordance with 

applicable state and local laws (California Streets and Highways Code Sections 36600 et seq. "Property and Busitiess 

Improvement District Law of 1994" as augmented by the City and County of San Francisco Busi neSs and Tax 
Regulation Code Article 15A "Public Realm Landscaping, Improvement and Maintenance Assessment Districts 

('Green Benefit Districts'). 

4. We understand that upon receipt of this petition signed by property owners (or authorized representative of 

property owners) who will pay more than thirty percent (30%) or more of the proposed assessments, the Board of 

Supervisors may initiate proceedings to form the District These proceedings will include balloting of property 
owners underwhlch a majority of weighted property owners who return a ballot may authorize the Board of 

Supervisors to form the District. This petition does not represent a final decision. 

Legal Owner: 

APN: Parcel Address (if known) Parcel Assessment Parcel% 

$ % 

Total$ Total % 

o Yes, I petition the Board of Supervisors to initiate special assessment proceedings. 

o No, I do not petition the Board of Supervisors to initiate special assessment proceedings. 

Signature of Owner or Authorized Representative Date 

Print Name of Owner or Authorized Representative Contact Phone or Email 

PLEASE RETURN BY MAY 3, 2019 TO: 
San Francisco Parks Alliance, ATTN: Julia Ayeni, 1663 Mission Street, Suite 320, San Francisco, CA 94103 

The Mission Dolores Green Benefit District Management Plan & Engineer's Report can be found on line 
at www.doloresgbd.org. For more information regarding formation of the Mission Dolores GBD, please contact Julia 

Ayeni (juliaayeni@sfparksalliance.or·g, 415-906-6235 ). 
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OUR CIT'/, OUR PARKS. 

1663 Mission St., Sle. 320 
S"n i=rancisco CA 94103-2486 

-------
; l)'C> 

] 9.,J' recyclGd oaper 

! ________ _ 

I 
I 

-- ---------------- ____ j 
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------------·--------

-------

------uni 

SAN i=RANCISCO PARKS ALLIANCE;: 

ATTN: Julia Ayeni 
1663 MISSION ST STE;: 320 

SAN FRANCISCO CA 94103-2486 

l''llll•l11l11!•l11ll1l1IJl1lul1ill11ll11''ll'llhtl\tll1111ll1I 

PLACt; 
STAHP 
1--lERE 

------------------~ 
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Greater Buena Vista Green Benefit D1str1ct (GBD) 

SURVEY SUMMARY REPORT 

Novembec 2018 
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This summJ1y report was prepared by the San Francisco l'arks Alliance Place lab, in collaboration with 
the Greater Buena Vista GBD Steering Committee. 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Between September 2017 and July 2018, a group of residents in the Greater Buena Vista 
neighborhood -or Steering Committee -circulated an on line survey to over 3, 100 property owners 
in the area. 620 unique responses were received, 559 of which were from the study area. 

The survey asked respondents to identify their priorities for parks and open spaces services and 
improvements, above and beyond the City baseline. It is part of an outreach effort to explore 
whether and where there is community interest in forming a Green Benefit District (GBD). 

The process for forming a GBD involves multiple phases, including a petition and special ballot 
with extensive community engagement th rough out. The survey is just the starting point. Results 
from the survey provide insight into parks and open space use, needs and priorities, and 
willingness to pay an annual assessment for a GBD, if formed. 

There appears to be interest in additiona I services and improvements for neighborhood parks and 
open spaces. However, there is low support for the GBD concept in the Greater Buena Vista 
neighborhood.As such, the Steering Committee will not move forward with GBD formation at th rs 
time, but will seek to advance neighborhood open space priorities in other ways. 
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DESIC~N & DISTRIBUTION 

DESIGN 

The Steering Co1T·m1ttee, a group cf res; dents from the 

G'eater Buena Vrsta nerghborhood, designed the 
su1vey qLestionnaire 1.v1th inputs fror11 San Fr0ncisco 

Pu bk Works It rnculated the sJrvey rn the study arec 
between Septernoer 2017 acd ;uly 20: 8 using a 
variety of rr:ethods, described to the right. 

DISTRIBUTION 

P1459 

Postcard vvitr su·vey 1 i11k 1naded to every parcel 
address n study area usrng the Crty Assessor's 
records rn Secternber 2017 and again rn Apn! 201 B 

Announcernents on vario:Js email lists ar~d 

networks, rncladrng HAii\ 11.Al1C & CVi/\ 

Posts on socra! rnedra, rnclud'ng Next Door, 
race book, and Hoodlrne 

Meetings or discussions 1Nith persor.al anj 
neighborhooci associations and grciups. 

Outreach in open spaces and doo· to door outreach 

2 
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STUDY ARFA 
~nTA. 'JARCF' S ll> L, I L. 

2,093 parcels 

• 95% residential 

• 2% commercial 

• 3% other 
.:i'Je< c cfota 'ro1~ c.-,y & c,,,,.,,1y cl s~n 1-ronc"'"') 

:1.~0d L:sc D'"·9""'"'" 
f~<'S1c!en: 'R1'SIDi':NT" or "'v11Xl<cS' 

c~,~mernal - "M'~s·, ·Rf- T/\I _/~r-.J i". "Iv'. XI'[)", ""~H" 
(),her -'VACAN 1 ·_ ·c,::·. ''/'S•T(")R', 'Ml:D", :Jl".N SPA(!:") 

275 Acres 

POPUlJl.TION 
12,380 Residents* 

5,383 Residential Units 

osse5'crero\ o· ! 3 :i~c,ple per •0s'd"nt101un1) 
(l'a1ce' d~ld f,0 r, (,I\' & Cour:)' of <;on rra~c sec) 

OPEIN SPACE IJ[NS11Y PEI? RES~Dtl'1T 
Avg. of 187 sq. ft. of park space per study area resident 

(Size of a single parking space) 
1 l OiJI Study -~ -~o cipen spocc / c;:"" o:eci 1cs;dec:s) 

NF:IGHGOl\HOOD CllP11~ACTER I 70N!NG 
• Low & Moderate Density Mixed Residential 

• Neighborhood Commercial 

• Open Spaces 

" Parking 

CENSUS DAIA (HA',GHT I BUENAVISTAARl:A) 
Median Age· 34 

Male· 50.8 % 
Female· 49.2 % 
29% Owner occupied housing units 

71 % Renter occupied housing units 

13% of population ages 0-19 
(lln1leJ States Cco5us Bureau 201 Ll - ~act c,nJer Zip Code 9'-1 - )) 

p 1461 
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STUDY AREA ZONES 
We broke the Study Area ,nto 10 zones to help understand tho survey results in greater detail 

These zones were created by using geographrcal boundaries w1th1n the study area iuclud1ng parks and topography 
as well as arterial roads that designate ne:ghborhoods throughout the Greater 8uena Vista area 

The chart shows the number of parcels with;n each zone The study area contains a total of 2,093 individual parcels. 

ZONE PARCELS 

A 190 

B 333 

c 188 

D 156 

E 231 

F 450 

G 65 

H 242 

I 118 

J 120 

Totals 2,093 
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SURVEY RESPONDENTS 
A rn2Jority of s1.;rvey responJcr1ls live in the study area. l~cspo11ses (rom outside the survey 2reo 

are excluded from this Jnalys;s_ Of the JJ9 respor1dcnts frorn the sLJdy areo, a majority 0\\.1n 
t~e1r ho1r1e and !ive lr.ss than 2 blocks irom o neiqhbo~l1ood park or open soace_ 

91°/o LIV[ IN 

STUDY Af\EA 

83°/o O\NN HOME 
IN STLJDYARE/1 

P1465 

81 °/o LIVE < 2 8 IOCKS 
FROM OPEN SPACE 



SURVEY RESPON[JENTS 
Wnde tne survey drd not require respondents to indicate gender and age, 296 respondents elected to 1der,t1fy 
the11gcndcr and 154 rcspondo,1ts their age Most respondents were male and over 50 years old 

GEl'IDER 

ttttttttttttttttt1 59°/o MALE 

41 °/o FEMALE 

AVE'.RAGE /\Gt: 

~················•·········•··•· 54 --···•··•····•· 
g 
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PARKS & OPEN Sf:)ACE LJSERS 
Survey responder ts 111,.ere askt:d about vvho 1r1 their h:J·Jscho'd uses neighbo1hood parks arid open spaces. 
1-iousei:olds w:t11 1-2 aduiis, 0 kids and 0 dogs are the most{requent users_ 

89o/o 10% 1% 
1-2 ADULTS 3 5 ADULTS 6+ ADULTS 

....... 78% 21% 1% 
0 KIDS 1 3 KIDS 4+ KIDS 

60% 37°/o 3% 
0 DOGS 1 2 DOGS 3+ DOGS 

P1467 

,0 



DISTRIBlJTION OF RESPCJNSES 
Of the J59 unique survey respondents 1n i1e study area, two-thirds or 399 rcspondenls provided either their exact localicr1 

o: cross ~lreets. VVhen mapped byrone, 1t 1s clear that the r-ia_jority of survey responses cornefrom Zones C, F and H. 
Us:ng the number of parcels per zone as a proxy for volume, the highest rate cf responses appear 1r1 Zone G. 

ZONE RESPONSES % TOTAL SURVEY RESPONSES PARCELS RESPONSE 
·----····---

A 12 3n/o 190 6°/o 

B 30 8°/o 333 9o/o 

c 58 15°/o 188 31 o/o 

D 32 go/o 156 21°/o 

E 39 1 Oo/o 231 17°/o 

f 64 16o/o 450 14o/o 

G 46 12°/o 65 71 o/o 

H 55 13°/o 242 23°/o 

I 32 8o/o 118 27o/o 

J 31 7o/o 120 26o/o 

Totals 399 100% 2,093 
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DIS !liiflUTION Cl/ /ii SPDNS[S 

Asco, G~ 
It • S8 J! H N ~I U JZ 31 

12 
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DISTRIBUTION OF RESP0~05ES 
Zone C and f had some of the highest 
concen!rations of res~Joridents who identified 
the:·r address or cross street 

Geog1aph1eaiiy, the southern and western 
neighborhoods surruuodmg Buena Vista Park 
were among those who had the hrghest rate of 
responses. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

WEST I 
(G,C,D) \ 

I 
\ 
I 
I 
I 
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EAST 
(H,I) 
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REASONS FOR OPEN SPACE LJSES 

-;';_-,_ ,':!.-':~:· 
;.,«--;.></ 
t~tt/.i>: 

HIGH 

LOW 

P1472 

Respondents vvere asked to indicate their 

top reasons for usrng parks and open 

spaces rhey were grven o rank optrons (Top 
Reason, Next Reason, 2nd Next Reasoo, 3rd 

Next Reason, l.asi Reason) The chart to the 

left synthesrzes these ranks rnto 3 prrorrty 
categorres (Hrgh, Med run·,, Low) 

A ma1orrty of respondents use their 

neighborhood open spaces for en1oy1ng 
nature and views_ 

Hrgh~ Top l\easor1 & Next Reason 
Med ·2nd Next l\cason 

Low~ 3rd Next l\eason & Last Reason 

1b 



Of survey respondents lrvrng rn the study 
area, a majority use the parks and 
open spaces nearest to their 
residence every day rather than 
visir:ng a specific destination 

The chart Oil ihe follow1ng page SCOWS 
freque~1cy oi use by specific parks and open 
spaces_ 

I - ,' , I ' ' , 
' "' I ·j ' · _:__: ! --. __ - __ '.: L 

' - - - , ' 
/-'I ;j ii.'-~/" 
-,_-' -- '-\.:?_' 
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FR[~QlJr=NcY ()F LJSE - SPECIFIC OPEN SPACE 

• .. . ' 

' "~ f'7;; ' - i ,~_. ,f, i 
.-,_-;-, 
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DAILY 
WEEKLY 
NIONTMLY 

OCCASIONALLY 

NEVER 
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PRIORlllES INFl\ASTRlJC-1 URE 

T1e chart belovv 1nd:cntes percer1t er respondents th2t felt ~he 10 1 101.~·;·rig infrastructure 1111prove111e:1'.s 

shoiJid be a h1gl•, n:cdiL.:m or loi.'J pr;uri1y Responderts i..vere given S rank options (Higf' Top Reason, 
Nex~ Reason, ~v1ea:um: 2r1d Next Re::ison, : ov-r 3rd l~ext Re2sor\ Last Reason). 

INFRASTRUCTURE HIGH MEDIUM LOW 

Path1Nays 67°/o 16o/o 1 / 0/o 

Landscaping & Trees 69o/o 15o/o 16°/o 

Recreation Equipment 24°/o 26o/o 50°/o 

Signage 12°/o 15°/o 73°/o 

Perimeter Lights 36o/o 20°/o 44°/o 

Pl 4 75 
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F)RIORITlt:S SERVICES 

foe chart be row 1nd1Cates percent of respondents that felt the following se~rces should be a hrgh, 
med rum or low priority. Resoondents were given 5 rank options (HrghTop Reason, Next Reason, 
Med rum 2nd Next Reason, Low. 3rd ~ext Reason, last Reason) 

SERVICE HIGH MEDIUM LOW 

Enhanced Maintenance 77°/o 13o/o 1 Oo/o 

Security 71°/o 17o/o 12°/o 

Garbage Services 42o/o 40o/o 18°/o 

Programming 12°/o 14o/o 74o/o 

Other 9o/o 1 So/o 73°/o 
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WILLING/\JfSS TCJ SUPPORT 

$!5l),25ll $25!J.375 $375-500 ~SQO+ 
]ll'j, 13)1, 11% ~% 

-IJJGH 

20 
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WILLINGNESS TO SUPPORT 

Of the J58 survey respondents who gave 
therr exact address, lone Chad the mos! 
posrtrve responses rn favor of GBD 
forrratron whrle nerghborir19 Zone G had 
the lrrghest 1espo11ses against 

The bar graph shows the total value of a 
zo11e's wrllrngness to pay an assessment 
lhe value is taken as the drllerence 
between the number of "no" and a "yes" 
respondents wrthrn an zone. 

- Neutral 

~ 
~ 

z 

t 
0 
~ 
~ 
~ 

~ 

0 -~ 
~ 
w 
c 
= c 

-

"" 
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A. n-1ajori'.y of survey respondents i11dicuted ;hat ~hey 1i..ioL:ld .D.ill be v·.i1ll1ng to pay an assess1nertfor 

oddit1oricJ1 serv1cr:s and in1orovcr:-ier1ts. tVany of thern felt that tl"e C~ity should :ncreasc its budget to 

orov1de these additior1ai services Jnri in1orove1ne11ts. 

P1479 

If YES, willingness to pay: 
70°10 $150-$250 
13% $250"$375 
11% $375"$500 

6°/o $500+ 

If NO, reasons why: 
42°10 City should increase budget 

18°/o Limited household income 

10°/o Parks are not a priority 
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NEXT STEPS 
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Nl'X' "T'f'' ~ I :::i' L _, 

1) Survey Report-Back and Next Steps Meeting: January 2019 

2) All interested in helping develop a fundraising strategy for Buena Vista Park sign up at the link below. 

3) BVNA leaders and GBD leaders shou Id meet to: 

a) Create a fundraising committee 

b) Discuss and develop a timeline to strengthen BVNA 

4) Announce formation of Fundraising Committee and regular meeting dates in early 2019 

5) Hold first Fund raising committee meeting in Spring 2019 

For full survey, please see Appendix A on Greater Buena Vista GBD website: 

http://www. g bvg bd .o rg/su 1vey/ 

P1481 

24 



Appendix B--Definition of Grant Plan 

The ler1n "Grant Plan" shall be defined as follows: 

I. PROJECT DEFINITIONS 

APN --Assessor's l>arcel Number 

GHD - Green Benefit District 

City- City and County of San I'rancisco 

City's Tcan1 -
Christopher Corgas, Senior Progra1n Manager, OEWl) 
Jonathan Goldberg, J>rogram Manager, Public Works 
I-lclen Mar, Project Specialist, OEWD 

District Supervisor - Supervisor on the City and County of San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 
representing District 8 

FPS- GBD Feasibility Phase SUrvey 

(.;ran tee - San Francisco Parks Alliance 

c;rantcc's ]'cam -
Brooke Ray Rivera, San Francisco Parks Alliance 
Julia Ayeni, San Francisco Parks Alliance 
Madeline Porter, San Francisco Parks Alliance 
Drew Becher, CEC), San Francisco Parks Alliance 

Inner Sunset GBD - a proposed GB!) in San Francisco Supcrvisorial District 5 

MOU - Memorandum of Understanding 

OEWD- Office ofEconornic and Workforce Developinent, a department of the City. 

Project Area A- Neighborhood surrounding Buena Vista Park 

Project Area B- Neighborhood surrounding Dolores Park. 

PW - Department of Public Works, a department of the City. 

Steering Committee -A com1nittee that will work with Grantee to deter1nine the feasibility of GBD 
formation or expansion 

II. DESCRIPTION OF SERVICES 

A Green Benefit District is a public/private partnership in which property owners choose to make a 
coll~ctive contribution to the maintcnllilce, development and pro1notion of their neighborhoods and public 
realn1 asset~ through a special assessment of their properties. 

G-100 (3-17) B-1 
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GBDs represent a long-term financial co1n1nitn1ent; therefore the !Orn1ations or expansions ofGBJ)5 
require the suppo1t of property owners in the district. GBDs arc iOrmed or expanded when there is 
widespread support arnong prope1iy owners who arc f11lly informed about the proposed district. 

The intent of this Agree111ent is to determine the level of suppo1i for the formation of a two new GODs, 
one in the area surrounding Buena Vista Park and one in the area su1Tounding rio\ores Park. 'I'his 
deter1nination ofsuppo1t is referred to as the CiBD Feasibility l'hase. 

III. TASKS ANl) l)J~LlVJ!:RADLES FOll l'IlOJECT 

'!'ask 1. Project Area A Survey Ileport 

• Grantee shall prepare a final survey rcpon fOr 1-'rojcct Area A and send to C'ity's 1·eam. 
• Final survey rep()rt shall contain: 

o Nu1nbcr of survey respondents 
o Survey respondents broken do;vn between property owners, businesses, renters, and other 

(as needed) stakeholder organizations or groups 
o Break down of responses to each question by all respondents and subcategorized by how 

property ov.•ncrs, businesses, renters, and others (as needed stakeholder organizations or 
groups) respond 

o Appropriate cba1is, graphs, and tables to facilitate data understanding 
o A conclusion on whether or not the GBD project should continue in Project Arca A 

Task 1 l)cliverablcs 

A. (Jrcatcr Buena Vista GBD Survey Report 

1'ask 2. Project Area B Survey lleport 

• Grantee shall prepare a final survey report for Project Arca Band send to City's crean1. 
• final survey report shall contain: 

o Nu1nber of survey respondents 
o Survey respondents broken down bct\vccn propeiiy ov.1ncrs, businesses, renters, and other 

(as needed) stakeholder organizations or groups 
o Break down of responses lo each question by all respondents and subcategorizc<l by how 

property ov.·ncrs, businesses, renters, and others (as needed stakeholder organizations or 
groups) respond 

o Appropriate cba11s, graphs, and tables to facilitate data understanding 
o A conclusion on \Vhether or not the GBD project should continue in Project Area B 

Task 2 J)eliverables 

B. JJolorcs Park GBf) Survey Report 

Task 3. Final !\lanage1nent Plan 

• Grantee shall subn1it a final Management District Plan (management plan) for Project Area Fl to 
City's Team 

• Management District Plan shall meet all requirements under pertinent state anc\ local statutes 

B-2 July 1, 2018 

P1483 



• Managen1ent District Plan shall be approved by the Project Area B steering committee 
• Managcn1cnt District Plan shall be approved by the Green Benefit IJistrict Program Manager and 

City Attorney 

T:1sk 3 Deliverables 

C. Final Management District Plan 

Task 4. Final Engineer's Report 

• Grantee shall submit a final engineer's report for Project Area B to City's Teatn 
• Engineer's Report shall 1neet all requirements under pertinent state and local statutes 
• J=;:ngineer's Report shall have beeu approved by the Project Area B steering co1nn1ittcc 
., Engineer's Report shall be approved by Green Benefit J)istrict Program Manager and City Attorney 

Task 4 Deliverables 

D. }'inal Engineer's Report for Project Area B 

Task 5. Petition Mailing 

• Grantee shall mail petitions and all related documents, via United States Postal Service, to initiate a 
special assessn1cnt election 

l'ask 5 Deliverables 

E. Proof of petition mailing package (receipt from United States Postal Service) 

Tasl{ 6. Assessment Database 

• Grantee shall provide GrcL:n Benefit District Progratn Manager a final assessment database 
indicating the following for each property: 

o APN 
o SITUS 
o Property Owner Name 
o Mailing Address 
o Mailing City 
o Mailing State 
o Mailing Zip Cot.le 
o Necessary parcel characteristic information to determine individual assessn1ent 
o Assessment for each parcel 
o Percentage of total assessment budget that each individual parcel is 

Task 6 Deliverables 

F.Final Assessment Database for Project Area B 

G-lOO (3-17) .July 1, 2018 
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Task 7. Dalloi Materials 

• Grantee shall provide all necessary ballot rnaterials to the Green Benefit District l'rogran1 Manager 
and City's 1'eam, y,chich shall include 

o Mailing database 
o Ballot cover letter fro1n Project Area I3 steering com1nittce 
o lJSBs or CDs containing the Management District Plan, Management l)istrict Plan 

Sutnmary, Engineer's llepo1t, and cover letter for Project Area 13 in PDF for1nat 
• Grantee shall provide City's 'feain with lJSBs or CDs 50o/o in excess ofthe 

amount of parcels in the district 
• Por cxai11ple, if the (JJ3fJ has 1,000 unigue parcels grantee shall provide 

1,500 US Rs or CDs containing the afore1ncntioneU infortnation to City's 
Tea1n 

1'ask 7 Deliverables 

(_l_ All three ballot 1nalerials submitted to City's 'J'eam 
a. for the lJSBs or CI)s a letter of receipt fron1 City's Tearn will suffice 

1'ask 8. Closure 

• lirantee shall be responsible for close out procedllics in the Inner Sunset GBlJ area 
• Grantee shall be responsible for close out proceciures in Project Area .A. and I3, if respective steering 

co1nn1ittcc determines it is not feasible to move forward with the project either after surveying or 
co1npletion of a final ManagemenL Plan and Engineer's Reµo1t 

• Close out responsibilities shall include: 
o f~nlail C()JlJJUUl1ications to (]130 supporters and stakeholders inciicating the status of the 

project and \Vhy it ""ill no longer be actively pursued 

o An online survey to gauge 1Nhether or not the co1nn1unity at large v.•ould be interested in 

pursuing another GBD in the future 

• Survey tnay include additional questions that steering comtnittce ciee1ns 

necessary 

o lJpdating the GBf) \.Vebsite to infonn the co1nn1unity ofthc status change 

o A direct mailing to property owners indicating the change in status of the potential GBD 

o Advising the steering com1nittce and its leadership team on any next steps 

Task 8 Deliverables 

1-1. Letter to Inner Sunset GI3D property owners and stakeholders 
]. Letter to Project Area A property owners and stakeholders 
J. J,etter to Project Area B property owners and stakeholders 

Ci-100 (3-17) B-4 
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November 27, 2018 

Dear Inner Sunset Property Owners, 

Who We Are: A large group of Inner Sunset residents who have been volunteering for neighborhood 
improvements since the 1980s. We've worked to underground overhead wires, created the Inner 
Sunset Farmers' Market, advocated for improvements to the edge of Golden Gate Park along Lincoln 
Way, and pushed for a better gateway to our neighborhood and the park at 9th Avenue and Lincoln 
Way. 

What We're About: The Inner Sunset is a great place to live, work and play. Many of us have made a 
huge investment in our homes and the neighborhood - by supporting local businesses, beautifying 
our sidewalks, raising our children here, participating in cleanup and improvement projects and 
looking after our neighbors. We are committed to making this neighborhood cleaner, safer and more 
liveable. 

Why We're Reaching Out: We spent the last year engaging over 200 neighbors to develop project 
ideas, foster accountability for city services, and explore a potential platform for neighborhood 
advocacy and funding via a Green Benefit District (GBD). 

For a number of reasons, we have decided to end the Inner Sunset GBD formation effort. But we are 
not giving up on the idea that most people in this neighborhood share our desire to have a stronger 
voice at City Hall and retain our unique Inner Sunset character in the tide of citywide change. Many 
well-organized neighborhoods in San Francisco are seeing improvements in their commercial areas, 
newly renovated parks and more attention to the needs· of homeless. We want the Inner Sunset to 
be one of those neighborhoods. 

Call to Action: The Inner Sunset needs neighbors like you to look at some of the ideas that have 
surfaced over the years and think about which ones mean a lot to you and how you see yourself 
getting involved in making the idea a reality. Our neighborhood needs new perspectives and 
volunteers make things happen! We hope you'll join us. 

Please take a few minutes to take a short survey at www.inner-sunset.org/survey. The survey 
responses will tell us where there is active support for these projects. We plan to convene a 
community forum early next year for continued discussion. Our hope is to get some of these projects 
rolling so that the Inner Sunset can tap into upcoming opportunities around the upcoming 150th 
Golden Gate Park Anniversary in 2020. 

Thank you for caring about the Inner Sunset and for sharing your ideas about how to make it a better 
place. 

Craig Dawson (Board Member, Inner Sunset Park Neighbors and Inner Sunset Merchants Association) 
Andrea Jadwin (Past President, Inner Sunset Park Neighbors) 
Ike Kwon (COO, California Academy of Sciences) 
Al Minvielle (Past President, Inner Sunset Park Neighbors) 
Naomi Porat (Inner Sunset Resident) 

.. 
' 1032 Irving Street, #5Pllifsl.B Francisco, CA 94122 



Le er, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Good afternoon Hooper, 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Friday, June 14, 2019 3:51 PM 

JOHN HOOPER 
Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); Heckel, Hank (MYR); SOTF, (BOS) 

RE: Thank you for helping with SOTFl 

Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton Mailing Package - san1ple.pclf; 
Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton Mailing Package.pdf; Deliverable 1 

- Buena Vista Survey Report.pdf; Deliverable 2 - Feasibility Survey Report (DP).pdf; 

Deliverable 3 - Mission Dolores GBD Final Managernent Plan.pdf; Deliverable 4 - Mission 

Dolores GBD Final Engineer's Report.pdf; Deliverable 8 - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to 

Property Owners (15).pdf; Deliverable 8 - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property Owners 
(IS).pdf; G-100 SFPA GBDs OEWD contract_scope of wor·k.pdf 

I hope that your emergency concludes safely. 

I am attaching the final agreement with OEWD and SF Parks Alliance along with all of the deliverables, which would be 
the work product that would have been given to OEWD. I think that by sending this in a separate c-mall and not 

contained within my previous 25 responses, may create clarity around their work. 

I believe that this should answer your question regarding the documents that would be available from the Park Alliance. 

I have made myself available to Mr. Sullivan for a face-to-face meeting, and would likewise offer the same to you. 

Have a good weekend, 

M. 

Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
Office of Economic and Workforce Development City Hall, Room ll48 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

P: 415-SS4-6297 
E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

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

Frorn: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 1:22 PM 

To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN} <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) <jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org> 

Subject: Thank you for helping with SOTFI 

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
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Hi Marianne: I appreciate your taking the time to forward to Cheryl at SOTF the documents you had send me on 3/25/19 
in response to a 2/11/19 PRA request. I am out of town on an emergency basis and do not have access to the OEWD 
emails. 

I am sorry we got off to a less than optimal start after the recent SOTF hearing at which I attempted to introduce myself. 

My intent, with both you and Jonathan Goldberg, was to make it clear that, though we may disagree on a given policy 
matter, I have nothing but high regard for City employees and the important work you do. 

However, I consider it inappropriate for public employees to refuse to speak to a member of the public as both you and 
Jonathan did with me on the occasion in question. 

I look forward to working cordially with you in the future. 

Sincerely, 

John Hooper 
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MISSION DOLORES GREEN BENEFIT DISTRICT 
MANAGEMENT PLAN 

April 2019 

I' re pared for the Mission Dolores GBD Fonnation Committee by the San Francisco Parks Alliance 
Assessment Engineering by KLI Finance, Inc. 

Prepared pursuant to the State of California Property and Business Improvement District Low of 1994 as 
amended and augmented by Article 15A of the San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations Code and 
Article XlllD of the California Constitution to create a property-based business improvement district. 
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Deilr Neighbors, 

Do you love our neighborhood but find yourself wanting to improve it? 
Do you want a more predictable, sustainable, transparent & responsive way to make things 

better? 

A group of Mission Dolores neighbors and business owners, answered "yes" to both questions. We 
started a convers<ition about the unique neighborhood we live in and cherish; and formed a 
committee to formally gauge the concerns of our community and explore solutions. 

We believe we can make our community more welcoming for all while preserving its unique 
character by creating a Green Benefit District. A "Green Benefit District'1 (GBD) provides a 
predictable, sustainable, transparent, accountable and responsive approach that improves the 
quality of life in our beautiful, special neighborhood. 

The Management Plan presents the results of our work to date. It describes the services and 
funding for a Mission Dolores GBD ("MDGBD"). The plan was developed following a series of public 
meetings and an extensive survey of Mission Dolores residents, property owners and local 
businesses. It includes a proposed budget with estimated costs for implementing and running the 
MDGBD. 

The overriding vision has been to build an organization with direct accountability to its constituents, 
and addresses the priorities identified by the survey and other inputs - an organization that fosters 
community, organizes and acts to improve the safety, cleanliness, enjoyability and beauty of the 
public realm, with a unified voice to advocate for our unique community needs at City Hall. 

What can 1 do to help? 

First, please read through the Management Plan, ask questions and give us your feedback. More 
detailed information about our efforts and the survey results are on our site www.doloresgbd.org. 
Please contact us for more information or to get involved. Most importantly, if you believe in the 
approach presented here, then talk about it with your neighbors. This is a community-based 
initiative and we want more people to be involved and engaged in the process. 

The next outreach to the entire community will be a formal Petition to be voted on by all area 
property owners in March 2019. The Petition will determine if we can proceed to the next step. We 
need your YES vote to continue. Are you satisfied with the way things are? If not, please take read 
this plan, ask questions, and help us create a Mission Dolores Green Benefit District. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce Bowen, Carolyn Thomas, Conan McHugh, Hans Kolbe, Jim Chappell, Ned Moran, Robert Brust, 
Sam Mogannam, and Tom Shaub 

MDGBD Formation Committee 
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I. Executive Summary 

The Mission Dolores Green Benefit District (MDGBD) is an innovative way for neighbors to directly invest 
in the enhancement of their neighborhood. As a specia 1 assessment district authorized by state and local 
law (California Streets and Highways Code Sec. 36600 et. seq., the "Property and Business Improvement 
District Law of 1994 as amended," and Article !SA of the San Francisco Business and Tax Regulations 
Code), a GBD can fund a wide range of enhanced maintenance and capital improvements for Mission 
Dolores public spaces. These services and enhancements go above & beyond the City's existing baseline 
services and do not serve as a redundant or replacement source of funds. 

Importantly, the M DGBD organize and adv a nee the community's shared interests and priorities. The 
M DGBD is a neighborhood-scale platform honoring the rich ethic and cultural diversity of the 
community, while supporting improvements and stewardship of shared public resources. The M DGBD 
creates a responsive local entity that advocates for beautification initiatives, augments community 
among established groups, respects the rich diversity in the neighborhood, and empowers initiatives to 
increase the quality of community life. 

In April 2018, a group of stakeholders representing Mission Dolores residents, merchants, and 
neighborhood stakeholders convened to explore options to identify and support desired improvements 
in the community. The result was a decision to organize a Formation Committee and move forward with 
a community-based Green Benefit District. The MDGBD Formation Committee, in partnership with the 
San Francisco Parks Alliance (a 501(c)3 non-profit), led a robust year-long and participatory community 
engagement process, cu Im inating in the co-creation of this Gl3D Management Pian. 

The mission of the MDGBD is to improve the overall quality of life in Mission Dolores while preserving 
its unique character, through neighborhood improvements, community engagement, and enhanced 
stewardship of the public realm. 

The MDGBD commits to ensure the programs provided will reflect the diversity of the area, engaging all 
residents and stakeholders, to foster opportunities to all those who reside here. 

The immediate actions and long-range goals of the Mission Dolores GBD are to: 

• Enhance the cleanliness of the residential areas and commercial corridors 

• Collaborate with existing neighborhood initiatives to create detailed action plans in the 
respective locations 

• Create a more cohesive and engaged community 

• Include community representatives in decision-making 

• Invest in parks and open spaces, beyond Dolores Park, including but not limited to Mission Pool 
and Playground, the Dolores and Guerrero medians, the Dolores Heights stairways, and theJ
Church Muni right-of-way, to reflect neighborhood needs and priorities 

• Install and maintain new and existing trees, planters and sidewalk gardens 

• Improve lighting, crosswalks and amenities to increase safety and connectivity to the parks and 
along transit corridors 

• Support existing local businesses to sustain and grow vibrant commercial corridors 

• Support the formation and activities of local safety g1·oups 

• Organize showcasing of local initiatives in the arts, 'business, and community groups 
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Additionally, the MDGBD values and com1nits to: engage local entities to provide services when 
required; provide meeting space for local non-profits if space is available; ensure local residents are 
aware of economic and arts-based opportunities; bridge gaps across groups, and enhance community 
connections. 

As described herein, the MDGBD will fund the following programs above and beyond those currently 
provided by the City & County of San Francisco: Cleaning, Safety & Beautification; Advocacy & 
Engagement; and Accountability & Transparency programs. The Management Pl;in will in effect be the 
"constitution" of the District. 

DISTRICT OVERVIEW 

Location The properties located within the MDGBD represent residential, com1nercial, 
public, non-profit, and academic uses. The boundaries encompass roughly 90 
whole and partial blocks and one enhanced service zone in the Mission Dolores 
neighborhood. In genera.I, the District is bounded by Valencia Street to the east, 
Duboce Street and Market Street to the north, Market Street, Sanchez Street, 
Prosper Street, Hartford Street, and Castro Street to the west, and 22"d Street, 
21'1 Street, and Hill Street to the south. The District tlbuts an existing Community 
Benefit District: the Castro/Upper Market Community Benefit District. 

\mprovements & Cleaning, Safety & Beautification: includes enhanced sidewalk l;indscaping and 

Activities greenery, pedestrian safety improvements, additional lighting, additional 
com1non spaces, public art, sidewalk steam cleaning/power washing, 
sidewalk/curb sweeping, graffiti abatement, outreach services, and crime 
prevention services. 

The Cleaning, Safety & Beautification Program will apply throughout the 
Standard Service Zone as well as the Enhanced Service Zone, with the Enhanced 
Service Zone pa reels receiving a higher frequency and concentration of these 
activities. 

Advocacy & Engagement: includes communications and relationship building 
with District stakeholders and City agencies, advocacy, and neighborhood 
engagement. 

Accountability & Transparency: includes handling of day-to-day operations, 
grant writing, financials, and all administrative tasks. 

Method of Levy of assessments upon real property that benefits from GBD services, 
Financing activities, and improvements. 
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Budget Total District expenditures for its first year of operations are $1, 110,000. 
86.04% Cleaning, Safety, & Beautification ($9SS,OOO) 
7.66% Advocacy & Engagement ($8S,OOO) 
6.31% Accountability & Transparency ($70,000) 

Proposed District revenues are $1,110,000. 
9S. 7% Special Benefit Assessment Revenues ($1,062,250) 
4.3% Other Sources ($47,750) 

Governance The GBD is managed by a S01(c)3 Owners' Non-Profit Association that is 
designated by the City to receive and manage assessment revenue on behalf of 
the District. The Board of Directors is comprised of a representative mix of 
District property owners, residential tenants, and non-residential 'owners or 
tenants. 

Method of Each property owner is assessed based on the proportional share of special 
Collecting benefits received from the services, activities, and improvements provided by 
Assessment the Mission Dolores GBD. 

.The budget showing that 9S.7% of funds are raised through assessments is 
based on the Assessment Engineer's quantification of special benefits received 
from proposed services that are particular and distinct to assessed property 
owners. The remaining 4.3% will not be collected through assessments because 
that portion reflects the degree to which the district will provide general 
benefits. General Benefit is benefit to the public at large resulting from any GBD 
services, activities, and improvements; by law, it cannot be funded by 
assessment revenues. 

The GBD assessment is collected serni-annually on property tax bills 
administered by the City & County of San Francisco's Treasurer and Tax 
Collector. The money however does not belong to the City, it belongs to the 
property owners in the District. The Treasurer and Tax Collector immediately 
transfers the assessment payments to the desigriated Owners' Non-Profit 
Association for the District. 
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Annual Annual assessments are determined by parcel characteristics and location 
Assessments within the proposed District. Assessments are calculated using lot square 

footage and building square footage. Fo1· a detailed explanation of the 
assessment methodology, please refer to Appendix A. Assessn1ent Engineer's 

Report. 

The following equation can be used to calculate a parcel's annua I assessment: 

(Parcel Lot Square Footage X Lot Rate) 
~-

(Building Square Footage X Building Rate) 
0 

Annual Parcel Assessn1ent 

Estimated annual maximum assessment rates for the Fiscal Year l: 

~Use --i lot SF Ra~J _!u_~lding SF R~!el 
Enhanced Service Zone· 

I Commecml/G"t /R"tdeot<ol_ I $0.081jj0 o;i1s__ --
I Standard Service Zone 

I Com1nerc1al/Govt /Res1dent1al ] $0 0429 $0 0429 
Non-Prof1t/School ~ 0214 $0 0214 _J 

Assessment Annual assessment r<ites can only increase by a maximum of the percentage 
Adjustments increase in the Bay Area consumer price index (CPI}, or 3%, whichever is less. 

Decisions on any increase must be made by the elected board of directors of the 
District. 

City Services The City & County of San Francisco will continue to provide baseline services 
throughout the term of the District. Per state law, the services and 
improvements detailed in this plan can only supplement those currently 
provided by the City & County of San Francisco. This Management Plan contains 
a list of services currently provided by the City (Appendix C) that cannot be 
decreased due to formation of the District. 

District A GBD requires property owner approval through a two-step voting process in 
Formation which the votes are weighted according to the proportional financial obligation 

of each affected property. The voting process is as follows: 
1. Property owners representing at least 30% of assessments proposed to 

be levied must submit a signed petition to the San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors. 

2 Property owners receive notice of the proposed assessment and a 
Ballot, with instructions on how to return the Ballot to the City. 

If returned ballots representing 50% or more of assessments are in support, then 
the Board of Supervisors may vote to establish the GBD. 

Term 10 years {July 1, 2019 to June 30, 2030) 
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Disestablishment Each year the GBD is in operation, there is a 30-day period during which District 
property owners may request disestablishment of the G BD. Th is 30-day period 
begins each year on the anniversciry of the date the GBD was established. If, 
within that 30-day period, a written petition is submitted by the owners of real 
property who pay 50% or more of the assessments levied, the San Francisco 
Board of Supervisors sh al I convene a hearing on whether to disestablish the 
District. In addition, a majority of the Board of Supervisors may initiate 
disestablishment at any time based on misappropriation of funds, malfeasance, 
or violation of law in connection with management of the District. A 
supermajority of the Board of Supervisors may initiate disestablishment 
proceedings for any reason, except where there are outstanding, financing, 
leases, or similar obligations of the City payable from or secured by assess men ts 
levied within the GBD. 
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II. ABOUT 

A. What is a GBD? 
A Green Benefit District (GBD) is a form of special assessment district, modeled after the City of San 
Francisco's Community Benefit District {CBD) program, adapted to residential neighborhoods and 

designed to improve public realm areas. A GBD provides enhanced improvements and activities, such 
as public safety, maintenance and neighborhood enhancements, to supplement the existing baseline 
services provided by the City government. A GBD's geographic boundaries are detern1ined by ~xtensive 
public engagement and participatory design, including a neighborhood needs assessment, a professional 
neighborhood survey, visioning workshops, multiple outreach events and regular public meetings. The 
services, activities, and improvements provided by a GBD are funded by an assessment of local property 
owners. GBDs, like their CBD counterparts, are highly successful funding and advocacy mechanisms that 
provide enhanced local services, greater responsiveness, and increased transparency for their m em be rs. 
There are currently 15 CBDs and one GBD in operation in San Francisco. 

Article 15A in the City & County of San Francisco's Business and Tax Regulations Code created a 
procedu ra I vehicle for the City to establish G BDs. G BD improvements, services and activities may 
include, but are not limited to enhancements to, "Ecological, water and energy systems, pedestrian and 
bicycle amenities, and recreational improvements." As defined by Article lSA, public realm areas are 
"Outdoor spaces open to the public including parks, parklets, sidewalks, unimproved ;ireas, landscaped 
areas, plazas, and gardens." This means the services provided by a GBD can be tailored to benefit and 
address the needs of all open spaces in the com111unity, not just formal parks. 

A GBD is managed by a non,profit association governed by an elected Board of Directors cornprised of 
assessed property owners and key community stakeholders within the geographically defined "District." 
A Management Plan is a legal document that outlines the scope and spending authority of each benefit 
district, as well as the goals, boundaries, services, assessment methodology, and formation schedule for 
the proposed District. State law also requires the preparation of an Engineer's Report and an assessment 
methodology to ensure that no parcel is assessed in excess of its fair share. Any material change to the 
Management Plan requires a subsequent vote by the assessed property owners. This transparent and 
grassroots management structure ensures that GBDs are held accountable to the com1nunity they serve 
and that GBD services are provided in an efficient, responsive and cost-effective manner. GBD programs 
are subject to an annual report to the San Francisco Board of Supervisors, an audit, and other private 
sector performance standards and controls. 

B. Why Create the Mission Dolores GBD? 
• Promote cleanliness and public safety in all area parks, open spaces and business/residential 

corridors - First and foremost, address issues with dirty sidewalks, liter, graffiti and antisocial 
street behaviors. 

• Advocate for District Priorities - Provide a structured organization for property owners, 
businesses and residents to advocate for delivery of enhanced City services and accountability 
within the neighborhood. 

• Community Engagement- Create a platform that neighbors can use to promote outreach and 
interactions with our community within the Mission Dolores neighborhood and the City. 

• Invest In Neighborhood Beautification - Improve Mission Dolores streetscapes and open spaces 
while preserving its unique character through initiatives such as sidewalk greening, public art 
and historical markers. 
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A GBD is predictable, sustainable, transparent, accountable, inclusive, and responsive. 

1. Predictable - Assessment provides a known minirnum budget that can be counted on each year 

for addressing the needs of our neighborhood 
2. Sustainable - Establishes an an nua I funding source and documents the baseline of services 

provided by the City, neither of which is subject to the success of outside fund raising or the 

whims of government 
3. Transparent- Legal non-profit rnanaged by a board of directors and subject to disclosure laws 

4. Accountable - Led by local residents, property and business owners; elected and vested in 
serving the needs of our community 

5. Inclusive - Supplements and does not limit any additional avenues for addressing the needs of 

our neighborhood such as lobbying local officials, soliciting private funds, organizing volunteer 

days, etc. Additionally, focused on co Ila borating to rna ke the neighborhood safer and more 
welcoming for all, not excluding individuals, groups, or existing community organizations 

6. Responsive - Established by local community members rnotivated to make a difference by 
providing services (as opposed to the governmental approach of legislation and enforcement) 

C. How was the MDGBD Management Plan developed? 

The MDGBD Management Plan is the cu I mi nation of a multi-year effort to seek neighborhood input and 
identify priorities for targeted community investments. 

Beginning April 2018 through March 2019, the GBD Formation Committee evaluated the feasibility of 
establishing a Mission Dolores GBD, ensuring that a diverse range of opinions and voices were 
incorporated to the proposed GBD's vision, mission, and project proposals. Over the 11-month 

engagement period, the Formation Committee conducted extensive community outreach including 
public meetings, a detailed website including an onlinefeedbackforum, neighborhood-wide mailings 

and door-to-door outreach. In addition, with support from and statistical analysis provided by Boston 

Research Technologies, a professional survey consultant the Formation Committee surveyed over 4,800 
Mission Dolores property owners, businesses, and residents to determine neighborhood interest and 

potential support to form a GBD, receiving 612 usable responses. 

Key survey findings include: 
• 37% of property owners strongly favor the formation of a GBD; 

• 46% of property owners are interested in the idea of a GBD, but needed more information; 

• Respondents who indicated that they 'Need More Information' had similar levels of 
dissatisfaction of existing conditions as those who Strongly Favored a GBD; 

• 66% of residential respondents stated they were willing to pay an <Jssessment in order to fund 
their priority services and improvements. 

Between December 2018 and March 2019, the Formation Committee conducted a public outreach 
process to create the MDGBD Management Plan, the governing document for the MDGBD. For more 

details on the MDGBD's community engagement process around the MDGBD, please see Appendix D. 

After the City reviews and approves the GB D's formation documents, each property owner in the 
proposed District will receive a mailed petition. If the petition is signed and approved by property 

owners representing at least 30% of the assessment budget, it will trigger a special ballot. If 50% or 

more of the returned ballots (w'eighted in.proportion to financial obligation) approve of the district, the 
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San Francisco Board of Supervisors may vote to establish the GBD. However, if the returned ballots in 
opposition of the district exceed the ballots submitted in its favor, the Board may not establish the GBD. 

The following draft Management Plan outlines the goals, boundaries, services, assessment 
methodology, and fonnation schedule for the proposed District. 

D. Proposed MDGBD Boundaries 
The MOGBD encompasses roughly 90 whole and partial blocks. In general, the District is bounded by 
Valencia Street to the east, Duboce Street to the north, Market Street, Sanchez Street, Prosper Street, 
Hartford Street, and Castro Street to th_e west, and 22"d Street and 21st Street to the south. The District 
abuts an existing Community Benefit District: the Ca~tro/Upper Market Cornmunity Benefit District. 

The MDGBD includes two benefit zones; the Standard Service Zone, and the Enhanced Service Zone. 
These zones are necessary to address the different levels of Cleaning, Safety, and Beautification service 
deployment and frequency. Advocacy & Engagement and Accountability & Transparency services will 
be provided u nifortTI ly throughout the district. 

The MDGBD includes <111 parcels within the boundaries of: 

• West side of Valencia Street, from Duboce Street south to 14:1
' Street 

• East and west sides of Valencia Street, from 141h Street south to 22nd Street, including APNs 3547 
-018B and 3547 -019 on the south side of 14th Street, APNs 3569-050 and 3S69-051 on the 
south side of 15th Street, APN 3589 -145 on the south side of 13th Street, APN 3609 -044 on the 
south side of 20th Street, APNs 3609 -025 and 3609 -023 on the north side of 21'1 Street, and 
APN 3616-028 on the south side of21': Street 

• APNs fronting 21't Street, from Valencia Street west to Chattanooga Street 
• APNs west of MUNI right-of-way (APN 3619-033A), includlngAPN 3619-0SS, from 21't Street 

south to 22nd Street 

• East side of Church Street, north to Hill Street 

• APNs fronting Hill Street, from Church Street west to Castro Street, excluding APN 3620-076 
• East side of Castro Street, from Hill Street north to 19th Street 

• APNs fronting 19tti Street, east to Hartford Street, excluding APN 3S83 -056 
• Both sides of Hartford Street, from 1910 Street north to 13th Street, excluding APNs 3583-079 

and 3533·-oso, which are part of the Castro/Upper Market CBD 
o Excluding APNs fronting 13th Street, from Hartford Street east to Noe Street, which are 

part of the Castro/Upper Market CBD 

• South side of 17th Street, fro1TI Hartford Street east to Noe Street 

• Block 3564, on the east side of Noe Street, from 17th Street north to 15ti1 Street, excluding APNs 
3S64-049, 3564 "049, 3564 -074, 3564-07S, 3564-076, 3564-077, 3564 -078, 3564 "079, 3564 -
080, 3564 -080A, 3564-161, 3564-162, 3564 "092, 3564-093, and 3564-095

1 
which are part of 

the Castro/Upper Market CBD 
• South side of 15th Street, from Prosper Street east to Sanchez Street 

• East side of Sanchez Street, from 15ti1 Street north to Market Street, excluding APNs 3558-036 
and 3SS8-13S through 3558 -152, which are within the boundaries of Castro/Upper Market CBD 

• South side of 1s1
" Street, frotn Market Street to Church Street 

• APNs 3544 -092 through -09S, 3544 -053 through -OS7, on the on the east side of Church Street 
from 15th Street north to Market Street 
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Enhanced Service Zone 
The Enhanced Service Zone features active storefronts and local businesses, generating a higher-level 
pedestrian traffic throughout the day and night. Thus, due to a higher volume of uses and user groups, 
it will receive an enhanced level of service. The Valencia Commercial Corridor includes all parcelo. 
abutting Valencia Street between Duboce Avenue and 22nd Street, in addition to the following parcels: 

• APNs 3S56-016, and 3556 -230 through 35S6 -236, on the southeast corner of 15th Street at 
Guerrero Street 

• APN 3S67 -001 on the northeast corner of Guerrero Street at 161h Street 
• APNs on the north and south sides of 16!h Street, from Guerrero Street east to Valencia Street 
• Corn mercial corridor parcels abutting Valencia Street, including APNs 3547 -018B and 354 7 -019 

on the south side of 14th Street, APNs 3569 -050 and 3569 -051 on the south side of 16th Street, 
APN 3589 -145 on the south side of 13th Street, APN 3609 -044 on the south side of 20th Street, 
APNs 3609-025 and 3609-023 on the north side of 21'1 Street, and APN 3616-028 on the south 
side of 21't Street 

• APNs on the north and south sides of 18'h Street, from Dolores Street west to Valencia Street 

Standard Service Zone 
The Standard Service Zone is all other parcels in the MDGBD that do not have a higher volume of 
pedestrian traffic, and therefore do not required the same level of service than those parcels in the 
Enhanced Service Zone. 

A map of the proposed district boundary is provided on the following page. Appendix B: Assessment 

Diagram is attached as a separate document. 
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Ill. Services, Activities & Improvements Plan 

A. Service Plan 

Proposed services, activities and improvements are bundled into three categories: 

• Cleaning, Safety & Beautification; 

• Advocacy & Engagement; and 

• Accountability & Transparency. 

These categories reflect District stakeholder priorities, and. are detailed below. Please note that specific 
service frequencies will be determined by MDGBD Board of Directors and staff, if the District is formed. 

Summary of Proposed Services 

CLEANING, SAFETY, & BEAUTIFICATION ENHANCEMENTS 

• Maintenance Ambassador: Coordinated curb sweeping 

• Maintenance Ambassador: On-call graffiti abatement 

• Steam Cleaning/power washing major high traffic sidewalks 

• Community Greening Improvements 

• Service delivery, scheduling, & quality assurance 

• Police Specials (or equivalent special protection services) 

• Community Ambassador 

• Community Safety Improvements 

• Issue response, follow-up, & problem solving 

ADVOCACY & ENGAGEMENT 

• Fund raising 

• City Coordination & Advocacy 

• Community ~vents & Engagement 

• Local Business Promotion 

ACCOUNTABILITY & TRANSPARENCY 

• Communications 

• Financial Reporting 

• Rent, utilities, insurance, accounting, legal, etc . 
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Description of Proposed Services 

CLEANING, SAFETY & BEAUTIFICATION 

The Cleaning, Safety & Beautification Program works to ensure the aesthetic beauty and cleanliness 
of our neighborhood, and provides a safe & welcoming environment for a 11 while preserving the 

unique character of our community. The Program strives for a clean, litter-free, and well-kept 

environment by significantly reducing instances of graffiti, illegal dumping, overgrowth, and other 
signs of neglect, thus helping to build an aesthetically pleasing and vibrant community that honors 

the diversity and characteristics of the neighborhood. Th is includes a focus on the sidewalks, 

stairways, informal parks & open spaces, and public fixtures District-wide, in both the residential and 
commercial corridors. The Prog1·am will also collaborate with a broad base of internal & external 

stakeholders to address safety concerns respectful of all constituents. 

The Cleaning, Safety & Beautification Program will apply to throughout the Standard Service Zone 
as well as the Enhanced Service Zone, with the Enhanced Service Zone parcels receiving a higher 

frequency and concentration of these activities. These activities may include, but are not Ii mited to: 

• Trash Patrol: Supply trash and debris removal staff targeting trash and debris hot spots 
identified by the community. 

• Sidewalk steam cle_ani_i:i_g: Provide scheduled sidewalk stea1n cleaning/power washing in high 
need pedestrian areas and also on-call response. 

• Graffiti Abatement: Address graffiti hotspots identified by the community and provide on-call 

response. 

• Care and Enhancement of Informal Parks & Open Spaces: Perform small-scale sapling and 
shrub pruning, weed removal, fertilization, irrigation & turf care, and sidewalk/stairway repair. 

Fund new plantings if not provided for. 

• Safety Enhancements: Work with City Departments to increase neighborhood safety. Contract 

additional assistance as needed, e.g. during major events or holidays. Activities may include 

providing a safe presence in public areas, and reporting safety issues. 

• Homeless & Transient Outreach: Staff ambassadors that work with existing service providers 

to connect individuals in need to the services that exist, including services within the 

neighborhood. 

ADVOCACY & ENGAGEMENT 

The Advocacy & Engagement Prograrn focuses internally and externally on services, activities, and 

improvements to our neighborhood by creating a more vibrant, connected community. The 

Program's increased advocacy ensures the City continues to deliver at least its current baseline of 
services while providing the opportunity to garner other in-kind support, grants, and donations from 

Public, Private, & Non-Profit sources for the neighborhood. The program aims to foster a sense of 
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pride for our residents, merchants, and property owners via interactive community activities, 
beautification projects, and capital improvements. Guiding principles for this program include a focus 

on natural beauty, sustainability, and preserving the unique character of the Mission Dolor-es 

(including our local businesses). 

The Advocacy & Engagement Progra 1n will apply uniformly throughout the Standard Service Zone and 

Enhanced Service Zone overlay. These services -may include, but are not limited to: 

• Neighborhood Advocacy: Serve as a unified voice championing the needs of the 
Neighborhood when engaging City departments, Supervisors, Mayor's office and other local 

agencies. Ensure City fulfills commitment to providing "Base Ii ne Services" are provided 

including keeping records of metrics and reporting 

• Neighborhood Fundraising: Secure additional funding for services & projects that provide 
special benefits by soliciting in-kind support, grants, and don'ations from government, private, 

and non-profit sources. 

• Community Engagement: Work with our neighborhood's diverse group of stakeholders and 
community groups to plan and fund community activities such as neighborhood nights out, 

block parties, history walks, volunteer events, and temporary installations and performances 

to activate underutilized spaces. 

• Neighborhood Improvement: Deliver ca pita I improvements projects that benefit our 

Community, amplify our unique character, and support Greening & Sustainability. 

Improvements could include: 
o New Public Realm additions parklets, plazas, median & sidewalk greenings, street 

trees and/or furniture, green infrastructure with assista nee from government agencies 
o Existing Public Realm improvements - Enhanced sidewalk landscaping & greenery: 

Public art & murals, improved lightning, additional trash and recycling receptacles, 

new traffic-calming features (Ride-sharing stops, pedestrian amenities, etc.). 

• Local Business Promotion: Establish regular programming and events along the commercial 

corridor to furi:her connection to neighborhood. Work together with local business to 

promote their offerings and secure grants for fai;ade upgrades and econornic assistance for 

new businesses. 

• Strengthen the Connection between Parks and the Neighborhood: Collaborate with the 

Recreation and Park Department along with stewardship groups to implement community" 

driven improvements that enhance the community's experience with (and impact from) the 

parks and open spaces. 
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ACCOUNT ABILITY & TRANSPARENCY 

The Accountability & Transparency Program ensures the proper management of our GBD and the 

good stewardship of our· comrnunity's funds & trust. The program strives to conduct operations in an 

efficient, accountable & transparent 1nanner. The Accountability & Transparency Program will go 
beyond sin1ply following the law to exemplifying our community values. 

The Accountability & Transparency Progra1n applies to all facets of the GBD and may include, but is 

not limited to: 

• Quality Assurance: Core activities of the GBD board and staff include ensuring the 
organization, coordination, and delivery of all services for the GBD whether they a re supplied 

fro1n the City, Service Providers, or volunteers. Oversight of all GBD finances at the direction 

of the GBD Board Treasurer, who is ultimately responsible for the finances of the GBD. An 
Executive Director will serve as the public face and primary point of contact for the GBD, 

especially with City Hall and local agencies. Note that these services are basic to the mission
driven gouls and purposes of the District and are not "managernent" or "overhead". 

• Communication & Outreach: Core activities of the G BD include developing and executing the 

GBD's public cornmunication and accountability strategy. Publication of newsletters, annual 

reports, budgets, and website to ensure to that district stakeholders understand the purpose, 
accomplish men ts, and governance of the GBD. Responsible for coordination of any needed 

communication strategies or tools such media outreach, smartphone apps, public relations 
campaigns. Note that these communication and outreach activities are basic to the goals and 

purposes of the District and are not "management" or "overhead". 

• Compliance: Ensure compliance v..•ith all government and grant reporting requirements. 

• Operations & Contingenc_y_:_ Funds for insurance, accounting, annual audit/financial reviews, 

office expenses, reserves, and other operational needs. 
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B. District Budget 
The tot a 1 budget to fund improvements and activities in the first fiscal year of the District is $1, 110,000. 

Table 1· 2019/20 Maximum Budget 

Standard Enhanced TOTAL 
EXPENDITURES Service Zone , Zone Overlav Bud!!'.et % ofBud~et 

f--~leaning, Safety &~Beautification $835,00Q $120,000 $955,000 86.04% -- -----

Advocacy & Engagement $85,000 $85,000 7.66% -
~_countability & Transnarencv $70,000 $70_,Q_OO 6.31% 

Total Exoenditures $990,000 $120,000 $1,110,000 100.00% 

REVENUES 

Assessment Revenues $_~48,250 $114,0_00 $1,062,250 ----- 95.70% 

4.30% Other Rev:i:onues (1) $41,750 $6 000 __ $47,750_ -·-·- ·-----

Total Revenues $990,000 $120,000 $1,110,000 100.00% 
(1) Other non-assessment funding to cover the cost associated v.i1th general benefit. 

C. Budget Management Guidelines 
Maximum Annual Assessment Adjustments: Assessment rates may be adjusted for annual changes in 
the Bay Area Consumer Price Index (CPI), or up to 3%, whichever figure is less. In addition, an individual 
parcel's assessment may change if there is a change to the parcel characteristics used to calculate that 
parcel's assessment- for example, if a parcel is redeveloped, the assessments could be readjusted to 
account for any increase or decrease to the bui I ding square footage of that parcel. Assuming the current 
development status in the district, annual assessment revenues will not exceed the levels shown in 
Table 3. Any rate adjustment due to change in the CPI must be approved by the elected board of 
directors of the GBD. Any further change to the assessment methodology that would result in an 
increased assessment will require a new balloting process. 

Table 2: Projected 10-Year Maximum Budget 

-

Fiscal Year Total Budg~t Fiscal Year Total Budget 

Year 1 $1,110,000 Year 6 $1,286,794 

Year 2 

Year 3 
_________ ----~$~1,~143,_~oo ll--v~'~'~'~'--+ ---~$~1~,3~2~5,~3~9s~1 

$1,177,599 Year 8 $1,365,160 
~~~"'f----~~-+---

$1,212,927 Year 9 $1,406,155 
-~=~-+-----==='-! 

$1,249,315 Year 10 $1,448,298 

Year4 

Year 5 

Changes to the Budget: The District-wide budget may change from year to year due to development in 
the District, or due to changes between for-profit and non-profit status. In addition, the GBD Board of 
Directors may annually increase the assessment rates by up to 3% peryearto address changes in the 
cost of providing services. The GBD Board of Directors may also determine in any given year that a 
redeployment of funds to a different spending category may be appropriate to accomplish the goals of 
the GBD. To do so, the Board of Directors must vote to adjust the percent of assessments allocated to a 
given budget category. The City mandates that redeployment of funds may not deviate more than 10% 
of that budget category in any given fiscal year. 

15 

P1506 



Annual Carry-forward and Budget Roll-over: This Management Plan outlines the annual budget~ for 

services and improvements provided by the District. At the end of the fiscal year, all assessment 

revenues from that fiscal year must be appropriated to District services, activities, and improvements to 

be provided within the fol lowing fiscal year. The GGD must spend these outstanding funds with in the 
following fiscal year, as mandated by the City. Failur·e to use these funds to provide the services, 

activities, and improvements specified in the Management Plan may trigger a reduction in the annual 

assessment levy. 

Grant Funding and Donations: If the GBD receives a grant or donation, the funds will not be subject to 

the limitations of the annual roll-over provision. 

Formation Costs: During Fiscal Yea1·s 1 through 3, a total not to exceed $80,000 of the budget may be 
used to recover costs incurred in forming the GBD ("Formation Costs"). Such cost recovery is only · 

applicable in the event that formation costs exceed funding secured from GB D formation grant, and 

must be invoiced, including receipts and proof of unfunded work performed, and submitted to the GBD 
Board for approval and disbursement. Forni ation costs eligible for recovery through assessnients include 

reason able costs incurred during the G BO formation process by the G BO Formation Committee's 

consultant, the San Francisco Parks Alliance. Reimbursable costs may include (but are not limited to) 
costs arising out of or related to (a) preparation of the Management Plan and Engineer's 11.eport, (b) 

ci rcu la ting and submitting the petition to the Bocird of Supervisors seeking establishment of the G BD, (c) 

printing, advertising and giving of published, posted or mailed notices, (d) engineering, consulting, legal 
or other professional services provided in support of the formation of the GB D, inclucii ng, for example, 

project management of the formation process, contract negotiation and drafting, and the provision of 
legal advice and representation with respect to formation of the GBD, (e) ballot proceedings as required 

by law for approval of a new assessment. The basis for determining the amount of formation costs 
payable by the GBD assessment sha II be reasonable costs incurred, 

Budget Malfeasance: If the M DGBD owners' association loses its non"profit status, or otherwise fails to 

maintain its authority to operate in the City or the State of California, the GBD shall immc::diately 

transmit to the City all unexpended assessment funds for the return and distribution to the assessed 
property owners. 

The City may withhold either all or some portion of the actual revenues received from assessments if 
the MDGBD fails to: 

• Properly administer the budget in accordance with the Management Pian 

• Maintain proper records or follow generally accepted accounting principles 

• Diligently implement audit recommendations regarding the safekeeping or use of funds 
• Adhere to Property and Business Improvement District Law of 1994, Article lSA or other 

applicable law. 

Issuance of Bonds: No bonds or other bonded debt is to be issued to finance activities and 

improvements envisioned in the Management Plan. 

D. Continuation of Base Level of City Services 

The City & County of San Fran.cisco currently provides a baseline level of services to the Mission Dolores 

neighborhood. The City will continue to provide a baseline level of services in the District, and the 

services, activities, and improvements provided by the Mission Dolores G BO must by law supplcm ent, 
ratherthan supplant, those already provided by City & County of San Francisco. These City services are 

16 

P1507 



enhanced by the GBD's executive director and board's regular comn1unication of District needs with City 
officicils and through a coordinated partnership between GBD Owners' Non-Profit Association and the 

City. 

Please refer to Appendix C: Bose Level of City Services for additional information on the City's existing 

cleaning and maintenance services. 
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IV. Assessment Methodology 

A. Basis of Assessment 
Each parcel's assessment must be proportional to, and no greater than, the reasonable cost of providing 
"special benefit" to that parcel in the MDGBD, as detailed in Section Ill. The term "speciCJl benefit" 
means a particular and distinct benefit over and above any general benefits conferred on the property in 
the district or to the public at large. Special benefit includes incidental or collateral effects that arise 
from the improvements, maintenance, or activities of the district even if those incidental or collateral 
effects benefit property or persons not assessed. Special benefit excludes general enhancement of 
property value. 

In the MDGBD, each parcel will specially benefit from: 

• Cleaner sidewalks, streets and common areas; 
• Real and perceived public safety improvements; 

• Greater local capacity and enhanced neighborhood identity; 

• Improved community quality of life; 

• New business and investments; and 
• Well-managed GBD progra1ns and services. 

B. General Benefit vs Special Benefit 
General benefit is any benefit resulting from district services thCJt does meet the definition of special 
benefit above, including benefits accrued to the general public-at-large. The a mount of gen era I benefit 
that is provided by the MDGBD cannot be funded by annual assessments, and will need to be raised 
froni non-assessment revenue sources. For the MDGBD, the general benefit is equal to 4.3% of Fiscal 
Year 1 budget, or $47,750. By contrast, the remaining 95.7% of the benefits from the MDGBD provide 
special benefits and are subject to assessment. Please see Appendix A: Assessment Engineer's Report for 
a detailed discussion of the general benefit analysis. 

C. Special Benefit Factors 
Each parcel's proportional special benefit from the MDGBD activities is determined by analyzing two 
land use factors: Building Square Footage plus Lot Square Footage. These land use factors are an 
equitable way to identify the proportional special benefit that each of the parcels receive. Building 
square footage is relevant to the current use of a property and is also closely correlated to the 
potential pedestrian traffic from each parcel and the demand for MDGBD activities. A parcel's lot 
square footage reflects the long-term value implications of the improvement district. Together, these 
land use factors serve as the basic unit of measure to calculate how rnuch special benefit each parcel 
receives in relationship to the district as a whole, which is the basis to then proportionately allocate 
the cost of the special benefits. Nonprofit and e ducationa I parce Is receive only 50% of the special 
benefits as indicated by these factors, so their assessments are reduced accordingly. 

Building square footage is defined as the tot a I building square footage as determined by the outside 
measure1nents of a building. The gross building square footage is taken from the County of San 
Francisco Assessor's records. 

Lot square footage is defined as the total surface area within the boundaries of the parcel. The 
boundaries ofa parcel are defined on the County.Assessor parcel maps. 

These land use factors factor into calculating the relative special benefit to each parcel. The total 
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number of benefit units by land use type and zone a re as follows: 

Table 4. Assessable Square Footage 

Benefit Units 

land Use - Lo~_ SF Building SF 

Enhanced Zone: 
Con1m/Govt/Res 1,061,190 1,888,850 

Standard ione: 
Conim/Govt/Res 8,491, 741 9,079,485 
Non-Profit/Educational 1,407,397 1,792,387 

TOTAL: 10 960 328 12 760 722 

D. Sources of Financing 
The levy and collection of annual assess1nents of properties within the MDGBD provide the primary 
funding source for the activities, services and im prove1nents previously outlined. To fund the "General 
Benefit" portion of the annual GBD budget, the MDGBD will generate additional funds from sources 
other than annual assessments, including grants, donations and in-kind services. 

E. Calculation of Assessments 
Based on the benefit zones, specia I benefit factors, and the proposed budget, the following table 
illustrates the first year's maximum annual assessment per parcel assessable square foot by zone. 

Table 5. Year 1 Annual Assessment Rates --
Land Use Lot SF Assmt Bldg SF Assmt 

Enhanced Service Zone Parcels: $0.0815 $0.0815 

Standard Service Zone Parcels: $0.0429 i $0.0429 
--- ----

Non-Profit & Educational Parcels: $0.0214 $0.0214 
L-_ ••. 

_ _, _____ 
F. Sample Parcel Assessments 
To calr:ulate the assessment for a parcel in the Enhanced Zone with a 2,500square foot lot and a 5,000 
square foot building the calculation is as follows: 

Lot square feet (2,500) x $0.0815"" 
Building square feet (5,000) x $0.0815 = 
Total Parcel Assessment= 

$203.75 
$407.50 
$611.25 

To calculate the assessment for a parcel iri the Standard Service Zone with a 2,500 square foot lot and a 
5,000 square foot building the calculation is as follows: 

Lot square feet (2,500) x $0.0429"' 
Building square feet (5,000) x $0.0429 = 
Total Parcel Assessment= 

$107.25 
$214.50 
$321.75 

To cal cu late the assessment for a Non-Profit/Educational parcel with a 2,500 square foot lot and a 
5,000 square foot building the calculation is as follows: 
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Lot square feet (2,500) x $0.0214 = 
Building square feet (5,000) x $0.0214 = 
Total Parcel Assessment= 

$53.50 
$107.00 
$160.50 

The assessment calculation is the same for every parcel in the MDGBD respective of the benefit zone 

and land use and assessment rates. 

G. Special Property Use Considerations 
The methodology pr·ovides the fol lowing treatments for property used exclusively for nonprofit and 

educational purposes: 

Nonprofit and Educational Parcels: Nonprofit organizations (e.g. faith-based, low incorne housing, 

cultural, community services, etc.) and educational institutions will not benefit from increased 
commercial activity resulting from M OG BD services and thereby will receive reduced benefits from 

MDGBD services. An owner of real property located within the MDGBD boundaries may reduce their 
assessment 50% if ALL of the following conditions are met: 

1. The property owner is a nonprofit corporation that has obtained federal tax exemption under 
Intern a I Revenue Code section 501c3 or California franchise tax-exemption under the Revenue 

and Taxation Code Section 23701d. 

2. The class or category of real property has been granted an exemption, in whole or in pzirt, from 

real property taxation. 

3. The nonprofit property owner occupies a majority of building square footage within the subject 

property. 

4. The property owner makes the request in writing to the City of San Francisco prior to the 
submission of the MDGBD assessment rolls to the County Assessor (to accommodate periodic 

changes in ownership or use, on or before July 1 of each year), accompanied by documentation 

of the tax-exempt status of the property owner and the class or category of real property. 

S. The City of San Francisco may verify the documentation of tax-exempt status and classification 
of the property for assessment purposes prior to submitting the assessments to the Cou 11ty 

Assessor. 

If ALL of these conditions are met, the amount of the MDGBD assessment to be levied will be for one

h a If (50%) of the MDGBD services. 

Table 6. Educational and non-profit parcels within the MDGBD 

__ APN OWNER NAME_ . i\l'.N I OWNER NAME 

3533 007 SAN FRANCISCO FRIENDS SCHOO 3567 035 ' CHILDRENS DAY SCHOOL 

3533 037 MERCY HOUSING CA 69 LP 3567 ·03"/ I GRACE F~i.1.owsHIP co_MMUN1ii:_ 

354~ -041 SAN FRANCISCO FRIENDS SCHOO 3567-056 NOTRE DAME SENIOR HOUSING C - . 
3546 -002 SFCC HOUSING AUTHORITY 3567 -057 CHILDRENS DAY SCHOOL INC . 
3547 009 I HOUSNG D~V&NEIBHD PRES CQB_P _____ • 3568 -001 HOUSING DEVELOPMENT & NGllBR ----- -----
3554-01(0 3568 -003 CROWN HOTELLLC MISSION HOUSING DEV CORP I A ___ ----
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,---- -~------ ---- ---- .. ---- ,----------------, 
3554-030 RECTOR WARD~NS&VESTRYMEN Q,F____ 3577-004 MISSION t-JOUSING DEV CORcP ______ _ 

3554 __ -031 REC1"0R WARD.[NS&VESTf{Yf\icEN=O=f=· ---- 3577_-o_o_s -- MISSION HOUSING DEVELO=P=M=E=N=T ____ -

3555c-Oc0c4 __ -+cAcPcOcl~LO DEVELOPMENT ASSOCIAT _____ +=3Sc7c7_-005c6~- f-CAcP00 ScTcOcllcCTEMPLE OF SF_ ------I 

3555_-062 480 VALENCIA ASSOCl!\TCS 3577 -060 __ CORNERSTONE f'/\MILY FELl.OW=ScH ____ _ 

3555-063 CENTRO DEL PUEBLO INC _____ --jf-C30c7c7 __ -006c4~_ MISSION HOUSING DEVELOf_fl.'1cEN0T~---
r3ScSc6c-=Olc5~-f-H=O=LYcFcAcMcloLYcDAY HOMES OF SF 3'J77-075 MISSION HOUSING DE\JELOPMENT 

f-035c5c6=-='5"5~-rMISSION DOLQ~E_S_H_O_U=SICNCGCA_,scs____ 3578 -03='-+-'=IRS_T COVENANT CH OF s F 

3557-010 , ZAHAV SHcAc'A=R~------------ _:}S'/3-034 FIRST COVENANT CH OF 5 F __ _ 

3558 -073 ST_N_IC_H_O_IA_S CATHEDRAL MO_csccco __ _ 3578-=0033~-+=F=IRSI COVENANT CH OF SF _________ _ 

r35c5c8=··007,_4~-c-5=T=N=IC,HOlAS CATHEDRAL MOSCO ---Jf-"3578 054E FIRST COVENANT CH OF 5 F 

3S58 -113 16TH & CHURCH ST_A0S0SO=C==IM=P0S~-------- _]_~3 -078 FIRST COVENANT CH OF SF 

f-'3S06cS=-000=l~_f-S=A==N._FRANCISCO UNIFICIJ SCHOO 3579 -006 SAN FRANCISCO UNIFIE9_?=C=H00 00 ________ _ 

3566 -001 ARCHDIOC~_SE OF j_F
0

&=S=C=Hcl
0
J _______ --4l"3"S,8c0_1_96__ 3850 l?TH STREET HOUSING AS 

3566 "002 ARCHDIOCESE OF s F & SCHLJ 3587 012 VOICE or CHRIST FUL~_GOSPEL 
-====~-----

3566-002A ARCHDIOCESE OF SF & SCHLJ 3587-034 PROTESTANT EPISC BISHOP OF 
------Jr====c------r-cc~ -

3566 -053 R C ARCHBISHOP OF S F THE 3587 -078 MEDA .SMALL PROPERTIES LLC 
·~------- -+=== ~-

f-'35=6=6_-_05_4~-c-A==RC=H=D=IO==CESE Of' SF & SCH=L0 J ______ 
4
f-=3588-050 t\~HD~ ESPCRANZA CO I.OSI MOL --

3566-055 ARCHDIOCf;St OF SF & SCHL J 3588-052 

~--0_0=2 _ __,__NQRTllERN CALl_FORN_lf<SVC LEA_________ 3588 -082 

MHOC ESPERAt'}ZA COLOSIMO l ·----

SF WOMENSCloNTERS INC 

~_-CO,Oc7_-+,B_OYS & GIRLS CL!JBS or 5AN F ______ --- 3596 :088 __ ~E~BLY_O_F_P_C_N_fE_C_O_ST_A_l s:_H=l=l -----

l--"3~56c7_-,o,20~-1-B,E,R,N"AolcH0EclG.ljTS HOUSING CORP 3596 -112 ST MARK INSTITUTIONAL MISSI 

l--"3~S6,7,_-,o,s2~-1- ARCHDIOCESE OF _~_,F,&cSoCcHcl J~--- ----4t-3o5c9c7~-0=63 LINE R Sf_L="=--------------

~67 033 ARCHDIOCESE OF s F & SCHLJ ---- ~-~c-o,6,o_-t'C"H"lleD~R~S DAY SCHOOL INC 

3567 -034 GERMAN EVANGELICAL LUTH CH 3608-025 899 GUERRERO STREET INC 

H. District Term 
The proposed term for the MDGBD is 10 years. The City will levy assessments upon establishment, to 
fund improvements and activities beginning Fiscal Year 2019/20 up through and including Fiscal Year 

2029/30. 

Disestablishment 
State law provides for the disestablishment of the M DG[)D pursuant to an annual review process. Each 
year that the MDGBD is in existence, there will be a 30-day period during which district property owners 

will have the opportunity to request disestablishment of the District. This 30-day period begins each 
year on the anniversary day that the District was first established by the Board of Supervisors. Within 

that 30-day period, if a written petition is submitted by owners of real property who pay more than 50 

percent (50%) of the assessments levied, the M DGB'D may be disestablished. The Board of Supervisors 
will hold a public hearing on disestablishing the MDGBD prior to actually doing so. Also, the Board of 

Supervisors, by a majority vote (six or more members) may disestablish the MDGBD at anytime if it 
finds there has been misappropriation of funds, malfeasance, or violation of law in connection with the 

management of the District. The Boa rd of Supervisors by a supermajority vote (eight of more) may 
disestablish the MDGBD for any reason. All outstanding obligations, finances, leases, or other similar 

obligations of the City, payable from or secured by assessments levied within MDGBD must be paid prior 
to disestablishment of the MDGBD. 

Assessor's Parcel Listing 
Appendix B provides a listing of all the Assessor's Parcels, including the Assessor's Parcel Number, Site 

Address, Benefit Zone, Assessment Percentage, and FY 2019/20 MDGBD assessment 
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V. Governance 

Implementation of the services, activities, and improvements specified in this Management Plan will be 

1nanaged by an Owners' Non-Profit Association [Joa rd of Directors, subject to the City's approval of a 
contract with the owners' association to provide these services. 

If a majority of ballots received and tabulated are in favor of District formation, the Formation 
Committee transitions to beco1ne the Owners' Non-Profit Association Interim Board of Directors. The 

Interim Board is responsible for filing documents to create a new 501( c)3, procuring insu ranee, and 

setting up financial systems in order for the MDGBD to enter into agreement with the City to receive 
assessment funds. 

The Interim Board is also responsible for writing the Bylaws for the MOGBD Board of Directors. The 

Bylaws will detail requin~ments for the permanent Boa rd of Di rectors' com position, responsibilities, and 
selection process. To ensure fair and adequate stakeholder representation on the permanent Board of 

Directors, the following guidelines shall be used by the Interim Board in drahing of the Owners' Non
Profit Association bylaws: 

A. Board of Directors' Responsibilities 

• Budget development and management 
• Establishment of procedures for GBO administration 

• Ensuring accountability and transparency with District funds 

• Taking an active role in the GBD activities and community 
• Pursuit of outside funding to leverage GBD investments 

• Active succession plJnning; recruitment of future board members 
• Hiring and oversight of the Executive !Jirector 

B. Size & Composition 

For Fiscal Year 1, the Mission Dolores GBD's Board of Directors will include a minimum of 9 and a 

maxi1nurn of 11 rnembers; the board shall consist of an odd number of members. The Formation 
Committee determined follovJing percentage breakdown for the inaugural Board of Directors: 

• Majority property owners (of which the majority of that needs to be residential, and at least 1 
needs to be commercial) 

• /\pproximately 20% residential tenants , 

• Approximately 20% non-residential owners or tenants (commercial, non-profit, schools, 
churches, etc.) 

C. Selection Process 

All property owners will be invited to vote in-person at GBD Annual Meeting for Board candidates. The 

G BD will notify a II property owners of the Annual Meeting via postal ma ii (e.g. postcard}, also notifying 

of u pc om ing election & process. Broad multi-charinel notifications will be sent to the constituency about 
upcoming election (mailing, email, flyer postings, social media, etc.) 

The GBD website will clearly list Board candidates, voting process & timeline. 

Request for nominations for the Board of Directors can be disseminated using a variety of methods 

{website, email lists, local papers, social media, etc.). Anyone in the District can nominate a candidate. 
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Candidates must submit a bio and statement to a District Stakeholder Advisory Committee, 

demonstrating understanding of Board responsibilities. 

D. Terms & Conditions 
• Board members will be seated for a maximum term of 2 years, with the opportunity to re-run 

• 2-year terms will be staggered (some board members start with 1 year, Board decides at first 
meeting to decide who will have a shorter term) 

• Board members will be volunteers and will not receive compensation or benefits for their 

services 

E. Rules & Regulations 
The Board of Directors will establish rules and regulations to be employed ln its administration of the 

MDGBD. 

Afterthe close of each Fiscal Year, the MDGBD shall prepare an Annual Report describing the 
assessments levied and collected, and also describing the District improvements, maintenance and 

activities funded and implemented. The first report shall be due after the first year of operation of the 

MDGBD. The MDGBD must file each report with the Clerk of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors. 

Each report shall include but not be limited to the following: 

• A reference to the MDGBD by name 
• The Fiscal Year to which the annual report applies 
• Any proposed changes in the boundaries, benefit zones or classification of property of the 

MDGBD 
• The improvements, maintenance and activities to be provided for that Fiscal Year 
a An estimate of the cost of providing the improvements, maintenance, and activities for that 

Fiscal Year 
• Any proposed changes to the basis and method of levying the assessments 

• The method and basis of levying the assessment in sufficient detail to allow each real property 

owner to estimate the amount of the assessment to be levied against his or her property for 

that Fiscal Year 
• The amount of any surplus or deficit revenues to be carried over from a previous Fiscal Year 
• The amount of any contr"1butions to be made from sources other than assessments 

levied 

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors may approve the Annual Report or may modify any particulars 
contained in the report, and then approve it as modified. 

F. Public Access & Transpare!J.£i 
The Owners' Non-Profit Association of the GBD is required to comply with specified state open meeting 
and public records laws, the Ralph M. Brown Act {Government Code §§S49SO et. seq.) and the California 

Public Records Act (Government Code §§6250 et. seq.). Brown Act compliance is required when GBD 

· business is heard, discussed, or deliberated, and Public Records Act compliance is required for all 

do cu men ts relating to GBD business. 

G. Conflict of Interest Policy 
The Board of Directors will develop and be subject to standard non-profit rules of governa nee, including 
ethical rules governing disclosure of conflicts of interest and prohibitions against self-dealing. The policy: 
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11 Requires Board members to itemize any interest, however remote, in any other agreement with 
the City & County of San Francisco, including any commission, departrnent, or subdivision 
thereof 

• Recuse and prohibit financially interested Board members from any matter that gives rise to a 

conflict between their personal financial interests and the GBD's interests 

P1515 
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VI. Implementation Timeline 

The MDGHD will have a 10-yearterm, from July 1, 2019 to June 30, 2030. The MDGBD formation effort 
anticipates it will follow the schedule below: 

FORMATION SCHEDULE TIMEllNE 

Present Final Management Plan & Engineer's Report April 2019 

Distribute petitions to property owners & conduct outreach to obtain signed April - May 2019 
petitions 

Submit petitions to Board of Supervisors May 2019 

Board of Supervisors vote on Resolution of Intention to Establish District May 2019 

Ballots mailed to property owners, ballots must be submitted within 45 days June 2019 

Board of Supervisors holds public hearing and ballot tabulation July 2019 

' 

Assess1nents submitted to CCSF for billing July 2019 

Administration and District operations begin January 2020 
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APPENDIX C: Base Level of City Services 

San Francisco Recreation and Parks Department 
Dolores Park, Mission Pool, and Mission Playground are San Francisco Recreation and Parks Departn1ent ("RPO") 
properties within the boundaries of the proposed Mission Dolores G BD. RPO is responsible for custodial and 
horticultural services, program ming, and facilities maintenance at each property according to the standards set 
forth by voter -a pp roved Proposition C: Street, Sidewalk, and Park Maintenance Standards Program. 

Any Mission Dolores GBD-proposed improvements or activities on RPD property would require the approval of 
the San Francisco Recreation and ['arks Department. 

San Francisco Public Works 

~RVl.~E_S_ - I F_RE_QU_E_N_C_Y_ DESCRIPTION ··-1 
Mechanical Street ~ 
~~P________ Oa~y_ -~~S_t_rn_e_t curb to street curb. 

The area is served by Zone D, scheduled 7 days per 

Litter Pat.Toi -.

1 
Daily··--_____ week, 6 AM to 3 PM. 

Public graffiti is removed on an as-needed basis per 311 
service request. 

A private property graffiti inspector is assigned to Zone 

Graffiti Removal 
· eeded, or per 311 D to r~port ~otices of Violation to remove instances of 

·-· i.~e request. ____ ____j_frilff1t1_on private property. ... _ ... __ 1 

I Public litter receptacles on the following corridors are 1 
steam cleaned on a weekly, monthly, or quarterly basis: 

-Valencia Street (16th to 22nd Street): Weekly 
- Dolores Street (17th to 22nd Street): Monthly 
- Castro Street (19th to 22nd Street): Monthly 

Public Litter As needed, or per 311 - Church Street (Market to 22nd Street): Monthly 

~._ce_p_te_c_le_;_~'_;_e_rv_~ce request .. ",. ___ ,,__- 18th Street (Noe to Valenc_ia Street): Quart0ecclY~ __ 
4 

Code Enforcement: An Outreach and Code Enforcement Officer is assigned 
Environmental, Safety, As needed, or per 311 to Zone D to inform and report code violations in the 

~-9- Cleanliness Laws I s.ervice reque.,sctc. ___ public right-of-way. 1 
Sidewalks are the responsibility of private property 

Sidewalk Steam As needed, for public owners. Public Works responds to steam cleaning 
Cleaning/Pressure health hazards reported requests to abate public health hazards, including 

..'±!._as_h_ing __ . -·· ·--, ~~1_2. servi~~_quest. human feces and animal waste. ~ 
Beginning 2020, Public Works will maintain City street 
trees on a three to five year pruning cycle, depending 

' Three to five year 

Street Trees pruning cycle. 
Landscaped Medians: On an as-needed basis, 

Hortic_"_lt_"_c_el _____ +-approx. 2x per year. 
Landscaped Medians: On an as-needed basis, 

I Custodial i appro~_. lx per mo.nth. 

on the tree species. City-planted replacement street 
trees are watered regularly during the first three years 
of tree establishment. 

-----

Plant prunif'.g, plant replace __ i:nent, turf care 

I Litter and debr~s__r:emoval. 
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APPENDIX D: Community Engagement Process 

Community Outreach to Develop Service Plan 
The service plan for the Mission Dolores Gl3 D outlined in this Management Plan reflects an extensive 

outreach process done by the Mission Dolores GBD Formation Committee, and the committee's closely 

collaborating strategic partner, the San Francisco Parks Alliance (SFPA). In addition to ongoing 
engagement with neighbors on the topic of establishing a Mission Dolores GBD, the Formation 

Committee performed an extensive survey using designed by Boston Research Technologies (BRT). a 

professional survey consultant, and reviewed the Formation Committee and SFPA. The Formation 
Committee also hosted several public workshops to gain insight on current issues from residents, 

businesses, and property owns, in addition to informational sessions with neighborhood organiz<itions 
and community members to solicit feedback on the services and boundaries for the GBD. 

Neighborhood-wide GBD Survey (September 2018- November 2018) 

• Professionally-designed survey, courtesy Boston Research Technologies 

• Formation Committee members conducted door-to-door outreach, posted and passed out 
flyers, and notified their.respective networks and membership lists 

• Over 600 responses from residential & co1nmercial property owners & tenants in the study area 

• See Appendix E for MD GBD Survey Summary Repo1t. 

Public Stakeholder Workshops {September 2018-April 2019) 

The Formation Committee hosted 6 stakeholder workshops: 3 Community Meetings (1 introductory 
session, 1 service brainstorming workshop, and 1 survey report-back session fol lowing the Community 

Needs Survey, to receive additional coin munity feedback about priorities and services), and 3 

Information Sessions following the development of a draft management plan and budget. 

• Com1nunity Meeting 1: Introductory Meeting, September 17th, 2018, Dolores Park Church 

• Community Meeting 2: Information Session & Services Workshop, October 1ot0, 2018, Dolores 

Park Church 

• Community Meeting 3: Survey Report Back & Next Steps, NoVember 15th, 2018, Dolores Park 

Church 

• Information Session 1: Pre-Petition, April 11th, 2019, Manny's, 3092161
h Street 

• Information Session 2: Pre-Petition, April 17th, 2019, Tom & Dave's house, 3841201h Street 

• Information Session 3: Pre-Petition, April 23'd, 2019, Dolores Park Church 

Stakeholder and Neighborhood Outreach (March 2018- Ongoing as of March 2019) 

• Ongoing e-mail communications, 441 subscribers 

• Postcards mailed to all property owners within the GBD boundary area 

• Outreach and meetings with neighborhood stakeholders: 
o Non-Profit Housing Groups (Mercy Housing, Bridge Housing, Mission Housing 

Development Corporation, etc.) 
o Mission Dolores Neighborhood Association (MONA) 

o Liberty Hill Neighborhood Association {LHNA) 

o Eureka Valley Neighborhood Association (EVNA) 
o Dolores Heights Improvement Club (DHIC) 

o Dolores Park Ambassadors 

o Dolores Heights Neighborhood Partnership (DHNP), Quarterly Meeting 
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o Neighborhood Action Group (NAG) 

o Valencia Corridor Merchants Association (VCMA) 

o Dolores Park Works 
o Sharon Street Neighbo1·hood Group 

o Children's Day School 

o San Francisco Friends School 

o Mission Dolores Academy 
o Misi6n San Francisco de !\sis 
o Dolores Park Church 
o Annunciation Greek Orthodox Cathedral 

o Cornerstone Church- Mission Campus 
o Ritual Coffee 

o Bi-Rite Market 

o Sunday Streets 
o Neighbor-to-neighbor meetings with individual property owners 
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Leger. Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Will do and thanks for the offer. 

John Hooper 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Friday, June 14, 2019 6:47 PM 
Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); Heckel, Hank (MYR); SOTF, (BOS) 

Re: Additional OEWD docs. 

>On Jun 14, 2019, at 6:28 PM, Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> wrote: 

> 
>Thank you John. 

> 
> Please let me know if you would like to meet and discuss. 

> 
> M. 
> 
>Sent from my iPhone 

> 
>>On Jun 14, 2019, at 4:47 PM, JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> wrote: 
» 
>>Thank you, Marianne and I will review your documents next week. 
» 
>>Sincerely, 
» 
>>John Hooper 
» 
>>>On Jun 14, 2019, at 3:50 PM, Thompson, Marianne {ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> wrote: 

>» 
>>>Good afternoon Hooper, 

»> 
>>>I hope that your emergency concludes safely. 

>» 
>>> I am attaching the final agreement with OEWD and SF Parks Alliance a long with a II of the deliverables, which would 

be the work product that would have been given to OEWD. I think that by sending this in a separate e-mail and not 
contained within my previous 25 responses, may create clarity around their work. 

>» 
>>>I believe that this should answer your question regarding the documents that would be available from the Park 
Alliance. 
>» 
>>>I have made myself available to Mr. Sullivan for a face-to-face meeting, and would likewise offer the same to you. 
>» 
>>>Have a good weekend, 

>>> M. 

>» 
>>>Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 
>>>Office of Ec:cino1nic and Workforce Development City Hall, Room 448 
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>>> 1 Or. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
>>>San Francisco, CA 94102 

>>> P: 415-S54-6297 

>>> E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

»> 
»> 
>» 
>>>---"-Original Message-----

>>> From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

>>>Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 1:22 PM 
>>>To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 

>>>Cc: Goldberg, Jonathan (OPW) <jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org> 

>>>Subject: Thank you for helping with SOTF! 

»> 
>» 
>>>This 1nessage is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments frorn untrusted sources. 

»> 
»> 
>» 
>>>Hi Marianne: I appreciate your taking the time to forward to Cheryl at SOTF the documents you had send me on 
3/25/19 in response to a 2/11/19 PRA request. I cim out of town on an emergency basis and do not have access to the 

OEWD emails. 

>» 
>>>I am sorry we got off to a less than optin1al start after the recent SOTF hearing at which I attempted to introduce 

myself. 

»> 
>>>My intent, with both you and Jonathan Goldberg, was to make it clear that, though we may disagree on a given 

policy matter, I have nothing but high regard for City employees and the irnportanl work you do. 

»> 
>>> Hovvever, I consider it inappropriate for public ernployees to refuse to speak to a member of the public as both you 

and Jonathan did with me on the occasion in question. 

>» 
>>>I look forward to working cordially with you in the future. 

>» 
>>> Slncerely, 

>» 
>>>John Hooper 
>>><Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton Mailing 

>>>Package - sample.pdf> <Deliverable 5- Mission Dolores GBD Proof of 
>>> Petiton Mailfng Package.pdf> <Deliverable 1- Buena Vista Survey 

>>> Report.pdf> <Deliverable 2 - Feasibility Survey Report (DP).pdf> 

>>><Deliverable 3 - Mission Dolores GBD Final Management Plan.pdf> 

>>><Deliverable 4 - Mission Dolores GBD Final Engineer's Report.pdf> 
>>><Deliverable 8 - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property Owners 

>>> (IS).pdf> <Deliverable 8 - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property 

>>>Owners {IS}.pdf> 
>>> <G-100 SFPA GBDs OEWD contract_scope of work.pdf> 

" 
> 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Thompson, Mar·ianne (ECN) 

Friday, June 14, 2019 6:29 PM 

JOHN HOOPER 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); Heckel, Hank {MYR);. SOTF, (BOS) 

Re: Additional OEWD docs. 

Thank you John. 

Please let me know if you would like to meet and discuss. 

M. 

Sent from my iPhonc 

>On Jun 14, 2019, at 4:47 PM, JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> wrote: 

> 
>Thank you, Marianne and I will review your documents next week. 

> 
>Sincerely, 

> 
>John Hooper 

> 
>>On Jun 14, 2019, at 3:50 PM, Thompson, Marianne {ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> wrote: 
» 
>>Good afternoon Hooper, 
» 
>>I hope that your emergency concludes safely. 
» 
>> I am attaching the final agreement with OEWD and SF Parks Alliance along with all of the deliverables, which would 
be the work product that would have been given to OEWD. I think that by sending this in a separate e-mail and not 

contained within my previous 25 responses, may create clarity around their work. 
» 
>>I believe that this should answer your question regarding the documents that would be available from the Park 

Alliance. 
» 
>>I have made myself available to Mr. Sullivan for a face-to-face meeting, and would likewise offer the same to you. 
» 
>>Have a good weekend, 

>> M. 
» 
>>Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 

>>Office of Economic and Workforce Development City Hall, Room 448 

>> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
>>San Francisco, CA 9'1-102 
>> P: 415-554-6297 

>> E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 
» 
» 

P11550 



» 
>> -----Origlnal Message-----
>> Frorn: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

>>Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 1:22 PM 
>>To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> 
>>Cc: Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) .<jonathan.go Id berg@sfdpw.org> 

>>Subject: Thank you for helping with SOTF! 
» 
» 
>>This message is from outside the City en1ail system. Do not open links or <lttachments frorn untrusted sources. 
» 
» 
» 
>>Hi Marianne: I uppreciate your taking the time to forward to Cheryl at SOTF the documents you had send me on 
3/25/19 in response to a 2/11/19 PRA request. I am out of town on an emergency basis and do not have access to the 
OEWD emails. 
» 
>>I am sorry we got off to a less than optimal start after the recent SOTF hearing at which I atte111pted to introduce 

myself. 
» 
>>My intent, with both you and Jonathan Goldberg, was to rnake it clear that, though we n1ay disagree on a given policy 

matter, I have nothing but high regard for City employees and the important work you do. 
» 
>>However, I consider it inappropriate for public employees to refuse to speak to a member of the public as both you 

and Jonathan did with me on the occasion in question. 
» 
>>I look forward to working cordially with you in the future. 

» 
>>Sincerely, 
» 
>>John Hooper 
>><Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton Mailing Package 

>> - sample.pdf> <Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton 

>>Mailing Package.pdf> <Deliverable 1- Buena Vista Survey Report.pdf> 
>><Deliverable 2- Feasibility Survey Report (DP).pdf> <Deliverable 3 -

>>Mission Dolores GBD Final Management Plan.pdf> <Deliverable 4 -

>>Mission Oolore!s GBD Final Engineer's Report.pdf> <Deliverable 8 -
>>Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property Owners (IS).pdf> <Deliverable 8 

>> - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property Owners (IS).pdf> 

>> <G-100 SFPA GBDs OEWD contract_ scope ofwork.pdf> 

> 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 

To: 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Friday, June 14, 2019 4:48 PM 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

Cc: 
Subject: 

Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); Heckel, Hank (MYR); SOTF, (BOS) 

Additional OEWD docs. 

Thank you, Marianne and I will review your documents next week. 

Sincerely, 

John Hooper 

>On Jun 14, 2019, at 3:50 PM, Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov.org> wrote: 

> 
>Good afternoon Hooper, 

> 
>I hope that your emergency concludes safely. 

> 
>I am attaching the final agreement wlth OEWD and SF Parks Alliance along with all of the deliverables, which would be 
the work product that would have been given to OEWD. I think that by sending this in a separate e-mail and not 
contained within my-previous 25 responses, may create clarity around their work. 

> 
>I believe that this should answer your question regarding the documents that would be available from the Park 

Alliance. 

> 
>I have made myself available to Mr. Sullivan for a face-to-face meeting, and would likewise offer the same to you. 

> 
>Have a good weekend, 

> M. 
> 
>Marianne Mazzucco Thompson 

>Office of Economic and Workforce Development City Hall, Room 448 
> 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

>San Francisco, CA 94102 

> P: 415-554-6297 

> E: Marianne.Thompson@sfgov.org 

> 
> 
> 
>-----Original Message-----

> From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
>Sent: Tuesday, June 11, 2019 1:22 PM 

>To: Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thornpson@sfgov.org> 

>Cc: Goldberg, Jonathan {DPW) <jonathan.goldberg@sfdpw.org> 
>Subject: Thank you for helping with SOTF! 

> 
> 
>This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources. 
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> 
> 
> 
>HI Marianne: I appreciate your taking the time to forward to Cheryl at SOTF the documents you had send me on 
3/25/19 ln response to a 2/11/19 PRA request I am out of town on an en1ergency basis and do not have access to the 
OEWD emails. 
> 
>I am sorry we got off to a less than optimal start after the recent SOTF hearing at which I attempted to introduce 
111yself. 

> 
>My intent, with both you and Jonathan Goldberg, was to make it clear that, though we may disagree on a given policy 

matter, I have nothing but high regard for City employees and the important work you do. 

> 

>However, I consider it inappropriate for public employees to refuse to speak to a member of the public as both you 

and Jonathan did with me on the occasion in question. 

> 
>I look forward to working cordially with you in the future, 

> 
>Sincerely, 

> 
>John Hooper 
><Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton Mailing Package, 

> - sample.pdf> <Deliverable 5 - Mission Dolores GBD Proof of Petiton 

>Mailing Package.pdf> <Deliverable 1- Buena Vista Survey Report.pdf> 
><Deliverable 2 - Feasibility Survey Report (DP).pdf> <Deliverable 3 -

>Mission Dolores GBD Final Management Plan.pdf> <Deliverable 4 -
>Mission Dolores GElD Final Fngineer's Report.pdf> <Deliverable 8 -

>Inner Sunset GBD- Letter to Property Owners (IS).pdf> <Deliverable 8 

> - Inner Sunset GBD - Letter to Property Owners (IS).pdf> 

> <G-100 SFPA GBDs OEWD contract_ scope ofwork.pdf> 
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Leger, Cher I (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Good Aften10011: 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Monday, October 12, 2020 5:2() PM 

79356-20639593@requests.muckrock.com; Steinberg, David (DPW); 84031-44127205 
@requests.1nuckrock.com; Scott, William (POL); Rodriguez, Brian (POL); And1·aychak, 
Michael (POL); Cox, Andrew (POL); JOHN HOOPER; Corgas, Christopher (ECN); 

Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 
SOTF - Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee: October 20, 2020, 5:30 p.m. 

Notice is hereby given thal the Complaint Co1nmittee (Committee) oftl1c S1111sl1ine Ordina11cc Task Force (fask 
Force) shall hold hearings on complai111s listed below to: J) dctenninc if the ·rask F'orcc has jurisdiction; 2) 
review the merits of the complaints; and/or 3) issue a report and/or reeom1nendalio11 to the 'fask Force. 

Date: October 20, 2020 

Location: Rc1note Meeting 

'rime: 5:30 p.1n. 

Complai11a11ts: Y 011r atte11dance is required for this meeting/hearing. 

Respondents/Dcprn.tments: Pursua11t to Section 67.21 ( e) of the Ordinance, the custodian of records or a 
represe11tative of your department, who can speak to tl1e inatter, is required at tl1e meeting/l1earing. 

Coin plaints: 

File No. 19097: Complaint filed by Anony1no11s against PulJlic Worl(s for allegedly violating Ad1ninistrative 
Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21, 67 .26 rn.1d 67.27, hy failing to respond to a p11blic records request 
in a timely and/or complete mam1er. 

File No.19128: Complaint filed l1y Anonymous against Chief William Scott, Sgt. Brian Rodriguez, Michael 
Andrayehak and the Police Depanment fOr allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), 
Sections 67.21, 67.25, 67.26, 67.27 and 67.29-7(a) by failing to respo11d to an Irmnediate Disclosure Request in 
a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19061: Con1plaint filed by John Hooper against tl1e Office ofEconom.ic and Workforce Development 
for allegedly violating Ad111inistrative Code (Sunsl1ine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respo11d to a 
public records request i11 a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19062: Complaint filed by John J·Tooper against I)ublic Vlorlcs for allegedly violating Administrative 
Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a public records request in a timely J.nJ/or 
complete marmer. 

Docume11tatio11 (evidence supporting/disputing complaint) 
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l"'or a cloclnnent to be consiclerecl, it mt1st he received at least five ( 4) working days before tl1e hearing. For 
i11clusio11 into the age11(/a packet, Sll]Jp!e1ne11tal/su1JJJOrti11g ([octtn1e11ts 111ust be receive([ by 5:00 [Jin, October 
15, 2020. 

C~l1ery I l .eger 
A'>·sislant Clerk, Board of SUJJCl"'lisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

0 
G\'J Click here to co1nplete a Board of Supervisors Custo1ner Service Satisfaction form. 

'fhe J_,egislalivc B_esearch C_9_nter provides 24-hour access to Board of Sl1pcrvisors legis\alio11, 
ancl arcl1ivcJ 1natters since Al1gust 1998. 

]Jiscfosures: Personal inj(Jr111atio11 that is ]Jl'Ovided in con1111unicolions to the !Joorli oj' 
S'rt/Jervisors is subject ro o'isclosure under the C'al!/Ornic1 Public Rccorlf.1· Act ancl the 5,'([n 
J;'roncisco ~'lunshinc ()rclinunce. Personal iriforn1aliun ]JrovilleJ 111i{/ not be reclactecl. 1\1e111her.1· 
of the ]JUb!ic ore not rcq uirecl to ]Jrovi(.f e ;1ersu110! ident!/j1ing i11for1nl1fio11 111he11 the)' 
co1111nunicllle 11 1ith the Bollrd o_[S'u11ervisors anll its co1nn1itlees_ All 1·vritten or orctl 
con1111unicat1ons f hat 111e1nbers of the 11uhlic s11b111 it to f he (,'/ erk 1

.1· Qfjice re,<J,t1rding; penc!ing 
legislation or hearings 111i// be 111al!e c1vailc1ble to a!l 111e1nbers o_f'the public.for inspection one! 
co11J1i11g. 'Ihe Clerk's ()fjice c!oes not rel/act any in/Orn1alio11.fron1 these subn1issions. l'hi1· n1eans 
that ;1ersonal infor1nation---inc!uding no111es, fJhone 1111n1hers. aclciresses and sirni!ur inji)rntation 
Iha/ c11ne111her of the ]Juhlic elects to si1bn1il to the Board and its co1r11niltees-n10)1 appear on tl1e 
]Joarli ofS'upervisors H1ebsile or in other ]Jublic docu1nents that n1en1brrs oft he JJUh!ic 1110)1 
inspect or COJJ)I. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Friday, June 14, 2019 10:24 AM 
Steinberg, David (DPW); Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW) 
JOHN HOOPER 

Subject: SOTF - Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 19062 
SOTF - Complaint Procedure 2018-12-05 FINAL.pdf; 19062.pdf Attachments: 

Good Mo111ing: 

Public Worl(s has l1ee11 named as a TZespo11der1t in the atlachcd cornplaint filed witl1 the Sunshi11c Ordinance 
Task. Force. Please respond to tl1e following co1nplaintfrequest withit1 five business days. 

File No. 19062: C:omplai11t filed by John I-Joo11er against Public \ATorks for allegedly violating Ad1ninistrative 
Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by faili11g to respond lo a public records request ii1 a timely and/or 
cotnplete 1naimer. 

The Respondent is rcq11ired to sub1nit a written response to the allegations including any and all 
s11pporting documents, recordings, clectro11ic media, etc., to tl1e Task Force within five (5) busi11ess days 
of receipt of tbis 11otice. This is your opportunity to provide a full explru1ation to allow tl1e Task_ Force to be 
fully infonned in co11sideri11g your respo11sc 11rior its meeting. 

l)lease include the followi11g information i11 your response if applicable; 

1. J_,ist all relevant records \Vith_ descriptions that l1ave been i1rovidcd purs11anl to tl1e Complainant 
request. 

2. Date the relevant records were provided to the Complainant. 
3. Description of the n1ethod used, along witl1 any relevant searcl1 tcnns used, to search for tl1e relevant 

records. 
4. StatemenUdeclaration that all relevant documents have been provided, does not exist, or has been 

excl11ded. 
5. Copy oftl1e original request for records (if applicable). 

}Jlease refer to the :File Nrrrnber when sul)mitti11g any new i11-formatio11 and/or supporting doc11ments 
pertaining to this co1nplai11t. 

1'he c:omplainant alleges: 
Complaint Attached. 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, Goard of Supervisors 

Tel: 415"554-7724 

.. 
IE_O Click here tu complete o Boord of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfoction form. 

The ]gg) !l~\iye Reseo rch Center provides 24-hour access to Board ot Supervisors legislation, Jnd archived m<ltlc rs since Au~ust 1998. 

Disclosures: Personol mforrnotion that is provided in cornmunicotions to the Boord of Supervi;ors i' subject to disclosure under the California 
Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public ore 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 
·-
Frorn: 

Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

SOTF, (BOS) 
Friday, June 21, 2019 3:11 PM 

THOREEN, PEDER (CAD; WOLF, MARC (CAT) 
SOTF - Request for DCA Memo; File No. 19062 

SOTF., Cornplaint Filed vvith the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 19062; Re: 
SOTF complaint- OEWD, Public Wor-ks, SF Par-ks Alliance, DPW; 19062 Surnmary.docx; 
RE: SOTF -- Cornplaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 19062; Re: 

SOTF - Complaint Filed with the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - File No. 19062; 19062 

Complaint.pdf; More re SOTF complaint re GBDs 

Dear Peder and Marc: 

Attached are the materials for a DCA memo for file no. 19062. Please prepare a memo and please try to get it to me by 
next Friday 6/28/19. Thanks and have a nice weekend. It should be warn1. 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

.. 
fro Click .h.ere to cumplete a Boa rd of Su pcrv1sor> Customer Servic~ Satisfoction form. 

The LeRisl~tive~ea rch Center provides 24·hou r access to Boa rd of Su pP.rvisors l~g1slation, and archived matters Ii nee August 1998. 

Disclo5ures: Pe15onai informotio11 that 15 provided rn communicol1011s to thp Boord of Supervi5ors is subjeci to disclosure under tile California 
Public Records /\ct and the San Franci5co Sunshine Ordinance. Personal informo!ion provided v11/I not be redacted. lvlembers of the pu!Jlic ore 
not requrred to provide personal identifying information when they comm[lnicote wrth the Board of Supervisors and its committees. /\/I written 
or oral commun1cotions that men1!Jpr> of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pendrnq legislation or hearings will be rnode ovmiable 
to oil me1n!Je1s of the public for irispection and copying. The Clerk's Office doe5 not redact any information from these submissions. T/1is 1nean' 
that personal information- ·including nomps, phone numbers, oddres5e5 and si1niiar information that o membPr of the public elects to submit to 
the Boord and it' commi!!ees-may app~or on thP Boord of Supervisors website or 1i1 other public document,· that meml>Prs of the public may 
inspPct"or copy. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

JOl--IN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.cotn> 

Thursday, July 25, 2019 5·38 PM 
SOTF, {BOS) 

mark@innersunsetsf.org; dtomasevich@gmail.com; bosco22@hotmail.corn; 
stevebartoletti@gmail.com; rjcarell@g1naiI.com 

Subject: Re: SOTF - confirming 8/20 hearing #19063 

No problem, Cheryl. I'm marking August 20. 

John Hooper 

On Jul 25, 2019, at 4:56 PM, SOTF, {BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Hooper: 

I am in receipt of and thank you for your email. MY MISTAKE!! You only need to appear on 

August 20 before the Complaint Committee for the matters outlined below. I apologize if this. 
caused you any trouble. I will be sending out a Notice of Appearance soon. 

File No. 19061: Complaint filed by John Hooper against the Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, 
by failing to respond to a public records request in a timely and/or complete 
manner. (attachment) 

File No. 19062: Complaint filed by John Hooper against Public Works for allegedly violating 
Administrative Code ·(Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a public 

records request in a timely and/or complete manner. 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

Tel: 415-554-7724 

<image001.png> Click !!_e_c_e_ to complete o Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legi1lative Research Center provides 24-hour access lo Board of Supervisor.; legi,lation, and archived matters since 
Augu't 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal informoUon !hol is provided in communications to the £Joa rd of Supervisors 15 'ubject to disclosure 
under the California Public RPcords Act and the Son Francisco Sun<hine Ordinance Per<nnol information provided will not 
be redacted. Members of.tile public ore not required to provide person of identifyinq information wilen liley cornmunico!e 
with th<-· Board of Superv1'or5 and its commi!lei>s. Iii! written or oral comn1un1cation!. that members of the public submit 
to tile Clerk's Office regording pending legislation or hearings will be mode ovoiloble to oil 1ne1nbers of the public for 
inspection and copying. The Clerk'~ Office does 1101 redact ony information from these subrnisi1ons. This tneans !hat 
personqi infonnation-includl/lq na1nes, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a mernber of the public 
elects to submit to the Board and i!s comn11Uees-moy appear on the Board of Supervisors w~b~ite or in other public 
documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 
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From: JOHN HOOPER <ho_oparb@aql.corn> 

Sent: Thursday, July 25, 2019 4:16 PM 

To: SOTF, (BOS) <_sotf@sfgov.q_cg> 
Subject: Re: SOTF -- confirming 7 /29 hearing #19063 

Confirming my appearance requested for Monday 7 /29 per your email of 7 /12 below. 

Can you let me know agenda, place and tirne?Thanks) 

John Hooper 

On Jul 12, 2019, at 12:34 PM, SOTF, (BOS) <_sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Hooper: 

You have ci total of four complaints (DPW (File No.19062}, OEWD (File No. 19061), Rec 

& Park (File No. 19064) and SFParks Alliance (File No. 19063)). I have separated those 
con1plaints into four because you are alleging noncompliance with three of the 

departments and vJe need to keep each complaint separate. In addition, we can only 

schedule two complaints per Petitioner per committee hearing. So I scheduled your 
19063, SFParks Alliance, to be heard on July 29. Your other two complaints will be 

heard in the near future. Let me know if you have other questions. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 

Tel: 415"554-7724 

<im age001.png> Click here to complete" Boord of Supervisors Cu,torner Service Satisfaction 

form. 

i"he ~g_islative Rese<1rch C!;nter provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors lep,1slation, and 
Jrrhived mJtters oince trngust 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal mformation !hot is p1ovlded 111 communications to the Board of S11µervi<nrs is 
'ubject to dViclosure undrr the California f-'ublic Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine 
Ordinance. Persona! 111for1notinn provided will nor be redacted. ,•:1embers of the public ore not 
required to provide pe"onai identifying information when they comn1unicate with the Boord of 
Supervisors and ils co1nmittPes. All written or oral co1nn1unications that niembers of the public 
subniil to !he Clt>rk's Office regarding pending legis!Dtion or hPoring5 will bp niode available to all 
membef5 of th~ public for inspection and copvrnq. The Clerk's Office does not reduct ony 
inforn1a!ion from these submission>. Tliis mPans !hot penonai informarion-mcludinq names, 
phone number>, addresses and sirnilar information that o mernber of the public elects to submit to 
the Boord and its committpes-moy appear on the Board ofSupcrv!lors website or in otlier pui;!ic 
documents tliot members of the public nioy inspect or copy. 

From: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 

Sent: Friday, July 12, 2019 11:10 AM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Re: SOTF-question re- Complaint Committee agenda; July 23, 2019 5:30 p.m. 

Dear Cheryl: 

A question about my May 29,2019 complaint (which you_ have kindly 
agreed to postpone): 
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In your July 9 hearing notice, the complaint is desribed as being only 
against SF Parks Alliance. However, as I have tried to make clear in 
several clarifying emails since my original complaint, I am expecting 
addtional information from OEWD and DPW and have not realeased thos 
agencies from my complaint. 

! have only released Rec/Park Dept from the complaint as that department 
has apparently sent me all requested information. 

Please let me know that you understand that the complaint as described 
below incorrectly omits OEWD and DPW. 

Thanks, 

John Hooper 

-----Original Message-----
From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.ocg> 
Cc: drew@sfparksalliance.org <drew@sfparksall1ance.org>; 
brooke ray@sfparksa I lian ce. org < broo keray@sfparksal I ian ce. or_g> 
Sent Wed, Jul 10, 2019 9:07 am 
Subject Re: SOTF - Updated Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee: July 23, 
2019 5:30 p.m. 

Hi Cheryl: thanks so muchl 

John Hooper 

On Jul 10, 2019, at 8:38 AM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Hooper: 

I am in receipt of your request for postponement and accept it. Since this is your first 
request, we will note it as such in our records. After that any postponements requested 
must be approved by the Committee. By way of this email, I am notifying the respondent 
of your request. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

<imageOO 1. png> Click her~ to complete a Goard of Supervisors Customer Service 
Satisfaction form. 

The hggj§lative Research Cen~fil provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors 
legislation, and archived matters since Aug"ust 1998 

Disclosures: Personal i11forrna/1on that is provided in communications to /he Board of 
Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act encl the San 
Francisco Sunshine Ordinelnce. Personal inforn1at1on provided will not be 
redacted. Members of t11e public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they cornmun1cale \Vllh the Board of Supervisors and its cornmittees. All 
1¥ri//en or oral con1munical1ons the/ 1ncmbers of the public submit to fhe Clerk's Office 
rega1d1ng pending /egislaNon or hearings will be made available to all 1nen1bers of the 
puhlic for 1nspeclion and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information fron1 
these submissions. This rneens I/lat personal lnforrna/ion-·1ncluding na111es, phone 
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nurnbers, addresses and similar inforn1atio11 Uia! a n1ernber of lh13 public elects lo submit to 
!lie Board a11d ils co1nn1itlces-mdy nppear on the Boil1d of Supe1v1sors evebs1te or in ot/1er 
pt1b/1c docu1nen!s //Jal rnernbors of the public n1ay inspecl or copy, 

From: JOHN HOOPER <boQQillQ@@~ol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 9, 2019 7:03 PM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sJqov.org> 
Subject: Re: SOTF - Updated Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee; July 23, 
2019 5:30 p.m. 

This message is from outside the City email systcn1, Do not open links or <lttachmcnts from untrusted sources. 

Dear SOTF: 
Re: File# 19063 - request to postpone 

I have a. conflict the afternoon of July 23. May I ask you to reschedule that agenda ite1n at 
another meeting. Please excuse the inconvenience. 

John Hooper 

On Jul 9. 2019, at 3:32 PM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfqov.org> wrote: 

Good Afternoon: 
You are receiving this notice because you are named as a 
Complainant or Respondent in one of the following 
cornplaints scheduled before the Complaint Committee to: 1) 
hear the merits of the complaint; 2) issue a determination; 
and/or 3) consider referrals from a Task Force Committee. 
Date: July 23, 2019 
Location: City Hall, Room 408 
Time: 5:30 p.m. 
Complainants: Your attendance is required for this 
meeting/hearing. 
Respondents/Departments: Pursuant to Section 67.21 (e) of 
the Ordinance, the custodian of records or a representative 
of your department, who can speak to the matter, is required 
at the meeting/hearing. 
Complaints: 
File No. 19060: Complaint filed by Ashley Rhodes against 
the Arts Commission for allegedly violating Administrative 
Code, Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a request for 
public records in a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19025: Complaint filed by Jamie Whitaker against 
the Homelessness and Supportive Housirig for allegedly 
violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 
67.21, by failing to respond to a public records request in a 
timely and/or complete manner. 

File Na. 19058: Complaint filed by Robert M. Smith against 
the Fine Arts Museum of San Francisca for allegedly 
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violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 
67.25, by failing to respond to an Immediate Disclosure 
Request in a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19063: Complaint filed by John Hooper against 
SFParks Alliance for allegedly violating Administrative Code 
(Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67 .21, by failing to respond 
to a public records request in a timely and/or complete 
manner. 

File No. 19068: Complaint filed by Sophia De Anda against 
the Human Services Agency for allegedly violating 
Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, 
by failing to respond to a public records request in a timely 
and/or complete manner. 
Documentation (evidence supporting/disputing 
complaint) 
For a document to be considered, it must be received at 
least five (5) working days before the hearing (see attached 
Public Complaint Procedure). For inclusion into the 
agenda packet, supplemental/supporting documents 
must be received by 5:00 pm, July 16, 2019. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

<image001.png> Click here to complete a 
Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction 
form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-
hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and 
archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is 
provided in communications to the Board of 
Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San 
Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal 
information provided will not be 
redacted. Members of the public are not 
required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the 
Board of Supervisors and its committees. Alf 
written or oral communications that members 
of the public Sltbmit to the Clerk's Office 
regarding pending legislation or hearings wifl 
be made available to all members of the public 
for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office 
does not redact any informatio11 from these 
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submissions. This means tl1at personal 
informatio11-including names, pho11e nu1nbers, 
addresses and similar informatior1 tf1at a 
member of the public elects to subrnit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the 
Board of Supervisors website or in other public 
documents t/1at members of tf1e pitblic may 
inspect or copy. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Good Aftctnoon: 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Monday, July 29, 2019 2:06 PM 

Juiln De Anda; Rudakov, Vladimir (HSA); Pang, Ken (HSA); JOHN HOOPER; Corgas, 

Christopher (ECN); Thornpson, Marianne {ECN); Nuru, Mohammed (DPW); Steinberg, 

David (DPW); Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); 72055-97339218@requests.muckrock.com; 
Cote, John (CAT); 72902-46637773@requests.muckrock.com; Heckel, Hank (MYR) 

SOTF- Notice of Appearance - Cornplaint Committee; August 20, 2019 5:30 p.rn. 

You are receiving lhis notice because you are named as a Complainant or Respondent in one of tl1e following 
complainls scheduled before 111c Co1nplai11t Co1nnllttee to: 1) hear the merits of the complaint; 2) isSllC a 
detertnination; and/or 3) consider referrals from a 1'ask 1''orce Conllllittce. 

Date: Attgt1st 20, 2019 

Locatio11: City Hall, Room 408 

Time: 5:30 p.m. 

Con1plainants: Your attendance is required for this meeting/hearing. 

Respondents/Departments: Pursuant to Section 67.21 (e) of the Ordinance, tl1c custodian of records or a 
representative of your department, v,rl10 can speak to the n1atter, is required at tl1e mecti11g/heari11g. 

Complaints: 

File No. 19068: Complaint filed by Sophia De Anda against the l-lumm1 Services Age11ey for allegedly violating 
1\d111inistrative Code (Sunsl1i11e Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a public records request in a 
timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19061: (~OJTIJ)laint filed l1y John I-looper agair1st tl1e Oflicc of Econo1nic and Worlcforce Development 
for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshi11e Ordinance), Section 67 .21, hy failing to respond to a 
public records request in a timely a11d/or co111plcte manner. 

File No. 19062: Complaint filed by Jol1111--Ioopcr against PUblic Works for allegedly violati11g Adtninistrative 
Code (Su11shi11e Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respo11d to a public records request in a timcl)' and/or 
complele manner. 

File No. 19044: Complaint filed by Anonymous agai11st Dennis Herrera and the Office oftl1e City Attor11cy for 
allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunslrine Ordina11ce), Sections 67.21, by failing to rcspOnd to a public 
records request in a timely and/or co1nplcte manner. 

File No. 19047: C:omplaint filed by Ano11ymous against Mayor I"or1don Breed, Ilanlc 1-Ieckel and tl1c Office of 
the May·or !Or allegedly violating Ad1ninistrative Code, (Sunshine Ordinance) Sectio11s 67.25. and 67.29-5, by 
failing to respo11d to a request for public records in a timely and/or complete 1nanner. 
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l)ocu1ncntation (c,'idcnce supporting/tlisputing corn1llaint) 

lJor a docu111ent lo be considered, it n1ust be received at least fi·ve (5) \~'orking days before the 11earing (see 
attached Pl1blic Co1nplaint Procedure). For i11clusio11 into the age11da pac/{ef, s11p11le111e11ta//\·upporti11g 
tfocu111e11ts 111ust he received hJ1 5:00 pm, August 13, 2019. 

Cl1eryl T"eger 
Assistant Clerk., Board of Sl1pervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

0 
6& Click here to co111plctc a Board of St1pervisors Cl1stomer Service Satisfaction forn1. 

'['J1e J_,egislqtive IZesearch Center provides 24-hour access to f~oarci of Supervisors lcgislatio11, 
and arcl1ivcd 111atters since Augusl 1998. 

/)isclosures: Perso11al injiJr111c1tio111hat i.1· ]Jrovided in con·unuriications to the Board oj' 
~'>u;.Jervisors is subject 10 disclosure under the (,'al!fiJrnia ]Jublic J~ecords Act and the Sltn 
Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Persona! inforn·1ation providell 1vill not be rcdacteli. Nle1nb1:rs 
of.the public are not required lo ].Jroville personal ident/fying iryfor1notion "vhen thCJI 
co1111nunicatc 1,11ith the Boarri of,'iUJ?ervisors and its con1111ittees. All H1ritten or orctl 
co1111nunications that 1nen1hers qfthe public subn1it lo the C.'lerk's Office regl1rding pending 
legislation or hearings H1ill he niade c1vaillilJ!e to ull 111ernbers of the public for ins1Jection an(] 
cop)1ii1g. The C'!erk's ()jjice does not re{lact an)1 il~(or1nation_ji-01n these sub111issions. I'his n1etn1s 
tht1! ]Jersonal infbrntation-including naines, phone nun1bers, addresses ancl si1nilar inforntalion 
that a nte1nber o_(the public elects to subn1it to the !Joard anll its co1n1nitlees -111ay O]Jpear on the 
]Joard o.f-,)upervisors 111cbsile or in other jJUb!ic llocurnents that 111en1bers oj'thc [Jublic 1nay 
in.17Ject or COJJY. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 

John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.corr1> 
Wednesday, August 28, 2019 12:31 PM 
SOTF, (BOS) 
SOTF hearing schedule 

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

Hi Cheryl: 

Wanted to let yciu know that I will be out of town from Sept 16 til Oct 12. 

I don't know the SOTF hearing schedule for the foreseeable future, but I won't be available during that 
time. 

This pertains to my two complaints heard before the Complaints Commitee on August 20, 2019 and 
an outstanding complaint concerning SF Parks Allaince. 

As always, thanks for your help. 

John Hooper 
415-626-8880 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

CJood Afte1noo11: 

SOTF, (BOS) 
Tuesday, January 7, 2020 4:29 PM 
'libraryusers2004@yahoo.com'; Buckley, Theresa (TTX); Cisneros, Jose (TTX); Gard, Susan 

(HRO); Callahan, Micki (HRD); 'terence kerrisk'; 'JOHN HOOPER'; Corgas, Christopher 

(ECN); Thompson, Marianne {ECN); Nuru, Moham111ed (DPW); Goldberg, Jo.nathan 

(DPW); Steinberg, David (DPW); '72056-97339218@r·equests.muckr·ock.com'; COTE, 
JOHN (CAT); 'Justin Barker'; 'vitusl@Jsfzoo.org'; tanyap@sfzoo.org; 'MICHAEL PETRELIS'; 

Breed, Mayor London {MYR); Heckel, Hank (MYR); '76434-70600365 

@req uests. rnu ck1·oc k.co m' 
SOTF - Notice of Appearance, January 21, 2020 - Sunshine Ordinance Task Force; 4:00 

PM 

You are receivil1g this notice because you are ll<uned as a Compl8inant or Res1)ondent in 011c of the followi11g 
eon1plai11ts scl1edt1led before tl1e Sunshine Orciinance Taslc Force to: 1) l1ear the 1nerits of tbe con1plaint; 2) issue 
a detcr1nination; 1m<l/or 3) consider referrals fron1 a Task Force Co1111nitlcc. 

Date: J a1111a1y 21, 2020 

J,ocatio11: City 1-Iall, Roo1n 408 

4:00 p.m. 

Complainants: Your attendance is requir~d for this n1eeti11g/hearing. 

Respo11<le11ts/f)eparbncnts: Pursuant to Section 67.21 ( e) of the Ordi11ance, t11e custodian of records or a 
representative of;/our depart1ncnt, 1-v]10 ca11 speak to the n1atter, is required at tl1c meeting/hearing. 

(~01nplaints: 

File No. 19011: Complaint filed by the Library Users Association against Theresa Buckley, Jose Cisneros, Christa 
Brown, Anne Stuhldreher and the Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector for allegedly violating 
Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21(a)(b)(c), by failing to respond to a request for public 

records in a timely and/or complete manner and by failing to provide the requestor with assistance by 
directing the requestor to the proper office or staff person. 

Fi!e No. 19015: Complaint filed by Terrence J. Kerrisk against the Department of Human Resources for 
allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a public 
records request in a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19061: Complaint filed by John Hooper against the Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a 
public recOrds request in a timely and/or complete manner. 
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File No. 19062: Complaint filed by John Hooper against Public Works for allegedly violating Administrative 
Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a public records request in a timely and/or 
complete manner. 

File No. 19044: Complaint filed by Anonymous against Dennis Herrera and the Office of the City Attorney for 
allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21, 61.26, 61.27, Government Code 

Sections.6253, 6253.9 and 6255, by failing to respond to a public records request in a timely and/or complete 
manner. 

File No. 19092: Complaint filed by Justin Barker against the San Francisco Zoo for allegedly violating 

Administrative Code {Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67 .25, by failing to respond to an Immediate Disclosure 
Request in a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19093: Complaint filed by Michael Petrelis against Sean Elsbernd and the Office of the Mayor for 
allegedly violating Administrative Code, (Sunshine Ordinance) Sections 67.21 by failing to respond to a request 
for public records in a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19091: Complaint filed by Anonymous against Mayor London Breed, the Office of the Mayor, Hank 
Heckel, Tryone Jue, Sean Elsbernd, Andres Power, Andrea Bruss, Marjan Phil hour, Jeff Cretan, Sophia Kittler 
for allegedly violating Administrative Code, (Sunshine Ordinance) Sections 67.21, 67.26, 67.27 and 67.29-7, by 
failing to respond to a request for public records in a timely and/or complete manner. 

Docu1nentation ( evillence supporting/disputing complai11t) 

For a docurnent 1.o be considere<l, it 111ust be received at least fi\'C (5) working days before the hearing (see 
attachec1 l)ub1ic Complaint Procedure). 

}<'or inclusio11 i11 tl1c agenda packet, supplemental/supporting docu1nc11ts must be received by .5:00 pm, JanttarJ1 
13, 2020. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

Cheryl Leger 

" CfD Click here to complete" Board ot Supervisors Customer Service SatisfJction form. 

The Legislative Research Ce,.leJ provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors I eeislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that •5 provided in communications to the Board of Supervi<ors •s subject to disdosure under the California 
Public l/ecords Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinaii<e. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public ore 
not required to provide personal iden!ifying information when t/icy communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. !Iii written 
or oral communications that mernber.< of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending leg1slotion or hearings will be mode available 
to all 1nembers of the public far inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redac! any information from these submissions. This means 
lltat personal information-ind11ding names, phonP numbers, addresses and similar infonnatian that a member of the public elects to sub1nit to 
the Board and its comn1ittees-moy appear on the Boord of Supervisors websJte or in other public documents that 111ember' of the public moy 
ins peer or copy. 

AssistCJnt Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 
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.Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 

john hooper <johnchooper(Qlicloud.corn> 

Tuesday, February 4, 2020 8:14 AM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) 
Subject: Re: SOTF materials subn1itted for the record? File .ft 19061 and 19062 

Thank y_ou, Cheryl. The only tirne I expect to be out of town will be FEB 24- MAR 1 (visiting kids and grandkids). Best! 

John Hooper 

>On Feb 3, 2020, at 2:10 PM, SOTF1 {BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

> 
> Mr. Hooper: I have put the materials you submitted at the SOTF hearing in your two files. I do not know when next 

your complaints will be heard by the Complaint Committee, but will notify you immediately when they are. Thank you. 
> 

>Cheryl Leger 

>Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
>Tel: 415-554-7724 

> 
> Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Custo1ner Service Satisfaction form. 

> 

> The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 

since August 1998. 

> 

>Disclosures: l'ersonal information that is provided in cornmunications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to 

disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information 
provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when 

they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members 
of the public submit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will"be made available to all members 

of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from these submissions. This 

means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a member of 
the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other 

public documents that members of the public may inspect or copy. 

> 

> 
> 
> 
>-----Original Message-----

> From: john hooper <johnchooper@icloud.com> 

>Sent: Saturday, February 1, 2020 9:14 AM 

>To: SOTF, {BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 
>Subject: SOTF materials submitted for the record? File lf 19061and19062 

> 
> 

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

> 
> 
> 
> Hi Cheryl: 
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> 
> May I consider the wr·itten statement with attachment that I offered at the recent SOTF meeting as submitted for the 
record for the next Complaints Committee meeting? 

> 
> I had forgotten to ~ubmit new material in a timely manner to the full SOTF before the Jan 21 hearing and the new 
materials were sent back to the Complaints Committee, as was entirely proper. 

> 
>Do you know yet when the Complaints Co1nmittee will calendar my items? 
> 
>Thanks, as always. 

> 
>John Hooper 
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,!-,'11,er, Cheryl (BOS)_ 

From: 
Sent: 

To: 

Subject: 

Good Afternoon: 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Thursday, Februa1y 6, 2020 2:12 PM 

79999-25916958@1·equests.rnuckrockcom; Megan Bourne; 80695-54486849 
@requests.muckrock.co1n; Cityattor11ey; Cote, John (CAT); Coolbrith, Elizabeth (CAT); 

JOHN HOOPER; Corgas, Chr·istopher· (ECN); Thompson, Mar·ianne {ECN); Goldberg, 

Jonathan {DPW); Steinberg, DaviO (DPW); S; McHale, Maggie (HRD); Voong, Henry 

(HRD); Callahan, Micki (HRD) 
SOTF - Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee: Febr·uary 18, 2020; 5:30 p.rn. 

Yot1 are receiv'ing tl1is notice l1ccausc yo11 arc nan1ed as a Co111plai11ant or Respondent i11 one of the following 
con1plai11ts scheduled berorc t11e C:o1r1plai111 Co1runittee oftl1e Sunshi11e Ordi11ance 'l'CJ.sk Force to: 1) hear ll1e 
i11crits of the complai11t; 2) issue a detcn11inatio11; and/or 3) consider referrals fron1 a Task Force Co111n1ittee. 

JJatc: F cl)ruary 18, 2020 

Location: City Hall, Room 408 

Ti1ne: 5:30 p.m. 

File No. 19113: Co1nplaint filed l1y Anonymous against Jason Mo1ncnt, ·rhomas Campbell a11d the f<'ine Arts 
Museum for allegedly· \1iolating Adn1i11istrative Code (S11nshi11e Ordinance), Sectio11s 67.21 (b)( c)(lc), 67.29-
7(a)( c), 67.25, 67.26, 67.27, CJlR/\. CJovem1nent Code 6270.5-5, by failing to respond to ar111n111ediate 
l)isclosure Request in a liinely a11d/or co111plete 1nanner, failing to assist, failure to retain records, faili11g to 
record third party transactio11s, withl1oldi11g and failure to justify witl1holding, failt1re to respond to a pt1blic 
record.."> rcqt1est in a ti1nely ai1d/or co1nplete manner. 

J.i'ile No. 19120: c:on1plaint Jilcd by Anon)'illOUS ag8inst the Office oftl1c City Attorney for allegedly violating 
Ad1ninistrativc Code (Su11sl1inc ()rdi11ance), Sections 67.21(b)(c), 67.26, 67.27, by faili11g to rcs11011d to a 
request for public records i11 a ti1nely ai1cl/or cornplete 111anncr; failing to justify v;itbholdi11g of records and 
f8iling to provide assistance. 

J<'ilc No.19061: Compl8int filed by John l-Iooper against the Of1ice of Economic and Workforce Dcvelopn1ent 
for allegedly violating Adn1i11istrativc Code (SU11shine Ordir1ai1ce), Section 67.21, by failing to respor1d to a 
pul1lic records request in a timely and/or co1nplete n1aiu1er. 

File No. 19062: Complaint filed by Joh111-Joopcr against Public Works for allegedly violating ;\d1ninistrative 
Code (Sunshir1e Ordi11ance), Section 67.21, by faili11g to rcspo11d to a public records request in a timely a11d/or 
complete n1anncr. 

F'ile I\o. 19140: Con1plaint filed by Stepl1en Malloy against tl1e f)epa1in1ent ofll11n1an Resources for allegedly 
·violating Ad1ni11istrative Code (Sunshine ()rdinance), Sections 67.2Iand 67.25, by iililing lo respond to a 
request for p11b\ic records in a timely and/or co1nplete 1na1111cr. 

I>ocu111cntatio11 (evidence supporting/disputing complaint) 
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For a docume11t to be considered, it inust be received at least five (5) work.i11g days before lhe l1caring (sec 
attacl1cd Public Co1n11laint l)rocedure). 

}~or inclusion in the age11da pacl(et, supplemer1tal/supporting docu111e11ts must be received by 5:00 JJnz, //ehruary 
12, 2020. 

<.--:hery l IJeger 
Assistai1t Cleric, Boar<l of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

0 
t!f.0 Cliclc here to complete a Board of Su11crvisors Custon1cr Service Satisfaction forn1. 

"fl1c Legislative Research Center pto\ricles 24-hour access to Board of ~upervisors legislatio11, 
and arcl1ive<l matters since Augttst 1998. 

Disclositres: Personal infhtrnation that is provided in con1111unicc1tions to the Board of· 
5Ji1pervisors is subject to clisc!osure uncler the Col{fornia Public Recorcfs JJct anli the San 
J?rancisco ,)unshine Ordin.ance. Personal in.fbr1nation 11rovided Y11ill not be redacted. lvfen1bers 
of' the public are not required lo provide ]Jersonol identifj;ing irifor111atio11 YFhen they 
conununicate yvi!h the Board of~'lupervisors c111d its co1nn1ittecs. All H1rit!en or orr1l 
con1111u11icc1tions tf1c1t 1nen1bers of the 7Jubl ic submit f o the (,'Jerli.'s Office regarding pencling 
legislc1tion or hearings ovill be /Jlllde available to all nie1nbers o.f-the public/or ins11ec1ion rind 
cop;1ii1g. The C'lerk's 0.ffice does not redoct c111;1 i'?fi;r1nation fi·o111 these subntissions. I'his 111eltns 
that personal i11forn1afion-incl11ding na111es, phone nu111bers, aliciresses c1nd sin1ilar infor111c1tion 
thct! a 111e111ber oj'th.e public elects to sub1nit to the Boc1rd nnd its con11nittees .. ·-··n1ay appear on the 
Board rif.c'lupervisors Yvebsite or in other public docu111e11ts that 111e1nbers of' the public 1nc1y 
inspect or cop;1. 
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From: 

Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Mr. Hooper: 

SOTF, (BOS) 
Monday, March 9, 2020 1 :39 PM 

John C. Hooper 
Leger, Cheryl (BOS); Corgas, Christopher (ECN); Thompson, Marianne {ECN); Steinberg, 
David (DPW); Goldberg, Jonathan (DPW); Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
SOTF- Request for Postponement 19061and19062 - Granted 

Pursuant to the SOTF Complaint procedures your request to postpone your hearings (File Nos. 19061 and 19062) 

scheduled before the Co1nplai11t Comrnittee on 3/17 has been granted. 

Cheryl will be in touch with you to 1·eschedule the matter (most likely on April 21, 2020.) 

Thank you. 

Victor Young 
Assistant Clerk 

Board of Supervisors 
phone 415-554-7723 fax 11.15-554-5163 

victor~Y.OUng@sfgov.org I wvvw.stbos.org 

From: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com> 
Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 12:43 PM 

To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.01·g>; Campbell, Thomas (FAM) <tcampbell@famsf.org>; 79999-
25916958@req uests.m uckrock.com; 80695-5448684 9@requests. m uckrock.com; Cityattorney 

<Cityattorney@sfc1tyatty.org>; COTE, JOHN (CAT) <John.Cote@sfcityatty.org>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

<marianne.thompson@sfgov.org>; Corgas, Christopher (ECN} <christopher.corgas@sfgov.org>; Steinberg, David (DPW) 

<david.steinberg@sfdpw.org>; grovestand2012@gmail.com; McHale 1 Maggie (HRD) <maggie.mchale@sfgov.org>; 
Voong, Henry (HHD) <henry.voong@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Re: SOTF - Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee: March 17, 2020; 5:30 p.m. 

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

Re #19061 and #19062 

I apologize, but I will not be able to atttend the 3/17 meeting. For the record, l was prepared to speak 
at the Feb 18 meeting which was cancelled for lack of a quorum. Please let me know when the next 
Complaint Commmittee meeting is expected. 
John Hooper 

-----Original Message-----
From: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 
To: Campbell, Thomas (FAM) <tcampbell@famsf.org>; 79929-25916958@requests.rnuckrock.com <79999-
25_916958@requests.rnuckroc.~.:...c.om>; 80695-5_14868'1_9C&req uests.muc~rogk.corn <80695-
_§_4486849@requests. muckrock.com>: Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfc1tyatty.orq>; COTE, JOHN (CAT) 
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<..J.._ohn.Cote@stcityatty.org>; JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.cpm>; Th.ompson, Marianne (ECN) 
<marianne.th.ompson@sfgov.org>; Gorgas, Christopher (ECN) <christopher.corgas@sfgov.org>; Steinberg, David (DPW) 
<david.steinberg@sfd~>; Stephen <grovestand2012@gmail.com>; McHale, Maggie (HRD) 
<maggie.mchale@sfgov.org>, Voong, Henry {HRD) <henrv.voonq@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Thu, Mar 5, 2020 10:11 am 
Subject: SOTF - Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee. March 17, 2020; 5:30 pm. 

Good Morning: 

You are receiving this notice because you are named as a Complainant or Respondent in one of the following 

complaints scheduled before the Complaint Committee of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force to: 1) hear the 

merits of the complaint; 2) issue a determination; and/or 3) consider referrals from a Task Force Committee. 

Date: March 17, 2020 

Location: 

Time: 

City Hall, Room 408 

5:30 p.m. 

File No. 19113: Complaint filed by Anonymous against Jason Moment, Thomas Campbell and the Fine Arts 

Museum for allegedly violating Administrative Code {Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21(b)(c)(k), 67 .29-

7{a)(c), 67.25, 67.26, 67 .27, CPRA Government Code 6270.5-5, by failing to respond to an Immediate 

Disclosure Request in a timely and/or complete manner, failing to assist, failure to retain records, failing to 

record third party transactions, withholding and failure to justify withholding, failure to respond to a public 

records request in a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19120: Complaint filed by Anonymous against the Office of the City Attorney for allegedly violating 

Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21{b)(c), 67.26, 67 .27, by failing to respond to a 

request for public records in a timely and/or complete manner; failing to justify withholding of records and 

failing to provide assistance. 

File No. 19061: Complaint filed by John Hooper against the Office of Economic and Workforce Development 

for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a 
public records request in a timely and/or complete manner. 

File No. 19062: Complaint filed by John Hooper against Public Works for allegedly violating Administrative 

Code (Sunshine Ordincince), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a public records request in a timely and/or 

complete manner. 

File No. 19140: Complaint filed by Stephen Malloy against the Department of Human Resources for allegedly 

violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67 .21and 67.25, by failing to respond to a 

request for public records in a timely and/or complete manner. 

Documentation (evidence supporting/disputing complaint) 

For a document to be considered, it must be received at least five (5) working days before the hearing (see 

attached Public Complaint Procedure). 

For inclusion in the agenda packet, supplemental/supporting documents must be received by 5:00 pm, 

February 12, 2020. 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

" do Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and 

archived matters since August 1998. 
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Disclosures: Personal infornJation that is provided in communications to the Board of 
Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco 
Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided ·will not be redacted. Members of the public 
are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Board of Supervisors and its cornmittees. All written or oral communications that 1ne1nbers of 
the public sub1nit to the Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made 
available to all members of the public far inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information
including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 1nember of the 
public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-1noy appear on the Boord of 
Supervisors website or in other public documents that members of t'he public may inspect or 
copy. 
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Leger, Che I (BOS) 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@oiol.com> 
Tuesday, May 5, 2020 11 :10 AM 
SOTF, (BOS) 
Steinberg, David (DPW) 

Subject: Re: SOTF - 1/21/20 statement re 19061and19062? 

Hi again Cheryl: I can't find the testimony I submitted in person at the SOTF hearing on 1/21/20 in the link you provided 
to David. 

I'm working off a tiny phone screen and apologize if 1 missed something. 

John Hooper 

On May 5, 2020, at 11:02 AM, SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> wrote: 

John, Will do. 

Cheryl 

From: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, May 5, 2020 11:01 AM 
To: Steinberg, David (DPW) <david.steinberg@sfdpw.org> 
Cc: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: SOTF- Why Public Works is included in SOTF complaints regarding GBDs 

Hi David and Cheryl and hope you and yours are all safe and sound! 

To respond to David's observation of 3/5/20 (below) asking why Public Works is involved before SOTF, In 
complaints Involving GBDs, it is simply because concerned citizens assume that DPW is knowledgeable 
about all matters pertaining to Green Benefit Districts (GBD) because Public Works' staff includes a full 
time person working on GBDs. 

We have repeatedly requested ofSOTFthat the full-time Public Works staffer who is responsible for 
GBDs be required to appear before the SOTFto explain the program. We appreciate David Steinberg's 
several appeilrances before SOTF but his responsibilities as custodian of records are different than the 
line officer responsible for GB Os. 

We hereby renew our request that SOTF require the responsible official(s) at PW to come before the 
committee and respond to concerns. 

Cheryl, would you please include this exchange of emails as part of the official record of 19061 and 
19062. 

Thank you! 

John Hooper 
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On May 5, 2020, at 9:43 AM, Steinber·g, David (DPW) <david.steinberg@sfdpw.org> 

wrote: 

Thanks, Cheryl, 

Glad to hear you're back. Hope you're staying safe and healthy in this crazy time! 

Regards, 

<irnage004.jpg> 

David A. Steinberg 
Custodian of Records & ·executive Assista<1t to the Director 
Sa1 Francisco Pubi;c V·/orks I City and County of San Fr<J11c<5co 

City f-Call, ~oor11348-1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl. I Sarr Francisco, CA 94107. I (415) 554-G950 

?fpublicw_orks.Q_Lli · tv..1itler·.com/sfpublic\v_Q.r_lg,_ 

For· public records requests, please go ~o sfpublicw(l[ks.org/recocds. 

From: SOTF, (BOS} <gltf@sfgov.org> 

Sent: Tuesday, May 5, 2020 9:43 AM 

To: Steinberg, David (DPW) <Q~vid.steinberg@sfdpw.org> 
Cc: JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol.com> 

Subject: HE: SOTF - Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee: March 17, 2020; 5:30 

p.m. 

Hello David!! As of last week I am back frorn medical leave. I have included a link to the 
January 21

1 
2020, Agenda where you will find the records you are seeking. Let me know 

if you need anything else from me. 

https://sfgov.org/sunshine/sites/defa ult/files/sotf 012120 agenda.pdi 

Cheryl Leger 

Assistant Clerk, 13oard of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

<image005.png> 
Click hf.r.~ to coonplete a Board uf 5 u pervisors Customer Service Satisf~ction forn1. 

The 1'.'.fJ?_lative _R,"-<;~arch Center provides 24 hour access to Board of Supervisors lcgislJtion, ond 
archivPd n1atters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal infonnotuJn ilwt is provided in commu•1icotion1 to ihe Board of Supervisors is 

Sl!bject to disrlosure under the Coiiforrno P11b/Jc Records Act and the Son 1-'roncisco S1111shi11e 
Ordmance. Personal inforrr;ation prov1deo will not be redacted lvlembers of tile public ore not 

required to provide personal idenlifying information when lhfy con1mun1cote wilh lhe fJoord of 
Supervisors ond its co1nmiUees. Ali wnlten or oral camn1umc0Uons tho I members of the public 

submit to U1e Clerk's Office regarding pendmq leyl,laUon 01 hearing1 .viii be made available io ail 
men1be1s ofrhe public for inspeclion ond copying. The Clerk's Ojf1cc does not red art any 

infor'l?ation from these submi1<ions. Th.'5 means that personoi mforn1ation-inciud109 nan1es, 
p/1011P nu1nbers, addresses and similar infocn1otian !hat o mrm!Jer of the public p/ects tn submit to 
the Boord and its r:o1nm1ttees-moy appear on the /Joo rd of Supervisors wPb;1te or in other p11h!ic 
documents tha! rnen1bers of thP public moy mspcct or copy. 
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From: Steinberg, David (DPW) <david.steinberg_@sfdpw.org> 

Sent: Thursday, March S1 2020 2:12 PM 
To: John C. Hooper <hooparb@aol.com>; SOTF, (!305) <sotf@sfgov.oi:g>; Thompson, 

Marianne (ECN) <rnarian.ne.thompson@:;;fgov.org>; Corgas, Christopher (ECN) 
<ch risto p her. co rgas@sfgov. o rg> 

Subject: RE: SOTF - Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee: March 17, 2020; 5:30 

p.m. 

Mr. Hooper or Cheryl, 

Can we see the documents that were submitted at the full SOTF hearing? The existence 
of these "new" documents are ostensibly the reason we are back at the Complaints 

Committee, though I don't know why they have any relevance to the complaint against 

Public Works. 

Thank you, 

<image006.jpg> 

David A. Steinberg 

Custodian of Records & lxecutiv~ Assistant to the Director 
Sa:-i Francisco Public \rl/orks I City and County ot San Francisco 
City Hall, Room 31\8-1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl. I SJ11 Francisco, CA 94102 I (415) 554·6950 
sfrublicworks.orE · tw1tter_.conJbfRu blicworks 

For public records requests, please go to sfoublicworks.org/records. 

From: John C. Hooper <_hooparb@aol.com> 

Sent: Thursday, March 5, 2020 12:43 PM 
To: SOTF, (BOS) <sotf@sfgov.org>; Campbell, Thomas (FAM} <tcampbell@famsf.org>; 

79999-2 5 9169 5 8 @reg uests. m uckro ck .com; 80 69 5-5 448 6 8Ll.2..@.@g uests. m u c krock. com; 

Cityattorney <Citvatto,rnev@sfcityatty_,_Q_[g>; COTE, JOHN (CAT) 
<John.Cote@sfcityatty.org>; Thompson, Marianne (ECN) 

<marianne.thompson@sfgov.org>; Corgas, Christopher (ECN) 
<christopher.corgas@sfgov.org>; Steinberg, David {DPW) <david,steinberg@sfdpw.org>; 

g_r:_ovestand2012@_gmciil.com; McHale, Maggie (HRD) <maggie.mchale.@sfgov.org>; 

Voong, Henry {HRD) <henry.voong@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Re: SOTF - Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee: March 17, 2020; 5:30 

p.m. 

This n1essage is from outside the City e1nail system. Do not open links or attachments frorn untrusted sources. 

Re #19061 and #19062: 

I apologize, but I wlll not be able to atttend the 3/17 meeting. For the 
record, I was prepared to speak at the Feb 18 meeting which was 
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cancelled for lack of a quorum. Please let me know when the next 
Complaint Commmittee meeting is expected. 
John Hooper 

-----Original Message-----
From: SOTF, {BOS) <sotf@sfqov.org> 
To: Campbell, Thomas {FAM) <tcampbell@fan1sf.org>; 79999-
259169 5.§_@c_eq u esJ~.lJlUckrock. com <799 9 9-259169 58@req uests. mu ckrock. com> ; 
80695-5'1'1868'19.@requests.muckrock.com <80695-
54'18684 9@reauests.muckrock.com>; Cityattorney <Cityattorney@sfcityatty.org>; COTE, 
JOHN (CAT) <John.Cote@sfcityatty.org>; JOHN HOOPER <hooparb@aol com>: 
Thompson, Marianne (ECN) <marianne.thompson@sfgov org>; Corgas, Christopher 
(ECN) <_christopher.corgas@sfgov orq>, Steinberg, David (DPW) 
<david.st.~UJ.b_g~g_@§iQp~_Qrg>; Stephen <arovestand2012@grna1l.com>; McHale, Maggie 
(HRD) <m9qgie.mch9_le@sfgov_,_Q_[g>; Voong, Henry {HRD) <henry.voong@sfgov.org> 
Sent. Thu, Mars, 2020 10:11 am 
Subject: SOTF - Notice of Appearance - Complaint Committee: March 17, 2020; 5:30 
p.rn. 

Good Morning: 
You are receiving this notice because you are named as a Complainant or 

Respondent in one of the following complaints scheduled before the Complaint 

Committee of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force to: 1) hear the merits of the 

complaint; 2) issue a determination; and/or 3) consider referrals from a Task 

Force Committee. 

Date: March 17, 2020 

Location: City Hall, Room 408 

Time: S:30 p.rn. 
File No. 19113: Cornplaint filed by Anonymous against Jason Moment, Thomas 

Campbell and the Fine Arts Museum for allegedly violating Administrative Code 

(Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.21(b)(c)(k), 67.29-7(a}{c), 57.25, 67.26, 67.27, 

CPRA Government Code 6270.5-5, by failing to respond to an Immediate 

Disclosure Request in a timely and/or cornplete manner, failing to assist, failure 

to retain records, failing to record third party transactions, withholding and 

failure to justify withholding, failure to respond to a public records request in a 

timely and/or complete m<1nner. 
File No. 19120: Complaint filed by Anonyn1ous against the Office of the City 

Attorney for allegedly violating Adrninistrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), 

Sections 67.21(b)(c), 67.26, 67.27, by failing to respond to a request for public 

records in a timely and/or complete manner; failing to justify withholding of 

records and failing to provide assistance. 

File No. 19061: Complaint filed by John Hooper against the Office of Economic 

and Workforce Development for allegedly violating Administrative Code 

(Sunshine Ordinance}, Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a public records 

request in a timely and/or complete manner. 
File No. 19062: Complaint filed by John Hooper against Public Works for 

allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine Ordinance), Section 67.21, by 

failing to respond to a public records request in a timely and/or complete 

manner. 
File No. 19140: Complaint filed by St.ephen Malloy against the Department of 

Human Resources for allegedly violating Administrative Code (Sunshine 
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Ordinance), Sections 67.21and 57.25, by failing to respond to a request for public 
records in a timely and/or complete manner. 
Documentation (evidence supporting/disputing complaint) 
For a document to be considered, it must be received at least five (5) working 
days before the hearing (see attached Public Co111plaint Procedure). 
For inclusion in the agenda packet, supplemental/supporting documents must 
be received by 5:00 pm, February 12, 2020. 

Cheryl Leger 
Assistant Clerk, Board of Supervisors 
Tel: 415-554-7724 

<image005.png> 
Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service 

Satisfaction form. 

The Legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board 
of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in 
communications to the Boord of Supervisors is subject to 
disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the Son 
Francisca Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will 
not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to 
provide personal identifying information when they comrnunicate 
with the Board of Supervisors and its comrnittees, All written or 
oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be 
made available to all members of the public for inspection and 
copying. The Clerk's Office does not redact any information from 
these submissions. This means that personal information
inc/uding names, phone numbers, addresses and similar 
information that a member of the public elects to submit to the 
Board and its committees-may appear on the Boord of 
Supervisors website or in other public documr:'nts that members of 
the public may inspect or copy. 
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Leger, Cheryl (BOS) 

From: 

Sent: 
To: 

Cc: 

Subject: 

Attach1nents: 

CJ-oocl Aflc1110011: 

SOTF, (BOS) 

Friday, November 13, 2020 4:59 PM 

'rs'; Bourne, Megan (FAM); Heckel, Hank (MYR); '81242-04060798 

@requests.muckrock.com'; Br·eed, London (MYR); Breed, Mayor London (MYR); 

'Anonymous'; Gerull, Linda (TIS}; M<ikstman, Michael (TIS); Licudine-Barker, Arlene (TIS); 

'JOHN HOOPER'; Thompson, Marianne (ECN); Steinberg, David (DPW); 'S'; McHale, 

Maggie (HRD); Voong, Henry (HRD) 

Young, Victor· (GOS); Sornera, Alisa (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 

SOTF - Rernotc Meeting of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force - Notice of Appearance, 
Decernber 2, 2020; 4:00 PM 
SOTF- Cornplaint Procedure 20'19-10-02 FINAL.pdf 

You are receiving this 11oticc because you are nan1ed as a Co1n11lainant or Respondc11t in one of the follov.1ing 
con1plaints scl1ccluled bc::fore the Sunshine Ordinance 'T'ask }'orce to: 1) 11ear the 1nerits of the con1plaint; 2) issue 
a dcter1ni11ation; and/or 3) consider referrals froin a ·rasl( Force Co111111ittee. 

I) ate: I)ecen1ber 2, 2020 

Location: Rc111ote Meeting 

Ti1ne: 4:00 p.1n. 

Complaina11ts: Your attcnda11ce is required for this 1nccting/f-iearing. 

I\espo11dents/Departn1e11ts: Pursuant to Seetio1167.21 (e) of the ()rdinance, tl1e custodian ofreeords or a 
represe11tative of your departn1ent, wl10 ca11 speal( to tl1e 1nattcr, is required at the rnccting/hearing. 

c:o1nplaints: 

File No. 19058: (~01nplain1 filed by 1Zobe1t M. S1nith against tf-ie F'ine Arts Musettrn of San J~'ra11cisco for 
violating Ad1ninistrative Code (Sunshi11e Ordinance), Sectio1167.25, lJy failing to respond to an Immediate 
Disclosl1re Request in a tin1ely and/or co111plete n1ar1ncr. 

"B'ile No. J 9103: c:omplaint filed by Ai1ony111ous agai11st lv1ayor Londo11 Breed, Hank Hecl(el and the tvlayor's 
()ffices for allegedly violating Ad1ninistrative (~ode (Sur1shinc Or<linance), Sections 67.21, 67.25 and 67.26, by 
failing to respond to an I1nn1ediate J)isclosure Rec1uest in a ti1nely a11d/or complete man11er. 

:File No. 19119: C:omplaint filed by Ar1onyn1ous agai11st the l)epart1nent of Technology for allegedly violating 
Administrative Code (Sunshi11e ()rdina11ce), Sections 67.21(b), 67.26 ai1d 67.27, by failing to respond to a 
public records reqt1est in a timely and/or eon1plete manner. 

I~ilc No. 19061: Con1plaint filed by John llooper agai11st tl1e Office of Eeonon1ic a11d Workforce l)evelop1nent 
for allegedly violating Admi11istrative (~ode (Sunsl1ine Ordina11ee), Section 67.21, by failing to respond to a 
JJ11blic records request in a ti1nely a11d/or complete 111a1111er. 
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File No. 19062: Complai11t filed by John Hooper against JJublic Works for allegedly violating Ad1ni11istralive 
Code (Sunshine ()rdi11ancc), SCction 67.21, by failing to respond to a public records request in a ti1nely and/or 
co1nplete mctnner. 

li'ile No. 19140: Con11Jlaint filed by Stephen Malloy agai11st the Deparltncnt of J-f u111d.11 Resources for allegedly 
violating Administrative Code {Sunshine Ordinance), Sections 67.2 l<md 67.25, by failing to respond to a 
request for public records in a ti111ely arid/or complete manner. 

Documentation (evidence supporting/disputing complaint) 

For a document to be considered, it must be received at least five (5) working days before the heari11g (see 
attacl1ed Public Complaint Procedt1re). 

For inclusion ii1 the agenda packet, supplemental/supporting cloc11ments m11st be received by 5:00 p1n, 
November .l9, 2020. 

Cheryl I_,eger 
Assistant C.~lcrk, Board of Supervisors 
TeL 415-554-7724 

0 
ao Click he.rr'. to co1nplete a Board of Supervisors C11sto111er Service Satisfaction form. 

The i_,egislative l(escarch Ce11tcr provides 24-hour access to Doard of Supervisors legislation, 
and arcl1ived n1atters since Augttst 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal il1/0rn1c1tion thctt is ]Jrovitlctl in conJ111unicalio11s lo the Bourd of· 
i.:::u1Jervisors is subject to di.<;cfosure under the C'alifiJrnla Public Recorcls Act und the Sein 
}'rancisco Sunshine Ortfinc1nce. I'ersonal inJOrn·zafion providecf 1,11i!! not be redacted. Me1nbers 
qfthe }Jublic are not required to provide fJersonal icientifj1ing infor1nation 1vhen the;1 
con1111u11icafe 1'11ith the Board oj.)upervisors ancl ifs co1111nittees. Alf H1ritten or orcd 
co1n1nu11ications I hat 1ne rnbers qf f he public subrnit to I he C'lerk's Qffice regurding pencli11g 
legislulion or hec1rings i-vill be 111ade availc1ble lo all 1ne1nbers of the ]Jublic./Or ins]Jection ancl 
copying. The C'lerk's Office does not ret!ac/ any inforn1c1tion.fron1 these sub1nissions. 'This nJeans 
that j7erso11ai irifor111ation-inclu<ling nc1n1es, ]7hone nu1nbers, adllresses anll silnilc11- infOrrnation 
that c1 n1e111ber of the ]JUbfic elects to si1b111it lo the l~oarcl anrf its co111111iltee.1····-1nc1J1 UJJJJettr on the 
Board qf")upervisors \,vcbsite or in other;Juhlic lloc111nents thr1t n·1e111bers qf'the ]Jitblic 1na;1 
inspect or CO}Jy. 
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