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VIA EMAIL 
 
Chair Argemira Flórez Feng 
Vice-Chair Yaman Salahi 
Commissioners Tsai, Francois, and Yeh 
San Francisco Ethics Commission 
25 Van Ness Ave., STE. 220 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
ethics.commission@sfgov.org 

RE: Ethics Commission Agenda, August 8, 2025, Item 6 – Discussion and Possible Action on 
Proposed Amendments to the Ethics Commission’s Enforcement Regulations  

Dear Chair Flórez Feng and Commissioners:  

As practitioners who practice regularly for the Commission, we are writing to express our 

support for the public comment letter submitted by David J. Lazarus and Silvio Renna, dated July 

10, 2025, regarding proposed amendments to Section 5(D) – Confidentiality of the Ethics 

Commission’s Enforcement Regulations.  These comments represent the views of our firm and 

not of any particular client of the firm. 

We strongly agree with the authors' recommendation that the Commission adopt a policy 

requiring that respondents be provided a copy of the complaint at the outset of an 

investigation. Ensuring that individuals are informed of the allegations against them is 

fundamental to due process and is critical to the fair, efficient, and transparent enforcement of 

ethics laws. 

As the letter thoroughly explains, such a policy would bring the Commission’s practices in line 

with other major ethics enforcement agencies and would help both respondents and 

investigators resolve matters more effectively and efficiently.  Our firm has represented 

respondents in matters where (contrary to the statement in the Director of Enforcement’s 

August 4 memorandum) the respondents were not provided with the allegations that had been 

raised against them in advance.  The result was multiple unnecessary interviews with witnesses 

who did not have knowledge of the operative facts.  If respondents had received a copy of the 

complaint at the outset, or even a formal statement of the allegations, the Commission and 

respondents could have worked cooperatively towards a more efficient resolution, with 

respondents better able to identify to the Commission which witnesses had information about 

the relevant facts.  Such a process would conserve valuable public resources -- not to mention 

the resources of the grassroots organizations who were the subjects of the complaints.  
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Additionally, we did not find persuasive the rationale provided for failing to disclose complaints 

to respondents. Particularly, the Commission’s goal of protecting whistleblowers is already 

satisfied through the Commission’s current policy of permitting the submission of anonymous 

complaints through their informal complaint process. Anonymous complaints provides the 

option to safeguard the privacy of individuals who report potential violations while still ensuring 

fairness and transparency for respondents.  

Moreover, the fact that not all investigations are complaint-based should not impact how the 

Commission handles those matters that are.  And, for those matters that are not complaint-

based, in lieu of providing the respondents with the complaint, the Commission should promote 

fairness and efficiency by providing the respondents with a written statement of the allegations 

under investigation. 

We urge the Commission to incorporate these recommendations into the final amendments to 

the Enforcement Regulations. Thank you for considering this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

Andrew H. Werbrock 
Partner, Olson Remcho LLP
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From: sfneighborhoods.net
To: Ethics Commission, (ETH)
Subject: 148 words for inclusion in August 8, 2025, Minutes Item #6 under Sunshine Ordinance Sec 67.16 Minutes for my

public comment.
Date: Friday, August 8, 2025 3:34:10 PM

 

Below is 148 words by MS word count for inclusion in the Ethic Commission, August 8,
2025, Minutes Item #6 under Sunshine Ordinance Sec 67.16 Minutes for my public comment.

------------------------- 

SF AC, Section 14.101, INITIATIVES (*part of the city charter*)
“No initiative or declaration of policy approved by the voters shall be subject to veto,
or to amendment or repeal except by the voters, unless such initiative or declaration of
policy shall otherwise provide.” 

The Sunshine Ordinance was approved by the voters. There is nothing in the Sunshine
Ordinance allowing the Ethics Commission to veto, to amend or repeal any part of the
Sunshine Ordinance. The Ethics Commission does not have the power to defacto ignore or
repeal any policy in the Sunshine Ordinance.

AC Section  4.102 Boards and Commissions – Power and Duties (8). Commission is to
“Exercise such other powers and duties as shall be prescribed by the Board of Supervisors;”
The BOS passed the Sunshine Ordinance, voters amended by initiative the Ethics Commission
is required to exercise all duties prescribed in the Sunshine Ordinance, not some.

-------------------------
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