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NOTE: This version of the Voter Information Pamphlet does not include
your sample ballot, because different versions of the sample ballot apply
throughout San Francisco.

Your sample ballot can be accessed, along with the location of your
polling place, at sfelections.org/voterportal.

Also, the pages in this online version of the pamphlet are arranged in a
different order from the printed version. For this reason, we are unable to
provide a Table of Contents. To find specific information, please refer to
the bookmarks on the left side of this file.
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To ensure that San Franciscans can exercise their right to vote in a safe manner during the
November 3 election, the Department of Elections will mail ballots to all registered voters
in October. Be sure to return your voted ballot on time! See page 5 for more information.

Las boletas oficiales, boletas de muestra y otros materiales electorales estan disponibles en espaiiol.
Para mas informacion, visite la pagina Asistencia en espanol.
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Makakukuha ng opisyal na mga balota, halimbawang mga balota at iba pang mga materyales para sa
eleksyon sa Filipino. Para sa impormasyon, tingnan ang pahinangTulong sa Filipino.



Quick Guide to the November 3, 2020, Election
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Important Dates

October 5

Start of early voting
(ballots begin arriving
to voters’ mailboxes,
the City Hall Voting
Center opens, and
ballot drop-off stations
are set up at the Voting
Center entrances.)

October 19

Last day to register to
vote and receive a ballot
in the mail. After October
19, anyone who is eligible
to vote can still register
conditionally and vote
provisionally in person.

Serve as a Poll Worker on November 3!

Help your community and receive a stipend up to

$240 for your service. Each poll worker is assigned

to one of 588 polling places to facilitate voting on
Election Day. To apply to be a poll worker, please
visit sfelections.org/pwa or call (415) 554-4395.

October 31 -
November 3

Additional ballot
drop-off stations

are open in several
locations in the City.
For locations and
hours turn to page 6.

Election Highlights

Ballots will be mailed to all registered voters.
This means any registered voter may vote by
mail instead of going to the polls on Election Day.

Any registered voter may access their ballot
using the Accessible Vote-by-Mail system.

Early voting at the City Hall Voting Center will
be relocated to an outdoor area in front of Bill
Graham Civic Auditorium.

Health and safety protocols will be in place at
all of the City’s 588 neighborhood polling places
and the Voting Center.

For more information about voting options, please
turn to page 5 of this pamphlet.

*

ELECTION DAY,
Tuesday, November 3

All polling places are open for
vote-by-mail ballot drop-off and
in-person voting from 7 a.m.

to 8 p.m. Ballots returned by
mail must be postmarked on or
before this date to be counted.

A
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

DEPARTMENT OF ELECTIONS John Arntz, Director

Dear San Francisco Voter, September 10, 2020

With great assistance from our Mayor, City Administrator, the Board of Supervisors, and many City agencies, the
Department of Elections has undertaken many measures to ensure you can safely vote in the November 3, 2020,
Consolidated General Election.

Voting By Mail

For the upcoming election, all registered voters will automatically receive ballots in the mail. After the October 19
registration deadline and through Election Day, people can still register to vote but must do so in person at the Voting
Center or a polling place.

Voting by mail allows voters to mark their ballots at home and avoid traveling elsewhere to vote in person. To vote by

mail, fill in the ovals beside the candidates and measures, place your ballot cards in the postage-paid return envelope,
sign the envelope, and mail your ballot to the Department. You can also bring your ballot to a polling place or a ballot

drop-off station.

Returning Your Vote-By-Mail Ballot
The most common method to return voted ballots is using the United States Postal Service (USPS). If you drop your
ballot envelope into a blue USPS box, or a letterbox, be sure to check the date and time the USPS will collect your ballot.

The reason is the Department can only count ballots in return envelopes with postmarks dated on or before Election Day.
You can search for locations of USPS boxes and pickup times at usps.com/locator.

The next most common method to return voted ballots is dropping them off at any of the City’s 588 neighborhood
polling places, open from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. on Election Day. The location of your polling place is printed on the back cover
of this pamphlet. You can return your ballot without entering the polling place since poll workers will provide ballot
boxes at the entrance of each polling place.

Starting October 5, voters can bring their voted ballots to the drop-off site located on the Civic Center Plaza. Starting
October 31, the Department will provide three additional sites designated as drop-off stations: Chase Center, Bayview
Linda Brooks-Burton Branch Library, and Excelsior Branch Library.

Tracking the Status of Your Ballot

Voters can track their ballots, as they move through the steps of assembly, delivery, processing, and counting at
sfelections.org/voterportal. Voters can also sign up to receive notifications on the status of their ballots via email, text, or
voice message at wheresmyballot.sos.ca.gov.

Voting in Person
As in prior elections, the Department will organize 588 polling places on Election Day for in-person voting. On October 5,
the Department will also open its Voting Center, which is available to all City voters.

The Voting Center will be set up outdoors in front of the Bill Graham Civic Auditorium on 99 Grove Street. The Voting
Center will be open every weekday (except October 12), 8 a.m.-5 p.m., starting October 5 and through November 2, the
two weekends prior to Election Day, 10 a.m.—4 p.m., and November 3 (Election Day), 7 a.m.-8 p.m. This site will serve

all City residents—including non-citizens eligible to vote in the Board of Education contest—who want to vote in person,
drop off their ballots, use accessible voting equipment, or, after the October 19 registration deadline, to register and vote
provisionally.

On Election Day, 588 polling places will open for in-person voting and vote-by-mail ballot drop-off services from 7 a.m.
to 8 p.m. If you decide to vote in person, please remember to wear a facial covering.

Health and Safety Protocols

With guidance from the Department of Public Health, the Department has implemented health and safety protocols at all
in-person voting and ballot drop-off sites. All sites will be set up to allow for social distancing, and elections workers will
regularly sanitize voting supplies, equipment, and high-touch surfaces. Sites will offer face masks, hand sanitizer, and
gloves to all voters, and multilingual notices will be posted reminding voters to follow health and safety guidelines.

For more information, call the Department, (415) 554-4375, email sfvote@sfgov.org, or visit sfelections.org.

Respectfully,
John Arntz, Director

English (415) 554-4375 sfelections.org 132 (415) 554-4367
Fax (415) 554-7344 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place Espanol (415) 554-4366
TTY (415) 554-4386 City Hall, Room 48, San Francisco, CA 94102 Filipino (415) 554-4310
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Purpose of the San Francisco
Voter Information Pamphlet

The San Francisco Voter Information Pamphlet

By law, the San Francisco Department of Elections must provide the Voter Information Pamphlet (VIP)
to every registered voter in San Francisco prior to each election.

The VIP includes your sample ballot and information about voting, candidates running for local and
certain state and federal offices, and local ballot measures.

To download this VIP in PDF, HTML, XML, or MP3 format, please go to sfelections.org/vip. To request
this VIP in large print, audio on USB, compact disc (CD), or National Library Service (NLS) cartridge
format, please contact the Department of Elections.

The California Voter Information Guide

The California Secretary of State provides the Voter Information Guide (VIG), with information on
candidates for certain state and federal offices and state ballot measures. You may access the VIG at
sos.ca.gov.

If you'd like to stop receiving paper guides in the mail and receive them by email instead, you may opt
out of the mailings at sfelections.org/voterportal.

The Ballot Simplification Committee

Prior to each election, San Francisco’s Ballot Simplification Committee (BSC) works in public meet-
ings to prepare impartial, plain language summaries of local ballot measures. The BSC also helps
prepare the “Words You Need to Know"” and the “Frequently Asked Questions” sections of the VIP.

BSC members are volunteers and come from a variety of backgrounds, including journalism, educa-
tion, and written communication. The BSC's current members are:

Betty Packard, Chair Michele Anderson
Nominated by: Nominated by:
the National Academy of Television Arts and Pacific Media Workers Guild
Sciences

Jenica Maldonado, ex officio*
Lauren Girardin Deputy City Attorney
Nominated by:

-
the League of Women Voters Andrew S_hen, ex officio
Deputy City Attorney

Scott Patterson . .
*By law, the City Attorney, or his or her repre-

Nominated by: . . e s
the National Academy of Television Arts and sentative, serves on the Ballot Simplification
Sciences Committee and can speak at BSC meetings but

cannot vote.
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Voter Bill of Rights

You have the following rights:

The right to vote if you are a registered voter.
You are eligible to vote if you are:

a U.S. citizen living in California

at least 18 years old

registered where you currently live

e notin prison or on parole for a felony

The right to vote if you are a registered voter
even if your name is not on the list. You will
vote using a provisional ballot. Your vote will
be counted if elections officials determine that
you are eligible to vote.

The right to vote if you are still in line when
the polls close.

The right to cast a secret ballot without anyone
bothering you or telling you how to vote.

The right to get a new ballot if you have made a
mistake, if you have not already cast your ballot.
You can:

Ask an elections official at a polling place for a
new ballot; or

Exchange your vote-by-mail ballot for a new
one at an elections office or at your polling
place; or

Vote using a provisional ballot, if you do not
have your original vote-by-mail ballot.

7.

The right to get help casting your ballot from
anyone you choose, except from your employer
or union representative.

The right to drop off your completed vote-by-
mail ballot at any polling place in California.

The right to get election materials in a language
other than English if enough people in your
voting precinct speak that language.

The right to ask questions to elections offi-
cials about election procedures and watch the
election process. If the person you ask cannot
answer your questions, they must send you

to the right person for an answer. If you are
disruptive, they can stop answering you.

The right to report any illegal or fraudulent
election activity to an elections official or the
Secretary of State’s office.

e On the web at www.sos.ca.gov

e By phone at (800) 345-VOTE (8683)

e By email at elections@sos.ca.gov

If you believe you have been denied any of these
rights, call the Secretary of State’s confidential toll-
free Voter Hotline at (800) 345-VOTE (8683).

Elections Commission

The Elections Commission assumes policy-making authority and oversight of all public, federal,
state, district and municipal elections in the City and County of San Francisco. The Commission is
charged with setting general policies for the Department of Elections and is responsible for the proper
administration of the Department subject to budgetary and fiscal Charter provisions. The Elections
Commission’s current members are:

Viva Mogi, President
appointed by the District Attorney

Vacant
appointed by the Board of Education

Lucy Bernholz
appointed by the Treasurer

Roger Donaldson
appointed by the City Attorney

Christopher Jerdonek
appointed by the Board of Supervisors

Charles Jung
appointed by the Mayor

Jill Rowe
appointed by the Public Defender
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San Francisco Voters Have
Three Ways to Vote

1. Vote by Mail

To protect public health and encourage voting by mail,
all registered voters in California will receive ballots in
the mail for the November 3, 2020, election. In October,
you will be sent a vote-by-mail ballot packet, with an
official ballot, instructional insert, postage-paid return
envelope, and “l Voted!” sticker. See page 6 for more
information.

2. Vote at the Voting Center

The City Hall Voting Center will provide registration
and voting services between October 5 and the close
of the polls at 8 p.m. on Election Day, November 3. In
an effort to protect public health, the City Hall Voting
Center will be set up in front of Bill Graham Civic
Auditorium on 99 Grove Street, between Polk and
Larkin streets. See page 7 for more information.

3. Vote at your Polling Place

On Election Day, Tuesday, November 3, 588 polling
places will be open in the City for in-person voting and
vote-by-mail ballot drop-off services from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.

To provide adequate voting space and protect public
health, between the March 2020 election and the
November 2020 election, the Department of Elections

has relocated approximately 150 polling place locations.

Information about your currently assigned polling place
is printed on the back cover of this pamphlet.

The Department of Elections has adopted several new
health and safety protocols at all polling places. See
page 8 for more information.
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Notice: If you decide to vote in person in the upcoming election, please remember to wear a face cover-

ing so you can protect public health. You can also make your voting experience faster and safer by using
the Voting Locations and Wait Times Tool at sfelections.org/myvotinglocation to check wait times at the City

Hall Voting Center and polling places.
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Voting by Mail

New state law requires California elections officials to mail ballots to all registered voters for the upcom-
ing election.

You will receive your vote-by-mail ballot packet in October. Your packet will contain an official ballot,
instructional insert, postage-paid return envelope, and “l Voted!” sticker.

New state law also allows all registered voters to use a remote accessible vote-by-mail (AVBM) system
to access their ballots in the upcoming election. The AVBM system allows voters to mark screen readable
ballots and is compatible with personal assistive technology such as screen readers, head-pointers, and
sip-and-puff devices. Beginning October 5, voters can access the AVBM system at sfelections.org/access.

Three Easy Steps to Voting by Mail

Whether you use a regular vote-by-mail ballot or the accessible vote-by-mail system, voting by mail
involves three basic steps: 1) marking your ballot, 2) preparing your return envelope, and 3) returning your
envelope on time.

Regular Vote-by-Mail (VBM) Accessible Vote-by-Mail (AVBM)
Step 1: Fill in ovals next to your selections using Mark, review, and print your ballot,
a dark blue or black pen, following the following the AVBM instructions on
Mark your instructions printed on each ballot card. the screen of your device. Do not write
ballot Do not write anything else on your ballot. | anything else on your ballot.
Step 2: Complete and sign your return envelope. Complete and sign your return envelope.
Remove all receipts from ballot cards, Place the AVBM ballot printout into the
Prepare your and place folded cards separately into envelope, then seal it.
envelope the return envelope, then seal it.
Step 3: Return your vote-by-mail ballot as early as possible!
e To return your ballot by mail, make sure your ballot envelope is postmarked on or
Return your . . .
ballot before November 3. The envelope is postage-paid, so you do not need a stamp if
aflo mailing within the United States.
e To return your ballot in person, bring your envelope to any polling place on
Election Day or drop-off station.

The ballot drop-off stations will be open as follows: ?
. . . . . FF BALLOTS
Bill Graham Civic Auditorium, 99 Grove Street M= DprOPO —

=

Monday-Friday, October 5-November 2, 8 a.m.-5 p.m.
Saturday and Sunday, October 24-25 and October 31-November 1, 10 a.m.—-4 p.m.
Election Day, Tuesday, November 3, 7 a.m.-8 p.m.

Bayview/Linda Brooks-Burton Library, 5075 3rd Street

Chase Center, 1655 3rd Street

Excelsior Branch Library, 4400 Mission Street

Saturday and Sunday, October 31-November 1, 10 a.m.—4 p.m.
Monday, November 2, 8 a.m.-5 p.m.

Election Day, Tuesday, November 3, 7 a.m.-8 p.m.
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Vote by Mail Tips

Review and follow the instructions printed on each ballot card carefully. After marking your ballot,
double-check you have not made a mistake, such as only partially filling the selection ovals, making
too many selections in a contest, or making unintentional marks. If you make a mistake, you may
request a replacement ballot.

Sign your ballot return envelope. If you do not sign the envelope or if the signature on the envelope
does not compare to one in your voter record, the Department will not be able to count your ballot
unless you provide additional information. If your signature has changed, please re-register with your
new signature.

Return your ballot as early as possible. Return your ballot as early as possible, but if you plan to
return it on Election Day, November 3, we recommend bringing it to any ballot drop-off station or one
of the City’s 588 polling places, which will be open from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.

If you mail your ballot on Election Day using a blue USPS box, home letterbox, or business mail drop,
be sure to check the mail pickup times. If the last pickup has already occurred, your ballot will be post-
marked late and will not be counted.

You can search for locations of USPS boxes and pickup times at usps.com/locator.

If you want to know the status of your ballot, track it at sfelections.org/voterportal. San Francisco’s
ballot tracking system will let you know where your ballot is, from ballot assembly up through deliv-
ery, verification, and counting. You may also sign up to receive notifications via email, text, or voice
message at wheresmyballot.sos.ca.gov.

If you need to request a replacement ballot, go to sfelections.org/voterportal or call (415) 554-4375.
After October 28, when it is too late to receive a replacement ballot by mail, contact the Department
as soon as possible to review your options.

Voting at the Voting Center

To protect the health of voters wishing to obtain in-person voting services during the 29-day early
voting period, the City Hall Voting Center will be set up in the area outside of Bill Graham Civic
Auditorium on 99 Grove Street, between Polk and Larkin streets.

The outdoor Voting Center will provide services to all City residents who wish to pick up or drop off
vote-by-mail ballots, register to vote (before or after the registration deadline), use accessible voting
equipment, receive personal assistance from elections workers, obtain replacement ballots, or cast

their ballots in person.

The Voting Center will be open as follows:

¢ Monday-Friday, October 5-November 2, from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m.
e Saturday and Sunday, October 24-25 and October 31-November 1, from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m.

e Election Day, Tuesday, November 3, from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.
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Voting at a Polling Place

588 polling places in San Francisco will be open for in-person voting and vote-by-mail ballot drop-off
services on Election Day, Tuesday, November 3, from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.

Every registered voter in San Francisco is assigned to a particular polling place, based on the voter’s resi-
dential address and voting districts.

Polling place ballots used throughout the city contain different combinations of contests and candidates,
since voters who live in different parts of the city reside in different voting districts. If you decide to vote
at a polling place with a different ballot type than the one at your assigned polling place, be aware that
you will need to vote provisionally and the Department will only count the selections made in contests in
which you are eligible to vote.

Your polling place address is printed on the back cover of this pamphlet. You may also use the Voting
Locations and Wait Times Tool at sfelections.org/myvotinglocation to confirm your polling place address,
including the type of the facility (such as school or public library), cross streets, accessibility information
(such as slope at the entrance).

With so many items on the ballot in the upcoming election, the Ballot Worksheet (see page 232) can make
voting in person quicker and easier. This worksheet, which lists every contest and measure throughout
the city, is a tool to help voters mark their selections in advance to save time and prevent mistakes when
marking the official ballot.

In-Person Voting Resources

All in-person voting facilities will offer bilingual ballots in English and Chinese, Spanish, or Filipino. Certain
sites will also offer facsimile (reference) ballots in Burmese, Japanese, Korean, Thai, or Vietnamese. Bilin-
gual workers will be available at most sites to provide multilingual assistance.

All in-person voting facilities will offer accessible voting equipment, tools, and personal assistance, as well
as vote-by-mail ballot drop-off and curbside voting services.

Any voter may request curbside voting by calling (415) 554-4375 or by asking a companion to enter the
facility to request delivery of voting materials to the voter outside.

Any voter may ask one or two people to assist them with marking a ballot, as long as the assistant is not
the voter’s employer or a representative of the voter’s union. Assistants must refrain from making deci-
sions on behalf of the voter or revealing the voter’s selections.

In-Person Voting Health and Safety

In compliance with current guidance from local, state and federal public health officials, the Department of
Elections has adopted several new health and safety protocols at all in-person voting facilities.

Every voting facility will offer face coverings, hand sanitizers, and gloves to all voters and will be set up to
facilitate social distancing. In addition, all poll workers and elections workers will incorporate cleaning and
sanitizing tasks into their regular tasks.

To encourage safe voting practices, multilingual notices will be posted both outside and inside all voting
facilities reminding voters and observers to follow vital health guidelines, including those regarding facial
coverings, hand hygiene, and social distancing.
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Marking Your Ballot
For All Types of Contests

1. Read the instructions printed on each ballot card.
2. Use a pen with black or dark blue ink.
3. Fill in the oval next to your selection for the contest or measure, as shown in picture @

To vote for a qualified write-in candidate, write the candidate’s name in the space at the end of the candidate
list and fill in the oval next to the space. (Beginning October 23, a list of qualified write-in candidates will be
available at sfelections.org/writein and at all in-person voting locations.)

If you do not want to vote on a certain contest or measure, leave it blank. Your votes for the other contests and
measures will still count.

Do not write personal information, such as your name, anywhere on the ballot.

For Ranked-Choice Voting (RCV) Contests

In this election, voters in odd-numbered Supervisorial Districts (1, 3, 5, 7, 9, and 11) will use RCV to elect members
of the Board of Supervisors to represent their districts.

In RCV contests, names of candidates are listed in rows on the left side of a grid. Numbered rankings appear in
the top row.

1. To rank candidates on the ballot, fill in the ovals from left to right, as shown in picture @

e |n the first column for your first choice.
¢ |n the second column for your second choice.
e |n the third column for your third choice, and so on.

2. You may rank as many candidates as you like — up to a maximum of 10 candidates. If you do not want to rank
some candidates, leave columns blank.
Key Points to Remember

Do not fill in more than one oval in the same row, as shown in picture @ In other words, do not rank the
same candidate multiple times. If you rank a candidate as your first, second, third choice, and so on, it is the
same as leaving the second choice, third choice, and so on, blank.

Do not fill in more than one oval in the same column, as shown in picture @ If you give the same ranking to
multiple candidates, your vote in that rank and later ranks will not count.

How Does RCV Work?

First, everyone’s first choice is counted.

If a candidate receives a majority of first-choice votes—more than half—that candidate wins.

If no candidate receives a majority, the candidate in last place is eliminated.

Voters who selected the candidate who was eliminated have their votes counted for their next choice.

This cycle repeats until there is a majority winner.
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Key Facts about the City’s Voting System

San Francisco voters began using a new voting system in 2019. Voters who will be using this system for
the first time this fall may find the following information useful:

1. To mark the ballot, voters fill in ovals next to their selections.

2. All voting sites will have ballot-scanning machines and accessible ballot-marking devices. Ballot-
marking devices feature:
e Audio and touchscreen ballot formats (headphones and braille-embossed keypads are available)
e Compatibility with assistive devices such as sip-and-puff and head pointer
e Ballot secrecy and vote count security. The ballot-marking devices do not store voters’ selections;
after marking their ballots, voters need to print and have their ballots scanned by ballot-scanning
machines.

3. Prior to each election, the Department of Elections tests all of the City’s voting equipment to verify
that this equipment is functional and generates logically accurate results. EQuipment testing is open to
public observation, both in person and via livestream at sfelections.org/observe.

4. No part of the City’s voting system connects to the internet or receives or transmits data through any
external communication network. In an effort to provide maximum transparency, the Department of
Elections publically posts images of voted ballots on its website, including information on how the
marks on each ballot were interpreted and tabulated.

Keep Your Voter Registration Information Current!

It is important to review the information in your voter registration record prior to every election. If your
record contains outdated information such as the wrong mailing address, you may not receive official
elections materials, including your vote-by-mail ballot. You may review your registration information by
visiting voterstatus.sos.ca.gov or by contacting the Department of Elections.

To update the information in your registration record, (re)register at registertovote.ca.gov, or contact the
Department to request a paper registration form.

The deadline to (re)register online or by mail for the November 3, 2020, election is October 19, 2020. After
that date, you will need to update your information in person at the voting center or a polling place.

Voter Registration Privacy Information

Information in your voter registration record is used by election officials to send you official election
materials. Commercial use of voter registration information is prohibited by law and is a misdemeanor.
Voter information may be provided upon request for election, scholarly, journalistic, political, or govern-
mental purposes, as determined by the Secretary of State. Certain information such as driver license,
social security numbers and signatures on record cannot be released for these purposes. If you have any
questions about the use of voter information or wish to report suspected misuse of such information, call
the Secretary of State’s toll-free Voter Hotline: (800) 345-VOTE (8683).

Safe at Home Program

Safe at Home is a confidential address program administered by the California Secretary of State. Certain
voters facing life-threatening situations may qualify for confidential voter status. For more information,
contact the Secretary of State’s Safe at Home program toll-free at (877) 322-5227, or visit sos.ca.gov.
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San Francisco’s Supervisorial Districts

San Francisco is divided into eleven Supervisorial districts. For the November 3 election, voters who live
in Districts 1, 3, 5, 7,9, and 11 will elect their member of the Board of Supervisors.

To find your district, refer to the map below, or the number printed next to "SUP" on the front cover of this
pamphlet, or go to sfelections.org/voterportal.

2

“i 6
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10

District 1 covers most of the Richmond neighborhood.

District 2 includes the Presidio, Cow Hollow, Marina and Pacific Heights neighborhoods, as well as part of
the Richmond neighborhood.

District 3 includes Chinatown, Nob Hill, Russian Hill, Telegraph Hill and the northern Embarcadero waterfront.
District 4 covers most of the Sunset neighborhood.
District 5 includes the Haight-Ashbury, Inner Sunset, Panhandle and Western Addition neighborhoods.

District 6 includes the Civic Center and South of Market neighborhoods, part of the Potrero Hill neighbor-
hood, and Treasure Island.

District 7 includes Lake Merced and West of Twin Peaks.
District 8 includes the Castro, Diamond Heights, Noe Valley, Glen Park and Upper Market neighborhoods.
District 9 includes the Mission and Bernal Heights neighborhoods and most of the Portola neighborhood.

District 10 includes the Bayview and Hunter’s Point neighborhoods and part of the Potrero Hill, Visitacion
Valley and Portola neighborhoods.

District 11 includes the Ingleside, Excelsior, Ocean View and Merced Heights neighborhoods.
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Accessible Voting and Services

The Department of Elections provides various accessible programs
and services to help voters cast their vote privately and independently.

Accessible Election Materials

The Voter Information Pamphlet (VIP) is available in accessible formats:

e On sfelections.org in PDF, HTML, XML, and MP3 formats.
e By request, in large print as well as audio USB flash drive, compact
disc (CD), or National Library Service (NLS) cartridge.

To request an accessible format VIP, call the Department of Elections
at (415) 554-4375 or visit the Talking Books and Braille Center, Main
Library, 100 Larkin Street, (415) 557-4253.

Accessible Vote-By-Mail System

The Accessible Vote-by-Mail (AVBM) System, which is compatible
with personal assistive technology such as head-pointers and sip-
and-puff devices, allows any voter to mark a screen-readable ballot
online.To access the AVBM System, visit sfelections.org/access. The
AVBM system will be open from October 5, 2020 through 8:00 p.m. on
Election Day, November 3, 2020.

For security reasons, the AVBM system does not store or transmit
votes over the internet. After marking an AVBM ballot, a voter must
print and return it in person or by mail.

Ballot-Marking Devices

All in-person voting locations have accessible ballot-marking devices.
Because ballot-marking devices do not count votes, voters using
them need to generate paper ballot printouts and scan the printouts
using the same machine used to scan regular paper ballots.

An accessible ballot-marking device allows any voter to navigate and mark
their ballot using any combination of the following accessible features:
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Touchscreen, audio, and touchscreen/audio ballot format options.
Braille-embossed handheld keypads with audio-tactile interfaces.
Adjustable language, text size, audio speed, volume, and color options.
Audio instructions in English, Cantonese, Mandarin, Spanish, and
Filipino.

Touchscreen privacy screens and headphones with removable covers.
e Compatibility with sip-and-puff, paddle, head-pointer; and other devices.
e Audio or visual review of vote selections in all contests.

Personal Assistance and Ballot Delivery Options

Any voter may request that up to two people (other than the voter’s
employer, an agent of the voter’s employer, or an officer or agent of the
union of which the voter is a member), assist the voter in marking their
ballot. The voter may also ask poll workers for such assistance. Anyone
assisting a voter with marking their ballot should not interfere with
the voting process or make choices on the voter’s behalf.

Any voter may request to vote “curbside” at any in-person voting
location by calling (415) 554-4375 or by asking a companion to enter
the facility to request delivery of voting materials to the voter outside.

Beginning October 28, any voter unable to travel because of illness,
disability, or confinement, including any voter under COVID-19-related
quarantine, may authorize another person, including a Department of
Elections staff member, to pick up and deliver an emergency vote-by-mail
ballot to them.To request emergency ballot delivery in the last week of
the voting period, complete the form at sfelections.org/ballotservices
or call (415) 554-4375.

Other Accessible Voting Resources

All in-person voting locations have accessible voting tools, including
magnifiers and easy-grip pens for signing the roster and marking a
ballot. All in-person voting locations also have wheelchair accessible
entrances, as well as wheelchair accessible and seated voting booths,
all designated by the international symbol of access.
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Multilingual Voter Services

The Department of Elections provides ballots, voting materials, and in-person assistance in Chinese, Spanish,
and Filipino, in addition to English. Upon request, the Department can also provide interpreting services in
many other languages.

In certain polling places, the Department offers facsimile (reference) ballots in Burmese, Japanese, Korean,
Thai, and Vietnamese. Any voter can request official elections materials in any language at:
sfelections.org/language or by calling (415) 554-4375.

See the list of all San Francisco polling places, along with the types of language resources available at:
sfelections.org/voteatyourpollingplace.

AP rT LA B !
ARARNE R RAVRRER « SRS AR sfekections.org/languace EXT/NME S IRIFRBE(415) 554-4367 -

iLe podemos ayudar!

Si desea recibir los materiales electorales en espanol ademas de en inglés, actualice su preferencia de
idioma en sfelections.org/language o llame al (415) 554-4366.

Matutulungan namin kayo!

Kung gusto ninyo ng mga materyales sa wikang Filipino, bukod sa Ingles, i-update ang inyong kagustuhan
sa wika sa sfelections.org/language o tumawag sa (415) 554-4310.

cc
mJ.?o

';8°

¢ O eocC
20CM M .sco']oaeu
° L IL L

(661 emooogg)c?) Department of Elections oa@ eme]oo@') eoo” 0 ( é 0% qJOrS) [§§eooooooo@c o) d]oa I eoo"e
mqm@a qp oo&v’ @.wooaoooo@c [g§eoooo 6000 006p: ocemqm@) 3§C ooo%eooepoog 060 eoo| o)d]ooeu

c

OC.)CBGO 61«% ODUJGO’)QJO’J&C[QE@GOLD [(__]ICUQ:[P L;]G]O;)e G(D'JG](TJ[Q’) GU.)”O’.) GOJJC(TJ @EGT%

sfelections.org/myvotinglocation 0:) aozol

emqm@') eoo”ooo)emcm moomeele]eq saoooosfelect/ons org/language O'Jc 6omEs aoorll oaeoooa
(415) 554-4375 D w§ eoood]u

0602 OD@G:?‘GPS’BQ”_CDCI Qﬁg):?&)@ [§ GDCTJ)OJ)@C @O’Jl G(D’)%](TS s 603 O’]Q'.)@II jopnlevalnlesnH 3’3610 3’3@0 8’361”_

300G PsS scsam aoq?(.osﬁo)@m 0603 oa@ Gq?GPS’B’J co el mslc 0 @w -
sfelect/ons org/voteatyourpol//ngplace 00 03 soli

661 G(D’J(TJOG:%UJC GG]E{P 6§(D (2 :?’)616 e 0 c?’DG]_S’BGO) wéd]ooéu
Q608 CDG@CDG&)OD (GGO Oﬁgﬁ S'BC\'JOQ]CI GGO OD@'ﬁ %NOSEC@'%(DUOOTJ C\)USI O%GO’)OS QGO CD(T) 3’3@00@0)008 20

1 [
80€§ 32 6] OD@O’.)UJ O’_)OO(D'J (X){}DGC\)?]j) C\I'{~J§®8 3?(1)0’_) qC 803)6]0’_)[9’) O’gC‘9 O’JCS’B X o GTJg %861§ 06020
GO)’)C 80&0(3]&)@" BGU 03038 BS]C\DOOO') qP ooeco@ w(T)OOGOCDS"B(DCQQ 60DDC: Qiq% OD@II

BFEBEVWWELED,

EETHEEA TR REBAROY YT (BRA) OBABRZRHELTE DT, BRERBKOY > FIL &l BHARFEIC
RSN AR R ERRDOTLBERR T,

BIRcM R EEZ R DBEZEDERERRDO T )% B BITIL. sfelections.org/myvotinglocation|lc 772 AU TLIZE LN,

BREREDOY Y 7L 2 B{E TRITED W\ 5A. sfelections.org/languagelc 772 X9 %H\ £zIZ(415) 554-4375Ic
BELTHAEAKRLTLIZE W,




38-EN-N20-CP15 General Information 15

—HOBREFTIE. KEARKOT Y INEAREBTHARINTWE L Y75V YA OAMHAOKREMO—EE, S50
V—2%Z B3ICIE. sfelections.org/voteatyourpollingplacelc 77 AU TLEE W,

RERTIFE ééEI®¢Fﬁu7ﬁ§7b\b¢|:1§8ﬁ%i’c‘ﬁﬁL\Tb\im

BEEIZ BREABRON—IY—MNIEATBIHICRAR2ADNBEZN T2 ENTEXY (BEEOERE. AL
DERAEDREA Kzl iﬁ’fﬁ%b\FﬁE@'é‘fﬂAo) REPREANEERS) . o, BEESREMOREICHEDXEZ

KHBZEHTEET,

Eof Eg|AlELCH

X3 MAHROM = SHE2FEE) REEX|E §H=0{E MSELICL SX2 SE8X= A FEEX|Q Hats| st LI8S
St=0{2 S AQILCt

20l0j|A siEzl= EEEX|E S22 2 E2{H sfelections.org/myvotinglocation=S YWE23IA|7| HFZL|CE

EX2 EREX|E QU E BoZ{H sfelections.org/languages WEdt7LE (415) 554-4375 2 Hstall QAESHA|7| HIRZLICE
LR EFXAOME S0 E E SH2 EEEX|E tiEELICEL MOI2AAD Ex A HH| S50 C1=20 E2AIRE AT EHH
sfe/ect/ons.org/voteatyourpollmgplaceE L25HA|7| HEEHLICE

ETA SUARE M HY QF 7A| ~ 2% 84|

FHEAlE REEX| B7| Ao =3 £ MRS Z(0 28(H, faA 2212 IEF, 1EF2| ti2[Ql, = RAHXAL 7telst =S8t
YRO[LE L[R2 H|2l) QEE & AFLICE Eot FEQRANH =22 FSIME ELICH

Q7
11 aaalel
Department of Elections fifinsadazuuuaiiudiiun (fmsuldareds) lunminalu asasazuuudeonaniiianinn
atnmfiauduinsasazuuuaiuvnmensuazlasunisulaciunasne
mnaasnsansadAzLuuaiud Nifinsildandeinaidniasavuuudas Tusa'lUi: sfelections.org/myvotinglocation

masadnsaaFuiinsasazuuuaiudumeldswdlsd 1lsa'lUii sfelections.org/language wiatnsdwvidonanaia

(415) 554-4375

luganunidandornouns azfivasasazwuuativduniuns nalviialvlddmsuarede wnsasnisadauiidanso
vanualugnuwsugdsln wianadalssiantanssniviiilunwene 9 Tusaluii: sfelections.org/voteatyourpollingplace
fouidandoitladousiia 7.00 u. 89 20.00 u. uTuidands

WavazuuuldavaunsazalvuaaahitAiugasau (aatiuunadnuadiatnziuutdey GIunuuaIuIgINUIHRIATULUULR Y
wiatduwinnusadiunuaasavawigaazuuuidaailusungdnag) dandagavazuuutdaslunisniinsavazuuule
uannndudRIAzLUULR B a1 amNuhaudadenaNANEFIMN NIRRT UTILA AN L6 e 8

Chung téi c6 the tro giup quy vi!

Co quan Bau clr c6 thé cung cap cac la phiéu mau (Ia phiéu tham chiéu) bang tiéng Viét. La phiéu mau la nhirng ban
sao y cla la phiéu chinh thirc ma dworc dich qua tiéng Viét.

Dé xem moét |4 phiéu mau cé cac muc bau ctr ma quy vi cé quyén bd phiéu, vui long truy cap trang mang:
sfelections.org/myvotinglocation.

Dé yéu ciu nhan dwoc la phiéu mau qua thu, vui long truy cap trang mang sfelections.org/language ho&c goi s6
(415) 554-4375.

Tai mét s6 dia diém bo phiéu, Co' quan c6 san cac mau la phiéu bang tiéng Viét. D& xem danh sach liét ké tat ca cac
dia diém bd phiéu & San Francisco cung v&i cac dich vu ho trgg ngdn ngi tai tirng dia diém, xin truy cap:
sfelections.org/voteatyourpollingplace

Céc phong phiéu mé clra tir 7 gidr sang dén 8 gio tdi vao Ngay bau cir.

M&i ctr tri déu co quyén yéu cau tbi da hai nguoi di cung dé tro gitip trong viéc dién vao 14 phiéu (nguoi di ciing khdng
thé la chd thué lao dong, dai dién cua chu thué lao dong hodc vién chirc hay dai dién clia cong doan ma ct tri la
thanh vién). Ctr tri cling co6 thé yéu cau nhan vién phong phiéu tre’ gitp dién 1a phiéu.
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Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)

Answered by the Ballot Simplification Committee

Who can vote?

U.S. citizens, 18 years or older, who are registered to vote in San Francisco can vote. Noncitizen resi-
dents of San Francisco who are parents, legal guardians or caregivers of children under the age of 19
living in San Francisco may register and vote in the November 3, 2020, Board of Education election.

What is the deadline to register to vote or to update my registration information?

The deadline to register online or by mail for the November 3, 2020, election is October 19, 2020. After
that date, you will need to register and vote with a provisional ballot in person at a voting center or
polling place.

Can | vote by mail in the November 3 election?
Yes. To protect public health and encourage voting by mail in the November 3, 2020, election, the
Department of Elections will mail a vote-by-mail ballot packet to every registered voter in San Francisco.

Your vote-by-mail ballot packet will arrive in October and contain an official ballot, an instructional
insert, an official postage-paid return envelope and an “l Voted!” sticker.

Can | use the Accessible Vote-by-Mail system to access my ballot?

Yes, you may access your ballot through the Accessible Vote-by-Mail (AVBM) system at
sfelections.org/access.The AVBM system allows voters to mark screen-readable ballots and is compatible
with personal assistive technology. AVBM ballots must be printed and returned by mail or in person.

The use of AVBM system was previously limited to voters with disabilities, and military and overseas
voters. However, for the November 3, 2020, election, any voter may use this system.

Are there ways to vote in person in the November 3 election?
Yes. There will be 588 polling places open for in-person voting and vote-by-mail ballot drop off on
Election Day, November 3, from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m.

Additionally, the City Hall Voting Center will be open at these times:

e Every weekday, October 5—-November 2, from 8 a.m. to 5 p.m,;
e Two weekends, October 24-25 and October 31-November 1, from 10 a.m. to 4 p.m.; and
e Election Day, November 3, from 7 a.m. to 8 p.m. (same voting hours as polling places).

You are encouraged to vote early. When you vote early, either in person or by mail, you may be able to
avoid wait times and crowded public spaces, and ensure the Department receives your ballot before
Election Day to be counted.

My 18th birthday is after the registration deadline, but | turn 18 on or before Election Day. Can | vote
in this election?

Yes. You can preregister to vote before your 18th birthday and vote in this election, as long as you meet
all other voter registration qualifications.

If | was convicted of a crime, can | still vote?
It depends.
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You can register and vote if you are:
¢ |n county jail serving a misdemeanor sentence, as condition of probation, or awaiting trial
e On probation
e On mandatory supervision
¢ On post-release community supervision
e On federal supervised release
e Subject to a juvenile wardship adjudication.

You cannot register and vote if you are:
e |Imprisoned in state or federal prison
e Serving a state prison felony sentence in a county jail or other correctional facility
¢ |n county jail awaiting transfer to a state or federal prison for a felony conviction
¢ |n county jail for a parole violation
e On parole with the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation.

After Parole:
After parole, the right to vote is restored, but you must re-register in order to be able to vote.

| have just become a U.S. citizen. Can | vote in this election?
Yes. If you became a U.S. citizen after the registration deadline (October 19) but on or before Election
Day, you may register and vote at a voting center or polling place before 8 p.m. on Election Day.

| have moved within San Francisco but have not updated my registration prior to the registration
deadline. Can | vote in this election?
Yes. You have the following options:
e Go to a voting center on or before Election Day, complete a new voter registration form and vote
a provisional ballot; or
¢ Go to your new polling place on Election Day, re-register and cast a provisional ballot.You can look up
the address of your new polling place by entering your new home address at
sfelections.org/myvotinglocation, or call (415) 554-4375.

I am a U.S. citizen living outside the country. How can | vote?

You can register to vote and request a ballot by mail, fax, or email by visiting registertovote.ca.gov or
completing a Federal Post Card Application. Download the application from fvap.gov or obtain it from
embassies, consulates or military voting assistance officers.

If | don’t know what to do when | get to my polling place, is there someone there to help me?
Yes. Poll workers at the polling place will help you, or you may visit sfelections.org or call the
Department of Elections at (415) 554-4375 for assistance on or before Election Day.

You may also bring up to two people to the polls to assist you, as long as those people are not repre-
sentatives of your employer or union.

Can | take my Sample Ballot or my own list into the voting booth?
Yes. Deciding your votes before you get to the polls is helpful. You may use either a Sample Ballot or
the Ballot Worksheet in this pamphlet for this purpose.

Do | have to vote on every contest and measure on the ballot?
No. The votes you cast will be counted even if you have not voted on every contest and measure.
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Candidate Information
Candidate Political Affiliations

If a candidate is running for a non-partisan office, no party will appear next to the candidate’s name.
A party name next to a candidate's name may mean one of two things, depending on the type of office for
which the candidate is running:
¢ |f the candidate is running for a party-nominated office, it means that party has nominated the candidate.
e |f the candidate is running for a voter-nominated office, it means the candidate is registered with
that party.

In 2010, most partisan state and federal offices in California became voter-nominated offices, so now only
the top 2 vote getters in a primary election will appear on the ballot in a general election, regardless of
their party. The main exception is the office of U.S. President, which remains a partisan office.

Candidate Statements of Qualification

Some candidates on the ballot have timely submitted statements of qualifications for publication in this
pamphlet. Such statements begin on page 20 and have been printed at the candidates’ expense.

Neither the Director of Elections, nor any other City agency, official, or employee, verifies the accuracy of
any information contained in the candidate qualification statements appearing in this pamphlet.

Candidate information can be found as follows:

e California Voter Information Guide, available at voterguide.sos.ca.gov: candidates running for
statewide and federal offices, including candidates for U.S. President and Vice President.

e San Francisco Voter Information Pamphlet: candidates running for the following offices:

o United States House of Representatives o Board of Education
o State Senator o Community College Board
o State Assembly o BART Director

o Board of Supervisors

Party Endorsements of Candidates

State law allows political parties to endorse candidates for voter-nominated offices. In this election,
timely-submitted endorsements for voter-nominated offices include:

Democratic Party | Republican Party | Libertarian Party

United States Representative, District 12 Nancy Pelosi

United States Representative, District 14 Jackie Speier Ran Petel

State Senator, District 11 Scott Wiener

Member of the State Assembly, District 17 David Chiu Starchild

Member of the State Assembly, District 19 Phil Ting John McDonnell
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Voluntary Spending Limits

California Government Code (CA Gov. Code) 885600 requires the Department of Elections to publish the
names of candidates who have voluntarily agreed to abide by the spending limits set forth in CA Gov.
Code 885400. In this election, these candidates include:

State Senator, District 11 Member of the State Assembly, Member of the State Assembly,
Jackie Fielder District 17 District 19
David Chiu Phil Ting

City and County of San Francisco Offices
To Be Voted on this Election

Member, Board of Supervisors

The Board of Supervisors is the legislative branch of government for the City and County of San Francisco.
Its members make laws and establish the annual budget for City departments.

The term of office for members of the Board of Supervisors is four years. Supervisors are paid $140,148
per year.

There are eleven members of the Board of Supervisors. In this election, voters in odd-numbered districts
(1,3,5,7,9, and 11) will elect members of the Board of Supervisors to represent their districts. See a map of
San Francisco’s Supervisorial Districts on page 11.

Member, Board of Education

The Board of Education is the governing body for the San Francisco Unified School District. It directs
kindergarten through grade twelve.

The term of office for members of the Board of Education is four years. They are paid $6,000 per year.

There are seven members of the Board of Education. Voters will elect four members this election.*

Member, Community College Board

The Community College Board is the governing body for the San Francisco Community College District. It
directs City College and other adult learning centers.

The term of office for members of the Community College Board is four years.They are paid $6,000 per year.

There are seven members of the Community College Board. Voters will elect four members this election.

*Non-Citizen Voting in the Board of Education Election

Under Proposition N, approved by San Francisco voters in 2016, any non-citizen resident of San Francisco
who is “the parent, legal guardian, or caregiver (as defined in California Family Code Section 6550) of a
child under age 19 residing in San Francisco Unified School District,” who would be otherwise eligible to
vote in San Francisco but for their immigration status, may vote for members of the Board of Education in
the November 3, 2020, election.

For more information on non-citizen registration and voting, go to sfelections.org/noncitizen or call the
Department of Elections at (415) 554-4375.
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Candidate for United States Representative, District 14
JACKIE SPEIER

My occupation is Member of Congress.

My qualifications are:

| take my responsibility to serve you seriously and
that’s why | hold regular townhalls to listen to you.
Based on your concerns, | have done the following:

COVID-19/prescription drugs- support lowering
prescription drug prices for all through government
negotiations with companies, using government
wartime power to produce COVID-19 supplies,
secured personal protective equipment for healthcare
providers.

Cancer/discrimination-- obtained funding for pediatric
cancer research and voted to end discrimination
against pre-existing medical conditions.

Justice - cosponsored George Floyd Justice In Policing
Act to make major changes in policing.

Climate — cosponsored Green New Deal, authored bills
accelerating conversion of US auto industry to electric
vehicles.

Traffic/housing/airport noise — helped secure $647 mil-
lion federal grant for Caltrain electrification to reduce
pollution and fought for affordable housing on public
lands, sponsored 8 bills allowing airport curfews,
money for home insulation and new routes to avoid
nighttime noise.

Economic fairness---voted for increased unemployment
payments, student loan relief, eviction prevention,
small business loans, sponsored bill guaranteeing
federal death benefits to support families of essential
workers, support universal childcare/Pre-K.

Guns - sponsored 3 gun buybacks, support com-
prehensive background checks and ban on assault
weapons.

Veterans — recovered over $200,000 in benefits.

Women's equality/equality for all — authored resolution
to facilitate ratification of Equal Rights Amendment,
the MeToo Congress Act, defender of LGBTQ rights,
advocate for reproductive rights, justice for survivors
of sexual assault in the military and college, and tack-
ling hate crimes.

You are my priority. | respectfully ask for your vote.

Jackie Speier

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Statements are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Candidate Statements

Candidate for State Senator, District 11

JACKIE FIELDER

My occupation is Educator.

My qualifications are:

I'm a proud LGBTQ, Native American, and Latina woman,
raised by a single mother, educated in California public
schools. | graduated from Stanford with a B.A. in Public
Policy and an M.A. in Sociology, and I'm an educator at San
Francisco State University.

My accomplishments include:

e Joined my tribe and allies to fight Dakota Access Pipeline

® Led the campaign against extremist police-use-of-force
measure backed by the police union and the Republican
Party

e Co-founded the San Francisco Public Bank Coalition to
reinvest tax dollars in our communities rather than Wall
Street banks

e Passed public bank bill AB 857 to allow public banking
across California

I'm running for State Senate because we need bolder change:

Make billionaires and corporations pay their fair share
Redirect funding from police to Black and Brown
communities

Restore funding to public schools and public transportation
Real relief for renters and small homeowners to prevent
evictions and foreclosures

e Universal health care and economic relief for working
people

Address long-term issues facing our state: climate change,
affordable housing crisis, epidemic homelessness

My commitment is to accept no donations from police
unions, large corporations, oil companies or insurance com-
panies. | am 100% independent and ready to fight for you.

Please join my supporters:

California Teachers Association

United Educators of San Francisco

San Francisco Community College Faculty AFT 2121
California Faculty Association

California Progressive Alliance

International Longshore & Warehouse Union - Northern
California District Council

Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club

San Francisco Tenants Union

Affordable Housing Alliance

Latino Democratic Club

San Francisco Young Democrats

Progressive Democrats of America - San Francisco

San Francisco Democratic Party Chair David Campos*
Supervisors Gordon Mar, Dean Preston, Matt Haney, Hillary
Ronen

School Board Members Mark Sanchez, Gabriela Lopez,
Alison Collins, Faauuga Moliga

Community College Board Members Shanell Williams,
Brigitte Davila

Former San Francisco Mayor Art Agnos

Former Assemblymember Tom Ammiano

*For identification purposes only

Jackie Fielder

21

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Statements are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Candidate for State Assembly District 17

DAVID CHIU

My occupation is Assemblymember.

My qualifications are:

During this pandemic, recession and outcry against
structural racism, we lift people up by working
together. Since my last election, I've worked hard to
protect San Franciscans now, while building a stron-
ger City into the future. | have:

- Enacted new historic protections for 8 million rent-
ers against rent-gouging and unjust evictions, while
fighting to protect tenants from evictions during
COVID-19.

- Ensured California cities can create public banks,
investing our public’s money in local communities.

- Delivered billions of dollars for our affordable
housing and homelessness crises, while pushing
the Bay Area to tackle these crises as one unified
region and hold cities accountable.

- FoughtTrump by holding for-profit colleges
accountable for student outcomes, ensuring
transgender and non-binary graduates have their
identity accurately reflected in educational records,
and defending immigrant worker protections.

- During these trying times, I've fought anti-Asian
hate, structural racism in our criminal justice system,
unemployment claim delays, and cuts to our senior
programs, health care, schools and social safety net.

This has been an extremely challenging time for San
Franciscans. But | remain optimistic that by standing
up for vulnerable communities, rebuilding a fairer
economy, and fighting for justice, we can build a
stronger San Francisco and California for all.

Supporters include:

California Democratic Party

Sierra Club

Equality California

California Nurses Association

California Teachers Association

Speaker Nancy Pelosi

US Senators Kamala Harris and Dianne Feinstein
Governor Gavin Newsom

Mayor London Breed

Supervisors Rafael Mandelman, Aaron Peskin, Ahsha
Safai, Catherine Stefani, Shamann Walton, Norman Yee

Onward! www.VoteDavidChiu.org

David Chiu

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Statements are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Candidates for State Assembly District 19

JOHN P. MCDONNELL

My occupation is Attorney.

My qualifications are:

| was born and raised in the Outer Mission in San
Francisco. | graduated from St. Ignatius High School,
the University of San Francisco and UC Berkeley Law
School. I've been a business and tax attorney in San
Francisco and Silicon Valley for over 35 years. | want
to bring this real-world experience to Sacramento to
fix serious, real-world problems.

We urgently need to rebuild the California economy
and restore jobs. The Democrats have no plan for this.
Their past policies of high taxes and over-regulation
have made California the worst state in America to do
business.

Crime is exploding. We have largely legalized thefts up
to $950. This has created an explosion of car break-ins,
and shoplifting that threatens many small retailers.
San Francisco now has the highest rate of property
crimes in the U.S. We must respect the rule of law,
support the police and protect the First Amendment.
Democrat “sanctuary city” policies promote illegal
immigration, which harms low-income job seekers
and overburdens our healthcare system and public
schools.

Iu

Our streets are crowded with people we call “home-
less!” But most of these people suffer from alcoholism,
drug addiction and mental health problems.They are
not “homeless,’ they are “helpless” We need policies
that move these broken people into medical treat-
ments that can address their true problems.

I am not a career politician. | would bring a fresh, out-
sider’s perspective and common sense solutions and
efficiency to government. There is a better way!

John P McDonnell

PHIL TING

My occupation is Assemblymember.

My qualifications are:

As the Chair of the Assembly Budget Committee,
virtually every spending proposal crosses my desk. My
mission is making sure your hard-earned tax dollars
are spent effectively as we organize the recovery from
COVID-19.

To help meet the challenges ahead | have co-authored
a bold economic recovery plan to get Californians back
to work building housing, creating clean energy and
repairing our infrastructure.

As Budget Chair, | can make sure we in San Francisco
are receiving our fair share. In the past two years, we
have brought home hundreds of millions of our tax
dollars to:

¢ Create more affordable housing.

e Build more supportive housing to help the home-
less transition off the streets.

e Expand daycare options and pre-school.

To protect our quality of life | have passed legislation
that:

e Helps take guns out of the hands of potentially
dangerous individuals.

e Speeds up the transition to electric vehicles.

¢ Creates affordable housing by making it much
easier to build backyard cottages — particularly in
those suburban cities that were resisting them.

I’'m proud to have won the support of the California
Teachers Association, California Professional
Firefighters, the Sierra Club and many others. | hope
you will join us at www.PhilTing.com.

Our city has shown how we can protect each other
when we all do our part. Please stay safe by wearing
your mask, keeping a safe distance, washing your
hands frequently and staying home if you are sick.

We are stronger than this virus! Please stay safe.

Phil Ting

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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CONNIE CHAN

My occupation is Legislative Policy Advisor.

My qualifications are:
San Francisco needs a new start to preserve the soul
of our city.

I’'m an immigrant who grew up in rent-controlled
housing and received a quality public education in

San Francisco. My mom benefitted from job training at
City College. Even before COVID-19, | knew that it was
programs like these that allow families like mine to
thrive - and these programs reflect the San Francisco
values that will help our city recover.

I've been a public servant for over 15 years, serving

at City Hall, Rec and Parks, City College and in the
District Attorney’s office. With my experience, | will

get our City on track by putting working people and
communities first. | will prioritize 100% affordable
housing preservation and development, protections
for workers and small business assistance. | will push
for greater transparency and accountability in City Hall
against corporate and special interests.

I’'m honored to be endorsed by U.S. Senator Kamala
Harris, former State Senator Mark Leno, State
Assemblymember Phil Ting, and nine members of the
Board of Supervisors including our current Supervisor
Sandra Lee Fewer. I'm proud to have the support of
Richmond District neighbors and leaders, AFT 2121
City College educators, San Francisco Tenants Union
and SF Affordable Housing Alliance, who believe that
together, we can emerge stronger than before.

Learn more at ConnieChanSFEcom and | hope to have
your support on November 3rd.

Connie Chan

SHERMAN R. D'SILVA

My occupation is Operations Manager.

My qualifications are:
Put the condition of our neighborhood first

e Clean Streets - No garbage, graffiti, needles or
feces on our streets

e Homelessness - No more camping or sleeping on
streets

- Safe shelters and rehabilitation
services

e Safety - Increased police presence to deter theft
and vandalism

e Pedestrian Safety - Timed traffic lights on all major
streets

e Crime - Enforcement of city laws
¢ Accessibility - Neighborhood office with set hours

e Accountability - Focus on city departments to deter-
mine if money is used effectively

e Infrastructure -Ten year plan for replacing sidewalks
and roads

e Environment - Acquisition of additional open space

- Distribution of recycled water for
cleaning and irrigation

¢ Police Accountability - Increased oversight and
transparency

e Business - Streamline application and permit process

e Independence - No money accepted from special
interests, corporations or unions

As a native San Franciscan and Richmond District
resident, | have seen the quality of the neighborhood
deteriorate every year. A clean and safe neighborhood
is what government is supposed to take care of first -
before doing anything else

There will always be something that needs to be
addressed, but if we can not take care of these basic
needs, our priorities are wrong

If you believe we should focus on these issues first,
| would be honored by your vote

Sherman R. D’Silva
www.DSILVA2020.com
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AMANDA INOCENCIO

My occupation is Attorney.

My qualifications are:

This democracy has the potential to provide freedom,
equality, justice and prosperity for all, when, in

unity, we stand up for each right. On March 3, 2020,
the 100th anniversary of the Women’s March on
Washington for our right to vote, | humbly stood on
the shoulders of our ancestors, and filed my candidacy
for Supervisor for this large in voice and brotherhood,
but small in size, City.

In my decades long residency in San Francisco, | have
joined forces to help build a city, as an advocate,
activist and as a civil rights and defense lawyer,
addressing rights and issues involving matters
pertaining to immigration, tenants, criminal justice
reform, LBGTQ, employment, poverty, education,
children, and the environment.

As | am charged, under oath, to represent my client’s
stated interests with competence and zealous
advocacy, |, as district supervisor, will provide you
with nothing less: | will work earnestly for practical
solutions on matters of conflict, disrepair, or in need
of building, that are urgently before us. Your vote to
me is a cherished gift | will receive with your trust and
my honor.

Thank you for your consideration. Please reach out to
me: AmandaForSupervisor.com

“TogetherToday, and Into the Future”

Amanda Inocencio

DAVID E. LEE

My occupation is Civil Rights Leader.

My qualifications are:
The Richmond deserves a Supervisor who puts our
neighborhood first.

As a civil rights nonprofit leader for over 27 years,

| have increased the Richmond’s minority voter regis-
tration and civic participation. | created new funding
for ESL and undocumented families; raised the voices
of 100,000 elderly, tenant and low-income neighbors.

Diversity is the Richmond'’s greatest strength, and |
pledge to continue my civil rights work to empower
neighborhood voices as Supervisor.

| have lived in the Richmond for 36 years as both a
renter and homeowner, and raised both of my kids
here. My wife and | run a small business on Geary,
and | have taught at San Francisco State since 2005.
| also served on the San Francisco Recreation and
Parks Commission.

The Richmond needs bold, independent leadership.
| have the experience to unite people with progres-
sive, pragmatic solutions to:

e Increase Affordable Housing to keep families in San
Francisco;

e Protect Renters from eviction to help vulnerable
residents;
Jumpstart our Neighborhood Businesses;
Expand Healthy SF to provide more San Franciscans
with healthcare;
Find Real Solutions to Homelessness, and
Build aTunnel underneath Geary to extend MUNI or
BART to the Richmond.

| would be honored to have your support.

www.VoteDavidLee2020.com

David E. Lee
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ANDREW N. MAJALYA

My occupation is Software Technology Sales.

My qualifications are:

Hi My Name is Andrew Majalya and | am running for
Board of Supervisors District 1. | have zero experience
running for political office but do understand the
challenges that face our communities in District 1,
having lived in Richmond District for 15 years. Being
an outsider & running as a Independent gives me

the ability to be truly free of capitualating to either
the Democrats or Republicans. My hope is that when
you get to know me & my positions on important
issues like: Housing, Public Health, Public Safety, the
Environment, Homelessness & Public Transportation,
you will join me in making our communities in District
1 inclusive, safe & happy for everyone. “Your Voice is
My Voice”

Andrew N. Majalya

MARJAN PHILHOUR

My occupation is Richmond Business Owner.

My qualifications are:

| was born in the Richmond to parents who immi-
grated from the Philippines and Iran. I'm raising my
three kids here with my husband, Byron, while also
operating our family business on Balboa Street.

The Richmond’s at a tipping point. Politicians have
allowed our neighborhood challenges to worsen
without taking action. Homelessness continues to rise,
car break-ins are commonplace, streets are dirtier than
ever, small businesses are closing, rents are too high.

The devastating impact of COVID-19 and the need to
reform our criminal justice system have demonstrated
that competent, hands-on leadership at City Hall is
more critical than ever.

I've worked tirelessly to support our Richmond District
neighbors, small businesses and employees, organized
and delivered PPE, distributed food to those in need,
and delivered groceries and prescriptions for neighbors
who cannot leave their homes.

As your Supervisor I'll take that same hands-on
approach, providing the leadership and action needed
to address the challenges our community has experi-
enced for too long.

I'm ready to work forYOU — because WE are the
Richmond.

I’'m proud to be endorsed by:

Mayor London Breed

Senator Scott Wiener

Assemblymember David Chiu

Board of Equalization Member Malia Cohen
State Treasurer Fiona Ma

Assessor Carmen Chu

Sheriff Paul Miyamoto

Supervisor Catherine Stefani

Board of Education Members Jenny Lam and Faauuga
Moliga

Plumbers & Pipefitters Local 38

LIUNA! Laborers 261

African American Democratic Club

www.VoteMarjan.com

Marjan Philhour
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VERONICA SHINZATO

My occupation is Tax Educator, Small Business Owner,
Consultant.

My qualifications are:

| grew up in the Richmond District. It is my home,
and where | am raising my two boys and taking care
of my aging parents. | am an immigrant from Peru

of Japanese descent and a proud graduate of San
Francisco public schools, with a Masters’ degree in
Public Administration and Bachelor of Arts from the
University of San Francisco. | am a restaurant owner
in San Francisco and a single working mom with two
decades of local and state government experience.
Working for; The City and County of San Francisco
Board of Supervisors, California State Legislature,
California State Board of Equalization and currently
the California Department of Tax and Fee. For the past
nine years, | have dedicated myself to implementing
classes and programs to assist Small Business Owners
and Nonprofit Organizations statewide. | have been
active in serving the community however | cannot
enjoy my liberty if it is taken away from others nor can
| benefit from justice if others suffer from injustice.

I am not running on anyone’s slate or with a special
interest group, | will be a new voice at City Hall held
accountable only to those | serve.

Veronica Shinzato
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AARON PESKIN DANNY SAUTER
My occupation is Supervisor. My occupation is Neighborhood Nonprofit Director.
My qualifications are: My qualifications are:
My priorities are: This moment makes it clear that we can't afford to

vote for the establishment and expect different results.
We need to reshape City Hall to give our neighbors a
seat at the table.

e Helping San Francisco respond and recover from
the COVID-19 pandemic
e Addressing our affordability and homelessness

crisis I’'m a renter, nonprofit Director, and community orga-
e Protecting neighborhood small businesses, public nizer with a record of delivering real improvements for
safety and job security San Francisco by bringing people together.

e Preserving San Francisco’s cultural diversity As the President of North Beach Neighbors, I've won

Together, we've won results: grants for small businesses, spurred legislation to fill
empty storefronts, navigated bureaucracy to start the
North Beach Farmers Market, fought for affordable
housing for seniors, and advocated for better transit
and safer streets.

e Helped lead emergency response to the pandemic:
reducing virus spread, spearheading small business
relief, preventing evictions, stopping food delivery
price-gouging, fighting to house and test our most
vulnerable communities, including SRO tenants As your next District 3 Supervisor, | will:
and homeless.

e Passed more legislation during my term than any
other Supervisor.

e |ed creation and preservation of hundreds of
affordable homes in District 3 and thousands across
the city

e Banned corporate rentals in rent-controlled build-
ings; authored law creating thousands of Accessory
Dwelling Units citywide.

e Brought ten new street and pedestrian safety
improvement projects to our district

e Passed nation’s first tax on Uber and Lyft, raising
funds for Muni and pedestrian safety Learn more: www.dannyd3.com or call me:

(415) 562-6441

e Add street cleaning services, trash cans, and
24-hour public toilets

e Create new programs to protect renters and pre-
vent evictions

¢ Build affordable housing for families and seniors

e Expand proven approaches to address mental
health and homelessness

e Prioritize trust and accountability in our law
enforcement

e Cut red tape to make it easier for small businesses
to open and thrive

Endorsed by: Sierra Club, United Educators of San

Francisco, Affordable Housing Alliance, San Francisco I’'m proud to be endorsed by District 3 leaders:

Tenants Union, San Francisco Firefighters, Unite HERE Wilma Pang, A Better Chinatown Tomorrow

Local 2, Assemblymembers David Chiu and PhilTing, Tina Moylan, Russian Hill Community Leader

Supervisors Fewer, Stefani, Mar, Preston, Haney, Yee, Rene Colorado, Tenderloin Merchants

Mandelman, Ronen, Walton, and Safai, former State Martha Mahony, Friends of Joe DiMaggio Playground

Senator Mark Leno and many more. | would be Mike Chen, Northern Neighbors

honored to have your support. Brenda Jewett, Local Homeless Coordinating Board
Richard Manso, Nob Hill Community Leader

Aaron Peskin Lynn Jefferson, Francisco Park Conservancy

AaronPeskin2020.com China Halton, North Beach Kids

Danny Sauter
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STEPHEN (LULU) SCHWARTZ

My occupation is Human Rights Investigator.

My qualifications are:

I am a lifelong fighter for justice, an LGBTQ activist,
and a San Franciscan since childhood. In the aftemath
of 9-11 | exposed the role of Saudi Arabia in terrorism.
I am fully bilingual in Spanish and English. | speak 10
languages and have published 33 books. | have served
as a human rights investigator in Latin America and
the Balkans, for the United Nations and the Dutch
government, in the Philippines, Korea, and former
Soviet Central Asia, and as well as at home. | was a
San Francisco Chronicle staff writer for 10 years. | am
a labor historian (Sailors’ Union of the Pacific) and
union leader (Transportation Communications Union
and Bay Area Media Workers Guild). | was a member
of the SF Ballot Simplification Commission for two
terms. | am a Middle East peace advocate and assisted
in the religious and social life of Jews in Sarajevo. |
have a full program for REAL reform in San Francisco,
for better community policing, and for suppression

of political corruption. | will support teachers. | will
empower the oppressed to fight for their rights. | will
not give an inch.

Stephen (Lulu) Schwartz

SPENCER SIMONSEN

My occupation is Senior Services Provider.

My qualifications are:

My solutions always put outcomes for vulnerable
residents first. This outcome-driven philosophy will
govern my work as your Supervisor.

| helped thousands of the most vulnerable in our city
through low-income financing, legal aid and senior
services.

While in low-incoming financing, | helped millions
cover day-to-day and emergency expenses with alter-
natives to predatory payday loans.

As a San Francisco small business owner, | provided
thousands of low-income individuals access to

the justice system and worked with local legal aid
non-profits.

Today, | help provide seniors transportation, meals
and groceries, enabling them to stay safe and main-
tain independence.

As your Supervisor, | will:

e Update zoning laws to create housing that every-
one can afford

¢ Face our homelessness crisis head on, building
housing, auditing city funds, addressing conserva-
torship and supporting service providers (ie: case
workers, tenant services)

e Support small businesses by streamlining permit-
ting and reducing city fees

e Focus on street safety and address laws that
adversely affect crime

e Create pedestrian, bike and public transit first
communities

I’'m a proud Asian American and currently live in Nob
Hill, Bush & Mason, with my husband of 10 years.

Learn more: VoteSimonsen.com or
Facebook.com/spensimon

Call /Text / Email me: (415) 570-8698 or
Spencer@VoteSimonsen.com

Spencer Simonsen
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VALLIE BROWN

My occupation is Nonprofit Program Advisor.

My qualifications are:
To recover from this crisis, we need new leadership
that is creative, responsive, and collaborative.

I've been a part of this community for 25 years. As a
community organizer, | experienced the AIDS crisis
and neighborhood violence. As a City Hall staffer,

| helped pass tough budgets during the recession.
When Supervisor London Breed was elected mayor,

| stepped up to serve as District 5 Supervisor and
passed legislation on homelessness, racial equity,
affordable housing, and women's reproductive rights.
| grew up poor, lost my parents as a kid, and know
what it means to struggle.

I've shown that | can fight for our community and
bring people together for collective action. | have a
plan for District 5:

® Help small businesses restore neighborhood
vibrancy

e Help vulnerable communities with food, housing,
childcare, and essentials

e Reimagine public spaces to be together safely

e Get Muni running and reduce overcrowding for
safety

e Stop making excuses on housing — District 5 is for
everyone

e Treat homelessness as a public health crisis with
safe shelter

e Demand meaningful racial justice and reform the
police

San Francisco has faced tragedy and has always come
back stronger than before. I've experienced that in my
own life and | can do that for District b.

Vallie Brown

www.votevallie.com

DANIEL LANDRY

My occupation is Director, Arts Nonprofit.

My qualifications are:

| was born and raised in D-5 in low-income co-op
housing in the Fillmore neighborhood. After living in
poverty and getting in trouble as a teenager, | decided
to change my life, to give back to the community, by
becoming an advocate/activist for now over 27 years.
I'm currently studying Political Science at CCSF And,
I'm also the founder and director of the SF CATS
Academy.

Some of my past experiences include crafting Prop. F
the affordable housing initiative for Bayview in 2008,

a member of the (RAB) to the US Navy, a coordina-
tor for NERT program of the SF Fire Dept.s, and a
member of the Citywide Community Policing Relations
Board. Also a Member of Justice for Mario Woods
Coalition in 2016.

My priorities include:

Quality of Life for all San Franciscans
Healthcare, mental health, & homelessness
Rent control, affordable housing, homeowners
Safety, auto break-ins, and MUNI transportation
Small businesses repair from COVID-19

As Supervisor, | will:

Increase SFPD Foot Patrols

Create a D-5 advisory board

Open door policy

Bring resources for small businesses

| respectfully ask for your vote.

Daniel B. Landry
www.daniellandry2020.com
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NOMVULA 0°'MEARA

My occupation is Organizer & Activist, Film Producer.

My qualifications are:

I am a mother of three children who | have raised in
San Francisco. | have a Bachelors in Creative Writing
English Literature, University of Cape Town, South
Africa and pursued an MFA in Motion Picture and
Television at a University in San Francisco. My work
as an independent film producer has largely informed
my perspective and understanding of the challenges
common to most renters. | am a renter for the past 21
years. | have also experienced first hand homeless-
ness, not to any neglect, but to the onslaught of job
loss. During this period we were placed in a homeless
shelter. We eventually found housing. | know first
hand the challenges facing renters with the constant
looming threat of wrongful evictions. In a city where
our ability to maintain a roof over our heads is con-
stantly threatened. We are not ensured of the stability
to maintain housing in the face of price gauging and
corporate greed. | want us to fight to improve and
strenghten renters rights, find housing for the home-
less and the mentally ill population. Together, unified
we can accomplish our goals. | respectfully request
your vote in the November ballot of 2020.

Nomvula O’Meara

DEAN PRESTON

My occupation is Supervisor.

My qualifications are:

| am a 24-year resident of District 5 with two children
in San Francisco public schools. My continued priori-
ties as your Supervisor are:

e Serving the needs of district and city residents dur-
ing the pandemic

* Preventing evictions and creating affordable
housing

¢ Addressing homelessness
Improved Muni and public transit
Healthy neighborhoods and stronger local small
businesses

¢ Promoting oversight and accountability for police

Since taking office last December, we have made
significant progress:

¢ Mobilized hundreds of volunteers to address needs
of seniors and struggling residents during COVID-19
pandemic

e Prohibited evictions of tenants unable to make
rental payments

e Moved District 5 homeless families from unsafe
shelters into hotels using private donations

e Worked with city and neighbors to create Safe
Healthy Sleeping area
Opposed Muni fare hike in the midst of pandemic
Worked to provide rent control to residents of
Midtown

I'm proud to be endorsed by United Educators of San
Francisco, California Nurses Association, Sierra Club,
San Francisco Tenants Union, Affordable Housing
Alliance, ILWU, NUHW, SEIU 2015, Unite Here! Local

2, Supervisors Peskin, Mar, Haney, Ronen, Mandelman
and Walton, Assemblymember Phil Ting, and respected
city leaders Tom Ammiano, Mark Leno, Art Agnos,
David Campos and Jane Kim.

Dean Preston
www.votedean.com
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JOEL ENGARDIO

My occupation is Journalist.

My qualifications are:

It takes an independent voice to hold City Hall
accountable for clean streets, less crime, and more
efficient services.

I've worked as a journalist and community advocate
for 22 years in San Francisco. My award-winning col-
umn in the Examiner and my leadership in groups like
Stop Crime SF has changed legislation and produced
results.

I’'m focused on helping families afford to live and feel

safe in San Francisco. City Hall must stop ignoring our
needs when it comes to housing, schools, and quality

of life.

| want to make it easier to attend a neighborhood
school and open a small business. | want to recruit
more police officers and make sure crime is taken seri-
ously. | want to audit every city program and only pay
for what works.

After the coronavirus pandemic, we can’t go back

to business as usual. It's not sustainable to rely on
residents to be City Hall's ATM. Or to drive small busi-
nesses to extinction with excessive fees and permits.

I’'m running for supervisor to bring responsible,
accountable leadership to City Hall. | believe San
Francisco’s best days are ahead — if we tackle our
problems with innovation and common sense.

Learn more at engardio.com

Joel Engardio

STEPHEN MARTIN-PINTO

My occupation is Firefighter / Military Reservist.

My qualifications are:

Are you happy with city government and think it is
leading us in the right direction? Has your quality of
life improved over the last several years? Do you feel
safe outside on the street or even in your home? Do
you have faith that San Francisco knows how to solve
its problems or even has the political will?

My name is Stephen Martin-Pinto, and from

the second | take office, | will work to make city
government accountable to people once more. | will
have a zero-tolerance policy for crime. | will expand
the MUNI Metro light rail system. | will slash fees for
small businesses. | will audit government agencies
for waste and fight corruption. | will hire more public
safety officers to make San Francisco safer. | am
bringing leadership experience gained from my time
as a Marine Corps officer, firefighter, union tradesman,
and neighborhood leader. No other candidate has

the depth and diversity of life experience as me. I'm

a San Francisco native and grandson of Ecuadorian
immigrants. I'd be honored to be your next supervisor.
Let me prove to you that the city that used to know
how still knows how. Thank you.

Stephen Martin-Pinto
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BEN MATRANGA

My occupation is Technology Equity Director.

My qualifications are:

I was born and raised in this neighborhood and
as Supervisor, I'll work every day for middle class
families and restore independent leadership. My
priorities are:

e Leading our COVID-19 response to protect public
health and support small business recovery

® Preventing cuts to neighborhood schools

e Ensuring everyone who needs a quality job can
find one

e Keeping San Francisco affordable so we can all live
here

e Addressing homelessness: helping veterans,
families, and individuals with mental health
challenges.

e Directing public safety resources toward crime
prevention

My wife and | met in high school at St. Ignatius and
today we're raising our daughter in West Portal. My
experience makes me uniquely qualified to represent
us at City Hall:

e Technology Equity Director — connecting
underserved residents to high-speed Internet so we
can all learn and work remotely.

e Mayor Ed Lee’s Street Safety Director — overseeing
the Vision Zero safety plan, delivering 13 miles of
improvements, creating hundreds of construction
jobs.

e Neighborhood leader — helping lead the Resilient
West Portal COVID-19 response.

I’'m also active in our community:

e Member, St. Brendan’s Catholic Church

® Delegate, West of Twin Peaks Central Council

e Board Member, Greater West Portal Neighborhood
Association

Please join California State Treasurer Fiona Ma and
hundreds of neighbors in supporting our campaign.

Questions? Visit www.benmatranga.com or call me
directly: 415-484-5870.

Ben Matranga

MYRNA MELGAR

My occupation is Urban Planner.

My qualifications are:

I'm running for Supervisor because the Westside
needs an independent leader who'll put people
over politics and get things done at City Hall. I've
led successful housing and economic development
initiatives, and I’'m ready to work hard for our
neighborhoods as your Supervisor.

| have a graduate degree in Urban Planning with a
housing concentration from Columbia University.
While working for Mayor Gavin Newsom, | created
new homeownership programs for teachers and
families . | have run nonprofits that supported small
businesses and child development. As Planning
Commissioner, | balanced the need to preserve
neighborhood character with the need to preserve and
build more housing.

| know how to make City Hall work for us and will
bring people together to:

- Tackle homelessness, move people off our streets
and provide needed care

- Create more housing for all income levels -
seniors, teachers, families, first responders

- Help neighborhood businesses recover

- Ensure that our district is safe and clean, our parks
well maintained, and our neighborhoods vibrant
and resilient.

I’'m proud to have the support of:

Supervisor Norman Yee
Assemblymember David Chiu

Former District Attorney Suzy Loftus
City College President Shanell Williams

More at MyrnaMelgar.com

Myrna Melgar
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EMILY MURASE

My occupation is City and County Agency Director.

My qualifications are:
| am a PROVEN LEADER.

As President of the San Francisco Board of Education,
| fought to retain the JROTC program for students who
desperately cried out to participate. As the Director of
a city agency for over 15 years, | fought to eliminate
domestic violence and end human trafficking here in
San Francisco.

I am committed to PRESERVE, PROTECT, and
IMPROVE the quality of life in District 7 by maintaining
the diverse character of our many neighborhoods and
amplifying neighborhood voices.

TOGETHER we will:

e Make Our Neighborhoods Safer

Support Our Neighborhood Businesses

End Homeless Encampments

Increase Affordable Housing/Home Ownership
Expand Job Creation.

| pledge to provide you, your family, neighbors, and
our District merchants with the very BEST POSSIBLE
SERVICES. | will fight tirelessly for the concerns of our
over 40 Westside neighborhoods.

ENDORSEMENTS

State Treasurer Fiona Ma (second)
Assemblymember Phil Ting

Sheriff Paul Miyamoto

School Board Member Rachel Norton

City College Trustee Thea Selby (second)

Former Schools Superintendent Gwen Chan

Former Sheriff Vicki Hennessy (second)

Judge (ret.) and Former Supervisor Quentin L. Kopp
Former Department of Emergency Management
Director Anne Kronenberg

Public Safety Advocate Suzy Loftus (second)

United Educators of San Francisco Founding President
Joan-Marie Shelley

www.EmilyMurase.com

Emily Murase

VILASKA NGUYEN

My occupation is Criminal Trial Attorney.

My qualifications are:
It's time to start putting families first.

I've been a criminal trial attorney in our courts for 15
years. I've dedicated my career to making sure that the
law protects families.

My parents fled the communists during the Fall of
Saigon. My father believed in hard work and the
American dream, so after getting visas, my family
emigrated to the great state of Alaska. When |
was born, they named me after the Inuit word for
“Mainland”

I’'m proud to be a neighborhood Dad, raising two kids
here on the Westside and coaching basketball at our
children’s school. The pandemic has reminded all of
us how important every type of family is to our city.
Without strong, healthy families we won’t have a
strong, healthy city.

That's why as Supervisor I'll work hard to rebuild our
city’s economy, get resources to Westside families,
and stop the game of pass-the-buck that’s led to the
homeless crisis.

I’'m not a city hall insider. But I'm proud to be
endorsed by these city leaders and thousands of
neighborhood families who want to see our city do
better.

Former AssemblymemberTom Ammiano
Democratic Party Chair David Campos
Supervisor Matt Haney

Supervisor Hillary Ronen

Police Commissioner Petra DeJesus
Police Commissioner Cindy Elias

Police Commissioner John Hamasaki

Vilaska Nguyen
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KEN PIPER

My occupation is Business Owner.

My qualifications are:
Safety, Community, Transit.

My wife and | moved to San Francisco 25 years ago.
We are raising three children who attend public
schools. We've built our careers and established a
strong community within our city. We've lived in many
neighborhoods and taken every MUNI line, finally
rooting into Westwood Park 13 years ago.

Substantial changes have come, though not all for the
better. Skyscrapers and new businesses proliferate —
while homelessness keeps growing, diversity has
dwindled, the city is dirtier, and it is less affordable.

I will work to ensure that the city becomes more
accessible, inclusive and affordable. District 7 is
unique in its diversity and community focus. It should
be a safe place to live, work and retire, with reasonable
access to all the city offers. Yet city leaders have
removed road lanes, and added measures that make
District 7 commutes significantly longer.

Substantial budget cuts are coming. Our current
supervisors are spenders. | am a competent, col-
laborative leader with proven business experience.
My work with SF firms has ensured financially savvy
operational changes allowing for long term success.

| am part of the next generation of leaders, and ask for
your vote.

PiperD7.com

Ken Piper
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Candidate for Board of Supervisors, District 9

HILLARY RONEN

My occupation is District 9 Supervisor.

My qualifications are:
I'm a civil rights attorney and mom who’s had the honor of
serving as your Supervisor.

During my first term | tackled the biggest issues facing San
Francisco and fought against complacency in City Hall:

e  Worked with community to secure 1366 affordable
homes for our District.

e Created Mental Health SF, a program that gets mentally
ill homeless people off the streets and into care.

e Reduced the number of homeless people sleeping on the
streets — one of only two Districts to see a reduction and
working to make further improvements every day.

e Passed legislation to create independence from PG&E
and run the greenest public utility in the nation.

e Created the Office of Sexual Harassment and Assault
Response and Prevention to ensure survivors of sexual
violence are treated respectfully.

e Quadrupled daily cleaning of the 16th Street Bart Station
and many areas of the District.

Raised wages for San Francisco homecare workers.

e Created programs to save small businesses and help the
most vulnerable during the COVID-19 crisis.

e Authored legislation to grant youth the right to have a
parent present while being questioned by the police.

I am honored to be endorsed by:
United Educators of San Francisco
San Francisco Firefighters Union

San Francisco Tenants Union

National Union of Healthcare Workers
Sierra Club

Affordable Housing Alliance

Former Assemblymember Tom Ammiano
Assemblymember Phil Ting
Democratic Party Chair David Campos
Supervisor Matt Haney

Supervisor Shamann Walton

Public Defender Manojar Raju

District Attorney Chesa Boudin

Police Commissioner Cindy Elias

Police Commissioner Petra de Jesus* (For identification
purposes only.)

Hillary Ronen

Candidate Statements
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Candidates for Board of Supervisors, District 11

JOHN AVALOS

My occupation is Healthcare Union Organizer.

My qualifications are:

| am a 22-year Excelsior resident, father of two,
community and labor organizer. | was raised with a
strong work ethic and compassionate values.

| worked for Coleman Advocates for Children and
Youth and Justice for Janitors. Today, as an organizer
with the National Union of Healthcare Workers, | am
leading the effort to keep Seton Medical Center open
as a COVID-19 regional hospital.

As District 11 Supervisor from 2009-2017, | led San
Francisco’s recovery out of the Great Recession and:

e Chaired the Budget Committee to close two
$500 million budget deficits without cutting vital
services,

e Passed the nation’s strongest local-hiring law,

e Rewrote the City’s business tax to protect jobs and
small businesses,

e Expanded funding for youth and education
services,

¢ Revitalized our neighborhoods with new parks,
better transit, and vibrant commercial corridors.

Today, we face a global pandemic and economic crisis.

| am ready to lead our district and City forward to:

e Build an economy around the needs of essential
workers and their families,

e Root out government corruption, ensuring tax
dollars are not lost to fraud and abuse,

e Tax corporate real estate speculators to protect
struggling renters and homeowners,

e Protect hard-hit neighborhood businesses,

e Create a balanced budget that preserves vital
services for working people.

John Avalos
Avalos2020.com

MARCELO COLUSSI

My occupation is Small Business Owner.

My qualifications are:

I am an immigrant that fell in love with San Francisco
20 years ago when | was traveling from Argentina to
Alaska on a bicycle, with only $800 and for almost
two years, to bring a message to the communities |
passed through. Once in San Francisco, | worked in
restaurants, the SPCA and in construction, became
an EMT then a Cardiologist Technician at SFSU,
volunteered at SF General Hospital which led me

to a job at Stanford Children’s Hospital. | have now
been running my own business for the last 15 years
and became a Realtor two years ago. | am married to
my amazing wife and have two spectacular children
that attend SFUSD. | do not have any special interest
groups supporting me and | will not be collecting
donations for my campaign because | want extra
money in this crisis to go to people who have lost
their jobs or are frontline workers. | believe in
protecting the environment, | believe in high quality
public education, | care deeply about affordable
housing, safe and clean streets and | am running for
supervisor because we need a compelling change
where we live and where we work!

Marcelo Colussi

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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AHSHA SAFAI

My occupation is District 11 Supervisor.

My qualifications are:

San Francisco is in a deep crisis. People are
confronting a health pandemic, racial tensions, and
economic distress all the while our housing is still
unaffordable. Our working families deserve proven
leadership.

In 2016, | promised to put working families first and
ensure our neighborhoods were no longer forgotten.

In the last 4 years we have secured over $600 million:

Funded 370 units of affordable housing
Procured thousands of masks, equipment and
protections for our essential workers
Opened the first Job Center on Broad Street
Renovated several parks including Merced Heights,
Alice Chalmers and the Geneva Car Barn

e |nstalled 100 speed humps and repaved many
streets

e Planted over 2,000 City-maintained trees

I’'m a former labor organizer and son of an immigrant-
those are my roots. With your support, I'll continue

to fight for a more just San Francisco that works for
everyone.

If re-elected:

We will put people back to work

House our most vulnerable families
Support small businesses

Keep our neighborhoods safe and clean

I’'m honored to be endorsed by Governor Gavin
Newsom, Treasurer Fiona Ma, Congresswoman
Jackie Speier, Mayor London Breed, State Senator
Scott Wiener, Assemblymember David Chiu,
Assemblymember Phil Ting, Board President Norman
Yee, SF Firefighters Local 798 and hundreds of other
unions, along with thousands of our neighbors.

| hope to earn your support.

www.ahshaforsupervisor.com

Ahsha Safai
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Candidates for BART Director, District 7

SHARON KIDD

My occupation is Police Reform Advocate / Police
Reform Counselor / Educator / Berkeley Commissioner.

My qualifications are:

BART is about people.

BART was built to provide opportunities to people
across the Bay Area, but now this essential service

is in dire need of reform. As a longtime community
leader, and commuter of nearly 40 years, |I've watched
this formerly world-class system continue to decline.
It's time to fix BART for everyone.

Today’s BART has problems with accountability, mis-
management and safety. Riders and taxpayers deserve
reliability, to have the opportunity to get to work,
school and Doctor’s appointments on time. BART
should be clean, safe and reliable for every rider. No
one should have to worry about sitting on an exposed
needle, accidentally standing on someone’s bed for
the night, or getting home safely after a day with her
sisters.

I am running to reform this system that just isn’t serv-
ing people. | bring decades of diverse professional
experience from financial management positions in
San Francisco to educating youth in Oakland and serv-
ing as an advocate for Police Reform across the Bay
Area.

As BART Board Director, | will prioritize a safe, clean
and reliable commute and ensure public accountability
on policing, fare hikes and janitorial spending. Please
join community leaders in supporting Sharon Kidd for
BART Director.

Sharon Kidd

LATEEFAH SIMON

My occupation is BART Director.

My qualifications are:

BART faces an unprecedented crisis in its 50-year his-
tory. | bring over 25 years of executive leadership in
the public and private sector - with a clear vision for a
safe, reliable and equitable system.

As a transit dependent, working mother, I've always
depended on BART to commute to work and pick up
my two daughters. I'm fighting to make sure BART
will be there for all of us.

Prior to the pandemic, we were making steady
progress on cleaning up the stations, successfully
advancing police reforms, and making BART safer.

There’s still a long way to go. And the COVID-19
budget crisis is making things tougher. I'm committed
to galvanizing elected coalitions and community mem-
bers to keep BART moving.

We must never give up on making BART a world-class
system. With vision, knowledge and determination,
we can fix the problems and see a brighter future for
mass transit in the Bay Area.

When you elected me, | promised to shift status quo at
BART. I've done just that.

I'd be honored to have your support.

Lateefah Simon

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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BEVAN DUFTY

My occupation is BART Director.

My qualifications are:
My entire public service career, I've rolled up my
sleeves and made things happen.

As a newly elected BART Director, | was appalled by
dirty, unsanitary conditions at 16th & Mission Plazas.
BART'’s Head of Operations denied my request for
more custodians.

So | brought gloves and a broom and began cleaning
the plazas myself. Supervisor Hillary Ronen joined me.
Together, we swept weekly for four months. The public
and media responded. BART's leadership changed

its tune - devoting more resources to clean busy SF
Stations.

That's how change happens.
Other accomplishments include:

e Established Ambassador Program to promote
safety through trained, unarmed staff on trains and
platforms.

Expanded 50% youth discount from age 12 to 18.
First-ever BART Pilot Low-Income Rider discount
(20%)

e Developing plan to reimagine BART Police and

address systemic racism

My 25 years in San Francisco City government helps
ensure collaboration with BART on homelessness,
safety and operations.

In this unprecedented time in BART's history, we're
working to maintain public health and safety as rider-
ship slowly recovers from the pandemic.

Endorsed by: Sierra Club, Nancy Pelosi, Dianne
Feinstein, Lateefah Simon, London Breed, David
Campos, Mark Leno, Jane Kim, Dean Preston.

| ask for your vote.

bevandufty.com

Bevan Dufty

PATRICK MORTIERE

My occupation is Nonprofit Director.

My qualifications are:

BART is a lifeline for many low-income individuals
who rely on quick, cost-effective transportation. It's
critical that the burden for making up its budgetary
strain doesn’t fall on riders already hurt financially by
the pandemic.

My priorities as BART Director will be to hone in on
our core rail network, make BART more bike, walk,
and transit friendly, and to improve service, safety,
and cleanliness. And as an efficient policy advocate,
I'll work with the Board and policymakers to shore up
BART for generations to come.

We need less talk and more action. It's absolutely
imperative that we sustain BART long-term by curbing
its reliance on fare revenue. San Francisco has always
been a north star for innovation and equitability. At
this moment we have the opportunity to situate BART
as a free transit system for all one day.

I may not have decades of experience, but | do have a
passion for public transportation, a firm understand-
ing of the policy and budgetary processes necessary
for the job, and a stellar track record of working

with others to achieve policy wins for underserved
communities.

| would be honored to have your vote.

Patrick Mortiere
patrickforbart.com
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MICHAEL PETRELIS

My qualifications are:
I am running for BART's District 9 seat. My agenda
includes:

- Opening the rest rooms at all stations, employees
attendants to monitor them.

- Defunding BART's police.

- Banning directors from accepting donations from
police unions.

- Promoting Black Lives Matter principles on elec-
tronic platform signage, ads on trains

- Hiring additional ambassadors to help the home-
less and people in need

- Engaging local politicians to tax banks and bil-
lionaires to pay for making riding BART free for
everyone.

- Ending any collaboration with ICE.
- Sharing a weekly newsletter of my activities

- Expanding seating and creating paper-and-pen bul-
letin boards for riders’ comments at 16th and 24th
Street plazas.

- Holding monthly virtual town halls.

- Memorializing all public comments at board meet-
ings in the minutes.

- Appointing a Rider's Representative.

- Enhancing Covid-19 protections for all workers and
riders.

- Promoting racial and social justice values at every
level of operations.

- Establishing monthly listening sessions with the
General Manager at all stations.

- Collaborating with local gardening nonprofits to
plant and maintain trees.

I am a lifelong LGBT bicyclist, have never learned to
drive a car nor owned one. | ask for your vote.

Michael Petrelis

DAVID WEI WEN YOUNG

My occupation is Engineer.

My qualifications are:
| first rode BART as a kid in the 1990s, back when it
was still the train of the future.

Today, BART is headed in reverse. Ridership declines
every year. Stations are less safe, trains are less reli-
able, and riders are rightfully worried about COVID-19
exposure.

BART has lost 90% of its riders and 90% of its rev-
enue. With over $1B in unfunded pensions, BART
risks bankruptcy and severe service cutbacks. As we
recover, riders are choosing cars, clogging our streets
and polluting our air. We need to radically improve
BART before riders will come back.

| solve problems for a living. In my 20 year career in
high tech, I've led diverse teams to success, solving
difficult engineering problems by focusing on cus-
tomer satisfaction. Current leaders have forgotten that
BART is a train, and it needs to work. It's time for new
leadership in San Francisco who will put rider experi-
ence first.

I will:
Ensure safe, hygienic, crime-free trains and stations.

Invest in infrastructure that powers a growing, low
carbon future.

Improve access through seamless payments and dis-
count programs like Clipper Start.

Vote to join me in solving BART's problems and
rebuilding the train of the future.

Visit https://daveforbart.com/

David Wei Wen Young
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MATT ALEXANDER

My occupation is Educator and Organizer.

My qualifications are:

| have 20+ years experience as a public school teacher

and principal in SFUSD. | co-founded and led June Jordan
School for Equity, a quality public school with a track record
of success with African-American, Latinx, Asian, and Pacific
Islander students. As a community organizer with Faith

in Action Bay Area, | work with a cross-cultural group of
leaders in schools and congregations to fight for immigrant
rights and housing justice.

During this pandemic and economic crisis, we must think

big and be bold to provide the best public education for the

future of our children and our city. My priorities include:

e Closing the digital divide

e Opening schools as soon as safely possible, prioritizing
young & special-needs students

® Increasing funding: Reform Prop 13 and pursue addi-
tional state and federal funding

® Reallocating budget from central office and administra-
tive costs directly to schools

e Creating more Community Schools with integrated ser-
vices & social-emotional supports

* Investing in early childhood education

My endorsements include:

United Educators of San Francisco

Service Employees International Union SEIU 1021
Coleman Action Fund for Children

San Francisco Tenants Union

Bernal Heights Democratic Club

San Francisco Board of Education: Mark Sanchez, President;
Gabriela Lopez, Vice-President; Alison Collins; Jenny Lam;
Faauuga Moliga

San Francisco Board of Supervisors: Norman Yee, President;
Sandra Fewer; Matt Haney; Gordon Mar; Dean Preston;
Hillary Ronen; Shamann Walton

Jane Kim, Former Supervisor

Tom Ammiano, Former State Assemblymember
David Campos, Chair, SF Democratic Party

BART Board of Directors: Bevan Dufty; Janice Li

Jackie Fielder, Candidate for State Assembly
Jeremiah Jeffries & Karen Zapata, Founders, Teachers 4

Social Justice

www.mattalexandersf.org
Matt Alexander

ANDREW DOUGLAS ALSTON

My occupation is Teacher.

My qualifications are:

I am running for San Francisco School Board because | think
this city is the most beautiful, diverse, and progressive in the
world, and | believe that our public schools should reflect
that. There are important issues affecting our students and
their families, and | want to be apart of the solution. Our
schools struggle to attract every student and family and
have become segregated along racial and socio-economic
lines. San Francisco needs a bold plan to integrate schools
through modified zoning and free public busing that will
ensure that our schools are returned back to their com-
munities. As a public teacher, | believe that our schools are
institutions of hope. Let’s pave the path of our children’s
futures by making our schools live up to the loftiness of
their dreams. Thank you for your vote.

Andrew Douglas Alston

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Statements are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.




30 Candidate Statements

38-EN-N20-CP30

Candidates for Board of Education

KEVINE BOGGESS

My occupation is Education Policy Director.

My qualifications are:

For over 10 years at Coleman Advocates for Children and
Youth, I've worked to organize and engage hundreds of
families, students and educators to transform San Francisco
public schools. As Education Policy Director, and a parent
who was born and raised in San Francisco, | have seen first-
hand the challenges and opportunities in our public schools
and understand what's needed to improve school safety and
increase opportunities for all youth.

I am running for the Board of Education to:

e Bring bold and collaborative leadership that will prioritize
the health and academic success of students and fami-
lies, especially during COVID-19;

e Fulfill our commitment to ensuring that every child has
a right to a high quality education, regardless of race,
income, language, or neighborhood;

e Provide safe and engaging learning environments for all
students, including during distance learning; and

e Keep our promise to restore trust in our school district
through greater transparency and accountability for
district leadership.

Let’'s make San Francisco public schools the best in the nation.

My Endorsements:

United Educators of San Francisco

Service Employees International Union-SEIU 1021
Coleman Action Fund for Children

San Francisco Berniecrats

San Francisco Tenants Union

Jeremiah Jeffries and Karen Zapata, Founders of Teachers 4
Social Justice

Tom Ammiano, CA State Assemblyman (Former)
Board of Education Commissioners:

Mark Sanchez, President

Gabriela Lopez, Vice-President

Alison Collins

Jenny Lam

Faauuga Moliga

Stevon Cook

Board of Supervisors:
Norman Yee, President
Sandra Lee Fewer
Aaron Peskin

Gordon Mar

Dean Preston

Matt Haney

Rafael Mandelman
Hillary Ronen
Shamann Walton

Learn more at www.kevineboggess.org

Kevine Boggess

ALIDA FISHER

My occupation is Special Education Advocate.

My qualifications are:

As a former foster parent and transracial adoptive parent
of four children, the issues of equity and social justice are
very personal to me. I've spent the past 15 years advocat-
ing relentlessly for improved reading interventions, ability
awareness training, and more robust social emotional sup-
ports in our schools.

I'm active in SFUSD oversight:

Advocacy Chair and past Chair of SFUSD’s Community
Advisory Committee for Special Education

Member, African American Parent Advisory Committee
Member, LCAP Task Force

Member, Equity Studies Task Force

Member, Charter School Oversight Committee
Member, Logistics Committee of Reopening Task Force
PTA, SSC and board member at seven SFUSD schools

| use my position on these committees to address the issues
of institutionalized discrimination in our schools.

My priorities:

Provide programs at all schools so all students can be profi-
cient readers by third grade. There are very few skills more
important to future success than reading.

Invest in professional development and co-planning time

in priority areas such as restorative practices, anti-racism,
implicit bias, de-escalation training, and universal design for
learning.

Increase budget and decision making accountability and
transparency at every level. Budgets are value statements
that must reflect the needs of our students.

www.alidafisher.com

Alida Fisher
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DR. PAUL KANGAS, JD, PhD

My occupation is Criminal Defense Investigator.

My qualifications are:
Dr. Paul Kangas, JD, PhD

SF can raise teacher pay, to $100K, by putting 1,000 solar
panels on each school, ear-marking the money from solar
sold onto the grid @ $0.49 kwh, for teachers pay only.

Build 4-plex homes for teachers, with 100 solar panels.
Create a solar economy.

Open all schools now. Scientific studies from Sweden
proves no child or teacher in Sweden has died from
covid-19.

Sweden achieved ZERO deaths from covid, since 7/24/20.
Teachers & Federal workers need a 30 hour work week, at 40
hours pay.

Black Lives Matter. SF Schools vaccinates 4 times more
Black students, who loose the ability to read & write, and are
expelled. Ban mandatory vaccines.

In 2015 we had 1 in 50 boys with autism.

By 2030 we will have 1 in 2 boys with autism!
WWW.Highwire.com

| Worked with the Black Panther Party. | graduated for
Hastings Law College in 1975 & worked for 44 years in the
SF courts.

| raised 3 kids in the SF school system. My straight-A
daughter won a full scholarship to UCSC. Without informed
consent, she was force vaccinated by UCSC & lost the ability
to read & write.

| graduated from Medical School in 2010. | work with
Dr. Joel Wallach at “Talk” 877-912-7529, 1pm daily. #3101.

US Navy 1960-64. | was a guard for President Kennedy.
Veteran of the Bay of Pigs invasion.

Vote twice: Write-in Paul Kangas for President, official FEC
candidate.

Dr. Paul Kangas

JENNY LAM

My occupation is Education Advisor to San Francisco Mayor.

My qualifications are:

COVID-19 has upended our schools, and our lives. The pan-
demic has further exposed inequities and opportunity gaps
in our City and public schools.

As School Board Commissioner and as Education Advisor to
Mayor London Breed, | have been managing decisions and
policies throughout the COVID-19 response.

My accomplishments include:

e Allocated funding to remain at school sites.

® Increased the number of school social workers.

e Forged partnerships to increase access to computers and
technology.

e Extended additional resources to Black student
achievement.

As a parent of two children in public schools, | understand
the stress and uncertainty parents are experiencing. | remain
committed to ensuring families, students and educators
have what they need to implement effective distance learn-
ing and reopen schools safely.

For over 20 years, | have fought to improve access to quality
education, empowered youth to lead, expanded civil rights
for immigrants, and brought technology access to schools.

I'm honored to have the support of:
Mayor London Breed

State Senator Scott Wiener
State Assemblymembers:
David Chiu

Phil Ting

Assessor Carmen Chu

San Francisco Board of Supervisors:
Matt Haney

Rafael Mandelman

Gordon Mar

Hillary Ronen

Ahsha Safai

Catherine Stefani

Shamann Walton

Former Supervisor Jane Kim

Board of Education:

Mark Sanchez, President

Gabriela Lopez, Vice-President
Stevon Cook

Faauuga Moliga

Rachel Norton

Former President, Hydra Mendoza

United Educators of San Francisco
Coleman Action Fund

Latinx Young Democratic Club
Rose Pak Democratic Club

Jenny Lam
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GENEVIEVE LAWRENCE

My occupation is Teacher.

My qualifications are:

I am a former Oakland Unified teacher and a current teacher
in San Mateo for students with special needs. | have experi-
ence increasing teacher effectiveness, improving academic
and social/emotional curriculum, and creating a supportive
school culture. | am also leading the planning and execu-
tion of distance learning and safe in-person learning for

my division. | returned to my passion for teaching after
working in sales at the Clorox Company where | gained
experience managing multi-million dollar budgets, leading
project teams, and fulfilling the needs of a diverse set of
stakeholders.

My core values as a leader are collaboration and inclusivity.
| will uphold these values by looking at issues from many
perspectives and with an equity lens and by elevating the
voices and needs of students, families, and community
members.

My priorities:

e Students: prepared for the future they choose; additional
support for underserved students such as ELL, special
needs, students of color, low-income, LGBTQ, and others
Teachers: increased professional support and pay
Schools: safe, academically rigorous, inclusive, and
equity minded; guide effective distance learning practices
and safe in-person learning

e Board Leadership: improve communication, transparency,
and accountability; fight for additional funding for schools

Genevieve Lawrence

MICHELLE PARKER

My occupation is Parent / Nonprofit Director.

My qualifications are:

I'm a single parent of three San Francisco public school
students, and have been a parent leader, advocate and
organizer for 15 years. | believe it's the School Board’s job to
create conditions for every student to be successful and that
high-quality public education can strengthen communities
and our democracy. We cannot let politics get in the way of
equity-driven, student-centered decisions.

| have extensive experience in leadership, education policy,
governance and oversight. | served as President of the San
Francisco PTA, supporting parents in over 60 schools; co-
chaired the SFUSD Parcel Tax Oversight Committee, ensuring
$32M annually supported quality teaching; currently chair
the SFUSD Charter School Oversight Committee; and

was president of an arts education nonprofit. I've ensured
equitable access to afterschool programs, led anti-racism
work, helped stakeholders navigate contentious situations,
elevated underrepresented voices in decision-making, and
helped lead several successful SFUSD ballot measures.

My priorities:

e Insulate students from the economic crisis, align the
SFUSD budget with our priorities, identify new local and
state funding

e Support students academically, physically, and emotion-
ally through the pandemic

e Accelerate closing our African American achievement gap

e Strengthen our educator workforce

www.michelleparker.org

Endorsements

Mayor London Breed

Assessor-Recorder Carmen Chu

Supervisors Catherine Stefani, Rafael Mandelman
Malia Cohen, California Board of Equalization
Senator Scott Wiener

Assemblymembers David Chiu, Phil Ting

BART Board Director Janice Li

Board of Education Commissioner Rachel Norton

Michelle Parker
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Candidates for Board of Education

NICK ROTHMAN

My occupation is Teacher.

My qualifications are:

Hello My name is Nick Rothman, | am an SFUSD parent and
Department Chair of San Francisco City College Automotive,
Construction and Custodial Departments. My two daughters
have enjoyed K - high school within the SFUSD and are both
currently in high school. | have managed the CCSF Trade
Skills (Auto, Construction and Custodial departments) for
about 5 years. | meet dozens of young people each semester
and help usher them into the workforce. During my tenure
as Department chair my co workers and | have trained and
placed hundreds of young men and women in Trade Skill
jobs here in San Francisco. | have forged partnerships with
Muni, local employers and local unions. | believe in CTE.
Currently CTE and hands on training is under represented on
the Board of Education. The guidance and pathway to 4 year
college is well represented compared to support leading
students to jobs in the trades.

Trade Skill careers are an important, often overlooked way to
make a living wage while maintaining family work balance.

| invite you to imagine students energized by school work
for the first time in their lives. Students formerly challenged
to complete school work can become fully engaged while
developing hands on skills such as carpentry and auto
mechanics. Young learners blossom when given the oppor-
tunity to work with their hands. | request your vote to give
the pathway to a career in the trades a voice on the Board of
Education

Thank you
Nick Rothman

MARK SANCHEZ

My occupation is Public School Teacher, San Francisco Board
of Education President.

My qualifications are:

| am a public school teacher and proudly serve as President
of the San Francisco Board of Education. | have been
honored to serve San Francisco schools for more than 25
years. San Francisco’s students, families and educators are
the heart and soul of our public school system, and deserve
the resources necessary to make every classroom a dynamic
center of teaching, learning and creative expression.

In the age of COVID-19, SFUSD needs leadership that under-
stands the classroom and how to help families make the
most of this difficult time. Students and schools desperately
need connection, stability, and adequate resources to attain
high academic outcomes, be it in person or through distance
learning.

My experience and leadership on the Board of Education
will help serve our students and families better by:

e Advocating for and attaining Investments in Public
Education at the local, state and national level

e Developing a Distance Learning Recovery Plan to address
the learning loss during this pandemic

e Building More Affordable Housing for Educators and
Families

I'm pleased to include amongst my endorsers:

United Educators of San Francisco

Service Employees International Union (SEIU)1021
Coleman Action Fund

San Francisco Berniecrats

Bernal Heights Democratic Club

San Francisco Board of Education Commissioners:
Gabriela Lopez, Vice-President

Stevon Cook

Jenny Lam

Faauuga Moliga

San Francisco Board of Supervisors:
Norman Yee, President

Gordon Mar

Rafael Mandelman

Hillary Ronen

Shamann Walton

Jane Kim (former Supervisor)

San Francisco City College Trustees:

Shanell Williams, President

Tom Temprano

Chesa Boudin, San Francisco District Attorney
Jeremiah Jeffries & Karen Zapata, Founders, Teachers 4
Social Justice

www.marksanchezsf.org

Mark Sanchez
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DOMINIC ASHE

My occupation is Futures Trader / Retired Union.

My qualifications are:

The last three years the Community College Board has
been running severe budget deficits. This irresponsible
financial mismanagement culminated in overspending 14
million dollars between 2018-19. They continued to pay
themselves exorbitant salaries, and had the audacity to
reward themselves with a 10% raise.

Current figures show SF City College has roughly 63,000
students in attendance and ten school locations through-
out the city. Of those, two have no students yet are

still costing taxpayers administrative and maintenance
costs. Another two locations have less than 200 full-time
students with the same mounting costs. See a recurring
theme of mismanagement with the same incumbents
running for office again?

To rectify this financial mismanagement, Community
College Board salaries need to be substantially reduced.
Unviable school locations need to be closed or repur-
posed so as not to exacerbate ongoing budget deficits.

As a twenty-five union member, and acquiring a Juris
Doctor degree during that time, | know the constant
struggle between labor and management. Unfortunately
both sides need to face the harsh reality of fiscal respon-
sibility. We can no longer sit back and watch profligate
spending bankrupt our educational institutions, nor make
financial promises with no intent of paying in the future.

Dominic Ashe

ALIYA CHISTI

My occupation is Education Policy Advisor, Free City
College Policy Analyst.

My qualifications are:

I’'m running to be a new leader for the future of City
College. | am a former classroom teacher, Fulbright
Scholar and have over 10+ years of experience working
in education. | hold a Master’s in Education Policy from
Columbia University, where | studied higher education
systems. | oversee the CCSF Free City College Program,
conduct rigorous financial oversight for its +160 million
dollar budget, and ensure this historic program is suc-
cessful for our residents. | will advocate for our students
and teachers to make sure that City College is serving
our community.

COVID-19 has shown how important it is to invest in
education. We need new ideas to build a City College for
the future. | will prioritize:

e C(Creating a COVID-19 Emergency Grant for students

e Establishing a Jobs Guarantee Program to build
career pathways

e Growing Free City College making access to CCSF
truly debt-free

e Investing in Student Support Services for homeless,
undocumented, and other underserved student
populations

City College of San Francisco is “the people’s college,”
and | will fight to keep it that way.

Endorsements include:

American Federation of Teachers Local 2121

San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council
Latinx Young Democrats

CA Board of Equalization Member Malia Cohen

San Francisco Board of Supervisors:
Sandra Lee Fewer

Catherine Stefani

Shamann Walton

Asha Safai

San Francisco Board of Education Members:
Mark Sanchez, President

Gabriela Lépez, Vice-President

Jenny Lam

Alison Collins

Faauuga Moliga

Alex Randolph, City College Trustee
Bevan Dufty, BART Board Director

Jeremiah Jeffries & Karen Zapata, Teachers 4 Social
Justice

And more! Visit www.aliyachisti.org

Aliya Chisti
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Candidates for Community College Board

MARIE HURABIELL

My occupation is University Regent / Entrepreneur.

My qualifications are:

Prior to COVID-19, CCSF auditors revealed substantial
financial mismanagement, including three years of over-
spending. These financials raised serious concern about
CCSF's ability to continue operations.

This report spurred me to act; | care deeply about educa-
tion and want all San Franciscans to have access to
higher level education. We must save this vital institution.

| am not a politician. | am independent, impartial and
beholden to no interest group. Thus, | can take action
leading CCSF to solid footing, preserving access to
education.

City College desperately needs:

Accountability for $300,000,000 budget
Academic focus

e Transparency in: Operations, Chancellor selection
process

A San Francisco native, | bring relevant experience:

e Leadership on Georgetown University Board of

Regents.

Vice-Chair: Presidio Trust Board.

Co-founder/board member: Ellipsis Health (pioneering
mental health company).

e Piloted curriculum innovations: Georgetown
University.

Working mom.
Seasoned fundraiser: over $40,000,000 for educational
and community causes.

e 22 years board/volunteer leadership at educational
institutions.

e Best practices and innovative solutions for CCSF to
prepare all students for success and career opportuni-
ties, and safeguard CCSF’s long-term viability.

e Committed to inspiring students to become informed,
compassionate and global citizens.

e Honors graduate: Georgetown University; University
of Pennsylvania Law School.

Please visit VoteMarie2020.com.

Thank you for your consideration,
Marie Hurabiell, Esq.

| HAVE DECLINED ALL ENDORSEMENTS TO BE:
YOUR INDEPENDENT VOICE FOR A STRONGER CCSF

Marie Hurabiell

ANITA MARTINEZ

My occupation is Retired Teacher / Administrator.

My qualifications are:

I’'m a grassroots activist from my college days and

a retired CCSF teacher, Dean of Students, and Vice
Chancellor of Instruction. | was elected AFT 2121 presi-
dent three times; AFT 2121 endorses me. | was also
elected president of the Academic Senate locally and

an officer of the statewide organization. | was Language
Arts Dean, Skyline College, and Vice President of Student
Learning, College of Marin. | can read and balance bud-
gets; I'm experienced in policy proposal/approval; I've
participated in the selection of chancellors. These are the
three primary responsibilities of the Board: monitor and
balance the budget; propose and approve policy; and
hire, supervise, and fire a chancellor.

| worked at City College for 28 years and was prompted
to run by my peers, students, and teachers who have
been organizing around issues facing City College since
the unfair 2012 attack on City College’s accreditation. My
working knowledge, experience, and wisdom acquired by
a career in teaching and learning in community colleges
enable me to bring informed insights to the Board to
address the challenges and inspire a vision of what the
college can be.

Please see my website: anitamartinezforcollegeboard.com

Anita Martinez

Statements are volunteered by the candidates and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Statements are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.




36 Candidate Statements

38-EN-N20-CP36

Candidates for Community College Board

DR. VICTOR OLIVIERI

My occupation is College Professor.

My qualifications are:

Two decades of professional experience in higher educa-
tion and public policy, with the wholehearted belief that
we have a responsibility to help every student achieve
academic, career, and lifelong success.

As an immigrant, former ESL student, and first-generation
college graduate, community college changed my life.
Since then, | have become a decorated US Army Officer,
earned a PhD and served as senior administrator at the
University of California, President of the SF Veterans
Affairs Commission.

We need compassionate and experienced leaders who
understand the struggles our students face to finally
steer City College in the right direction after years of
crisis and hundreds of cuts to classes and faculty.

I'll put my experience to work for our students and our
community, and strengthen City College with four pro-
gressive priorities:

e Expand FREE CITY to cover ALL education and foster
lifelong learning throughout our community

e Expand the Workforce Education & Recovery Fund
to get students the training they need for the jobs of
tomorrow

e Break ground on multipurpose facilities and build
student and faculty housing

e Change the state funding formula to ensure we
receive sustainable funding for ALL students

Platform and endorsements: www.VictorForSEcom

Dr. Victor Olivieri

JEANETTE QUICK

My occupation is Attorney / Writer.

My qualifications are:

As an attorney at a company dedicated to empowering
small businesses, | help those businesses and their
employees thrive. What has helped me thrive in San
Francisco is continually attending CCSF and pursuing my
dreams. Last semester, | was the Fiction Editor for Forum,
the CCSF magazine, and earned my Creative Writing
Certificate. But as much as | saw people from all walks
with their own dreams, | also saw 300 classes cut without
warning, hard-working teachers laid off without notice,
and CCSF in another financial crisis — before COVID-19.

CCSF is one of the largest American community col-
leges in one of its wealthiest cities — and it should be
world-class and tech-forward. Yet this can only happen
by ending CCSF’s cycle of mismanagement and unstable
accreditation.

Whether in English or Viethamese, my parents gave me
the same message: education is key to success. As lead
advisor on student loans and consumer protection in the
United States Senate — and after my own $200,000 of
loans from Georgetown and Berkeley — | know how dif-
ficult it is to get that education. This is why it is critical for
CCSF to be free and accessible for all and what | will fight
for as your Trustee.

Jeanette Quick
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GERAMYE TEETER

My occupation is Sustainability Management
Professional.

My qualifications are:

Black Leaders Matter. As a first-generation college
graduate and Black man, | know the value of access

to high-quality tuition-free education. Education is a
human right. “Free City” College has touched my life
and the lives of countless aspirational and immigrant
San Franciscans. My goal is to create a City College
that best prepares students to become stewards of our
ever-changing world and ensure that all CCSF gradu-
ates are equipped with essential skills to meet evolving
workforce demands. With an MBA in Environmental
Management and Sustainability and energy efficiency
professional, | see academic, environmental, and finan-
cial sustainability as intertwined. | will work with all
stakeholders to ensure that Proposition A bond spend-
ing applies sustainable building best practices. | will
advance climate policy aimed at “Decarbonizing” CCSF
facilities, and working toward carbon neutrality should
be a core Board strategy for discharging its fiduciary
responsibility. The next Chancellor must be a commu-
nity-oriented leader, engaging the spectrum of CCSF
stakeholders, including student voices. | pledge that the
next Chancellor will meet these criteria; updating and
implementing a strategic plan leading towards sustained
accreditation, financial stability, and keeping CCSF run-
ning strong for future generations. www.voteteeter.org.

Geramye Teeter

TOM TEMPRANO

My occupation is Community College Board
Vice-President.

My qualifications are:

I’'m proud to have gone from community college student
to serving as the Vice-President of the City College Board
of Trustees.

For the last 4 years as your elected City College Trustee,
I've fought to protect our students and teachers and to
make the college accessible to everyone. | was a leader
in the fight to make City College tuition free. | worked to
create the new Cannabis Studies Degree. And | led the
fight to secure $845 million to rebuild our dilapidated
classrooms.

The pandemic is changing our world and our City, but we
know that education will be the key to a better future.

As a former instructor teaching low-income San
Franciscans the skills to open up their own small busi-
nesses, | know the power education has to lift up people
and communities. If I'm reelected, I'll work hard to make
sure that City College weathers our current challenges
and comes out stronger than ever.

I'd be honored to serve again as your City College
Trustee.

Endorsements:

Speaker of the House Nancy Pelosi
Assemblymember Phil Ting

Former Senator Mark Leno

City College Board President Shanell Williams
Board of Education President Mark Sanchez
Board of Education Vice-President Gabriela Lopez
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer

Supervisor Catherine Stefani

Supervisor Aaron Peskin

Supervisor Gordon Mar

Supervisor Dean Preston

Supervisor Matt Haney

Supervisor Rafael Mandelman

Supervisor Shamann Walton

Former Supervisor Jane Kim

Former Supervisor John Avalos

Sierra Club

San Francisco Tenants Union

www.tomtemprano.com

Tom Temprano
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SHANELL WILLIAMS

My qualifications are:

| serve as President of the City College Board of Trustees.
As a graduate of City College, | have committed the past
eight years to keeping the college open and accredited.
City College has faced tough times — with strong leader-
ship, we're making progress toward a college where
everyone can fulfill their dreams.

If you re-elect me to the board, my priorities will be:

e Fiscal stability — balancing the budget and improving
financial controls.

e Expanding partnerships for workforce development
training.

e Ensuring the success of our $845 million facilities and
infrastructure bond.

e |mproving diversity, equity and inclusion across our
college.

e Providing wrap around support for vulnerable stu-
dents experiencing challenges during COVID-19.

My supporters include:

Nancy Pelosi, Speaker of the United States House of
Representatives

David Campos, Chair of the San Francisco Democratic
Party

Jane Kim, Former Supervisor and San Francisco
Democratic Party Member

San Francisco Tenants Union

Sierra Club

American Federation of Teachers Local 2121 Former
President, Jenny Worley

San Francisco Black Residents Coalition

San Francisco Building and Construction Trade Council
Assemblymember Phil Ting

Assemblymember David Chiu

Board of Supervisors: Sandra Fewer, Catherine Stefani,
Aaron Peskin, Gordon Mar, Dean Preston, Matt Haney,
Rafael Mandelman, Hillary Ronen, Shamann Walton
School Board Commissioners: Mark Sanchez, Jenny Lam,
Gabriella Lopez, Faauuga Moliga

Shanell Williams

ALAN WONG

My occupation is Education Policy Advisor.

My qualifications are:

I’'m a public servant, union organizer, and veteran. | was
born and raised in San Francisco, and my entire family
attended City College of San Francisco.

Shortly after my dad immigrated to San Francisco, he
was laid off from his factory job. Finding himself unem-
ployed and with limited opportunities, he enrolled in City
College’s Culinary Arts Certificate program, enabling him
to become a UNITE HERE Local 2 hotel cook and the sole
provider for my family for two decades. As a teenager,

| took City College classes for free with a low-income
tuition waiver, which helped me earn units to graduate
from U.C. San Diego with a bachelor’s degree when | was
19 years-old.

As a City Hall education policy advisor, | helped draft and
advance the legislation to secure a decade of ‘Free City
College’ for all San Francisco residents and expanded
City College into the Sunset District. On the City College
Board of Trustees, | will champion policies to increase job
training, mandate fiscal oversight, and close the achieve-
ment and opportunity gap for African-American and
Latino students.

Endorsements:

American Federation of Teachers Local 2121
California Faculty Association - San Francisco State
University Chapter

San Francisco Building and Construction Trades Council
SEIU United Healthcare Workers

Teamsters Local 2785

San Francisco Tenants Union

California State Treasurer Fiona Ma
Assemblymembers Phil Ting, David Chiu

Former State Senator Mark Leno

Public Defender Mano Raju

Sheriff Paul Miyamoto

San Francisco Democratic Party Chair David Campos
San Francisco Board of Supervisors: Norman Yee, Gordon
Mar, Rafael Mandelman, Sandy Fewer, Aaron Peskin,
Hillary Ronen, Matt Haney, Dean Preston, Shamann
Walton

City College Board of Trustees: Shanell Williams, Tom
Temprano, Thea Selby, John Rizzo, Brigitte Davila
San Francisco Board of Education: Mark Sanchez,
Gabriela Lopez, Jenny Lam, Alison Collins, Faauuga
Moliga

Jane Kim, Matt Gonzalez, Suzy Loftus

www.votealanwong.com

Alan Wong
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Candidates for Community College Board
HAN ZOU

My qualifications are:

I know the power of education to change lives. | immi-
grated to the United States from China when | was just
6 years old. After years of hard work, my family became
US citizens and my mom became a college professor
who teaches courses in Public Health.

I’'m proud to have gone from learning to speak English in
our public schools to serving as the Executive Director of
the largest political party in San Francisco. And I'm proud
to have the endorsement and trust of City College teach-
ers and faculty.

I’'m running for City College Board of Trustees because |
understand the value of access to education. I've dedicated
my entire career to working with students, children , and
families and working to bridge the gap between Black,
Brown, and Asian communities.

As a trustee | want to bring my experience working with
immigrant families to make sure that families most
affected by the pandemic can use City College as an
opportunity to change careers and learn skills in the new
economy.

Please join me and my supporters:

AFT2121 City College Faculty

San Francisco Tenants Union

President, City College Board Shanell Williams
Vice President, City College Board Tom Temprano
San Francisco Democratic Party Chair David Campos
San Francisco Democratic Party Vice-Chair Honey
Mahogany

Police Commissioner Petra De Jesus

District Attorney Chesa Boudin

Supervisor Hillary Ronen

Supervisor Matt Haney

Supervisor Dean Preston

Supervisor Rafael Mandelman

Supervisor Shamann Walton

Supervisor Gordon Mar

Han Zou

39
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Local Ballot Measure and Argument Information

The following impartial information is provided for all local ballot measures:

1. The identification of each measure by letter and title

2. The City Attorney's statement or question for each measure

3. The digest of each measure prepared by the Ballot Simplification Committee
4. The Controller's financial analysis of each measure

5. An explanation of how the measure qualified to be on the ballot

6. The legal text for each measure (the legal text begins on page 158)

7. Any additional information required by the San Francisco Municipal Elections Code (SFMEC) §500.

The following arguments may be provided for each local ballot measure:

1. One proponent’s argument (in favor of the measure), selected in accordance with SFMEC §545 and

printed free of charge

2. One opponent’s argument (against the measure), selected in accordance with SFMEC 8545 and
printed free of charge

3. One rebuttal (counter argument) to each of the measure’s proponent’s or opponent’s arguments,
selected in accordance with SFMEC 8550 and printed free of charge

4. Any paid arguments, submitted in accordance with SFMEC 8555-570 are printed on the pages
following the proponent’s and opponent’s arguments and rebuttals. All of the paid arguments in
favor of a measure are printed together, followed by the paid arguments opposed to that measure.
Paid arguments for each measure are printed in order of submission.

All arguments are strictly the opinions of their authors. Arguments are printed as submitted, including

any typographical, spelling, or grammatical errors.
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An Overview of San Francisco’s Debt
What Is Bond Financing?

Bond financing is a type of long-term borrowing used to raise money for projects, to be paid for
upfront and paid back to investors over a longer period of time. The City receives money by selling
bonds to investors. The City must pay back the amount borrowed plus interest to those investors. The
money raised from bond sales is used to pay for large capital projects such as fire and police stations,
affordable housing programs, hospitals, libraries, parks, and other city facilities. The City uses bond
financing because these capital projects will last many years, and should be paid for over time by the
residents of San Francisco who will also benefit over time from the improvements associated with
these projects. Additionally, the large dollar costs of these projects are difficult to pay for all at once.

Types of Bonds. There are two major types of bonds — General Obligation and Revenue.

General Obligation Bonds are used to pay for projects that benefit citizens but do not raise revenue
(for example, police stations or parks are not set up to pay for themselves). When general obliga-
tion bonds are approved and sold, they are repaid by property taxes. General obligation bonds to be
issued by the City must be approved by two-thirds of the voters.

Revenue Bonds are used to pay for projects such as major improvements to an airport, water system,
garage or other large facilities which generate revenue. When revenue bonds are approved and sold,

they are generally repaid from revenues generated by the bond-financed projects, for example usage
fees or parking fees. The City’s revenue bonds must be approved by a majority vote. There is no rev-

enue bond on this ballot.

What Does It Cost to Borrow?

The City’s cost to borrow money depends on the total dollar amount borrowed, the interest rate on
the borrowed amount, and the number of years over which the debt will be repaid. City borrowings
are typically repaid over a period of 20 to 30 years. Assuming an average interest rate of 6%, the cost
of paying off debt over 20 years is about $1.74 for each dollar borrowed — $1 for the amount bor-
rowed and 74 cents for the interest. These payments, however, are spread over the 20-year period.
Therefore inflation reduces the effective cost of borrowing because the future payments are made
with cheaper dollars. Assuming a 4% annual inflation rate, the cost of paying off debt in today’s dol-
lars would be about $1.18 for every $1 borrowed.

The City’s Current Debt Situation

Debt Payments. During fiscal year 2019-2020 property taxpayers in the City paid approximately
$496 million of principal and interest on outstanding general obligation bonds of the City and the
other issuers of general obligation bond debt (these are the San Francisco Community College
District, San Francisco Unified School District and Bay Area Rapid Transit District). The net property
tax rate for the year to provide for debt and special funds debt requirements was 18.01 cents per
$100 of assessed valuation, or an estimated $1,068 on a home assessed at $600,000, reflecting a
$7,000 homeowner’s exemption.
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Legal Debt Limit. The City Charter imposes a limit on the amount of general obligation bonds the City
can have outstanding at any given time. That limit is 3% of the assessed value of taxable property in
the City — or currently about $9.04 billion. Voters give the City authorization to issue bonds. Those
bonds that have been issued and not yet repaid are considered to be outstanding. As of August 1,
2020 there was $2.15 billion in outstanding general obligation bonds, which is equal to 0.71% of the
assessed value of taxable property. There is an additional $2.18 billion in bonds that are authorized
but unissued. If these bonds were issued and outstanding, the total debt burden would be 1.44% of
the assessed value of taxable property. Bonds issued by the San Francisco Community College District,
San Francisco Unified School District, and Bay Area Rapid Transit District (BART) do not increase the
City’s debt burden for the purposes of the Charter limit, however they are repaid by property taxes
(see Prudent Debt Management below). Part of the City’s current debt management policy is to keep
the property tax rate from City general obligation bonds below the 2006 rate by issuing new bonds as
older ones are retired and the tax base grows, though this overall property tax rate may vary based on
other factors. This policy applies to the bonds of the City and County, but not those of other govern-
ments, such as the San Francisco Unified School District, San Francisco City College District, or BART.

Prudent Debt Management. Even though the City is well within its legal debt limit in issuing general
obligation bonds, there are other debt comparisons used by bond rating agencies when they view the
City’s financial health. These agencies look at many types of local and regional debt that are depen-
dent on the City’s tax base including our general obligation bonds, lease revenue bonds, certificates
of participation, special assessment bonds, BART, and school and community college district bonds.
The “direct debt ratio” which includes direct debt and other long-term obligations and excludes spe-
cial assessment bonds, BART, and school and community college district bonds, is equal to 1.21% of
the assessed value of taxable property. This direct debt ratio is considered by the bond rating agen-
cies to be a “moderate” debt burden relative to the size of San Francisco’s property tax base. While
this ratio is within the comparable benchmarks, the City needs to continue to set priorities for future
debt issuances to maintain good credit ratings, which are a sign of good financial health.

Citizen Oversight of General Obligation Bonds

Voters must approve the purpose and amount of the money to be borrowed through bonds. Bond
money may be spent only for the purposes approved by the voters.

For general obligation bonds issued by the City and County of San Francisco, the Citizens’ General
Obligation Bond Oversight Committee reviews and reports on how bond money is spent. The nine
members of the Committee are appointed by the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Controller, and Civil
Grand Jury. If the Committee finds that bond money has been spent for purposes not approved by
the voters, the Committee can require corrective action and prohibit the sale of any authorized but
unissued bonds until such action is taken. The Board of Supervisors can reverse the decisions of the
committee by a two-thirds vote. The Controller may audit any of the City’s bond expenditures.

Prepared by Ben Rosenfield, Controller
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Words You Need to Know

by the Ballot Simplification Committee

Administrative Office Tax: A tax on a business based on its payroll expense that applies to businesses with
more than $1 billion in gross receipts, more than 1,000 employees nationwide and an administrative office in
San Francisco. (See Proposition F, L)

Advisory Body: A group of appointed individuals who generally make recommendations to City boards,
commissions and departments. (See Proposition C)

Affordable Housing: Housing available only to low-income households or other households within certain
income limits. (See Proposition |)

Baseline Funding: A minimum amount of funding that the City provides annually for certain City services speci-
fied in the Charter, including: transportation, parks and recreation, youth programs, public education, street
trees, and supportive services for older adults. (See Proposition F)

Behavioral Health Facilities: Public health facilities for people who need mental health or substance use services.
(See Proposition A)

Board or Commission: A policy body that is created and authorized by Charter or ordinance to perform certain
government functions and whose members are typically appointed. (See Proposition C)

Business Registration Fee: An annual tax that generally varies based on a business’s activities and its
San Francisco gross receipts. (See Proposition F)

Charter: The Charter is the City’s constitution adopted by the voters of San Francisco, relating to how the City is
governed. The Charter can be changed only by a majority of San Francisco voters. (Proposition B, C, D, E, G)

Citizens’ General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee: A nine-member body that monitors the City's use of
funds generated by issuing general obligation bonds. Members of this committee are appointed by the Mayor,
the Board of Supervisors, the Controller and the Civil Grand Jury. (See Proposition A)

City Bodies: A City board, commission or advisory body. (See Proposition C)

Community Schools: Public schools that develop partnerships with the community to bring services into
schools, including after-school programs, summer enrichment programs, physical and mental health care, food
programs, tutoring and mentoring, and parent education and engagement programs. (See Proposition J)

Compensation: Generally wages, salaries, commissions, bonuses, and property issued or transferred in
exchange for the performance of services (including but not limited to stock options). (See Proposition L)

Early Care and Education Commercial Rents Tax: A tax that generally applies to businesses that receive gross
receipts from the lease of commercial space. The revenues from this tax fund early care and education. (See
Proposition F)

Full Duty: Police officers who are fully able to perform police duties. (See Proposition E)

General Fund: The part of the City’s budget that can be used for any City purpose. Money for the General Fund
comes from taxes and fees on properties, businesses, sales and other sources. (See Proposition 1)

General Obligation Bond: A promise issued by a government body to pay back money borrowed, plus interest,
by a certain date. The government body repays the money, plus interest, with property taxes. General obligation
bond measures must be approved by the voters in San Francisco by a two-thirds vote. (See Proposition A)

Gross Receipts: The total amount of money a business receives, in whatever form, for its products and services.
(See Proposition F, L)

Gross Receipts Tax: A tax generally based on the total gross receipts a business receives in San Francisco. (See
Proposition F, L)

Highest Paid Managerial Employee: The person with managerial responsibility who received the most
compensation for a tax year. (See Proposition L)

Homelessness Gross Receipts Tax: A tax that generally applies to businesses with more than $50 million in San
Francisco gross receipts. The revenues from this tax fund services for people experiencing homelessness. (See
Proposition F)

Low Income: Eighty percent (80%) of area median income. (See Proposition K)

Neighborhood Policing: An approach to policing that emphasizes relationships with members of the commu-
nity. (See Proposition E)
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Nonprofit: An entity or organization that is organized for a public purpose, and is exempt from federal income
taxation under Section 501(c) of the Internal Revenue Code of 1986. (See Proposition K)

Open Spaces: Undeveloped land that is available to the public for park or other recreational use.
(See Proposition A)

Ordinance: A local law passed by the Board of Supervisors or by the voters. (See Proposition C)
Parcel Tax: A tax on land and structures in the City. (See Proposition J)

Payroll Expense Tax: A tax generally based on the amount a business spends on compensation.
(See Proposition F, L)

Permitted Use: A use of property consistent with the applicable zoning, the use of which does not require
special review or approval by the City. (See Proposition H)

Planning Commission: The City commission responsible for adopting and maintaining a comprehensive, long-
term general plan for future improvement and development. (See Proposition H)

Professional Development: Programming for teaching professionals to obtain additional education, training,
mentorship or certification. (See Proposition J)

Proposition: Any measure that is submitted to the voters for approval or disapproval.

Provisional Ballot: A ballot cast at a polling place that will not be counted until the Department of Elections veri-
fies the voter’s eligibility to cast that ballot.

Public Charter School: A school funded by the public but operated by an independent private organization. (See
Proposition J)

Qualified Affordable Housing Nonprofits: A nonprofit eligible to participate in the City’s Community
Opportunity to Purchase Act and shows a commitment to affordable housing, community engagement, and the
capacity to acquire and manage housing properties. (See Proposition |)

Qualified Write-in Candidate: A person who has completed the required paperwork and signatures for inclusion
as a write-in candidate. Although the name of this person will not appear on the ballot, voters can vote for this
person by writing the name of the person in the space on the ballot provided for write-in votes and following spe-
cific ballot instructions. The Department of Elections counts write-in votes only for qualified write-in candidates.

Registered voter: To be qualified to register to vote, a person must be a United States citizen; a San Francisco
resident; at least 18 years old before or on the day of the election; not in state or federal prison, or on parole for
the conviction of a felony; and not currently found mentally incompetent to vote by a court. (See Proposition C)

Rental Housing Projects: A development composed of dwellings, apartments or other living accommodations
that is available for rent. (See Proposition K)

Revenue: Proceeds of most taxes for the City. Also includes the amounts paid by the State of California to the
City when the State requires the City to establish a new program or a higher level of service for an existing
program. (See Proposition F, I, L)

Sworn Employee or Sworn Police Officer: An employee of a law enforcement agency, such as a Police or Sher-
iff's Department, who is duly authorized under state law as a law enforcement officer and is authorized to carry
a firearm, has the power to make arrests and carries a law enforcement badge. (See Proposition D, E)

Tax Year: Starts on July 1 of the calendar year and ends on June 30 of the following year. (See Proposition J)
Taxable Property: A land or structure subject to the parcel tax. (See Proposition J)

Teacher: A person who teaches, as well as paraeducators, defined as people whose duties can include assisting
teachers in the classroom, supervising students outside of the classroom and providing administrative support
for teaching. (See Proposition J)

Top Executive Pay: The compensation paid the highest paid managerial employee of a business.
(See Proposition L)

Transfer Tax: A tax that generally applies when property is passed from one person or entity to another.
(See Proposition 1)

Vote-by-Mail Ballot: Ballots mailed to voters or given to voters in person at the Department of Elections.
Vote-by-mail ballots can be mailed to the Department of Elections, turned in on or before Election Day at the
Department of Elections office in City Hall or at the City Hall Voting Center (for the November 3, 2020 election,
located outdoors in front of the Bill Graham Civic Auditorium at 99 Grove Street), or turned in on Election Day at
any California polling place. Also known as absentee ballots.

Workspace: Space made available in a retail or other commercial building to the general public for work on an
hourly or daily basis. (See Proposition H)
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Health and Homelessness, Parks,

and Streets Bond

HEALTH AND RECOVERY BONDS. To finance the acquisition or improvement
of real property, including to: stabilize, improve, and make permanent
investments in supportive housing facilities, shelters, and/or facilities that
deliver services to persons experiencing mental health challenges,

YES O
NO O

substance use disorder, and/or homelessness; improve the accessibility,
safety and quality of parks, open spaces and recreation facilities; improve
the accessibility, safety and condition of the City’s streets and other public
right-of-way and related assets; and to pay related costs; shall the City and
County of San Francisco issue $487,500,000 in general obligation bonds
with a duration of up to 30 years from the time of issuance, an estimated
average tax rate of $0.014/$100 of assessed property value, and projected
average annual revenues of $40,000,000, subject to independent citizen
oversight and regular audits? The City’s current debt management policy is
to keep the property tax rate for City general obligation bonds below the
2006 rate by issuing new bonds as older ones are retired and the tax base
grows, though this property tax rate may vary based on other factors.

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The City provides a variety of proj-
ects and services, including:

* Mental health and homelessness programs;
e Parks, open spaces and recreational facilities; and
e Streets, curb ramps and plazas.

The Proposal: Proposition A is a bond measure that
would authorize the City to borrow up to $487.5 million
by issuing general obligation bonds.

Bond money could be spent as follows:

e $207 million on mental health and homelessness
projects, including housing, shelters, community
health, psychiatric and behavioral health facilities;

e $239 million on parks, open spaces and recreation
facilities; and

e $41.5 million on improving streets, curb ramps and
plazas.

Proposition A would require the Citizens’ General
Obligation Bond Oversight Committee to review how
this bond money is spent.

If needed, Proposition A would allow an increase in
the property tax to pay for the bonds. City policy is to
limit the amount of money it borrows by issuing new
bonds only as prior bonds are paid off. Landlords
could pass through up to 50% of any resulting prop-
erty tax increase to tenants.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want the
City to issue $487.5 million in general obligation bonds
to fund mental health and homelessness projects,
parks, open spaces and recreation facilities, as well as
improvements to streets, curb ramps and plazas.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
the City to issue these bonds.

Controller's Statement on "A"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition A:

Should the proposed $487.5 million in bonds be autho
rized and sold under current assumptions, the approx-
imate costs will be as follows:

a) In fiscal year (FY) 2021-2022, following issuance of
the first series of bonds, and the year with the low-
est tax rate, the best estimate of the tax required to

This measure requires 66%:% affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 158. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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fund this bond issue would result in a property tax
rate of $0.00095 per $100 ($0.95 per $100,000) of
assessed valuation.

b) In FY 2029-2030, following issuance of the last
series of bonds, and the year with the highest tax
rate, the best estimate of the tax required to fund
this bond issue would result in a property tax rate
of $0.01402 per $100 ($14.02 per $100,000) of
assessed valuation.

-

c) The best estimate of the average tax rate for these
bonds from FY 2021-2022 through FY 2052-2053 is
$0.01066 per $100 ($10.66 per $100,000) of assessed

valuation.

d) Based on these estimates, the highest estimated
annual property tax cost for these bonds for the
owner of a home with an assessed value of
$600,000 would be approximately $83.13.

The best estimate of total debt service, including prin-
cipal and interest, that would be required to be repaid
if all proposed $487.5 million in bonds are issued and
sold, would be approximately $960 million. These esti-
mates are based on projections only, which are not
binding upon the City. Projections and estimates may
vary due to the timing of bond sales, the amount of
bonds sold at each sale, and actual assessed valuation
over the term of repayment of the bonds. Hence, the
actual tax rate and the years in which such rates are
applicable may vary from those estimated above. The
City’s current non-binding debt management policy is
to keep the property tax rate for City general obliga-
tion bonds below the 2006 rate by issuing new bonds
as older ones are retired and the tax base grows,
though this property tax rate may vary based on other
factors.

How "A" Got on the Ballot

On July 21, 2020, the Board of Supervisors voted 11 to
0 to place Proposition A on the ballot. The Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Fewer, Haney, Mandelman, Mar, Peskin, Preston,
Ronen, Safai, Stefani, Walton, Yee.

No: None.

Local Ballot Measures — Proposition A

This measure requires 66%:% affirmative votes to pass.
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The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 158. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition A

Vote Yes on Proposition A, the San Francisco Health &
Recovery Bond!

Proposition A, San Francisco's Health and Recovery
Bond, comes at a critical time. The health and eco-
nomic impacts of the COVID-19 pandemic have been
stark and challenged our City like never before.

The COVID-19 pandemic has made our homelessness
and mental health crisis even more challenging and
underscored the need to create more shelter, perma-
nent supportive housing, and expand our mental
health resources.

We have seen nearly 200,000 San Franciscans file for
unemployment, and an increasing need for safe and
accessible public outdoor spaces as individuals and
families work and learn from home.

Proposition A provides $487.5 million for three priori-
ties: mental health and homelessness; parks and open
spaces; and street repair, all while creating new jobs
that will help jumpstart our economic recovery.

Proposition A is the result of a collaborative effort, and
reflects input from multiple City departments, the
Board of Supervisors, and community stakeholders.

Proposition A does NOT raise taxes in accordance with
the City's policy of retiring old bonds before new
bonds are issued.

Proposition A:

e Funds permanent supportive housing, shelter, and
facilities to provide mental health and substance
use treatment services.

e Funds improvements to neighborhood parks, trails,
playgrounds, community gardens, and recreation
centers throughout the City including: Gene Friend
Recreation Center in SOMA, India Basin in the
Bayview, Japantown Peace Plaza, Buchanan Mall in
the Western Addition, parks in Chinatown, Herz
Playground in Visitacion Valley, Golden Gate and
McLaren Parks, among others.

e Funds repairs to city infrastructure including street
resurfacing, curb ramps, and plazas, increasing
safety and accessibility.

e (Creates thousands of new jobs to help our eco-
nomic recovery.

¢ Does NOT raise taxes.

Vote Yes on Proposition A to invest in the health and
economic well-being of all our communities.

www.SFRecoveryBond.com

Mayor London Breed
President Norman Yee, San Francisco Board of
Supervisors

Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Dean Preston
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
Supervisor Catherine Stefani
Supervisor Shamann Walton

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition A

Politicians have a built-in capacity for short-term think-
ing: the election cycle. They make promises and float
policies designed for immediate impact — spend for
votes today. That's problematic in and of itself, as it
gives little regard to the idea that actions taken now
will have impacts years, sometimes decades down the
road. Proposition A spending will be unproductive,
wasted under the guise of short-term benefits.

The San Francisco economy is in a deep recession and
the recovery will take years. The City's fiscal crisis will
get worse. The City’s unfunded pension liability is $3.6
Billion and the City’s cost per employee for pension
benefits amounts to 25% of salary per employee in
2021.The bloated bureaucracy in San Francisco
includes 38,000 plus employees, more than the popu-
lation of Burlingame and enough to provide one
worker for every 28 San Franciscans. In 2016, the aver-
age San Francisco city worker made $108,774 in salary
and $49,864 in benefits.

Proposition A debt combined with the increasing costs
of pension and fringe benefits cannot be sustained
today or into the future.

Vote NO on Proposition A - Your vote MATTERS! Your
vote will send a strong message to the Mayor and the
Board of Supervisors that their fiscal policies and
wasteful spending are unacceptable.

“Never doubt that a small group of thoughtful, com-
mitted citizens can change the world; indeed, it’s the
only thing that ever has.” Anthropologist Margaret
Mead

Craig Weber, CPA
Author, San Francisco Civil Grand Jury Report:
“Pension Tsunami — the Billion Dollar Bubble”

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition A

We need to support health and recovery for San
Franciscans during this time of the Covid -19 Crisis,
but this flawed Proposition A financing scheme is a
bad deal for San Francisco.

Proposition A is a risky gamble. The office of the
Controller projected that if the proposed $487.5 million
in bonds are issued and sold, the total cost in interest
and principal will be $960 million.

Where is that money going? The Mayor has budgeted
the following:

$16.5M for Emergency Communications

$184.9M for Health Operations

$61.8M for Food Security and Human Resources
$182.9M for Housing

Why are we borrowing more funds to support services
that have been budgeted for expenditures from the
General Fund?

There is no financial accountability included in
Proposition A, such as the Citizens Oversight
Committee used in prior funding measures.

Let's build community, not debt. The City simply can-
not afford more debt in addition to the unfunded
pension liability for the thousands of retired city work-
ers. Vote NO for Proposition A.

Craig Weber, Certified Public Accountant

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition A

Proposition A is a fiscally responsible measure and
essential action we must take to jump-start our local
economy and create good-paying jobs, while investing
in the health and economic well-being of all our
communities.

The City's policy of retiring old bonds before new
bonds are issued ensures Proposition A does NOT
raise taxes on homeowners.

All bond expenditures are overseen by the Citizen's
General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee.

COVID-19 has devastated our local economy and bond
measures are a proven stimulus tool. San Francisco
bonds created roughly 9,500 jobs during the Great
Recession, so we know this measure will serve as an
economic engine while making infrastructure improve-
ments to our City.

Proposition A makes essential improvements to our
mental health and supportive housing infrastructure
as well as access to mental health and substance
abuse treatment so that people experiencing home-
lessness can get the help they need.

Proposition A makes much needed improvements to
our parks, recreation centers, and plazas, improving
access to safe outdoor spaces for San Franciscans in
every neighborhood. As we work and learn from
home, our parks and playgrounds are more essential
than ever for our mental and physical well-being.

Proposition A funds repairs to city infrastructure
including street resurfacing, curb ramps, and plazas,
increasing safety and accessibility.

Vote Yes on Proposition A to help jump-start our econ-
omy and create jobs, while investing in the health and
well-being of all San Franciscans.

www.SFRecoveryBond.com

Mayor London Breed
President Norman Yee, San Francisco Board of
Supervisors

Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Dean Preston
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
Supervisor Catherine Stefani
Supervisor Shamann Walton

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A

Asian & Pacific Islander Community Leaders Support
Proposition A

San Francisco's Health and Recovery Bond,
Proposition A, provides an opportunity for our City's
diverse communities to come together to support a
brighter future for all of our residents. Passage of the
bond will secure funding to improve and renovate our
parks and recreation facilities at a critical time for their
use during this COVID-19 pandemic and the tremen-
dous need for outdoor social distancing. Our parks
and plazas are truly our backyards for so many San
Franciscans. The repair of our roads and sidewalks,
including curb ramp installations, will enhance our
public infrastructure and provide jobs for the City's
economic recovery. We ask everyone to join us in
Voting Yes on A.

Assessor-Recorder Carmen Chu
Assemblymember David Chiu
Assemblymember Phil Ting

President Norman Yee, San Francisco Board of
Supervisors

Supervisor Sandra Fewer

Supervisor Gordon Mar

Board of Education Member Jenny Lam

BART Board Director Janice Li*

Rose Pak Democratic Club

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A

African American Leaders Support the San Francisco
Health and Recovery Bond

BLACK LIVES MATTER.

San Francisco has been steadily losing its Black popu-
lation for generations, due to systemic racism, afford-
ability, health disparities, and displacement. The San
Francisco Health and Recovery Bond, Proposition A, is
an important step we can take right now to create
good paying jobs and begin to put people back to
work; to provide expanded access to mental health
services, and permanent supportive housing. Prop A
provides funding to make improvements to play-
grounds and parks including a new waterfront park at

38-EN-N20-CP50

India Basin Park in the BayView, and overdue improve-
ments to park, open space and recreational facilities in
communities disproportionately impacted by COVID
and in need of healthy outdoor spaces. We urge you to
support Proposition A for our community's health.

Board of Equalization Member Malia Cohen
Supervisor Shamann Walton

City College Trustee Alex Randolph

Willie B. Kennedy Democratic Club

Black Women Organized for Political Action (BWOPA)

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment:Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A
Vote Yes on Prop A for LGBTQ Health

Even though we are well-known internationally as
being a haven for those seeking to be out and proud,
our LGBTQ brothers and sisters must still deal with
issues around discrimination, violence, hatred, and
harassment. These factors can often lead to depres-
sion, anxiety, panic disorders, suicidal thoughts, and
substance abuse. According to a recent survey from
the Horizons Foundation, the high costs of, and inac-
cessibility to, healthcare were seen by half of all
LGBTQ respondents in the San Francisco Bay Area as
a systemic barrier to obtaining help and support.

Proposition A will help fund structural support to help
meet the mental health and substance use needs in
our City. Prop A will prioritize expanding the opportu-
nities and affordability of direct service deliveries,
treatment, residential facilities, diagnostic care, and
outpatient support. For the health of our LGBTQ family
in San Francisco, we urge you to support Proposition A.

Senator Scott Wiener

Supervisor Rafael Mandelman

San Francisco Democratic Party Chair David Campos
BART Director Bevan Dufty

BART Director Janice Li*

City College Trustee Alex Randolph

City College Trustee Tom Temprano

Alice B. Toklas LGBT Democratic Club

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment:Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A

The coronavirus pandemic has devastated our econo-
my, with nearly 200,000 San Franciscans filing for
unemployment since February. Proposition A will help
jumpstart our city's economic recovery, create good
paying jobs, and build a stronger public infrastructure.
The Health and Recovery Bond will invest in shovel-
ready projects including parks, playground, and recre-
ation center improvements; transitional and perma-
nent supportive for those experiencing mental health
issues and homelessness; the construction and main-
tenance of curb ramps, street structures, and road
repairs. Prop A will provide needed jobs for our City
workforce and help provide income for families. We
urge aYes vote on Proposition A.

San Francisco Labor Council

San Francisco Building Trades Council
LiUNA Laborers Local 261

UA Local 38, Plumbers & Pipéfitters
United Educators of San Francisco

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A

Yes on Prop A for Safe, Activated, Equitable Public
Spaces

The San Francisco Parks Alliance is dedicated to trans-
forming and activating parks and public spaces
throughout our city, and ensuring access to safe and
welcoming public spaces, regardless of what neigh-
borhood you live in.

Proposition A supports our mission to provide equita-
ble access to fresh air, safe playgrounds and recre-
ation centers, trails, gardens and outdoor plazas and
public spaces that are even more essential now as we
all face this pandemic and find ourselves and our fam-
ilies working and learning from home. Proposition A
makes needed improvements to park infrastructure
and equipment to ensure these spaces are safe, wel-
coming and activated for everyone to enjoy.

We urge you to support our community-focused parks
and public spaces by Voting Yes on Proposition Al

San Francisco Parks Alliance

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A

Proposition A will prioritize pedestrian access and
capabilities throughout San Francisco's many neigh-
borhoods. With the help of funding from Prop A the
City will further its goal to have a curb ramp installed
at every intersection and mid-block location where
pedestrian crossings exist, providing fuller pedestrian
access between a sidewalk and roadway. This will
vastly assist the needs of our fellow residents who
need more time to cross our dangerous streets, using
supportive devices, strollers, or delivery dollies. We
urge your support for Proposition A.

Martha Knutzen, Disability & Aging Services
Commission President*
Senior & Disability Action

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment:Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A

Even before COVID-19, our City was in a public health
care and housing crisis. There are approximately 8,000
people experiencing homelessness in San Francisco
on any given night, with 4,000 residents also experi-
encing mental health challenges and substance use
disorders. Now as we all battle the pandemic, we
know we must do more to strengthen our public
safety net.

Our years of direct service in the community have
shown us that we need as a City. Proposition A, the
Health and Recovery Bond, will vastly improve our
City's response to these crises with $207 million of
this Bond going specifically to addressing health care
and housing needs. San Francisco will be able to
expand the opportunities and affordability for health
care direct services, treatment programs, residential
facilities, diagnostic care, and outpatient support.
Further, permanent and transitional housing access to
more of our neighbors will be improved. We ask for
your Yes vote on Prop. A.

San Francisco Human Services Network

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A

The Boys & Girls Clubs of San Francisco, Mercy
Housing, Related and Wu Yee are partnering in
Visitacion Valley to build a new recreation center fea-
turing an indoor basketball court and multi-purpose
room. As we advance racial and economic justice in
San Francisco, it is especially critical to fund safe
spaces for our low-income youth and adults of color in
Sunnydale, a historically under-resourced part of our
city. This recreation center and community amenities
will represent a safe, enjoyable space for which many
folks are hungry. We can make this vision a reality
with Prop A.

Vote Yes on Prop A.

Boys & Girls Clubs of San Francisco
Mercy Housing

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A
San Francisco Democrats Support Proposition A

Proposition A, the SF Health and Economic Recovery
Bond is an important step in helping our city heal
from the coronavirus pandemic.

Prop A provides for permanent investment in our sup-
portive housing facilities and shelters for those who
are struggling on our street, and services for people
experiencing mental health challenges and substance
use disorder.

Prop A improves the accessibility, safety and quality of
our treasured parks, open spaces and recreation facili-
ties that have become even more important to our
diverse communities during this pandemic.

Prop A makes needed improvement to the condition of
our City streets that will improve the accessibility to
the public right-of- way, which has become even more
important as get out to walk and enjoy the fresh air.

Please join the San Francisco Democratic Party in sup-
porting Prop Al

San Francisco Democratic Party

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A
Latinx Leaders Support Prop A

Funds from the San Francisco Health and Recovery
Bond will allow for the strengthening of our City's
public health infrastructure. The City's many individual
community clinics, health centers, and hospital opera-
tions will be able to further their healthcare outreach
to deliver services for those experiencing homeless-
ness and mental health challenges.

In addition, critical improvements to our community
parks and open spaces are needed now more than
ever as our community is disproportionately impacted
by COVID. We need access to open spaces, fresh air,
and safe recreation for all members of our community.

For the health of our Latinx community, we ask you to
vote Yes on Proposition A.

San Francisco Democratic Party Chair David Campos
Roberto Hernandez, Our Mission No Eviction
Greg Flores

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment:Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A
COVID-19 Highlights Need for Parks and Open Spaces

Parks and open spaces have never been more impor-
tant than during this period of the COVID-19 pandemic.
Outdoor opportunities for socially-distant gatherings
and community engagement have provided a lifeline
for our City's recovery.

The National Recreation and park Association (NRPA)
recently surveyed American adults and found that 83%
consider parks and open spaces essential during the
COVID-19 pandemic. We have always strongly believed
in the mental and physical health benefits of our City's
parks and recreation areas. Now, more than ever, it is
clear that this is critical civic infrastructure for the bet-
terment of our City and its communities. Proposition A
will strengthen our parks system for its use today and
for generations to come. We ask for your Yes vote on
Prop. A.

Mark Buell, Recreation & Park Commission President*
Allan Low, Recreation & Park Commission Vice
President*

Kat Anderson, Recreation & Park Commissioner*
Gloria Bonilla, Recreation & Park Commissioner*

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Tom Harrison, Recreation & Park Commissioner*
Larry Mazzola, Jr., Recreation & Park Commissioner*
Eric McDonnell, Recreation & Park Commissioner*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment:Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A
Chinatown Community Supports Proposition A!

The parks and plazas in Chinatown serve as our com-
munity's "Living Room". Our neighborhood is the
most densely populated area throughout the state.
Our parks are an essential component to the well-
being and health of our residents, many of whom live
in Single Room Occupancies and generations of fami-
lies in apartments. Proposition A will provide critical
funding for parks and plaza renovations in Chinatown
at a time when the COVID-19 pandemic has highlight-
ed the need for social distancing and spending time
outside in the fresh air. We urge support for the health
and future of Chinatown through the passage of
Proposition A.

Chinatown Community Development Center
Chinatown Transportation Research & Improvement
Project (TRIP)

CCBA Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association
Community Tenants Association

Ning Yung Association

Community Youth Center

Self Help for the Elderly

Community for Better Parks & Recreation in
Chinatown

Chinese Culture Center of San Francisco

Chinese Chamber of Commerce

API Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition A
Japantown Supports Proposition A

The Japantown Peace Plaza is deeply symbolic of the
plight and struggles of San Francisco Japanese
American community. Proposition A provides for the
repair and improvement to this open space. The fund-
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ing provided in Proposition A, the Health and Recovery
Bond, is particularly meaningful for the Japantown
community because the Peace Plaza area was once
occupied by Japanese American residents and busi-
nesses. Having an open space which addresses the
needs and represents the character of Japantown is
vital to the long-term sustainability of this community.

We ask for your support for Proposition A.

Steve Nakajo

Sandy Mori

George Yamasaki, Jr.
Glenis Nakahara
Benjamin Nakajo
David Kikuo Takashima
David Alan Ishida
BrandonY Quan

Grace Horikiri

Lauren Nosaka

Alice Wong Kawahatsu

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment:Yes on A, San Francisco Health and Recovery Bond.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition A

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition A
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION A! It's Absurd!

More debt for San Francisco taxpayers.

?This $487.5 million dollar bond in the middle of a
global pandemic lays bare City Hall's addiction to tax-
payer dollars. They simply cannot stop!

According to the Controller, total debt with principle
and interest is $960 million dollars.

This "catch all" bond gives MORE money to homeless
services, MORE money to street cleaning — a program
riddled with corruption and abuse, and MORE money
to parks after voters approved bonds in 2000, 2008,
2012.

Our homeless budget has risen from 2011 to 2020
almost threefold to $364 million in the budget with an
additional $100 million budgeted in the current pan-
demic budget for the next two years!

Rising employee and pension costs, voter-approved
set-asides and state-mandated policy changes are
expected to increase expenses in the coming years.

This is not the time for San Francisco to incur more
debt.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Break the cycle of dependency on our hard-earned tax
dollars.

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION Al

San Francisco Taxpayers Association
Judge Quentin L. Kopp (Ret)

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Taxpayers Association.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient com-
mittee: 1. Scott Feldman, 2. Paul Sack, 3. Claude Perasso, Jr.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition A

Our City has struggled to house and care for those
afflicted by the housing crisis and mental health issues
for decades. Temporarily washing our hands of the sit-
uation by shackling our tenants and housing providers
with an additional $960 million in debt obligations,
according to the Controller's Office's estimate, in
exchange for $487 million in the near term is not a
solution—it's a poorly-applied band-aid on a festering
wound.

Solving this crisis requires creative, out-of-the box
thinking from more than just tax-funded politicians
and bureaucrats. Our community deserves the oppor-
tunity to rise to the occasion, as it has done many
times before. That opportunity will only come when
the City lifts its excessive restrictions on building
housing and operating small businesses which pro-
vide for the many needs of our most vulnerable com-
munity members. We, as voters, should demand no
less.

Vote NO on Prop A and send a strong message that
voters will not tolerate more of the same failed poli-
cies.

Libertarian Party of San Francisco
www.LPSForg

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Libertarian Party of San Francisco.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Scott Banister, 2. David Jeffries, 3. Tim Carico.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.




)\ Disability
P Rights
California

California’s protection & advocacy system

Are You Having Difficulty Voting Because of a Disability?
CALL: 1-888-569-7955

Disability Rights California operates a

Voting Hotline:
7:00 AM to 8:00PM on Election Day

We also answer calls prior to, and following elections.

Our goal is to help voters with disabilities have
a successful voting experience and identify
issues we can address.
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Department of Sanitation and Streets,
Sanitation and Streets Commission, and
Public Works Commission

Shall the City amend the Charter to create a Department of Sanitation and
Streets with oversight from a Sanitation and Streets Commission, and to
establish a Public Works Commission to oversee the Department of Public

Works?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The City’s Department of Public

Works, which was created by the City Charter, has four

divisions:

e Operations, which maintains City buildings, streets,
sewers, street trees, sidewalk trash cans and side-
walks, and removes graffiti;

¢ Building Design and Construction, which designs,
builds and renovates City buildings and structures;

e |[nfrastructure Design and Construction, which
maintains City streets, sidewalks, curb ramps, pla-
zas, bridges, tunnels and stairways; and

e Finance and Administration.

The City Administrator oversees the Department of
Public Works and appoints its director with the
Mayor’s approval.

The Proposal: Proposition B is a Charter amendment
that would create a Department of Sanitation and
Streets, which would take over some of the duties of
the Department of Public Works.

This new Department of Sanitation and Streets would
be responsible for:

e Sweeping streets and cleaning sidewalks;
¢ Providing and maintaining sidewalk trash cans;
¢ Removing graffiti and illegally dumped waste; and

¢ Maintaining City buildings, public restrooms and
street trees.

Under Proposition B, the Board of Supervisors, by a
two-thirds vote, could modify these duties.

YES O
NO O

The Department of Public Works would continue to
provide all other services required by law.

Proposition B would create a five-member Sanitation
and Streets Commission to oversee the Department of
Sanitation and Streets. The Board of Supervisors
would appoint two members to this commission, the
Mayor would appoint two, and the City Controller
would appoint one.

The Mayor would appoint the Director of Sanitation
and Streets from candidates selected by the Sanitation
and Streets Commission.

Proposition B would also create a five-member Public
Works Commission to oversee the Department of
Public Works. The Board of Supervisors would
appoint two members to this commission, the Mayor
would appoint two, and the City Controller would
appoint one.

The Mayor would appoint the Director of Public
Works from candidates selected by the Public Works
Commission.

Proposition B would require the Services Audit Unit to
evaluate whether there are inefficiencies or waste in
the administration, operations and spending of both
departments each year.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want to
create a Department of Sanitation and Streets with
oversight from a Sanitation and Streets Commission,
and you want to establish a Public Works Commission
to oversee the Department of Public Works.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make these changes.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 162. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Controller's Statement on "B"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition B:

Should the proposed Charter amendment be
approved by the voters, in my opinion, it would have
a significant impact on the cost of government begin-
ning in fiscal year 2022-23, ranging from $2.5 million
to $6 million annually. This estimate does not include
changes to current service levels. The measure per-
mits the Board of Supervisors to delay portions of the
measure’s implementation, which could defer a por-
tion of these costs until a later date.

The proposed Charter amendment would create a new

Department of Sanitation and Streets to perform spe-
cific duties currently performed by the Department of
Public Works. The amendment would shift approxi-
mately 835 of 1,711 full-time equivalent employees
currently working for Public Works to the new
Sanitation and Streets Department.

Decoupling shared administrative services would
necessitate a 10-25 percent increase in staffing for
these functions for the loss of efficiency with shared
services. However, the amendment requires the Board
of Supervisors to require the City Administrator,
Department of Public Works, and/or other City depart-
ments to provide administrative services for the
Department of Sanitation and Streets for at least the
first two years and three months of the amendment's
implementation. New positions for the Department of
Sanitation and Streets include a department head,
public information officer, chief administrative officer,
and managers for contracts, performance, and infor-
mation technology to manage the administrative ser-
vices provided by other departments. Costs would
likely increase in future years if the Board authorized
independent administrative support for the new
department, which is permitted following this initial
implementation period.

The amendment would also create two new five-mem-

ber commissions: one to oversee the existing
Department of Public Works and one to oversee the
new Sanitation and Streets Department. Costs would
include commission secretary, commissioner compen-
sation, and costs such as preparing public materials.

Finally, the amendment also allows the Board of
Supervisors to limit, modify, or eliminate duties of the

Department of Sanitation and Streets by two-thirds vote

and transfer those services to other City departments.
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How "B" Got on the Ballot

On July 21, 2020, the Board of Supervisors voted 7 to
4 to place Proposition B on the ballot. The Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Haney, Mar, Peskin, Preston, Ronen, Safai, Walton.

No: Fewer, Mandelman, Stefani, Yee.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 162. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition B

During the COVID-19 pandemic, sanitation and cleanli-
ness have never been more important.

San Francisco is one of the only major American cities
without a Department of Sanitation. And infectious
disease experts say that our streets are so dirty that
our risk of infection is as high as communities in parts
of the world suffering from extreme poverty.

We need a Department dedicated to street and side-
walk cleaning to keep our public areas sanitary and
our communities healthy... it's just common sense.

WHAT WILLTHE DEPARTMENT OF SANITATION DO?

e Data-Driven Cleaning: Right now, street cleaning is
done sporadically. Using a data-driven model, the
Department of Sanitation & Streets will make sure
that every neighborhood is cleaned to the stan-
dards of a modern city.

e Sanitize Streets & Sidewalks: The Department of
Sanitation and Streets will provide daily street and
sidewalk cleaning to keep our public areas sanitary
and our communities healthy during COVID 19 and
after.

e C(Clean & Safe PublicToilets: Everyone needs ready
access to clean and safe public restrooms. It's a
basic and essential City responsibility that is not
being adequately addressed now.

e Accountability & Oversight: The new Department
will have a Citizen Oversight Commission that will
set baseline standards for the Department, control
spending and investigate corruption.

Please join Laborers Local 261—the hard-working men
and women who clean our sidewalks, repair our
streets, and remove our trash—and vote for this com-
mon sense measure that will finally address our city's
biggest embarrassment.

Endorsed by:

San Francisco Democratic Party

San Francisco Labor Council

Former State Senator Mark Leno

Former Assemblymember Tom Ammiano
Supervisor Matt Haney

Supervisor Hilary Ronen

Supervisor Dean Preston

Supervisor Gordon Mar

Supervisor Shamann Walton

Supervisor Ahsha Safai

Supervisor Aaron Peskin

District Attorney Chesa Boudin

Public Defender Mano Raju

President City College Board of Trustees Shanell
Williams

Board of Education President Mark Sanchez
BART Board Director Bevan Dufty

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition B

Prop B inflicts chaos, deterioration and squalor on our
struggling City.

Without adding new services, Prop B "splits" the
Department of Public Works — plunging the City's
workforce into confusion and paralysis.

City Hall will spend tens of millions, and years, dupli-
cating support staff.

Prop B has nothing to do with cleaning up San
Francisco.

It sets no clean streets standards. Imposes no new
mandates.

The City should have zero tolerance for needles,
syringes and human feces on our sidewalks. Tough
new solutions to homelessness, drug abuse and
mental illness. Raids on open-air drug markets.
Enforcement of Quality of Life laws. Neither Prop B,
nor anything else on the ballot, does this.

Behind the curtain, the Supervisors seize power.

They grant themselves authority, without a charter
amendment, to transfer any of today's Department of

Public Works duties to other City agencies. Supervisors
will shop for compliant agencies and reshuffle spending.

Prop B denies such ordinance authority to citizen bal-
lot measures.

COVID-19 didn't deter Supervisors from stacking the
ballot with lavish spending and heavy taxes. Citizen
ballot measures were denied access.

(I co-authored "Regulation of Navigation Centers", a
ballot measure addressing root causes of homeless-
ness. Shelter in Place restricted signature gathering.)

Costly "commissions” are not transparent superheros
fighting fraud.

It's the City Attorney that regularly uncovers public
corruption. It's the FBI that arrested Director of Public
Works Mohammed Nuru.

Demand accountability, stability, public health and fis-
cal sanity.

Vote NO on B.

Larry Marso
http://cleancityhall.com

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition B

Vote NO on Prop B, which senselessly carves up and
politicizes the Department of Public Works.

It creates two new bureaucracies, transfers power to
the Board of Supervisors and Mayor, and prohibits
voters like you from influencing policy.

In the wake of the FBI arrest on corruption charges of
former Director of Public Works Mohammed Nuru —
who had troubling ties to City Hall — we need new
approaches to oversight for major public expendi-
tures, including citizen ordinances.

Prop D spins out a new Department of Sanitation and
Streets, then transfers authority over both this new
agency and what's left behind to bloated, expensive
commissions of political appointees. (Same old, same
old).

According to the City Controller, half the DoPW
employees will transfer and spending will increase by
as much as $6 million per year. But why?

Nothing here establishes new obligations or stan-
dards. It's status quo for the syringes, needles and
human waste on the streets, and the homeless
encampments posing challenges during the pandemic.

(The Supervisors missed another opportunity this
election: amend the charter to require District Attorney
Chesa Boudin enforce Quality of Life Laws critical to
public health).

The Board of Supervisors and Mayor are seizing
exclusive ordinance authority to set standards and
transfer duties between Departments. Prop B prohibits
use of citizen ordinances to change policy at the
Department of Public Works or Department of
Sanitation and Streets.

Larry Marso

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition B

Anyone who has walked San Francisco streets can tell
you that the City's cleaning and sanitation program
just isn't working. Many parts of our beautiful city are
so filthy, leaders of Trump's Republican Party —like
Larry Marso—are using it as their favorite go-to attack
line.

Since taking office, I've demanded answers why a city
as wealthy as San Francisco is failing to keep our
streets clean.

The answer is shockingly simple: unlike most cities of
our size we don't have a Department of Sanitation
dedicated to cleaning our streets. With no one taking
responsibility, City Hall has played a game of pass the
buck and finger-pointing that's led to filthy streets and
millions of wasted dollars.

I've teamed up with the men and women who work
hard every day to clean our streets. Together we've
crafted a common sense, results-driven measure that
will keep our streets clean, and only raise city spend-
ing by less than .0005%.

Prop B will:

e Create a department that's laser-focused on street
and sidewalk cleaning, and public restrooms.

e Set baseline standards for street and sidewalk
sanitation.

e Create a citizen oversight commission to control
spending.

e Stop waste and corruption through annual audits.

Don't fall for right-wing misinformation and scare tac-
tics. Please join me, the San Francisco Democratic
Party, and the hardworking men and women who
maintain our streets and vote to finally take action and
clean up our city: YES on Prop B.

Matt Haney
City Supervisor and Tenderloin Resident

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B
CITY STREET CLEANERS SUPPORT PROP B!

We are the men and women who work everyday to
clean our city's sidewalks and streets. With our exten-
sive experience in sanitation, no one knows better
than our workers what the city needs to do to clean-up
our streets.

We've worked closely with Supervisor Haney to write
Prop B, which will create the city's first Department of
Sanitation and Streets. This new department will final-
ly give our workers the tools they need to keep our
streets clean and healthy.

For decades City Hall has failed to give us the resourc-
es and support we need to make sure that we can do
our jobs right. Prop B will make sure that the city is
making street cleaning and sanitation is a priority not
an afterthought.

THE STREETS MUST BE SANITIZED DURING THE
PANDEMIC. VOTE YES ON B!

The San Francisco Laborers Local 261

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Laborers Local 261.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B
OUR URBAN FORESTERS SUPPORT PROP B!

Urban Foresters take care of the trees and plants that
make our city a beautiful and healthy place to live.

Unfortunately City Hall hasn't given us the resources
we need to take care of our urban forest and protect
our trees. Our department and its workers have been
ignored and forced to work without proper support.

Urban foresters know that we need a change in how
our city's streets and public places are cared for.

Prop B will create the Department of Sanitation and
Streets that will be focused on making our streets
healthy, safe, and beautiful. Urban Foresters support
Prop B because it prioritizes creating public spaces
that we all can safely enjoy.

WE DESERVE BEAUTIFUL AND HEALTHY STREETS.
VOTE YES ON B!

The San Francisco Laborers Local 261

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Laborers Local 261.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B

STREET REPAIR & CONSTRUCTION CREWS SUPPORT
PROP B!

Our city streets need constant upkeep and repair. We
are the men and women who work everyday to make
sure that our streets and sidewalks are safe for driv-
ers, bicyclists, and pedestrians.

Unfortunately City Hall has failed in its job to keep our
streets clean and safe. The safety and health of our
city's residents has been ignored as City Hall has time
and again refused to prioritize funding for street
upkeep.

The workers who repair your streets and sidewalks
respectfully ask for your support for Prop B.

Prop B will create the city's first Department of
Sanitation and Streets. This department will make sure
that our streets and sidewalks are a safe place for your
families.

CLEAN & SAFE STREETS MUST BE A PRIORITY. VOTE
YES ON B!

The San Francisco Laborers Local 261

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Laborers Local 261.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B
SEWER REPAIR & PLUMBERS SUPPORT PROP B!

We are the workers who make sure our city's sewers
are clean and functional for your homes and business-
es. Sewer repair workers know how important cleanli-
ness and sanitation are because of the hazardous
waste that we deal with everyday.

But out job is made harder because City Hall has failed
in its job to keep our streets clean and safe. The fecal
matter on the streets is dangerous to all of us and can
spread diseases like COVID-19. We cannot continue
with this status quo.

Join the plumbers and sewage repair workers in sup-
port of Prop B.

Prop B will make sure that our sidewalks, streets and
public areas will stay clean and healthy by creating the
city's first Department of Sanitation and Streets.

WE NEED FUNCTIONING SEWERS AND CLEAN
STREET. VOTEYES ON B!

The San Francisco Laborers Local 261

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Laborers Local 261.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B
PEST CONTROL WORKERS SUPPORT PROP B!

As Pest Control, we manage the rodents and wildlife
in our city to keep our streets, homes and businesses
safe from the spread of disease that pests can spread.

Unfortunately City Hall hasn't given us the support we
need to keep our city pest free. Because of the state of
our filthy streets, rats, mice and racoons have become
a serious problem tearing up garbage and exposing us
to illness.

Pest Control knows that we need a change if we want
to have a healthy city.

Prop B will create the Department of Sanitation and
Streets that will be focused on making our streets
healthy, safe, and sanitized. Pest Control supports Prop
B because it prioritizes creating public spaces that we
all can safely enjoy.

WE DESERVE PEST FREE AND HEALTHY STREETS.
VOTEYES ON B!

The San Francisco Laborers Local 261

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Laborers Local 261.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B
NURSES SUPPORT PROP B!

As nurses, we've been on the forefront of the COVID-
19 pandemic for almost a year. We help get people
tested, teach others to limit the spread of the virus and
take care of people who have tested positive. We will
continue to work to keep everyone safe and suppress
this virus.

But contaminated streets have made the spread of
COVID-19 even harder to contain. The filth on the side-
walk is dangerous to come in contact with even more
so because of the virus.

Nurses know that we need to start sanitizing the
streets and sidewalks to keep us safe and healthy.

Prop B will create the Department of Sanitation and
Streets that will focus on making our streets healthy,
safe, and sanitized. Nurses support Prop B because it
prioritizes the health of all San Franciscans.

WE NEED SANITIZED STREETSTO STAY HEALTHY.
VOTE YES ON B!

Paid Arguments — Proposition B 61

The San Francisco Labor Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Labor Council.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B
HEALTHCARE WORKERS SUPPORT PROP B!

This pandemic has given a renewed respect for the
dedicated healthcare workers who fight everyday to
limit the spread of COVID-19 and take care of those of
us who have tested positive. We are not just nurses
and doctors, but patient advocates, residents, and
physical therapists.

But the condition of our streets have made the spread
of COVID-19 even harder to contain. The sidewalk is so
contaminated that it's dangerous to even walk down
some streets.

Healthcare workers know that we need a change in
how our city's streets and public places are cared for.

Prop B will create the Department of Sanitation and
Streets that will be focused on making our streets
healthy, safe, and sanitized. Healthcare workers sup-
port Prop B because it prioritizes the health of all San
Franciscans.

WE NEED SANITIZED STREETS DURING THE
PANDEMIC. VOTE YES ON B!

The San Francisco Labor Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Labor Council.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B
EDUCATORS SUPPORT PROP B!

As educators, we care about the wellbeing of our stu-
dents and want them to get to learn in an environment
that is safe and free from distraction. Whether we're
teaching in the classroom, or virtually this semester,
our students' safety is our top priority.

Unfortunately the state of our streets and sidewalks
significantly impact the learning ability of our stu-
dents. Educators know that students get sick more
often when they live near dirty streets. It's not fair that
some kids get a safer environment to learn in while
others battle asthma and iliness regularly.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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That's why we are supporting Prop B which creates
the city's first Department of Sanitation and Streets.
This department will make sure that our street and
sidewalks are a safe place for your families.

CLEAN & SAFE STREETS FOR STUDENTS. VOTEYES
ON B!

The San Francisco Labor Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Labor Council.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B
CONSTRUCTION WORKERS SUPPORT PROP B!

Our city has grown a lot in the last few decades thanks
to the construction workers who have worked to build
the many new workspaces and homes that San
Franciscans can thrive in. We're out on the streets
everyday, sharing the sidewalk with you to get our
jobs done.

But we struggle to keep ourselves safe and the public
because of the unsanitary conditions of our streets
and sidewalks. City Hall has not adequately addressed
our needs or the needs of the city as a whole.

Construction workers support Prop B which will create
the city's first Department of Sanitation and Streets.
This new department will give our workers a clean
and safe workspace to continue building the city we
all want.

THE SIDEWALK MUST BE CLEAN AND SAFE. VOTE
YES ON B!

The San Francisco Labor Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Labor Council.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B
HOTEL WORKERS SUPPORT PROP B!

We hotel workers welcome the thousands of tourists
who visit San Francisco each year. We're so proud to
help folks find their way around, give them a comfort-
able room and point them to our most beautiful tour-
ist spots in our amazing city.

But over and over again tourists voice their disgust
and astonishment over the state of our filthy streets
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and sidewalks. They do not understand how such a
world class city can tolerate feces and garbage in our
public spaces. And we agree with them.

Prop B will change this reality by creating the city's
first Department of Sanitation and Streets. This depart-
ment will make sure that our street and sidewalks are
clean for our citizens, hotel workers and tourists.

WE DESERVE A CITY OUR VISITORS CAN ENJOY.
VOTEYES ON B!

The San Francisco Labor Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Labor Council.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B

CONVENTION AND HOSPITALITY WORKERS SUPPORT
PROP B!

As a world class city, San Francisco hosts many

national and international events. We're the workers
who set up lighting, sound, seating, decor, food and
beverages for the many conventions around the city.

Unfortunately the state of the city's streets has
become so bad that convention center employees are
expected to clean up feces and trash in preparation for
an event because the city has not done its job of keep-
ing the streets and sidewalks clean. We're losing con-
ventions that bring millions into the economy every
year because our streets have become known for
being unsanitary.

Prop B will change this reality by creating the city's
first Department of Sanitation and Streets. This depart-
ment will be responsible for cleaning the streets and
sidewalks and be accountable to the pubilic.

WE DESERVE A CITY THAT IS WELCOMINGTO
BUSINESS. VOTEYES ON B!

The San Francisco Labor Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Labor Council.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B

THE SAN FRANCISCO LABOR COUNCIL SUPPORTS
PROP B!

The Labor Council represents hundreds of thousands

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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of San Francisco workers including the men and
women who clean our streets, repair our roads, collect
our trash and recycling, and make sure that our public
spaces are beautiful, sanitary and healthy.

Street cleaning is currently one of 17 offices under the
massive Department of Public Works, whose Director
was just arrested by the FBI for corruption and bribery.
We need a smaller department, with real oversight,
that's focused on keeping our streets clean.

Cleanliness has never been more important than
during the COVID-19 crisis and San Francisco is one of
the only major cities without a Department of
Sanitation. We need a department dedicated to street
and sidewalk cleaning to keep our public areas sani-
tary and our communities healthy.

JOIN SAN FRANCISCO WORKERS AND VOTE YES ON
PROP B.

The San Francisco Labor Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Labor Council.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition B

THE SAN FRANCISCO DEMOCRATIC PARTY
SUPPORTS PROP B

San Francisco is one of the only major cities in
America without a Department of Sanitation. That
means there's no specific agency that's responsible
for keeping our city clean.

And it shows—infectious disease experts say that our
streets are so dirty that our risk of infection is as high
as in communities in parts of the world suffering from
extreme poverty.

Right now, street cleaning is done sporadically with
decisions about how often sidewalks and streets get
cleaned left entirely up to the Director of Public Works.
Unfortunately, that means neighborhoods with politi-
cal influence get cleaned and other parts of the city
are left neglected and dirty.

Prop B and the new Department of Sanitation and
Streets will make sure that every street in the city is
clean and sanitary.

JOIN YOUR FELLOW SF DEMOCRATS AND VOTE YES
ON PROP B

The San Francisco Democratic Party
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The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Labor Council.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition B

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition B
Vote NO on Proposition B

The last thing the City needs is to create an entirely
new department, which the Controller says will cost
San Francisco taxpayers between $2.5-$6 million
annually. The Mayor, City Administrator, and Board of
Supervisors need to do their jobs by providing better
management and oversight of existing departments.
Make City Hall accountable.

San Francisco Republican Party

John Dennis, Chairman

Delegates:

19th Assembly District: Howard Epstein, Stephanie
Jeong, Joan Leone, Tom Sleckman

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Republican Party.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Maurice Kanbar, 2. San Francisco Assoc of
Realtors, 3. Friends of John Dennis for Congress 2020.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition B
Please vote NO on Proposition B.

You may think that our streets should be cleaner. Got
it. You might also be concerned about an investigation,
scandal, turmoil, and possible wrongdoing at the top
of Public Works. Understood. Or you might think that
everything is fine, or at least good enough for govern-
ment work. In the end, if you think that there is a prob-
lem, we respectfully suggest that Proposition B is not
the right solution.

If you want more government services, you should
vote for additional taxes (like Propositions F, |, and L
on this ballot) or seek other resources to pay for them.

If you support government efficiency and oversight,
there are existing tools available, including:

e Board of Supervisors Budget and Legislative
Analyst, and its power of hearing and inquiry;

e City Attorney investigations and civil enforcement;

e Civil Grand Jury investigations and public reports;

e Controller's Office fiscal and performance audits;

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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e District Attorney investigations and criminal
enforcement; and

e Ethics Commission investigations and administra-
tive enforcement of ethics laws.

The City Controller says that Proposition B would have
a significant impact on the cost of government. It
would certainly increase duplication, decrease efficien-
cy, and add more administration, bureaucracy, and
overhead.

We don't need new City Departments, unnecessary
spending, or other gimmicks during a pandemic. We
should be using existing resources and oversight
mechanisms more effectively. Please vote NO on
Proposition B. Thank you.

David Pilpel
Lynn Leach
Angelo Figone

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Lynn Leach.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition B
VOTE NO ON PROP B - It's Baloney!

The Department of Public Works (DPW) constitutes an
important part of city government responsible for con-
struction, design, and engineering, street repair, clean-
ing, and building maintenance and trees.

For over a century, the Chief Administrative Officer
and now the Mayor, our chief executive, appoint and
oversee DPW. Because the DPW was charged by the
U.S. Attorney with corruption, big government super-
visors leaped to add yet another commission to 123
existing commissions at additional annual cost of $6
million. The Board of Supervisors is authorized also to
add another commission over another new depart-
ment, Department of Sanitation/Streets for street
cleaning, repair, and trees!

With a feckless DA, sponsor Haney thinks this will take
the heat off City Hall criminality.

It'll simply cost taxpayers money for more taxeaters.
Vote Nol!

San Francisco Taxpayers Association
By: Judge Quentin L. Kopp (Ret)

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Taxpayers Association.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient com-
mittee: 1. Scott Feldman, 2. Paul Sack, 3. Claude Perasso, Jr.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Removing Citizenship Requirements for
Members of City Bodies

Shall the City amend the Charter to remove the requirement that people
serving on City boards, commissions and advisory bodies be registered
voters and U.S. citizens, and continue to require those people be old
enough to vote in City elections and be San Francisco residents?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The City government includes
many boards, commissions and advisory bodies (City
Bodies). In general, City Bodies are created through
either the City Charter (Charter) or by ordinance.

People who serve on City Bodies created through the
Charter must be registered to vote in San Francisco,
unless the Charter sets a different rule.

People who serve on City Bodies created by ordinance
are required to be registered to vote in San Francisco,
unless:

e The Board of Supervisors has removed the require-
ment for that specific City Body; or

e The public official making the appointment to a City
Body waives the San Francisco residency require-
ment because a qualified San Francisco resident
could not be found.

People who serve on all City Bodies, whether created
through the Charter or ordinance, must be U.S. citizens.

The Proposal: Proposition C is a Charter amendment
that would remove the requirement that a person be a
registered voter and a U.S. citizen to serve on any City
Body. Proposition C would continue to require that
people serving on City Bodies be old enough to vote
in City elections and be San Francisco residents,

unless the Charter or ordinance sets a different rule for

a particular City Body.

For City Bodies created through ordinance, Proposition
C would continue to allow these requirements to be
waived if a person meeting them cannot be found.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want to
amend the City Charter to remove the requirement
that people serving on City boards, commissions and

YES O
NO O

advisory bodies be registered voters and U.S. citizens,
and will continue to require people be old enough to
vote in City elections and be San Francisco residents.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make this change.

Controller's Statement on "C"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition C:

Should the proposed charter amendment be approved
by the voters, in my opinion, it would have a minimal
impact on the cost of government.

The amendment would allow non-citizens to serve on
policy bodies, such as boards, commissions, and advi-
sory bodies. Members of these policy bodies would be
required to be residents of San Francisco and of vot-
ing age, except in certain circumstances.

How "C" Got on the Ballot

On June 23, 2020, the Board of Supervisors voted 11
to 0 to place Proposition C on the ballot. The
Supervisors voted as follows:

Yes: Fewer, Haney, Mandelman, Mar, Peskin, Preston,
Ronen, Safai, Stefani, Walton, Yee.

No: None.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 165. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition C

YES on C: Commissions for ALL!

San Francisco is the home and sanctuary to people
from all walks of life. Our city commissions should
reflect the diverse population, but it currently does
not. People of color on boards and commissions have
decreased every year since 2015 and Asian Pacific
Islanders, Latinx, African Americans, Women, and
LGBTQ San Francisco residents are still
underrepresented.

YES on C: Commissions for ALL will give ALL San
Franciscans, regardless of immigration status, a voice,
representation and equal rights to serve on boards
and commissions.

YES on C: Commissions for ALL will expand San
Francisco's law to align with California's existing law
to allow ALL residents, regardless of immigration sta-
tus, to serve on California's local and state boards and
commissions.

Our democratic values are upheld when our govern-
ment has equal and equitable representation.
Expanding membership of commissions and boards
to every San Franciscan will help the City to better
deliver services. These diverse lived experiences will
help create and review public policy that supports and
protects all people.

Yes on C: Commissions for ALL was co-sponsored and
submitted to the ballot unanimously by the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors.

Please join ALL of us and vote Yes on C: Commissions
for ALL!

Supervisor Shamann Walton, Author
President, Board of Supervisors Norman Yee
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Aaron Peskin

Supervisor Gordon Mar

Supervisor Dean Preston

Supervisor Matt Haney

Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Hillary Ronen

Supervisor Ahsha Safai

San Francisco Democratic Party
United Educators of San Francisco

No Rebuttal or Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition C Was Submitted

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition C

Unlike the Democrats and Republicans, the Libertarian
Party strongly supports the right of people to move
freely from one country to another, and to be treated
equally by law regardless of where they are from,
whether or not a government considers them its "citi-
zens".

Citizenship is just another unnecessary Big Government
program that enables those in power to divide and
control people and extort money from them.

Non-citizens in San Francisco are required to pay taxes
like other residents. Restricting them from full political
participation amounts to taxation without representa-
tion, one of the practices against which the American
Revolution was fought.

Given that the only legitimacy the government has is
derived from the consent of the governed and from
upholding human and civil rights on a non-discrimina-
tory basis, its laws must not be allowed to discrimi-
nate on the basis of innate characteristics like race,
gender, sexual orientation, or national origin.

San Francisco thrives on the skills and perspectives of
a diverse population. Let's unleash everyone's full
potential!

Libertarians are proud to stand with immigrant com-
munities in supporting Proposition C.

Libertarian Party of San Francisco
www.LPSForg

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Libertarian Party of San Francisco.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Scott Banister, 2. David Jeffries, 3. Tim Carico.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition C

LATINOS: 15% de San Francisco. 8% de Comisionados -
VOTA Sien C

During these times of COVD-19, the Latinx community
is suffering the highest infection rate in San Francisco.
While federal assistance and unemployment are
denied to tens of thousands of immigrant Latinos, we
hold one of the lowest service rates on Board and
Commissions that help guide how critical services are
delivered.

It is time to expand eligibility for ALL San Franciscans
to serve on boards and commissions. Senate Bill 225,
signed into law by Governor Gavin Newsom last year,
set a precedent for this Proposition. Prop C would

38-EN-N20-CP68

revise San Francisco's charter to be compatible with
current state law.

Please join us in voting YES on Proposition C to give
all San Franciscans a seat at the table!

San Francisco Latino Democratic Club

San Francisco Latinx Young Democrats

Chicano Latino Caucus, California Democratic Party
La Raza Community Resource Center

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Latino Democratic Club.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition C
YES on Prop C: Inclusion for LGBTQ+ Immigrants

17% of San Franciscans of voting age identify as
LGBTQ+ while 35% are foreign-born. Prop C will
expand the pool of San Franciscans eligible to serve
on city commissions, including LGBTQ+ immigrants
who have contributed so much to San Francisco's
queer culture and history. Prop C will give LGBTQ+
immigrants a platform for civic engagement and com-
munity advocacy during a global pandemic and eco-
nomic crisis that have disproportionately sidelined
immigrant and queer communities.

YES on Prop C: Expands Inclusion of Gender Identity
and Sexual Orientation

Prop C updates the language of San Francisco's
Charter to include more diverse sexual orientations
and gender identities. Yes on Prop C is supported by
LGBTQ+ nonprofits such as Asylum Connect and
Parivar to ensure that every member of the LGBTQ+
community in San Francisco regardless of immigration
status has access to equitable political representation.
It is time for LGBTQ+ aspiring citizens to be able to
serve on commissions, advocate for equitable policies
and services for all San Franciscans, and ensure that
commissions reflect the diversity and interests of the
LGBTQ+ community.

LGBT Asylum Project
Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club
Alice Toklas LGBTQ Democratic Club

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Okan Sengun.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition C
YES on Prop C: Inclusion of Women

Expanding eligibility for all San Franciscans to serve
on commissions and boards will create more opportu-

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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nities for more women to participate civically. By pro-
viding ALL qualified San Franciscans the opportunity
to serve, San Francisco will stand shoulder-to-shoulder
with all residents and ensure that their unique voices
and perspectives are heard in matters regarding their
health, well-being and safety.

Please join San Francisco Women Leaders in voting
YES on Proposition C to give all San Franciscans a
seat at the table!

Myrna Melgar
Frances Hsieh
Tracy Brown
Jen Low

Sunny Angulo
Natalie Gee
Bivett Brackett
Shanell Williams

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Latino Democratic Club.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition C
LABOR and WORKING FAMILIES SAY - Vote Yes on C

As much as 35% of our City was born in another coun-
try. People of color comprise 62% of San Francisco's
population. Among working families, these percentag-
es are even higher. Commissioners decide how City
departments deploy resources and services while
keeping management accountable.

Commissioners of color peaked from 57% in 2015 to
49% in 2019, meaning equity and representation are
sliding backwards at a critical time in our history for
social justice. Prop C would make as much of 1/3 of
our population eligible to serve on all boards and
commissions.

Representation matters. Commissions review budgets,
set policy and hire top management that make staffing
decisions. Just as these bodies need to be representa-
tive of our workforce, they just also need to be repre-
sentative of our City.

IMPROVE GOVERNMENT SERVICES and FAIRNESS -
Vote Yes on C

Longshore Warehouse Workers Union, Local 10
Conny Ford, OPEIU
Christopher Christensen, ILWU

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Latino Democratic Club.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition C
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition C
Vote NO on Proposition C

We would not be submitting this argument to oppose
the measure if the authors had simply crafted the
proposition to include both citizens and other legal
residents. Instead, this measure also includes non-
legal residents. We still believe the best way for immi-
grants to take advantage of the full benefits of our
nation is to acquire U.S. citizenship.

San Francisco Republican Party

John Dennis, Chairman

Delegates:

17th Assembly District: Cale Garverick, Krista
Garverick, Joseph C. Roberts

19th Assembly District: Howard Epstein, Stephanie
Jeong, Joan Leone, Tom Sleckman

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Republican Party.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Maurice Kanbar, 2. San Francisco Assoc. of
Realtors, 3. Friends of John Dennis for Congress 2020.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Sheriff Oversight

Shall the City amend the Charter to create a Sheriff's Department Office of
Inspector General and a Sheriff's Department Oversight Board that would
make recommendations to the Sheriff and the Board of Supervisors about

the operations of the Sheriff's Department?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The Sheriff is elected by San
Francisco voters. In San Francisco, the Sheriff’s pri-
mary duties are managing and operating City jails,
being responsible for people in custody, and preserv-
ing the peace.

The San Francisco Sheriff directs about 800 sworn
employees. The Sheriff’'s Bureau of Internal Affairs
investigates employee misconduct in the Sheriff's
Department. The District Attorney investigates and
prosecutes criminal misconduct by the Sheriff and
Sheriff's Department employees. The City Ethics
Commission investigates violations of ethics laws. The
Sheriff's Department also has a policy that governs the
use of force by its sworn employees.

There is no City department, board or commission
dedicated to the oversight of the Sheriff or Sheriff’s
Department.

The Proposal: Proposition D is a Charter amendment
that would create the Sheriff's Department Office of
Inspector General (OIG) and the Sheriff's Department
Oversight Board (Oversight Board).

The OIG would be a City department independent of
the Sheriff's Department. An Inspector General would
head the OIG.The OIG would have at least one investi-
gator for every 100 sworn employees of the Sheriff's
Department. The OIG would report to the Oversight
Board and provide information and recommendations
to the Sheriff.

Subject to certain limitations, the OIG would have the
power to:

¢ |nvestigate certain complaints regarding Sheriff's
Department employees and contractors;

38-EN-N20-CP70

YES O
NO O

¢ Investigate in-custody deaths, unless that investiga-
tion would interfere with a criminal investigation;

e Recommend the Sheriff take disciplinary action
when the OIG determines an employee violated law
or Sheriff's Department policy;

e Make recommendations regarding the Sheriff's
Department use of force policy;

e Monitor Sheriff's Department operations; and

e Refer cases to the District Attorney or the City
Ethics Commission.

The Sheriff's Bureau of Internal Affairs would maintain
its ability to investigate in-custody deaths, employee
misconduct and violations of department policies.
Criminal misconduct could still be referred to the
District Attorney.

The Oversight Board would consist of seven mem-
bers, four appointed by the Board of Supervisors and
three appointed by the Mayor. One of the Board of
Supervisors’ appointees must be a person with experi-
ence representing labor unions.

Subject to certain limitations, the Oversight Board
would have the power to:

e Appoint, evaluate, renew and remove the Inspector
General;

e Evaluate the performance of the Office of Inspector
General; and

e Seek input from the public and people in custody
regarding the Sheriff's Department operations and
jail conditions.

Based on information from the OIG and its own pro-
cesses, the Oversight Board would make at least four
reports a year to the Sheriff and the Board of
Supervisors. The Oversight Board would be responsible

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 166. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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for an annual report to the Sheriff and the Board of
Supervisors about the activities of the OIG and the
Oversight Board.

Subject to certain limitations, both the OIG and the
Oversight Board would have the power to hold hear-
ings and subpoena witnesses.

Proposition D would not prohibit or limit the Sheriff
from investigating the conduct of an employee or con-
tractor or taking disciplinary or corrective action.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want to
amend the City Charter to create a Sheriff’s
Department Office of Inspector General and a Sheriff's
Department Oversight Board that would make recom-
mendations to the Sheriff and the Board of
Supervisors about the operations of the Sheriff’s
Department.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make these changes.

Controller's Statement on "D"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition D:

Should the proposed Charter amendment be approved
by the voters, in my opinion, it would have a signifi-
cant impact on the cost of government.

The proposed Charter amendment would create a new
seven-member Sheriff's Department Oversight Board
(SDOB) and a new Sheriff's Department Office of
Inspector General (OIG), separate from the Sheriff's
Department. The SDOB would appoint an Inspector
General and would evaluate the work of OIG.The OIG
would receive, review and investigate complaints
against the Sheriff's Department, its employees and
contractors, and other City employees serving persons
in custody, and investigate in-custody deaths. The OIG
would also recommend a use of force policy and inter-
nal review process for use of force and critical inci-
dents for the Sheriff's Department. The OIG would take
over some investigative functions currently performed
by the Whistleblower unit of the Controller’s Office.

The estimated annual cost for the SDOB, including
staff and material costs for commissioners, board sec-
retary and analytical staff is $400,000. The amendment
specifies staffing for the OIG as follows: the Inspector
General, one Attorney, and one Investigator per 100
sworn Sheriff's Department staff. The estimated annual
cost for the OIG, including 13 staff, office space and
materials/supplies costs is $2 million to $2.5 million.

Local Ballot Measures — Proposition D 71

How "D" Got on the Ballot

On July 21, 2020, the Board of Supervisors voted 11 to
0 to place Proposition D on the ballot. The Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Fewer, Haney, Mandelman, Mar, Peskin, Preston,
Ronen, Safai, Stefani, Walton, Yee.

No: None.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 166. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition D

Time for oversight and accountability in the Sheriff's
Department, vote Yes on D!

We must act now to join the national movement for
justice reform and end the decades of discrimination
and unfair treatment rampant within the Sheriff’s
Department. It is time for us to work together to stop
the injustices and abuse towards individuals in cus-
tody and staff and give voice to those impacted.

Yes on D will create an oversight board who will:

e Appoint an Inspector General to evaluate the work
of the Sheriff's Department, compile and recom-
mend best practices, and conduct community
outreach to hear public input regarding operations
and jail conditions.

e Develop a use of force policy and comprehensive
review process for all use of force and critical
incidents.

¢ |nvestigate the death of any individual in the cus-
tody of the Sheriff's Department.

¢ Receive, review and investigate complaints of non-
criminal misconduct by employees and contractors
of the Sheriff's Department and in-custody deaths.

e Develop policy recommendations

Lawsuits against the San Francisco Sheriff’s
Department have cost the city millions in settlements
excluding the staff time and resources spent on these

cases. Having a Sheriff's Department Oversight Board
and an Inspector General will provide public transpar-
ency when investigating these incidences of
misconduct, mistreatment, and abuse.

Yes on D: Sheriff Oversight will establish true public
transparency, oversight, and accountability of the San
Francisco Sheriff's Department. This measure was sub-
mitted to the ballot by a unanimous vote of the San
Francisco Board of Supervisors.

Please join us and vote Yes on D: Sheriff Oversight
now!

Supervisor Shamann Walton
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Dean Preston
Supervisor Norman Yee
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
District Attorney Chesa Boudin
Public Defender Manu Raju
San Francisco Democratic Party
San Francisco Labor Council

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition D

Please vote NO on Proposition D.

The proponents claim that it will create oversight and
accountability. I'm a big fan of both, but | don't think
Proposition D is the right way to get there.

I'm not sure if this is part of a national movement for
justice reform, and I'm not convinced that there have
been decades of discrimination and unfair treatment,
injustices, and abuse by the San Francisco Sheriff's
Department.

The Sheriff's Department already:

Conducts internal investigations;

Has a use of force policy;

Investigates in-custody deaths;

Investigates alleged employee misconduct; and
Develops (and implements) policy recommendations.

In-custody deaths are all serious and are already
investigated by the Sheriff's Department, the Police
Department, the Medical Examiner, and the District
Attorney, at a minimum.

As a state law enforcement agency, the Sheriff's
Department has various duties to perform. New
responsibilities involving oversight should come from
Sacramento and apply uniformly in all 58 California
counties.

Despite the unanimous vote of the Board of
Supervisors, there is still no guarantee of any mean-
ingful oversight or saving any money from settling
lawsuits. It's just another new City department that we
don't need right now.

Please vote NO on Proposition D. Thank you.
David Pilpel

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition D

Please vote NO on Proposition D.

You may think that more oversight of the Sheriff’s
Department is needed. It's an arguable point, but | dis-
agree. | respectfully suggest that Proposition D is not
the solution that we need at this time.

The Sheriff's Department already has an Internal
Affairs Unit to conduct administrative investigations
and aTraining Unit to train sworn personnel. While
seeing fewer people in custody, the Sheriff's
Department is expanding a relationship with the exist-
ing Department of Police Accountability (formerly the
Office of Citizen Complaints), as well as referring per-
sonnel investigations to other independent outside
agencies when circumstances warrant.

If you want more government services, you should
vote for additional taxes (like Propositions F, I, and L
on this ballot) or seek other resources to pay for them.

If you support government efficiency and oversight,
there are existing tools available, including:

e Board of Supervisors Budget and Legislative
Analyst, and its power of hearing and inquiry;

City Attorney investigations and civil enforcement;
Civil Grand Jury investigations and public reports;
Controller's Office fiscal and performance audits;
District Attorney investigations and criminal
enforcement; and

e Ethics Commission investigations and administra-
tive enforcement of ethics laws.

The City Controller says that Proposition D would have
a moderate to significant impact on the cost of gov-
ernment. It would certainly add more administration,
bureaucracy, and overhead, but no guarantee of any
meaningful oversight.

We don't need new City Departments, unnecessary
spending, or other gimmicks during a pandemic. We
should be using existing resources and oversight
mechanisms more effectively. Please vote NO on
Proposition D.Thank you.

David Pilpel

No Rebuttal to the Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition D Was Submitted

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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No Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition D Were Submitted

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition D
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION D! It's Dumb!

This would add more bureaucracy to an elected offi-
cial's duties, an "Inspector General," yet one more
commission to the present 123 and 8 investigators for
some 800 Sheriff employees.

Additionally, the Board of Supervisors, our alleged
legislative body, would appoint (an executive mayoral
function) 4 of 7 commissioners. The cost? The
Controller predicts up to $10,000,000 annually.

Stop the taxeaters!

Vote No on Proposition D!

San Francisco Taxpayers Association
Judge Quentin L. Kopp (Ret.)

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Taxpayers Association.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient com-
mittee: 1. Scott Feldman, 2. Paul Sack, 3. Claude Perasso, Jr.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.




Give to the City to respond to COVID-1
Make a tax deductible donation to Give2SF/COVID-19 Response and Recovery Fund

The City and County of San Francisco can accept tax-deductible monetary contributions for the City’s COVID-19
outbreak response efforts.

These efforts include providing shelter, food and other assistance to individuals, families, small businesses, and
nonprofits in San Francisco. Your tax-deductible donations will help protect the health of San Francisco and support
the most vulnerable, including individuals, families, and local businesses.

You can pay online by card or electronic check. You can also pay by check. See Give2SF.org

If paying by check, please make payments to “The Office of the Controller.” Please include “Give2SF/COVID-19"
in the memo line. Checks can be mailed to:

The Office of the Controller
City and County of San Francisco
Attn: Give2SF/COVID-19
City Hall, Room 316
San Francisco, CA 94102

To have funds electronically transferred to the City and County of San Francisco’s bank account through ACH (only),
please email Give2sf@sfgov.org for instructions.

Donations of any amount can be made. Donations over $100 will be acknowledged on the City of San Francisco
website and will be listed in reports to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors.

If you are able to make an in kind donation of goods, please email Give2sf.inkind@sfgov.org.

All donations are tax deductible to the extent permitted by law. The City and County of San Francisco’s Tax ID
number is 94-6000417.

To ensure financial transparency and the public reporting required under San Francisco’s Sunshine Ordinance,

all donations must identify the true donor and donors are also required to disclose if they have a financial/business
interest with the City such as a contract, grant, lease or request for a permit pending before the City. If the financial
interest disclosure requirement applies to you,or if you have any questions about the other reporting requirements,
please email Give2sf@sfgov.org.

\b ) Please see additional information on www.GiveZSF.org Federal Tax ID #94-6000417
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Police Staffing

Shall the City amend the Charter to remove the requirement that the San
Francisco Police Department maintain a minimum of 1,971 full-duty sworn
police officers and replace the requirement with regular evaluations of

police staffing levels?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: In 1994, San Francisco voters
approved a change to the City Charter (Charter) that
requires the San Francisco Police Department (Police
Department):

¢ To have at least 1,971 full-duty sworn police offi-
cers; and

e To maintain a minimum number of full-duty sworn
police officers for neighborhood policing and
patrol.

Among its duties, the San Francisco Police
Commission (Police Commission) oversees the budget
and staffing of the Police Department.

The Proposal: Proposition E is a Charter amendment
that would remove the requirements that the Police
Department maintain a minimum number of full-duty
sworn police officers and a minimum number of full-
duty sworn police officers for neighborhood policing
and patrol and replace them with regular evaluations
of police staffing levels.

Under Proposition E, the Chief of Police would provide
a report to the Police Commission that evaluates the
current number of full-duty sworn police officers and
the number of officers recommended in the future. The
Police Commission would hold a public hearing on the
report.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want to
remove the City Charter requirement that the San
Francisco Police Department maintain a minimum of
1,971 full-duty sworn police officers and replace the
requirement with regular evaluations of police staffing
levels.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make these changes.

38-EN-N20-CP76

YES O
NO O

Controller's Statement on "E"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition E:

Should the proposed Charter amendment and ordi-
nance be approved by the voters, in my opinion, in
and of itself it would not affect the cost of govern-
ment.

The proposed Charter amendment would eliminate
the minimum staffing requirement of 1,971 sworn full-
duty officers and instead require the Police
Department to prepare a report describing the current
number of full-duty sworn officers and recommending
staffing levels of full-duty sworn officers.

The report will include an assessment of overall staff-
ing, workload, public service objectives, legal duties,
and other relevant information to determining proper
staffing levels of full-duty sworn officers. The Police
Commission would be required to hold a public hear-
ing to consider the staffing report when approving the
Police Department’s proposed budget every fiscal year,
but would not be required to accept or adopt any of
the recommendations in the report.

The amendment would make it possible for the City to
achieve cost savings in the annual budget process by
allowing for reallocation of funding that is currently
set aside to meet the minimum staffing requirement,
and the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors would
have additional discretion to use some portion of this
funding for any public purpose under the normal bud-
getary and fiscal provisions of the Charter. The esti-
mated annual salary and fringe benefit cost of a full
duty sworn officer is approximately $155,000.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 167. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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How "E" Got on the Ballot

On July 21, 2020, the Board of Supervisors voted 11 to
0 to place Proposition E on the ballot. The Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Fewer, Haney, Mandelman, Mar, Peskin, Preston,
Ronen, Safai, Stefani, Walton, Yee.

No: None.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 167. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition E

Vote YES on Proposition E - remove the outdated
mandatory minimum police staffing requirement, and
establish a regular process to set police staffing levels
based on data and the needs of our communities.

In 1994, Voters approved a Charter Amendment, which
required the City to maintain a minimum of 1,971 full-
duty sworn officers. This staffing requirement is
arbitrary and does not allow flexibility to go up or
down in response to data, the needs of our city, or
crime rates.

The establishment of this process would allow the
Police Commission, with public input, to regularly
assess how effective the department is in meeting the
needs of communities, and to make changes to
improve services. Staffing decisions deserve careful
consideration. Staffing levels impact which neighbor-
hoods have more officers than others, how quickly
police are able to respond to emergency calls, how
well police officers know our communities, and how
accessible police services are to immigrant communi-
ties and community members with limited English
proficiency.

Police officers have tough jobs, and we should not
depend on them to be social workers, mental health

professionals, or substance use counselors. The Mayor
and other leaders have announced that they are going
to join the growing number of cities dispatching teams
of social workers and substance use counselors to
respond to calls seeking their skills and service when
appropriate. The minimum staffing levels in the City
Charter make this transition more difficult.

Being “smart on crime” means being intentional about
how we use all available resources to improve public
safety. This Charter Amendment allows us to be more
thoughtful and effective in keeping San Francisco safe.

Join us in voting YES on Proposition E.
Board President, Norman Yee
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Dean Preston
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
Supervisor Shamann Walton

No Rebuttal to the Proponent’s Argument In Favor of Proposition E Was Submitted

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition E

VOTE NO ON E!

The Board of Supervisors in 1994 voted to place in the
Charter a minimum number of mandated police offi-
cers. Unwitting voters allowed it.

Requiring additional, unnecessary taxpayer expense,
such legislation should've been in an ordinance, not
requiring taxpayer costs to amend at an election as
populationchanges.

Vote NO on E.

San Francisco Taxpayers Association
Judge Quentin L. Kopp (Ret.)

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition E

Vote YES on E. Even the Opponent to this measure
agrees that the minimum police staffing requirement
never belonged in the City’s Charter. Proposition E
saves taxpayers money by ensuring that city services
are used as effectively as possible. By funding the
police department according to data and community
needs—instead of decades-old mandatory staffing
mandates—the City can more responsibly allocate
resources and services.

For the last 25 years, the minimum staffing require-
ment has handcuffed San Franciscans and our budget,
and it hasn’t made our city safer. The population of
our city changes. The needs of our communities
change. The needs of neighborhoods change. That is
why the staffing mandate is ill-suited to ensure San
Francisco’s public safety needs are met. Proposition E
would allow the City to staff its police department at
levels based on thoughtful analysis of current data.

The arbitrary staffing requirement added to the City
Charter is an obstacle to progress. Proposition E
requires our Police Chief and Police Commission to
make decisions based on actual staffing needs. Vote
YES on Proposition E to give San Francisco the power
to meet the needs of its residents and the challenges
of the moment.

Join us in voting YES on proposition E.

Board President, Norman Yee
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Matt Haney

Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Gordon Mar

Supervisor Aaron Peskin

Supervisor Dean Preston

Supervisor Hillary Ronen

Supervisor Ahsha Safai

Supervisor Shamann Walton

Police Commissioner Petra DeJesus*
Police Commissioner John Hamasaki*
Police Commissioner Cindy Elias*
Bar Association of San Francisco

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition E

"The safest communities don't have the most police;
they have the most resources."

We should decide the number of police on our streets
based on data, evidence, and the needs of our city
today—not the needs of our city in 1994.

In 1994, the SFPD minimum staffing requirement was
established at the height of the failed War on Drugs. To
make our city safe, voters believed that we needed to
put people in prison for using drugs like marijuana.
This did not make us safer but led to the imprison-
ment of tens of thousands of San Franciscans.

The staffing requirement states that the City must
employ at least 1,971 armed police officers. This rigid
requirement limits our ability to respond to budget
deficits and fully fund critical services like healthcare
and education.

This arbitrary number was chosen because of the
number of police officers employed in 1994.

The City has changed dramatically since then. Our
understanding of the role of policing has evolved. We
rely on too many officers to do too many things.
Trained, unarmed professionals should handle many
situations now handled by police and avoid use of
force.

Prop E will replace the minimum staffing requirement
with a requirement that the police department must
submit a data and evidence-driven report to guide
police staffing decisions.

Voting YES on Prop E will allow us to make informed
decisions on what is best for our city and SFPD.

Vote YES on E!

Kaylah Williams, Co-chair of Afrosocialists & Socialists
of Color Caucus SF

Naeemah Charles, Co-chair of Afrosocialists &
Socialists of Color Caucus SF

Alex Karim, Co-chair of DSA SF Justice Committee
Dylan Yep, Co-chair of DSA SF Justice Committee
Hope Williams, Co-chair of DSA SF Electoral
Committee

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Kaylah Williams.

38-EN-N20-CP80

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition E

San Francisco is over-policed, with more officers per
capita than Paris had when the hated aristocracy of
Louis XVI kept the peasantry under their thumb before
the French Revolution (https:/bit.ly/3azrpm9).

According to the Controller's statement, each sworn
SFPD officer costs us an average of $155,000 in salary
and benefits, not even including their pension costs
we'll be paying long after they're gone.

Even if every officer were faithfully defending the con-
stitutional rights they swore to uphold, this would be
excessive. Sadly many do not, and their abuses have
disproportionately come at the expense of the poor,
black and brown. Hence a growing sentiment, here
and elsewhere, to defund or even abolish the police.

Capping the number of cops at a level more in keep-
ing with that of neighboring cities like San Jose is a
relatively minor reform.

We urge a YES vote on Proposition E.

Libertarian Party of San Francisco
www.LPSForg

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Libertarian Party of San Francisco.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Scott Banister, 2. David Jeffries, 3. Tim Carico.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition E

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition E
Vote NO on Proposition E

This measure was placed on the ballot by the Board of
Supervisors to CUT the number of police officers serv-
ing our neighborhoods. It will enable the Board to
reduce SFPD funding, which will result in staff short-
ages, increased response times, and elimination of
essential training programs. San Francisco is experi-
encing the highest property crime rates in the nation
(including burglaries and larceny), and homicides are
increasing. We need MORE police officers, NOT
FEWER!

San Francisco Republican Party

John Dennis, Chairman

Delegates:

17th Assembly District: Christian Foster, Cale
Garverick, Krista Garverick, Lisa Remmer, Joseph C.
Roberts.

19th Assembly District: Edward Bate, Howard Epstein,
Stephanie Jeong, Tom Sleckman, and Richard Worner.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Republican Party.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Maurice Kanbar, 2. San Francisco Assoc. of
Realtors, 3. Friends of John Dennis for Congress 2020.

Paid Arguments — Proposition E
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Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Business Tax Overhaul

Shall the City eliminate the payroll expense tax; permanently increase the
registration fee for some businesses by $230-460, decreasing it for others;
permanently increase gross receipts tax rates to 0.105-1.040%, exempting
more small businesses; permanently increase the administrative office tax

YES O
NO O

rate to 1.61%; if the City loses certain lawsuits, increase gross receipts tax
rates on some businesses by 0.175-0.690% and the administrative office
tax rate by 1.5%, and place a new 1% or 3.5% tax on gross receipts from
commercial leases, for 20 years; and make other business tax changes; for

estimated annual revenue of $97 million?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The City collects taxes from San
Francisco businesses, including:

e The payroll expense tax;

e The gross receipts tax;

e The administrative office tax;

e The annual business registration fee;

e The early care and education commercial rents tax
(Child Care Tax); and

e The homelessness gross receipts tax
(Homelessness Tax).

The Child Care and Homelessness Taxes have been
challenged in court, and the money collected through
these taxes has not been spent by the City.

State law limits the amount of revenue, including tax
revenue, the City can spend each year. State law
authorizes San Francisco voters to approve increases
to this limit to last for four years.

The Proposal: Proposition F would change certain

taxes the City collects from San Francisco businesses,

including:

e Eliminate the payroll expense tax;

¢ |ncrease the gross receipts tax rate in phases,
expand the small business exemption and elimi-

nate the credit for businesses that pay a similar tax
elsewhere;

¢ |Increase the administrative office tax rate in
phases; and

e Change the business registration fee.

Some of the changes to the gross receipts and admin-
istrative office tax rates would be delayed if a mini-
mum of total San Francisco gross receipts are not met.

Under Proposition F other changes would take effect
only if certain conditions are met:

e |f the City loses the Child Care Tax lawsuit, the City
would be required to collect a new tax on gross
receipts from the lease of certain commercial spaces;

e |f the City loses the Homelessness Tax lawsuit,
gross receipts and administrative office tax rates
would increase for certain businesses; and

e |f the City loses either lawsuit, the City Charter
would be amended to change how baseline funding
is calculated.

Proposition F would increase the City’s spending limit
for four years.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want to:
e Eliminate the City’s payroll expense tax;

* Increase gross receipts and administrative office
tax rates in phases;

e Reduce business taxes for some small businesses;
and

e Further increase the City's business taxes if the City
loses either of the lawsuits regarding the Early Care
and Education Commercial Rents Tax or the
Homelessness Gross Receipts Tax, but exclude
money collected from these increases when deter-
mining baseline funding.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 168. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make these changes.

Controller's Statement on "F"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition F:

Should the proposed combined charter amendment
and ordinance be approved by the voters, in my opin-
ion, it would result in additional annual revenue to the
City of approximately $97 million annually on an
ongoing basis once fully implemented. The proceeds
would be deposited in the City’s General Fund.
Additionally, the proposed measure would permit one-
time spending of approximately $1.5 billion in the
shorter-term generated by two currently assessed
taxes that are impounded pending resolution of ongo-
ing litigation.

The proposed ordinance would amend the city’s exist-
ing Business and Tax Regulations Code in a number of
ways, including discontinuing the City’s payroll
expense tax, increasing gross receipts business tax
rates, and increasing the number of small businesses
exempted from the business tax. Overall business tax
rates for some industries are increased, generally
phased in over three years beginning in tax years
2022. Temporary rate reductions for tax years 2021,
2022, and 2023 are proposed for other industries heav-
ily impacted by current economic conditions, including
those paid by the hospitality, restaurant, and retail
sectors. The revenue estimates reflect the expected
change in City revenue compared to the existing busi-
ness tax structure and the current availability of col-
lected revenues subject to judicial action.

The proposed ordinance authorizes contingent taxes
that would be imposed if two currently assessed dedi-
cated taxes for homeless services and childcare are
struck down by court action. The proposed replace-
ment taxes are similar in structure to those dedicated
taxes. The measure excludes revenues generated by
those contingent taxes from the calculation of various
required voter-adopted minimum spending require-
ments on transit, parks, youth services, and other set-
asides and baselines.

It is important to note that business taxes can vary sig-
nificantly depending on economic conditions, and cur-
rent estimates may not be predictive of future
revenues.
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How "F" Got on the Ballot

On July 28, 2020, the Board of Supervisors voted 11 to
0 to place Proposition F on the ballot. The Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Fewer, Haney, Mandelman, Mar, Peskin, Preston,
Ronen, Safai, Stefani, Walton, Yee.

No: None.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 168. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition F

Vote Yes on Prop F, the Small Business & Economic
Recovery Act!

We face unprecedented challenges as the COVID-19
pandemic ravages our city’s health and economy,
deepening disparities and pushing struggling families
and businesses over the edge. That's why we need to
pass Prop F, the Small Business & Economic Recovery
Act, which will help jumpstart our economy, create a
fairer business tax system, and provide new revenue
for the critical city services we need to recover from
this pandemic. Prop F also unlocks over $700 million,
which is currently sitting in an untapped fund even
though voters already approved it for early care and
education, homelessness and essential city services.

We need to pass Prop F now more than ever, which is
why it's supported by the Mayor, the entire Board of
Supervisors, and a broad coalition including labor,
small business and community organizations.

Prop F will:

e Provide tax relief for sectors most impacted by the
COVID-19 pandemic including retail, restaurants,
the arts and manufacturing;

e Eliminate the payroll tax and fully transition to a
more equitable business tax system;

e Exempt small businesses from the gross receipts
tax;

e Make available over $700 million for child care and
early education, homelessness and other essential
services; and
Generate new revenue to protect and maintain criti-
cal city services put at risk by the projected $1.5
billion deficit due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

Prop F immediately helps struggling small businesses
and working families while creating the investment we
need for a fair recovery and a stronger, more equita-
ble economy for our future.

Vote YES on Prop F, the Small Business & Economic
Recovery Act!

Mayor London Breed
President Norman Yee, San Francisco Board of
Supervisors

Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Dean Preston
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
Supervisor Catherine Stefani
Supervisor Shamann Walton

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition F

Please vote NO on Proposition F.

Of course there are unprecedented challenges as the
pandemic ravages San Francisco's health and econ-

omy, deepening disparities, and pushing struggling

families and businesses over the edge.

The proponents claim that Proposition F will help
jumpstart our economy, create a fairer business tax
system, provide new revenue for critical city services,
and unlock over $700 million in previously approved
taxes.

| support a fairer business tax system and sufficient
revenue for critical city services, but we don't know
how many businesses will still exist in San Francisco
when you read this, next year, or in ten years. We also
don't know what types of businesses will be here, how

many people they will employ, and how people will
work in those businesses. Much is uncertain about the
world right now.

Given that extreme uncertainty, | just don't think it's
the best time to restructure our local business taxes.
While there could be some positive effects, there
could also be greater unexpected outcomes than dur-
ing calmer times. Increasing certainty, predictability,
and stability, while reducing volatility of City revenues,
are good ideas. The voters can consider this again in
two years if a new normal has emerged by then,
through a charter amendment and a separate ordi-
nance, not a combined measure like this one.

Please vote NO on Proposition F. Thank you.
David Pilpel

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition F

Please vote NO on Proposition F.

Proposition F is a lengthy and complicated overhaul of
existing City business taxes. While this may be a good

idea in general, it is difficult to understand its impact
on particular businesses right now and the City as a
whole. I'm not at all convinced that changing compli-
cated tax rates is needed during a pandemic. |
respectfully suggest that Proposition F is not the solu-
tion that we need at this time.

| also take issue with this ballot measure as a com-
bined charter amendment and ordinance. While the
two parts may be closely related, in my opinion they
should have been two separate measures, perhaps
with language only allowing each one to take effect if
both of them passed. Mixing a charter change with an
ordinance is not a best practice and it should not be
rewarded with your support.

Please vote NO on Proposition F. Thank you.
David Pilpel

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition F

The impact of passing Proposition F is simple — it will
immediately provide relief and support to San
Francisco’s small businesses and families. And the
COVID-19 pandemic makes the passage of this mea-
sure even more urgent.

By eliminating the payroll tax, Proposition F encour-
ages businesses to hire again. By exempting small
businesses from certain taxes, Proposition F provides
those businesses an opportunity to regain their foot-
ing and avoid closure. By providing tax relief to retail,
restaurants, the arts and manufacturing, Proposition F
helps rebuild the sectors hardest hit by the COVID-19
pandemic.

And by immediately releasing over $700 million in
untapped funds, Proposition F invests in early child-
hood care and education, homelessness and other
critical city services while creating an estimated 5,500
jobs.

Passing Proposition F ensures San Francisco rebuilds
with a stronger, more equitable economy for the
future.

Vote YES on Proposition F, the Small Business &
Economic Recovery Act.

Mayor London Breed
President Norman Yee, San Francisco Board of
Supervisors

Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Dean Preston
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
Supervisor Catherine Stefani
Supervisor Shamann Walton
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Wu Yee Children’s Services and Children’s Council of
San Francisco are the city’s child care Resource and
Referral organizations, connecting families to early
childhood education and care options throughout the
city. This ballot measure will get us closer to helping
all children in San Francisco reach their greatest
potential. A child’s zip code, ethnicity, or income level
should not determine their chances of getting the best
start possible. Yet, barriers to accessing resources con-
tinue to define potential even when it comes to funda-
mental rights like education. Research shows that
when children are given ACCESS to education that's
specially geared toward their needs from day one,
they don’t just show up to kindergarten more pre-
pared, they also have a jump start on realizing their
potential in school and in life.

Currently, the need for early childhood education and
care is greater than the supply. As a result, thousands
of young children are on waitlists rather than in class-
rooms. Our children need care and education that
meets them where they're at in each stage of their
development, yet we're depriving our youngest learn-
ers by not fully funding the childcare workforce and
infrastructure.

As San Francisco’s cost of living continues to rise, our
young children, and their families, are moving away.
San Francisco’s rich diversity depends on a communi-
ty filled with all ages, backgrounds, income levels, and
interests. San Francisco can’t become a city where
people just visit to work. It must remain a place where
families live, are rooted, and thrive. Parents and guard-
ians can not earn an income without childcare, and
childcare can not exist without an early childhood edu-
cation workforce. This ballot measure allows San
Francisco to become a better place to LIVE and THRIVE
for children, educators and working families.

Children's Council of San Francisco
Wu Yee Children's Services

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Children's Council of San Francisco.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Wah Mei and Kai Ming are child development centers
in San Francisco (SF) that serve some of our City's
lowest income families and their children. This ballot
measure is essential in correcting the gaps for child-
care and resources in SF for our youngest citizens.
Ninety percent of brain development occurs before the
age of five.Young children deserve every educational
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investment the city can make. The early care and edu-
cation (ECE) industry is severely underfunded, wages
and salaries are among the lowest-paid, and waitlists
for providing childcare are long.

Proposition F will release $433M in ECE dollars to go
directly to support and improve access to quality child-
care and education for children ages 0-5 in SF, and
increase compensation of ECE professionals, most of
whom are women, and women of color. ECE as a ser-
vice is essential and a key part of our infrastructure,
and SF's economy. ECE educators play a critical role in
supporting families and educating our youngest chil-
dren during the most crucial years of their life.

Proposition F will ensure ECE educators are provided
with enough resources to continue to work in this
essential field to provide children with high-quality
early childhood education. This ballot measure will
also release funds that will go to clearing the SF child-
care waitlist. Our children are counting on us to take
care of them; this ballot measure provides us with the
opportunity to do so.

Ben Wong

Executive Director, Wah Mei School
Anna Chau

Kai Ming Board Member

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Wah Mei and Kai Ming.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Nurses, Teachers and Firefighters are united in fighting
the COVID-19 pandemic. As part of the workforce of
the San Francisco Labor Council, we work hard to
keep you safe. However, our ability to do that is
threatened by a $1.5 billion budget shortfall. Measure
F will allow us to continue our fight to educate our
youth and keep you healthy and safe during this
unprecedented time. We need you to help us in this
fight. Please vote YES on this important measure. Yes
on F will save lives and allow us to continue our fight.
Yes on F

Mike Casey, President, San Francisco Labor Council
Susan Solomon, President, United Educators of San
Francisco (UESF)

Shon Buford, President, San Francisco Fire Fighters,
Local 798

Martha Hawthorne, RN, SEIU 1021 *(For identification
purposes only)

Sal Rosselli, President, National Union of Healthcare
Workers (NUHW)

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Labor & Neighbor Member Education/
Political Issues Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

We the hard working members of the San Francisco
Labor Council are united to bring San Francisco back
from the Covid 19 crisis. Our members who are essen-
tial workers who kept the grocery stores open, nursed
San Franciscans through Covid, teach children through
long distance learning, kept our buildings clean while
we were away, served and protect our vulnerable pop-
ulations and continue to go to work everyday to serve
all San Franciscans. We need Measure F to help us to
continue to serve San Franciscans and to keep our
essential services going. Help us help SF. Vote Yes on F

Mike Casey, President, San Francisco Labor Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Labor & Neighbor Member Education/
Political Issues Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

The Council of Community Housing Organizations
urges YES on Proposition F

As San Francisco's coalition of affordable housing pro-
viders and housing justice organizations, we are glad
to finally see a universal city commitment to fully fund
the voter mandate for Our City Our Home from 2018,
the only solution that makes a dramatic difference for
homelessness -- permanent homes and supportive
services for unhoused individuals and families with
children.

San Francisco Council of Community Housing
Organizations

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: SF Council of Community Housing Organizations.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Early care and education (ECE) is at the heart of edu-
cational justice and equity for Latinx young children,
their families and our communities. ECE prepares our
young children with the social, emotional and cogni-
tive abilities needed to succeed in school and in life
while allowing parents to work. The ECE sector is a
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major source of employment for early educators and
small business owners.

Proposition F will ensure that the 2,500 young chil-
dren—40% of whom are Latinx—who are waiting for
subsidized ECE will have access to quality early educa-
tion. Without it, our children will start kindergarten
behind, leading to a lifetime of inequitable outcomes.
Unless parents have reliable ECE for their children,
they are unable to work, leading to food, housing and
health insecurity and destabilization in the Mission
District and across vulnerable San Francisco neighbor-
hoods. Proposition F will also raise wages for the
4,000 ECE educators, 40% of whom are immigrants, to
fairly compensate them for their essential role in keep-
ing San Francisco working.

Beverly Hayon, Mission Neighborhood Centers
Esperanza Estrada, SF Citywide Hispanic Childcare
Network*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Santiago Ruiz, Mission Neighborhood Centers.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Small Businesses Need Prop F

The COVID-19 pandemic has pushed at least eighty
San Francisco businesses to close, and it's estimated
fewer than 40 percent of small businesses will be
open by the end of the year. We need to pass Prop F,
the Small Business and Economic Recovery Act.

Prop F provides immediate relief to San Francisco
small businesses. It repeals the payroll tax and reduc-
es the tax rate for small businesses and businesses
most impacted by the pandemic such as restaurants,
retail, manufacturing, arts organizations and hotels.

Small businesses are the backbone of our city. Now,
we need to support them by voting yes on Prop F

Christin Evans, Owner of Booksmith & President of the
Haight Ashbury Merchants Association®

Adam Bergeron, Owner of the Balboa Theater

Henry Karnilowicz, President Emeritus, Council of
District Merchants Associations*

David Heller, President of the Geary Blvd Merchants
Association

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on Prop F, The Small Business and Economic
Recovery Act.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
San Francisco Labor Council.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

HEALTH AND HUMAN SERVICES NONPROFITS
SUPPORT PROP F!

Proposition F reforms the business tax to protect small
business while imposing fair taxes on those who have
benefited the most from our City's years of wealth.
With a pandemic threatening our health and economy,
San Francisco needs this measure to balance the City
budget. It will help pay for healthcare and COVID-19
costs, homeless and behavioral health services, child-
care and more. It will prevent deep budget cuts to pro-
grams that help people who are unemployed, sick, or
lacking food and other necessities. Without it, more
City residents will lose their jobs and homes. Vote yes!

San Francisco Human Services Network

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on Prop F, The Small Business and Economic
Recovery Act.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
San Francisco Labor Council.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

CPAC works with San Francisco to identify local priori-
ties and policies for early care & education (ECE). This
ballot measure is essential to correct the early educa-
tional gaps through child care and related resources
for our youngest population. Ninety percent of brain
development occurs before the age of five yet child
care educators are among the lowest-paid workforce,
making far less than K-12 teachers. In addition, there
are thousands of children on the SF child care waitlist.

ECE educators are essential workers and the backbone
of San Francisco’s economy. Increased compensation
is needed to maintain a skilled and stable workforce to
provide for the well-being of our children, families,
and communities.

Proposition F will release funds for ECE educators to
support their continued work, as well as funds that will
go to clearing the SF child care waitlist, ensuring SF’s
youngest have access to quality early education
during the most crucial years. Our children are count-
ing on us to take care of them, this ballot measure
provides us with the opportunity to do so.

Childcare Planning & Advisory Council
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Patricia Sullivan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Jessica J. Campos.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Currently, affordable child care depends on low wage
workers, predominantly women of color. Parents
cannot afford the true cost of care, including a livable
wage for those who provide the service. This is not
sustainable.

San Francisco’s children are served by educators at
over 1000 centers and family child care sites, over half
with college degrees yet earning barely above mini-
mum wage. The Family Child Care Association of SF
(FCCASF) and Early Care Educators of SF (ECESF) rep-
resent center and family child care educators. Over
80% of early educators are women of color. These
women are dedicated to the education of young chil-
dren in their own communities. They recognize the
protective factors of keeping children within the com-
munity, close to home, in classrooms that support the
use of home language as the children learn English
and transition to elementary school.

Small group sites are the preferred choice for many
parents of young children, especially for infants and
toddlers that need responsive caregiving—and more
so now with the need for safe spaces during the pan-
demic. Infant care and small groups are labor inten-
sive and therefore expensive; even middle-income
parents cannot afford the cost. The FCCASF and ECESF
support Measure F, which will release critically needed
funds for low and middle-income parents and early
care educators who provide this essential service.

Signatures:
Wai Hung Tang, FCCASE Board Member
Pat Sullivan, ECESF Co-chair, FCCASF Director

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Family Child Care Association of San Francisco.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F
PROTECT SAN FRANCISCO'S BUDGET PRIORITIES

We have worked hard for many years to ensure that
the San Francisco budget will always protect its voter-
approved highest priorities — children, libraries,
seniors, parks, MUNI and schools. Proposition F will
continue to protect those priorities, while also ensur-
ing there are additional much-needed resources for
childcare and homeless services.

In solidarity,

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Margaret Brodkin, Former Director, Dept. Children,
Youth and Their Families*

Marie Jobling, Co-Chair, Dignity Fund Coalition
Friends of the San Francisco Public Library

Tracy Gallardo, Public Education Enrichment Fund
Advisory Committee

SF Parks Alliance

Children and Youth Fund, Service Providers Working
Group

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Margaret Brodkin.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

We are a coalition of Black ECE educators and commu-
nity members. Proposition F will ensure that San
Francisco’s Black children and early childhood educa-
tors will have the necessary resources to support a
community that has too long been deprived of a path-
way to success. Each year the Children’s Council of
San Francisco provides childcare information, referral
for services and subsidy assistance to 4,000 extremely
low-income families, of whom 33% are African
American (1,320 families). Despite this support there
are still over 500 low-income Black children on the
waitlist for childcare in San Francisco. The most recent
school readiness report (2019) reveals that only 47% of
Black children are deemed “ready” for kindergarten. In
2018 the San Francisco Public Health Department
reported that Black children and families have the
highest rates of poverty, the lowest median income,
the lowest percentage of college graduates and the
lowest life expectancy.

Black early childhood educators also face enormous
challenges while providing crucial and essential ser-
vices to young children. In 2019 the Center for the
Study of Child Care Employment found that 50% of
Black early childhood educators live in poverty and
regardless of their educational attainment, are consis-
tently the lowest paid members of the workforce.

This ballot measure will ensure that Black children and
Black educators will begin to receive the educational
investment and care they deserve. With the release of
these funds San Francisco can support young Black
children as they take their first steps to lifelong learn-
ing. The systemic economic disparity that deprives
Black children with the hope of a better future begins
with this measure. These funds are essential in build-
ing a foundation of success. Vote YES on Proposition
F!
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Patricia Sullivan

Naeemah Charles FCCASF
Madonna Stancil

Anna Wolde-Yohannes

Early Care Educators San Francisco
Children’s Council of San Francisco

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Madonna R. Stancil.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

BIG BUSINESS EARNING OVER $2 MILLION MUST
PAY THEIR FAIR SHARE to SUPPORT SF's
WORKFORCE, from which they benefit immeasurably.
Child care is an essential service in our economic
recovery and sustainability. Over 3000 children are on
child care waiting lists. The longer children wait for
care, the more missed opportunities they have which
are non-recoverable in their development. The need
for child care has never been more urgent than today.
Child care keeps San Francisco working. Yes on
Proposition F

Maria Luz Torre, Parent Voices San Francisco
Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth
Parents for Public Schools

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Parent Voices San Francisco.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

We are facing a human catastrophe in homelessness,
and a moral challenge to do right by our neighbor.
Two years ago, San Francisco passed "Our City, Our
Home," which meant millions of dollars for housing
and treatment for unhoused children, youth and
adults, but is now locked away while court proceed-
ings are underway. Today, we need to pass Proposition
F to fulfill that promise of investment in housing and
treatment.

Proposition F gives us the historic opportunity to
unlock those funds and set a better course for our city.
It puts us on the path to a greater, more capacious city
in which love and inclusion represent not just widely-
held values, but create a cherished environment in
which everyone shares the glow, security and dignity
of home.

Vote YES on Proposition F

Glide Foundation

St. Anthony Foundation
Coalition on Homelessness
Larkin Street Youth Services

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: St. Anthony Foundation; Coalition on Homelessness.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Please support Proposition F — Charter Amendment
adjusting the City baselines (set-asides) funding and
Ordinance amending the Business Tax & Regulations
Code.

Many small neighborhood businesses will be helped
by receiving lower tax exemption payments. By pro-
tecting small businesses, neighborhoods will maintain
their unique character.

"F" would modify the way the City calculates set-aside
funds for transit, parks, youth services, libraries, public
education, housing, tree maintenance and possibly
homeless services.

The City will eliminate the Payroll Expense tax and sit-
uationally increase the Gross receipts tax to some
larger businesses for twenty years.

Coalition For San Francisco Neighborhoods

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: CSFN.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition F

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition F

At first, we were hopeful of the "Business Tax
Overhaul" measure. Who wouldn't want to overhaul
and streamline a convoluted system of rules designed
to extort as much money as possible from local busi-
nesses?

Unfortunately, our enthusiasm began to dampen... and
our eyes began to water... as we perused the 125
pages of the legal text of the measure.

Our worst fears were confirmed by the Controller's
Office. This is a massive tax increase of approximately
$97 million annually. It also allows the immediate
spending of an additional $1.5 billion dollars that the
courts have impounded, as a result of the tax being
collected illegally.

We should never take money from our hard working
residents and businesses, especially when they are
struggling.

Vote NO on Proposition F

Libertarian Party of San Francisco
www.LPSForg

38-EN-N20-CP90

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Libertarian Party of San Francisco.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Scott Banister, 2. David Jeffries, 3. Tim Carico.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Youth Voting in Local Elections

Shall the City amend the Charter to allow San Francisco residents to vote
for local candidates and local ballot measures if they are U.S. citizens, at

least 16 years old and registered to vote?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: San Francisco residents who are at
least 18 years old and United States citizens may vote
in San Francisco elections. San Francisco voters may
vote for local and state candidates and ballot mea-
sures, as well as federal candidates.

The Proposal: Proposition G is a Charter amendment
that would allow San Francisco residents to vote for
local candidates and local ballot measures if those res-
idents are U.S. citizens, at least 16 years old and regis-
tered to vote. Local candidates include candidates for
City offices, the Board of Education and the
Community College Board of Trustees.

Proposition G would not permit 16- and 17-year-olds to
vote for state candidates, state ballot measures or fed-
eral candidates.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want to
amend the Charter to allow San Francisco residents to
vote for local candidates and local ballot measures if
they are U.S. citizens, at least 16 years old and regis-
tered to vote.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make this change.

Controller's Statement on "G"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition G:

Should the proposed charter amendment be approved
by the voters, in my opinion, it would have a minimal
impact on the cost of government.

The amendment could be expected to increase the
number of registered voters for municipal elections by
up to approximately 1.5 percent if 16 and 17 year olds
register to vote at the same rate as the general popu-
lation. The Department of Elections would have some

YES O
NO O

additional costs to produce voter materials. In addition
it would have some costs to conduct voter education
and outreach efforts for this group of voters. Spread
over the four-year election cycle the added expense
would represent only a marginal increase in
Department of Elections’ costs an annual basis.

How "G" Got on the Ballot

On June 30, 2020, the Board of Supervisors voted 11
to 0 to place Proposition G on the ballot. The
Supervisors voted as follows:

Yes: Fewer, Haney, Mandelman, Mar, Peskin, Preston,
Ronen, Safai, Stefani, Walton, Yee.

No: None.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 174. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition G

VOTE Yes on Proposition G: Vote16 SF, for the expan-
sion of voting rights.

Voting is the cornerstone of democracy and vital to
San Francisco’s future. To solve our society’s most
pressing challenges, we need to increase voter partici-
pation, now and into the future. That is why we're
voting YES on Proposition G.

Voter turnout in the United States is far lower than
other established democracies, and turnout is lowest
among those aged 18-29. However, the research is
clear - the earlier someone casts their first vote, the
more likely they are to become habitual, lifelong voters.

Undeniably, 16 and 17 year olds are impacted by the
decisions we make at the ballot box around education,
transportation, housing, policing, and economic devel-
opment. They have also been at the forefront of local,
national, and global movements to advance civil and
human rights, address inequality, end gun violence,
reform our criminal justice system, and confront cli-
mate change. 16 and 17 year olds possess the same
level of civic knowledge as 21 year olds, and they
have demonstrated equal levels of political skill and
activism.

Time and time again, San Francisco has led positive
change. With Proposition G, we have another chance
to make history. Passing this measure will make San
Francisco the first major U.S. city to expand voting
rights to 16 and 17 year olds. We can show the country
that we are serious about ensuring that today’s youth
become the informed and committed voters of
tomorrow.

Join us in voting YES on Proposition G.
Board President, Norman Yee
Mayor London Breed
Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Dean Preston
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Ahsha Safai
Supervisor Shamann Walton

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition G

Recent polls show an overwhelming rejection of the
notion that 16 and 17-year olds are ready to vote.

With distractions caused by social media and shocking
images of riots, videos of hard-line activists amid
intense peer pressure, and the lack of experience in
life's responsibilities like a job and paying taxes, us
encouraging teens to wait until they are legally an
adult at 18 years old makes very good sense. Vote NO
of Prop G.

The authors of Prop G fail to discuss any of the myriad
problems associated with teenagers' lives. The authors
merely list fellow city hall supporters of the proposi-
tion in hopes of convincing you to approve this
measure. They omit so many negative and problematic
factors, their actions are hollow and disingenuous.

In reality, Prop G avoids discussing a teen's experienc-
ing years of bias in public schools, the lack of diversity
of opinion, a teen's immature judgment and cognition,
a lack of real world experiences, and the tendency of
teen's knee-jerk reactions and impulsive decision-

making. Psychologists agree, the immature, undevel-
oped teen mind succumbs to peer pressure and whim.

It would be unfortunate if 16 and 17-yr olds were per-
suaded to vote a certain way on civic matters that
resulted in disastrous consequences for San Francisco.
We cannot let this happen. Join me, parents, and
countless voters across the city in saying NO to
Proposition G. Visit www.VoteSForg for more insight.

Richie Greenberg
www.RichieGreenberg.org

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition G

Teens are children, legally. Parents are responsible for
their children's actions and to ensure their well-being.

Unfortunately, we see increasing evidence of San
Francisco's schools' indoctrinating our youth, heavily
politicizing so many aspects of our city's issues and
our lives, that a child does not receive the best infor-
mation to make a truly informed decision. Potential
bias is everywhere.

The only way to make a good decision, such as which
way to vote in an election, is to base the decision on
maturity and experience.

Teens are children. They still need permission slips to
go on a field trip. Many if not most of our city teens
do not drive, don't work, and have not participated in
owning or managing a business. They can't- they
aren't allowed to sign contracts. Moreover, they don't
pay taxes, they don't have credit card accounts- in

other words, the worldly experiences of being an adult

hasn't yet come to them.

Imagine a teen voting on an issue which they them-
selves will not feel the implications of? Therefore, until
a 16 or 17 year old teen is able to actually understand
and feel the results and ramifications of their decisions
of a vote should they be allowed to vote. The doors to
opportunity open at 18. Therefore, join me in voting
NO on Prop G.

Richie Greenberg
www.RichieGreenberg.org

Rebuttal to Opponent’'s Argument Against Proposition G

Proposition G is on the ballot because San Francisco’s
16 and 17-year olds took leadership to put it on the
ballot. We led this movement in 2016 and we built
upon that support to introduce this year’s measure.

Our City’s 16 and 17-year olds have demonstrated that
we have the political skill and commitment to be
engaged and informed voters. We work, pay taxes,
and contribute to the City’s economic vitality. We have
also been leading local and national movements on
human rights, social inequity, climate change, and
criminal justice reform. Now is the time to welcome
our enthusiasm and foster our civic participation, not
suppress it.

In addition to broad support among our City’s leaders,
the Board of Education committed to supplementing
high school curriculums to prepare young people to
become educated citizens and voters when
Proposition G passes. This curriculum will encourage
critical thinking about the issues facing our communi-

ties and ensure that young people have the tools to be

educated and informed voters.

To solve the challenges facing our society now and
into the future, it is vital that our young people
become involved, habitual voters. It is past time that
we take this historic step and San Francisco’s leaders
agree.

Join us and vote YES on Proposition G.

Crystal Chan, District 7 Youth Commissioner
Josh Park, Former District 4 Youth Commissioner

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

Proposition G will strengthen our democracy by creat-
ing civically engaged citizens. Young adults between
the ages of 18 to 24 have the lowest voter turnout of
any age group in the United States. Allowing young
people to establish the habit of voting at an age when
they’re more likely to vote could help increase overall
voter turnout.

Sixteen- and seventeen-year-olds have been at the
forefront of important movements like the Black Lives
Matter protests and the March for our Lives. They
understand how policies impact them and their com-
munities, and it's time they get to cast ballots that
truly make a difference in their lives.

Crystal Chan, District 7 Youth Commissioner*
Megan Zheng, Vote 16 USA Board member*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SF.

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

As members of the San Francisco Board of Education,
we deeply value the contributions that our youth make
toward the city and county of San Francisco. As a
board, we get to witness their growth from adoles-
cence into adulthood and have witnessed youth at the
front of political movements. This June, we saw local
SFUSD students lead the largest Black Lives Matter
protest in San Francisco to date, with an estimated 30k
participants.

Our young members of society are very much awake,
very much paying attention and now more than ever,
they are itching to participate in one of the greatest
pillars in our society, voting. We must be the bold pro-
gressive city we have professed to be, and we must
move to open our local elections up to the youth that
will eventually lead our city and nation.

That is why we are unanimously supporting
Proposition G, to help expand voting rights to our
youth and ensure they build one of the most impor-
tant habits in our civic life

Mark Sanchez, President, Board of Education commis-
sioner*

38-EN-N20-CP94

Gabriela Lopez, Vice-President, Board of Education
commissioner*

Alison Collins, Board of Education commissioner*
Stevon Cook, Board of Education commissioner*
Jenny Lam, Board of Education commissioner*
Faauuga Moliga, Board of Education commissioner*
Rachel Norton, Board of Education commissioner*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SF

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

When we've expanded our democracy, we have
strengthened our nation. We've removed barrier after
barrier to voting -- gender, race, economic capacity
and literacy. Today, Proposition G is the right answer
to young people seeking to voice their views on public
matters. Our democracy works best when more
people participate. It is time that we extend voting
rights to 16- and 17-year-olds for school board and
other local elections.

We know that voting is a habit and that age 16 is a
better time than 18 to establish the habit of lifelong
participation in the democratic process. Sixteen and 17
year old citizens already vote in local elections in four
Maryland cities and in countries around the world
including Scotland, Austria, Argentina, Brazil, and
Ecuador. In those places, 16- and 17-year-olds have
turned out to vote at higher rates than other young or
first-time voters, demonstrating it is the right time to
build the habit of voting.

Sixteen- and 17-year-olds in San Francisco are knowl-
edgeable and engaged in the political process like
never before. Their daily lives are directly affected by
the decisions our local elected officials make regard-
ing schools, parks, buses, healthcare facilities and
criminal justice.

Not all who are eligible will register or be inclined to
vote -- just like with those over 18. But many will and
their faith in the political process should be met with
the ability to vote in local elections.

Generation Citizen, a non-profit organization that pro-
motes youth civic engagement in San Francisco and
across the nation, urges you to Vote Yes on Proposition
G.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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John Trasvina
California Executive Director
Generation Citizen

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SFE

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

Across the country, young people of color - Black,
Asian, Pacific Islander, Latinx, and Native - are the
rising majority and at the forefront of leading bold
change. In our state, 1 in 3 Californians are millennials,
and 7 in 10 millennials are people of color. As the most
diverse generation in California, young people in San
Francisco are ready to have voting power so their voice
is heard at the ballot box. As organizations working
directly with San Francisco’s youth and young voters,
we know that 16 and 17 year olds are just as capable,
intelligent, and passionate as adults when it comes to
making decisions about their schools and communi-
ties. Supporting this measure is the opportunity to put
learning into practice and increase the voting rates of
young voters. Giving 16 and 17 year olds the right to
vote will result in more equitable education policies
and more accountable elected leaders.

Join us in voting Yes on Proposition G!

San Francisco Rising
Coleman Advocates for Children and Youth

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SF

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

As youth providers who work with youth leaders
everyday, we see young people become engaged
members of our neighborhood who lead and serve our
communities within a safe and collaborative environ-
ment.

And our youth understand the crises we are facing
today as a city- the COVID 19 pandemic, climate emer-
gency, underfunded schools, lack of affordable hous-
ing, criminal justice reforms and violence in our com-
munities.

We believe, in a country where 16 and 17 year olds are
considered old enough to serve adult life sentences,
they are old enough to vote.
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Youth voices should be represented at the ballot box. It
will take our youth to save our youth— youth participa-
tion in our electoral process will only make our city
stronger.

Vote yes on Proposition G.
Rudy Corpuz, Executive Director, United Playaz*

*For identification purposes only; author is sighing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SE

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G
YES ON VOTE 16 - IT'STHEIR FUTURE TOO!

Global Warming, Community Safety, Racial Harmony,
Social Justice, Economic Security ... even the survival
of Democracy itself — all these fateful issues that will
determine the 21st Century future of our Nation will
also become the life-long reality for the Youth of San
Francisco. Their hopes and dreams for a decent and
good life for themselves and their communities depend
on the decisions Voters will make at the ballot box in
every election from now on in this sudden new era of
crisis and dramatic change.

They have a Right to take part in those decisions, to
join with all the Voters of San Francisco to be a part of
those decisions. It's their Future too that will be decid-
ed!

VOTEYES ON PROP G!

TODCO (Tenants and Owners Development
Corporation)

John Elberling, President TODCO

Jon Jacobo, Director of Policy and Community
Engagement (TODCO)

Virginia Grandi, Yerba Buena Advocate
Bernadette Borja Sy, Board member (TODCO)
Alan Manalo

Michael Pacia

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SE

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

Young people are at the forefront of many of our
nation’s most critical issues-- the Green New Deal,
Black Lives Matter, Gun Reformm and Dream Act.

Studies show that 16 and 17 year olds possess the
same grasp of civic knowledge as 21 year olds and are
able to participate in politics effectively.

Studies also show that the younger voters are when
they cast their first ballot, the more likely they are to
become life long voters.

Expanding our electorate and ensuring as many of our
neighbors vote is a good for our community and cen-
tral to a great democracy.

Vote YES on Proposition G.

The San Francisco Board of Supervisors and Board of
Education unanimously support this measure.

Proposition G is an investment in good democracy
and our future.

Jane Kim
Former Supervisor
CA Bernie 2020 Director

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SF.

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

LGBTQ youth are impacted by policies passed by poli-
ticians for decades to come. Unfortunately, right-wing
lawmakers throughout the nation have dismantled
critical protections we have won for our community.

According to the 2017 San Francisco Homeless Youth
Count, 49% of homeless youth identify as LGBTQ.
LGBTQ youth are also overrepresented in the child
welfare system and juvenile justice system. LGBTQ
youth face higher likelihood of poverty, criminaliza-
tion, abuse and homelessness as a result of family
trauma and rejection. LGBTQ youth are often pushed
to make adult decisions and participate in adult sys-
tems at an earlier age— they should have a say in the
policies of our city.

We believe 16 and 17 year old youth can and should
actively participate to repair our political system which
has failed us and to build for an inclusive future.

38-EN-N20-CP96

Tom Ammiano, former public school teacher, Board of
Education President, President of the San Francisco
Board of Supervisors, and State Assemblymember
Kevin Bard and Kaylah Williams, Co-Chairs, Harvey
Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SE

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

According to a study by UCLA School of Law, 10.3% of
students in California schools identify as LGBTQ. At
age 16, young people are driving, working, paying
taxes, and LGBTQ youth, in particular, seek emancipa-
tion, the process to legally becoming an adult before
turning 18, at a higher rate than other youth.

Young people should have a voice in the policies
which impact our community. According to Pew
Research, youth unemployment has increased dramat-
ically from 8 to 25.3% while seeing their learning and
education interrupted by COVID-19 pandemic. Youth
are facing an existential crisis due to harmful deci-
sions made by adult lawmakers. Youth are at the fore-
front of fighting to combat climate change, discrimina-
tion, gun violence and more.

We believe a strong and inclusive democracy is sup-
ported by encouraging the lifelong habit of voting and
expanding voter participation. Vote yes on Proposition
G.

Alice B. Toklas LGBTQ Democratic Club

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SF.

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

The Latino community is one that is afflicted by many
issues within our society. We face many struggles that
are being highlighted at this particular moment in his-
tory through COVID-19.The root of the disproportion-
ate outcomes for the Latino community are based in
historically racist laws that have been passed and per-
petuated throughout America, and San Francisco is
not exempt.

Many times, in our community we have friends or rel-
atives whose documentation status prohibit them

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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from participating in the strongest tool to equalizing
our society, voting. We know that their children who
are often blessed by being born here help their parents
navigate a complex new system.

Allowing 16- and 17-years old’s the ability to participate
in local elections will help ensure that the voice of
those often neglected will be heard. That is why we are
supporting Proposition G, to help expand voting rights
to our youth and ensure they participate in changing
the future of our country.

Jon Jacobo, Latino Task Force

Gabriela Lopez, Vice President Board of Education
Commissioner*

Erick Arguello, President Calle 24 Latino Cultural
District

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SE

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

The Rose Pak Democratic Club (RPDC) supports
Proposition G and its goal of extending voting rights to
16 and 17 year olds in municipal elections.

Studies have shown that when 16 and 17 year olds
vote, often buttressed by studying US government in
the classroom, this early voting reinforces civic partici-
pation and life long voting. Furthermore, many youth
of immigrant families, including young adults in the
Asian Pacific American community, may be the only
members of their household who are eligible to vote
and have a voice in policies which impact their parents
and communities.

By enfranchising San Francisco’s youth at the local
level, RPDC believes that our 16 and 17 year old young
adults will become more informed and engaged citi-
zens and life long voters.

Rose Pak Democratic Club

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SE

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition G

Voting is the cornerstone of democracy and vital to our
future— we must do everything we can to encourage
the vote of young people and support the lifelong habit
of voting.

Young people have become leaders on issues like the
climate crisis, public education, affordable housing,
police brutality, and racism. Voting YES on Proposition
G will allow young people to participate in local public
policy making and have a say in their future.

Our city is behind the curve when it comes to this
issue. Nearly half of the states in the country already
allow 17-year-olds to participate in elections.

The San Francisco Berniecrats works to advance a pro-
gressive agenda— this includes reforming our electoral
process and ending voter suppression. We are proud to
organize and support the vote of young people
throughout our nation. Proposition G will ensure we
expand participation and increase turnout in our demo-
cratic process.

Vote yes on Proposition G.
Brandon Harami, Chair, SF Berniecrats

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Vote 16 SF.

The two contributors to the true source recipient committee:
Yerba Buena Consortium LLC, Tenants and Owners
Development Corporation.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition G

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition G
Vote NO on Proposition G

Science shows that 16- and 17-year-olds lack the devel-
opment and maturity to make good judgments.
Consequently, laws require parental permission for a
minor to go on a field trip, join the military, and marry.
Laws also prohibit minors from jury service, vehicle
rental, and the purchase of handguns, alcohol, tobacco,
and marijuana. Why should an exception be carved out
from existing laws to allow minors to vote?

San Francisco Republican Party

John Dennis, Chairman

Delegates:

17th Assembly District: Christian Foster, Cale Garverick,
Krista Garverick, Lisa Remmer

19th Assembly District: Howard Epstein, Stephanie
Jeong, Tom Sleckman, Richard Worner.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Republican Party.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Maurice Kanbar, 2. San Francisco Assoc of
Realtors, 3. Friends of John Dennis for Congress 2020.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition G
NO ON G!

NO MEANS NO - Voters already said NO to this impru-
dent, controlling and devious measure.

Proposition G flunks any standard of citizenship, educa-
tion, scholarship or logic. What's magic about 16? Why

don't the proponents of this juvenile concept allow 15,

14, 13, or even 12-year old middle and high school stu-
dents to vote?

These are adolescents, ideally living with parents and
preparing for an adult life of higher education, then
paying taxes, serving our country militarily or other-
wise dealing with daily responsibilities as adults.

Voting at 18 at least attempts to ensure informed,
mature decision-makers consistent with laws, for
example, with military service. This doesn't!

Vote NO on G. It's a flawed, flagrant to attempt fatten
voter rolls for unqualified candidates and illogical ordi-
nances and tax measures.

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION G!

San Francisco Taxpayers Association
Judge Quentin L. Kopp (Ret)

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Taxpayers Association.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient com-
mittee: 1. Scott Feldman, 2. Paul Sack, 3. Claude Perasso, Jr.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Neighborhood Commercial Districts and

City Permitting

Shall the City change the Planning Code for neighborhood commercial
districts to increase permissible uses, eliminate public notification
processes for new permitted uses, and require an expedited process for

permits?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: A Neighborhood Commercial
District is typically a commercial corridor located out-
side of San Francisco’s downtown area, with commer-
cial uses on the ground floor and other uses on upper
floors.

The City Planning Code sets forth uses permitted in
residential, commercial, or industrial-zoned districts.
Each zoning district use may either be permitted, con-
ditionally permitted or not permitted. Conditionally
permitted uses require extensive review and approval
by the Planning Commission.

To open a new business in San Francisco, a business
owner may need permits from several City agencies,
such as the Department of Building Inspection for con-
struction or remodeling and the Department of Public
Health for the sale of food.

A person who applies for building permits to change
the use of property in certain districts must notify
neighbors of the proposed change. The notices must
be posted for 30 days, during which the City may not
issue permits and members of the public may ask for
a review by the Planning Commission.

The Proposal: Proposition H would change the Planning
Code for Neighborhood Commercial Districts to:

* |ncrease the types of permitted and conditionally
permitted uses to include arts activities, community
facilities, social services and restaurants;

e Expand the use of outdoor areas in certain busi-
nesses;

e Eliminate the public notification process for people
who want to start a permitted use;

e Require an expedited approval and inspection pro-
cess for permits; and

YES O
NO O

e Allow restaurants to provide workspace to the pub-
lic on days when the restaurant is open.

In addition, Proposition H would make certain
Planning Code changes citywide to temporarily allow
retail uses within bars and entertainment venues for
up to four years.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want to
change the City Planning Code for Neighborhood
Commercial Districts to increase permissible uses,
eliminate public notification processes for new permit-
ted uses, and require an expedited process for permits.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make these changes.

Controller's Statement on "H"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition H:

Should the proposed initiative ordinance be approved
by the voters, in my opinion, it would minimally to
moderately increase the City’s costs to review,
approve, and inspect the small business uses targeted
by this ordinance.

This ordinance would require coordination and
streamlining of the City review of permits for estab-
lishment, modification, and/or operation of storefront
commercial use in the City's designated neighborhood
commercial districts and neighborhood commercial
transit districts and for the review to be completed
within 30 days. Fees for additional reviews required
due to City errors would be waived. The ordinance
also updates and expands zoning laws in order to sup-
port certain small businesses.

To the extent this legislation would require more
intensive coordination and activity at the front-end of
the permit review process for these specific uses, the

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 174. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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City likely would incur minimal to moderate increased
staffing needs in the permitting departments in order
to develop the new coordinated process, to provide
the required pre-inspections, and to implement the
shorter review deadline on an ongoing basis. At the
same time, the extent to which new processes suc-
cessfully shorten the overall length of time for permit-
ting, conditional use applications decrease, and public
notification requirements are reduced, the City may
save staffing time and costs. The potential loss of reve-
nues from the waiver of subsequent fees due to City
error would likely be minimal. If the initiative is suc-
cessfully implemented, any increased business activity
in the City’s neighborhood commercial areas may con-
tribute minimally to the receipt of higher business
taxes in future years.

How "H" Got on the Ballot

On June 16, 2020, the Department of Elections
received a proposed ordinance signed by Mayor
Breed.

The Municipal Elections Code allows the Mayor to
place an ordinance on the ballot in this manner.

Local Ballot Measures — Proposition H

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition H

Vote Yes on Proposition H to Save Our Small
Businesses!

The coronavirus pandemic has dealt our small busi-
nesses a crushing blow. Restaurants, salons and retail
shops that depend on in-person customers are strug-
gling to survive.

More than 300 of our city's restaurants have closed
permanently, and it's possible over 1,700 more could
close down by the end of the year. Since February,
nearly 200,000 San Franciscans have filed for unem-
ployment. As we face perhaps the worst recession in
generations, we must do everything we can to keep
small businesses open and people employed.

We must act now to ensure our small businesses and
merchant corridors aren't boarded up and vacant for
years to come.

Proposition H will help existing small businesses
adapt during the pandemic to keep their shops open
and employees on the job. By cutting the red tape and
streamlining the lengthy permitting process, Prop H
will help new neighborhood businesses open and cre-
ate jobs as we emerge from the pandemic.

Proposition H:

e Allows more outdoor operations on sidewalks and
in parklets to help businesses adapt to the crisis
we're facing.

e Allows cafes and restaurants to include work-
spaces, creating an additional revenue source that
can help prevent permanent closures.

e Supports new arts and nonprofit uses, filling vacan-
cies and keeping our commercial corridors vibrant
and activated.

e Streamlines the permitting process from a year to a
month, cutting thousands of dollars in overhead
costs for new merchants.

Let's support our small business owners and their
employees by fixing our broken permitting process
and keep our unique merchant corridors vibrant and
thriving for all of us.

Let's save our small businesses. Vote Yes on Prop H.
www.SFSmallBusiness.com

Mayor London Breed

San Francisco Council of District Merchants
Golden Gate Restaurant Association

Small Business Commission President Sharky
Laguana*

Small Business Commission Vice President Miriam
Zouzounis*

Small Business Commissioner Manny Yekutiel*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition H

Please vote NO on Proposition H.

The proponents claim that restaurants, salons, and
retail shops are struggling to survive and that
Proposition H will save our small businesses. Of
course there are unprecedented challenges for all of
us, including restaurants, other small businesses, and
people filing for unemployment, but we shouldn't
have to choose between supporting small businesses
and good city planning.

We don't want our small businesses and merchant
corridors boarded up and vacant for years to come.
We want, and need, thoughtful land use controls in
those districts that are tailored to the needs of each
neighborhood. The Neighborhood Commercial
Rezoning Study brought neighborhood and small
business interests together to do just that more than
30 years ago.

Changing the Planning Code should be done with pub-
lic and stakeholder input at the Planning Commission
and the Board of Supervisors, not as a ballot measure.
We can help existing small businesses adapt by cut-
ting red tape and streamlining the lengthy permitting
process, and we can do it through the legislative pro-
cess at City Hall.

It is curious that the proponents include no member of
the Board of Supervisors and no neighborhood orga-
nization. It's important to develop consensus on
important matters like city planning, so we should
work together to get this done with proper public
scrutiny.

Please vote NO on Proposition H. Thank you.
David Pilpel

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition H

Please vote NO on Proposition H.

Proposition H is a terribly complicated ordinance that
changes land use controls and City permits. This ordi-
nance was not presented to the Board of Supervisors
through the regular legislative process, and it was not
subject to hearings at the Planning Commission or the
Small Business Commission. In my opinion, it is
exactly the type of measure that should be handled at
City Hall and not by the voters. | respectfully suggest
that Proposition H is not the solution that we need at
this time.

Neighborhood Commercial District zoning controls
were developed more than 30 years ago and have
been adjusted carefully over time to address neighbor-
hood and small business concerns on a case-by-case
basis. Here, there has been no neighborhood or small
business input in developing Proposition H that | know
of, which is unusual for complex land use controls,
and it would be difficult to amend the various City
code sections that are affected for the next three
years, even if developers, neighbors, planners, or City
policymakers want or need to.

While the basic idea of making it easier for small busi-
nesses in neighborhood corridors is a good one, that
can be implemented through the regular legislative
process at City Hall, with careful consideration of
meaningful public comment and useful stakeholder
input.

Please vote NO on Proposition H. Thank you.
David Pilpel

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition H

Taking Action Together to Save Our Small Businesses.
Vote Yes on Prop H.

By supporting Proposition H we take action RIGHT
NOW to help our small businesses who are closing at
record numbers during this pandemic. More than 300
of our city's restaurants have closed permanently, and
more than 1,700 more could close by December 2020.
We've all seen the boarded up windows and 'for rent'
signs in our merchant corridors, threatening both the
vibrancy of our neighborhoods, and the livelihoods of
business owners and employees.

Our small businesses cannot wait for the Board of
Supervisors to pass legislation that should have been
passed years ago. While the pandemic has devastated
our small businesses, the bureaucracy and red tape
they faced before COVID has made it extremely diffi-
cult to operate in San Francisco.

Proposition H is the result of a collaborative process
with the City's Small Business Commission and out-
reach to our small businesses, finally fixing our broken

permitting system. Proposition H will support our
small businesses that are hanging on by a thread by
allowing them to adapt to the current crisis, and cut-
ting red tape and the year-long permitting process
down to 30 days for new businesses.

We urge you to take action right now to help our
small businesses by voting Yes on Proposition H.

www.SFSmallBusiness.com

Mayor London Breed

San Francisco Council of District Merchants
Golden Gate Restaurant Association

Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhoods

Small Business Commission President Sharky
Laguana*

Small Business Commission Vice President Miriam
Zouzounis*

Small Business Commissioner Manny Yekutiel*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H
Vote YES on Proposition H

The “Save Our Small Businesses Initiative” will bring
greatly needed changes to the city's convoluted per-
mitting and planning processes that will speed up and
reduce the cost of opening and modernizing neighbor-
hood businesses. For too long, the processes have dis-
couraged countless small businesses from opening in
the city.

San Francisco Republican Party

John Dennis, Chairman

Delegates:

17th Assembly District: Cale Garverick, Krista
Garverick, Lisa Remmer, Joseph C. Roberts

19th Assembly District: Edward Bate, Howard Epstein,
Stephanie Jeong, Joan Leone

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Republican Party.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Maurice Kanbar, 2. San Francisco Assoc. of
Realtors, 3. Friends of John Dennis for Congress 2020.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H
Asian American Businesses Need Our Support

Given COVID-19’s impact on the very foundations of
business operations, our many small businesses are
struggling. Additionally, the racist tropes utilized by
those who would seek to divide and attack have creat-
ed new stigmas and hatred aimed at our community
and our institutions. Our neighborhood small busi-
nesses need support.

So far, more than 300 restaurants have closed perma-
nently, and according to the Golden Gate Restaurant
Association half of San Francisco’s restaurants are
expected to close by the end of the year. More than
1,700 restaurants that existed in March might not be
here in December.

We are pleased to support Proposition H, the Save Our
Small Businesses measure, which will alleviate some
of the obstacles to businesses struggling to stay open
and help streamline and cut costs for those who seek
to open in the future.

Please join us in supporting H.

Edwin M. Lee Asian Pacific Democratic Club
Assemblymember David Chiu
Assemblymember Phil Ting

Board of Education Member Jenny Lam

38-EN-N20-CP104

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on H, Save Our Small Businesses.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H
Support Black-Owned Businesses

In this time of racial reckoning, many have appropri-
ately advocated to prioritize spending money in Black-
owned small businesses. It is critical that we keep our
community institutions strong. We must also have
their backs as they deal with the operational difficul-
ties due to the COVID-19 pandemic.

Small businesses can also be supported through the
passage of Proposition H. Neighborhood commercial
areas like those around Third Street in the Bayview
Neighborhood, San Bruno Avenue in Portola,
Divisadero Street, and Fillmore & Geary Streets in the
Western Addition, among others throughout the City,
will be modernized. The Save Our Small Businesses
Measure will help streamline the bureaucratic chal-
lenges our small businesses and nonprofits face and
allow them more flexibility to adapt as they struggle
to survive during this pandemic and beyond.

Please join us in Voting Yes on H.

Board of Equalization Member Malia Cohen
Supervisor Shamann Walton

City College Trustee Alex Randolph

Willie B. Kennedy Democratic Club

Black Women Organized for Political Action
Bayard Rustin LGBTQ Coalition

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on H, Save Our Small Businesses.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H
LGBTQ Leaders Support Proposition H

Our community is resilient. When faced with barriers
to survival and growth, we know how to come togeth-
er, support each other and thrive. Many of our neigh-
borhood institutions and small businesses are suffer-
ing through the COVID-19 pandemic, but we can pro-
vide real support by passing Prop H. By streamlining
the onerous permitting process and reducing the time
and it takes to get a permit will help support our exist-
ing and new businesses in commercial areas, like
those around Castro Street, Polk Street, 24th Street,
Folsom Street, among others throughout the City, This

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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will allow new businesses to open up more quickly
while lowering their costs, and existing businesses will
have more opportunities to update their operations
and diversify their services. We ask you to join us all in
supporting Proposition H.

Senator Scott Wiener

Supervisor Rafael Mandelman

BART Director Janice Li*

City College Trustee Alex Randolph
City College Trustee Tom Temprano
Democratic Party Chair David Campos
Alice B. Toklas LGBT Democratic Club

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment:Yes on H, Save Our Small Businesses.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H

Economic Recovery through Proposition H

Even before the COVID-19 pandemic, San Francisco’s
small business community already had a difficult time
starting up and being successful. One way we can help
Save Our Small Businesses is through the streamlining
bureaucracy in the permitting and inspection process,
speed up the review process, and modernize systems
at City Hall. Proposition H will help see the City
through its economic recovery by assisting the busi-
nesses that are the backbone of our neighborhoods.
Please Vote Yes on Proposition H.

San Francisco Chamber of Commerce

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on H, Save Our Small Businesses.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H

San Francisco Democrats Support Our Small
Businesses and Nonprofits

San Francisco small businesses and non-profit organi-
zations are symbols of international pride. San
Franciscans think globally through acting locally every-
day in our ongoing fight to make the world a better
place. But our small neighborhood businesses and
nonprofits have been devastated by this pandemic.

Proposition H, the Save our Small Businesses Measure,
is a package of common-sense emergency reforms —
many of them talked about for years — that will help
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soften the devastation that the coronavirus pandemic
has wrought on our City’s small businesses, their
owners and employees, and our local economy. The
measure will remove bureaucratic barriers so that we
can help support our City’s unique neighborhood busi-
nesses and maintain the character of our neighbor-
hoods.

San Francisco Democratic Party

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on H, Save Our Small Businesses.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H

Neighborhood Restaurants and Bars Support
Proposition H

Proposition H will create concrete policy changes to fix
outdated zoning rules and streamline the permitting
process. We need to make it easier and less expensive
for restaurants and bars to operate, especially as they
comply with social distancing and other health require-
ments.

As COVID-19 continues to impact the industry, more
restaurants and bars will need to transition to outdoor
dining options, utilizing Parklets, and operating in
spaces in the rear of their building. Restaurants and
bars are looking for ways to stay afloat and adapt to
make their businesses safer for everyone, and the Save
Our Small Businesses measure will provide the much-
needed regulatory changes to help businesses get
through this and come out even stronger than before.
Vote Yes on H.

Golden Gate Restaurant Association
Ben Bleiman, SF Bar Owners Alliance
Steven Lee, Entertainment Commissioner*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment:Yes on H, Save Our Small Businesses.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H
Latinx Community Supports Proposition H

Small businesses employ more than 350,000 workers
in San Francisco. New arrivals and immigrants often
begin their orientation into our City through the local
neighborhood merchants and non-profits that will help
them with a path forward to the future. Our cultural

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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and economic institutions have survived in the City for
generations. Now more than ever they need our sup-
port during this difficult time.

Proposition H will create new opportunities for family
businesses to open and survive through streamlining
the operational, cutting costs and permitting time at
City Hall. Join us in a Vote Yes on Proposition H.

San Francisco Democratic Party Chair David Campos
Roberto Hernandez, Our Mission No Eviction
Greg Flores

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment:Yes on H, Save Our Small Businesses.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H
Save Our Women-Led Small Businesses

Thirty percent of small businesses in California are
women-owned. In addition to the odds against suc-
cess for all small businesses, women face added barri-
ers in accessing financing. The average size loan for
women-owned businesses is 31 percent less than for
male-owned businesses, increasing the reliance of
financing business operations through credit card
debt. Proposition H will transform local small business
operations at City Hall so that the City’'s women-owned
businesses can better survive and thrive in a time of
unprecedented economic downturn. Join us in sup-
porting Proposition H.

San Francisco Women's Political Committee

Sophia Andary, Commissioner - Commission on the
Status of Women*

Julie D. Soo, Commissioner - Commission on the
Status of Women*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Yes on H, Save Our Small Businesses.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H
Vote Yes on H for SF Nightlife

Bars and nightclubs can be the economic drivers that
help the city's commercial corridors recover.
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Proposition H will help new businesses open faster
and allow existing businesses to adapt their models to
survive by removing onerous barriers, adding flexibili-
ty, and streamlining the permitting process. It will
make a huge impact on the vibrancy of our beloved
neighborhoods and offer a much needed lifeline to our
arts and entertainment industries. With straightforward
changes to zoning designations, we can foster an
atmosphere where musicians and performers bring
life back to our commercial corridors and where we
can welcome a renaissance in the city. Join us in sup-
porting Proposition H.

Ben Bleiman, Entertainment Commission President*
Cyn Wang, Entertainment Commissioner*
Steven Lee, Entertainment Commissioner*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment:Yes on H, Save Our Small Businesses.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
Chris Larsen.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition H

The threat of COVID-19 and the government's
response to it has left many people in our community
unable to earn a living through traditional means.
Small businesses, their workers, and those they serve
are struggling. These trying times demand that local
businesses have the freedom to adapt quickly.

Prop H aims to provide just that, by streamlining cer-
tain government permitting procedures and allowing
businesses the flexibility to find new ways to thrive
while meeting our needs. Voters should not hesitate to
support Prop H. Indeed, we should be asking our
selves why the City hasn't been doing this by default.

Vote YES on Prop H.

Libertarian Party of San Francisco
www.lpsf.org

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Libertarian Party of San Francisco.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Scott Banister, 2. David Jeffries, 3. Tim Carico.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition H

No Paid Arguments AGAINST Proposition H Were Submitted

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Real Estate Transfer Tax

Shall the City permanently increase the transfer tax rate on sales and
leases of 35 years or more of real estate, to 5.50% on those transactions of
$10 million to $25 million, and to 6.00% on those transactions of $25 million
or more, for an estimated average revenue of $196 million a year?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The City collects a transfer tax on
certain sales as well as leases of 35 years or more of
residential and commercial real estate in San
Francisco. The tax rate usually depends on the real
estate’s sale price. The current transfer tax rates are:

YES O
NO O

The Proposal: Proposition | would increase the transfer
tax rate on certain sales as well as leases of 35 years
or more of real estate with a price of at least $10 mil-
lion. For property with a sale price of less than $10
million, the current tax rate would not change.The
proposed tax rates are:

Sale Price of Real Estate Proposed Tax Rate

If property is sold to the City, the transfer tax does not
apply. If property is sold to qualified affordable hous-

ing nonprofits, the transfer tax rate is no greater than

0.75%.

State law limits the amount of revenue, including tax
revenue, the City can spend each year. State law
authorizes San Francisco voters to approve increases
to this limit for a maximum of four years.

The money collected from this tax goes into the City’s
General Fund.

Sale Price of Real Estate CurrentTax Rate More than $100 and less than or | 0.50% (no change)
More than $100 and less than or | 0.50% equal to $250,000

equal to $250,000 More than $250,000 and less 0.68% (no change)
More than $250,000 and less 0.68% than $1,000,000

than $1,000,000 At least $1,000,000 and less 0.75% (no change)
At least $1,000,000 and less than | 0.75% than $5,000,000

$5,000,000 At least $5,000,000 and less 2.25% (no change)
At least $5,000,000 and less than | 2.25% than $10,000,000

$10,000,000 At least $10,000,000 and less 5.50%

At least $10,000,000 and less 2.75% than $25,000,000

than $25,000,000 At least $25,000,000 6.00%

At least $25,000,000 3.00% The transfer tax rate increase would not apply if prop-

erty is sold to the City or to qualified affordable hous-
ing nonprofits.

Proposition | would also increase the state’s limit on
the City’s annual tax revenue spending by the amount
of additional taxes collected under the proposed rate
increases. The increased limit would last for four years.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want to
increase the transfer tax rate on sales as well as leases
of 35 years or more of real estate with a price of at
least $10 million.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make these changes.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 200. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Controller's Statement on "I"
City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition I:

The proposed ordinance would increase the real prop-
erty transfer tax assessed on transfers in excess of $10
million and would, in my opinion, generate significant
but volatile additional revenues for government services.

The ordinance would increase the property transfer
tax rate on transactions valued between $10 million
and less than $25 million from 2.75% to 5.5%, and the
rate on transactions valued at $25 million and above
from 3% to 6%. Applying these tax rates and current
estimated property values to transactions that occurred
during the most recent economic cycle (from 2008 to
2020), annual revenue resulting from this proposition
would have ranged from a low of $13 million to a high
of $346 million, with an average of $196 million.
However, doubling the tax rate on these transactions
would likely lead to a variety of tax avoidance behav-
iors that are difficult to project in both form and timing.
Changes in sales prices, volume, and transaction form,
as well as effects on new construction, could affect
both transfer tax and property tax revenues.

While we estimate that the proposed ordinance may
result in average additional revenue of $196 million
per year, it is important to note this is the City’'s most
volatile revenue source and estimates based on prior
years’ activity may not be predictive of future reve-
nues. The proposed tax measure would further
increase the volatility of this source.

How "I" Got on the Ballot

On June 12, 2020, the Department of Elections
received a proposed ordinance signed by the follow-
ing Supervisors: Mar, Preston, Haney, Ronen, Walton.

The Municipal Elections Code allows four or more
Supervisors to place an ordinance on the ballot in this
manner.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.
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The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 200. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition |

Prop | is a simple proposition. It asks those who are
selling properties valued at $10 million or more—pri-
marily large corporations or real estate trusts—to pay
a higher tax when they sell their property. The revenue
will help those who have suffered most during the
pandemic.

There is no change to this transfer tax for the average
homeowner or property owner because taxes on prop-
erties sold for less than $10 million will remain the
same.

At a time when San Francisco faces a $1.7 billion pro-
jected deficit over the next two years, this progressive
tax measure will generate much-needed emergency
funds.

Prop | is also an important step to prevent a wave of
evictions that will increase homelessness due to rent-
ers being unable to make rent payments because of
the pandemic. In August, the Board of Supervisors
unanimously passed a resolution making emergency
rent relief and permanently affordable housing a top
priority for new revenue. This will help renters who
have lost jobs and income, and will also help small
landlords who depend on rental income to live.

Billionaires like Jeff Bezos, whose net worth increased
over $73 billion during the pandemic, are doing great.
But working San Franciscans are struggling with dis-
ease and unemployment. It's time to ask those selling
buildings worth more than $10 million to pay a little
more to help those in need.

Please join us and Vote Yes on |I.

Supervisor Dean Preston

San Francisco Democratic Party

Affordable Housing Alliance

San Francisco Tenants Union

Council of Community Housing Organizations
Eviction Defense Collaborative

American Federation of Teachers [AFT] 2121
Service Employees International Union [SEIU] 1021
Alice B. Toklas LGBT Democratic Club

Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club
Assemblymember Phil Ting

Supervisor Rafael Mandelman

Supervisor Hillary Ronen

Supervisor Shamann Walton

Supervisor Matt Haney

Supervisor Gordon Mar

www.fairrecoverysf.com

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition |

Don't be misled by political rhetoric - the proponents
would like you to believe that Proposition | is a tax on
mansions. It's not. It's a tax on neighborhood small
businesses and new housing.

The proponents fail to mention that Proposition |
doesn't just apply to the sale of property - it also
applies to small business and storefront leases. Mom
and pop businesses are already fighting for their sur-
vival. At a time when many are desperately trying to
sell, break, or renegotiate their leases, this tax will
increase their rents and threaten their safety nets
when they can least afford it..

Additionally, the transfer tax won't just be paid by
those trying to sell buildings; it will be paid by those
who are trying to build desperately-needed affordable
housing units. This tax will stop housing creation,
make homes more expensive again, and make hous-
ing even more difficult to find.

San Francisco is experiencing its deepest economic
recession in a generation. Over 175,000 people are
unemployed, and over 50% of all storefronts are
closed indefinitely.

To make things even worse, the City Controller has
said that this is one of the most volatile taxes in San
Francisco, and there are no parameters in Proposition
| on how the money will be spent.

The rhetoric for this measure doesn't match the real-
ity. Don't put mom and pops out of business. Vote No
on Proposition I.

Gwen Kaplan, Small Business Owner
Rodney Fong, Small Business Owner

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition |

Vote NO on Proposition | to protect small neighbor-
hood businesses and affordable housing.

COVID-19 has thrown San Francisco into our deepest
economic downturn in over 20 years: over 175,000
unemployment claims and 50% of all storefront busi-
nesses closed indefinitely.

This immediate tax increase will devastate small busi-
nesses by taxing neighborhood stores, restaurants,

bars, and nail salons. It will deepen our recession and
push more small businesses into bankruptcy because:

e Proposition | has no protections for small
businesses.

® Proposition | will increase rents on small neighbor-
hood businesses, threaten their safety nets, and
take away their financial stability.

The heart and soul of our City - mom and pop busi-
nesses - are already facing an impossible situation.
They're making incredibly difficult choices about what
to do with their spaces, and Proposition | will only
give them a heavier burden.

Proposition | will also cost us thousands of new hous-
ing units, including hundreds of affordable housing

units, and hundreds of union construction jobs. These
are desperately-needed homes, and Proposition | will
make housing more expensive in San Francisco.

Even worse, Proposition | has no controls on how the
money can be spent. City Hall doesn't need more
money; it needs to do better with the money it already
has. The City's budget has doubled in the last 10 years -
while homelessness has skyrocketed and essential
services have been cut.

Proposition | hurts the many neighborhood stores, res-
taurants, bars, and nail salons who are struggling just
to stay afloat during the COVID-19 crisis. Stop this
effort to raise taxes on struggling small businesses at
the most devastating economic time in history.

Vote NO on Proposition |.

Gwen Kaplan, Small Business Owner

Rodney Fong, Small Business Owner*

Larry Mazzola Jr., UA Local 38 Plumbers & Pipefitters
Union

Mary Jung, Past Chair of the SF Democratic Party*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition |

Prop I only impacts the sales of properties worth $10
million or more. Only sellers of skyscrapers and mega-
mansions will pay. Homeowners and small businesses
will not pay a cent.

Don't let big business fool you: As small business
owners, we want you to know the facts:

e Misleading you about who they represent.
Opponents do NOT represent small business. One
is Executive Director of the Chamber of Commerce,
representing massive corporations. Another is a
lobbyist for the real estate industry.

¢ Lying about the impact on small business.
Neighborhood stores, restaurants, bars and nail
salons don't sell property valued at $10 million or
more. They will NOT be impacted.

e Would increase evictions and homelessness.
Without Prop I's funding for emergency rent relief,
we will see more evictions and homelessness.

e Want you to pay, not them. San Francisco's budget
deficit is $1.7 billlion. If we don't raise revenue from
those who can AFFORD to pay, then we will pay the
cost ourselves.

Prop | saves small businesses—it keeps our workers in
their jobs by keeping them in their homes.

Billionaires and big corporations have seen windfall
profits from the pandemic. The rest of us have paid the
price. It's time for the wealthiest to help those who are
struggling.

Please vote YES on |.

San Francisco small businesses:
City Lights Books

Bi-Rite

Sam's Grill

The Booksmith

Casa Sanchez

The Animal Company

No Shop

Glama-rama! Hair Salon

Bird and Beckett Books

San Francisco Democratic Party
Sierra Club

Senior and Disability Action
Affordable Housing Alliance
San Francisco Tenants Union
Council of Community Housing Organizations

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |
Vote NO on Trump and Yes on Proposition I.

Donald Trump has mismanaged the pandemic, killing
tens of thousands. His economic policies have benefit-
ed big corporations and billionaires. It's time to fight
back by voting NO onTrump andYES on I. Prop | asks
the largest corporations and real estate trusts to pay a
higher tax when they sell properties valued at $10 mil-
lion or more. These funds can be used to help renters
who cannot pay their rent due to Coronavirus, and can
be dedicated to building permanently affordable hous-
ing to bring homeless people off the street and into
safe shelter. Join our unified San Francisco Democratic
Party and vote YES in I.

San Francisco Democratic Party

San Francisco Democratic Party Chair David Campos
San Francisco Democratic Party Vice Chair Honey
Mahogany

San Francisco Democratic Party Vice Chair Leah
Lacroix

San Francisco Democratic Party Vice Chair Li Miao
Lovett

San Francisco Democratic Party Vice Chair Keith
Baraka

San Francisco Democratic Party Vice Chair Peter
Galotta

San Francisco Democratic Party Corresponding
Secretary Anabel Ibanez

DCCC Member John Avalos

DCCC Member Gloria Berry

DCCC Member Bevan Dufty

DCCC Member Matt Haney

DCCC Member Carolina Morales

DCCC Member Jane Kim

DCCC Member Rafael Mandelman

DCCC Member Hillary Ronen

DCCC Member Shannell Williams

DCCC Member Gordon Mar

DCCC Member Faauuga Moliga

DCCC Member Manohar Raju

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Billionaires are raking it in while small businesses
suffer. Vote YES on I.

More than 166,000 people work at San Francisco busi-
nesses that have fully or partially closed under the

38-EN-N20-CP112

city’s shelter-in-place order, and the hours they’ve lost
have resulted in an estimated $879 million-a-month
plunge in wages, according to a new survey by the
city controller’s office.

Sam Mogannam, Founder of Bi-Rite*

City Lights Books

Peter Quartaroli, Owner of Sam’s Grill*

Christin Evans, Owner of The Booksmith*

Martha Sanchez, Owner of Casa Sanchez *

Kathryn McKee, Owner of Glama-Rama! Hair Salon*
Rick French, Owner of The Animal Company*

Leah Martin, Owner of No Shop

Heidi Alletzhauser, Owner of Heidi Alletzhauser
Photography*

*For identification purposes only; author is signing as
an individual and not on behalf of an organization.

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,

3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Teachers, students and families are suffering. We ask
you to vote Yes on I.

The pandemic and economic crash have devastated
San Francisco’s public schools which educate over
53,000 students. Families are struggling to find ways
to pay for rent and groceries. Many are unemployed.
At the same time, their children must learn at home,
while many don’t have access to computers and the
internet. Prop | will help struggling families without
costing everyday homeowners and small property
owners a dime. Help our kids and schools by voting
YES on I.

American Federation of Teachers [AFT] Local 2121
Ken Tray, Former Board Member of United Educators
of San Francisco

Jeremiah Turner, Teacher

Ellen Kerr, Teacher

Gregory McGarry, Teacher

Heather Woodward, Teacher

Maxwell Raynard, Teacher

Angela Sibelman, Teacher

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,

3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Prop | brings affordable housing to our teachers and
school families

The City Controller estimates that Prop | will bring
$196 million per year that can be spent on emergency
rent relief and permanently affordable housing -- at no
cost to homeowners, renters or small property
owners. We need this affordable housing for teachers,
staff, students, and low-income families in public
schools. Please join us and vote YES on |.

Community College Board President Shannell Williams
Community College Board Vice-President Tom
Temprano

Community College Board Member John Rizzo

School Board President Mark Sanchez

School Board Vice-President Gabriella Lopez

School Board Member Faauuga Moliga

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

70% of COVID-19 deaths in San Francisco are people
of color.

San Francisco’s Black community has been hard hit by
the pandemic and recession. Though only 4% of the
population in SF, African Americans make up 37% of
our homeless population, and have been infected by
COVID-19 at a rate 4 times greater than their popula-
tion. We need to take action and Prop | can help. It
raises revenue from the wealthiest property owners in
the city -- those who are selling property values at $10
million or more. We can use this revenue to build per-
manently affordable housing and help tenants impact-
ed by Coronavirus to pay their back rent. Please take
the time to vote this November and vote YES on I.

Supervisor Shamann Walton

Former Supervisor Sophie Maxwell

SF Democratic Party Vice Chair Honey Mahogany
SF Democratic Party Vice Chair Keith Baraka

SF Democratic Party Member Shanell Williams
SF Democratic Party Member Gloria Berry
Harvey Milk LGBT Democratic Club Co-President
Kaylah Williams

Harvey Milk LGBT Democratic Club Co-President Kevin
Bard

Jamal Trulove, Actor of The Last Black Man in San
Francisco
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The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Latinos are nearly half of all COVID-19 cases in San
Francisco

San Francisco’s Latino community is taking the brunt
of the coronavirus. As essential workers, we cannot
work from home. Overcrowded living conditions and
existing inequities make the problem worse. It is out-
rageous that our city’s billionaires have profited bil-
lions and billions of dollars more while hardworking
families struggle with unemployment and disease. We
strongly support Prop | because it raises revenue from
the largest property owners in the city to help strug-
gling tenants pay their back rent. This is a positive step
forward, one of many that we need to take. Vote YES
on .

San Francisco Democratic Party Chair David Campos
Former Supervisor John Avalos

School Board President Mark Sanchez

School Board Vice President Gabriela Lopez

San Francisco Democratic Party Member Anabel
Ibanez

San Francisco Democratic Party Member Carolina
Morales

Latinx Young Democrats of San Francisco

Jon Jacobo, Chair of the Latino Task Force Health
Committee

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Thousands of Asian Pacific Islander service workers in
San Francisco have lost income due to COVID-19.

Out of work Asian Pacific Islander service workers face
unprecedented housing insecurity in San Francisco,
while extremists in the White House use racist attacks
to put our communities at risk. San Francisco needs to
take action and Proposition | is an important part of
the answer. Prop | raises the tax on property sales
ONLY on properties worth $10 million or more.
Homeowners and small property owners will not pay
a penny more, and nonprofits are also exempted. The

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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revenue from this will help both renters and small
landlords. It will also go towards building affordable
housing in communities across San Francisco. We are
united in our support for this measure. Please join us
and voteYES on I.

Assemblymember Phil Ting

Supervisor Gordon Mar

San Francisco Public Defender Manohar Raju
School Board Member Faauuga Moliga

Former Supervisor Jane Kim

SFTenants Union Executive Director Deepa Verma
SF Democratic Party Vice Chair Li Miao Lovett
District 1 Supervisor Candidate Connie Chan
Chinatown Community Development Center

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |
46% of homeless youth identify as LGBTQ

When the pandemic began, San Francisco was forced
to close its homeless shelters, and many had no place
to go to find shelter from rain and disease. Many of
the homeless youth who were impacted identify as
LGBTQ. Many others in our community suffered from
unemployment, and with no income were unable to
pay all or some of their rent. We support Prop |
because it provides the funding for emergency rent
relief which will keep low-income and unemployed
renters in their homes. Vote YEs on |

Alice B. Toklas LGBT Democratic Club

Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club

The Q Foundation

Former State Senator Mark Leno

Former Assemblymember Tom Ammiano
Supervisor Rafael Mandelmann

Former Supervisor Bevan Dufty

Community College Board Vice-President Tom
Temprano

San Francisco Democratic Party Chair David Campos
San Francisco Democratic Party Vice Chair Honey
Mahogany

San Francisco Democratic Party Vice Chair Peter
Gallotta

Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club Co-President
Kevin Bard

Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club Co-President
Kaylah Williams

State Senate Candidate Jackie Fielder
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Executive Director of AIDS Legal Referral Panel Bill
Hirsh

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

The Council of Community Housing Organizations
urges YES on Proposition |

In the aftermath of COVID-19, renters face imminent
eviction, and global speculators wait to swoop in on
the real estate shakeout. The time for Housing Stability
is now — Prop | will bring in over $100 million annual-
ly to support emergency rental assistance and housing
preservation.

San Francisco Council of Community Housing
Organizations

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: SF Council of Community Housing Organizations.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Non profit housing organizations urge you to vote Yes
onl.

Our organizations are at the front line of building and
managing affordable housing in San Francisco.
Combined, we are responsible for tens of thousands
of units -- but we need many more. Every year, San
Francisco exceeds its goals of creating market-rate,
luxury housing, but falls short for homes that working
people can afford. Prop | will bring another stream of
revenue for affordable housing, paid for only by the
city’s wealthiest property owners selling properties
valued at $10 million or more. This is a fair proposition
that will really make a difference. Please join us and
vote YES on I.

Chinatown Community Development Center
Tenants and Owners Development Corporation
[TODCO]

South of Market Community Action Network
Bill Sorro Housing Program [BiSHOP]

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Prevent the coming wave of evictions by voting Yes on .

Across the country, it is expected that millions of rent-
ers will be at risk of eviction as eviction bans phase
out but unemployment remains. San Francisco is not
immune. An estimated 25,000 tenants in San Francisco
have not been able to pay their full rent. Tenants who
cannot work and pay rent due to coronavirus will face
a mountain of debt. Those who are forced to leave
rent-controlled apartments may also face significantly
higher debt. Prop | is a fair solution. It will relieve ten-
ants of their debt, and keep them secure in their
homes. Please join San Francisco’s tenant advocacy
organizations and vote YES on I.

Affordable Housing Alliance

Housing Rights Committee of San Francisco
San Francisco Tenants Union
Anti-Displacement Coalition

Eviction Defence Collaborative

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Homelessness could rise in San Francisco if we don’t
vote YES on I.

We work with homeless people everyday, and we see
firsthand the terrible impact of the pandemic. Deaths
in the homeless population in San Francisco have tri-
pled since March. Shelters have been closed or
severely reduced, causing more of our unhoused
neighbors to sleep on the streets. As unemployment
continues, and tenants can’t pay rent, more vulnerable
San Franciscans could end up without homes. Prop | is
one part of the solution. It will keep tenants in their
homes and provide funding to build permanently
affordable housing -- the only real solution. Please
vote YES on .

Coalition on Homelessness

San Francisco Community Land Trust

Q Foundation

San Francisco Human Services Network

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

San Francisco’s Democratic leaders ask you to vote
YES on .

Despite the best efforts of our Democratic leaders in
Congress, Republicans in Washington DC have failed
on the pandemic and the economy. As a result, we
must take action here to protect those most in need.
Many actions are necessary, and Prop | is an important
part of the solution. It raises the transfer tax on prop-
erties valued at $10 million or more. Homeowners and
small property owners will not pay more, and non-
profits are exempt. This will raise revenue to fund
emergency rent relief and to build affordable housing.
Let's stand together against the wrong-headed policies
of Trump and his extremist allies and vote YES on I.

Former State Senator Mark Leno
Assemblymember Phil Ting

Supervisor Gordon Mar

Supervisor Dean Preston

Supervisor Hillary Ronen

Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Matt Haney

Supervisor Shamann Walton

Former Assemblymember Tom Ammiano
Former San Francisco Mayor Art Agnos
Former Supervisor Jane Kim

Former Supervisor Sophie Maxwell
Former Supervisor John Avalos

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2.Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

135,000 San Franciscans have filed for unemployment.
Help them by voting YES on I.

The numbers of San Franciscans who have been laid
off, lost their small businesses, or have been unable to
work due to coronavirus is shocking. And the impact is
not equal, with people of color being hit the hardest.
Those who can’t work or who have lost work must use
their savings for daily necessities, and many have
been unable to pay all or some of their rent.
Meanwhile, billionaire Jeff Bezos’s net worth has
grown by $75 billion during the pandemic. We must
ask those with wealth to pay their fair share to help
those in need. That's why San Francisco’s labor unions
strongly support Prop |. Please join us and vote YES.

American Federation of Teachers (AFT) 2121
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Service Employees International Union (SEIU) 1021
International Longshore and Warehouse Union (ILWU)
Ken Tray, Former Board Member of United Educators
of San Francisco (UESF)

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Prop | is a fair solution for tenants who cannot pay
their rent

A resolution passed at the Board of Supervisors priori-
tizes new revenue from Prop | to fund emergency rent
relief for tenants who cannot pay their rent due to
coronavirus. This is an important additional protection
to the current eviction ban. Mounting debt will harm
tenants ability to get credit to pay for daily necessities.
It also makes tenants vulnerable to efforts by land-
lords to leverage them to leave their apartment. At the
same time, small landlords who have not received
rental payments also benefit, as they will receive up to
50% of the lost rent. We strongly recommend aYES
vote on Proposition I.

San Francisco Public Defender Manohar Raju

San Francisco District Attorney Chesa Boudin
Former President of the Board of Supervisors Matt
Gonzalez

Eviction Defence Collaborative

Legal Assistance to the Elderly

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Advocates for seniors and those with disabilities urge
you to vote YES on |

As activists dedicated to improving housing opportu-
nities for seniors and people with disabilities, we
strongly support Prop I. It will provide much-needed
revenue to create quality, affordable, accessible hous-
ing in San Francisco. Vote YES on |.

Legal Assistance for the Elderly
Senior and Disability Action
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The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Prop | will help small landlords. Homeowners will not
be impacted. Please vote YES.

Big real estate corporations are going to try to scare
homeowners and small property owners about Prop I.
Don’t buy the lies. Prop | only raises the transfer tax
on sales of properties worth $10 MILLION OR MORE.
And in fact, small landlords will benefit from the fund-
ing provided by this measure, which will help tenants
pay rent debt -- to the small landlords who have lost
rental income. This is a win-win for all of us. Please
vote YES on I.

EllaTideman, small landlord

Tes Welborn, small landlord
Simone Manganelli, homeowner
Robert Seigel, homeowner
Chester Hartsough, homeowner
Winnie Porter, homeowner
Patricia Koren, homeowner

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Frontline healthcare workers need affordable housing.
Please vote YES on .

Our workers put their lives on the line to care for the
thousands of San Franciscans who have tested posi-
tive for coronavirus. Some have paid a high price,
being exposed to the virus themselves. At the same
time, despite their hard work, many can’t afford to live
in San Francisco because of the high costs of housing.
Prop I will bring more funding to construct permanent-
ly affordable housing to keep our frontline health-

care and emergency workers living in the city. Please
vote YES on I.

Service Employees International Union (SEIU) 1021
Diane Person, Registered Nurse

Mercedes Garay, Registered Nurse

Tara Connor, Registered Nurse
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The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeff May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition |

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Vote No on Prop I. Doubling the tax rate while busi-
nesses are closing, unemployment rates are skyrocket-
ing and our City heads into an economic recession is
just plain irresponsible.

The priority of our city officials should be to stabilize
the economy, work to retain jobs, and support small
businesses through these uncertain times, NOT to
raise taxes.

In addition, dramatically increasing the transfer tax
rate will make it much more expensive to build new
affordable and market rate housing, resulting in higher
housing prices for future generations of renters.

Of the approximately 3,000 housing units in the devel-
opment pipeline, 1,100 are affordable housing units.
Increasing the transfer tax rate will add millions of dol-
lars in construction costs and will prevent already-
approved housing from ever getting built.

San Francisco is already one of the most difficult and
expensive places to build housing in the country, and
Prop | will only exacerbate our housing shortage.

Additionally, the Controller’s Report notes that the
measure will “lead to a variety of tax avoidance
behaviors” and will “further increase the volatility” of
what is already the City’s most volatile revenue
source.

Lastly, funds generated from this tax increase have no
designated purpose and are set to go towards the
City's already-bloated budget of nearly $14 Billion.

Now is the time for long-term economic planning and
recovery, not short-term attempts to fill in a growing
budget deficit with volatile and unpredictable tax
increases.

Vote NO today on doubling transfer taxes on housing
and small business, especially in the face of an eco-
nomic recession.

NO on Prop .

San Francisco Apartment Association
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The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Apartment Association PAC.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. West Coast Property Management, 2. West &
Praszker Realtors, 3. Vanguard Property Management.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Don’t be fooled by political rhetoric - Proposition | will
hurt small businesses and stop the creation of new
housing. Vote NO on Proposition |.

The proponents of Proposition | would like to say this
is a tax on mansions - it's not. It's a tax on storefronts,
small business offices, and new housing.

Proposition | doesn’t just tax the sale of property - it
taxes commercial leases used by small businesses
too. At a time when small businesses need as much
flexibility as possible from their offices or storefronts,
Proposition | will place another tax on them for trying
to transfer their lease.

Proposition | will make creating new housing signifi-
cantly more expensive by stopping some housing
projects outright and making other homes significantly
more expensive to build. Hundreds of affordable units
will be impacted by Proposition I.

Vote NO on Proposition I. Protect our small businesses,
local economy, and housing.

Edwin M. Lee Asian Pacific Democratic Club

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Vote NO on Proposition |, and protect our local econo-
my.

Proposition | doesn’t just tax sales of wealthy property
owners — it will push costs to small business leases,
including restaurant leases. At a time when restau-
rants in San Francisco are struggling to renegotiate or
transfer their leases, Proposition | creates substantial
new costs that will be passed on to the restaurants
and businesses holding the leases — putting addition-
al financial burdens on businesses trying not to per-
manently close. These additional taxes could be the
breaking point for many.

Our local economy is already struggling under the
pandemic. Unemployment is at an all-time high, and
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over 50% of all storefront businesses are closed. We

are experiencing one of the deepest economic reces-
sions our city has ever seen. Now is NOT the time to
increase taxes.

Please vote NO on Proposition |, and protect our small
businesses and local economy.

Laurie Thomas, Executive Director
Golden Gate Restaurant Association

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote NO on Proposition I.

Proposition | will increase taxes on San Francisco local
businesses when we can least afford it. San Francisco
businesses have been devastated by our pandemic
recession, our tourism businesses are facing an uncer-
tain future, and tens of thousands of residents are
unemployed.

We should be trying to revitalize our economy, get
people back to work, and save local businesses - not
increasing taxes again.

Please vote NO on Proposition |, and protect our local
businesses.

Kevin Carroll, President & CEO
Hotel Council of San Francisco

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Proposition | will hurt local residents, worsen our
unemployment rate, and stop the production of hun-
dreds of affordable housing units.

The ballot measure will threaten thousands of housing
units across the city, making housing more difficult
and more expensive for everybody. It will hurt our
ability to provide union construction jobs for San
Francisco residents, and prevent us from seeing a full
economic recovery. San Francisco is experiencing
unprecedented unemployment: jobs, affordable hous-
ing, and a strong economy are more important than
ever.
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Vote NO on Prop I.

Todd David, Executive Director
SF Housing Action Coalition

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Our city is facing one of our deepest economic reces-
sions in a generation. As the pandemic drags on, San
Francisco small businesses are being stretched to the
breaking point. More than half of all storefront busi-
nesses have already closed their doors indefinitely.
This is not the time to be increasing taxes and driving
small businesses to become permanently closed - we
need sound economic policy that protects small busi-
nesses and helps people get back to work.

Please vote No on Proposition I, and help small busi-
nesses get back on their feet.

Michael Cerchiai, Small Business Owner, Bimbo's 365

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Vote NO on Proposition I.

If we continue to increase taxes, we will continue to
hurt our local economy, jobs, and housing creation.
San Francisco is already one of the most difficult
places in the country to start and run a small business.
If we do not stabilize our local economy, we will push
companies to leave San Francisco - pushing jobs, tax
dollars, and community investment away with them.

Please support sound economic policy, and vote NO
on Proposition |.

Building Owners and Managers Association of San
Francisco

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Vote no on Proposition I.

Proposition | will significantly hurt San Francisco’s
economy. It is misguided to double this tax amid a
global pandemic and a major recession, especially
when San Francisco already has some of the highest
taxes in the country.

Protect San Francisco’s local economy, please vote no
on Proposition I.

Leland, Parachini, Steinberg, Matzger & Melnick LLP

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Vote NO on Proposition | to protect affordable hous-
ing, small businesses, and homeowners.

Proposition | could stop the creation of over three
thousand homes, including over a thousand affordable
housing units. It will make housing more difficult to
find and more expensive for everybody. It will also risk
hundreds of union construction jobs, which our econo-
my just cannot afford to lose.

San Francisco is experiencing a pandemic, economic
recession, and housing shortage. We cannot make
housing more affordable if we continue increasing
taxes on it.

Vote NO on Proposition I!
San Francisco Association of Realtors

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

San Francisco is one of the most difficult and expen-
sive places in the country to build housing. Years of
broken policy has left us with a housing shortage that
has made housing more expensive and difficult to find
for everybody.

Proposition | is another misguided policy that will only
make affordable housing more difficult to build. We
cannot make housing more affordable by continuing
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to increase taxes on it. This ballot measure puts thou-
sands of housing units at risk, including hundreds of
affordable housing units.

Please vote NO on Proposition I; help us protect
affordable housing for everyone.

Chinese Real Estate Association of America

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Vote NO on Proposition I.

Proposition | will hurt homeowners, small businesses,
and desperately-needed new housing. Proposition |
will ensure that less homes are available in San
Francisco, making housing more expensive for every-
body.

You can’t make housing more affordable by increasing
taxes on it. San Francisco already has the highest
taxes on property transfers in the Bay Area, and one
of the highest transfer tax rates of a major U.S. city.
San Francisco’s current transfer tax is already signifi-
cantly higher than Los Angeles, Seattle, Portland,
Chicago, and New York City. We don’t need new taxes
to create more affordable housing, we need better
housing policy. This ordinance is bad for San
Franciscans, our jobs, and the future of our city.

Vote NO on Proposition I.
Coalition Against Unfair Housing Legislation

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

San Francisco local businesses are the heart and soul
of our city.

They are suffering like never before. The pandemic has
forced hundreds of businesses to close permanently,
those that are still open are teetering on the brink.

Now is not the time to raise taxes. We need long-term
economic plans to bring investment and economic
vitality back into San Francisco.
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Please vote No on Proposition I.

Sal Chiavino, President
Premiere Catering and Events, a San Francisco small
business

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Vote NO on Proposition |, and protect our local econo-
my.

Proposition | doesn’t just tax sales of property - it also
applies small business leases. At a time when small
businesses across San Francisco are struggling to
renegotiate or transfer their leases, Proposition | cre-
ates yet another financial burden. Businesses who are
trying to resolve their long-term leases will be pun-
ished by Proposition I.

Our local economy is already struggling under the
pandemic. Unemployment is at an all-time high, and
over 50% of all storefront businesses are closed. We
are experiencing one of the deepest economic reces-
sions our city has ever seen. Now is not the time to
increase taxes.

Please vote NO on Proposition |, and protect our small
businesses and local economy.

Maryo Mogannam, President
Council of District Merchants Association

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

If Proposition | passes, it will significantly worsen the
housing crisis in San Francisco. The transfer tax will
put thousands of new housing units at risk, including
hundreds of affordable housing units. It will threaten
thousands of union construction jobs, further increas-
ing our unemployment rate.

We need real solutions to rebuild our economy after
the COVID-19 pandemic. San Francisco’s transfer tax is
already higher than any other major U.S. city, and
doubling it in a time of deep economic insecurity is
reckless and bad for all San Franciscans.
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Vote NO on Proposition I.
Coalition for Better Housing

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Increasing taxes at a time when our economy is head-
ing into recession and unemployment rates are at an
all-time high is irresponsible policymaking. The priority
of our city officials should be to stabilize the economy,
work to retain jobs, and support businesses that can
steer San Francisco through these uncertain times.

Vote NO on Prop |, and protect our local economy
from reckless taxes.

Chris Wright, Executive Director
The Committee on Jobs

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Vote No on Proposition I! It's Idiotic!
VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION |

This tax represents the highest form of City Hall goug-
ing.

Oppose the imposition of this ill-conceived “holdup”
for money. The act of recording a real estate deed of
new ownership at the Recorder’s office is simple and
straightforward.

How much time is actually required for one of City
government’s 38,000 employees to stamp and file a
deed? 10 minutes? Or less with technology!

Five supervisors who've never seen a tax they didn’t
like, want you to double the fee from 2.75% to 5.5% on
transactions between $10 and $25 million and 3% to
6% on $25,000,000 and over!

The Controller dubs it “the City’s most volatile revenue
source . ..” and says Prop | “would further increase
the volatility of this source”

Demand the Board of Supervisors exercise fiscal con-
straint rather than gouging every fee they can find to
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support their lack of fiscal discipline. If they cannot
resist during a global pandemic, it’ll be ‘Katy Bar the
Door in the future’!

San Francisco Taxpayers Association
Judge Quentin L. Kopp (Ret.)

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Please vote no on Proposition | to protect affordable
housing and small businesses.

This tax increase could not come at a worse time. Our
city is facing one of the greatest economic recessions
its ever seen. Over 50% of storefront businesses are
closed indefinitely, many of which are immigrant-
owned. Our neighborhoods and communities are
struggling.

This tax will only send another shock to our economy,
further destabilizing our small businesses and taking
away financial options from merchants. It will have a
huge impact on our immigrant-owned businesses,
who will face additional burdens and lose financial
security through Prop I.

This is the wrong time and the wrong policy. Please
vote no on Proposition |.

Bill Lee, Retired City Administrator and San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

San Francisco local businesses are the heart and soul
of our city.

They are suffering like never before. The pandemic has
forced hundreds of businesses to close permanently,
and those that are still open are teetering on the brink.

Now is not the time to raise taxes. San Francisco has
raised the transfer tax 3 times in just over a decade,
and we already have some of the highest taxes and
fees in the country. We need long-term economic
plans for recovery that bring investment and economic
vitality back into San Francisco.
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Please vote No on Proposition |, and protect our small
businesses.

Tiffany M Pisoni, Owner
Swiss Louis Italian and Seafood Restaurant, a San
Francisco small business

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Vote No on Proposition I! Now is not the time for tax
increases.

Even before the pandemic, San Francisco was a really
difficult city for small businesses. Now tourism has
disappeared and over 50% of all business storefronts
are closed indefinitely. Our economy cannot take
another shock, and now is not the time for additional
tax increases.

Small businesses are doing their best to survive in a
tough environment. We should be making it easier, not
harder, for businesses to stay afloat. Protect our local
economy, please vote NO on Proposition I.

Brian Hayes, San Francisco Small Business Owner

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Vote no on Proposition I. San Francisco is already
experiencing an unprecedented crisis due to the coro-
navirus. Prop | will hurt small businesses and worsen
our housing crisis at the worst possible time.

Sandy Mori, San Franciscan and APl community advo-
cate

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Vote NO on Proposition | to protect affordable housing
in San Francisco.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Proposition | harms the creation of new housing. The
tax increase hurts projects’ financial viability and will
kill large housing projects stuck in the pipeline. San
Francisco is already one of the most difficult places in
the country to create housing, especially affordable
housing. For many projects, this tax will be the tipping
point that stops housing from being built.

Thousands of housing units in the pipeline are at risk,
including hundreds of affordable homes for our most
vulnerable residents. Proposition | will make housing
more expensive and less available. Please vote NO on
Prop | to protect affordable housing creation in San
Francisco.

Mike Chen, San Franciscan and housing advocate

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Vote no on Proposition | to protect our San Francisco
businesses.

San Francisco’s economy is struggling. Hundreds of
small businesses have been forced to pause services,
and many will be forced to close their doors, perma-
nently. San Francisco must focus on measures that
make investment and opportunity more accessible,
not less, in addressing the recession. Increasing taxes
during a time of deep economic uncertainty will only
drive more jobs and businesses out of the city.

Proposition | has no protections for small businesses
and will only make our economic downturn worse.

Please vote no on Proposition I.
Lara L. DeCaro, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

San Francisco small businesses say NO to Proposition I.

Our small business community is facing a major crisis.

Over 50% of storefront businesses are closed, and
tens of thousands of San Franciscans are out of work.
Small businesses are closing every day.
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We need to support our neighborhood businesses and
merchant corridors. Proposition | would create another
tax that small businesses would need to pay, either
through increased rents or when they need to transfer
their leases.

Please vote NO on Proposition |, and protect our local
small businesses.

Betty Louie, Small Business Owner

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote no on Proposition I.

San Francisco is already experiencing one of the deep-
est economic recessions we have ever seen. Now is
not the time to increase taxes, now is the time to sup-
port small businesses and begin planning for econom-
ic recovery. Please vote no on Proposition |, and pro-
tect our small businesses.

Stephen Cornell, Small Business Leader

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

San Francisco is facing nearly unprecedented unem-
ployment, and many businesses are shifting their
operations outside San Francisco. We need to create
an environment that jumpstarts our economy and gets
people back to work. San Francisco’s city budget is
facing a $2 billion budget deficit - driving more of our
tax base out of the city will only deepen our deficit,
worsen our economic crisis, and hurt small business-
es. Please vote no on Proposition |, and oppose further
tax increases during an economic recession.

Steve Farrand, San Francisco business leader

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote NO on Proposition I.

Proposition | will hurt homeowners, small businesses,
and our local economy. We must start thinking long-
term about our economic recovery, and avoid reckless
policy. San Francisco’s transfer tax rates are already
higher than in most Bay Area cities, this would be
another roadblock.

Please vote NO on Proposition |, and give our econo-
my a chance to recover.

Betty Wong, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Vote NO on Proposition I!

Don’t be fooled - the real people who will end up
paying the Prop | tax are San Francisco renters. This
tax will only increase the cost of creating desperately-
needed housing, including affordable housing. Just as
San Francisco rents were beginning to drop, Prop |
will make housing more expensive again.

Don’t make the housing crisis worse. Vote NO on
Proposition I.

Anh Tu Nguyen, San Francisco resident

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote no on Proposition I.

It is the wrong time, wrong crisis, and wrong policy.
We need to support our small businesses and local
economy, not implement reckless legislation.

Carrie Magee, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Vote NO on Proposition | to protect affordable housing
in San Francisco.

Proposition | harms the creation of new housing.The
tax increase hurts projects’ financial viability and will
kill large housing projects stuck in the pipeline. San
Francisco is already one of the most difficult places in
the country to create housing, especially affordable
housing. For many projects, this tax will be the tipping
point that stops housing from being built.

Thousands of housing units in the pipeline are at risk,
including hundreds of affordable homes for our most
vulnerable residents. Proposition | will make housing
more expensive and less available. Please vote NO on
Prop | to protect affordable housing creation in San
Francisco.

Sara Tam Ogilvie, San Franciscan and housing advo-
cate

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote NO on Proposition I.

We are in a time of economic instability unlike we
have seen in decades. The last thing local officials
should be doing is proposing drastic new taxes. Small
businesses must be able to plan their finances in order
to begin rehiring. Proposition | will cost our city jobs,
tax dollars, and local investment.

Please vote NO on Proposition |, and protect our local
economy.

Rebecca White, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote no on Proposition I.

Proposition | raises taxes on the San Franciscan econ-
omy when we can least afford it. Over 175,000 San
Franciscans have lost work this year, and hundreds of

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.




124 Paid Arguments — Proposition |

small businesses are facing closure. We cannot risk
sending our economy into a tailspin.

Please vote NO on Proposition |, and protect our city’s
economy.

Alfred Wong, San Francisco resident

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Please vote NO on Proposition |. San Francisco’s econ-
omy is already struggling, and Proposition | will only
make it harder for small businesses during the pan-
demic.

Mark Young, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Vote NO on Proposition I!

This tax masquerades as a millionaires tax, but is
actually a tax that will hurt housing projects that are
critical to San Franciscans. The tax will stop projects
that would provide affordable housing, create union
jobs, and provide storefronts for small businesses.
This tax puts thousands of potential homes at risk,
making housing more expensive and difficult to find
for everybody.

Please vote NO on Proposition I. Don’t be misled by
another tax increase.

Joel Luebkeman, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

We are in a time of unprecedented economic instabili-
ty. Over 50% of storefront businesses have closed in
San Francisco, and small businesses are struggling to
stay afloat.
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Now is not the time to increase the transfer tax. Many
small businesses purchased their storefronts or build-
ings to protect themselves from increasing rents
during the economic boom. Now, they are relying on
those storefronts and buildings to cover their bills.
Proposition | will take away the flexibility and financial
stability that many small businesses need to survive
the pandemic recession.

Please vote NO on Proposition I, and help small busi-
nesses during this critical time.

Dena Aslanian-Williams, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Please vote no on Proposition |. We need to protect
San Francisco small businesses, and we need to con-
tinue to create desperately-needed housing.
Proposition | stops us from being able to construct
new housing and will hurt small businesses.

Please vote no on Proposition | this November.
Horatio Jung, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Vote NO on Proposition I.

San Francisco is facing one the deepest recessions in
a generation. Now is not the time to place another tax
on our local economy and small businesses.

Please vote no on Proposition |. Protect our small busi-
nesses and economy.

Garret Tom, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote NO on Proposition I!

San Franciscans cannot afford yet another tax. We are
in the midst of one of the deepest economic reces-
sions in a generation, and small businesses are clos-
ing every day. The Prop | tax will be passed down to
small businesses through their rents, and the tax will
be applied to their storefront and office leases.

Small businesses will ultimately be the ones who pay
this tax. Please vote NO on Proposition I.

Kimnay Im, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote no on Proposition I.

Proposition | will make it more difficult and more
expensive to build desperately-needed housing in San
Francisco.The Prop | tax will only worsen our housing
crisis.

Ronald Young, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote NO on Proposition I!

Proposition | will hurt our communities and our small
businesses. At a time when San Francisco is experi-
encing a pandemic recession, we can't afford
Proposition I's immediate tax increase.

Please vote NO on Prop I.
Timothy Toye Moses, San Francisco community leader

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote no on Proposition I.

This permanent, immediate tax increase will discour-
age new small businesses in San Francisco. We need
to support small businesses in SF, instead of giving
them another tax.

Vanita Louie, long-time San Francisco resident

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Long-time San Franciscans oppose Proposition |
because we know that it will hurt our city’s future.

This permanent tax increase will discourage new
small businesses from starting in San Francisco,
during a time when we need to do as much as we can
to support them. We should be encouraging small
business in SF, not taxing it.

Vote to protect San Francisco’s future. Vote NO on
Proposition I.

Austin Louie, long-time San Francisco resident

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote NO on Proposition 1!

San Francisco’s economy is already on the brink.
Hundreds of small businesses have closed, tens of
thousands of San Franciscans are unemployed, and
over 50% of storefronts remain shuttered indefinitely.
Our economy cannot afford yet another tax during one
of the deepest recessions in our history.

Please vote NO on Proposition |, and protect our econ-
omy and our working families.

Jia Suey Wu, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Tens of thousands of jobs have already been lost due
to the COVID-19 pandemic. Adding new, unvalidated
taxes will only exacerbate an already challenging eco-
nomic environment. In order to guide San Francisco
through this recession and into a recovery, we need
relief for small businesses, incentives for job growth,
and economic stability.

Please vote NO on Proposition I.
Samnang Soy, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Vote NO on Proposition I!

Proposition | will increase the cost of housing for
everybody. San Francisco is already one of the worst
cities in the country to build housing, and Prop | will
make housing significantly more difficult to create.
This tax will make housing more expensive for every-
body.

Please vote no on Proposition | - help prevent our
housing crisis from getting worse.

Jeffrey Woo, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Please vote no on Proposition I. Proposition | will hurt

small businesses and worsen our economic downturn.

We need to support our small businesses during this
pandemic, not increase their financial burden.

Moses Lim, San Francisco resident

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Vote NO on Proposition I.

Our economy cannot take one more shock. Now is not
the time to introduce immediate, dramatic tax increases.

Please vote NO on Proposition |, and protect our econ-
omy.

Kimsophea Tune, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Please vote no on Proposition I. It's bad for small busi-
nesses, and it'll worsen our housing crisis. This pan-
demic has devastated our economy - we need long-
term planning, not immediate and permanent taxes.

Patrick O’Sullivan, long-time San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote no on Proposition I!

San Francisco’s economy cannot take another shock.
Proposition | will place another tax on our economy,
driving away jobs, businesses, and families from the
City, as well as crippling our ability to recover from the
COVID19 pandemic.

Please vote no on Proposition |, and protect our local
economy.

Jason Leung, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote NO on Proposition I.

Proposition | will put one more tax on San Francisco’s
struggling economy. Now is the time for thoughtful
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economic planning and recovery, not a tax increase
that will be paid by small businesses.

Margaret O’Sullivan, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Don’t be fooled by Proposition I!

Proposition | proponents are hiding its real impacts
behind fancy rhetoric. Proposition | will increase taxes
on housing and small businesses in San Francisco.
Our city is already facing so many economic challeng-
es during the pandemic, and our taxes are already
some of the highest in the nation. We don’t need
another tax, we need to support our economy.

Please vote NO on Proposition I.
Bessie Prezer, long-time San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote NO on Proposition I.

Proposition | is the wrong policy at the wrong time for
San Franciscans. It makes no sense to immediately
and dramatically increase taxes amidst one of the
worst economic recessions we've seen in 30 years.
This is the time for long-term economic planning and
recovery, not short-term thinking. Asking for a tax
increase at the same time 175,000 San Franciscans
have filed unemployment claims is unacceptable.

Please vote NO on Proposition | and protect working
families.

Marivic Cuevas, San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |

Don’t be fooled by political rhetoric - Proposition | will
hurt small businesses and stop the creation of new
housing. Vote NO on Proposition |.

The proponents of Proposition | would like to say this
is a tax on mansions - it's not. It's a tax on storefronts,
small business offices, and new housing.

Proposition | doesn’t just tax the sale of property - it
taxes commercial leases used by small businesses
too. At a time when small businesses need as much
flexibility as possible from their offices or storefronts,
Proposition | will place another tax on them for trying
to transfer their lease.

Proposition | will make creating new housing signifi-
cantly more expensive by stopping some housing
projects outright and making other homes significantly
more expensive to build. Hundreds of affordable units
will be impacted by Proposition I.

Vote NO on Proposition I. Protect our small business-
es, local economy, and housing.

Mary Jung, Past Chair of the SF Democratic Party

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.

Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
San Francisco’s economy cannot take another blow.

Proposition | would put another tax on small business-
es and our local economy. We're already facing one of
the deepest economic recessions in 30 years. Another
tax will only worsen our downturn.

We cannot afford the Prop | tax. Vote NO on
Proposition I.

Benjamin Leong, San Francisco resident

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.
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Paid Argument AGAINST Proposition |
Please vote no on Proposition I.

Proposition | will hurt homeowners, small businesses,
and our local economy. San Francisco’s transfer tax
rates are already higher than in most Bay Area cities
and more excessive than in other major cities, includ-
ing Los Angeles, New York City, Chicago, and Seattle.
We are also one of the most difficult cities to start,
operate and build sustainable small businesses. This
would be another roadblock. We must start thinking
long-term about our economic recovery, and avoid
reckless policy.

Please vote no on Proposition I, and give our economy
and small businesses a chance to recover.

John Yen Wong, Long-time San Franciscan

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: The Committee for San Francisco Economic Recovery
Sponsored by the SF Chamber of Commerce.

The sole contributor to the true source recipient committee:
BOMA SF Independent Expenditures PAC.
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Parcel Tax for San Francisco Unified

School District

Shall the City replace its 2018 Parcel Tax for the San Francisco Unified
School District with a new tax that changes the annual tax rate from $320
per parcel to $288 per parcel, adjusted for inflation each year, and with an
exemption for people age 65 or older, until June 30, 2038, for an estimated

revenue of $48.1 million a year?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: San Francisco Unified School
District (School District) educates about 54,000 stu-
dents a year and employs about 6,900 teachers.

In June 2018, a majority of San Francisco voters
approved an annual parcel tax to provide funding to
the School District (2018 School Parcel Tax). As of
July 1, 2020, this tax rate is $320 per parcel of taxable
property, with an adjustment for inflation each year.
The 2018 School Parcel Tax expires on June 30, 2038.

The School District can use the money collected
through this tax to:

¢ Increase salaries and benefits for teachers and
other School District employees;

¢ Increase staffing and funding at high-needs schools
and community schools;

e Provide professional development;
¢ |nvest in technology, including digital learning; and
e Fund public charter schools.

People age 65 or older before July 1 of the tax year
are exempt from this tax if they own an interest in the
property being taxed and if the property is where they
live most of the time.

The 2018 School Parcel Tax has been challenged in
court, and the money collected through this tax may
or may not be available to the School District.

The Proposal: Proposition J would replace the 2018
School Parcel Tax, which was approved by a majority
of voters, with a new parcel tax that needs the
approval of two-thirds of voters.

YES O
NO O

Beginning on July 1, 2021, Proposition J would
change the tax rate to $288 per parcel of taxable prop-
erty. This tax would be adjusted for inflation each year
and would expire on June 30, 2038.

People age 65 or older before July 1 of the tax year
would be exempt from this tax if they own an interest
in the property being taxed and if the property is
where they live most of the time.

The School District could use the money collected
through this tax for the same purposes as the 2018
School Parcel Tax.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," beginning on
July 1, 2021, you want the City to replace the 2018
School Parcel Tax with a new tax that changes the
annual tax rate from $320 per parcel to $288 per par-
cel, adjusted for inflation each year and with an
exemption for people age 65 or older.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make this change.

Controller's Statement on "J"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition J:

Should the proposed measure be approved by the vot-
ers, in my opinion, it would generate tax revenues of
approximately $48.1 million annually. Similar to the
tax it would be replacing, the funds generated would
be dedicated for teacher salaries, staffing and other
purposes of the San Francisco Unified School District
(SFUSD) as specified in the measure.

This measure requires 66%:% affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 201. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.




38-EN-N20-CP131

The proposed measure sunsets the annual parcel tax
on real property in San Francisco approved by the vot-
ers in June 2018 (Measure G), that as of July 1, 2021
would be $320 per parcel, and replaces it with a parcel
tax of $288.The validity of the existing tax has been
challenged in court and revenues have been reserved
in the event the City loses the lawsuit and must refund
taxpayers. The proposed tax would increase over time
as the per parcel rate is adjusted for inflation and
would be effective July 1, 2021 through June 30, 2038.

How "J" Got on the Ballot

On June 16, 2020, the Department of Elections received
a proposed ordinance signed by Mayor Breed.

The Municipal Elections Code allows the Mayor to
place an ordinance on the ballot in this manner.

Local Ballot Measures — Proposition J

This measure requires 66%:% affirmative votes to pass.
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The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 201. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition J

Vote YES vote on Proposition J to Protect San
Francisco's Schools

Our City faces unprecedented challenges caused by
the COVID-19 pandemic and budget shortfalls that
severely hurt our City's schools. These issues have
been compounded by the need for new methods of
distance learning and the precautions required to pro-
tect our children, teachers, and staff. Proposition J will
replace the tax voters approved in 2018, allowing the
school district access to much-needed funding. It will
not increase taxes.

Funds from Prop J will be spent to improve teacher
salaries and modernize our schools, investing in tech-
nology for digital learning that will be vital for
education in the COVID-19 era. Prop J will ensure that
our public-schools have the tools required to continue
providing a safe, high-quality education during this
pandemic.

Our teachers deserve to be paid a living wage, and our
school district must be able to offer competitive com-
pensation so that San Francisco can attract and retain
quality educators. Today, many of our schools are
understaffed because neighboring districts can offer
higher salaries and lower cost of living.

Prop J will also fund professional development for
teachers and staff, while strengthening computer sci-
ence and technology programs so that our students
are set up to excel in college and graduate ready to
compete in the modern global economy.

Funds collected through Prop J will be spent entirely
to improve the San Francisco Unified School District.
None of the funds can be taken by the state or federal
government and an oversight committee that insti-
tutes annual audits will ensure that all funds are spent
as promised.

Join parents, teachers, business and technology lead-
ers and working men and women voting YES on J.
Kids in San Francisco deserve access to a great public
education and teachers deserve to be paid a living
wage.

Mayor London Breed

Board of Supervisors

United Educators of San Francisco
San Francisco Labor Council
Parents for Public Schools

No Rebuttal to the Proponent’s Argument In Favor of Proposition J Was Submitted

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition J

VOTE NO ON PROPOSITION J -The Joke is on us!

Yet another unfair tax method is emblemized by the
parcel tax, which if enacted, taxes all real estate par-
cels the same, whether it's the Salesforce building or a
2-bedroom house in the Mission.

While Prop J lowers this 2018 tax by $22/parcel, it
doesn't correct the innate unfairness of taxing billion
dollar downtown buildings the same as cottages.

Such parcel tax was allowed by City Hall to pass, not
by 2/3rd of voters, but only by 50% plus one. Other
opponents sued City Hall, so City Hall now requires a
2/3rd majority to pass Proposition J.

Don't give it to them! Vote NO!

San Francisco Taxpayers Association
Judge Quentin L. Kopp (Ret.).

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition J

Proposition J will help attract and retain great teach-
ers, so San Francisco's children can succeed.

Now, more than ever, we appreciate the value of our
teachers. San Francisco teachers deserve to be paid a
living wage, and our school district must compete to
attract and retain quality educators in these uncertain
times.

Prop J will continue an essential source of funding for
San Francisco schools to improve and maintain aca-
demic programs in reading, writing, math, science and
technology, and attract and retain high quality teach-
ers at a time when it is most necessary.

Prop J will make sure every kid in every school across
San Francisco has access to the highest quality teach-
ers and the best educational programs regardless of
the neighborhood they live in.

Prop J simply fixes a legal loophole to continue an
essential source of funding for San Francisco schools
WITHOUT INCREASING TAXES. By voting yes, we
ensure that funding for teachers and classrooms does
not get taken away at a time when it is most
necessary.

An independent Oversight Committee will ensure all
funds are spent appropriately.

We are at high risk of losing our dedicated teachers,
who work tirelessly to support our kids, and were
already struggling to make ends meet prior to the pan-
demic. It's high time our teachers receive a raise that
will help our schools attract and retain quality educa-
tors and reduce the District's teacher shortage.

Vote YES on Prop J to help San Francisco students
thrive.

Learn more at supportsfschools.com

Strengthen our City by supporting our teachers and
kids. Vote YES on Proposition J.

San Francisco Board of Education
United Educators of San Francisco
United Administrators of San Francisco
San Francisco Labor Council

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition J

Our educators need a living wage more than ever
before. In a time of crisis, we must make sure every
child can receive a high-quality education. Prop J will
ensure our schools continue to thrive beyond this pan-
demic and ensure our school district can offer compet-
itive salaries.

Our teachers are being asked to do the impossible
right now by implementing remote learning for thou-
sands of children. Every day, they're working to make
sure the pandemic doesn't get in the way of our kids'
dreams - they deserve better pay now, more than ever.
Vote Yes on Prop J to attract and retain our best educa-
tors.

Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Catherine Stefani
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Dean Preston
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Norman Yee
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Shamann Walton
Supervisor Ahsha Safai

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Support Our Schools Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. UESF Committee on Political Education,
2. Marc Benioff, 3. Philip Halperin.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition J

Vote Yes on J.The Democratic Party will always stand
with teachers. We believe in a strong public education
system that works for all children and helps those that
need it most. Proposition J will ensure every child
continues to have access to the highest quality teach-
ers. Join the San Francisco Democratic Party in sup-
porting Yes on J.

Democratic Party Chair David Campos
Democratic Party Member Anabel Ibanez
Democratic Party Member Bevan Dufty
Democratic Party Member Faauuga Moliga
Democratic Party Member Jane Kim
Democratic Party Member Keith Baraka

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Support Our Schools Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. UESF Committee on Political Education,
2. Marc Benioff, 3. Philip Halperin.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition J

It's vital that we continue to provide the best learning
opportunities for all students during the pandemic.
Teachers are at the core of ensuring that our children
can continue to receive a quality education, and it's
only right to compensate them fairly for going above
and beyond during these trying times.

Many of our schools were already understaffed prior
to the pandemic because neighboring districts can
offer higher salaries and lower costs of living. Creating
a stable source of funding for our educators is critical
to ensuring our school district can weather this finan-
cial crisis and continue providing high-quality educa-
tion for every child in San Francisco. Vote Yes on J.

San Francisco United School District Board of
Education

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Support Our Schools Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. UESF Committee on Political Education,
2. Marc Benioff, 3. Philip Halperin.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition J

History has shown that when communities invest in
good jobs, everyone benefits. Let's do what's right by
hardworking teachers. Our dedicated teachers deserve
to be paid a living wage, especially now when they
are struggling to survive this financial crisis while con-
tinuing to teach remotely. Vote Yes on J.

San Francisco Labor Council

United Educators of San Francisco
United Administrators of San Francisco
San Francisco Building Trades Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Support Our Schools Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. UESF Committee on Political Education,
2. Marc Benioff, 3. Philip Halperin.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition J

Vote Yes on J!. We are doing our utmost to provide
innovative, high-quality distance learning within our
remote classrooms and support our students in every
way possible during these uncertain times.

We can't afford to lose passionate educators because
of the pandemic and the affordability crisis. Enough is
enough. Teachers need a living wage to continue work-
ing in SE Proposition J will ensure San Francisco
schools can retain and recruit our strongest teachers.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Yes on J!

Leslie Hu, SFUSD Teacher
Rebecca Fedorko, SFUSD Teacher
Michelle Camp, SFUSD Teacher
Katherine Melvin, SFUSD Teacher
Carolyn Samoa, SFUSD Teacher

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Support Our Schools Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. UESF Committee on Political Education,
2. Marc Benioff, 3. Philip Halperin.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition J

As parents, we know that great teachers are the foun-
dation of our children's success. Proposition J will
make sure our kids continue to receive the best educa-
tion by giving schools the critical funding to retain our
high-quality teachers, especially during this economic
crisis. Vote Yes on J.

Parents for Public Schools
SF Families Union
Coleman Advocates

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Support Our Schools Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. UESF Committee on Political Education,
2. Marc Benioff, 3. Philip Halperin.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition J

Great teachers are the key to world-class schools. That
is why we urge voters to vote Yes on Proposition J. We
need high-quality teachers to have the best academic
programs in reading, writing, social studies, math and
science. Proposition J will provide the financial
resources needed to support and retain the best teach-
ers beyond this crisis. Vote Yes on J.

Assemblymember David Chiu
Assemblymember Phil Ting

Supervisor Sandra Lee Fewer
Supervisor Gordon Mar

Supervisor Norman Yee

Board of Education Member Jenny Lam
DCCC Member Jane Kim

ChunYun Li, SFUSD Family Liaison

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Support Our Schools Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. UESF Committee on Political Education,
2. Marc Benioff, 3. Philip Halperin.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition J

Everyone agrees a child's chances of getting a good
teacher should not depend on their ZIP code. Prop J
will ensure all children in all schools have access to
great teachers and great academic programs, regard-
less of where they live. Join Black community leaders
to ensure every child has equal access to opportunity
by voting Yes on J.

Mayor London Breed

Supervisor Shamann Walton

Fmr. Supervisor Sophie Maxwell

Board of Education Commissioner Stevon Cook
Board of Education Commissioner Alison Collins
Democratic Party Vice Chair Keith Baraka
Democratic Party Vice Chair Honey Mahogany
Police Commission Commissioner Dionjay Brookter
Firefighters Local 798 President Shon Buford

VP for Paraeducators, United Educators of San
Francisco Carolyn Samoa

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Support Our Schools Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. UESF Committee on Political Education,
2. Marc Benioff, 3. Philip Halperin.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition J

Latinx leaders support Prop J. Children in our commu-
nities deserve access to a great education and good
schools, especially for students who need additional
support with bilingual education. San Francisco teach-
ers are the bedrock of our communities and we're
proud to stand with them. Vote Yes on J.

Fmr. Supervisor John Avalos

Board of Education President Mark Sanchez

Board of Education Commissioner Gabriela Lopez
Democratic Party Chair David Campos

Democratic Party Member Anabel Ibanez

Latino Task Force Co-Chair Tracy Gallardo

SF Latino Democratic Club PAC Chair Gabriel Medina

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Support Our Schools Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. UESF Committee on Political Education,
2. Marc Benioff, 3. Philip Halperin.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition J

San Francisco educators have pioneered the best sup-
port systems for LGBTQ youth so they have a safe
place to learn and thrive. We are proud to support the

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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dedicated SF educators who are crucial to children's
success. Vote Yes on J.

Senator Scott Wiener

Fmr. Assemblymember Tom Ammiano
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman

BART Board Member Bevan Dufty
Democratic Party Chair David Campos
Board of Education President Mark Sanchez
Alice B. Toklas LGBT Democratic Club

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Support Our Schools Committee.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. UESF Committee on Political Education,
2. Marc Benioff, 3. Philip Halperin.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition J

No Paid Arguments AGAINST Proposition J Were Submitted

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Affordable Housing Authorization

Shall the City have the authority to own, develop, construct, acquire
or rehabilitate up to 10,000 units of low-income rental housing in

San Francisco?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The City has a variety of affordable
housing programs, including those that:

e Create, preserve and improve affordable housing;

e Convert market-rate housing to permanently afford-
able housing;

e Provide loans to first-time homebuyers; and

e Help eligible homeowners and renters stay in their
homes.

The State Constitution requires approval by a majority
of San Francisco voters before:

e The City may develop, construct or acquire low-
income rental housing projects; or

¢ Nonprofits and companies may develop, construct
or acquire low-income rental housing projects with
financial assistance from public agencies.

The Proposal: Proposition K would authorize the City
to own, develop, construct, acquire or rehabilitate up
to 10,000 units of low-income rental housing.

Under Proposition K, the City could own, develop,
construct, acquire or rehabilitate these units without
working with nonprofits or companies.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want to
authorize the City to own, develop, construct, acquire
or rehabilitate up to 10,000 units of low-income rental
housing in the City.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make this change.

Controller's Statement on "K"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition K:

YES O
NO O

Should the proposed ordinance be approved by the
voters, in my opinion, its passage itself would have
minimal impact on the cost of government. However,
should City policymakers decide to proceed to create
the government structure and staffing to fully utilize
the authorization contained in ordinance, the cost
would be significant.

Article 34 of the State Constitution provides that a low
rent housing project(s) shall not be developed, con-
structed, or acquired by any public body without
approval by voters in the jurisdiction the project(s) will
be located. The proposed ordinance would provide
Article 34 authorization for 10,000 affordable housing
units, specifying that City government will have the
authorization to own, develop, construct, acquire, or
rehabilitate these units. The proposal further autho-
rizes the City to take any actions necessary to imple-
ment the ordinance subject to applicable laws.

If approved by voters, city policymakers would next
need to assess and decide which functions to be
directly conducted by the City (e.g., housing develop-
ment, property acquisition, construction, property and
asset management). At the City’s discretion, this would
include identifying the expansion or modification of
city agency structures, new processes, staffing, other
costs, and providing the operational funding.
Depending on the number of units pursued and
required infrastructure this would comprise a large
and significant addition to City operations and costs.

How "K" Got on the Ballot

On July 28, 2020, the Board of Supervisors voted 11 to
0 to place Proposition K on the ballot. The Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Fewer, Haney, Mandelman, Mar, Peskin, Preston,
Ronen, Safai, Stefani, Walton, Yee.

No: None.

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 205. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition K

Article 34 of the California Constitution is a racist stain
in our state’s history, narrowly passed in 1950 with the
backing of segregationists to block affordable housing
and exclude Black tenants. It still stands today.

Prop K is a step towards removing this racist legacy
and authorizing the creation of up to 10,000 additional
units of permanently affordable housing in San
Francisco.

There is no cost to taxpayers for authorizing these
new homes.

Prop K also authorizes the creation of municipal social
housing. This is a form of permanently affordable
housing for public good, charging low rents and hous-
ing a broad range of incomes, pioneered in Vienna
and other major cities. Social housing is an important
and innovative strategy to address displacement and
homelessness.

San Francisco must continue to move forward to
reverse the displacement of people of color from our
city and reduce the cost of housing so that working
people can afford to live here. Prop K is an important
step in this direction and is supported by the full
Board of Supervisors.

Please join us and Vote Yes on K.

Supervisor Dean Preston, Author
San Francisco Democratic Party
Affordable Housing Alliance

San Francisco Tenants Union
Eviction Defense Collaborative
Coalition on Homelessness
Housing Rights Committee
Council of Community Housing Organizations
Jobs with Justice San Francisco
SEIU Local 1021

State Senator Scott Wiener
Assemblymember Phil Ting
Assemblymember David Chiu
Board of Supervisors President Norman Yee
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Shamann Walton
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Sandra Fewer
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Catherine Stefani

SocialHousingSFcom

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition K

Proponents say Prop. K authorizes "municipal social
housing". Are they importing this European term to
distract voters from the failed history of government-
run housing projects right here in San Francisco?

What if social housing traditionally worked better in
Europe precisely because government's role was lim-
ited? As the author of a paper on European social
housing (https://bit.ly/344sjGl) notes:

" ... social housing providers, both municipal and non-
municipal, enjoyed considerable autonomy of action
for most of the 20th century, but in the last thirty years
there has been a transition to a situation in which they
are more tightly constrained by central government.”

Maybe not coincidentally, they also report that "for
most of the 20th century social housing was seen as
part of the solution to problems with private housing;
now it is seen as part of the problem - to be solved by
resort to the private sector.”

Proponents disingenuously claim there's "no cost to
taxpayers" to "authorize" 10,000 homes, ignoring that
to actually build and maintain them could cost billions.

They promise something for everyone: Housing with
"low rents", that will "address... homelessness" and
"reverse... displacement of people of color from our
city", yet house residents with "a broad range of
incomes."

No doubt financially comfortable people would find
low-rent government apartments "affordable"! But
how does this help the homeless, or people priced out
of San Francisco who are the "wrong" ethnicity?
Awarding housing based on skin color rather than
need continues the racism that proponents condemn.

Libertarian Party of San Francisco

www.LPSForg

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition K

"A San Francisco Housing Fable"

Once upon a time, independent builders built housing
in San Francisco that ordinary people could afford.

But as the years went by, politicians added taxes, and
rules. Particularly zoning regulations, to satisfy
NIMBYs who already had homes and didn't want any-
thing else built near them, especially not for poor
people..

Less housing got built, and supply failed to meet
demand. Homes became more expensive. But poor
people still needed places to live. The politicians, want-
ing their votes and money, said, "Vote for us, we'll
give you affordable housing!"

So they raised taxes (making it harder for people to
afford housing without assistance) and used the funds
to build public housing projects — Sunnydale, Geneva
Towers, Valencia Gardens, etc. But government was no
good at running housing. Once projects were built, the
politicians neglected them and they turned into slums.

This made NIMBYs still more fearful of having poor
people or decrepit buildings nearby. So they

supported more government rules about what could
be built where, and how, and endless hearings. All this
cost money, so the politicians imposed additional fees
on builders to pay for it.

Soon the builders needed consultants to help them
navigate the rules, and accountants to figure out how
to pay their taxes without losing their shirts. They had
to retain lawyers, pay off political power brokers, and
become community organizers to keep NIMBYs from
using the hearings to kill their projects.

Eventually, hardly any new housing was getting built.
What did get built was super expensive. Thousands of
poor people ended up homeless on the streets.

"You need affordable housing!" cried the politicians.
"Vote for Proposition K and we'll give you up to 10,000
new units of public housing!"

Let's break the cycle. Vote NO on Prop. K.
Libertarian Party of San Francisco

www.LPSForg

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition K

Yes on K is supported by a united coalition represent-
ing the diversity of San Francisco. We stand together
against the legacy of racism and classism in California
housing law and support more affordable housing for
low-income and working class households.

Opponents represent a fringe group that opposes pub-
lic schools, opposes clean air and water regulations,
and favors unlimited sales of assault weapons.

Their housing "fable" is exactly that: a tall tale
unhinged from reality that has no basis in history or
fact.

Yes on K is only required because 70 years ago, a
group of segregationists narrowly won an amendment
to the California Constitution called Article 34. It aimed
to block the creation and funding of housing for low-
income households, and targeted people of color.
VotingYes on K is a step towards erasing this stain of
racism in our constitution.

Yes on K also authorizes an innovative form of afford-
able housing called municipal social housing. This is
an internationally proven solution — in Vienna, Austria,
62% of households live in some form of social hous-
ing, where most tenants spend no more than 20-25%
of their income on rent. Authorizing municipal social
housing will aid our efforts to make San Francisco
more affordable and reduce homelessness.

Please join the organizations and leaders who repre-
sent every corner of our city, and vote Yes on K.

San Francisco Democratic Party
Coalition on Homelessness
Affordable Housing Alliance
Housing Rights Committee

San Francisco Tenants Union
Jobs with Justice San Francisco

www.SocialHousingSF.com

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K
End the legacy of racism in housing by voting Yes on K

Article 34 of the California Constitution is a shameful
legacy of racism in housing. Its aim was to block the
construction of low-income housing in California by
requiring a majority vote before a single unit of low-
income housing could be built. While efforts at the
state level to repeal Article 34 are ongoing, we can act
here and now in San Francisco by voting Yes on Prop
K. Prop K will authorize the creation of 10,000 units of
low-income housing. This housing can be a step
towards creating a more affordable and equitable San
Francisco. Vote YES on K!

SF Democratic Party

SF Democratic Party Chair David Campos

SF Democratic Party Vice Chair Honey Mahogany
SF Democratic Party Vice Chair Li Miao Lovett

SF Democratic Party Vice Chair Keith Baraka

SF Democratic Party Corresponding Secretary Anabel
Ibanez

DCCC Member John Avalos

DCCC Member Bevan Dufty

DCCC Member Matt Haney

DCCC Member Carolina Morales

DCCC Member Rafael Mandelman

DCCC Member Hillary Ronen

DCCC Member Shanell Williams

DCCC Member Gordon Mar

DCCC Member Faauuga Moliga

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2.Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

Let's stop displacement with deeply affordable social
housing. Yes on K.

San Francisco needs deeply affordable housing, espe-
cially for no-to-low-income households, in order to
end gentrification and displacement. The alternative is
that communities of color will continue to be forced
out of the city, and seniors and families with children
will find themselves living on the street. Please vote
YES on K.

Housing Rights Committee
San Francisco Tenants Union
Affordable Housing Alliance
Eviction Defense Collaborative

38-EN-N20-CP140

Council of Community Housing Organizations

Bill Sorro Housing Program

Jordan Davis, #30RightNow Coalition

Shanti Singh, Tenants’ Rights and Land Use Organizer

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

71% of San Francisco's homeless population was once
housed in San Francisco.

Proposition K recognizes the fact that the vast majority
of our unhoused neighbors once had homes here in
the City. A recent study showed that 71% of the home-
less population — and 86% of homeless families — were
housed in San Francisco before becoming homeless.
We need to scale up our construction of low-income
affordable housing to bring our neighbors off the
street. Prop K is a new tool to bring deeply affordable
social housing to meet the needs of our housing crisis.
Join us in voting YES on K.

Coalition on Homelessness
St Anthony Foundation

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

White Supremacists passed Article 34 to discriminate
against African-Americans. It's our turn to reject it.

Article 34 was passed in 1950 to allow municipalities
in California to keep out low-income tenants and
people of color, especially Black tenants. This furthered
segregation on race and class lines throughout the
state. Prop K is our chance to reject this legacy and
continue the long-term work of reversing the displace-
ment of the Black community in San Francisco. Prop K
also advances a new type of affordable housing, called
social housing, that offers the city new tools in addi-
tion to the affordable housing programs already avail-
able. Vote YES on K.

Shamann Walton, Supervisor, District 10

Shanell Williams, City College Board President
Keith Baraka, San Francisco Democratic Party Vice
Chair

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Kevin Bard, Co-President, Harvey Milk LGBTQ
Democratic Club

Kaylah Williams, Co-President, Harvey Milk LGBTQ
Democratic Club

Jamal Trulove, Actor, “The Last Black Man in San
Francisco”

Honey Mahogany, DCCC Member

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

Lack of affordable housing has been a factor in coro-
navirus devastating Latinx communities.

In the past 20 years, it is estimated that 8,000 Latinx
residents have been displaced from the Mission
District alone. Overcrowded housing is a clear factor
in why 50% of all COVID-19 positive cases in San
Francisco are Latinx. We are unified in our support of
Prop K as a step towards more affordable housing for
communities of color. Please join us. Vote YES on K.

Former Supervisor David Campos, District 9
Board of Education President Mark Sanchez
Board of Education Vice-President Gabriela Lopez
City College Board Trustee Brigitte Davila

Former Supervisor John Avalos, District 11
Anabel Ibanez, DCCC Member

Carolina Morales, Former President, Harvey Milk
LGBTQ Democratic Club

Jackie Fielder, Educator, San Francisco State
Myrna Melgar

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

Asian American and Pacific Islander leaders support
housing for all. Vote YES on K.

Article 34 is not the only legacy of racism in housing
in California. The California Alien Land Law of 1913
made it illegal for Chinese, Japanese, Korean, Indian
and other immigrants to own property in California.
This was not overturned until 1952. This is one reason
the Asian-American and Pacific Islander community so
strongly supports affordable housing for all. We ask
you to join us in voting YES on K, which continues the
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fight to keep building affordable housing for all com-
munities in San Francisco.

Supervisor Gordon Mar

Supervisor Sandra Fewer

Connie Chan, Legislative Policy Advisor

Vilaska Nguyen, Criminal Trial Attorney

Shanti Singh, Tenants’ Rights and Land Use Organizer
Li Lovett, DCCC Member

Faauuga Moliga, Board of Education Commissioner
Han Zou, Family and Education Advisor

Aliya Chisti, Education Policy Advisor

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K
Union workers support Yes on K

A municipal housing program is a win for San
Francisco workers - it will ensure that the workers who
make this City run can actually afford to live here.
Let's create affordable homes, and cut down on the
commute workers endure right now to get to the City
for their jobs. Yes on K!

Jobs with Justice San Francisco

SEIU Local 1021

John Avalos, former NUHW organizer
Christopher Christensen, ILWU member

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

San Francisco Democratic leaders are united for Prop
K

The 2020 election is one of the most important in our
lifetimes. We need to unite together to defeat Donald
Trump and restore reliable leadership to the White
House. Here at home, we can unite against the legacy
of racism in California housing law and promote the
equitable creation of affordable housing in San
Francisco by voting YES on Prop K. This is an impor-
tant measure that authorizes the creation of 10,000
units of affordable housing. Please join us and vote
YES on K.

SF Democratic Party Chair David Campos

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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State Senator Scott Wiener
Assemblymember Phil Ting
Assemblymember David Chiu
Former Assemblymember Tom Ammiano
Supervisor Dean Preston
Supervisor Aaron Peskin
Supervisor Sandra Fewer
Supervisor Gordon Mar
Supervisor Hillary Ronen
Supervisor Shamann Walton
Supervisor Matt Haney
Supervisor Rafael Mandelman
Supervisor Catherine Stefani
District Attorney Chesa Boudin

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

San Francisco educators and education leaders sup-
port YES on K

Our teachers and students need affordable housing.
We have up to 2,300 students in San Francisco's
public schools who are homeless. At the same time,
hundreds of teachers leave San Francisco every year,
because they can no longer afford to live here. This
has a direct impact on students and educational quali-
ty. Please join educators and vote YES on K.

Board of Education President Mark Sanchez
Board of Education Vice-President Gabriela Lopez
City College Board President Shanell Williams
City College Board Vice-President Tom Temprano
City College Board Trustee Brigitte Davila

Board of Education Commissioner Faauuga Moliga
Han Zou, Family and Education Advisor

Aliya Chisti, Education Policy Advisor

Heather Woodward, Teacher

Angie Sibelman, Teacher

Greg McGarry, Teacher

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

Support affordable housing for San Francisco seniors
and people with disabilities. Yes on K.

San Francisco's housing crisis hurts many, and makes
low-income seniors and people with disabilities
extremely vulnerable to eviction and displacement.
Please support us by creating affordable social hous-
ing. Vote YES on K.

Senior and Disability Action
Gray Panthers San Francisco

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K
LGBTQ leaders say YES on K!

We stand united with communities of color of all gen-
ders and sexual orientations to oppose racism and
discrimination in housing law, and we strongly sup-
port the authorization of 10,000 units of low-income
housing in San Francisco available to all regardless of
race, sexual orientation, or gender identity. Yes on K!

Harvey Milk LGBTQ Democratic Club

State Senator Scott Wiener

Former Assemblymember Tom Ammiano

Honey Mahogany, DCCC Member

BART Director Bevan Dufty

Tom Temprano, Community College Board Vice-
President

Jackie Fielder, Educator, San Francisco State
University

Kevin Bard, Co-President, Harvey Milk LGBTQ
Democratic Club

Kaylah Williams, Co-President, Harvey Milk LGBTQ
Democratic Club

Carolina Morales, Former Co-President, Harvey Milk
LGBTQ Democratic Club

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

Bring permanently affordable Social Housing to San
Francisco by voting YES on K.

Proposition K will authorize a pilot program for munic-
ipally-owned social housing in San Francisco. The
measure clears a legal hurdle from 1950, known as
Article 34 of the California Constitution, which prohib-
its this type of deeply affordable housing without
majority approval by voters. Social housing is preva-
lent in major cities across the globe. In Vienna, where
62% of housing is decommodified, the average house-
hold spends 21% of income on rent. Municipal social
housing can be built at scale, with the highest green
standards and union labor for both construction and
management. Move San Francisco housing forward by
voting YES on K!

Progressive Democrats of America — San Francisco
San Francisco Berniecrats

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2.Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

Democratic socialists support housing for all - Yes On
K!

The city is in dire need of affordable housing to guar-
antee a San Francisco for all, not just for those who
have the money to pay exorbitant rent prices. Working
people - firefighters, bus drivers, musicians — are what
makes San Francisco the wonderful city we love. We
deserve to afford to live here. Let's act boldly to
secure housing as a human right — vote yes on K!

Democratic Socialists of America: San Francisco

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

Affordable, sustainable housing is key to addressing
our climate crisis. Yes on K.

By creating deeply affordable housing in the city, we
will ensure that working people have access to the
jobs and services they need without commuting long
distances. And because the housing created under this
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measure will be municipally owned, it will have stron-
ger green building standards, including electrification
and clean electricity. Let's create housing we can
afford, and a planet we can live on! Vote YES on K.

350 San Francisco

SF League of Conservation Voters
SF Climate Emergency Coalition
Sunrise Bay Area

Sierra Club

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K

Proposition K does NOT raise property taxes. Property
owners say YES on K!

As small property owners and small landlords, we are
proud to support Prop K. This measure is the first step
towards a new era of affordable housing in San
Francisco, and gives the city new tools to create inno-
vative municipal housing as has been pioneered in
major cities around the world. Please vote YES.

Simone Manganelli, Homeowner in Castro
Winnie Porter, Homeowner in Excelsior

Patricia Koren, Homeowner in Mission Dolores
Bob Siegel, Homeowner in Mission Dolores
Chester Hartsough, Homeowner in Glen Park
Linda Parker Pennington, Homeowner in Bayview

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition K
Small business owners say YES on K.

It has never been harder to run a business in San
Francisco. Even before the pandemic, making ends
meet was extremely difficult. One of the largest chal-
lenges was the lack of affordable housing for our-
selves and our employees. We support Prop K, which
authorizes 10,000 units of deeply affordable housing,
as part of the solution to our housing crisis. Please
vote YES on K.

Eric Whittington, Owner, Bird and Beckett Book Store,
Glen Park
Christin Evans, Owner, The Booksmith

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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Dr. Hae Min Cho, Owner, Body Dao Acupuncture
Heidi Alletzhauser, Owner, Photography Studio,
Excelsior

Kathleen Kennedy, Owner, For Your Eyes Only
Optometry APC

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Franciscans for a Fair Recovery.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. Jeffrey May, 2. Yerba Buena Consortium LLC,
3. Affordable Housing Alliance PAC.

End of Paid Arguments IN FAVOR of Proposition K

No Paid Arguments AGAINST Proposition K Were Submitted

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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COVID-19 has changed requirements for riders
on Muni. Protect yourself and others:

O (O Physical distance as
best possible from
—3 other riders

Wear a face mask
that covers your
nose and mouth

Do your part to keep San Francisco moving.
Visit SFMTA.com/COVID-19 for updates
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Business Tax Based on Comparison of
Top Executive's Pay to Employees’ Pay

Shall the City place an additional tax permanently on some businesses in
San Francisco when their highest-paid managerial employee earns more

than 100 times the median compensation paid to their employees in San
Francisco, where the additional tax rate would be between 0.1%-0.6% of

YES O
NO O

gross receipts or between 0.4%-2.4% of payroll expense for those businesses
in San Francisco, for an estimated revenue of between $60-140 million a year?

Digest by the Ballot Simplification Committee

The Way It Is Now: The City collects a tax on gross
receipts (Gross Receipts Tax) from some businesses in
San Francisco at a rate from 0.16% to 0.65% annually.

Businesses with more than $1 billion in gross receipts,
1,000 employees nationwide and administrative
offices in San Francisco pay an administrative office
tax (Administrative Office Tax) based on their payroll
expense instead of their gross receipts. This tax rate is
1.4% of their payroll expense.

State law limits the amount of revenue, including tax
revenue, the City can spend each year. State law
authorizes San Francisco voters to approve increases
to this limit to last for four years.

The Proposal: Proposition L would place an additional
tax on some businesses in San Francisco when their
highest-paid managerial employee (Top Executive Pay)
earns more than 100 times the median compensation
paid to their employees in San Francisco (Employee
Pay).

¢ For a business that pays the Gross Receipts Tax, if
its Top Executive Pay is more than 100 times
Employee Pay, the business would pay an addi-
tional tax from 0.1% to 0.6% of its San Francisco
gross receipts.

e For a business that pays the Administrative Office
Tax, if its Top Executive Pay is more than 100 times
Employee Pay, the business would pay an addi-
tional tax from 0.4% to 2.4% of its San Francisco
payroll expense.

Proposition L would also increase the limit on the
City’s annual tax revenue spending by the amount of

additional taxes collected under the proposed tax.The
increased limit would last for four years.

A "YES" Vote Means: If you vote "yes," you want to
place an additional tax on some businesses in San
Francisco when their highest-paid managerial
employee earns more than 100 times the median com-
pensation paid to their employees in the City.

A "NO" Vote Means: If you vote "no," you do not want
to make this change.

Controller's Statement on "L"

City Controller Ben Rosenfield has issued the follow-
ing statement on the fiscal impact of Proposition L:

Should the proposed ordinance be approved by the
voters, in my opinion, it would result in additional
annual revenue to the City in the range of $60 million
to $140 million, although results in a given year could
vary from this due to economic conditions and the
volatility of the tax. The proposed tax is a general tax
that would be deposited in the City's General Fund.

The proposed ordinance would create an additional
tax that would generally apply to all businesses
engaged in any business in the City where the com-
pensation of the business’s highest-paid managerial
employee (“executive pay”) compared to the median
compensation paid to the business’s employees based
in the City exceeds a ratio of 100:1. For businesses
other than an administrative office, the tax rates would
be a percentage of gross receipts attributable to the
City and, depending on the executive pay ratio, would
range from 0.1% to 0.6%. For businesses engaged in
business as an administrative office, the tax rates
would be a percentage payroll expense attributable to
the City and, depending on its executive pay ratio,

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.

The above statement is an impartial analysis of this measure. Arguments for and against this measure immediately follow.
The full text begins on page 205. Some of the words used in the ballot digest are explained starting on page 44.




38-EN-N20-CP147

would range from 0.4% to 2.4%. For context, current
City gross receipts tax rates range from 0.075% to
0.650% depending on a business’s industry and size.
The ordinance increases the City's appropriations limit
by the amount collected for four years.

It is important to note this tax would be a highly vola-
tile revenue source to the City. The narrow base of
expected payers, annual fluctuations in the value and
form of executive compensation, and potential reloca-
tion risk associated with tax increases contribute to
high volatility of the proposed tax, and estimates
based on prior years’ activity may not be predictive of
future revenues.

How "L" Got on the Ballot

On July 28, 2020, the Board of Supervisors voted 11 to
0 to place Proposition L on the ballot. The Supervisors
voted as follows:

Yes: Fewer, Haney, Mandelman, Mar, Peskin, Preston,
Ronen, Safai, Stefani, Walton, Yee.

No: None.

Local Ballot Measures — Proposition L

This measure requires 50%+1 affirmative votes to pass.
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Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition L

CITY LEADERS AGREE ONTHE OVERPAID EXECUTIVE
TAX

The Pandemic isn't over. Cities around the country are
preparing for another spike in the curve by stocking up
on medical equipment and hiring nurses, doctors, first
responders, and other essential healthcare workers.
San Francisco needs to be ready.

Prop L is expected to raise over $140 million every
year which would allow the City to hire hundreds of
nurses, doctors, and first responders.

The tax is simple. If the measure passes, any large
corporation that pays their top executive 100 times
more than their average worker will have a 0.1% sur-
charge added to their annual business tax payment.
The more inequity between the top executive and
their workers, the higher the surcharge.

Corporations can avoid the tax by simply paying their
executives less or by raising their employees' wages.

We believe that big corporations that can afford to pay
their executives million-dollar salaries every year can
afford to pay their fair share in taxes to help us
recover. Over the last 30 years, executive salaries in
the United States have skyrocketed by 940%. But regu-
lar workers' salaries have grown by just 11%. Prop L
incentivizes companies to invest in their workers, not
just their executives.

Prop L is a consensus measure with broad base sup-
port. Please join us in voting for Prop L.

San Francisco Democratic Party

San Francisco Labor Council
Assemblymember Phil Ting
Assemblymember David Chiu

State Senator Scott Wiener

San Francisco Democratic Party Chair David Campos
Supervisor Matt Haney

Supervisor Hillary Ronen

Supervisor Shamann Walton

Supervisor Gordon Mar

Supervisor Dean Preston

Supervisor Aaron Peskin

Supervisor Ahsha Safai

Supervisor Norman Yee

Supervisor Sandy Fewer

Supervisor Rafael Mandelman

District Attorney Chesa Boudin

Public Defender Mano Raju

Board of Education President Mark Sanchez
City College Board of Trustees President Shanell
Williams

Former State Senator Mark Leno

Former Assemblymember Tom Amianno

Rebuttal to Proponent’s Argument in Favor of Proposition L

With a constant parade of city hall leaders bearing
ridiculous, detrimental legislation, Proposition L is one
of the most disturbing ballot measures to be put to
voters. It's an embarrassing farce, full of flaws and
faulty logic, pushed by a destructive socialist agenda
to expropriate hard-earned money during these dire
economic times.

Let's be clear: This ballot measure is shockingly mis-
leading. If it is approved by voters, nobody wins. This
tax will not touch a CEQ's pay. It will hurt businesses
actually, leading to losses for our local workers
already hurting during this pandemic.

City hall leaders are on a rampage to confiscate busi-
ness executives' earnings, to punish, scapegoat and
equalize income. The signers listed in support of this
measure will be sorely disappointed with nowhere the
payoff expected. Prop L will, however, further push out
the city's businesses and retail shop locations. Forget
attracting business to the city in the future!

Is there any precedent where a city government man-
dates the salary a company's executive management
should make? The level of sheer audacity should scare
every San Franciscan. This dictating to reduce a CEQO's
pay belongs in a totalitarian communist country, not
America. You are not entitled to anyone's hard earned
money.

Again, if this measure is approved, who wins?
Nobody. Therefore, join me and a broad coalition of
appalled San Franciscans across the political spectrum
sounding the alarm in opposing this ludicrous tax and
vote a resounding NO on Prop L. Visit www.VoteSForg
for more information.

Richie Greenberg
www.RichieGreenberg.org

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition L

Simply put, it is abundantly clear the author of this
misguided ballot measure has no education nor practi-
cal experience with regards to economics and
statistics.

The damage to our city's business infrastructure is
already being hit hard by the current pandemic, and
this proposition would serve no meaningful purpose.

Employees' salaries are based on experience and on
value to a company. By enacting such a bizarre hocus-
pocus tax on executive salaries as Proposition L seeks
to impose, the incentive for hiring new entry-level
employees (or retraining current employees due to
Covid-19 changes in business) would diminish. In
other words, companies would reduce or stop hiring
low-level employees as an answer to this measure, if
it should pass. Moreover, such a tax would most likely
prevent the attraction of new businesses to relocate to
San Francisco, at such a time as we are seeing unprec-
edented economic downturn due to the pandemic.

Bear in mind, the sentiment of many of City Hall lead-
ers is that the technology sector has created economic
imbalances- yet these same leaders ignore the fact
that state of the art advanced medical research facili-
ties and the financial services sectors have a large
impact and employee base in the city. An unhealthy
obsession with social media and information technol-
ogy, which city hall leaders suffer from, is blinding
them to the reality behind the salary structures.

San Francisco is much more than simply social media
tech. Join me in opposing this misguided and bizarre
proposition, and send a message to city hall to sup-
port our businesses, not chase them them away. Vote
NO on Prop L.

Richie Greenberg
www.RichieGreenberg.org

Rebuttal to Opponent’s Argument Against Proposition L

The San Francisco Democratic Party has done our
research and we are officially voting yes on the
Overpaid Executive Tax.

Prop L is a consensus measure that is widely sup-
ported by Democrats across the political spectrum. We
know that during this time of crisis, large corporations
need to pay their fair share to help us recover.

Prop L is projected to raise $140 million dollars every
year, allowing the City to hire hundreds of nurses,
doctors, first responders, and other essential health-
care workers.

The Overpaid Executive Tax only applies to large cor-
porations that pay their executives 100 times more
than their average worker. Businesses can avoid the
tax by paying their executives less or by simply rais-
ing their employees' wages.

Republican Party leaders like Richie Greenberg want
you to believe that any taxes on corporations are bad.
They believe in a city where the richest people don't
have to contribute back to society.

Don't believe the scare tactics of the Republican Party.
San Francisco is one of the most desirable cities in the
United States for companies to be located. A small
.01% of their corporate taxes will have little to no
impact on companies that can afford to pay their CEOs
millions of dollars year.

The choice is clear. Join large corporations and the
Republican Party who oppose Prop L.

Or join the San Francisco Democratic Party and hun-
dreds of Democratic leaders and activists to vote YES
on Prop L.

The San Francisco Democratic Party

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition L

THE SAN FRANCISCO DEMOCRATIC PARTY
SUPPORTS PROP L

San Francisco economists are projecting that the pan-
demic will create a budget deficit of over two billion
dollars. We need to make sure that our public hospi-
tals are able to hire nurses, doctors, and first respond-
ers so our hospitals aren't overwhelmed by COVID.

We believe that corporations that can afford to pay
their executives million-dollar salaries every year can
afford to pay their fair share in taxes to help us recov-
er. Over the last 30 years, executive salaries in the
United States have skyrocketed by 940%. But regular
workers' salaries have grown by just 11%.

This measure not only raises much-needed funds for
our healthcare system, it also incentivizes companies
to invest in their workers, not just their executives.
Businesses can avoid the tax by paying their execu-

tives less or by simply raising their employees' wages.

JOIN YOUR FELLOW SF DEMOCRATS AND VOTE YES
ON PROP L.

The San Francisco Democratic Party

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Labor Council.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition L

THE SAN FRANCISCO LABOR COUNCIL SUPPORTS
PROP L!

The Labor Council represents tens of thousands of
San Francisco workers including healthcare workers
and emergency and frontline workers. It's our mem-
bers who keep your families healthy and safe during
medical emergencies.

The pandemic is far from over and San Francisco
needs to be ready when the next wave hits.
Unfortunately budget projections call for 250 million
dollars in cuts to the Department of Public Health over
the next two years. And that's after years of being
under-staffed and under-funded.

Big corporations who can afford to pay their execu-
tives million-dollar salaries can afford to pay their fair
share in taxes to help us recover.

If we're going to be prepared for a spike in the curve
we'll need to pass Prop L to hire nurses, doctors, first
responders, and other healthcare workers.

38-EN-N20-CP150

JOIN SAN FRANCISCO WORKERS AND VOTE YES ON
PROP L.

The San Francisco Labor Council

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Labor Council.

The three largest contributors to the true source recipient
committee: 1. SEIU 2015, 2. SEIU 1021, 3. IFPTE Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition L
HEALTHCARE WORKERS SUPPORTS PROP L!

This pandemic has given a renewed respect for the
dedicated healthcare workers who fight everyday to
limit the spread of COVID-19 and take care of those of
us who have tested positive. We are not just nurses
and doctors, but patient advocates, residents, and
physical therapists.

The pandemic is far from over and San Francisco
needs to be ready when the next wave hits.
Unfortunately budget projections call for 250 million
dollars in cuts to the Department of Public Health over
the next two years.

Prop L -The Overpaid Executive Tax - is calculated to
raise $140 million dollars every year, allowing the City
to hire hundreds of nurses, doctors, first responders,
and other essential healthcare workers. CEOs making
millions of dollars a year can pay their fair share to
help get us back on track.

JOIN HEALTHCARE WORKERS AND VOTE YES ON
PROP L

Local 21

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition L
ESSENTIAL WORKERS SUPPORTS PROP L!

We are healthcare, food service, public transportation
and grocery store workers who have been on the front
line of the pandemic. We often are not provided the
protective equipment to do our jobs safely.

San Francisco needs to help us be ready for when the
next wave hits. Unfortunately budget projections call
for 250 million dollars in cuts to the Department of
Public Health over the next two years. And that's after
years of being under-staffed and under-funded.

Big corporations who can afford to pay their execu-
tives million-dollar salaries can afford to pay their fair
share in taxes to help us recover.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
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If we're going to support essential workers we'll need
to pass Prop L to hire nurses, doctors, first respond-
ers, and other healthcare workers.

JOIN ESSENTIAL WORKERS AND VOTE YES ON PROP
L.

Local 21

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition L
MENTAL HEALTHCARE WORKERS SUPPORT PROP L

As mental healthcare workers, we take care of our
patients emotional and mental wellbeing. We are ther-
apists, psychologists, and psychiatrists that care for
people who seek out treatment.

The COVID 19 pandemic has caused understandable
panic and stress in the majority of the population. San
Francisco needs more mental healthcare workers, but
the city is facing a budget deficit with significant cuts
to the Department of Public Health.

Prop L will help fill in that gap by taxing businesses
that pay their executives over 100 times that of their
median employee salary. Big corporations that can
afford to pay their executives million-dollar salaries
can afford to pay their fair share in taxes so we can
have a strong healthcare system.

MENTAL HEALTHCARE WORKERS URGE YOU TO VOTE
YES ON L!

Local 21

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition L
SF GENERAL HOSPITAL WORKERS SUPPORT PROP L

We are the workers at San Francisco's largest public
hospital. And we are proud to be there for San
Francisco families when they need us most.

Unfortunately understaffing and budget cuts have
made our job more difficult. Now with the city budget
deficit of over $1.7 billion dollars, further cuts to staff-
ing will make our jobs more dangerous and will
decrease quality of care.

Prop L -The Overpaid Executive Tax - is calculated to
raise $140 million dollars every year, allowing the City
to hire hundreds of nurses, doctors, first responders,
and other essential healthcare workers.
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During the pandemic our workers have put their lives
on the line to help San Francisco families. CEOs
making millions of dollars a year can pay their fair
share to help get us back on track.

JOIN THE WORKERS OF SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL
HOSPITAL AND VOTE YES ON L

Local 21

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition L

LAGUNA HONDA HOSPITAL WORKERS SUPPORT
PROP L

We are the workers at Laguna Honda hospital where
we specialize in rehabilitation and care for people with
Alzhimers and Dementia. Older individuals are more
likely to need hospitalization when they get sick with
COVID 19.

Unfortunately budget cuts have made our job more
difficult. Now with the city budget deficit of over $1.7
billion dollars, further cuts to staffing will make our
jobs more dangerous and will decrease quality of care.

Big corporations have made huge profits during this
pandemic as have their top executives who make mil-
lion-dollar salaries every year. They can afford to pay
their fair share in taxes to help us recover.

To prepare for the next spike in the curve, we'll need
to pass Prop L to hire nurses, doctors, and other
healthcare workers.

JOIN THE WORKERS OF SAN FRANCISCO GENERAL
HOSPITAL AND VOTE YES ON L

Local 21

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: Local 21.

Paid Argument IN FAVOR of Proposition L
NURSES SUPPORTS PROP L!

As nurses, we've been on the forefront of the COVID-
19 pandemic for almost a year working to keep every-
one safe and suppress this virus.

The pandemic is far from over and San Francisco
needs to be ready when the next wave hits.
Unfortunately budget projections call for 250 million
dollars in cuts to the Department of Public Health over
the next two years. And that's after years of already
being under-staffed and under-funded.

Arguments are the opinions of the authors and have not been checked for accuracy by any official agency.
Arguments are printed as submitted. Spelling and grammatical errors have not been corrected.
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Big corporations have made huge profits during this
pandemic as have their top executives who make mil-
lion-dollar salaries every year. They can afford to pay
their fair share in taxes to help us recover.

If we're going to be prepared for a spike in the curve,
we'll need to pass Prop L to hire nurses, doctors, first
responders, and other healthcare workers.

JOIN NURSES AND VOTE YES ON PROP L
SEIU Local 1021

The true source(s) of funds for the printing fee of this argu-
ment: San Francisco Labor Council.

The three large