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MEMORANDUM
Date: July 21, 2016
T Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors

From: . Y ngela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Subject: =~ 2015-2016 CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORT

We are in receipt of the San Francisco Civil Grand Jury (CGJ) report released Thursday, July 21,
20186, entitled: San Francisco Building and Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of Building Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department
(attached).

Pursuant to California Penal Code, Sections 933 and 933.05, the Board must:

1. Respond to the report within 90 days of receipt, or no later than October 19, 2016.
2. For each finding:
e agree with the finding or
e disagree with the finding, wholly or partially, and explain why.
3. For each recommendation indicate:
e that the recommendation has been implemented and a summary of how it was
implemented;
e that the recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented in the future, with a
timeframe for implementation;
¢ that the recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation of the scope of the
analysis and timeframe of no more than six months; or
¢ that the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or
reasonable, with an explanation.

Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code, Section 2.10, in coordination with the Committee
Chair, the Clerk will schedule a public hearing before the Government Audit and Oversight
Committee to allow the Board the necessary time to review and formally respond to the findings
and recommendations.

The Budget and Legislative Analyst will prepare a resolution, outlining the findings and
recommendations for the Committee’s consideration, to be heard at the same time as the hearing
on the report.
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Dear Ms. Calvillo,

The 2015 - 2016 Civil Grand Jury will release its report entitled, “San Francisco Building
and Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building
Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department” to the public on Thursday, July 21,
2016. Enclosed is an advance copy of this report. Please note that by order of the
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court, Hon. John K. Stewart, this report is to be kept
confidential until the date of release (July 21st).

California Penal Code §933 (c) requires a response to be submitted to the Presiding
Judge no later than 90 days. California Penal Code §933.5 states that for each finding in
the report, the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: (1) agree
with the finding; or (2) disagree with it, wholly or partially, and explain why.

Further, as to each recommendation, your response must either indicate:

1) That the recommendation has been implemented, with a summary of how it was
implemented,;

2) That the recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented in the future, with a
timeframe for implementation;

3) That the recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation of the scope
of that analysis and a timeframe for discussion, not more than six months from the
release of the report; or

4) That the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or
reasonable, with an explanation.

Please provide your response to Presiding Judge Stewart at the following address:
400 McAllister Street, Room 008
San Francisco, CA 94102-4512

City Hall, Room 482
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl, San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone: 415-554-6630
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THE CIVIL GRAND JURY

The Civil Grand Jury is a government oversight panel of volunteers who serve for one year.
It makes findings and recommendations resulting from its investigations.

Reports of the Civil Grand Jury do not identify individuals by name.
Disclosure of information about individuals interviewed by the jury is prohibited.
California Penal Code, section 929

STATE LAW REQUIREMENT

California Penal Code, section 933.05

Each published report includes a list of those public entities that are required to respond to the
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court within 60 to 90 days as specified.

A copy must be sent to the Board of Supervisors. All responses are made available to the public.

For each finding, the response must:
1) agree with the finding , or
2) disagree with it, wholly or partially, and explain why.

As to each recommendation the responding party must report that:

1) the recommendation has been implemented, with a summary explanation; or

2) the recommendation has not been implemented but will be within a set timeframe as
provided; or

3) the recommendation requires further analysis. The officer or agency head must define
what additional study is needed. The Grand Jury expects a progress report within six
months; or

4) the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or
reasonable, with an explanation.
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SUMMARY

This is a tale of two departments, the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) and the San
Francisco Fire Department (“SFFD”). These two departments are tasked with safeguarding our
precious housing stock and residents from fire safety hazards. DBI and SFFD inspect our
multi-unit residential buildings for compliance with minimum fire safety standards that are
outlined in various City Codes (the “Codes”) and ensure that property owners correct violations
discovered by these inspections.

Although these two departments work towards a common goal, they do not coordinate their
efforts. Between the two, they are unable to inspect all of our multi-unit residential buildings
within the timeframes mandated by the Codes, nor do they ensure that all fire safety violations
are corrected in a timely manner. We found that fire safety hazards that go undetected or take
too long to correct unnecessarily contribute to the risk that our housing stock and its residents
will suffer from catastrophic fires that take lives, damage property, and displace tenants. We
have seen this over the last two years when 19 major fires and 119 smaller ones caused 10
deaths, over $40 million in property damage, and displaced nearly 500 residents. And, these
figures do not include the five-alarm fire that happened on June 17, 2016, near 29th and Mission
Streets just as we were finalizing this report.

We found that DBI and SFFD separately enforce minimum fire safety standards under two
different City Codes, respectively, the Housing and Fire Codes. These codes have different
requirements with regard to the size of buildings to be inspected and the timeframe for inspecting
them. Also, DBI has a well established code enforcement system, whereas the SFFD does not.
Although there is much overlap in the items these two departments inspect, there is no
coordination in their efforts.

The local press has widely reported that several of the buildings in the Mission District that
experienced major fires had documented fire safety hazards that allegedly went uncorrected. In
this report, we discuss the reasons for the backlog in routine inspections conducted by DBI and
SFFD, along with why their enforcement efforts are not leading to abatement of all fire safety
hazards within a reasonable period of time. We also offer recommendations to help alleviate, if
not eliminate, some of the inspection backlog and to make enforcement efforts more timely.

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 5



OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

The objectives of our investigation were threefold: (1) to determine if there was a backlog in
inspections of our multi-unit residential buildings conducted by DBI and SFFD, and if so, why;
(2) to ascertain whether fire safety code violations were being corrected in a timely manner, and
if not, why; and, (3) to determine if there was sufficient transparency in the inspection and
enforcement processes used by DBI and SFFD so that property owners understand what is
expected and tenants know the potential risks they face in their homes.

The scope of our investigation was limited to multi-unit apartment buildings and condominiums.
We did not investigate inspections and code enforcement related to residential hotels (also
known as single room occupancies or SROs). (See Lack of Coordination Between DBI and
SFFD, Tables III-1 and III-2, below, for a comparison of the scope of DBI and SFFD’s
inspections and code enforcement.) This is because individual units in residential hotels are
required to have sprinklers. We were told that sprinklers make the possibility of large fires
occurring in these buildings much less of a concern. Our investigation did not look into the
causes of fires in our City.

Our methodology included conducting numerous interviews with DBI, SFFD and the San
Francisco City Attorney’s Office. At DBI, we interviewed employees at all levels in the
Housing Inspection Services and Management Information Services divisions. At SFFD, we
interviewed Engine and Truck Captains, Battalion Chiefs, Bureau of Fire Prevention inspectors,
clerks, and managers and Operations Division management. At the City Attorney’s Office, we
interviewed attorneys who litigate cases against building owners with outstanding violations that
were not corrected during the DBI or SFFD code enforcement processes.

Also, we read DBI and SFFD inspection reports and analyzed data related to DBI and SFFD
inspections and code enforcement processes. (DBI inspection reports are available online at
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbips.)

We attended Fire Safety Task Force meetings,' reviewed its final recommendations,? and
analyzed related ordinances (passed® and proposed*) by the Board of Supervisors. We watched®
Building Inspection Commission meetings and reviewed meeting minutes and supporting
documents.® Additionally, we watched’ Fire Commission meetings and reviewed meeting
minutes and supporting documents.®

! http://sfdbi.ore/meetings/9

2 http://sfdbi.ore/sites/default/files/Fire%20Safety%20Task%20F orce%20Final%20Report%2001-19-16.pdf
3 http://www stbos.ore/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances16/00060-16.pdf

4 http://www.sfbos.ore/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=355782

3 http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view _id=14

6 http://sfdbi.ore/meetings/1 7

7 http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view id=180

® http://sf-fire.org/meetings/5
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INTRODUCTION

Our investigation began after we read about three major fires in the Mission District that
occurred over a six month period from September 2014 to March 2015. These three fires killed
three people, displaced over 60 people, shuttered at least 34 businesses, and caused an estimated
$11.5 million in property damage. We were concerned because local papers reported that the
property owners of all three buildings had been repeatedly cited for City Code violations.” The
building at 22nd and Mission Streets had documented fire safety hazards alleged to have been
uncorrected prior to the four-alarm inferno that claimed a tenant’s life and required firefighters
to rescue several others who were stranded on fire escape ladders that could not descend to

the ground.™

Shortly after this four-alarm fire, a high ranking member of SFFD said, “there does seem to be a
lapse in our tracking. The lack of documentation for this building is now evident.”"' A
spokesman for DBI told SFGate, “building inspectors say they are overworked and behind in
routine safety inspections.” “Because of all the construction activity—the building boom—that’s
been going on for a couple of years, I’'m told our inspectors haven’t got the ability to get there.
They’ve been busy with other inspections.”’? As mandated by Code, DBI should inspect
multi-unit residential buildings at least once every five years and SFFD should conduct

annual inspections.

Recently, the Mission District experienced two more fires within a two-day period. On April 21,
2016, SFFD contained a three-alarm fire at two adjacent residential buildings on 17th Street."
Twenty-seven residents were displaced as a result of the fire. According to DBI records, the
sixteen-unit building at 3525 17th Street had its last routine inspection more than six years ago
(January 21, 2010). As a result of this inspection, a notice of violation (“NOV”) was issued for
missing smoke alarms. This violation was corrected six weeks later. A search of DBI’s online
records of the six-unit building next door at 3517 17th Street yielded no records of a routine
inspection having ever been performed there. While the building at 3517 17th street falls outside
SFFD’s annual inspection program because it has fewer than nine units, the building at 3525
17th Street has 16 units and was last inspected by SFFD in April 2007.

The very next day, a fire in a three-unit building at 145 San Jose Avenue left 12 tenants
homeless."* This building had its last routine inspection by DBI almost ten years ago on
September 6, 2006. Since this building only had three units, it was not on the list for fire
department inspections.

Approximately 65 percent of San Franciscans are renters.”” This means most San Francisco
residents control neither the overall condition of the buildings they live in nor the quality or

? http://abeTnews.com/news/recent-massive-mission-district-fires-raising-questions/365712/

19 hitp://www sfeate.com/bavarea/article/Y ears-of-safety-violations-cited-at-Mission-site-608 18 70.php
" Tbid.

2 Tbid.

B http://kron4.com/2016/04/21/fire-crews-battle-two-alarm-fire-in-sfs-mission-district/

4 http://www.sfeate.com/bavarea/article/Firefighters-battling-blaze-in-SF-s-Mission-7296134.php

15 http://sfrb.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/| 862-sfhousingdatabook.pdf, page 8.
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extent to which fire safety protections are present in the buildings they call home. Older
residential buildings constructed of wood are commonplace in our City and unless they have
been recently upgraded, do not include the latest in fire deterrent materials or fire safety
equipment. Tenants rely on landlords and the City departments that enforce minimum fire safety
standards, DBI and SFFD, to ensure their dwellings comply with City Codes. When this does
not happen, tenants can lodge a complaint with these same City departments or file a lawsuit
against a recalcitrant landlord. However, sometimes, it’s just too late!

While San Francisco’s economy has been growing by leaps and bounds, so has its population.
Forty-five thousand new residents have moved to San Francisco since 2010.'® However, during
this same time period, only 7,500 new housing units have been added.”” With too many people
clamoring for too few places to live, the result for some has been skyrocketing rents. For those
who are struggling to afford to live here, one way to continue to call San Francisco home is by
crowding into apartments or flats that were intended to house far fewer individuals. Although
some of these tenants may live in overcrowded units “illegally,” there is a push in our City to
make accommodations for those who want to continue to live here rather than displacing them
for economic reasons. However commendable these intentions may be, increased fire safety
risks (as well as other health/safety risks) have become the unintended byproduct of this
overcrowding. The risks associated with overcrowding are evident when tenants resort to using
extension cords to bring power to cooking appliances and consumer electronics that are being
used in areas where it may not be safe to do so. These fire safety risks are exacerbated when
overcrowded units do not include sufficient closet and/or storage space for the inhabitants. As

. aresult, personal items clutter hallways and block exits.

As these incendiary factors converged, amidst growing pressure from tenant and low income
advocates, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance 90-15 on June 9, 2015. That ordinance
created the Emergency Interagency Fire Safety Task Force for Multi-Unit/Use Residential
Buildings (“Fire Safety Task Force™). The Fire Safety Task Force was comprised of members
from DBI, SFFD, the Public Utilities Commission and the Department of Public Health to
review and make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors regarding possible legislation
and other solutions that would improve fire safety in multi-residential and multi-use buildings.
The Fire Safety Task Force focused on apartment houses containing three or more dwelling
units. The Fire Safety Task Force held six public meetings and issued its final report with
findings and recommendations on January 19, 2016.'®

On April 19, 2016, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation aimed at improving code
enforcement conducted by DBI and SFFD." (See Appendix, Exhibit 1.) In response, SFFD is in
the process of creating a more robust code enforcement process, modeled on the one DBI uses,
and staffing a new group of R-2 inspectors, under the Bureau of Fire Prevention, to work on
multi-unit residential building (R-2) complaints. (See SFFD Organizational Structure, below.)

16 hitp://sf.curbed.com/2015/2/4/9995388/sfs-population-is-growing-wav-faster-than-its-housing-stock

17 Ibid.

1 http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/Fire%20Safety%20Task%20F orce%20Final%20Report%2001-19-16.pdf
19 http://www.sfbos.org/fip/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances16/00060-16.pdf
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|. DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
A. Organizational Structure

DBI “oversees the effective, efficient, fair and safe enforcement of the City and County of San
Francisco’s Building, Housing, Plumbing, Electrical, and Mechanical Codes, along with the
Disability Access Regulations for San Francisco’s more than 200,000 buildings.”® DBI operates
under the direction and management of the Building Inspection Commission (“BIC”). The BIC
sets policy for DBI, hears appeals leading up to the issuance of permits and acts as the
Abatement Appeals Board to which Orders of Abatement can be appealed. Per a voter
referendum in 1994, the Mayor appoints four commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors
appoints three. Each of the seven members represents a particular community interest or
expertise, including residential builder, residential landlord, licensed structural engineer,
architect, and representatives of non-profit housing, the general public and tenants.?!

DBI provides three main services: (1) Permit Services; (2) Inspection Services; and (3)
Administrative Services. Permit Services “review plans and issue permits to ensure safe
structures, and to protect life and property through building code compliance.” Inspection
Services “provide timely and quality inspections to meet codes, protect occupants and ensure
quality of life.”” Administrative Services provides records management, and internal finance
and personnel functions. (See Appendix, Exhibit 2.)

Inspection Services has five divisions, including the focus of this report--Housing Inspection
Services. The first three (Building, Plumbing/Mechanical and Electrical) inspect
newly-constructed and existing buildings to ensure the scope of work performed is within the
scope of permits that have been issued. The fourth division, Code Enforcement, supports
Building, Plumbing/Mechanical and Electrical by investigating complaints and enforcing
code compliance.

The fifth division, Housing Inspection Services (“HIS”), conducts health and safety inspections
of residential buildings and responds to tenant complaints of code violations (primarily under the
Housing Code). HIS inspectors also do their own code enforcement of health and safety
violations. These periodic inspections are “routine inspections” of the common areas of
residential buildings, and according to the Housing Code, must be conducted at least every five
years.”* The category of residential buildings that must be inspected every five years include
residential apartment and condominium buildings and residential hotels that have three or more
units. This category of buildings is called “R-2.”* All R-2 property owners must pay a yearly
license fee which is charged on their annual property tax bills to help defray the cost of health

20 hitp://sfdbi.org/annual-reports, Page 6.

2 Ibid, Page 8.

22 Ibid, Page 10.

B Ibid, Page 10.

24 San Francisco Housing Code, Section 302 (b)

5 California Building Code, Title 24, Part 2, Section 310.1
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and safety enforcement by DBL.*® There are approximately 21,000 multi-unit residential
apartment and condominium buildings with three or more units in San Francisco.

Currently, HIS has five senior inspectors, plus three full-time inspectors and one part-time
inspector who primarily conduct routine inspections (“routine inspectors™) and 14 inspectors
who primarily investigate tenant complaints within their districts (“district inspectors™). In
accordance with census data, San Francisco is divided into 19 HIS districts. Currently, the 14
district inspectors cover these 19 districts. HIS has three vacant inspector positions (as of June
2016). Two inspectors are on leave and another retired at the end of May 2016.

HIS also has an inspector who works on inter-departmental complaints and one inspector who
works on the Hotel Conversion Ordinance (“HCO?). In addition, there are the Principal Clerk
and four support staff. One support staff position is vacant (on leave). (See Appendix,
Exhibit 3.)

B. The Backlog in R-2 Inspections Exposes San Franciscans to Unnecessary
Risks

DISCUSSION

It is not unreasonable for San Francisco residents to expect that HIS inspects every R-2 in San
Francisco for fire safety hazards at least once every five years. After all, the Housing Code
mandates it. However, HIS readily admits that not every R-2 is being inspected every five
years--they have a backlog. One HIS inspector went as far as to say that they “cannot humanly
get to all the R-2s.”

HIS cannot measure its routine inspection backlog. Remarkably, HIS does not know the
extent of its routine inspection backlog. We were told this is because the Oracle database that
HIS inspectors use to document routine inspections and code enforcement efforts, the Complaint
Tracking System (“CTS”), cannot generate reports that include accurate R-2 inspection dates.
Unless HIS knows when all the R-2s in San Francisco were last inspected, they cannot possibly
identify which R-2s are due (or past due) for an inspection. Consequently, they cannot quantify
the routine inspection backlog.

With the hope of understanding this further, we asked DBI Management Information Systems
(“DBI MIS”) for a report listing all the R-2s in San Francisco and the date of the last routine
inspection for each. (DBI MIS manages all DBI databases including CTS.) In response, we
received an Excel spreadsheet that contained the information requested. However, when we
compared twenty last routine inspection dates listed on the DBI MIS generated spreadsheet with
inspection records available on the DBI website, we found several instances where the
information did not match. (The records on the DBI website come directly from CTS.) For
example, 2960 California Street had a last routine inspection date of December 18, 1996
according to the DBI MIS spreadsheet we received. However, according to inspection records

26 San Francisco Housing Code, Section 302 (b); San Francisco Ordinance 107-09
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on the DBI website, a routine inspection was performed on September 16, 2010.% (See
Appendix, Exhibit 4.)

Another example is 682 Corbett Avenue. According to the DBI MIS spreadsheet, the last
routine inspection date for this R-2 was November 1, 1995. However, buried in the comments
section of the inspection records on the DBI website was a narrative describing a routine
inspection that was performed on January 4, 2007.”* We were told that this 2007 routine
inspection was not captured by our DBI MIS report because CTS cannot capture routine
inspection dates that are part of a narrative in the comments section. (See Appendix, Exhibit 5.)

Focused Code Enforcement R-2 lists show that a significant backlog existed in the Mission,
Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts in 2015. We received copies of the R-2 lists for all 19
HIS districts in San Francisco. These lists were created for Focused Code Enforcement. (See
Considerable Resources Are Wasted Creating R-2 Lists, below.) These R-2 lists included an
address for every R-2 in each district. However, since they were created manually, not every
R-2 had a corresponding last routine inspection date listed. Of the 19 R-2 district lists we
received, only three lists (Mission, Chinatown and Marina) had last routine inspection dates for
most (if not all) the R-2s listed. We sorted these three R-2 district lists by last inspection date to
determine which (and how many) R-2s in these three districts had not had a routine inspection
within the last five years. We provide a summary of our results for those three districts in
Table I-1 below.

FOCUSED CODE ENFORCEMENT 2015

R-2s with documented | R-2s with last inspection | Percent R-2s not inspected
District last inspection date date > 5 years ago within last 5 years
Mission* 822 316 38%
Chinatown 533 167 31%
Tenderloin 531 362 68%
*Does not include Mission Street

Table I-1

As Table I-1 clearly shows, before HIS conducted its Focused Code Enforcement in these three
districts, a substantial number of R-2s were not inspected within the last five years in the Mission
(38 percent), Chinatown (31 percent) and the Tenderloin (68 percent).

Since these R-2 lists were created, HIS has conducted routine inspections in at least 221 R-2s in
the Mission and 139 R-2s in Chinatown as part of its Focused Code Enforcement. As a result,
the backlog for these areas, as reflected in Table I-1, has since been substantially reduced. We
do not know, however, how many R-2s HIS was able to inspect in the Tenderloin because HIS
has not updated the results for the Tenderloin on the Excel spreadsheet that it uses for this

?1 2960 California ://dbiweb.sfeov.ore/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint& ComplaintNo=201068596
28 682 Corbett Ave,
http://dbiweb.sfeov.org/dbipts/default.aspx ?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=20078691 1
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purpose. Although documents show that HIS sent out 197 inspection appointment packets to R-2
owners in the Tenderloin, we do not know how many of these R-2s HIS inspectors were actually
able to inspect. (See “No Shows” Waste Inspectors’ Time, below.)

Due to the small sample size (three districts) we cannot extrapolate and assume that there is a
significant inspection backlog in the other 16 districts in the City. At the very least, Table I-1
does illustrate that a significant inspections backlog did exist in three districts in which some of
the most vulnerable R-2s with the highest fire safety risks in our City are located.

HIS does not know how many initial routine inspections are conducted each year. In the
DBI Annual Report for 2012-2013, HIS reported that HIS inspectors conducted 243 initial
routine inspections on apartment buildings. The subsequent DBI annual reports, however, no
longer report the number of initial routine inspections that were conducted each year. Instead,
“Housing Inspections™ and “Routine Inspections™ are the only performance statistics related to
routine inspections that are included in the DBI annual reports.

Similarly, among the seven performance measures HIS reports to the BIC on a monthly basis,
“Housing Inspections” and “Routine Inspections” are included. “Initial Routine Inspections”,
however, are not.

In Table I-2 below, two of the HIS performance measures, Housing Inspections Performed and
Routine Inspections are aggregated for 2014 and 2015.

HIS PERFORMANCE MEASURES

HIS Performance Measures 2014 2015
Housing Inspections Performed 11,995 11,981
Routine Inspections 2,337* 2,311
* Excludes January and February 2014

Table 1-2

“Housing Inspections Performed” measures all the documented inspections that were performed
in 2014 and 2015. This includes initial routine inspections, initial inter-departmental inspections,
initial complaint inspections and all reinspections. “Routine Inspections” measures all initial
scheduled routine inspections and initial complaint-generated routine inspections (that can be
counted in CTS) and all reinspections conducted in 2014 and 2015.

How HIS defines Routine Inspections is misleading because it includes reinspections. It is the
number of initial routine inspections that needs to be reported. This is because the initial routine
inspection is the inspection of an R-2’s common areas that must be conducted at least every five
years. Reinspections are focused on violations to determine whether they have been corrected
and do not include inspections of the common areas overall. This distinction is important
because HIS should be performing an average of 4,200 routine inspections per year (21,000
R-2s/5 years). If, as reported in the 2012-2013 DBI Annual Report, HIS is only conducting 243
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initial routine inspections, then this is further evidence of a backlog in routine inspections. The
BIC and the public need to know this!

Reasons For The Routine Inspection Backlog

As a result of our investigation, we found that the following factors contributed to the routine
inspection backlog:

(1) considerable resources are wasted creating R-2 lists;

(2) CTS reports do not capture the various ways routine inspections are documented;

(3) complaint-generated routine inspections are not always documented in a way that can
be measured by CTS;

(4) district inspectors do not always conduct complaint-generated routine inspections;
(5) “no shows” waste inspectors’ time; and,

(6) CTS is outdated.

1. Considerable Resources Are Wasted Creating R-2 Lists

Because HIS needs to know the last inspection date for R-2s in order to identify which R-2s are
due for a routine inspection, and CTS cannot generate an accurate report containing this
information, HIS had to create a “work around” by manually preparing R-2 lists that included
accurate last inspection dates. The process for creating the R-2 lists begins with getting the list
of R-2s in the City from DBI MIS.

HIS cannot get an accurate list of all the R-2s in the City without the help of DBI MIS. We
were told that there is one Oracle database that stores information on all the residential buildings
in our City, including the property address, property owner contact information and some
building characteristics, such as the number of units in each building. This Oracle database is
not integrated with any other City department database--including CTS. HIS does not have
access to this database; however, DBI MIS does. Thus, HIS must ask DBI MIS to generate an
initial R-2 list that includes all residential buildings with three or more units (R-2s) that are
located in the specific area(s) of the City in which HIS will be conducting routine inspections.
The initial R-2 list includes the property addresses and contact information for the the property
owners. However, it does not list any routine inspection dates.

The list of R-2s targeted for routine inspections is created manually. After HIS receives the

initial R-2 list from DBI MIS, support staff or inspectors must identify the last routine inspection
date by looking up this information for each property; one property at a time, in CTS.

Thereafter, the last inspection dates are added to the Excel spreadsheet, which can then be sorted
by last inspection date, and the R-2s that are due for a routine inspection can be easily identified.

DBI MIS did not generate the R-2 lists for the first six rounds of Focused Code
Enforcement. As a result of the series of fires that occurred in the Mission starting in late 2014
(See Introduction), the Board of Supervisors, along with other government officials, made
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inquiries into the causes of these numerous fires and asked how San Franciscans could be better
protected from harm, property loss and displacement as a result of fires. In response, HIS
beefed up its code enforcement (including fire safety) by assembling a team of inspectors to
conduct a blitz of routine inspections along major corridors in the City. This began shortly
after the catastrophic fire at 22nd and Mission Streets. HIS refers to this program as “Focused
Code Enforcement.”

This program was a huge departure from how routine inspections had been conducted in the
past when all HIS inspectors were assigned to specific districts and required to investigate R-2
complaints in those districts, in addition to conducting routine inspections throughout San
Francisco. There were no inspectors dedicated to working exclusively on routine inspections
during this time. Sometimes, these routine inspections were performed at opposite ends of the
City from each other and nowhere near the inspectors’ districts. We were told that investigating
complaints was prioritized over conducting routine inspections back then. A few years ago,

a couple of inspectors were taken out of districts and assigned to work strictly on routine
inspections. After that, Focused Code Enforcement became the model for conducting

routine inspections.

We were told that DBI MIS did not create the initial R-2 lists for HIS during the first six rounds
of Focused Code Enforcement because DBI MIS was fully committed to the Accela project, a
proposed new computer system. (See CTS Is Outdated, below.) Instead, during that time, an
inspector volunteered to create the initial list of R-2s for focused code enforcement himself. He
did this by combining an old Excel spreadsheet that listed R-2s in districts that were covered by
another inspector with his own personally developed list of R-2s located in the districts that he
covered. Since the property owner contact information for the R-2s may have been outdated on
the initial R-2 list he created, he then had to go into CTS and look up current property owner
contact information, one property at a time, for each R-2. After that, he had to go to a different
screen in CTS to look up each R-2’s last inspection date. We were told that this “work around”
was very labor intensive.

The first round of focused routine inspections was conducted along the Mission Street Corridor
(along Mission Street starting at the Embarcadero south to where Mission turns into Daly City).
Subsequent rounds were performed in targeted areas of the Mission, Chinatown, North Beach,
the Marina, Pacific Heights, Inner Richmond, Outer Richmond and the Tenderloin. According
to interviews conducted with DBI staff, these areas were chosen because they included many
R-2s with high risk characteristics for fire--older wood buildings that contain both residential and
commercial units (that may also have tenant overcrowding) and are situated along congested
commercial corridors.

The focused routine inspections conducted along the Mission Street Corridor, in the Mission,
Chinatown and the Tenderloin were more extensive (included more buildings) than the focused
routine inspections conducted in the other five districts listed above. We were told HIS does not
have enough inspectors to conduct focused routine inspections on a// the R-2s due for a routine
inspection in these districts.
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HIS will soon begin a seventh round of focused routine inspections targeting 200 R-2s
throughout San Francisco. We learned that DBI MIS helped create the R-2 list for this seventh
round of Focused Code Enforcement.

2. CTS Reports Do Not Capture The Various Ways Routine Inspections Are Documented

When HIS inspectors conduct routine inspections, they inspect the common areas of R-2s for 35
health and safety items. Fifteen of these items are fire safety related. (See Appendix, Exhibit 6.)
There are two types of routine inspections--scheduled routine inspections and
complaint-generated routine inspections. Scheduled routine inspections are scheduled in
advance with the property owner and are not performed in connection with any other inspection.
Typically, they are conducted by inspectors who focus on routine inspections. We will refer to
these scheduled routine inspections simply as routine inspections.

Inspectors do not always choose the same “Source” for routine inspections. Inspectors
document their routine inspections and complaint investigations in two screens in CTS--the
complaint screen and details screen. (See Appendix, Exhibits 7 and 8.) On the complaint screen,
inspectors enter basic information such as their name, the R-2’s address, the date of the
inspection and a narrative describing the inspection in the “Description” box. They also
document the “Source” from a drop-down menu with 33 options. (See Appendix, Exhibit 9.)
The Source serves a dual purpose of capturing either who referred the inspection to HIS or the
type of inspection that was performed, such as “Routines” or “Complaint.” Based on our
interviews, we learned that inspectors do not always choose the same Source for documenting
routine inspections.

Most inspectors will choose “Routines™ as the Source for routine inspections; however, some
will choose “Routine Appointment Letter.” In the case of 2960 California Street, the inspector
chose “Telephone” as the Source for the routine inspection he conducted on September 6, 2010.
(See Appendix, Exhibit 4.) Since Telephone is not typically used as a Source for routine
inspections it fell outside the parameters of the report we asked DBI MIS to generate for last
routine inspection dates. We do not know if Telephone was erroneously chosen or if there was a
legitimate reason for documenting the routine inspection that way. Regardless, it serves as an
important example of a CTS report not meeting the needs of the end user because the report
parameters were not adequately defined and agreed upon by the both the report generator and
end-user beforehand.

Inspectors do not always choose the same “Abatement Type” for the initial routine
inspection. The “Abatement Type” is meant to document the action the inspector took. There
are 62 choices on the Abatement Type drop-down menu. (See Appendix, Exhibit 10.) Although
most inspectors told us that they choose “Inspection of Premises Made” for routine inspections,
some inspectors choose “Case Received.”

From our interviews with HIS inspectors and DBI MIS and seeing many of the standard reports
that are available in CTS but not used by HIS, we have concluded that CTS report parameters are
not adequately defined. We think responsibility for this rests with HIS and DBI MIS.
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3. Complaint-Generated Routine Inspections Are Not Always Documented in a Way That Can
Be Measured by CTS

Scheduled routine inspections and complaint-generated routine inspections (“CG routine
inspections”) are conducted differently. As a result, the way they are documented differs. In
contrast to routine inspections, CG routine inspections are not scheduled in advance and are
conducted while a district inspector is already at an R-2 investigating a complaint. Rather

than having another inspector go back to the R-2 to conduct a separate routine inspection,

district inspectors have been instructed to conduct a CG routine inspection while they are already
at an R-2.

A complaint investigation focuses on the complaint, for example “heat not working at my unit,”
and will not include the common areas of an R-2 unless it is the subject of a complaint. District
inspectors schedule the complaint investigation with the complainant (usually a tenant).
However, the CG routine inspection is not scheduled with the property owner. Instead, the CG
routine inspection can be conducted without prior scheduling because once the district inspector
has been let into an R-2 to investigate a complaint, he will have access to the common areas of
the R-2 and can conduct a routine inspection. Since the routine inspection arises from the
complaint investigation, they are called complaint-generated routine inspections.

District inspectors do not always choose the same “Source” for the CG routine inspection.
District inspectors primarily investigate R-2 complaints in their districts. They also conduct CG
routine inspections. They must document both. When documenting a complaint investigation,
the Source is “Complaint.” However, there is no specific Source for CG routine inspections.

We were told that that there used to be “Complaint Generated Routine” listed on the Source
drop-down menu but it was taken out a few years ago. As a result, inspectors document their CG
routine inspections with different Sources.

Some inspectors document the Source as “Routines.” Other inspectors will choose “Complaint”
as the Source because a complaint is the reason they went to the R-2 in the first place. We were
told that inspectors who document their CG routine inspection with “Routines” as the Source do
so because only then can the complaint investigation and the CG routine inspection both be
counted in CTS. In this instance, CTS can capture both the complaint investigation and the CG
routine inspection because they are documented under separate complaint numbers. Also, by
choosing “Routines” as the Source, the CG routine inspection will be counted as a routine
inspection, not a complaint inspection.

We were told that inspectors who use “Complaint” as the Source for their CG routine
inspections, will use the same inspection number to report their complaint and CG routine
inspection. Under this scenario, the CG routine inspection--including, the date description—will
be buried in the “description” section of the inspection report that primarily documents the
complaint investigation. We were told that some district inspectors do not open a new complaint
number to document the CG routine inspection because creating a new complaint form takes
additional time and they are “too busy.”
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When a violation in the common areas is discovered from the CG routine inspection, inspectors
will document this differently from one another. If there are violations arising out of both the
complaint and CG routine inspection, some inspectors told us that they will open a new
complaint number for the violation in the common areas and change the Source from
“Complaint” to “Routines” to document that violation. However, one inspector told us that he
will only open a new complaint number and change the Source from “Complaint” to “Routines”
if the violations arising from the complaint and those discovered in the common areas have a
different anticipated time for compliance. Otherwise, if there are just a few violations in the
common area, then he will include them on the same NOV as those arising from the complaint
and under the same complaint number.

Yet another inspector said that he will not open a new complaint (and, will not change the Source
from “Complaint” to “Routines”) to document the CG routine inspection even if there are
violations in the common areas. Instead, he will issue a separate NOV for the different
violations but will document the the CG routine inspection NOV under the “Description” section
of the complaint inspection report.

4. District Inspectors Do Not Always Conduct Complaint-Generated Routine Inspections

Even though district inspectors are already at the R-2 investigating a complaint, we were told
that some are “too busy” with their complaint work to find the time to actually conduct a CG
routine inspection or “research” an R-2 before going out there. Based on our interviews,

there seems to be an acknowledgement within HIS that district inspectors sometimes are “too
busy” and that being “too busy” is an acceptable reason for not conducting a CG routine
inspection. This is problematic because CG routine inspections are a convenient way to conduct
routine inspections.

SOP does not explicitly require that CG routine inspections be conducted. The Standard
Operating Procedure (“SOP”) is used to train all HIS staff (including inspectors) and includes
detailed procedures for conducting inspections and code enforcement. Although we were told
that district inspectors should be conducting CG routine inspections of the common areas of an
R-2 when investigating a complaint, the SOP does not explicitly require it. Instead, the SOP

is very vague and only requires inspectors to “schedule site inspection appointment.” It does
not mention what kind of “site inspection” should be performed. The SOP also does not
address whether “the site inspection” should include common areas even if they are not part of
the complaint.?

Inspectors should “research” properties before an inspection. Additionally, we were told
that district inspectors should be “researching” R-2s in CTS before going out to investigate a
complaint so that district inspectors will know when an R-2 is due for a CG routine inspection.
What exactly should be “researched,” however, is subject to different interpretations. When
researching an R-2, some district inspectors only look at the history of complaints on an R-2
while others also research when the last routine inspection was performed on an R-2. All

» Housing Inspection Services Policies and Procedures Manual, Page 14, Item 4.
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inspectors have smart phones with internet access so they can be used to access CTS records on
the DBI website.

5. “No Shows” Waste Inspectors’ Time

A “no show” is when the property owner fails to appear for a scheduled routine inspection
appointment. Unless the inspector finds another way to get into the R-2 to conduct the routine
inspection, a “no show” will mean that the inspector wasted precious time going out to the R-2
and that at least one additional visit to the R-2 will be necessary. Furthermore, the need to still
perform a routine inspection may get lost and the R-2 in question may not have a routine
inspection within the mandated five year time period.

“No shows” are not tracked for follow-up in CTS. Currently, CTS is not being used to track
“no shows” for HIS. Although CTS can track no shows when inspectors choose either “No
Entry” or “Unable to Enter” as the “Abatement Type,” we were told that inspectors were
instructed not to use either of these. We were told this is because by using “No Entry” or
“Unable to Enter” the inspector’s attempt to make an inspection would not be counted as an
inspection. Instead, inspectors were instructed to use another “Abatement Type” to reflect the
type of inspection they made. For example, “Inspection of Premises Made” or “Reinspection 1.”
As a result, inspectors document “no shows™ as part of a narrative in the description section of
the complaint form. However, once “no shows” are buried in the description section, there is no
way to run a report on “no shows” or flag them for follow-up in CTS. Inspectors have shared
that, as a result, they may “lose track” of these “no shows™ as their workload requires them to
direct their efforts elsewhere.

Measuring the extent of “no shows.” As part of its Focused Code Enforcement, HIS started to
track “no shows” (along with other results of its routine inspections) manually on an Excel
spreadsheet. We have included this data in Table I-3 but only for the three districts for which
HIS has compiled this information.

Table I-3 shows the number of routine inspection appointment letters that were sent to property
owners during 2015, the number of R-2s for which inspectors were not able to conduct routine
inspections because they were unable to enter due to “no shows™ and the percentage of R-2s that
had “no shows” as a percentage of the total inspection appointment letters sent.

FOCUSED CODE ENFORCEMENT “NO SHOWS” 2015

District Number of inspection |Number of R-2s unable | Percent R-2s unable
appointment letters sent | to enter (“no shows”) |to enter (“no shows”)

Mission St. Corridor 128 20 16%

Chinatown 167 28 17%

Mission* 259 38 15%

*Does not include R-2s on Mission Street

Table I-3
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Clearly, the percentage of R-2s that inspectors were unable to enter (“no shows™) during their
Focused Code Enforcement is significant for all three areas for which this information was
captured. It’s difficult to extrapolate this data and assume similar percentages exist in other
districts in the City. However, it makes one wonder if these are not the only areas with a
significant “no show” problem. If this happens time after time, (as we learned it sometimes
does) these “no shows” and their impact on the inspection backlog really start to add up.

We were told that “no shows” occur mainly when inspection packets go to an incorrect address.
From our own observation, we concluded that they also happen because the inspection packets
can be difficult to understand.

Inspection packets that are sent to property owners sometimes go to an incorrect address.
Support staff schedule a group of routine inspections for R-2s that have not been inspected
within the last five years. As part of the scheduling process, HIS support staff send out
inspection packets to the property owners of record. This information comes from the Tax
Assessor database to which HIS has access. Sometimes the inspection packets go to the wrong
address and are returned to HIS. (We’ve been told that Tax Assessor records may be outdated by
as much as 18 months but we have not independently verified this.)

Inspection packets are only sent to property owners in English. The inspection packet
includes a cover letter stating that a “periodic health and safety inspection” will be conducted in
the common areas of their building, the authority for performing the inspection, and the
scheduled time and date for the inspection. The scheduled inspection date gives the property
owner two weeks notice and may be changed by contacting the listed inspector by email, phone,
or in person. The inspection packet also includes the following: (1) Property Owner
Maintenance Checklist (which is the same as the Inspection Field Checklist); (2) Notice of New
Housing Law regarding wood fixed utility ladders; (3) Ordinance 255-08; (4) handout on New
Ban on Wooden Fixed-Utility Ladders; (5) Notice Requiring Compliance of San Francisco
Housing Code Section 604; (6) Compliance Affidavit; and (7) Affidavit-Self Certification for
Carbon Monoxide and Smoke Alarms.

Although the Property Owner Maintenance Checklist is available on the DBI website in Chinese
and Spanish,* the inspection packet is only provided in English to property owners.

The inspection packet is difficult to understand. Although the cover letter contains vital
information, much of the information is buried in the body of the letter. Also nowhere in the
letter or packet is it explained what the inspector will be inspecting. Instead the Property Owner
Maintenance Checklist is merely included with no explanation for its purpose. Furthermore, the
appendage and carbon monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits are included in the packet without
instructions on what needs to be done with them--they should be filled out and returned to HIS.
Lastly, including the Notices, Ordinances and informational flyers is confusing because they are
not tied in with the rest of the inspection packet. (See Appendix, Exhibit 11.)

*° Property Owner Maintenance Checklist http:/sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/Checklist%20English.pdf
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“No shows” frequently are not followed up on. “No shows” are not uncommon and may occur
scheduled routine after scheduled routine on the same property. On occasion, an inspector may
be able to get current contact information (including a phone number) for the property owner (or
property management company) from a tenant at the R-2. In these instances, the inspector will
try to reschedule the routine inspection using the updated information. We were told that unless
a property owner calls to reschedule, it is much more common that inspectors and support staff
will not follow up on the “no shows” because they do not have the time necessary for
researching the property further.

6. CTS Is Qutdated

CTS is a legacy system that lacks capabilities that are commonplace in today’s workplace.
Without these capabilities, inspectors and support staff must spend much more time doing tasks
that would take less time with a more robust computer system. This loss of efficiency
contributes to the difficulty of not being able to conduct routine inspections on all R-2s in San
Francisco within the mandated five year timeframe. Also, it results in violations that take longer
to correct because inspectors do not have the time available or tools necessary to monitor their
cases sufficiently. We find these capabilities missing:

e CTS cannot be accessed from the field. Inspectors cannot input data to CTS from
outside the office. As a result, inspectors must document inspections twice. Inspectors
document routine inspections at the inspection site by taking handwritten notes--typically
on their Inspector Field Checklist. When the inspector arrives back at the office he will
type up the written notes into CTS and upload any photos taken at the inspection site into
the network “P” drive. The “P” drive is a separate drive that is not connected to CTS nor
can it be accessed outside the office.

e Affidavits are not available online. Currently, the appendage and carbon
monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits are not available on the DBI website. The appendage
affidavit must be completed by a licensed or certified professional stating that all
appendages to an R-2 are structurally safe. The affidavit is due every five years. The
carbon monoxide/smoke alarm affidavit states that carbon monoxide and smoke alarms
have been installed in compliance with the code and must be signed by the property
owner. Also, the affidavits cannot be completed by hand, scanned and sent digitally
to HIS.

e Notices of Violation (“NOVs”) cannot be printed in the field. Inspectors cannot print
and post the NOV while at the R-2 because CTS cannot be accessed remotely. Also,
inspectors do not have portable printers. Therefore, the inspector must return to the R-2
to post the NOV on the building.

e CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other City departments.
HIS cannot share data across departments--most importantly within DBI, Department of
Health (“DPH"), Department of Public Works (“DPW”) and SFFD--so that it can
coordinate its inspection and code enforcement efforts and reduce redundancies. Also,
HIS cannot know when permits have been filed for and approved and the scope of
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permits so that inspectors can have insight into property owners’ efforts to correct
violations. In addition, HIS cannot create its R-2 routine inspection lists without having
to ask DBI MIS for this information.

e CTS cannot track and report on important attributes. CTS’s ability to track and
report on important attributes, such as type of violations and building characteristic is
limited. Currently, inspectors document the type of violation from a drop-down menu
that offers 83 options in CTS. We were told that, oftentimes, NOVs list multiple
violations of different types and that CTS cannot track individual violations listed on an
NOV. CTS only has the capability to track the overall NOV. As a result, when an NOV
lists multiple violations of different types, inspectors will document the NOV as “General
Maintenance” for the type of violation, rather than the specific type of violations listed on
the NOV.

Similarly, from our review of CTS input screens, we learned that inspectors can document the
overall condition of an R-2 by ranking it on a scale from one to five. However, CTS cannot
track factors that are useful in determining which R-2s have higher fire risks. We were told that
some of the factors that should be to considered when looking at an R-2’s fire risk include: (1)
the age of the building; (2) the materials used to construct the building; (3) the overall condition
of the building; (4) whether the building has a fireblock; (5) whether the building is particularly
densely populated due to illegal tenants; (6) whether the building is of mixed use (residential
and commercial); and, (7) whether the building is located on a major thoroughfare.

We concluded, from our interviews and review of CTS input screens, that CTS has not been
updated or revised to better meet HIS’ needs because DBI believed Accela, which was initially
scheduled to be implemented in 2013, would resolve any and all issues HIS had with CTS.

Accela. In October 2011, the City entered into a $4.5 million contract with two information
technology companies, Accela and 21 Tech, to build and implement an integrated computer
system (“Accela”) that would replace the Planning Department (“Planning™) and DBI’s legacy
systems. In essence, Accela was intended to streamline the permit process by enabling Planning
and DBI to seamlessly share data across departments and provide online access so that the permit
process could be conducted online with transparency. After the initial roll-out to Planning and
DBI, Accela would then replace legacy systems in other City departments, including the SFFD,
Department of Public Works and Department of Public Health, among others. As part of this
process, CTS was going to be replaced by Accela which promised to offer (1) integrated data
sharing across HIS, other DBI divisions and Planning; (2) more tailored and automated report
functionality; (3) more extensive data point tracking; (4) online capabilities; and, (5) automation
of manual processes.

Accela was first scheduled to go live for Planning and DBI in late 2013. However, this launch
was postponed. From late 2013 to late 2015, change orders for Accela were numerous and were
estimated to increase the cost of the Accela roll-out by close to $4 million (which turned out to
be accurate based on Gartner’s, a third party vendor, finding that change orders raised the cost to

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 21



$8,174,297).*' Several other launch dates were scheduled and postponed during this time.
Consequently, in late 2015, DBI put Accela on hold. Third party outside vendors, Cosmo Cloud
and Gartner, were contracted to perform requirement scoping and determine how much more
time, money and work would be needed for Accela to be successfully implemented. They also
were to evaluate whether implementing Accela was viable and the optimal choice.

The reasons why Accela could not be implemented within its contract price on its original launch
date are beyond the scope of this report because we have not specifically verified them. For
those interested, reasons do appear in the Gartner report issued on June 9, 2016.*> According to
the report, implementing Accela will require negotiating a contract amendment, addressing gaps
in the off-the-shelf system, and strong support from DBI throughout the development process,
with go-live estimated to occur between August and October 2017.

FINDINGS

F.l11. Housing Inspection Services (“HIS”) does not know which R-2s have not been
inspected within the last five years because the Complaint Tracking System (“CTS”)
cannot generate a list of R-2s with an accurate last routine inspection date for each.

F.l.2. The spreadsheet used by HIS to track key inspection statistics has not been updated to
include all rounds of Focused Code Enforcement completed to date.

Fl3. Because “Routine Inspections” that are reported to the Building Inspection Commission
on a monthly basis include the number of initial routine inspections and reinspections
that have been conducted, this performance measure is misleading. The total number of
initial routine inspections that have been conducted is the correct statistic for
determining how many R-2s have had the Code mandated routine inspection at least
every five years.

F.l4. HIS cannot get an accurate list of R-2s in the City without the help of DBI Management
Information Systems (“DBI MIS”) because HIS does not have access to the DBI
database that stores this information.

F.L5. DBI MIS doesn’t always generate the initial list of R-2s, including the property’s
address and property owner’s contact information, for HIS.

F.1.6. The final list of R-2s for routine inspections is created manually because
inspectors and/or support staff must look up the date of the last routine inspection for
each R-2. When inspectors do this, it takes them away from conducting inspections.

3! Gartner Report, http:/sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/BIC%20Meeting%2006-15-16%20Agenda%20%23 14.pdf
32 Gartner Report, http:/sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/BIC%20Meeting%2006-15-16%20Agenda%20%23 14.pdf
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FLT.

F.1.8.

F.L.9.

F.110.

F.111.

F.112.

FJ13.

F.1.14.

F.115.

F.116.

Although the routine inspection backlog that existed in the Mission, Chinatown and
Tenderloin Districts has been reduced through Focused Code Enforcement, a routine
inspection backlog still exists in these areas.

Inspectors do not choose the same “Source” and “Abatement Type” when documenting
routine inspections. Unless all the possible ways to document a routine inspection

are known and CTS report parameters are chosen to capture all the possible
alternatives, some routine inspections will not be captured by a report purported to list
all routine inspections.

Since CTS does not have “Complaint Generated Routine” as an option for documenting
the “Source” for CG routine inspections, CTS cannot separately track and report on
complaint-generated routine inspections (“CG routine inspections”).

Inspectors do not choose the same “Source” when documenting CG routine inspections.
When inspectors choose “Complaint” as the Source, the CG routine inspection will not
be counted as a routine inspection in CTS, and HIS will not have an accurate last
routine inspection date for those R-2s.

District inspectors do not always conduct a CG routine inspection while they are
investigating a complaint at an R-2 even when the R-2 has not had a routine inspection
for five years because they are “too busy.” HIS accepts inspectors being “too busy” as
an excuse for not conducting a complaint-generated routine inspection.

HIS’ Standard Operating Procedure (“SOP”) does not explicitly require inspectors to
conduct a CG routine inspection while they are investigating a complaint at an R-2
when the R-2 has not had a routine inspection within the last five years.

District inspectors do not always know when an R-2, at which they are investigating a
complaint, is due for a complaint-generated routine inspection because there is no
clear requirement to “research” the last routine inspection date before investigating

a complaint.

Inspectors cannot always get into an R-2 to perform a scheduled routine inspection
because of “no shows.” Since CTS cannot track “no shows,” inspectors sometimes lose
track of the fact that a routine inspection still needs to be conducted on the R-2s that
have a “no show.”

HIS has started to manually track “no shows™ on an Excel spreadsheet that tracks
results of their Focused Code Enforcement. However, this spreadsheet has not been
completed for all routine inspections conducted under Focused Code Enforcement.

There was a significant number of inspection “no shows™ in the Chinatown (17%) and
Mission (15%) Districts and in the Mission Street Corridor (16%). Oftentimes “no
shows” are not followed up on because staff is “too busy” to research the property
owner’s correct address or phone number.
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RLIY.

F.1.18.
F.1.19.
F.1.20.

FL21,

F.1.22.

F.1.23.

F.1.24.

F.1.25.
F.1.26.

A e
F.1.28.

R.I.1.

RIZ

R.1.3.

Inspection packets that are sent to property owners sometimes go to an incorrect
address because data provided by the Tax Assessor’s Office does not have up-to-date
contact information for the property owner.

Inspection packets are sent to property owners only in English.
The inspection packet cover letter is confusing and buries vital information in the text.

The Property Owner Maintenance Checklist included in the inspection packet is not
explained as being the list of items that will be inspected.

Instructions on what the property owner needs to do with the appendage and carbon
monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits included in the inspection are not included on the
affidavits or elsewhere in the inspection packet.

Including notices, ordinances and information flyers in the inspection packet without
explaining their purpose is confusing.

Inspection documentation is done twice (first in the field and again into CTS when the
inspector returns to the office) because there is no online access to CTS.

Photos cannot be uploaded into CTS because CTS does not have this functionality.
Instead, they are stored on the network “P” drive which is not connected to CTS.

Affidavits are not available online.

Inspectors are not able to print NOVs in the field. Therefore, they must return to
the property a second time to post the NOV on the R-2. This is a waste of time
and resources.

CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other City departments.

CTS cannot track and report on important attributes, such as types of violations and
high fire risk building characteristics.

RECOMMENDATIONS

DBI MIS should determine why CTS cannot generate a report with correct last routine
inspection dates for each R-2 and correct the problem.

The Chief Housing Inspector should insist that the spreadsheet that tracks key statistics
for routine inspections conducted as part of Focused Code Enforcement be updated to
include all rounds of Focused Code Enforcement that have been completed to date.

The BIC should require that HIS report, as part of the HIS performance measures, the
number of “Initial Routine Inspections™ that are conducted to the BIC.
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R.14.

R.L5.

R.L.6.

R.I7.

R.I.8.

R.LS.

R.1.10.

R.IL11.

R.I.12.

(a) The Information and Technology Department for the City and County of San
Francisco should grant HIS senior management access to and permission to run reports
from the Oracle database that contains the addresses, contact information and building
attributes for R-2s in San Francisco.

(b) DBI MIS should train HIS personnel who will have access to the Oracle database
containing the R-2 information how to use it before they have permission to run reports.

If HIS is not granted access and permission to run the list of R-2s from the Oracle
database that contains the necessary R-2 information, then DBI MIS should furnish this
report to HIS within one week of the request.

(a) If DBI MIS cannot fix CTS (See R.I.1) then the Chief Housing Inspector should
require support staff, rather than the inspectors, to look up last routine inspection dates.

(b) If support staff is not available to look up last routine inspection dates, then the DBI
Director should allocate part of the DBI budget for hiring temporary personnel to
compile this information.

The Chief Housing Inspector should make eliminating the backlog a priority in the
Mission, Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts when deciding where to conduct the next
round(s) of Focused Code Enforcement.

The Chief Housing Inspector should determine exactly what “Sources” and “Abatement
Types” should be used for initial routine inspections and communicate this in writing as
a procedure that every HIS inspector must follow.

DBI MIS should include “Complaint Generated Routine” as a Source option in CTS so
that CG routine inspections can be separately tracked and reported in CTS.

If “Complaint Generated Routine” is not added as a Source option in CTS, then the
Chief Housing Inspector should make opening a separate complaint number for the CG
routine inspection and documenting “Routines” as the Source, a mandatory policy
communicated to all HIS inspectors in writing.

(a) The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy requiring district inspectors to
conduct complaint-generated routine inspections whenever the R-2 has not had a
routine inspection within the last five years.

(b) The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that when district inspectors are
“too busy” or for other reasons cannot conduct a CG routine inspection when the R-2 is
due for one, the district inspector must notify their senior inspector in writing.

The Chief Housing Inspector should direct HIS personnel to update the SOP to include
the requirement that inspectors conduct a CG routine inspection while they are
investigating a complaint at an R-2 every time the R-2 has not had a routine inspection
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R.1.13.

R.1.14.

R.1.15.

R.1.16.

R.I17.

R.1.18.

R.1.19.

R.1.20.

R.1.21.

within the last five years. And, if the inspector for some legitimate reason cannot do
this, the inspector must so notify their senior inspector in writing.

The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that district inspectors research the
date a last routine inspection was performed: either before going to that same R-2 to
investigate a complaint or via CTS records that are available by smartphone on the
DBI website.

The Building Inspection Commission (“BIC”) should adopt imposing a penalty for
property owners who miss their inspection appointment without good cause--as
determined by the BIC. The notice of penalty should be mailed to the property owner
and posted on the building.

The Chief Housing Inspector should direct HIS personnel to complete the “no shows”
information on the Excel spreadsheet that tracks results of their Focused Code
enforcement for all the routine inspections conducted under Focused Code Enforcement
and direct that all “no shows” are followed-up on within two weeks.

The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that all “no shows™ must be
followed up on within two weeks by researching the property owner’s correct address
or phone number and then, contacting the property owner for a scheduled routine
inspection. This policy should be communicated to all inspectors in writing.

The Chief Housing Inspector should require that support staff verify contact
information for the property owners and resend the inspection packet to the new
address within two weeks from when the inspection packet was returned to HIS.

The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection cover letter indicate
how non-English speaking property owners can request inspection packets in
languages other than English and that the inspection packet is made available in
Chinese and Spanish.

The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection packet cover letter be
rewritten so that all vital information is available at the top of the letter and the
language changed so that it is easier to understand.

The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection packet cover letter be
rewritten so that it explains that inspectors will be inspecting items on the Property
Owner Maintenance List.

The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection packet cover letter be
rewritten to include instructions on what the property owner needs to do with the
appendage and carbon monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits.
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R..22.  The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection packet cover letter be
rewritten to include the information contained in the notices and ordinances. Notices
and ordinances should be removed from the inspection packet.

R.1.23.  The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality
for inspectors to document inspection remotely.

R.I1.24. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality
to upload photos remotely.

R.I.25. DBI MIS should make affidavits available online.

R..26. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality
for inspectors to print NOVs in the field and that inspectors are supplied with portable
printers for this purpose.

R..27.  The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS can be integrated with
other computer systems within DBI and other City departments.

R.1.28. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality
for tracking and reporting on types of violations and high fire risk building
characteristics.

C. Code Enforcement That Doesn’t Always Lead to Timely Correction of
Violations Further Exposes San Franciscans to Risks

DISCUSSION

HIS has a formal and detailed enforcement process with many steps along the way. Figure I-1
(next page) depicts this process, and Exhibit 12 in the Appendix provides a detailed description.

Some Violations Are Not Corrected In A Timely Manner

In order to determine if code enforcement is effective in getting property owners to correct
violations in a timely manner, we asked HIS for information showing how long violations take to
be corrected. We were told that CTS does not measure this, and so, HIS could not provide us
with this information. Determined to locate this information, we asked DBI MIS to create a
report that would show the length of time it takes for violations to be corrected. In response, we
received a list of all NOVs, the issuance date for each, the date of abatement for each and the
date of the Director’s Hearing (if there was one) for 2013-2015. The report was generated from
CTS and downloaded into Excel. DBI MIS told us that they can create this as a standard report
for HIS. We will refer to this report as “Open NOVs.”
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Figure I-1

Table I-4 below, shows a summary of this report and depicts how many NOV's were abated
within five different timeframes for all NOVs issued in 2013, 2014 and 2015. Table 1-4 also
shows the percentage of total NOVs that were corrected within each of these five timeframes
(2013, 2014 and 2015). We calculated the number of NOVs in each timeframe by calculating
the days between the date the NOV was issued and the date the NOV was abated. These dates
were already part of the spreadsheet DBI MIS ran for us. We merely added a column to the
spreadsheet in which we made this calculation. We then sorted the spreadsheet by the number of
days in this calculation column and counted how many NOVs were within each timeframe.
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LENGTH OF TIME TO CORRECT NOVs

NOVs Abated Abated Abated Abated Abated | Not yet
Year 2 (%) <=2mos | <=6mos | <=12mos | <=18 mos | > 18 mos | Abated
2013 1,834 851 1,329 1,508 1,563 1,637 197

(100%) (46%) (72%) (82%) (85%) (89%) (10%)
2014 2,023 933 1,418 1,672 1,635 1,637 359

(100%) (46%) (70%) (78%) (81%) (81%) (18%)
2015 2,394 1,097 1,640 1,761 1,769 g 625

(100%) (46%) (69%) (74%) (74%) (26%)

* Eighteen months have not passed yet
Table 1-4

As Table I-4 reflects, for 2013, 2014 and 2015, approximately 70 percent of NOVs were abated
within six months. However, after the initial six months, there’s little increase in the rate of
NOV abatement as time goes on. For 2013, 2014 and 2015, only another five to ten percent of
NOV:s are abated within the timeframe from six months to one year.

We find it alarming that approximately 20 percent (2013-14 average) of NOVs took more than
one year to correct. It seems that one year is more than enough time to correct most NOVs.
Also, we were surprised to see that ten percent of NOVs issued in 2013 and 18 percent issued in
2014 were still not abated. Overall, this data is consistent with what we learned anecdotally.

It’s important to note that when an NOV lists more than one violation, the time it takes for an
NOV to be corrected can differ from the time it takes for each violation listed on an NOV to be
corrected. This is because CTS can only track NOVs as a whole. It cannot track each individual
violation that is listed on an NOV. Therefore, CTS can only provide dates than can be used to
calculate how long an NOV, not each violation, takes to be corrected.

Reasons Some Violations Take Too Long To Correct

There are five main reasons HIS code enforcement is not effective in ensuring that all violations
are corrected in a timely manner, including:

(1) inspectors have unfettered discretion to grant property owners additional time to
correct violations;

(2) code enforcement oversight is insufficient;
(3) HIS does not measure the effectiveness of its code enforcement process;
(4) inspectors take too long to refer some open NOVs to Director’s Hearing; and

(5) HIS lacks more effective code enforcement tools.
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1. Inspectors Have Unfettered Discretion To Grant Property Owners Additional Time To
Correct Violatio

In general, the code enforcement process is divided into several 30-day windows for
compliance--there are 30 days from the time an NOV is issued to the first reinspection and 30
days from that reinspection to either conduct another reinspection or the NOV moves on to the
next phase of code enforcement. However, exceptions to the 30-day period are granted when the
facts and circumstances surrounding the violation support it.

Additional time for correcting violations can be granted. HIS has a policy to “work with the
property owner” which means that each 30-day deadline for correcting a violation may be
extended by an inspector. For example, if permits are required or contractors are needed to
perform the work necessary to fix the violation, granting additional time may be necessary. We
were told that HIS believes that strictly enforcing deadlines does not always result in violations
being corrected; each violation has its own set of unique facts and circumstances that must be
taken into account in order to encourage property owners to correct violations.

Based on our interviews, we learned that there is no standard against which inspectors’ grant of
additional time can be measured. Therefore, inspectors determine for themselves, based on their
own interpretation of the facts and circumstances and personal proclivities, how much additional
time they will grant and under what circumstances. As a result, how this discretion is exercised
varies among the inspectors.

Some inspectors more strictly adhere to the 30 day period while other inspectors are more
willing to “work with the property owner.” We were told that as long as there is an active
permit, most inspectors are willing to give property owners more time to correct the violations.
We were told that some inspectors will give property owners additional time if they indicate a
willingness to correct the violation. We were told that some property owners take advantage of
this opportunity to manipulate the system. For example, they may file for a permit with no
intention of starting the work anytime soon or ever doing the work necessary to correct it.

Many of the variables (facts and circumstances) associated with extensions of time can be
quantified. Prime examples include measuring the average time it takes to (1) file for and obtain
an over-the-counter permit; (2) vet and hire a contractor; and, (3) perform the work necessary to
correct the violation. HIS management can identify the top 20 types of violations by reviewing
either the violations listed on NOV's or the comment sections of inspection reports in CTS. For
example, inoperable fire alarm. Average timeframes for correcting violations can be established.
For example, for unsafe stairs, it may take four weeks to file and obtain a permit to replace the
stairs, four to six weeks to find a qualified contractor who can perform the work and, another
four to six weeks to actually perform the work.

Softer issues, such as the property owners reluctance to perform the work for personal or
financial reasons, possible displacement of tenants and permits that require plans to be filed,
approval from other departments or a 311 60-day notice period cannot be easily quantified.
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Additional time provided to the property owner is not provided in writing. When inspectors
give property owners additional time to correct a violation, they do not give property owners
anything in writing letting them know when their next reinspection and subsequent deadline for
abatement will be (other than on an NOV). Instead, if at the reinspection a violation has not been
corrected, inspectors will, right then and there, verbally schedule the time and date for the next
reinspection. At this time, they will verbally advise property owners that they need to have the
violation abated by the next reinspection date. By not communicating this in writing, it may give
property owners the impression that they can negotiate with the inspectors more easily. Also,
some property owners may not completely understand what they are being advised and would
benefit from written instructions better.

2. Code enforcement oversight is insufficient

Although bi-monthly code enforcement staff meetings are scheduled, we were told that they are
regularly cancelled because inspectors are “too busy.” We were told that inspectors should get
approval from their senior inspectors before granting additional time to correct a violation to the
property owner. However, none of the inspectors we spoke with get preapproval from their
senior inspector.

3. HIS Does Not Measure The Effectiveness Of Its Code Enforcement Process

According to management gurus, W. Edward Deming and Peter

Drucker, “you can’t manage what you don’t measure.” Success

must be defined and tracked in order to determine whether an _ _
organization is successful. For HIS, the definition of success can . ﬁ I
be defined in two parts. The first part is mandated by Code--that - .
HIS conduct routine inspections at least every five years. The ‘;‘s ‘
second part can include ensuring that all violations are corrected "@
within a “reasonable time.” However, HIS does not track when >
all of the R-2s in our City last had a routine inspection nor does (
HIS track how long violations take to be corrected. '

Instead, HIS manages its code enforcement efforts with the goal of moving open violations
towards correction without defining what successful correction of violations means. Based on
our interviews, we learned that senior inspectors monitor inspectors’ code enforcement efforts by
spot checking open cases in CTS and by utilizing a review process every four to six months. We
were told that two or three times a year HIS inspectors and senior inspectors are given two
management reports, “Complaints Received” and “First NOV Sent,” to review. Both reports are
standard reports that can be generated by CTS by senior inspectors or management without the
help of DBI MIS.

Complaints Received. The first report, “Complaints Received,” tracks complaints that have
been received, are still open and for which an NOV has not been issued. The report lists the
complaint number, the date the complaint was received, the R-2 address, the date of last activity
and a comments section. Each inspector gets their own report with their open complaints listed.
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This report provides information on complaints that are open--it does not include any
information on routine inspections.

Recently, HIS distributed this report to its 14 district inspectors for open complaints received in
2015. We reviewed a copy of this report. There are 281 complaints received in 2015 that
remained open (without an NOV) as of early May 2016.

First NOV Sent. The second report, “First NOV Sent,” tracks cases that have had an NOV
issued, but, have not been scheduled for a Director’s Hearing. The report is distributed to routine
and district inspectors. It includes open NOVs arising from complaints and routine inspections.
This report lists the complaint number, the date the first NOV was issued, the R-2 address, the
date of last activity and a comments section. Each inspector gets individualized reports with their
cases on it.

The most recent copy of this report was distributed to inspectors in early May 2016 for open
NOVs that were issued in 2015. We reviewed a copy of this report. There were 311 NOVs
issued in 2015 that still have not been referred to a Director’s Hearing (“DH”) as of May 2016.
This means that after at least five months (end of 2015 to May 2016), 311 open NOVs had not
been referred to a DH. Although not all of the 311 open NOVs may be appropriate to refer to a
DH, this is a significant number of NOVs that are still uncorrected after at least five months.

Qualitative review. Once inspectors receive the two reports, they have six to eight weeks to
review their cases. Inspectors provide additional updates on their cases in the comments section
of the reports. Afterwards, inspectors meet with their senior inspectors to go over the two reports
one case at a time. We were told that the reports are designed to identify open cases and open
NOVs that have stalled and encourage inspectors to move the cases along. By the time they
meet with their senior inspectors, inspectors may have taken additional actions on many of the
open cases (moved them along) on their lists. Consequently, only the more challenging cases are
discussed at length with their senior inspector. For these cases, the senior inspectors will help
their inspectors determine the next course of action.

Inspectors Take Too Long To Refer Some Open NOVs to Director's Hearin

We were told that some inspectors may not be referring open NOVs to a Director’s Hearing soon
enough or at all.

An NOV that never went to a DH. “1118-1124 Hampshire Street” is an example of a case
that never went to a Director’s Hearing, despite the fact that it took the property owner almost
three years fix the violation. In April 2011, an inspector issued an NOV for rotted stairs at the
property, a serious problem that caused the death of a person at another building in San
Francisco in 2012. The inspector re-inspected the property twice--once in May 2011 and
again in June 2011--but gave the owner more time, because a permit had been issued for the
repair work. However, in January 2014--32 months after the NOV was issued--the inspector
found that the work was still incomplete, so issued a final warning letter. In that case, the
owner finally completed the work as required. The case was abated in 2014.
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There are three reasons inspectors may not be referring open NOVs to a DH in a timely manner:
(a) HIS does not track how long it takes an open NOV to reach a DH; (b) HIS does not have an
objective standard for determining when a case should go to a DH; and (c) preparing open NOVs
for a DH is labor intensive.

HIS does not track how long it takes an open NOV to reach a Director’s Hearing. HIS
manages referrals to DHs by tracking the outcomes of Director’s Hearings on an Excel
spreadsheet, “Summary of Director’s Hearings.” This spreadsheet is only an informational
tool--it lists the R-2 address, the CTS number, the DH hearing date, the inspector who issued the
NOV and the Director’s determination. The NOV issuance date is not listed. Therefore, HIS
does not measure the time it takes an open NOV to reach a DH.

In Table I-5 below, we have calculated the average time it takes for NOVs to be heard at a
Director’s Hearing for 2013, 2014 and 2015. We took the date an NOV was issued and the date
that a Director’s Hearing was conducted on each NOV for 2013, 2014 and 2015 from the Open
NOV spreadsheet we had DBI MIS generate for us. We added a column to this spreadsheet to
calculate the number of days between the date the NOV was issued and the date that a Director’s
Hearing was conducted on each NOV for 2013, 2014 and 2015. We then added up the total days
and divided it by the total NOVs that went to a DH. Thus, we arrived at the average number of
days it takes for an NOV to reach a DH.

AVERAGE TIME FROM NOV TO DIRECTOR’S HEARING

Number of referrals to Average time from NOV to
Year director’s hearing director’s hearing
2013 348 160 days
2014 422 123 days
2015 303 118 days
Table I-5

As Table I-5 shows, for 2013-2015, it took between 118 to 160 days, on average, for uncorrected
NOVs to reach a Director’s Hearing. From our interviews, we learned that HIS estimates that
most uncorrected NOVs go to a DH within 40 to 60 days. The discrepancy between how long
HIS estimated this time period to be and what the data shows in Table I-5, is significant. It’s the
time it takes the NOV in its entirety to reach a DH that is pertinent and should be measured.

HIS does not have an objective standard for determining when a case should go to a DH.
Inspectors use their own judgement to determine when an open NOV should be referred to a DH.
As a result, some inspectors are more likely to refer cases to a DH; other inspectors are less
likely. Some inspectors refer cases when a violation is “particularly egregious” or “if a property
has three unabated violations on it.” Others have said a case is ready for a DH when there are
“unabated violations with no progress and significant NOVs.”
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Inspectors are supposed to brief their supervisors when violations have not been corrected after
three reinspections.”® We were told, however, that not all inspectors proactively brief their
seniors after three reinspections with no progress. Therefore, even when violations have not
been corrected after three reinspections, those cases may not proceed to a DH.

Similarly, there is no set period of time after which unabated violations must proceed to a DH.
Although the Building Code and the SOP allow inspectors to refer unabated NOVs to a DH as
early as 60 days after the NOV was issued, as a general rule, if building permits have been filed
many inspectors will not refer the case to a DH even if sixty days have passed.**

Preparing open NOVs for a DH is labor intensive. In anticipation of referring a case for a
DH, the inspector reviews CTS to ensure all inspection notes and photos taken of the violation
are sufficiently detailed and that all enforcement efforts are well documented. This information
is then printed out and assembled along with the paper based “enforcement file” into a package
for the senior inspector to review and decide if a case should proceed to DH.

We were told that preparing a case for a DH is a labor intensive effort for the inspectors and
support staff. In fact, the SOP has eight pages of detailed procedures related to the DH including
preparing the case, scheduling the hearing, preparing the agenda, determining all the interested
parties and then providing notice to them, posting the notice of the DH and documenting all this
in CTS, the paper bound file and Excel spreadsheets.

5. HIS Lacks More Effective Code Enforcement Tools

Although HIS has a well established code enforcement system that effectuates timely abatement
in many cases, there is a common belief among HIS inspectors that their code enforcement tools
often may not be effective enough. When inspectors lack effective tools to motivate the reluctant
property owner to abate violations more quickly, the enforcement period may be unnecessarily
extended. This means inspectors have to work harder by conducting many more reinspections
and other tasks in hopes of achieving abatement. There is also the looming possibility that the
violation will still not be corrected. Furthermore, extending the time for abatement exposes

our housing stock, its tenants and neighbors to unnecessary risks that should have been

corrected sooner.

HIS’ most effective tools for incenting abatement include referring cases to a DH or the City
Attorney and the Special Assessment Lien program. (See Appendix, Exhibit 12, Explanation of
HIS Code Enforcement.) Their effectiveness is largely due to the high costs and negative
publicity associated with these programs. City Attorney cases apply further financial incentive
due to the possibility of multiple civil penalties, punitive penalties and attorney's fees being
awarded. Even so, these tools may not be effective in every case.

 SOP, page 16, Item 9(c).
3 San Francisco Building Code, Chapter 1A and SOP (page 16, item #12(c)).

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 34



We were told that the most stringent (and effective) determination coming out of a Director’s
Hearing--the Order of Abatement-- may have lost much of its deterrent potential. In the past,
property owners did not want their property title to be clouded with an Order of Abatement as it
would make borrowing money and selling the property more difficult. Nowadays, with the
change in the financial markets, we were told there aren’t the same obstacles connected with a
clouded title as there have been in the past. Additionally, unless a property owner intends to
borrow money or sell the property, they could choose to defer abatement for many years.

Cases that are referred to the City Attorney almost always show results--the violations are almost
always cured. For the period 2010 through 2015, DBI referred 59 cases to the City Attorney.
Nine of these cases, referred in 2010, were for buildings owned by one firm, Blanding (doing
business as Bayview Property Managers). The City Attorney obtained an injunction requiring
Blanding address nuisance conditions at all 30 buildings they own and/or manage and also
imposed a civil penalty of $800,000. Ten cases dealt with vacant or dilapidated buildings,
several occupied by elderly owners who are no longer able to care for their homes. Fourteen
violations referred to the City Attorney (“CA”) were for work without permit, including adding
illegal units. In one case, a parking garage owner turned one floor into a hostel. Eighteen cases
dealt with multiple violations, including fire safety and structural damage. Almost all were
abated within a few months of the City Attorney’s involvement, although one case took over two
years. It required a restraining order on the owner, and the bank holding the mortgage placing
the property in receivership. '

However, the CA pursuing litigation can be a very expensive route, and therefore, it is reserved
for the most egregious cases. Lastly, the Special Assessment Lien program is also very effective
but is only available once a year.

Franchise Tax Board. Years ago the California Franchise Tax Board (“FTB”) had a program
that we were told was very effective in getting property owners to correct violations. Under this
program, once a violation had gone uncorrected for 180 days after the initial NOV compliance
period had elapsed (usually thirty days), the inspector could refer the case to the FTB. After the
inspector received approval to refer a case to the FTB from their senior, they would prepare a
Notice of Non-Compliance. The Notice of Non-Compliance would be recorded and sent to the
property owner and the FTB. As a result, when the property owner filed their California tax
return and attempted to take deductions for expenses incurred in connection with their rental
property (the R-2 with the NOV), the FTB would disallow these deductions until the NOVs
were abated. In response, property owners would correct the previously unabated violations.
Thereafter, a Notice of Compliance would be issued and sent to the property owner, the
Recorder’s office and the FTB.

Administrative penalties. Currently, HIS cannot impose civil penalties on property owners for
unabated violations because the current administrative hearing HIS uses (the Director’s Hearing)
does not comport with due process requirements that are necessary for civil penalties to be
awarded. There’s a belief within HIS that being able to seek administrative civil penalties would
create a significant financial incentive for property owners to abate violations. Since a case can
be referred to a DH as early as sixty days after an NOV is issued, the threat of administrative
penalties being awarded may encourage property owners to correct violations more quickly. We
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were told that, in order for administrative civil penalties to be added to the administrative
hearing, at a minimum, the following would have to change: (i) the hearing officer would have to
come from outside DBI; (ii) testimony may have to be given under the penalty of perjury; and,
(iii) the notice of decision would have to have an appeal process that first went to a board,
comprised of members other than the BIC. HIS could seek administrative civil penalties when
there were repeat offenders, serious deferred maintenance, numerous NOVs, or a vulnerable
population was being affected, along with many more cases.

FINDINGS

F.1.29. HIS does not measure how long NOVs take to be abated. Without tracking how long it
takes for NOVs to be abated, HIS cannot determine whether it’s code enforcement
process is effective for correcting all violations in a timely manner.

F.1.30. For2013-2015, approximately twenty percent of NOVs took more than one year to
correct.

F.1.31.  HIS does not have a standard against which inspectors’ grant of additional time can be
measured.

F.L.32.  When inspectors grant additional time for property owners to correct an abatement,
there is no written documentation (other than on an NOV) provided to the property
owner that states when the next reinspection will occur or explains that violations
must be abated by then. By not communicating this in writing, property owners make
think that they can negotiate with the inspectors more easily. Also, some property
owners may not understand what they are being told due to language differences or
other reasons.

F.1.33.  Although bi-monthly staff meetings are scheduled, they are regularly cancelled because
inspectors are “too busy.” Without a management culture that supports having
scheduled times to discuss inspectors work, it will be difficult for HIS to optimize its
code enforcement process for success.

F.1.34. Based on our investigation, we concluded that HIS does not have an adequate definition
for success.

F.1.35. Some inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH. But, HIS does not measure
how long it takes an open NOV to reach a Director’s Hearing.

F..36. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH because the standard for referring
unabated violations to a Director’s Hearing is vague and leaves too much room for
interpretation.

F.1.37. Not all inspectors proactively brief their seniors after three reinspections with
No progress.
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F.1.38.

F.1.39.

R.1.29.

R.1.30.

R.1.31.

R.1.32.

R.1.33.

R.1.34.

Inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH because preparing a case for
referral to a Director’s Hearing is more labor intensive than it should be.

HIS lacks more effective code enforcement tools.

RECOMMENDATIONS

(a) The Chief Housing Inspector should ask DBI MIS to create a standard report to
track how long NOV's take to be corrected (similar to Open NOVs report we used) and
modify this report to calculate the difference in days between when an NOV is issued
and the date the NOV is corrected and then use this report to measure the time it takes
for property owners to correct NOVs.

(b) The Chief Housing Inspector should report how long NOVs take to be abated, in a
format similar to Table I-3, to the BIC on a monthly basis.

The Chief Housing Inspector should actively monitor cases using the Open NOVs
report to ensure that less than five percent of NOV's take no more than one year to
abate.

The Chief Housing Inspector should develop guidelines for inspectors to use when
granting additional time for repairs or abatement. The guidelines should be based on
the average additional time it takes for the top 20 types of violation under each of the
following common scenarios, including: (1) filing for and obtaining an over-the-counter
permit; (2) vetting and hiring a contractor; and, (3) performing the work necessary to
correct the violation.

The Chief Housing Inspector should ensure a new form letter is drafted to provide
property owners the date of the next reinspection and warn them that violations must be
abated by that date. Inspectors can then fill in the time and date of the reinspection and
hand it to the property owner at the inspection.

The Chief Housing Inspector should create a culture where staff and management
meetings are held as scheduled and not canceled unless there is an emergency.

The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a definition of success that includes
inspecting all R-2s at least every five years and ensuring all violations are corrected
within a “reasonable period of time.” The Chief Housing Inspector should measure a
“reasonable period of time” for correcting violations by first using the Open NOVs
report to measure how many days have elapsed since each NOV was issued. Next, the
Chief Housing Inspector should compare the number of days that an NOV has stayed
open against specific timeframes. We recommend two months; six months; 12 months;
and, 18 months. (Two months (60 days) is an important timeframe because it is the
earliest that an NOV can be referred to a DH.) Once an NOV goes uncorrected for one
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day after each of these timeframes, the NOV can easily be flagged for a closer review of
the facts and circumstances and steps taken to encourage the NOV be corrected.

R.I.35. The Chief Housing Inspector should measure the time it takes for an open NOV to
reach a Director’s Hearing. We recommend using the Open NOV spreadsheet that DBI
MIS created for us. Incorporating a column that calculates the days between the NOV
date and the DH date, HIS can determine how many day it takes an open NOV to be
heard at a Director’s Hearing.

R.I.36. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt an objective standard for inspectors to use in
determining when a case should be referred to a Director’s Hearing.

R.I.37. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that senior inspectors follow-up with
inspectors when there have been three reinspections on an open NOV.

R.1.38. The DBI Director should ensure when CTS is replaced by another system that it
includes functionality to help automate the Director’s Hearing case preparation and
digital transfer of case files.

R..39. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is required for HIS to reinstate
the FTB program and then ensure that all necessary steps for making the FTB program
part of the HIS code enforcement process are taken.

(b) The BIC should approve that HIS use the FTB program as part of its code
enforcement process.

(¢) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is required for administrative
penalties to be available at the HIS administrative hearing and then ensure that all

necessary steps for making this possible as part of the HIS code enforcement process
are taken.

(d) The BIC should approve adding the legal requirements to the HIS administrative
hearing so that administrative penalties can be awarded.

D. Insufficient Staffing

DISCUSSION

We were told, throughout our interviews with HIS personnel, that inspectors/support staff were
either “too busy” and/or there were not enough inspectors/support staff to perform some
essential tasks. Inspectors and management openly acknowledge that they are short-staffed.

Inspectors and support staff work hard. As a result of our investigation, we determined that
HIS inspectors have full schedules. Currently, HIS has 14 district inspectors that investigate
approximately 4,600 complaints every year. District inspectors are expected to respond to
complaints within 24-72 hours. Complaints can be very time consuming because they may also
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involve landlords/tenant disputes. The number of tenant complaints likely will not decrease
anytime soon. In fact, the number may very well increase, as affordable housing becomes even
more scarce.

Although routine inspections are less complicated and take less time, there are only four
inspectors who focus on routine inspections. Inspectors must conduct routine inspections on
21,000 R-2s over a five year period. That means 4,200 routine inspections must be conducted
each year. This is the bare minimum because we do not know how many R-2s are “past due”
for inspection.

Additionally, inspectors are pulled away from their routine inspections and complaint work to
work on special projects or to enforce new regulations and ordinances. Examples include
enforcement of the Hotel Conversion Ordinance and the ban on wooden fixed utility ladders.
Inspectors work harder than they should have to because they must rely on computer systems
that are outdated and lack basic functionality.

We believe that one of the main reasons a routine inspection backlog exists and some violations
take too long for property owners to correct is because HIS does not have enough inspectors and
support staff to fully cover its workload.

Currently, HIS has two open inspector positions and two other vacancies due to “leave.”
Although HIS has received approval to hire temporary replacements for the two district
inspectors who are on leave, this still leaves HIS with two open inspector positions.

FINDING

F.140. HIS does not have enough inspectors to inspect every R-2 in San Francisco at least once
every five years.

RECOMMENDATION

R.1.40. The Director of DBI should request that the Controller’s Office conduct a study to
determine adequate staffing levels for HIS.

E. Transparency
DISCUSSION

Transparency into fire safety code enforcement is necessary so that:

e Property owners and tenants know what to expect; and
e The public can understand, in enough detail, what violations have been found and what is
being done to ensure that those violations are being corrected in a timely manner.
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Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI website. Inspections packets are
one source of information about the routine inspection and code enforcement process. The DBI
website is a second source.

On DBI’s homepage,* across the top of the page, under “Inspection” there is a drop down menu
with three links that are related to routine inspections: District Charts and Maps; Inspection
Scheduling; and, Filing a Complaint. Under Inspection Scheduling, instructions for scheduling
an inspection with HIS are included. However, routine inspections are not described or
explained under any of these three links.

In order to get information about routine inspections, one must follow several links: Starting with
DBI’s homepage, halfway down in the center of the homepage, is Inspection Services (in small
print). Click thru Inspection Services Divisions. On the Inspection Services Division page, click
thru Housing Inspections Services (in small print). Then under Helpful Links, click thru the link
to Routine Inspections. The Inspection Worksheet is included.*

Information on routine inspections is not sufficiently detailed. Although information on
routine inspections is available on the DBI website, it is not detailed enough to sufficiently
understand the process. On the Routine Inspections page,*’ items missing are: the process for
when a routine inspection is required, what will be inspected, what affidavits are required to be
certified by a professional and returned to HIS, what happens if a violation is found and costs
associated with code enforcement. Or, they are conveyed in a way that no one without prior
knowledge of the process would understand. The Informational Maintenance Checklist (also
known as the Inspection Worksheet) is available on the Routine Inspections page but it is not
described as the list inspectors use for routine inspections.

Information on violations is not easy to find. There are two ways to get to information about
violations on the DBI website. The first way is from the Routine Inspections page by clicking
thru Track Permits and Complaints at the bottom of the page. The second way is from the DBI
homepage, accross the top of the page, under Permit Services on the drop down menu click thru
Track Permits and Complaints.® On the Track Permits and Complaints, click thru “Search for
documents by Site Address,” then enter the property address. Once the property address is
shown, then click through “Complaints.” Next, a list of all inspection records for all DBI
departments will be shown. Routine inspection and complaints will be found under HIS for
Div (Division).

Since the actual NOV is not available online, details on violations are insufficient. R-2
inspection records located under Track Permits and Complaint include the inspection date, type
of violation, the inspector’s name, status and comment. The “type” of violation oftentimes
includes a description that is too broad for a sufficient understanding of the violation. For
example, “General Maintenance.” Sometimes an inspector will write more under the comments.

35

http://sfdbi.org/
36 http://sfdbi.ore/sites/default/files/Checklist®20English.pdf

37 htip://sfdbi.ore/ROUTINEINSPECTIONS
8 http://dbiweb.sfeov.org/dbipts/
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Most of the details of a violation are written on the NOV. However, actual NOVs are not
available on the DBI website.

F.l.41.
F.1.42.

F.143.

F.144.

R.1.41.

R.1.42.

R.1.43.

R.1.44.

FINDINGS
Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI website.

Information on routine inspections on the DBI website does not provide enough
information to sufficiently understand the process.

It is not easy to find information on R-2 violations on the DBI website because many
of the links to get to inspection records are labeled with terms that may not be
understandable to the public. For example, calling violations “complaints™ and needing
to look under “HIS” for “Div.”

Since the actual NOV is not available on the DBI website and rarely do the
“comments” provide much detail about violations, the detail available to the public and
tenants is not sufficient enough to understand the full extent or nature of a violation.

RECOMMENDATIONS

DBI MIS should redesign the DBI website so that information on routine inspections is
easier to find from the DBI homepage.

DBI MIS should revise the information on routine inspections on the DBI website so
that: the property owners and the general public understand the process, including
how often routine inspections take place, what is inspected, what happens when
violations are found, the time frame for correcting violations and the costs associated
with code enforcement.

DBI MIS should change the names on the links for R-2 violations so inspection records
can be found more easily on the DBI website.

The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS can upload NOV's to
the DBI website.
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Il. SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT
A. Organizational Structure

The Fire Commission sets policy and supports the San Francisco Fire Department (“SFFD”) in
achieving its mission to protect the lives and property of San Franciscans from fires and to
prevent fires through prevention and education programs.” The City Charter authorizes the
Mayor to appoint all five members of the Fire Commission.** The San Francisco Fire
Department is divided into three main divisions: Administration, Planning, and Operations.
Operations has two main functions--fire suppression and fire prevention. Operations is led by
the Deputy Chief of Operations, who is second in command after the Chief of the Fire
Department. (See Appendix, Exhibit 15.)

Firefighters perform the annual R-2 inspections. The fire suppression function is performed
by four organizational units within the Operations division--Airport, Emergency Medical
Services, Division 2 and Division 3. Divisions 2 and 3 are further divided into nine Battalions.
The nine Battalion Chiefs supervise the firefighters and rescue squads in the 43 firehouses

(or station houses) in San Francisco. Division 2 includes the downtown and financial districts
and runs through the northwestern part of the City. Division 3 includes the South of Market
area and runs through the southwestern boundaries of the City, down to the southern part of
San Francisco.

Each of the 43 firehouses in San Francisco has an engine company. The engines are the vehicles
that have hoses and put out fires. Nineteen (of the 43) firehouses also have a truck company.

The trucks carry ladders, ventilators, big tools and the jaws of life. The truck companies
primarily perform rescues and medical calls. Each engine or truck company has several
firefighters and is led by a Captain. In addition to performing their firefighting and/or rescue
duties, each engine company and truck company (“Company”) is required to conduct annual
inspections of the R-2s within the general vicinity of their station house. Each Company inspects
the common areas of R-2s for 12 fire safety items (see Appendix, Exhibit 16). The SFFD
charges owners of R-2 Residential Apartments $157 for the annual inspections they perform.

The Bureau of Fire Prevention inspectors do the code enforcement. The San Francisco Fire
Marshal oversees the Bureau of Fire Investigation, Plan Check and the Bureau of Fire Prevention
(“BFP”). Currently, the BFP is divided into three areas: (i) high rise inspections; (ii) permits;
and (ii1) district inspections. During the time of our investigation, district inspectors performed
the code enforcement for violations arising from Company annual inspections of R-2s. This is
no longer the case.

At the end of 2015, high rise inspectors began helping district inspectors on R-2 complaints. We
were told this was because district inspectors needed help with their heavy workload. High-rise
inspectors also conduct annual inspections and investigate complaints in the 450+ high-rise

% San Francisco Fire Commission website, “Annual Statement of Purpose: 2016”
4 San Francisco City Charter, section 4.108
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buildings in the City and in San Francisco Housing Authority buildings. High-rise inspectors
perform code enforcement for violations discovered as a result of their inspections.

Early in 2016, BFP began a staff restructuring. R-2 complaints that Company Captains refer to
BFP for code enforcement were moved from district inspectors to high-rise inspectors. On an
interim basis, six high-rise inspectors will continue to do code enforcement for R-2
complaints--but, only those that are referred by Company Captains. District inspectors will
continue to investigate R-2 complaints from sources other than Company Captains. Also, they
will continue to investigate fire safety complaints in commercial buildings in their districts and
review residential and business construction projects from permit issuance to certificate of
occupancy as they have always done. This change occurred after we completed our fieldwork
and, therefore, was not considered in our investigation.

Recently, BFP created a new R-2 group to work solely on R-2 complaints referred by Company
Captains. Once the new R-2 group is trained and fully staffed, it will handle all R-2 complaints.
A lieutenant, who has experience working on R-2 complaints as a district inspector, will
supervise this new group, and a new Captain will lead the group. We were told that the new R-2
group will be staffed with five inspectors and one clerical person and that it will have a dedicated
SFFD Management Information Services person to ensure complaints are being documented and
tracked properly.

In June 2016, one inspector moved from Plan Check to the new R-2 group and another inspector
is expected to join soon. Our review of the 2016-17 SFFD budget revealed that BFP plans to add
three more inspectors to the new group during the next fiscal year--bringing the total inspectors
to five. It’s not yet known when they will be hired, as candidates still need to go through the
civil service process. Until this new group is adequately staffed, the six high-rise inspectors will
continue to handle code enforcement of R-2 violations arising from Company inspections.

Furthermore, BFP’s code enforcement process will soon become more robust. In April 2016, the
Board of Supervisors passed legislation that requires BFP to implement an enhanced code
enforcement process that more closely mirrors the one that DBI Housing Inspection Services
(“HIS”) uses--including adding an administrative hearing.! The effective date of this legislation
was June 1, 2016. BFP is still developing their new code enforcement process.

B. The Backlog in R-2 Inspections Exposes San Franciscans To Unnecessary
Risks

DISCUSSION
The California Health and Safety Code mandates that SFFD perform annual inspections of R-2s

in San Francisco.” It is the Building Code’s definition of R-2s--residential buildings with three
or more units--that applies to SFFD inspections as well as DBI inspections.” However, SFFD

“ California Health and Safety Code, sectlons 13 146 2 and 17921
4 California Building Code, section 310.1
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adopted a policy that requires its firefighters to inspect only residential buildings that are less
than 75 feet tall and have nine or more units. Therefore, SFFD firefighters only inspect
approximately 4,000 R-2s that have nine or more units instead of the approximately 21,000 R-2s
that have three or more units in San Francisco. Property owners with buildings with fewer units
can voluntarily participate in the annual inspection process.* Tenants who are concerned about
fire safety may also call, file a complaint online or go to a fire station to complain about
conditions at their building. Residential buildings that are 75 feet or taller are inspected by the
high-rise inspectors.

Companies do not inspect all the R-2s in San Francisco every twelve months. The
suppression personnel we spoke with told us that some Companies do not inspect all the R-2s on
their list every month. One Company Captain shared that, in late 2014, his Company had a
backlog of 200 R-2s that accumulated over numerous months that they reduced through

hard work.

In Table II-1 below, we show that there was a backlog in R-2 annual inspections for 2013, 2014
and 2015. Using data from SFFD, we calculated the backlog percentage by comparing the total
number of R-2 that should be inspected each year to the total number of R-2 inspections that
were completed for 2013, 2014 and 2015.

SFFD ANNUAL R-2 BUILDING INSPECTIONS

2013 2014 2015
Total R-2s requiring an annual inspected 4,031 4,031 4,031
Total R-22 that were inspected 3,339 3,520 3,791
Annual backlog 692 510 240
Percent R-2s without a required inspection 17% 13% 6%

Table I1-1

Reasons For The R-2 Inspections Backlog

We identified several factors contributing to the annual inspection backlog, including:
(1) Companies cannot gain entry into some R-2s;
(2) the number of R-2 inspections is disportionately distributed among the Companies;
(3) R-2 inspections are not prioritized based on their last inspection dates;
(4) follow-up on inspection backlog is insufficient; and,

(5) the primary rationale for inspecting R-2s is not to enforce code compliance.

* SFFD Hotel and Apartment Inspection Operating Guide, pages 1.1-1.2
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1. Companies Cannot Gain Entry Into Some R-2s

We were told that the main reason for the R-2 annual inspection backlog is the inability of
station house Companies to gain entry into every R-2 to inspect it.

Company Captains rarely schedule annual inspections in advance. We were told that R-2
inspections are rarely scheduled with property owners in advance. Instead, the Company will
show up at an R-2, without prior notice, and ring doorbells hoping someone will let them in.
Some buildings have a lock box, which allows Companies to gain access. This practice,
however, is not consistent with procedures delineated in the SFFD Hotel and Apartment
Inspection Operating Guide (the “Operating Guide™). The Operating Guide provides the
standards and procedures for conducting R-2 annual inspections and states “(i)f a contact phone
number is provided, then an attempt should be made to set up an inspection time.”™ Property
owner contact information is visible on Company Captains’ computers--sometimes with a phone
number. However, it is not included on the Inspection Worksheets that most Company Captains
print out and bring to the R-2 to document inspections. We were told that even when they have a
phone number, Company Captains rarely schedule inspections in advance. As a result,
Companies cannot gain entry into every R-2 to conduct an annual inspection.

We were told that this can happen repeatedly on the same R-2. In fact, one Captain said “we can
go back twenty times and never get in.” When no one answers, the Company either goes on to
.their next R-2 inspection or performs other duties. Although Company Captains do not
specifically track when they cannot get into an R-2, inspections that are not completed will
remain “open” or “pending” on their R-2 list so they do not lose track of it. If a Company is
called to an emergency while conducting an R-2 inspection, they will leave in the middle of the
inspection. After completing the call, the Company will attempt to return to the R-2 to complete
their inspection.

R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. Typically, inspections take 30-45
minutes. However, they could take longer depending on the size of the building, accessibility,
the number of violations found, among other factors. We were told that Companies do not
perform R-2 inspections on the weekends because inspectors schedules--at the Bureau of Fire
Prevention--do not include Saturday & Sunday. We were also told that SFFD does not want
to bother the public on the weekends. The station house Companies, however, do work on
the weekends.

2. The Number Of R-2 Inspections Is Disportionately Distributed Among The Companies

The inspections performed by engine companies and truck companies are exactly the same. The
only difference is their list of R-2s to inspect. At the beginning of each month, Company
Captains receive their list of R-2s that should be inspected during that month. On that list, there
is an inspection deadline for each R-2 which is one year from the date of the R-2s last inspection.
The number of R-2s that must be inspected each month varies from month to month. If a station
house has both an engine company and a truck company, the list of R-2s near their station house

% SFFD Hotel and Apartment Inspection (R1 & R2) Operating Guide, page 2.1
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is divided somewhat evenly between the two Companies. Unless new buildings are added to the
overall database, year after year, the Companies will have the same R-2s on their respective lists.

The total number of R-2s that each Company inspects depends on the number of R-2s located
within their first response area. We were told that sometimes, R-2s that are on the outskirts of a
station house’s first response area are re-assigned to be inspected by a Company at a neighboring
station house that has fewer R-2s and/or fewer emergency calls. We were also told that R-2s
cannot be reassigned to another station house that is too far from the R-2 because Companies
must still be able to respond quickly to calls in their first response area.

Figure II-1 illustrates the distribution of R-2 inspections assigned by Company. “E” means
engine company and “T” means truck company. The station number is included after E or T.*

NUMBER OF R-2 INSPECTIONS ASSIGNED TO EACH COMPANY ANNUALLY
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7 R2 Inspections
Figure II-1
As Figure II-1 shows, many Companies have very few R-2 inspections to complete.

Companies with the ten largest R-2 lists have the largest backlog. The Companies with the
longest list of R-2s to inspect are listed below in Table II-2. These Companies also have the
highest inspection backlog as of May 23, 2016. If the R-2 is not inspected by its deadline, it
continues on the Company’s R-2 list until it has been inspected. It also becomes part of the
backlog. The backlog consists of both R-2s that are just a day past due and those that are a year
or more past due. The backlog each Company has is reflected by the number of Open and
Pending Inspections that they have. An “Open Inspection” means that the Company has already
made some attempt at inspecting the R-2. It may be open because the Company got called away

4 Fire Station List http:/sf-fire.ore/fire-station-locations#stations
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in the middle of the inspection or maybe the Company Captain. has not finished documenting the
inspection. “Pending Inspection” means that an inspection has not yet started.

SFFD COMPANIES WITH TOP TEN LONGEST R-2 LISTS

Engine or
Truck R-2s Assigned | Open Inspection | Pending Inspection

Company |Area per year as of 5/23/16 as of 5/23/16

E41 Nob Hill 378 25 24

E38 Pacific Heights 264 11 45

E16 Cow Hollow 254 12 3

T16 Cow Hollow 249 12 22

E36 Hayes Valley 210 7 159

E03 Lower Nob Hill 202 5 19

E21 Panhandle / NOPA 189 14 18

TO3 Lower Nob Hill 176 9 9

E31 Richmond 139 3 14

EO2 Chinatown 116 18 38

TO2 Chinatown 114 23 64

Table 11-2

3. R-2 Inspections Are Not Prioritized Based On Their Last Inspection Dates

Although each R-2 on a Company’s list includes a deadline for its inspection, we were told that
Company Captains do not use the deadline dates to prioritize which R-2s they will inspect next.
R-2s with closer deadlines (or deadlines that have passed) are not prioritized over those with
more remote deadlines. Instead, Company Captains choose which R-2s they will inspect largely
based on where the R-2 is located. Sometimes Company Captains choose which R-2s will be
next based on their proximity to other R-2s on their list. Other times, they will choose R-2s that
are on the Company’s driving route. For example, when they go to buy groceries.

4. Follow Up On Inspection Backlog Is Insufficient

Although everyone that we spoke with in Suppression acknowledged that some Companies have
an inspection backlog, we found that many people in the chain of command do not see a need to
push hard for a reduction in the backlog. We were told that it is “not that crucial” if the
Companies miss completing an R-2 inspection by the end of the month, but that, if the backlog
continues, the Division Chief or Battalion Chief will call the Company Captain. We were told
that Battalion Chiefs have flexibility on how or whether to follow up with their Company
Captains’ R-2 inspection backlog.
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Although reports are available that show when Company Captains are behind in R-2 inspections,
we were told that follow up rarely includes discussing the actual extent of the R-2 backlog.
Instead, Battalion Chiefs may give Company Captains a monthly “pep talk” or tell them they
need to “knock out a few inspections.” We were told that some Battalion Chiefs do not review
the R-2 lists with their station house Captains because “they do what they can” or, “they catch up
and then fall behind.” Also, we were told that the R-2 inspection backlog was not “that big.”

The Primary Rationale For Inspecting R-2s I t nforce Co

We were told that when firefighters began inspecting buildings many years ago, the inspections
were seen as a way to develop “building awareness.” By conducting inspections, Companies
would learn which buildings are detached, below grade or hidden on a street with access issues.
Inspections also helped firefighters familiarize themselves with fire alarms and other fire
prevention systems. Firefighters could identify obstacles, consider what might happen if a fire
started and develop a pre-fire plan. Developing building awareness is still an important aspect of
annual R-2 inspections today.

We were told that firefighters today still see developing building awareness as the most
important reason for inspecting R-2s. We believe that this entrenched mindset may lead to their
perception that inspecting all their R-2s in order to document fire safety complaints is less
important. Furthermore, inspecting an R-2 with the objective of creating a pre-fire plan is very
different from approaching an inspection with an eye towards discovering every violation and
documenting it in detail. The approach taken when conducting an R-2 inspection may very well
determine the result of the inspection. For example, we were told that firefighters were “getting
into” a building to develop a “pre-fire plan” and not to “cause problems for the owners.”

Company Captains know very little about Fire Prevention or Code Enforcement. We were
told that Company Captains rarely will follow-up on violations because “it is the job of fire
prevention” inspectors to do so. In our interviews, we learned that Company Captains did not
know what size building should be inspected or the length of time a property owner has to
correct a violation. (Although most knew that urgent violations had a much shorter timeframe for
correction.) Also, we were told that some Company Captains were unfamiliar with the inner
workings of Fire Prevention and did not know what BFP does to ensure violations are corrected
or if any fines or penalties were imposed for violations.

FINDINGS

F.Il1.  Because station house Companies do not inspect all the R-2s in San Francisco every
twelve months as mandated by Code, San Franciscans may be exposed to
unnecessary risks.

F.Il.2.  Station house Companies cannot always get into R-2s to inspect them because
Company Captains rarely schedule R-2 inspections in advance.

F.l.3.  Contact information is not included on the Inspection Worksheets that Company
Captains take with them to document their R-2 inspection.
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F.I.4,
F.IL5.

F.IL.6.

FIL7.

F.IL.8.

F.LS.

R.IL1.

RIl.2.

RIL3.

RIL4.

RILS.

RIL6.

R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends.

Companies with the ten largest R-2 lists have most of the largest backlogs because R-2
inspections are disportionately distributed among the Companies and not sufficiently
redistributed to nearby Companies with less R-2s to inspect.

Company Captains prioritize which R-2s they will inspect based on location of the R-2
rather than on the deadline for each inspection. As a result, some R-2s are not inspected
by their deadline.

Some Battalion Chiefs’ follow-up on Company inspection backlogs is insufficient
because it does not hold the Company accountable for the backlog.

Because firefighters’ primary motivation for inspecting R-2s is to develop building
awareness, they may not sufficiently give equal importance to code compliance when
conducting R-2 inspections.

Many Company Captains seem to know little about Fire Prevention or Code
Enforcement. Since firefighters interact with the public, this is a missed opportunity to
educate the public about the inspection and enforcement process.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Battalion Chiefs to closely monitor
Company R-2 inspection lists to ensure that every R-2 in San Francisco is inspected by
its deadline.

The Deputy Chief of Operations should require that Company Captains make inspection
appointments in advance, whenever they have the property owner’s phone number,

to ensure that Companies get into all R-2s. The appointments should have a three

hour window.

SFFD MIS should ensure property owner contact information is included on the
Inspection Worksheets.

The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Companies to inspect R-2s on the
weekend if that Company is going to have a backlog during a particular month.

The Deputy Chief of Operations should redistribute R-2 inspection from Companies
that have a backlog to nearby Companies that have fewer R-2 inspections so that the
number of R-2 inspections is more evenly distributed among neighboring station houses
and are conducted more timely.

The Deputy Chief of Operations should instruct Company Captains to give priority to
R-2 inspections which have exceeded or are approaching their deadlines.
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R.IL7.  Battalion Chiefs should review progress on their Companies’ R-2 lists at least once a
month, and if they find a Company has not inspected all the R-2s on their list, hold that
Company accountable by requiring that they inspect all the late R-2s by the end of the
next month.

R.Il.8.  The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that inspection training for firefighters
includes stressing the two reasons for conducting R-2 inspections--to ensure code
compliance and gain building awareness--are equally important.

RIL9.  The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that all firefighters receive training on
the R-2 inspections process that includes a detailed module on the Bureau of Fire
Prevention code enforcement process which starts with when a BFP inspector receives a
complaint from a Company Captain to an NOV being issued and any additional steps.
The training should occur after BFP implements the new code enforcement process.
Knowing more about BFP will help firefighters better understand their role in ensuring
code compliance.

C. Delaying Correction of All Violations Further Puts San Franciscans At Risk

DISCUSSION

We were told that R-2 complaints fall into two categories: life safety complaints and all others.
Life safety complaints are considered priority and include (1) chained or blocked exit doors;
and, (2) malfunctioning fire alarms or sprinkler systems. Company Captains make this

same distinction.

Once an inspector receives a complaint submitted by a Company Captain or a member of the
public, he should schedule an complaint inspection. At the inspection, the inspector will
determine if there is an actual code violation. Ifa code violation exists, the inspector can issue
either: a Notice of Violation (“NOV™) or a Notice of Corrective Action Required (“NOCAR™).
We were told that if an NOCAR is issued the inspector can either schedule a follow-up
inspection or leave the complaint open until it is resolved.

From January 1, 2013 to May 26, 2016, inspectors received a total of 2,871 R-2 complaints. In
Table II-3 below, the time it took to resolve three types of complaints during this timeframe is
summarized. We compiled this information from a spreadsheet received from the SFFD that
listed the 2,871 complaints along with the dates the complaints were received and the disposition
dates, if the complaint was resolved. The complaints in Table II-3 are from all sources--not just
those referred by Company Captains.
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SFFD COMPLAINT RESOLUTION TIME —JANUARY 1, 2013 TO MAY 26, 2016

Complaint Total Within Within 3 to Within Within More Than 6
Type Complaints | 72 Hours 30 Days 1-2 Months | 3-6 Months Months
Fire Alarms 1,222 450 165 124 274 49
(100%) (39%) (23%) (10%) (22%) (8%)
Blocked Exits 270 145 53 30 29 13
(100%) (53%) (19%) (11%) (11%) (5%)
Sorinklers 188 5 54 40 78 11
3 (100%) (3%) (28%) (21%) (41%) (6%)
Table I1-3

As Table I1-3 reflects, it took more than 2 months for a significant number of complaints to be
resolved. The spreadsheet we received does not differentiate between complaints that remain
open because an inspector did not go to the R-2 to inspect the complaint from those for which an
NOCAR was issued. As a result, we cannot determine why some of these complaints stayed
open for so long. According to the March 2016 Operations Report for BFP, the number of open
or pending complaint inspections has been reduced from 525 on February 3, 2016 to 196 (127
open and 69 pending complaint inspections) as of March 2, 2016. A BFP officer told us the
reduction in open and pending complaints was largely due to a concerted effort to close out
complaints that were resolved but remained open in the computer database. We have not
independently verified this statement.

We reviewed another SFFD spreadsheet that included information on all 132 R-2 violations for
which an NOV was issued between between January 1, 2013 and May 26, 2016. The summary
below, shows the number of sprinkler, alarm systems, exits/storage in pathways and fire escape
NOVs that were issued and corrected between January 1, 2013 and May 26, 2016 and the

number of days it took for them to be corrected.

Sprinklers: ten NOVs were corrected in a range from 14 to 471 days.
Alarm system: 17 NOVs were corrected in a range from 1 to 1,166 days.
Exits/storage pathways: six NOVs were corrected in a range from 4 to 908 days.
Exits/fire escapes: six NOVs were corrected in a range from 14 to 587 days.

We were told that BFP has no written standard establishing deadlines for resolving complaints or
correcting violations. However, there is a distinction between how long before a priority and
standard complaints/violations should be corrected. We were told that property owners have a
much shorter time to resolve/correct priority complaints/violations. For example, blocked exits
(a priority) should be cleared immediately. Alarm panels or sprinkler systems (priorities) that
are not operational should be fixed within 24 to 48 hours--this can be extended with a signed fire
watch agreement.

SFFD sees other complaints/violations such as expired certification stickers on fire alarms,
sprinkler systems and fire extinguishers as minor (standard) as long as the devices are still
operational. For these complaints/violations, district inspectors told us one week to 30 days was
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a reasonable timeframe for resolution. Similar to HIS inspectors, we were told that BFP
inspectors have discretion to work with the property owners by giving them additional time to
correct violations depending on the facts and circumstances.

Reasons Some Complaints and Violations Take Too Long To Correct

During our investigation, we discovered several factors that contributed to violations taking too
long for property owners to correct. Because district inspectors no longer work on code
enforcement of R-2 complaints, that are referred by Company Captains, and, we did not
investigate the group that currently does this work, several of these factors may no longer exist.
Therefore, they are discussed in past tense. However, we included these factors in our report
with the hope that providing an understanding of past influences will help ensure that these
issues are not repeated.

Additional factors that arise out of the current BFP structure also contribute to longer abatement
periods. These are discussed in present tense.

Contributing factors from old BFP structure. When district inspectors worked on R-2
complaints arising from Company inspections, the factors that contributed to longer resolution of
complaints (and correction of violations) included: (1) district inspectors’ workload was too
heavy; (2) construction reviews and phone calls were prioritized over R-2 complaints; and (3)
some district inspectors did not document inspections and code enforcement in sufficient detail.

1. District Inspectors’ Workload Was Too Heavy

At the time of our investigation, there were twelve district inspectors that responded to R-2
complaints in 16 BFP districts in San Francisco. District inspectors received R-2 complaints
from Company Captains either by phone (this was limited to urgent complaints) or by inspection
reports that were automatically sent via computer.

During our investigation, district inspectors” work fell into two categories: (1) investigating fire
safety complaints regarding R-2s and commercial properties located in their districts; and (2)
reviewing residential and commercial construction projects in their districts. In addition to
receiving R-2 complaints from Company Captains, complaints came in from the public from
many sources including: (a) phone calls; (b) walk-ins to the BFP counter; and (c) emails.
District inspectors also worked on referrals from other City departments.

Many of the district inspectors, that we spoke with, said that it was challenging to keep up with
all the construction review requests and complaints due to the sheer volume of work. We were
told that some district inspectors, upon arrival at work, already had numerous voicemail
messages. One district inspector said that there could be as many as thirty voicemail messages
and explained that if only ten of those thirty voicemail messages were complaints, it could take
him two or three days to resolve just those ten complaints. In the meantime, additional work kept
coming in.

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 52



2. Construction Reviews And Phone Calls Were Prioritized QOver R-2 Complaints

Based on our interviews, we concluded that construction review work was prioritized over R-2
complaint investigations. We were told that construction contractors called district inspectors
directly to schedule their construction project reviews and that sometimes, district inspectors
would receive twenty to thirty phone calls a day from contractors. In contrast, Company
Captains only called once or twice a week. Some district inspectors told us that they did not
have enough time to respond to all their complaints each and every day. One district inspector
shared that following up on phone calls meant not having enough time to respond to the
complaints that were coming in on his computer.

As a result of our interviews, we concluded that some inspectors prioritized phone calls over
complaints that came to them via their computers. One district inspector said if “people took the
time to call, it must be urgent.” We were told that unless a Company Captain called with an R-2
complaint, the complaint might be ignored.

District inspectors told us that after the fire at 22nd and Mission Streets, management began
emphasizing complaints.

3. Some District Inspectors Did Not Document Inspections And Code Enforcement In Sufficient

Detail

The detail with which district inspectors documented inspections and code enforcement varied
significantly from one inspector to another. Some of the inspection records we reviewed did not
have enough detail about the type of violations, when they occurred, what code enforcement
steps were being taken and ultimately, whether the violations were ever in fact, corrected.

The inspection records for the buildings at 22nd and Mission Streets are an example of
insufficient documentation. This is the building that had a huge fire in January 2015, after which
the press reported that several violations at the buildings had not been corrected for years. One
of these violations was fire escapes ladders that could not descend to the ground because they
were obstructed by awnings. Table II-4 (next page) summarizes the documentation of the fire
escape violation. The inspection records themselves can be found in the Appendix. (See
Appendix, Exhibit 17.)

It was not until after the fire that inspection records reflect the violation was corrected--hatches
in the awnings were installed so that fire escape ladders could pass through the awnings. We
reviewed these records with members of various ranks at BFP. Unfortunately none of them
could determine, based on the inspection records, exactly when the violation was corrected.
Based on these inspection records, it appears that the violation remained uncorrected from at
least September 14, 2011 to May 9, 2012.
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SFFD INSPECTIONS OF BUILDING AT 22ND & MISSION STREET

Fire Escape Ladders
Excerpt from
Date Inspection inspection notes Comments
“3 out of 4 fire escape ladders
Company are obstructed by awnings.
220l Captain Ladders do not reach the
ground.”
This complaint investigation also included
o the notation "CC", meaning "condition
9/14/2011 Unknown o?;?{ﬁcstzng Iaaf:i;s 2{? corrected". However, subsequent
y gs. complaints show that the violation
persisted.
This reinspection also included the
Bureau of Fire "Install passage for drop ladders | notation "C", indicating the inspection was
11/29/2011 Brovertich through awning or remove "closed". Closed does not mean that the
awnings." violation was corrected, it means that
particular inspection was completed.
) Bureau of Fire stallpacsage far drop |adders This reinspection also noted “Violation not
3/29/2012 p 3 through awning or remove F
revention : : corrected".
awnings.
Annual inspection with no mention of fire
4/20/2012 Cgmpa."y N/A escape ladders in inspection
aptain d ;
ocumentation.
g "Install passage for drop ladders N . —
5/9/2012 Bureau of Fire through awning or remove This re:lrxspectlon also noted “Violation not
Prevention TSR abated".
awnings.
Annual inspection with no mention of fire
6/12/2013 Cgmp‘-""y N/A escape ladders in inspection
aptain ;
documentation.
Annual inspection with no mention of fire
8/8/2014 Cgmpa."y N/A escape ladders in inspection
aptain ;
documentation.
. "Hatch in awning was installed N .
2/3/2015 BLg?eavL;r?{i;l]re per previous complaint, yet failed E:Ji;?;?;pf?rcehz: jgﬁl:]gl:“dzaaﬁezrot?g
to open when ladder dropped.” Wies ’

Table I1-4

4. District Inspectors Could Not Get Into Every R-2s

After a district inspector received a fire safety complaint from an engine or truck company, the
district inspector would then attempt to make an appointment with the property owner or
property manager to inspect the common areas of the R-2. We were told that sometimes district
inspectors could not reach a contact person. When their call to schedule an inspection would go
unreturned, some district inspectors would try to get into the R-2 without a scheduled
appointment. We were told that some district inspectors would try to gain entry to the R-2 a few
more times. However, after several failed attempts, unless the district inspector received
additional complaints for that R-2, the original complaint could get lost among the district
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inspector’s other complaints and construction reviews. One district inspector said that
complaints for which he could not gain entry into the R-2 to inspect, sometimes would “die on
the vine.”

Contributing factors under current BFP structure. Factors that still exist under the current
BFP structure and contribute to some violations taking too long to correct include (1) some
Company Captains do not document inspections in insufficient detail, and (2) BFP inspectors
have limited code enforcement tools.

1. _Some Company Captains Do Not Document Inspections In Sufficient Detail

Based on our review of inspection records received from BFP, we conclude that some Company
Captains do not document R-2 inspections in sufficient detail for BFP inspectors to know enough
about a complaint. For example, “missing fire extinguisher.”

Other Company Captains document complaints in enough detail for inspectors to easily identify
the complaint. For example, “alarm panel on second floor hallway had no power....Left message
for Inspector...at BFP noting these violations.”

In July 2015, the Inspection Worksheet, used by Company Captains to document annual
inspections, was revised and expanded. We were told that before the Inspection Worksheet was
revised complaints from Company Captdins were much less common. After the Inspection
Worksheet was revised, district inspectors received many more R-2 complaints. We were also
told that some Company Captains documented complaints that should not have been referred.
For example, a bedroom window was spotted from the outside with bars on it. Upon inspection,
the district inspector determined it was in compliance because it could be opened from the inside.

Some Company Captains do not use Inspection Worksheets to document R-2 inspections.
Before leaving the station house to inspect an R-2, most Company Captains print out an
Inspection Worksheet for that R-2. (See Appendix, Exhibit 16.) The Inspection Worksheet lists
the R-2’s address and the items that will be inspected. Company Captains write inspection notes
on the Inspection Worksheet while at the R-2. When the Company Captain returns to the station
house, he enters his notes into the computer database, Human Resources Management System.

We were told that some Company Captains do not use the Inspection Worksheet. Instead, they
write their inspection notes on a piece of paper. One Company Captain said that he memorized
the inspection list, therefore, he did not need the Inspection Worksheet.

2. BFP Inspectors Have Limited Code Enforcement Tools

Currently BFP inspectors only have two code enforcement tools they use to encourage property
owners to resolve complaints and correct violations--NOCARs and NOVs. The NOCAR gives
the property owner a specified number of hours to correct the violation with a warning that if
they fail to do, a Notice of Violation (“NOV”) will be issued. (See Appendix, Exhibit 18.) We
were told that NOCARs should be issued for standard violations. Company Captains and BFP
inspectors can issue NOCARs. However, we were also told that some Company Captains do not
issue NOCARs for standard complaints. One Company Captain told us that he wants to be seen
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as a “good neighbor” and therefore does not always issue an NOCAR because he does not want
the property owner to be fined.

Ordinance 60-16 requires that BFP establish a new code enforcement model similar to the one
DBI uses. Under the new code enforcement model, NOCARs will be eliminated and NOV's
will be issued for all violations. Unfortunately, the new code enforcement has not yet

been implemented.

We were told that NOVs should be issued for urgent requests. Also, if a NOCAR already has
been issued and there has been no compliance or follow-up, an NOV may be issued. When an
NOV is issued, two copies of the NOV are sent to the property owner, by regular mail and
certified mail. In the past, some property owners would refuse signing for certified mail, so BFP
revised procedures to send the NOV by regular mail as well as certified. The NOV is also posted
on the R-2.

There are no penalties attached to a NOCAR or NOV. Whether a NOCAR or NOV is issued, the
follow-up done by the district inspector is the same--with a reinspection. Property owners are not
charged for follow-up inspections for NOCARs (complaints). Property owners pay $250 for
each NOV reinspection. Bills can be paid online.

There is no administrative hearing available for uncorrected violations. BFP does not have
an administrative hearing for enforcing uncorrected violations. Instead, inspectors only option
for encouraging compliance is by conducting reinspections. Some district inspectors expressed
frustration that the $250 reinspection fee does not create sufficient financial incentive for
property owners to correct violations.

Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used. We were told that once three uncorrected
NOVs accumulated on an R-2, that case should be referred to accelerated code enforcement
(“ACE”). However, most of the district inspectors we spoke with never referred a case to ACE.
In fact, the district inspector whose name was listed on the BFP phone list as the contact person
for ACE, had never worked on an ACE case. We were told that ACE was a monthly taskforce
that included the SFFD, DBI, City Attorney’s Office (“CA”), the DPH and San Francisco Police
Department and that it is used mostly for hoarders. Towards the end of our investigation, we
were told that BFP now has a Captain responsible for SFFD referrals to ACE and that there is a
plan to use this tool more frequently and effectively. We were told ACE is being used as a way
to refer cases to the CAO. In the last 5 years, only one case was referred to CAO.

FINDINGS

F.I.10. A significant number of fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler complaints took more
than two months to be resolved.

F.I1.11. Most fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler violations took longer to correct than the
timeframes district inspectors stated for correction.
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F.I.12,

F.I1.13.

F.I.14.

FAL15.

F.I1.16.

FAL17.

F.I1.18.

F.I1.19.

R.I1.10.

RAL11.

R.I12.

R.I113.

R.I1.14.

District inspectors’ workload was too heavy for them to investigate all R-2 complaints
in a timely manner.

District inspectors prioritized reviewing construction projects and phone calls over
inspecting R-2 complaints. As a result, some R-2 complaints and violations were not
corrected in a timely manner.

Because some district inspectors did not document inspections and code enforcement in
sufficient detail, follow up on violations was hampered.

Some Company Captains do not document inspections in enough detail for district
inspectors to easily identify the violation and conduct code enforcement.

After the Inspection Worksheet was made longer in July 2015, some Company Captains
document too many items that are not violations.

Some Company Captains do not print the Inspection Worksheet and bring it to the R-2
inspection. Without having the Inspection Worksheet they may miss something or be
inclined to document less. For example, the Inspection Worksheet states that “Company
Officer shall obtain and update the responsible party information.”

BFP does not have effective code enforcement tools, such as, an administrative hearing.
Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used.

RECOMMENDATIONS

The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time and code enforcement
timeframes be more closely monitored so that resolution time is shortened.

The Fire Marshall should require that code enforcement for NOVs be more closely
monitored so that NOVs are corrected more quickly.

The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work on R-2 complaints)
have reasonable workloads so they can ensure timely correction of all complaints
and violations.

The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work on R-2 complaints) not
prioritize other work over R-2 complaints if that means that they cannot investigate all
their R-2 complaints in a timely manner.

The Fire Marshall should standardize inspection and code enforcement documentation
done by BFP R-2 inspectors.
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RII.15. The Deputy Chief of Operations should standardize inspection documentation
done by Company Captains so that BFP inspectors can easily identify and follow-up
on complaints.

R.I1.16. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that Company Captains are trained to
identify violations and document only items that are violations.

RI.17. Battalion Chiefs should encourage their Company Captains to bring the Inspection
Worksheet to the inspection site and use it to document R-2 inspections.

RI18. The Fire Marshall should finalize the details of the new code enforcement process that
is required by recently passed legislation so that it can be implemented within the next
60 days.

RIL19. The new BFP Captain that oversees R-2 Company complaints should refer appropriate
cases to the CA every year.

D. Transparency

DISCUSSION

Unless SFFD’s code enforcement process is known and easy to understand at the outset, precious
resources will be wasted trying to educate property owners, tenants and the general public one
inspection at a time. Tenants and the public also want easy access to inspection records so they
know when violations exist and what SFFD is doing to ensure the violation are corrected. Our
residents want to know how to make a complaint. Just how transparent is the process?

We reviewed the SFFD website and discovered there is very little information about annual R-2
inspections and the code enforcement process there.*” In order to view inspection records, an
appointment must be made with the Bureau of Fire Prevention (“BFP”). The property addresses
must be disclosed when making an appointment and is limited to two properties per appointment.
The SFFD website includes instructions for making an appointment to review inspection records,
however, one must click through Bureau of Fire Prevention link to find their phone number.*®
Inspection records may only be viewed in person at the Bureau of Fire Prevention. Copies may
be made and paid for by check or credit card.

Instructions for reporting a safety concern are also available on SFFD’s website.* Options
include filing a report or calling the BFP. The BFP phone number is not included next to the
instructions. Instead, one must click through Bureau of Fire Prevention and scroll down a
list to find the appropriate number. Safety concerns can be reported online or over the
phone anonymously.

7 http://sf-fire.org/inspections
%8 hitp://sf-fire.org/property-inspection-violation-permit-historv-records-review
49 hitp://sf-fire.ore/report-fire-safetv-concern
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FINDINGS

F..20. The SFFD website does not include enough information about the annual inspection
and code enforcement processes for property owners and the public to understand them.
Being better informed about the process may result in better compliance by property
owners and increase the public’s confidence in SFFD enforcement efforts.

F.Il.21. Inspection records are only available in person at the Bureau of Fire Prevention after
making an appointment.

F.I1.22. Although instructions for reviewing inspection records is available on the SFFD
website, the phone number for making an appointment is not included with the
instructions.

F.I.23. Safety concerns may be reported online or by calling the BFP. Although instructions for
reporting a safety concern are available on the SFFD website, the BFP phone number is
not included on the same page as the instructions.

RECOMMENDATIONS

R.I1.20. SFFD MIS should revise the SFFD website to include:

(1) details of the R-2 inspection process, such as: (a) the kinds of buildings inspected;
(b) who inspects the buildings; (c) how often R-2s are inspected; (d) the list of items
inspected; and, (e) how the inspection will be conducted; and,

(2) details of the code enforcement process, including: (a) what happens when a
violation is discovered; (b) what happens if a violation goes uncorrected beyond the
NOV deadline; and (¢) any and all fees, fines, or penalties that may be imposed for
uncorrected violations.

This information should be either on the inspections page or Division of Fire
Prevention and Investigation homepage.

R.l.21. The Chief of the Fire Department should instruct SFFD MIS to make the inspection
records available online for greater transparency.

R..22. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone number for record inspection requests on the
same SFFD webpage as the instructions for making an appointment.

R.I.23. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone number for reporting a safety concern on the
same SFFD webpage as the instructions for reporting a safety concern.
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lll. LACK OF COORDINATION BETWEEN DBI AND SFFD
DISCUSSION

Although DBI and SFFD inspect R-2s for many of the same fire safety hazards, we were told
that they do not coordinate their inspections nor their code enforcement efforts. Additionally, we
were told that until recently, they did not share any information related to R-2 inspections,
violations or code enforcement. SFFD can access DBI’s inspection records online, however,
DBI cannot access SFFD’s inspection records online. Currently, DBI and SFFD are
collaborating on the development of BFP’s new code enforcement process including DBI sharing
letters and forms it uses in its code enforcement process.

Table III-1 below includes a comparison of DBI and SFFD’s inspection and code enforcement.

COMPARISON OF DBI AND SFFD R-2 INSPECTIONS AND CODE ENFORCEMENT

Inspection Parameters DBI SFFD
Size of building inspected Residential buildings with 3+ units aR:ji;:;esr;ti;Ia:ufflgiE; WRE R s
How often inspected At least once every five years Annually
Who inspects HIS inspectors Engine and Truck Companies
Who does code enforcement HIS inspectors BFP inspectors

NOVs, administrative hearing,

¢ : NOCAR or NOV*
special assessment lien

Code enforcement tools

*SFFD is creating a new code enforcement process under which NOCARs will be eliminated and an
administrative hearing will be added.

Table I1I-1

Table III-2, below, shows a comparison of fire safety items inspected by DBI and SFFD. There
is overlap for most of the items except sprinkler systems, functional fire escape ladders, carbon
monoxide alarms and smoke alarms. SFFD has sole responsibility for ascertaining if sprinkler
systems are operational and that certifications are current. Annually, SFFD certifies whether fire
alarm systems are operational and have current certification from a licensed professional. DBI
only checks that current SFFD certification exists.

Both DBI and SFFD inspect fire escapes to ensure they are not blocked by furniture, flower pots
or other other items. We were told that SFFD may inspect fire escape ladders to see if they are
blocked by awnings; DBI also checks this. However, we were told by HIS inspectors that DBI
Section 604 Affidavit requires professionals to certify that fire escape ladders descend

properly and without obstruction. SFFD does not require that fire escape ladders” functionality
be certified.
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Lastly, DBI requires property owners submit self-certification that carbon monoxide and smoke
alarms be installed in accordance with the Building Code. SFFD does not require this.

COMPARISON OF FIRE SAFETY ITEMS INSPECTED BY DBI AND SFFD

Item Inspected DBI SFFD
Street Numbers Visible Y Y
Exits Unobstructed Y Y
Roof Access Doors Operable From Inside Y Y
Fire Alarm Operational Y Y
Fire Alarm Certification Current Y Y
Sprinkler System Operational N Y
Sprinkler System Certification Current N. Y
Fire Escape Ladders Secure Y Y
Fire Escape Ladders Work Properly Y N
Storage Clear of Sprinkler Heads and/or Ceiling Y Y
Hazardous Materials Safely Stored Y Y
Fire Extinguishers in Green Y Y
Fire Extinguishers Serviced Annually Y Y
Carbon Monoxide Alarms Y N
Smoke Alarms Y N
Exit Signs Working Y Y
Emergency Lighting Operational Y Y

Y = Yes, they inspect
N = No, they do not inspect

Table III-2
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FINDING

FlIl.1.  DBI and SFFD inspect multi-unit residential buildings for many of the same fire safety
hazards but do not coordinate any of their inspections or code enforcement efforts
including not sharing information.

RECOMMENDATION
RIIL1.  The Building Inspection Commission and Fire Commission should require a task force

be formed to study DBI and SFFD inspection and code enforcement processes and
make recommendations on how they can coordinate their efforts.
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CONCLUSION

Our investigation revealed neither the Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) nor the San
Francisco Fire Department (“SFFD”) complete inspections of all our multi-unit residential
buildings within the timeframes mandated by City Codes. In addition, both departments fail to
ensure that all fire safety violations are corrected in a timely manner. As a result, San
Franciscans, especially those living in or near older less well maintained buildings, are
unnecessarily exposed to fire safety risks. In conclusion, we offer a highlight of our key
recommendations.

We recommend DBI take the following steps to address these issues:

(9

The DBI Director should request that the Controller’s Office, or a third party vendor,
conduct a study to determine adequate staffing levels for Housing Inspection Services
(“HIS”) and fund any recommended additional staff.

The Chief Housing Inspector and the Building Inspection Commission together should
create a definition of success for R-2 code compliance. This definition should require that
all R-2s are inspected at least every five years and that Housing Inspection Services
inspector strive for ensuring that all violations are corrected within a reasonable period of
time. Once “success” is defined, the Chief Housing Inspector should develop
management tools to measure progress towards achieving “success”. (For DBI purposes
R-2 is defined as residential buildings with three or more units.)

The Chief Housing Inspector should create specific guidelines for documenting routine
inspections and complaint-generated routine inspections so that every inspector
documents these consistently. Guidelines should include choosing the correct Source and
Abatement Type for the initial routine inspection and every code enforcement step
thereafter.

DBI Management Information Services should ascertain why the Complaint Tracking
System cannot generate accurate routine inspection dates and correct the issue.

The Chief Housing Inspector should require that all district inspectors conduct
complaint-generated routine inspections whenever an R-2 has not had a routine
inspection within the last five years regardless of workload.

The Chief Housing Inspector should create standards for extending additional time to
property owners for correcting a violation rather than leaving the grant of additional time
solely to an inspector’s discretion.

The Chief Housing Inspector should develop and support more oversight of inspectors’
case management including regularly scheduled staff meetings between inspectors and
their supervisors.

The Building Inspection Commission should penalize property owners who do not show
for their inspection appointment without good cause.
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We recommend the San Francisco Fire Department take the following steps to address these

issues:

1.

The Deputy Chief of Operations should require all Company Captains receive training on
standardized inspection documentation and the code enforcement process conducted by
the Bureau of Fire Prevention. The training should stress that inspecting R-2s for code
compliance is equally as important as for creating building awareness. (For SFFD
purposes, an R-2 is defined as a residential building with nine or more units that is 75 feet
or less.)

The Deputy Chief of Operations should reassign R-2 inspections from Companies with a
backlog to neighboring Companies with fewer R-2s to inspect so that the backlog is
eliminated.

The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Company Captain prioritize R-2
deadlines when selecting R-2s for inspection.

The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time and code enforcement
timeframes be more closely monitored so that resolution time is shortened.

The Fire Marshall should require all Bureau of Fire Prevention inspectors receive training
on standardized inspection and code enforcement documentation.

The Fire Marshall should finalize the details of the new code enforcement process so that
it can be implemented within the next 60 days.

Lastly, we recommend that the Building Inspection Commission and the Fire Commission
should require that a task force be formed to study DBI and SFFD inspection and code
enforcement processes and make recommendations on how they can coordinate their efforts.

We want to thank the employees of the Department of Building Inspection, the San Francisco
Fire Department and the City Attorney’s Office for taking time out their busy schedules to meet
with us for interviews and provide us with requested documentations.
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REQUEST FOR RESPONSES

Findings and Required Response Matrix

FINDING

RESPONDER

F.I.1. Housing Inspection Services (“HIS”) does not know which R-2s
have not been inspected within the last five years because the Complaint
Tracking System (“CTS”) cannot generate a list of R-2s with an accurate
last routine inspection date for each.

DBI Management
Information Services

F.L.2. The spreadsheet used by HIS to track key inspection statistics has
not been updated to include all rounds of Focused Code Enforcement
completed to date.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.I.3. Because “Routine Inspections™ that are reported to the Building
Inspection Commission on a monthly basis include the number of initial
routine inspections and reinspections that have been conducted, this
performance measure is misleading. The total number of initial routine
inspections that have been conducted is the correct statistic for
determining how many R-2s have had the Code mandated routine
inspection at least every five years.

Building Inspection
Commission

F.1.4. HIS cannot get an accurate list of R-2s in the City without the help
of DBI Management Information Systems (“DBI MIS™) because HIS
does not have access to the DBI database that stores this information.

DBI Management
Information Services

and Information and
Technology Department of
the City and County of San
Francisco

F.I.5. DBI MIS doesn’t always generate the initial list of R-2s, including
the property’s address and property owner’s contact information, for HIS.

DBI Management
Information Services and
DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.L6. The final list of R-2s for routine inspections is created manually
because inspectors and/or support staff must look up the date of the last
routine inspection for each R-2. When inspectors do this, it takes them
away from conducting inspections.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector, DBI
Management Information
Services and DBI Director

ways to document a routine inspection are known and CTS report
parameters are chosen to capture all the possible alternatives, some
routine inspections will not be captured by a report purported to list all
routine inspections.

F.I.7. Although the routine inspection backlog that existed in the DBI Chief Housing
Mission, Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts has been reduced through | Inspector

Focused Code Enforcement, a routine inspection backlog still exists in

these areas.

F.I.8. Inspectors do not choose the same “Source” and “Abatement DBI Chief Housing
Type” when documenting routine inspections. Unless all the possible Inspector
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F.L9. Since CTS does not have “Complaint Generated Routine™ as an
option for documenting the “Source” for CG routine inspections, CTS
cannot separately track and report on complaint-generated routine
inspections (“CG routine inspections™).

DBI Management
Information Services

F.I.10. Inspectors do not choose the same “Source” when documenting
CG routine inspections. When inspectors choose “Complaint™ as the
Source, the CG routine inspection will not be counted as a routine
inspection in CTS, and HIS will not have an accurate last routine
inspection date for those R-2s.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.I.11. District inspectors do not always conduct a CG routine
inspection while they are investigating a complaint at an R-2 even when
the R-2 has not had a routine inspection for five years because they are
“too busy.” HIS accepts inspectors being “too busy” as an excuse for not
conducting a complaint-generated routine inspection.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.I.12. HIS’ Standard Operating Procedure (“SOP”) does not explicitly | DBI Chief Housing
require inspectors to conduct a CG routine inspection while they are Inspector
investigating a complaint at an R-2 when the R-2 has not had a routine

inspection within the last five years.

F.1.13. District inspectors do not always know when an R-2, at which DBI Chief Housing
they are investigating a complaint, is due for a complaint-generated Inspector

routine inspection because there is no clear requirement to “research” the
last routine inspection date before investigating a complaint.

F.1.14. Inspectors cannot always get into an R-2 to perform a scheduled
routine inspection because of “no shows.” Since CTS cannot track “no
shows,” inspectors sometimes lose track of the fact that a routine
inspection still needs to be conducted on the R-2s that have a “no show.”

Building Inspection
Commission

F.I.15. HIS has started to manually track “no shows” on an Excel
spreadsheet that tracks results of their Focused Code Enforcement.
However, this spreadsheet has not been completed for all routine
inspections conducted under Focused Code Enforcement.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.1.16. There was a significant number of inspection “no shows” in the
Chinatown (17%) and Mission (15%) Districts and in the Mission Street
Corridor (16%). Oftentimes “no shows™ are not followed up on because
staff is “too busy” to research the property owner’s correct address or
phone number.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.I.17. Inspection packets that are sent to property owners sometimes
go to an incorrect address because data provided by the Tax Assessor’s
Office does not have up-to-date contact information for the property
owner.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.1.18. Inspection packets are sent to property owners only in English.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector
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again into CTS when the inspector returns to the office) because there is
no online access to CTS.

F.I.19. The inspection packet cover letter is confusing and buries vital | DBI Chief Housing
information in the text. Inspector

F.L.20. The Property Owner Maintenance Checklist included in the DBI Chief Housing
inspection packet is not explained as being the list of items that will be [ Inspector
inspected.

F.I.21. Instructions on what the property owner needs to do with the DBI Chief Housing
appendage and carbon monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits included in the [ Inspector
inspection are not included on the affidavits or elsewhere in the

inspection packet.

F.L.22. Including notices, ordinances and information flyers in the DBI Chief Housing
inspection packet without explaining their purpose is confusing. Inspector

F.1.23. Inspection documentation is done twice (first in the field and DBI Director

F.1.24. Photos cannot be uploaded into CTS because CTS does not have
this functionality. Instead, they are stored on the network “P” drive which
is not connected to CTS.

DBI Director

F.I.25. Affidavits are not available online.

DBI Management
Information Services

F.1.26. Inspectors are not able to print NOVs in the field. Therefore, they
must return to the property a second time to post the NOV on the R-2.
This is a waste of time and resources.

DBI Director

F.I.27. CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other
City departments.

DBI Director

F.1.28. CTS cannot track and report on important attributes, such as DBI Director

types of violations and high fire risk building characteristics.

F.1.29. HIS does not measure how long NOVs take to be abated. Without | DBI Chief Housing
tracking how long it takes for NOVs to be abated, HIS cannot determine | Inspector

whether it’s code enforcement process is effective for correcting all

violations in a timely manner.

F.L1.30. For2013-2015, approximately twenty percent of NOVs took DBI Chief Housing
more than one year to correct. Inspector

F.I.31. HIS does not have a standard against which inspectors’ grant of | DBI Chief Housing
additional time can be measured. Inspector
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F.I.32. When inspectors grant additional time for property owners to
correct an abatement, there is no written documentation (other than on
an NOV) provided to the property owner that states when the next
reinspection will occur or explains that violations must be abated by then.
By not communicating this in writing, property owners make think that
they can negotiate with the inspectors more easily. Also, some property
owners may not understand what they are being told due to language
differences or other reasons.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.I.33. Although bi-monthly staff meetings are scheduled, they are
regularly cancelled because inspectors are “too busy.” Without a
management culture that supports having scheduled times to discuss
inspectors work, it will be difficult for HIS to optimize its code
enforcement process for success.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.1.34. Based on our investigation, we concluded that HIS does not have
an adequate definition for success.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.1.35. Some inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH. But,
HIS does not measure how long it takes an open NOV to reach a
Director’s Hearing.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.1.36. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH because the
standard for referring unabated violations to-a Director’s Hearing is
vague and leaves too much room for interpretation.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

F.1.37. Not all inspectors proactively brief their seniors after three DBI Chief Housing

reinspections with no progress. Inspector

F.L.38. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH because DBI Director

preparing a case for referral to a Director’s Hearing is more labor

intensive than it should be.

F.1.39. HIS lacks more effective code enforcement tools. DBI Chief Housing
Inspector and
Building Inspection
Commission

F.1.40. HIS does not have enough inspectors to inspect every R-2 in San
Francisco at least once every five years.

DBI Director

F.L41. Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI
website.

DBI Management
Information Services

F.L.42. Information on routine inspections on the DBI website does not
provide enough information to sufficiently understand the process.

DBI Management
Information Services

F.1.43. It is not easy to find information on R-2 violations on the DBI
website because many of the links to get to inspection records are labeled
with terms that may not be understandable to the public. For example,
calling violations “complaints” and needing to look under “HIS” for
“Div.”

DBI Management
Information Services
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Franciscans may be exposed to unnecessary risks.

F.I.44. Since the actual NOV is not available on the DBI website and DBI Director

rarely do the “comments” provide much detail about violations, the detail

available to the public and tenants is not sufficient enough to understand

the full extent or nature of a violation.

F.IL1. Because station house Companies do not inspect all the R-2s in | SFFD Deputy Chief of
San Francisco every twelve months as mandated by Code, San Operations

F.IL2. Station house Companies cannot always get into R-2s to inspect
them because Company Captains rarely schedule R-2 inspections in
advance.

Deputy Chief of Operations

F.IL3. Contact information is not included on the Inspection Worksheets
that Company Captains take with them to document their R-2 inspection.

SFFD MIS

importance to code compliance when conducting R-2 inspections.

F.IL4. R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. SFFD Deputy Chief of
Operations

F.IL5. Companies with the ten largest R-2 lists have most of the largest | SFFD Deputy Chief of

backlogs because R-2 inspections are disportionately distributed among | Operations

the Companies and not sufficiently redistributed to nearby Companies

with less R-2s to inspect.

F.IL.6. Company Captains prioritize which R-2s they will inspect based | SFFD Deputy Chief of

on location of the R-2 rather than on the deadline for each inspection. As |Operations

a result, some R-2s are not inspected by their deadline.

F.IL.7. Some Battalion Chiefs’ follow-up on Company inspection SFFD Deputy Chief of

backlogs is insufficient because it does not hold the Company Operations

accountable for the backlog.

F.IL.8. Because firefighters’ primary motivation for inspecting R-2s is to [ SFFD Deputy Chief of

develop building awareness, they may not sufficiently give equal Operations

F.I1.9. Many Company Captains seem to know little about Fire
Prevention or Code Enforcement. Since firefighters interact with the
public, this is a missed opportunity to educate the public about the
inspection and enforcement process.

SFFD Deputy Chief of
Operations

investigate all R-2 complaints in a timely manner.

F.IL10. A significant number of fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler | The Fire Marshall
complaints took more than two months to be resolved.

F.IL.11. Most fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler violations took The Fire Marshall
longer to correct than the timeframes district inspectors stated for

correction.

F.IL12. District inspectors’ workload was too heavy for them to The Fire Marshall
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and code enforcement in sufficient detail, follow up on violations was
hampered.

F.I1.13. District inspectors prioritized reviewing construction projects The Fire Marshall
and phone calls over inspecting R-2 complaints. As a result, some R-2

complaints and violations were not corrected in a timely manner.

F.II.14. Because some district inspectors did not document inspections | The Fire Marshall

F.IL15. Some Company Captains do not document inspections in

SFFD Deputy Chief of

enough detail for district inspectors to easily identify the violation and Operations

conduct code enforcement.

F.I1.16. After the Inspection Worksheet was made longer in July 2015, | SFFD Deputy Chief of
some Company Captains document too many items that are not Operations

violations.

F.I1.17. Some Company Captains do not print the Inspection Worksheet | SFFD Deputy Chief of
and bring it to the R-2 inspection. Without having the Inspection Operations

Worksheet they may miss something or be inclined to document less. For.

example, the Inspection Worksheet states that “Company Officer shall

obtain and update the responsible party information.”

F.I1.18. BFP does not have effective code enforcement tools, such as, an | The Fire Marshall
administrative hearing.

F.IL.19. Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used. The Fire Marshall

F.IL20. The SFFD website does not include enough information about
the annual inspection and code enforcement processes for property
owners and the public to understand them. Being better informed about
the process may result in better compliance by property owners and
increase the public’s confidence in SFFD enforcement efforts.

SFFD Management
Information Services

available on the SFFD website, the phone number for making an
appointment is not included with the instructions.

F.IL.21. Inspection records are only available in person at the Bureau of | Chief of SFFD
Fire Prevention after making an appointment.
F.I1.22. Although instructions for reviewing inspection records is SFFD Management

Information Services

F.I1.23. Safety concerns may be reported online or by calling the BFP.

Although instructions for reporting a safety concern are available on the
SFFD website, the BFP phone number is not included on the same page
as the instructions.

SFFD Management
Information Services

F.II1.1. DBI and SFFD inspect multi-unit residential buildings for many
of the same fire safety hazards but do not coordinate any of their
inspections or code enforcement efforts including not sharing
information.

Building Inspection
Commission and
Fire Commission
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Recommendations and Required Response Matrix

RECOMMENDATION

RESPONDER

R.I.1. DBI MIS should determine why CTS cannot generate a report
with correct last routine inspection dates for each R-2 and correct the
problem.

DBI Management
Information Services

R.L.2. The Chief Housing Inspector should insist that the spreadsheet
that tracks key statistics for routine inspections conducted as part of
Focused Code Enforcement be updated to include all rounds of Focused
Code Enforcement that have been completed to date.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.1.3. The BIC should require that HIS report, as part of the HIS
performance measures, the number of “Initial Routine Inspections™ that
are conducted to the BIC.

Building Inspection
Commission

R.L.4. (a) The Information and Technology Department for the City and
County of San Francisco should grant HIS senior management access to
and permission to run reports from the Oracle database that contains the
addresses, contact information and building attributes for R-2s in San
Francisco.

(b) DBI MIS should train HIS personnel who will have access to the
Oracle database containing the R-2 information how to use it before they
have permission to run reports.

DBI Management
Information Services and
Information and
Technology Department

R.LS5. If HIS is not granted access and permission to run the list of R-2s
from the Oracle database that contains the necessary R-2 information,
then DBI MIS should furnish this report to HIS within one week of the
request.

DBI Management
Information Services and
DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.1.6. (a) If DBI MIS cannot fix CTS (See R.I.1) then the Chief Housing

DBI Chief Housing

when deciding where to conduct the next round(s) of Focused Code
Enforcement.

Inspector should require support staff, rather than the inspectors, to look |Inspector,

up last routine inspection dates. DBI Management

(b) If support staff is not available to look up last routine inspection g}giirg;‘zgéloferwces il
dates, then the DBI Director should allocate part of the DBI budget for

hiring temporary personnel to compile this information.

R.L.7. The Chief Housing Inspector should make eliminating the DBI Chief Housing
backlog a priority in the Mission, Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts Inspector

R.I.8. The Chief Housing Inspector should determine exactly what
“Sources” and “Abatement Types” should be used for initial routine
inspections and communicate this in writing as a procedure that every
HIS inspector must follow.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector
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R.1.9. DBI MIS should include “Complaint Generated Routine™ as a
Source option in CTS so that CG routine inspections can be separately
tracked and reported in CTS.

DBI Management
Information Services

R.1.10. If“Complaint Generated Routine” is not added as a Source
option in CTS, then the Chief Housing Inspector should make opening a
separate complaint number for the CG routine inspection and
documenting “Routines” as the Source, a mandatory policy
communicated to all HIS inspectors in writing.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.L.11. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy requiring
district inspectors to conduct complaint-generated routine inspections
whenever the R-2 has not had a routine inspection within the last five
years.

(b) The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that when district
inspectors are “too busy” or for other reasons cannot conduct a CG
routine inspection when the R-2 is due for one, the district inspector must
notify their senior inspector in writing.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.I.12. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct HIS personnel to
update the SOP to include the requirement that inspectors conduct a CG
routine inspection while they are investigating a complaint at an R-2
every time the R-2 has not had a routine inspection within the last five
years. And, if the inspector for some legitimate reason cannot do this, the
inspector must so notify their senior inspector in writing.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.I.13. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that district
inspectors research the date a last routine inspection was performed:
either before going to that same R-2 to investigate a complaint or via
CTS records that are available by smartphone on the DBI website.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.I.14. The Building Inspection Commission (“BIC”) should penalize
property owners who miss their inspection appointment without good
cause--as determined by the BIC. The notice of penalty should be mailed
to the property owner and posted on the building.

Building Inspection
Commission

R.I.15. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct HIS personnel to
complete the “no shows™ information on the Excel spreadsheet that
tracks results of their Focused Code enforcement for all the routine
inspections conducted under Focused Code Enforcement and direct that
all “no shows” are followed-up on within two weeks.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.I.16. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that all “no
shows” must be followed up on within two weeks by researching the
property owner’s correct address or phone number and then, contacting
the property owner for a scheduled routine inspection. This policy should
be communicated to all inspectors in writing.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.1.17. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that support staff
verify contact information for the property owners and resend the

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector
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inspection packet to the new address within two weeks from when the
inspection packet was returned to HIS.

R.I.18. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection
cover letter indicate how non-English speaking property owners can
request inspection packets in languages other than English and that the
inspection packet is made available in Chinese and Spanish.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.I.19. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection
packet cover letter be rewritten so that all vital information is available at
the top of the letter and the language changed so that it is easier to
understand.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.L.20. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection
packet cover letter be rewritten so that it explains that inspectors will be
inspecting items on the Property Owner Maintenance List.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.L.21. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection
packet cover letter be rewritten to include instructions on what the
property owner needs to do with the appendage and carbon
monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

Open NOVs report we used) and modify this report to calculate the
difference in days between when an NOV is issued and the date the NOV
is corrected and then use this report to measure the time it takes for

R.1.22. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing

packet cover letter be rewritten to include the information contained in | Inspector

the notices and ordinances. Notices and ordinances should be removed

from the inspection packet.

R.1.23. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS | DBI Director

includes functionality for inspectors to document inspection remotely.

R.1.24. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS | DBI Director

includes functionality to upload photos remotely.

R.L.25. DBI MIS should make affidavits available online. DBI Management
Information Services

R.L.26. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS | DBI Director

includes functionality for inspectors to print NOVs in the field and that

inspectors are supplied with portable printers for this purpose.

R.1.27. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS | DBI Director

can be integrated with other computer systems within DBI and other City

departments.

R.L.28. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS | DBI Director

includes functionality for tracking and reporting on types of violations

and high fire risk building characteristics.

R.I1.29. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should ask DBI MIS to create a | DBI Chief Housing

standard report to track how long NOV's take to be corrected (similar to | Inspector
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property owners to correct NOVs.

(b) The Chief Housing Inspector should report how long NOVs take to
be abated, in a format similar to Table I-3, to the BIC on a monthly basis.

R.I.30. The Chief Housing Inspector should actively monitor cases
using the Open NOV's report to ensure that less than five percent of
NOVs take no more than one year to abate.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.1.31. The Chief Housing Inspector should develop guidelines for
inspectors to use when granting additional time for repairs or abatement.
The guidelines should be based on the average additional time it takes for
the top 20 types of violation under each of the following common
scenarios, including: (1) filing for and obtaining an over-the-counter
permit; (2) vetting and hiring a contractor; and, (3) performing the work
necessary to correct the violation.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.L.32. The Chief Housing Inspector should ensure a new form letter is
drafted to provide property owners the date of the next reinspection and
warn them that violations must be abated by that date. Inspectors can
then fill in the time and date of the reinspection and hand it to the
property owner at the inspection.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.1.33. The Chief Housing Inspector should create a culture where staff
and management meetings are held as scheduled and not canceled unless
there is an emergency.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.I.34. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a definition of
success that includes inspecting all R-2s at least every five years and
ensuring all violations are corrected within a “reasonable period of time.”
The Chief Housing Inspector should measure a “reasonable period of
time™ for correcting violations by first using the Open NOV's report to
measure how many days have elapsed since each NOV was issued. Next,
the Chief Housing Inspector should compare the number of days that an
NOV has stayed open against specific timeframes. We recommend two
months; six months; 12 months; and, 18 months. (Two months (60 days)
is an important timeframe because it is the earliest that an NOV can be
referred to a DH.) Once an NOV goes uncorrected for one day after each
of these timeframes, the NOV can easily be flagged for a closer review
of the facts and circumstances and steps taken to encourage the NOV be
corrected.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.I.35. The Chief Housing Inspector should measure the time it takes
for an open NOV to reach a Director’s Hearing. We recommend using
the Open NOV spreadsheet that DBI MIS created for us. Incorporating a
column that calculates the days between the NOV date and the DH date,
HIS can determine how many day it takes an open NOV to be heard at a
Director’s Hearing.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector
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R.I.36. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt an objective standard
for inspectors to use in determining when a case should be referred to a
Director’s Hearing.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.1.37. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that senior
inspectors follow-up with inspectors when there have been three
reinspections on an open NOV.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

required for HIS to reinstate the FTB program and then ensure that all
necessary steps for making the FTB program part of the HIS code
enforcement process are taken.

(b) The BIC should approve that HIS use the FTB program as part of its
code enforcement process.

(c) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is required for
administrative penalties to be available at the HIS administrative hearing
and then ensure that all necessary steps for making this possible as part
of the HIS code enforcement process are taken.

(d) The BIC should approve adding the legal requirements to the HIS
administrative hearing so that administrative penalties can be awarded.

R.1.38. The DBI Director should ensure when CTS is replaced by DBI Director
another system that it includes functionality to help automate the

Director’s Hearing case preparation and digital transfer of case files.

R.L.39. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is DBI Chief Housing

Inspector and
Building Inspection
Commission

R.I.40. The Director of DBI should request that the Controller’s Office
conduct a study to determine adequate staffing levels for HIS.

DBI Director

R.1.41. DBI MIS should redesign the DBI website so that information
on routine inspections is easier to find from the DBI homepage.

DBI Management

Information Services

R.1.42. DBI MIS should revise the information on routine inspections on
the DBI website so that: the property owners and the general public
understand the process, including how often routine inspections take
place, what is inspected, what happens when violations are found, the
time frame for correcting violations and the costs associated with code
enforcement.

DBI Management

Information Services

R.1.43. DBI MIS should change the names on the links for R-2
violations so inspection records can be found more easily on the DBI
website.

DBI Management

Information Services

R.1.44. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS
can upload NOVs to the DBI website.

DBI Director

R.IL.1. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Battalion Chiefs |SFFD Deputy Chief of
to closely monitor Company R-2 inspection lists to ensure that every R-2 | Operations
in San Francisco is inspected by its deadline.
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inspect R-2s on the weekend if that Company is going to have a backlog
during a particular month.

R.IL.2. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require that Company SFFD Deputy Chief of
Captains make inspection appointments in advance, whenever they have |Operations

the property owner’s phone number, to ensure that Companies get into

all R-2s. The appointments should have a three hour window.

R.IL1.3. SFFD MIS should ensure property owner contact information is | SFFD MIS

included on the Inspection Worksheets.

R.IIL.4. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Companies to SFFD Deputy Chief of

Operations

R.ILS5. The Deputy Chief of Operations should redistribute R-2
inspection from Companies that have a backlog to nearby Companies
that have fewer R-2 inspections so that the number of R-2 inspections is
more evenly distributed among neighboring station houses and are
conducted more timely.

SFFD Deputy Chief of
Operations

R.IL.6. The Deputy Chief of Operations should instruct Company
Captains to give priority to R-2 inspections which have exceeded or are
approaching their deadlines.

SFFD Deputy Chief of
Operations

R.IL.7. Battalion Chiefs should review progress on their Companies’ R-2
lists at least once a month, and if they find a Company has not inspected
all the R-2s on their list, hold that Company accountable by requiring
that they inspect all the late R-2s by the end of the next month.

SFFD Deputy Chief of
Operations

R.IL8. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that inspection
training for firefighters includes stressing the two reasons for conducting
R-2 inspections--to ensure code compliance and gain building
awareness--are equally important.

SFFD Deputy Chief of
Operations

R.IL9. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that all
firefighters receive training on the R-2 inspections process that includes a
detailed module on the Bureau of Fire Prevention code enforcement
process which starts with when a BFP inspector receives a complaint
from a Company Captain to an NOV being issued and any additional
steps. The training should occur after BFP implements the new code
enforcement process. Knowing more about BFP will help firefighters
better understand their role in ensuring code compliance.

SFFD Deputy Chief of
Operations

R.IL.10. The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time
and code enforcement timeframes be more closely monitored so that
resolution time is shortened.

The Fire Marshall

R.IL11. The Fire Marshall should require that code enforcement for
NOVs be more closely monitored so that NOVs are corrected more
quickly.

The Fire Marshall

R.IL12. The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work
on R-2 complaints) have reasonable workloads so they can ensure timely
correction of all complaints and violations.

The Fire Marshall
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enforcement documentation done by BFP R-2 inspectors.

R.II.13. The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work | The Fire Marshall
on R-2 complaints) not prioritize other work over R-2 complaints if that

means that they cannot investigate all their R-2 complaints in a timely

manner.

R.IIL.14. The Fire Marshall should standardize inspection and code The Fire Marshall

R.IL.15. The Deputy Chief of Operations should standardize inspection
documentation done by Company Captains so that BFP inspectors can
easily identify and follow-up on complaints.

SFED Deputy Chief of
Operations

enforcement process that is required by recently passed legislation so that
it can be implemented within the next 60 days.

R.IL.16. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that Company | SFFD Deputy Chief of
Captains are trained to identify violations and document only items that | Operations

are violations.

R.IL.17. Battalion Chiefs should encourage their Company Captains to | SFFD Deputy Chief of
bring the Inspection Worksheet to the inspection site and use it to Operations

document R-2 inspections.

R.I1.18. The Fire Marshall should finalize the details of the new code The Fire Marshall

details of the R-2 inspection process, such as: (a) the kinds of buildings
inspected; (b) who inspects the buildings; (c) how often R-2s are
inspected; (d) the list of items inspected; and, (e) how the inspection will
be conducted; and,

(2) details of the code enforcement process, including: (a) what happens
when a violation is discovered; (b) what happens if a violation goes
uncorrected beyond the NOV deadline; and (¢) any and all fees, fines, or
penalties that may be imposed for uncorrected violations.

This information should be either on the inspections page or Division of
Fire Prevention and Investigation homepage.

R.IL.19. The new BFP Captain that oversees R-2 Company complaints | The Fire Marshall
should refer appropriate cases to the CA every year.
R.I1.20. SFFD MIS should revise the SFFD website to include: (1) SFFD Management

Information Services

inspection requests on the same SFFD webpage as the instructions for
making an appointment.

R.IL.21. The Chief of the Fire Department should instruct SFFD MIS to |Chief of SFFD
make the inspection records available online for greater transparency.
R.IL.22. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone number for record SFFD Management

Information Services

R.I1.23. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone number for reporting a
safety concern on the same SFFD webpage as the instructions for
reporting a safety concern.

SFFD Management
Information Services
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R.IIL1. The Building Inspection Commission and Fire Commission
should require a task force be formed to study DBI and SFFD inspection
and code enforcement processes and make recommendations on how
they can coordinate their efforts.

Building Inspection
Commission and
Fire Commission

Reports issued by the Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal Code section
929 requires that reports of the Grand Jury not contain the name of any person or facts
leading to the identity of any person who provides information to the Grand Jury.
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ABBREVIATIONS

Term Definition

BFP Bureau of Fire Prevention

BIC Building Inspection Commission

CA San Francisco City Attorney’s Office

CG Routine Inspection

Complaint-Generated Routine Inspections

City San Francisco

Codes San Francisco Building, Housing and Fire Codes

Company SFFD Engine or Truck Company

CTS Complaint Tracking System

DBl Department of Building Inspection

DBI MIS Department of Building Inspection Management Information Systems

DH Director's Hearing

Fire Safety Task Fofce En"_ler_gency Interagency Fire Safety Task Force for Multi-Unit/Use Residential

Buildings

FTB Callifornia Franchise Tax Board

HIS Housing Inspection Services

HRMS Human Resources Management System

NOV Notice of Violation

R-2 DBI defines as residential Buildings with 3 or more units

R.2 SFFD defines as residential Buildings with 9 or more units less than 75 feet
) (approximately 7 stories or less)

SFFD San Francisco Fire Department

SOP Housing Inspection Services Policies and Procedures Manual
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" Exhibit 1
SUMMARY OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

ORDINANCE 60-16

On April 19, 2016, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation that affects the code enforcement
done by DBI and SFFD. Effective date was June 1, 2016. The five main aspects of the
legislation are summarized below.

1.

SFFD will implement a code enforcement process that is similar to DBI’s. Under the
new legislation, the SFFD must issue Notices of Violation (“NOV™) for both priority and
standard complaints as well as add an administrative hearing to their code enforcement
process. This will dispense with Notices of Corrective Action Required (“NOCAR”) and
will take away some of Company Captains and inspectors’ latitude in deciding when to
issue an NOV. Whether a complaint is urgent or standard will be documented on the
NOV itself. NOVs with urgent complaints that go uncorrected beyond the date specified
on the NOV must scheduled for an administrative hearing within sixty days of the NOV
deadline. NOVs with uncorrected standard complaints have a longer timeframe to be
referred to an administrative hearing—180 days from expiration of the deadline stated on
the NOV. The hearing officer can issue one of two determinations (i) there is no
violation,; (ii) there is a violation that must be corrected by a specified deadline. Work on
correcting the violation must commence within thirty days of the decision. The property
owner may request an extension of the date to either commence work or complete work.
However, these dates must not be extended by more than ninety days. If the property
owner does not comply with the Order of Abatement, may be found guilty of a
misdemeanor.

DBI is given authority to issue “stop all work” orders. DBI’s authority extends to all
permitted projects that have violations under the Building, Public Works or Planning
Codes until the violations are corrected to DBI’s satisfaction. Before the legislation, DBI
could only issue stop work orders for violations directly related to the permitted work.

The City Attorney can bring actions against code violators on its own. Currently, the
City Attorney must wait for city departments to refer delinquent code enforcement cases
to them.

Requires code enforcement efforts be reported to the Mayor and Board of
Supervisors quarterly. The departments required to do so include: DBI, SFFD, DPH
and the Planning Department. The report shall include specific details for every case
referred to an administrative hearing. It is unclear whether reporting shall go beyond
administrative hearing cases. '

Creates a Code Enforcement Revolving Loan Fund. This fund will provide
low-interest loans to be used for bringing buildings up to code. Four million dollars has
been allocated to this fund from DBI’s fees.
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New legislation that would require property owners to provide tenants with an annual notice of
smoke alarms requirements and to file a statement of compliance with annual fire alarm testing
and inspection requirements every two years was introduced to the Board of Supervisors on
April 26, 2016. The proposed legislation would also require property owners to upgrade their fire
alarm systems and install fire blocks if they perform at least $50,000 in construction. Fire alarm
systems must be upgraded by July 1, 2021 regardless.
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Exhibit 5.2
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Exhibit 6.1

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION _ L
HOUSING INSPECTION SERVICES PROCEDURE CHECKLISTS
Ci? and County of Sag‘ Francisco

1660 Mission Street, 6" Floor, San Francisco, California 94103-2414
Phone: (415) §58-6220 Fax:( 415) §58-624% Department Website: www,sfdbl.org

INSPECTOR FIELD CHECKLIST
FOR ROUTINE INSPECTIONS
ROOM-TO-ROOM INSPECTIONS & COMPLAINTS

Reviewed

REVIEW ITEM FOR SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE (SFHC) COMPLIANCE {NCTE: SFBC | CODE
IDENTIFIES APPLICABLE SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE SECTIONS) SECTIONS:
SEC. 605. PROHIBITION ON WOODEN FIXED UTILITY LADDERS | 605 SFHC

Waoden Fixad Ulility Leddars shall be prohibited on bulldings which contain R-1, R-2, and -3
Ceoypanaias (halels and apariment house {and ¢aelings), as delined by Chapler 4 of this Cede.
"Fixed Lclity Ladder shall mean any ledder pesmanenlly altached ta the exteriar of a slruciurs
or bulding, but shall not include ladders required by the Califomiz Division of Ozcupational
Salety and Heallh for workplace safely hat have been instelled with a aroper penmit, or ladders
exprassly authotzed oy fhe Separtment of Suilding Insnection far Buildng Cede or Fire Code
complienc purposes. Woeaden Fixed Ulility Ledders shall ba remaved or repiaced with mesal
ladders thal comply with apolicabie Building, Firs, anc Hausing Gode requirements,
| STRUCTED MEANS OF EGRESS: Please keep all | 810 SFHC
means of egress. primary (front stairs, exit corridors), and secandary (rear stairs,
fire escapes) frse from encumbrances (such as storage, flower pots. household
items, laundry lines, and any tripping hazards), These paths of trave! are to be
completely clear at all times for emergency exiting.

are fully operational {in particular the cahls and all moving parts) and that drop
ladders are not obstructed. You should have an industry professional inspect
and service your fire escapes annually,

MAINTAIN CENTRAL SMOKE/FIRE ALARM SYSTEMS & SIMOKE 809 SFHC
DETECTORS: I apartment houses and hotele maintain the central smokea/fire
alarm systemn with the operational light indicating on within the supervision panel
box, and annual Fire Department certification claarly posied in those buildings |
where applicable. In all residential occupancies chack to canfirm that all required.
smoke detectors are installed and fully operatienal in all sleeping or guest reoms,
‘and at the top of every public stairway, and on evary third floor below, Replace
‘batieries annually. Do not paint ovar smoke detectors

MAINTAIN & RETAG FIRE EXTINGUISHERS: In all apariment houses and 805 SFHC
hotels a Type 24 10BC or eguvalent Fire Extinguisher is required on every floor
of all public hallw?iys, Required Fire Extinguishers must be serviced and
retagged by an mdustry professional annusaly (this includes recently purchased
fire extinguishers),, _

MAINTAIN FIRE ESCAPES: Check all fire escape ladders 1o ensure that they | 604 SFHG |

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco
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Exhibit 6.2

Residential Buiding Ownen'Oparstor
Infermalional Maintananos Checklist
Pags 205

| for all structural repairs.

CODE
SECTIONS

MAINTAIN ALL WOOD DECKS, EXIT CORRIDORS, STAIRS, GUARD
RAILS, AND HAND RAILS: You should have all of these existing items
inspected annually for dry rot, fungus, detericration or decay by a licensed
professional pest control contractor, general building contractor, archifect, or
engineer to ensure their safety-and stability. Have these professionals provide
you with & written report of any recommended repairs. Olitain building permits

604 SFHC

MAINTAIN VISIBLE PROPERTY ADDRESS NUMBERING. Your residential
building must have the address numbers mounted at the front of the building at
a minimum size of 4 inches in a color contrasting from the building. The
address numbers should be clearly visible from the sireet by emergency
\rehicle::: In addition, all guestrooms should be clearly identified by name, letter,
ar numesr,

“7068(8),0(17]
SFHC

MAINTAIN GARAGES & STORAGE AREAS: In all apariment hauses of i units
or more and all holels, remove cambustible sterage from all storage areas that
do not have fire sprinklers. Absolutely no combuslible starage may be kept
under stairwells without a proper fire sprinkler system. Garages are only ta be
used for the vehicle storage incidental 1o the apartment house or hotel use,

MAINTAIN GARBAGE ROOMS & GARBAGE RECEPTACLES: All garbage
raams shall have 26 gauge shest metal walls and ceilings or approved |
alternative, fire sprinklers and must be kept clean of debris and vermin with sali-
closing tight fitting deors. All garbage receptacles must be tightiy covered, with

a sufficient number to serve the building.

10

PROPERLY MAINTAIN SECURITY PROVISIONS SUCH AS SECURITY
BARS, GATES, ENTRANCE/EXIT DOORS & DOOR SELF CLOSING
DEVICES: Ali secunty bars in sleeping rooms must be openable from the inside:
with a fully operational manual release {no keys, combination locks, or special
knowtedge is allowed to open security bars or gates). Absolutely no double
cylinder locks {which reguire a key from the inside and outside) are allowed on
eny apartment unit or building entry or exit deors. Maintain 135-degree viewers
&t all apartment unit entry doors mounted no higher than 58 inches above the
floor. All entrance and exit doors shall be tight fitting, self closing, and self-
locking. in all apartment houses and hotels, all public bathreom, community
kitchen, garbage room. roof penthouse, guest room, and dwelling unit entry
doors shall be tight fitting and self-closing. No padlocks or padlocs hazps are
allowed on guest room or dwelling unit entry or exit doors.

MAINTAIN SHUTOFF TOOL NEAR GAS METER In all apariment hauses and |
hotels keap a shuloff tool near the gas meler and post the instructional diagram
provided by the Department of Building Inspaction in a public area near the gas
meater.

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco
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Exhibit 6.3

Residenhal Buiding Gymen'Operalor
Irformrational Malntenance Checklis!
Page3cf

12

'3
3

R

CODE
SECTIONS:

MAINTAIN HEAT & HOT WATER. If your apartment house or halel has a
caniral heat source such as a boiler or fumace system, your heat system time
clock must be set to provide heat from 5:00 am to 11:00 am and from 3:00 pm
fe 10:00 pm. (13 hours daily). Mainiain all habitabla rooms at 68 degrees
Fahrenheit during thess time petiods. Your central source heat systern must
have a locking thermaostat to initiate the heat system located in a habitable
room other than an owner or manager's unit {except for an all cwner oceupiad
residential conde building). Hot water to all units must be between 105 te 120

San Francisco Plumbing Code. Radialcrs must be in good working order with
pressura valves operational and valve shut-off handles in place,

dagrees Fahrenheit, For boiler heat systems, obfain annual cerlification per the

505, T01(c)
SFHC

13

MAINTAIN ALL FIREPROOFING, GLAZING, WEATHER PROOFING,
EXTERIOR STUCCO, EXTERIOR SIDING INTERIOR WALLS/ CEILINGS/
CHIMNEYS & FLUES: Maintain these areas free from holes, decay, missing
materials and peeling paint.

703, 1001
SFHC

14

MAINTAIN EXIT SIGNAGE: Common hallway daors & windows leading o fire
| escapes or exits must have the n‘.:rpmprlam signage, with lettering 8 inches in
' height on contrasting background,

1011. (1) (3)
SFBC

MAINTAIN ALL ROOF AREAS: In all apariment houses or hotelg, keep all
areas must be tight filting and self-closing and openable from inside the

stairway to the roof if the roof is accessible from an adjacent roof. Keep the
roof area free from combustible storage. Nothing should cbstruct accesstoa
roof-mounted fire escape.

1B

17

lighting to all etairs, public haliways, exlt corridors and fire escapes.

wiresfropes B feet ahove the roof. Remove all tripping hazards, All doors to roof

penthouse door leading 1o the roof. This door must be lockable from inside the

805, 810,
1001 SFHC

1’604 {g) SFHC

MAINTAIN PROPER VENTILATION: in garages, penthauges, public halls,
furnace and boiler rooms, gas meter rooms, garbage roams, and zil other
| rooms with gas appliances, maintain the preper ventilation and vent systems.

18

MAINTAIN SHOKE BARRIER DOORS: All front entry doors to the apartment

hallwa’zldm between flacrs and stainvays (stairway enclosure doors),
boiler/furnace room doors, garbage room doors, and penthouse doors must
have self closing devices and remain closed fo be effective smoke barriers.

| 806, 807 |
house or hotel, doors that separate the garage from the public hallway or lobby,

504, 707,
1002 SFHC

SFHC

19

required by the Housing Cede. Do not paint over any sprinkler heads.
INT/ A?F}rﬁﬂ'. LIGH TLS: Keep all light wells clean and free from the
accumulation of debris, Ksep all ight weil drains clean and operational,

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco

MAINTAIN FIRE SPRINKLERS IN GARBAGE & LINEN CHUTES: In apartment
houses and hotels, maintain fire sprinklers at top and boflom of chutes, and as

908 SFHC

1001, 1306
SFHC
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Exhibit 6.4

Resdenlial Building Cunen Operales
Infermational Maintanance Checklist

Paged afd
g 1 CODE
a SECTIONS
o

21 MAINTAIN ALL ROOMS (VACANT OR OCCUPIED): In all residential buildings, | 703, 1002 (d),
all dwelling units and guest rooms shall be maintained in a clean and funciional | 4305 SEHC
mannar VWalls, ceilings, floors, windows, doors, lavatory sinks, and private
bathrooms shall be properly maintained, weather proofad and free from severs
waar, maisture retention, plumbing fixture or roof leakage, chronic and severe

[ mald and mildew or other dilapidated conditions.

22 MAINTAIN ALL PUBLIC BATH ROOMS: In all hotels, public bathrooms must | 504, 505,
be maintained in a clean and functional manner. The San Francisce Housing 1308 SFHC
Code requires a minimum of 2 operatonal public bathrooms per floor when all
guest rooms do not have private balhrooms. This number increases by one for
every additional 10-guest rooms (or increment of 10) grealer that 20 guest
rooms per floor. Mechanical ventilation must be capable of dellvering 5 air
changes per hour. Windows thal provide natural ventilation shall be well
maintained and fully operational,

73 MAINTAIN ALL COMMUNITY KITCHENS In hiatels. all community kitchens 508, 1305
shall be mainfained in a clean and functional manner, Approved cooking SFHC
facilities must have an electrical power source. Enfry doors 1o the community
kitchen shall be szlf-closing and tight fitting, Counters, flooring and sinks shall
be of nonabsarhentimpervious materials. Institulional grade materials such ag
stainless sleel counters and tiled floors are recammended.

24 MAINTAIN ALL HANDRAILS & GUARDRAILS: All interior and exterior 802 (¢},
handrails and guardrails shall be propery secured and maintainad in a 1001 i)
functional manner,

SFHC

25| | MAINTAIN ELEVATORS REQUIRED BY THE FIRE CODE! Holtels with a 713, 1002
building height exceeding 50 feel (as calculated by the San Francisco Fire (b) SEHC
Department) shall have at least one operating efevator for the residential
occupants’ use that is well mainiained and operates safely,

26 MAINTAIN ADEQUATE GARBAGE PICK-UP; All residential buildings shall 1306 SFHC
mantain garbage pick-up servicas necessary to prevent the accumulation of
garbage and debris that would result in rodent harborage and unsanitary
canditions.

27 MAINTAIN HOT WATER HEATERS: All hot water heaters must be praperly 1001 {f) (g)
secured and deuble strapped, Pressurs relief valves, shut off valves and vent SFHC
connactors must be properly in place and operational. When localed in a
garage the appliance must be a minimum of 18 inches off the flaar,

28| MAINTAIN ALL WINDOWS: All windows shall be well mainiained, tight fitti 504 (a)
and fully operational, Broken sash cords shall be replaced, No window shallbe  gg4 (a-5)

| paintad or nailed shut. Rezplacemenf windows must have sufficient weather- SFHC
stripping and a minimum 20 inch width and 24 inch haignt if required for
| ascape.
91
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Exhibit 6.5

Residantial Bullding Cemer'Cpsrator
Infermational Maintenance Checkist
Page 5 of &

CODE
SECTIONS

28 | MAINTAIN ALL FLODRING & CARPETING THROUGHOUT, All carpeting or | 1305 SFHC |
' other floor covering shall be kept sanitized and free of extensive wear and
trioping hazard. All fioor coverings that cannot be sanitized shall be replaced in
an sppropriate mannar to prevent a tripping hazard.

Roviewed

MAINTAIN ALL MATTRESSES & LINEN: In all hotels or guestroams where the | 1308 SFHG
property owner or building operalor provides maltresses and linen, these items
' shali be maintzained in a sanitary condition and free from insect infestation.

K] REFAIR OR REPLACE LEAKING \WMINDOWS, PLUMBING FIXTURES & 703, 1001 (fy
ROOFS: Investigate and repair leaks from windows, plumbing fixtures or the {h) SFHC
raof quickly to prevent moisture retention that can cause mold and mildew. Da
not cover aver leaking areas until the source of the leak is properly repaired.

32 PROPER NOTIFICATION WHEN DISTURBING LEADPAINT & | 3425 SFBC
OBSERVE REQUIRED REMOVAL PROTOCOLS: Property owners need fo
provide residential occupants with proper notification when disturbing intarior
and exterior lead based paint, provide proper skinage, pratec! interiar
floars/furnishings, and observe work protocols related to lead paint removal,
debris containment and migration, clean-up, ste.

33 PROPERLY VENT ALL CLOTHES DRYERS:! Moisture exhaust ducts shalibe | 1001 (g)
properly maintained, be equippad with a back draft damper and terminate on SFHE
the cutside of the building

34 ON SITE CARETAKER: Apartment hauses of 16 or more dwellings or hotels of | 1311 SFHC

12 or more guest rooms must have an onsite caretaker that can be contacted
by the city in case of emergency. The pame, unit #, and contact information of
this individual must be posted at the front enfrance ta the building.

"~ | PROVIDE AND MAINTAIN CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS: Alarms shall be | 420.4.(2) (3) |
installed in dwelling and sleeping unit locations in accordance with the SF_E_!C- | SFBC

A

NOTE:

This checklist is provided for informational uaé as a field guide to the Housing Inspector, and
does not cover a ?ﬂ!‘.siiﬁe viclations of the San Francisco Housing Code. For further information
the Inspector should cansult the Housing Codea or confer with their supervisor.
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Exhibit 9

Source Options:

e CATask Force

e ity Attorney Task Force Inspection (Code 19)
e City &ttorney Task Force Inspection (Code 20)
s Complaint

¢ Complaint—BoilerTransfer

¢ Complaint—Lead

® Energy Inspection

#» Hotel Roorm—Roam Insp

# Housing Authority

¢ Housing Authority Complaint
e [llegal Unit Complaint ReceivedR-2
¢ lllegal Unit Complaint ReceivedR-3
® License Fee Inspection
# Residential Hotel Roorn to Room
e Residential Hote| Routines
® Routine Appointme nt Letter
¢ Routines
e Soft Story Ordinance
Tourist Hotel Routine
e 311 Intemet Referral
e 311 Phone Referral

BID Referral
® (CCSFReferral
e DCPReferral
s DPHReferral
« DPW Referral
e E-Mail
# Field Observation
e |etter
e Office Visit
e COther Source
e Telephone
* ‘WebForm
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Exhibit 10
Abatement Type Options

Abatement Appeals
Board

Addendum to NOV
Advisement
Appointment Letter
Sent

Assessments Due

Bldg Posted & Tenants
Notice

Case Abated

Case Closed

Case Continued

Case Received

Case Returned

Case Update

Certified Appointment
Letter

Correction Not Issued
Director Hearing Notice
Director’s Hearing
Decision

District Inspector Does
XXX

District Inspector To
Review

Emergency Order
Issued

Final Bill Sent

Final Warning Letter
Sent

First NOV Sent

Franchise Tax Board
Hearing

FTB Referral
Infraction Violation
Issued

Initial Bill Sent
Inspection Of Premises
Made

Inspection Warrant
Letter/Report—EID
Letter/Report—PID
Misdemeanor Citation
Issued

No Entry

Notice Of Penalty
NOV Compliance
Assessment

NOV Sent—EID
Office/Counter Visit
Order of Abatement
Issued

Order of Abatement
Posted

Permit Research
Permit Work—CFC
Pre-Sched Rtn
Insp—No Entry
Refer Case To City
Attorney

Refer To Compl/Routn
Refer To Director’s
Hearing

Refer To Other Agency
Referred To Other Div
Reinsp—Case Abated
Reinspection 1
Reinspection 2
Reinspection 3
Reinspection 4
Reinspection 5
Reinspection 6
Reinspection 7
Reinspection 8
Routine Inspection
Approved

Second NOV Sent
SFHA Notification Sent
Telephone Calls
Unable To Enter
Unknown Type During
XX

Other
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Exhibit 11.1
r‘s‘_“'ﬂ"‘“ll

City and County of San Francisce |
Department of Building Inspection

Edwin M. Les, Mayor
Tom C, Hul, 5.E., C.B.0., Diractor

HOUSING INSPECTION SERVICES REQUEST FOR INSPECTION APPOINTMENT

1732015
PROPERTY ADDRESS:
Biook:

Inspestar:
Tyoe of Inspecticn ROUTINE INSPECTION

Dzar Progery Dwner:

AS In pravicus Y2ars, your coaperation is now being requested to facilisate a required periodic healn and
safely mspection of the buiding referenced above, Qur records show that this property is due forthis
Inapachon, and Your assistance S necessany 1o provide Ihe Housing Inspector enlry. Chaplers 1. 2, and 3
of ke San Francisco Hausing Code raguire that the Degarimeant of Building Inspection perform sencd.c
health and safedy inspeclicns of tho sommon and public areas of spardmenl houses (3 or more dwellings]
a~d hotals (6 or more guast rooms]. Common and public 2r2as includa, but are nal Iimiled 1o, cemmon
halhways roguired means of egress, fire escapes, roofs acosssibla by stairvays, garages, basemsnts,
storage rcoma/areas, boileriutilty rooms, cemman bath reoms, commuady kilehens, lavndry rooms,
garbage reoms/areas, court yards, light wells, and rear ysras. Please nete that tra intericr of apanmant
unds ar guest reams ase not part of 1his review uninss requested by an occupant at the time of inszection,

An inapaction of yaur propery as referehond above Ras been schedu'ed for November 16, 20135 AT
£0:00AM Pieasa attend, or have your representative attend, o provids the Department Insgecior a0cess
as described abova, Please confirm this appointment by contacling tha Housing Inspector whoga name
and phone number appears in the lower right hand camer  The Inspectar may be contacied &y phane,
email, ¢r in persen at 1860 Mission Street, 6" Flocr betwean 8:00 o 3:00 am. and 4:00 to 5:00 pm,,
Monday hraugh Friday, You may also leave & voice mail message. if the sublect proparty is a residenial
condominum buteing, please pravide the contact information of the perlinent hame cener's assocation
officer Also, providing property manager contact information is vary helpful in saving you valuable tima.
Please note that e nspectors carnl return c2ils ta Biccked phone numbers unless you have enabled
this feature,

If ynu or your reprasentative fail to atiend this inspaction, or you do not make arangemants e analher
inspacton time. the Degariment will allempt to gain entry to your buildisg 2« requirsd By Chapter 3 af the
Heusing Code through an inspecton warant All costs sasociat th an Ins ion i

responsibility of the propery cwmer,

Yeour tmely cooparation is importan: 1o facilitats this nspection wheeh will survey maintenarce, egress
fire pratection, security, proper rodent abalement, and ather heallh and safely features requirad by the
Housing Code that promete public walfare. Please raview the sttacred nformation, andior sontast your
Housing Inspecter tor mere infarmation, Thank you for your assistances.

ary iy youss,

Enclosutea; Snfammradione’ Melneaaqce Cgoitar
SFHE Sectiun £04 Noties 4 AMdouy
Affelanl-Sol-Camifizalion of Carlun MWunmteas dng S Ay
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Exhibit 11.2

DEPARTMENT OF Bglowlmg INSPECTION
Housing Inspection Services

City ln?i County of S:g Francisco
1660 Mission Street, 8" Floor, San Francisco, California 94103.2414

Phone: (415) 558-6220 Fax :( 415) 558-6249 Department Website: www.sfdbi.org

RESIDENTIAL HABITIBILITY INFORMATION
SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE REQUIREMENTS
(PROPERTY OWNER MAINTENANCE CHECKLIST)
REVISED FEBRUARY 26, 2014

= e FOR ONE & TWO FAMILY DWELLINGS,. F
APARTMENT HOUSES (3 OR MORE DWELLING UNITS} & RESIDENTIALITOURIST HOTELS

1 SEC. 605. PROHIBITION ON WOQODEN FIXED UTILITY LADDERS
\Weoden Fixed Utility Ladders shall be prohibited on bulldings which contamn R-1, R-2, and R-3
Gecupancies (hotels and apartment house [and dwellings), as defined by Chapter 4 of this -
Code. "Fixed Ulility Ladder” shall mean any ladder permanently attachad to fhe exterior of a
structure or building, but shall not include ladders required by the California Divigion of
Oouy Safety and Health for workplace safely thal have been mstallad with a B:JDElef
permit, or ladders expressly authorized by the Department of Building | on for Building
CodethoCodeoonﬁampurpms.WﬂoﬂﬂnF“medUﬁlﬂyLaddms | be removed or
raplaced wﬁ metal adders that comply with applicable Building, Fire, and Housing Code
requirements.

2. MAINTAIN CLEAR & UNOBSTRUCTED MEANS OF EGRESS: Please keep all means of
egress, primary (front stairs, exit corridors), and secondary (rear stairs, fire ascapes) free from
encumbrances (such as storage, flewer pots, housaehold itams, laundry lines, and any tripping
hazards) These paths of iravel are to be completely ciaar at all imes for emerganay exiting

3. MAINTAIN FIRE ESCAPES: Check all fire ascape ladders lo ensure that thay ase fully
m (in particular tha cable and all moving paris) and that drop ladders are nat
i . You should have an Industry professional inspect and service your fire escapes
annually.

4. MAINTAIN CENTRAL SMOKE/FIRE ALARM SYSTEMS & SMOKE DETECTORS: In
apariment houses and hotels rmaintain tha central smokefire alam system with the operational
II?ht indicating on within the supervision panel box, and annual Fire Department cerdification
cleady posted In thuse huildings where applicabla. In gll residential occupancies check to
confirm that all required smoke detectars are installed and fully oparational in all sleeping or
guest raoms, and at the top of every public stairway, and on evary hird floor below, Raplace
oattaries annually. Do not paint over smoka detectors,

5. MAINTAIN & RETAG FIRE EXTINGUISHERS: In all apartment houses and hotels a Type 2A
108C or equivalent Fire Extinguisher is required on every floor of all putlic hallways. Required -
Fire Exfinguishers must be serviced and retagged by an Industty professional annually {this
includes recently purchased fire extingulshers),

6. MAINTAIN ALL WOOD DECKS, EXIT CORRIDORS, STAIRS, GUARLD RAILS,AND HAND
RAILS: You shouid have ail of these exigling fems inspected annually for dry rat, huk?ua
deterioration or decay by a licensed professional pest control contractor, genaral building
contracior, , OT engineer fo ensure their and stability, Have these professionals
provide you with a written report of any repairs. Obtain building permits for ail
structural rapairs.

7. MAINTAIN VISIBLE PROPERTY ADDRESS NUMBERING: Your rasidsntial building must
have the address numbers mountad at the front of the building at a minimum size of 4 inches
in a co'or contrasting am the huliding. The address numbers should be clearly visible from

PRV ot Letien'tesmaloeniistd TM A PB4 Feviand 2706 AXNR00, ER005 NS
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Exhibit 11.3

Residential Building Owner/Operator Page 2of 4
Informational Maintenance Checldist

10,

11.

12,

13

14.

15.

the street by emergency vehicias. in addition, all guestrooms should oe clearty .dentified by
name, letier, or numbar.

MAINTAIN GARAGES & STORAGE AREAS: In all apariment houses of 6 unils or more and
all hotels, remove combustible storage from alf storage areas that da not have fira sprinklers.
Absolutely no combustible storage may be kept under stainvells withaut a proper five sprinkier
srstem?. rages are only to be used for the vehicle storage incidents! to the apariment house
or hate! use,

MAINTAIN GARBAGE ROOMS & GARBAGE RECEPTAGLEST All Garbage rooms shall have
20 g‘augs sheet metal walls and ceilings or approved alternative, fire pnnklers and must ke
kept clean of debris and vermin with self-clasing tight fitting doars, Al garbage receptacles
must ba tightly covered, with a sufficient number to serve the building.

PROPERLY MAINTAIN SECURITY PROVISIONS SUCH AS SECURITY BARS, GATES,
ENTRANCE/EXIT DOORS & DOOR SELF CLOSING DEVICES: All sacurily bass in sleeping
rooms must be cpenable fram the inside with a fully operational manual releasa (no keys,
combination locks, or special knowledge |s al to open securty bars or gates). Absolutely
no double cylinder locks (which require a key from the inside and outside) are allowsd on any
apartment unit or building antry or exit doors. Maintain 135-degree viewers atall apariment
unit doors mounted no higher than 58 inches above Lhe floor. All entrance and exit doors

shall be tight fitting, self closing, and self-locking. In all apartment houses and halels, all public

bathraom, community kitchen, garbage room, rcof panthouse, guest raom, and dwelling urit
entry doors shall be tight fitting and self<losing. No padlocks o padlock hasps are allowed on
guest room or dwelling unit eniry or exit doors.

MAINTAIN SHUTOFF TOOL NEAR GAS METER: In all apartment houses and holels kesp a
shutoff tool near the gas meter and post the instructional diagram provided by the Department
of Building Inspeaction in a public area near the gas metor.

MAINTAIN HEAT & HOT WATER: If your apartimenrt house or hotel has a ceniral heat sourca
such as a boiler or furnace system, your heat syslem time clock must be set lo provide heat
from 5:00 am to 11:00 am and from 3:00 pm fo 10:00 pm. (13 hours daily). Maintain all
habitable rcoms at 68 degreas Fahrenheit during these time periods. Your central source haat
:{ﬁsm must have a locking thermostat to initiale the heat system lacated in a habitable rcom

her than an owner or manager's unit (except for an all owner occupied residential cando
bullding). Hot water 1o all units must be beiween 105 to 120 degrees Fahrenhait. Far boiler
heat systems, obtaln annual cerlification per the San Francisco Plumbing Code, Radiators
rn';ul be In geod working order with prassure valves operational and vaive shul-off handles in
place,

MAINTAIN ALL FIREPROOFING, GLAZING, WEATHER PROOFING, EXTERIOR STUCCO,
EXTERIOR SIDING, INTERIOR WALLS/ CEILINGS, and CHIMNEYS & FLUES: Maintain
these areas freo from holes, decay, missing materials ard peeling paint.

MAINTAIN EXIT SIGNAGE: Common hallway doors & windows leading to fire aaca{i!es or
gﬂs mustn:'mue the appropriate signage, with Isttering 6 inchoes in helght on contrasting
ckground.

MAINTAIN ALL ROOF AREAS: In gll apartment houses or hotels, keep all wires/ropes 8 feet

above the roof. Remove all tri hazards, All doors to roof areas must be tight fitting and
self-closing and uEanabh from inside the penthcuse door leading fo the raof. This daor must
be lockable from inside the stairway ta the roof if the roof is accessible from an adjacent rocf,
Keep the roof area free from combustible storage. Nothing should obstruct access to a reof-
mounted fire escape.

FRVEMCHErs Lt iesmamiacis:2 b fosoc Reviesd 2008, AVRAE, 1 DITHR
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Exhibit 11.4

Residential Bullding OwnerfOperator Page 3 af 4
Informational Maintenance Checklist

18.

17.

18,

132,

20,

a1

22,

23.

25,

27.

MAINTAIN ADEQUATE LIGHTING IN ALL PUBLIC AREAS: Provide adequate lighting ta all
stairs, public hallways, axit corridors and fire 2scapes,

MAINTAIN PROPER VENTILATION: In garages, punthousas, public halls, furnaca and baiter
rooms, gas meter rooma, garbage rooms, and all other rooms with gas appliances, maintain
the proper ventilation and vent systems.

MAINTAIN SMOKE BARRIER DOORS: All frant eniry daars to the apariment house or hatel,

doors that separate the garage from the public halbway or iobby, hallway doors between floors -

and stalrways (stalrvay enclosuia doors), boilerfurnace room daars, garbage room dears. and
ent*house ors must hava seif closing devices and remain closed to ba effective smoke
afriers.

MAINTAIN FIRE SPRINKLERS IN GARBAGE & LINEN CHUTES: In apartment hauses and
hatels, mamtain fire sprinkiers at top and boltom of chutes, ad as requirad by the Housing
Ceda Do not paint over any sprinkler heads

MAINTAIN ALL LIGHT WELLS: Keap all light wells ciean and free from the accumulation of |
debris, Keep all lighl waell drains clean ard operational.

MAINTAIN ALL ROOMS (VACANT OR OCCUPRIED): In all residential buiidings, all dwelling
units and guest rocms shall be maintained in a clean and functional manner. Walls, ceilings,
floors, vindows, doors, ‘avatory sinks, and private bathrooms shall be properly maintained,
waather proofed and free from savere wear, moisture retention, plumbing fixtire or raot
leakage, chronic and severs mold and mildew or other dilapidated conditions.

MAINTAIN ALL PUBLIC BATH ROOMS: |n all hotels, public bathroorms must be maintained
in & ciean and functional manner. The San Francisco Housing Code requires a minimum of 2
operational public bathrooms par fioar when all guest rocms da not have private bathrooms.
This number [ncreases by one for every additionial 10-guest rooms (or increment of 10) greater
that 2D guast rooms oor. Mechanigal ventilation must be capable of delivering 5 arr
changes per hour. Windaws that provide natural ventilation shal! be viall maintained and fully

operatlanal.

MAINTAIN ALL COMMUNITY KITCHENS: Ir: hatels, all community kitchens shall ha
maintained in a clean and funclional mannsr. Approved cocking faciliies must have an
alactrical power sourcs. Entry doors to the communily kitehen shall be sel’-closing and tight
fitting. Counters, flaoring and sinks shall be of nonabserbentdmpenvious materals. Institutional
grade materials such as stalnless steel counlers and filed ficors ara recommended.

MAINTAIN ALL HANDRAILS & GUARDRAILS: All Interior and exlerior handralls and
guardrails shall be propery secured and maintainad In a funcfional manner.

MAINTAIN ELEVATORS REQUIRED BY THE FIRE CODE: Hotels with a building haght
exceeding 50 feet (as calculated laf the San Francisco Fire Department) shall have at least
Dn? Ioperating elevator for the residential cceupants” use that is well maintainad and operates
safely.

MAINTAIN ADEQUATE GARBAGE PICK-UP: All residentiai bulidings shall maintain garbage
pick-up zervices necessary to prevent the accumulation of garbage and debris that would
result in redant harkorage and unsanitary cenditions,

MAINTAIN HOT WATER HEATERS: Ml hot water heaters must be properly secured and
double strapped. Pressure relief valvas, shui off valves and vent connaciors must be properly
in place and ogg;auunal. When located in a garage the appliance must bo a mirimum of 18
inches aff the flioor

FIASHCHals Laai sepmabdenietd rd fpdec Fnized GR000 BEHIAGT 12000
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Exhibit 11.5

Residential Building Owner/Operator Pagedofd -
Informnational Malntenance Choeeklist

28, MAINTAIN ALL WINDOWS: All windows shall be wel: malntainad, tight fitting and fully
aperational, Broken sash cords shall be raplaced. No windaw shall be painted or nailed shut
Roplasement windows must have sufficient weather-si-ipping 2nd a minimumn 28 inch width
and 24 inch height f required for escape.

28,  MAINTAIN ALL FLOORING & CARPETING THROUGHOUT: All carpeting ar other floor
covering shall be kept sanitizad and free of exlensive wear and tripping hazard, Al floor
covelings that cannot be sanitized shall be replaced in an appropriate manner 1o prevent a
fripping hazard. .

30 MAINTAIN ALL MATTRESSES & LINEN: In alf hotels or guestrooms where the praperty
awner or building cperalor provides malfresses and finan, thesa items shall be maintained in & :
sanitary condition and frae from insect infestation

1.  REPAIR OR REPLACE [ EAKING WINDOWS, PLUMBING FIXTURES & ROOFS:
Investigate and repair leaks from windows, plumblng fixtures or the roof quickly to prevent
moistura ratention that can cause mold and mildew. Do not covar aver leaking areas until tha
gsource of the leak is properiy repainad.

3Z. PROVIDE PROPER NOTIFICATION WHEN DISTURBING LEAD PAINT & OBSERVE
REQUIRED REMGVAL PROTOCOLS: Property awners nead to provide residential occupants
with proper notfication when disturbing interior and exterler lead based paint. provide proper
signage, protect interlor floorsAurnishings, and observa work profocols related 1o lead paint
removal, debris containment and migration, clean-ug, et

33 PROPERLY VENT ALL CLOTHES DRYERS: Moisture exhaiat ducts shall be properly
mai:;tained‘ be equipped with a back draft damper and ferminate on the outside of the
building.

J4.  ON SITE CARETAKER: Apartment houses of 16 or more dwellings or hotels of 12 or more
guest roums must have an onsite caretaker that can be contacted by {he city in case of
amsrgancy. The name, unit#, and contact information of this mdividual must be posied at the
front entrance lo the building. .

5. CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS: State Fire Marshal approved alamms and detection systems
are required In the common areas. and sleeping rooms of exdsting residential buildings that
contain fuel-burning appliances, such as heaters or gas appliances, firsplaces, etc., @8
delinealed in the 8an Francisco Building Gede,

3§ LOSS OF DWELLING UNITS: The Planning Departrent, and Departrment of Bullding
[nspection will review the propesed loss of any dwelling units in & buiiding greater than twa
units {legal or illegaly pursuant to Execufive Directive 13-01, issued by Mayor Lee on
December 18, 2013

NOTE This informational eshacklist is provided for the general use of residential cccupants,
property ownars, operators, managers. and the puolic. This criterion does not address all
potantial Code viclations that may be delected durng an on-site inspeciion and is subecl to
change without notice. Please contact the Housing Inspection Services Division at (415) £68.
6220 during business hours if you require further infarmation,

SRR ars L arssl eamaininksd ng. fnnne Aosr REAKE, AR 1920mR
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Exhibit 11.6

City and County of San Francisco

Edwin AL, Les, Mayor
Department of Bullding Inspection

Novembar 21, 2008

ROTICE OF NEW HOUSING LAW
AMENDS THE SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE
BANS EXTERIOR WOODEN FIXED UTILITY LADDERS

_ Ewampies of Mow Prolibited Wi ‘____Fhl&d MIIIEHGEIF

Dear Property Owner/Operator:

Woaoden exterior fixed utility ladders —See the examples pictured above-- are now prohibited on rasldential
bulidings and must immediately be ramaoved with a proper bullding permit, This aclion [s a result of passage by the
Sar Francisco Board of Supervisors of Ondinznce Fi No. 08101€ creating Seclion 535 of fre San Frarcisco Hausing
Coge. This new law fzkes effect on December 8, 2008, Due % the polenfal danger of feza siuciures, the Department s
aleady ciling properly cwners fo encourage immesisls ramoval of these ledders urder the general meitanznce provisions
ol the Haus'ng Code, :

These wooden ladders may be replaced with matal ladders proparly secured 1o the building constructed with an
approved building permit. For replaczment sequrements sea Tille 8 of California Code of Regulations Sacfons 3275 &
3777 |Cal CSHA) and Sar Franclsen Buriding Code Adminisiradve Bu'lstin No AB-019 amended January 1, 2008 (v
weny.slghl.org to see ihés Administrative Bullelir). Failure to voluntarily remove the woaden ladders will resuft in the
Issuance of & formal Notice of Violation te the property owner requiring removal within 30 days of lssuance. For
your infarmafion e new law siates:

SEC. 605. PROMBITION ON WOODEN FIXED UTILTY LADDERS
Woocten Fixed Utiiity Lacidora shall be profibited on bulldings wiich confain R-1, R-2, and R-J Ocsupancies (hatats and
apartmant hiouss fand dwelings] ), as defined by Chapter 4 of this Code. "Fixed Utlity Ladder® shall mean aay laddar ‘
parmanantly attached to tho axtorior of a struciure or building, but shall nof inclirds ladders requirad by the Califonia
. Division of Occupational Ssfuty and Heslth far workplaca safety that heve boen Installod with a prapor parmi, or fadders
wagressly suthorzed by tho Departimant of Bullding Ingpection for Buliding Code or Flre Code compliance purpesos.
Woodan Fixed Untlity Ladders shall be removed or rapleced with metal fadders that comply with appiicable Biliding, Fire,
and Housing Codw requirements. ‘

If you have questions of require furiher nferalion egarding the ramoval of Iha adoden laddors please voniac! the Aousny
Inspeciian Senvioss Diviclon at [415) 558-6220; arthe Technical Services Divislcn at |4 15} 558-5208 for informaticn
ragarding Ihe code siandards for metal replacement ladders. Please st e DBI wey sile, www sfihi arg olick Housng
inspection Services io see delaled aformaiion on fie ban on wooden ulility ladders.

Housing Inspection Services
1680 Mission Street— San Francisco CA 94133
Offica {415) 5588220 - FAX (415) 558-8248 — www.sfdbl.org
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Exhibit 11.7

Amexinanc of the ¥hola
1227 o8

FILE NQ. 031010 DRDINANCE NO. ;2§§~08

[Building — Ban on Weeden Fixad Utillty Ladders.]

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Houslng Code to add Section 605 prohiblting

| woodon fixed utlity ladders 1 R-1, R-2, and R-3 Occupancies, und making findings —
| under the Galifornia Environmental Quality Act,

Note:

. Bs it ordained by the Poopie of the Gy and Gounty of San Francisco:
Soction 1. Findings.
{a) Genara! Findings. :

(1) Certain structures and buildings within the Clly and County of San Francisco
("City") hava sxterior wooden fixed “utHity ladders” not required under state, local, or
faderal safoly regulatons.

(2) If not properly main‘ained and secured, wooden Llity laddors present heaith
and afety dsks 1o the public dus ' suscaptibity of wood to rotting and dateriaration over
time. '

(3) The concition of wooden fixed utiity ladders may be difficult t discern excest
upon closs inspaction and, ir: certaln Instances, woodan utility ladders may oulwardly

(4) Many property awnars are unaware of the safety issues creatad by fallng

| remove weoden fixad utliity ladders or raplecs them with metal ulillty laddoess. A weak or

- —

falling ladder puts property cwnars, bulid;g rasidents, tenants, and guesta at riak.

Eupardsar MoCotiick
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ; Poge 1
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Exhibit 11.8

(5) Absent legisiative acfion, properfy ownacs may lack ragulaiory incentivas to
inspact, maintain, or remove otheiwise code-compliant wooden ufifity ladders.
. (B)Inorderfn promota genersl welfare and safety, it is therefore in the oublic
intarest to Tequira remeoval of wondan fxed ulbily laddess or the replacement of such

ladders with safier mets! Uity laddars,
(7} Enforesment of Bils legialation will otcur !I'.founh' the exlsting routine inspertion

(b) Emvironmental Findings. The Planning Department has determined that the
actions contemplated n this Ordinance ars in compllance with the Callfomia Environmental
Quality Act {Callfornla Public Resources Code sectiong 21000 et aeq.). Said determination s
on file wih the Clark &f the Board of Supervisars in File No. 081010 and is
incerporatod hersin by refarsnce.

Ssttion 2. The San Francisco Housing Code Is hereby amended by adding Saction
H05, to read as follows:

Depariment of Budlding lyspection for Building Code or Fire Code compiiance porpasés.

Suparvisor MoGolkdruk
BoAAD OF SUPERYISOR3 Poge 2
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Exhibit 11.9

Fils Na, 031010 Eliateby cartily thad the foxegoing Ordlanscn
. was FINALLY PASSED on Navenber 4,
2008 by the Baard of Suparviscre of the City
nnd County of San Fruseisa,

W/ % [2008

Dale Approved Mayor Gavin Newsom
File No. 051000 y "
3 and Coknly &f St Ceanciiey ] Srinied ot B53AM w115
Talls Reyet
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Exhibit 11.10

Poodep Fived Uity fndders shell be remausd or replgoed with meral kadders that comply
with applieable Bulldng, Fire_and Housing Code remerements.
APPROVED AS TO FORM:

DENN!%W
' By *

Andraw W, Garlh
Daputy Clty Aflomey

Suparvaor MeGokiich

Pugs 3
20ARD OF SUPERVISORS L ot
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Exhibit 11.11

City and County of San Francisco O Con b, ettt
Fon Peercison, TA FA100-4500
Tails '
Ordinance
File Number: 081010 Date Pagsad:

Ondiranca amendhy the Sen Fancsce Meusing Cods 1o ardd Saction 605 mmm fixed
ullity ladduee it -1, Re2, and F-3 Cocupancks, and making lindngs unser the nin
Enviomanial Quaily Scf, .

Octabar 28, 2008 Board of Supesvisars — PASSED ON SIRST READING
Ayee 10 - Alioto-Pfer, Chy, Daty, Dufty, Elsbemdl, Maxwell, MeColdrick,
Mickarind, Peskm, Saadoval
Abssnt: 1 - Amislano

November 4, 2008 Bowrd of Supervisces — FINALLY PASSED

Ayss: 1] - Alicto-Fier, Ammminra, Cou, Daly, Dufty, Blsbeend, Maxwsll,
McOgstdziek, Mirkacimi, Paskin, Sandoval

Oy sd Cavalp af Lan Francoo Priviegan 6.0 408 ox Ji55¥
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Exhibit 11.12

NEW BAN ON WOODEN
FIKED-UTILITY LADDERS

IF YOU HAVE ONE OF THESE LADDERS ON ANY
BUILDING YOU OWN, YOU MUST ACT IMMEDIATELY
TO REMOVE OR REPLACE IT.

Wooden fixed utility ladders may be
dangerous. and are now illegal. These
ladders were commonly added to buildings
constructed in the City during the 1930s
and earlier. They were never part of a
building's fire escape system, but they often
were installed as a ‘convenience’ to building
owners who wanted roof access without
bringing a portable [adder to the site.

These ladders are now prohibited on
residential buildings and must be removed
with a proper building permit. Action by
property owners is required as a result

of legislation passed by the Board of
Supervisors and signed by the Mayor. The
new law takes effect on December 8, 2008.
Given the potential danger they pose, DBl is
already citing property owners to encourage
immediate remaval of these ladders.

Protect your building and those living in

it by calling the Department of Building
Inspection's Housing Inspection Services
taday to learn what o do.

Obtain helpful information on DBI's
website www.sfgov.org/dbi or call (415)
558-6220 and comply today with the City's
new law by removing these ladders.
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Exhibit 11.13

Edwin ¥ Lee, Wayor

City and County of San Francisco
Department of Building Tom C. Hul, S &, C.8.0. Director

Inspection

Noftice Requiring Compliance Of San Francisco Housing Code Section 604
For Apartment Buildings/Residential Candos (3 or more units} and Hotels
{AfMidavit is on Reverse Side

On Seplamper 17, 2003, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance # 182-02 whizh adfed Seclior 804 to tha San

Frardigco Houling Casie. The pertirent part of lhe Code Sectien is pravigad palow for your referznce, The folizwing

Infoe1akian Tag Ween BrelEE T INE Tormaton package ©© SaElat your Subimilal 4f te molTed adaEuT due wow and

ovary 5 years heroaflter, This requitesnent is soparate and will oycle mdependent) y fmm tha pcnrm: bealth & salaly

{rouling) inspactions raquinad by Chagter 3 of Ihe ch..slrg Cado, 1!
1y 0 |

(nspeciion requost lsltars to give proper
RIGOEES
SEC, 606. ATRUCTURAL MAINTENANCE.
i) AR Abqercd. AT wicd and rein! decks, kal drps, &l Conklesy, sty svalems, Juare raks, hane talk, £ esgepes, crany
paris theminl b wealhsrexoosod Toan ¥a§anrmﬂ hﬂdhul and hote's Ulllltll irmpecled by & fodined genen oonlrachor, of @ strockye
Joarnl comirod L o a licersnd and 0 o angneer, unefrng thit i il syslem, comgar calcony, dct 07 BN et Fueeul

1% gunets wats condiior. in mequale suikng orser and fraa fom hazeesiys dry ot fungue. dulerhaalian, decxy, o 'mpiooer slieatan
Propany owecs stad provide arocd of consiess oF* this peeios by suSmaing an amsaue fonn (plesided by the Degartmend) sigrad &y tu
feupsnide Mepoctor ts tha Haci-g Inspaction Sacvizes Dvisos overy Svo yours. For purponss of $9p s2cion, wastrar-amcied itees
maora those arsas which e ~cf iseia” duisng amas

San Francisco Housing Code Requirements: Saction ({4 requres aparvrent huusa (inchuding resizantial
muom&imwmdsmam}wwwwmmmma}mmwhavulbemsppmlqes
lo bt Inspecied by a licensed general contracler, ar structura’ pest control licersee, or lceasad professional architect

engireer, verifying that Ine axil system, cordor, balcony, deck, wmymmwzﬂwmu&m“nmmum
2s idanlified above) Is ir mmm‘mmm In adequate weorking orcer, and free from Aazardous dry rot. fungus,

deterloralion, decay, or improper slteration, Appendsges wo described a3 all woos and melal decks, bakonies, [andngs,
exit corfdors, mnwma.gmt:,rw firs gscapas. of any garts thereal |+ weathor-axzosed areas
(mgmbrbmgm}

Note for Residential Condominlums: The San Francisco Housing Code defines resldential condominiums {of three
dwellings or mora) 10 be agariment housss und therefore sutjoct to this requirement. Résidential condominium owners
shouls hava their home owners asaociation complels the orclosed affidavit it the bullding spoendages descidbed above
are in e commor or gublic ereae of ha bullding, If ey are nat parl of the cammaon area, bul tzaled ko a spesific
dwelbryleondo, thon that resdential condominium ¢wner must somplata the aficlavit and raturn i 19 the Dopariment of
Bulding Inspestion per lhe instructions Incicated below

Proof of Complisnce & Mailing Instructiena: Progerty owners shall provide prof of somplisnce wilh thie Seatign &y
submitting tha ancloaad aflidevit, wih varification (¥ appiicable) complated and signed by the licensed professional who
Inspucted tha sucject tullding, Compleled alfidevits must be submiltad o tha Housing lspechan Secaces Divsicn s
ndicutod bokew, every 5 yesrs. Plpasa send comglated and signed affidavits to the;

O b ef Sullding b
umng Inspecton Services Divistan
Mn. Sectlon 614 H.C. AMItavit Filing
1000 Mlzslon Street, 8" Soor
Yan Franciaca, CA B4102-2414

Code Enforcement for Failure to File: Coce enforcemnid proceodings as requted by tha San Francsen Housing Cozg
wil by intiniod againet those prapary sanens whe to nof fia comoiolod and sgnad atdews 1 the Dacartment of
Bullding Irspaction. If yau nave any guestions on this matier ploasa call the Housing Irscection Servees Division at (415)
568-5220.

Housing Inspection Division
1660 Mission Strect- San Francisco CA 94103
Office {415) 5586220 - FAX (418) 558-6249 — www sfgov.orgidbi
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Exhibit 11.14

City and County of San Francisco

Edwin M, Les, Mayor
Department of Bullding inspection Tom C. Hui, S.E,, C.B.0, Director

COMPLIANCE AFFIDAVIT
SECTION 604 OF THE SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE
(Requirements are described In the Motice on the reverse side)

BuBlding Locatton:
Bullding Addraea:
Assngsors BlockiLot

Bullding Type :{ selest one)

0 Apartment House

0 Hotel

W Realdentizl Condo Building {Apartmant Holise with 3 er mare dwallinge - building appendage in comman ereas)
U tndividual Residontial Cordo (rdivdual Dwalling Lnit wen building sapendages in private araa)

Proporty Owner Information - suioc: ono & complats)
0 Name of Propery Gwner__
U Neme of Residentisl Condormiur Assozistion Represernistive;
Malling Addrogs for bulld ng contact lowner or condo assesigtion)
Phore & of Contact Parson:

Licensed Professional Information - ssiact type of professional & complete]

Name of Licenser Profassiongl that nsviewsd bulldng:

Maing Adéress of Licensed Professional: |
Phone # of Licensed Prcfossonsi: 5

License # =

Type of professionsl.  J Gereral Coatracior

o Architect

2 Givil Engineer

A Structural Enginaar

O Sirectural Past Control Inspector :

Affidavit Verification: (sslect ona, If frst seuare sefscled verification s nol necassary).
0 Exterior building appondages {see raversa for descriztion) do not sxist af the subject building I
U Exterior building appendages do axist at tha subjeot bullding. (Complate verificabion below) |

I . nareby varlfy to he best of rmy knowledge that at the time of my I
Irspestion on 3'woo2 and matal decks, balosnies, landings, ext wirkiors, etairway syetems, :
guardrails, handrails, firs escapes, or any parts thereot in vestner-exposec areas, {that exlst al ite subject buidirg

ientified abova) ame in general safe condition, adequate working order, and free from deteriomation, Jecay, or improcer

aterlion that could causa a safsty hazard.

Signature of Licensed Professonal incialed above Dais Signed

Plasse make a copy of lhis Affidavit for your records prior to submittal to the Departmerd of Bullding frspestion, If you
nave any guestions, plaase conlact the Housing tnspection Services Division al (415) S56-6220, Plosse submit
completed & signod affidayit to the Departmaent of Bullding Inspection addressed as follows:

San Francisco Degartivant of Building lnspecton
Houniny Inapeetion Services

Attn: Sectlon 604 H.C, Affidevit Fillng

1660 falssion Strent, 6% Fiece

San Francisco, CA 34103-2414

Housing Inspection Division
1660 Mission Street- San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6220 - FAX (415) 550-6249 - www.sfgov.org/dbi
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Exhibit 11.15

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor

City and County of San Francisco
Tom C, Hul, §.E., €.8.0.. Directar

Departiment of Building Inspection

AFFIDAVIT — SELF CERTIFICATION FOR THE
INSTALLATION OF CARBON MONOXIDE AND SMOKE ALARMS

FOR COMPLIANCE WITH SECTIONS 420.4, 307,211 & 34016, OF THE SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE

{

| PROPERTY ADDRESS:
PERMIT APPLICATION NO. . BLOCK:
NUMBER OF CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS INSTALLED:

NUMBER OF SMOKE ALARMS INSTALLED: ___
NUMBER OF MULTI-PURPOSE ALARMS INSTALLED: —

CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS: See San Franciaco Building Code Section 4204
http:’publicecodes. citation.cam/stcalat/b200v10/indox.htm?bu=CA-P-2010-000008

SMOKE ALARMS; Ses San Francisco Building Code Section 307.2.11 and 341.6.1
hitpuipublicecodes.citatlon.camistioalst/b200v 10/index.htm ? bu=CA-P-2010-000008

hitp:tivwww. amlagal.comingUgsleway, dlU’CallfmnlafslhuﬂdlnnllmIlmngaodazmneqlﬂnnuhammnla
tingstructures?r=lemplates$fn=documant-framoset.itm$g=3401.6 14208 vserverSd. 0N PH

FOR HOTEL OR MOTEL REQUIREMENTS,
PLEASE CALL HOUSING INSPECTION SERVICES AT (415) 558-6220.

Inspection Services Divislon
1660 Misslon Strest - San Francisco CA 94103-2414
Offica (416) 658-8570 - FAX (415) 558-8261 — www sfdbl.org
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Exhibit 11.16

SMOKE & CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS

Smoky & CO AL

Example of L far

Legang I_ —
i Hudroses
O Photsakcire smoke same shal be nstelles an < ~
caiing of wat al each Sace lovel Including ’ H place i
| nasomans ou ned Inclacing criavy sonneE and P 1 '\,_O
anirfnbiinble atizs, in each badracm and oulalde | Babhiomm

! wnch sleenng sras o the Immediva vidnlly of the T

& Dugl sanyss (Phttaslecticlonizytian) emoke Eadeaem

atorms shal be used ¥ lacisied ol lees thon 20 e N

fram kilchar, fireplncs arwacd baming stave. e L

fweed localing dial sarsar smake alarms Ik Sn b /

feélowing lccations:

a. Dutside a barkraam \

b, aakitcranorwithin 20 fal an artre ta 3
sttchan,

Z.  Ima o with 2 wood Burning applarce ar
withiin 20 % a3 Rntry to 2 paars Loatalning #
wood wrleg appilsne, ¥

d  In a garage o mactaeical resrylcogat,

Lawwvdry Room

Hoedroom
N i

Living Araa
O Carben Moncalde (C0) Alarms shal bs ngtetad o

cuiside of ench separnte casling unll sleeping walv i
erea in the mmediale vichnity of the bedroomis) |
AND an every lovel of fha dweiling unil inciuding l

O

basamals,

Speclal Considerations:

Hallways over 40 ft in length need a smoke alarms at apch end, Smoke dotectors are either to be cailing or wall
mounted. Wall moueted smoke alarms 2re not to be located lower than 12 Inches bolow the ceiling, Smoke
alarma are nok to bo mounted within 4 inches of a wallicelling corner,

FOR [LLUSTRATION GNLY. THIS DIAVIRAE 16 XG0T P OF THE G FRANG 200 BUILOHE GONE.
Az cwner of the sbove-referancad property, | heraoy certify that carban monoxidedsmoko alarrn(s) have been Instaled in
acoordance with the maryfeciured's instructions and ip complisnca with Secllors 420.4. 907.2.1% and 2401.6.1 of tha San
Francigco Building Code, The carbon monoddefamaka glams hava bean lested sad sre ageratioral.

SIS (3 T D OR—) 2 e

Signature: s

Data:

This certiflcation must be returned to the Btr!!r.ltn'u Inspector prior to final sign-off of all building permits requiring
compliance with Sectlons 420.4, 907,211 and 3401.6,1 of the $an Francisco Bullding Cade. This fom may be maliad
ta Inspaction Senvices at the addrass proviced belovy

Inspection Services Division
1660 Mission Sireel — San Franclaco CA 84103-2414
Office (415) 558-6570 — FAX (415) 558-6261 —www.sidbl.org
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Exhibit 12
EXPLANATION OF DBI CODE ENFORCEMENT PROCESS

The following is a detailed explanation of the DBI code enforcement process.

Notice of Violation. Once an inspector discovers a code violation (either from a routine
inspection or from a complaint investigation) the inspector will write up a Notice of Violation
(“NOV™).If the violation is abated right then and there, they will not issue an NOV; technically
the violation no longer exists. For example, this may happen when an exit is padlocked and the
padlock is cut-off when the inspector brings it to the property owner’s attention. Problems may
arise if the immediately abated violation is not documented by the inspector because the
violation may recur right after the inspector leaves. For example, a new padlock may be put
back on the exit door or personal items that were blocking an exit that were removed could be
put right back after the inspector leaves. We’ve been told that this is not uncommon and that
inspectors rarely document the immediately abated violations.

An NOV may include one or many violations and should be issued within three days of the site
inspection. When an NOV is issued, a copy of it is sent to the property owner. If there is a
complainant, they also get a copy. The NOV will also be posted on the R-2. An NOV usually
gives the property owner 30 days to fix a violation and will specify the date for reinspection. If a
property owner cannot make the scheduled reinspection date, they can contact HIS to reschedule.
Life/safety violations, such as lack of heat or hot water, illegal occupancy, inoperable fire alarms
or blocked exits, property owners only have 24-48 hours to correct these violations. (See
Appendix, Exhibit 13)

Reinspections. If, upon reinspection, the inspector finds that the violation(s) has not been
corrected, he/she can give the property owner additional time to fix the violation(s) or issue a
Final Warning Letter (“FWL”). At this point, some violations listed on the NOV may be abated
while others may not. Reinspections will occur throughout the code enforcement process as long
as a violation goes without abatement.

Final Warning Letter. A FWL warns the property owner that he has a maximum of 30
additional days from the date of the initial reinspection to abate the violation, otherwise, the case
will proceed to an administrative hearing called a Director’s Hearing (“DH”). For unabated
life/safety violations, the inspector may go straight to the DH and not issue a FWL. Evenifa
FWL has been issued to the property owner and the FWL warns about the possibility of unabated
violations being referred to a DH, not all uncorrected violations automatically proceed to a DH.
(See Appendix, Exhibit 14.)

If a case has not been referred to a DH, HIS will encourage compliance through continued
reinspections and assessment of costs (discussed below). Inspectors have shared that these cases

sometimes “fall through the cracks.”

Administrative hearing—the Director’s Hearing. In anticipation of referring a case for a DH,
the inspector reviews CTS to ensure all inspection notes and photos taken of the violation are
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sufficiently detailed and all enforcement efforts well documented. This information is then
printed out and assembled along with the paper based “enforcement file” into a package for the
the senior inspector to review and decide if the case should proceed to DH.

If the case proceeds to a DH, it is assigned to a senior for presentation at the DH. Since there are
a limited number of slots for a DH and there is a 14-day advance notice requirement that
property owners, not all cases are promptly scheduled. A DH case may include one or more
NOVs, and each NOV may include one or more unabated violations.

The DH is conducted by a hearing officer who is usually the chief of another division within
DBI. Currently, HIS cases are being heard by the Chief of the Plumbing Division. HIS
Director’s Hearings occur every Thursday at 9:30 a.m. and are open to the public. DHs are
designed to give the property owner the opportunity to show cause for the continued lack of
abatement. As such, property owners are encouraged to bring in evidence of permits that have
been obtained or filed for, contracts for work that will be performed, and other pertinent
evidence.

The hearing officer typically renders a decision at the hearing. The DH decision will be one of
the following: (1) return to staff; (2) issue a continuance; 3) issue an advisement; or (4) issue an
Order of Abatement. If the case is returned to staff this may mean that the NOV is not valid, the
case needs further documentation, or a City Attorney Task Force inspection is needed. Only one
30-day continuance can be issued per case. An advisement gives the property owner additional
time and one last chance to abate the violations without an Order of Abatement being issued. If
the time for advisement passes without abatement, an Order of Abatement will be issued.

Order of Abatement. An Order of Abatement (OA) specifies that a property owner must fix the
violation(s) within a set time frame. Otherwise, the OA is recorded and becomes part of the
property’s title until the violation(s) is corrected and the outstanding assessed costs of
enforcement are paid in full. Orders of Abatement may be appealed to the Appeals Abatement
Board (“AAB”) within 15 days after the Order was posted or served.® The AAB is comprised of
the same individuals who sit on the Building Inspection Commission (“BIC™).

After the time for appeal has passed (15 days after the OA has been served or posted), the OA
will be recorded with the property’s title. All banks and financial institutions with an interest in
the property will be notified that the OA has been recorded. If an OA has been issued on a case
that proceeds to litigation or is subject to a stipulated agreement, then punitive penalties may be
awarded in addition to civil penalties.” (See City Attorney Code Enforcement, below)

City Attorney Code Enforcement. If the NOV has not been corrected after an OA has been
recorded, the case may be referred to the City Attorney’s Code Enforcement division (“City
Attorney”). A case will be “ripe” for referral if it meets the following criteria: (1) a property
owner who has a history of unabated violations; (2) there are several open NOVs; (3) there is a

0 SOP, Page 61, Item 1(a).
5! San Francisco Housing Code, Section 204
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history of NOVs at the same R-2; and/or (4) there is significant deferred maintenance and/or lack
of cleanliness at the R-2.

Once a case has been approved for referral to the City Attorney by a senior inspector, the
inspector will conduct another inspection and take current photos. A minimum of 15 days notice
will be given to the property owner before the case proceeds to the Litigation Committee of the
BIC. The Chief Housing Inspector or a senior inspector will present the case to the Litigation
Committee, which meets every two months. The Litigation Committee will ultimately decide
whether the case is referred to the City Attorney.

Shortly after the HIS case is received by the City Attorney, the Chief Attorney for the
Neighborhood and Resident Safety Division will usually assign it to the Deputy City Attorney
(the “attorney”) who covers the district in which the subject R-2 is located. Initially, the attorney
will pursue options other than litigation. Usually the process starts with a demand letter asking
the property owner to correct the unabated violations within a short period of time — oftentimes,
two weeks. Alternatively, cases may be sent back to HIS if the attorney doesn’t think the case is
strong enough to pursue. Or, the case may be a limited referral where litigation is not the right
tool and working with the property owner with more of a social worker mindset may be more
effective. In hoarding cases, for example, it may be more effective to bring in a family member,
or others, to help deal with the mental health aspects surrounding the violation.

The attorney assigned to the case will meet with property owners and inspect the building shortly
after being assigned to the case. If they cannot get into the building, the attorney will seek a
warrant allowing the attorney to gain entrance and inspect the building. Depending on the facts
and circumstances, if there is no movement towards compliance, the attorney may file a lawsuit
against the property owner.

Relief sought by the City Attorney for these cases may include: (1) injunctive relief requiring
NOV abatement and maintaining the property for a probationary period after the cure; (2) civil
penalties up to $1,000 per day for failure to fix a public nuisance; (3) civil penalties up to $2,500
per violation which is determined as every time the landlord collects rent; (4) civil penalties up to
$500 for each NOV; (5) punitive penalties if an Order of Abatement was issued; and, (6)
attorney fees when there’s a finding that tenants were substantially endangered. The attorney
rarely seeks recovery of DBI assessed costs as there is another mechanism for this. (See Special
Assessment Lien, below.)

When issuing a decision, the judge considers the financial condition of the property owner, facts
and circumstances of the case, the number of people affected and the severity and duration of the
violation. Attorneys may also seek the appointment of a receiver to take over management of the
R-2 and oversee the abatement process. We were told that judges may be reluctant to provide
immediate relief or award attorneys fees in cases where HIS inspectors took too many years to
refer a case to the City Attorney for litigation.

Also, we were told that CA code enforcement must be weighed against the possibility of
displacing tenants (even if the tenants are there illegally). Therefore, there may be instances

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 115



where only the egregious violations are fixed while the less significant violations go unabated
because fixing them may displace tenants.

Assessment of Costs. Assessment of costs is not a penalty but a way for HIS to recover costs of
enforcement. HIS bills only for its time (“costs™) and does not charge penalties for unabated
violations. The initial inspection and one reinspection are included in the property owner's
annual R-2 fee so there is no additional cost. After that, almost everything that is done on a case
by the inspector and support staff is billed. This includes time spent on reinspections, writing up
the NOV, preparing a case for a DH, title search, sending copies to the property owner, etc. Time
is billed at the inspector rate of currently $158 per hour and support staff rate of roughly $96 per
hour. In addition, a monthly monitoring fee of roughly $48 may be assessed after sixty days
from when the NOV was issued.

Typically, HIS only bills the property owner twice. The initial bill is sent shortly after sixty days
of noncompliance (from when the NOV was issued). The final billed is issued after the NOV has
been abated. We’ve been told that HIS billing is labor intensive and that HIS doesn’t have
sufficient staff to bill more frequently. If there is a Special Assessment Lien (discussed below),
property owners will be billed one additional time.

Special Assessment Lien. We learned from our interviews with HIS personnel, that it is not
uncommon for property owners to neglect paying the costs that have been assessed, even when
violations have been abated. Every year, usually in May, HIS examines its cases from the
previous twelve months for unpaid costs. A case with unpaid costs will be reviewed and updated
in preparation for the possibility of going before a hearing with the San Francisco Board of
Supervisors (“BOS™). At the BOS hearing, DBI will ask that a Special Assessment Lien be
placed on the R-2 for which the assessed costs have gone unpaid.

The property owner is given sixty days notice of the BOS hearing and an opportunity to schedule
a hearing with DBI twice. The first hearing occurs approximately twelve business days into the
sixty day notice period. The second opportunity for a hearing comes one day before the BOS
hearing. Interest starts accruing on the assessed costs if they are not paid by 5pm the evening
before the BOS hearing. Cases that are eligible to go to the BOS hearing include those where the
violations were abated but the assessed costs have not yet been paid, in addition to those for
which the violations are still unabated.

If a case has not been settled at one of the DBI hearings, the case will proceed to the BOS
hearing, which usually occurs sometime in late July. At the BOS hearing, DBI will seek a
Special Assessment Lien be put on the subject property’s tax bill. The amount of the Special
Assessment Lien will include the delinquent assessed costs, an interest penalty and recording
fees. Property owners must pay the entire tax bill (including the Special Assessment Lien) or
they will be delinquent on paying their property taxes. They cannot choose to pay only one part
of the property tax bill. Failure to pay property taxes will result in the Tax Collector pursuing the
property owner for unpaid property taxes. This process can take up to five years. We were told
that most property owners pay the outstanding assessed costs before the Tax Collector gets
involved and abates the violations during this process.
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Exhibit 13.1

- DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

Hoosing Inspection Soryices Division

City nmal Coamty of San Franclsco

1664} Missiun Street 6th Floor, San Francisen, California @4103-2414

(415) 558-6220 Fax: (415) 558-6247 Emnuil: DEIHIDComplnints@sfgov.org Website: www.sfdblorg

OWNER/AGENT:
MAILING DATE:
ADDRESS: e
LOCATION:
BLOCK: LOT:

NOTICE TYPE: ROUTINE

BUILDING TYPE: NA USE TYRPE:  NA
YOU ARE HEREBY ORDERED TO COMPLY WITH THE FOLLOWING REQUIREMENTS:
ITEM BESCRIFTION
1 THIS HOTICE INCLUDES VIOLATIONS FOR THE AREAS Comnenon azea of seliject prapeity.
NOTED,
2 REMOVE PGRESS ORSTRUCTION AT (801, 1001} 1) Frram rear stwirs af firss level,
3 FROVIDE STRUCTURAL MAINTENANCE AFFIDAYIT (604 Pravide campleted campliance aflidavit for s=ction 604 of S
HEY Trarciseo housing vode.
4 INSPECTOR COMMENTS 1¢ 5 the property owner' vesporsibilidy 10 be peesent oe direet

hister representalive tao attend, the reinspection as scheduled
it this Notiza ol Vielation Far the purpass of providing entry
(o i Liuspectoe ol thase ureus pot ecessed during (he initial
inspection as specified, and'or te provide weeess to sl ureas
cited wilhirs Ihis Notice,

ITile property awner cannot atiend the scheduled selnspeetion
(s specilied oo his Natiee) 3 is iisTier raspansibidity 1o
sevure & different nspeetion divte and thne with the laspector,
and provide all fesanss with notifleation a3 required oy
Californin Civil Code Section 1954 (Son Feaneisco Housing
Cenlis Sectian 303{b), it ury dwellings, apartment unils or
guest rooms e 1o be peeessed during, ihe refaspection

ATT, TTEM3 MUST DE COMELETED WITHIN 21 DAYS, REINSPECTION DATE: 20 May 2016 [EID AM
IT T8 RECOMMENDED THAT THE ONNER/OWNERS REPREGENTATIVE CONFIRM REIMSPECTION DAZE/ZiME,

CORTACT HOUSIND INSPECTOR ; ¢

FOR EVERY INSPECTION AFTER THIL INITIAL REINSPECTION, A $170.00 FEE WILL BE CHARGED UNTIL THE
VICLATIONS ARE ABATED. SFRC 108.8
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Exhibit 13.2

edn DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

_& Housing Inspeclivy Services Division

2 Cily ad Couuty of San Francisco

1660 Misslon Sirced 61l Floor, Sun Frapcisco, Culifornia 94103.2414

(415) 5586220 Fux: (415) 5506249 Email: DBULDCompiaintssigrv.org Webskle: wiww.sfdiiorg

NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGSI

TO THE PROPERTY CWNER(S), THEIR SUCCESSORS, AND ALL OTHER PERSONS HAVING
ANY INTEREST IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE CITY AND COUNTY
OF SAN FRANCISCO PLEASE TAKE NOTICE:

COMPLIANCE WITHIN SPECIFIED TIME FRAME REQUIRED;| Tho described premises were
inspected by inspector(s) of the Departmeant of Building Inspection. As a result of the
ingpection{s), violatlons were found to exist and were listed In the Notice of Violation mailed to
the praperty owner{sj. AGCORDINGLY, the owner(s} of the above described property are
reguired, within the time frame set forth |n this Notlce, to make application (If requirad) for the
necessary permits, to correct the conditions diligently and expeditiously, and to completa the
work within the specified time on the attached NOTICE(S), to be verifled by the appropriate
Inspector through site inspection.

'COST'OF COPE i E ; ¥ OWNER:! Sactlon
102A.3 of the San Fra ru;lsi:o Bu1dung Code provides that In addifion to the clvil penalties
dascribed therein, the property owner shall be assessed all atiendant, administrative, and
ingpectlon's costs incurred by the Dapartment of Building Inspection for the properly ownet's
fallure to comply with this Notice. These costs arlse from department time acerued pertaining
but not limited to: (1) menthly violation menitoring, (2) case inquirles (phone calls, counter
visits, rasponse to correspondence, efc.), (3) case management, {4} permit history research,
(5) notice/hearing preparation, (6) inspections, (7) staff appearancesf/reports at hearings, and
(B) case referrals,

Assessment of Costs will accrue when the property owner fails to comply with this Notice

through: (1) a monthly violation monitoring fee of $52.00, and (2) an hourly rate of $104.00 for

case management/administration, and $170.00 for inspections, as provided for in Sections

1024.3, 102A.17, and Section 1104, Tables 1A-D, and |1A-K of the San Francisce Building Code,

The praperty owner will be notified by letter of the accrued Assessment of Costs following :
failure to comply with this Notice. Failure to pay the Assessment of Costs shall resultin: (1)

the case not belng legally abated untii all assessments are paid, and (2} tax lien proceedings

agalnst the property owner pursuant to Sections 102A.3, 102A.16, 1024.17,102A.18 et seq.,

102A.19 et seq.,and 102A.20 of the San Francisco Bullding Code.

REFERRAL-TOQ.STATE FRANCHISE TAX BOARD:| Section 17274 and 24436.5 of the Revenue
and Taxatlon Code provide, interalia, that a taxpayer who derives rental income from housing
detarmined by the local regulatory agency to be substandard by reason of violation of state or
local codes dealing with housing, building, health and/or safety, cannot deduct from state
personal income tax and bank and corporate income tax, deductions for interest, depreclation
of taxes attributable to such substandard structure where substandard conditlons are not
corracted within six {6) months after Notice of Violation by the regulatory agency. If
corrections are not completed or heing diligently and expaditiously and continuously
performed after six {8) months from the date of this Notlce of Vialation, notification will be sent
to the Franchise Tax Board as provided in Sectlen 17274(c) of the Revenue and Taxation Cade,

Paos 1 of 2
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Exhibit 13.3

NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGS! (Continued from page 1)

PUBLIC NUISANCES & MISDEMEANORS: Section 1024 of the San Franclsco Building Code
and Sections 204, 401 and 1001(d) of the San Francisco Housing Code provide that
structures maintained in violation of the Municipal Code are public nuisances and as such
are subject to the code enforcement action delineated thergin. Section 204 of the Housing
Coda provides that any person, the owner(s) or his authorized agent who viclates, disobeys,
omits, neglects or refuses to comply with the Housini'Code, or any order of the Directar,
made pursuant to this Code, shall be guilty of a misdemeancr, upon conviction theraof
punishable by a fine not exceading $1,000.00, or by imprisonment not exceeding six (6}
months, or by both fine and imprisonment, and shall be deemed guilty of a separate offense
for every day such violations continue.

PERMIT REQUIREMENTS: Any required permit application must be applied for within the
timo limit sot forth In the attached Notice{s). Pormit applications are to be filed with the
requisite plans, drawings, and specifications at the Central Permit Bureau, Depariment of
Building Inspection, at 1660 Mission Streot, 1st Floor. A post card will be mailed o you by
the Central Permit Bureau when the building permit is ready to be picked up. Pursuant to
Sections 107A.8, and 1104, Tahla 1A-K of the San Francisco Building Code investigaiion
foos, are charged for work begun or performed without permits or for work exceeding the
scopo of permits. Such fees may be appealed to the Board of Permit Appeals within 15 days
of permit issuance at 1660 Mission Street, 3rd floor, Room 3036 at (415) 575-6880.

NOTIFICATION TO BUILDING TENANTS: Pursuant to Sections 17980.1 and 17980.6 of the
California Health & Safefy Code, and Secfion 102A.3 of the San Francisco Building Code,
when issuing a Notice of Violation the local jurisdiction shall post a copy of the Notice ina
conspicuous place on the property and make available a copy to each tenant thereof.

PROPERTY OWNER/LESSOR MAY NOT RETALIATE AGAINST TENANT/LESSEE FOR |
MAKING A'COMPLAINT, Pursuant to Section 17980.6 of the California Health & Safety Code,
the property owner may not retaliate against the ienant/lessee for excrcising rights under the
Section 1942.5 of the California Civil Code.

REINSPECTION FEES:' For every inspection, after the Initial re-inspaction, a $170.00 fee will
be charged until the violations are abatad pursuant to Sectlons 108A.8 and 110A, Table I1A-G
of the San Francisco Building Codoe.

Section 3423 of the San Francisco Building Code regulates work that disturbs or removes
lead paint. Failure to comply with these requirements may result in a ponalty not to excaed
§500,00 per day plus administrative costs as provided by Scction 3423.8 of thiz Code.

Upon completion of all required work, you must contact the designated Housing Inspector
for a final inspection, unless ctherwiso spocified. Please contact the Housing Inspection
Services Division if you have any questions. If you want mora information on the overall cade
enforcement process you may request a copy of the Departiment brochure entitied What You
Should Know Ahout the Department of Building Inspection Cade Enforcemant Process ot
download the document from the Departiment wobsite,

NCTS_NOV.rdf revised 6/22/2011

Page 2 of 2
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Exhibit 14

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDIMG INSPECTION
SR Housing Inspection Servicos Divisian
p= N\ City and County of San Francisca
i[5 1680 Mission Street, 6™ Floor, Sz» Francisco, Cal'fernia 94101-2474
7o/ (415) 550-6220 Fax No. (415 553.6248 Email: DBIHIDCenmlaintsdisfiov.ong
2 \Wabsito: wwasfdblorg
PROPEITY OWMLER . CATE:

PROMERTY ADDRESS,
BLOCKALOT:
cTé

NOTICE OF VIOLATION FINAL WARNING

i
"

Daar Proparly Ownor{a)

HOTIEORVIOLATION OUTSTANBINGS S i i
On your properly was I~spectad and a Notice of Vielation was issocd
informing vcu of required code abatement, and warings for falwie o comply  Thu e peried b
sarrestall citee cona violations indicated In this Nofice bas passed. and tha Dopalmen’ 1ecarmis
inaleale *hat the raquired cede ahatenent wok 1emains uu.tslan-:ﬁr&g.

P v . Tt — R ’.p._ow:‘:f:,!"i_ 343 "*".‘-’35?-‘ -
SESSME COSTSNOWAMPOSED: Holsdiiiang |
Therefore, pursusnt to Sectfan 4 of the sco Building Code you will be assessad ‘

costs arising from department fime acerved pertaining but not imited fo: {1) site inspoctions and
reinspections, (2) case management, updata, and data enlry, (3) case Inquiies (meetings, office
visils, phone calis, cmails, response to correspendsnce efc), (4) permit history research, (5)
anaRmrlng preparation, (€) staff appearancesiraports af hoarings, (7) case referrals, ard (8)
monthly vielation monitoring.

%ﬁ)ﬁ!ﬁ RIHERASSESSMENT SRRt s i i

To keep the assessmant of coste ata minimum, and avold s accrual of fusther tims spent on the
actions above such as administialive hoarlng preparation, and monihly vlolation monitorng, ete,,
leago complate all work within thirty (30) cé:'fu of the inilial relnspectlen date dalieated op the
olico of Vinlation referenced above, and call Housing Inspactsr__ at S-HSJ

lo schedule a sita Inspection 1o verify all recuisite repairs have been completed
veilbin thig time frame, ¥ ¥ : ’

R RERMITS AR EREQUIRER R s e ey
Please nota that you must also abiai all necassary bullding, plumbing, andior «lsc!icol parmits
and obtain final sign-off hor- the Duitding, Plumbing, and'er Elecirical ingpacions; assigiud he
job card for yaur issued =emmitis] Lefore the required ‘vork wil ba sonsdered conpleted.

BV B CLOSERVYHEN AL WORKE/ASSESSMENT OF G ESTS PAIRI: ¢
This case wii nel be clusea and assessmont of casts will continue 1o acsie until (1) all required
repairs aro sompeted as veiifiad by sile Ihspsction of the assignéd Housing Inspector, (2) final
eign-offs Are oblained ‘or all reruinad varmi's, and (3] 2l assessment of coste are pald by cashiars
chacg ol meney vrder

YOUR PROMFT ACTIOH 18 REQUESTED & APFRECIATEDI
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Exhibit 16

I=spection Werksnael -
Date: 11/01/2015 Slant Tan, EndTmi______ Insp Ne: Panding Y] [N ey
ITEMS #1 THROUGH 25 SHALL BE INSEPECTED AND REPORTED IN HRMS

1. EXTERIOR

= Avse street narnbers legiole from the sirest (4° minimum)? (11111

= |fappicazie, i fre escape "gonsenccy” laddsr reasanable s3's end secure? (1r111}

2, EXITING COMPLIANCE (Select NA if not applicable or accessible) 13X 111}

* I8 exitng system free of obstructions (Including daers, zoridors, stass, and fire escapes)? Bicyces, toys, (11111
grils, furniture, rafusa or similar ilems are nat la e slored in the peth of exil travel),

= Ara roof accass doors operasle from the inside withaul the Lse of keys or olher teals (no padiocks)? £1 011

1. FIRE PROTEGTION SYSTEMS {Select NiA if not applicable or accessible) El 6111

= Fire Alarm Coaratisnal? (In service. power an, and no Leupia ligats present)? [1EIT11

« Does tha fire alarm systen panel have an inggectizn and servica sticker datod witkin the past yeat? 10111
Daloof lastservice;

» Are all fire alarm pull stations unobstructed ang vishle? (16111

s 15 sprinkles systeen oparalional (Pressure In the system)? [1631¢)

* Doos the automatic sprinkier system riser ar slandplpe have 81 hspucﬁon anZ lesting shicker daledwithin - [] [] [ 1]
tha past 5 years? Dafe of lasl servica.

e Are cags inslalled en fire depariment cornecticns? 4 &

* Are caps casiy removed? [Tt

» OSY valve ioeked or mrenilores? [11111

4, HOUSEKEEPING (Select Nid if not applicable or accessibla) [1E111]

« Is slorage a minirrum 2 fee! Below the cefing A ~on-sprinkiered buldings? 8 B

» I3 slorage a minimum 18 inches below sprakizr neads? (1111}

= Does storage have at [2asl 3 leel of clearance from hest scurces (fumaces, hot waler bealers) lopravent  [] [1 11
ignition?

= Are LPG lanks sesurely stored ouis«de of Guilding? [161¢}

» Maxmum o; o $-galion LPG tanks allowss in owidoat locatans (ncluding sttsshmentsto grillorheatestin [ [ (3
compliance

» Acg flammable hiquids (gasolice, paint lhinner) secursly stared to pravent tamperirg (or falling) and away [1[1E3
fram ignition scurces?

* Are gl grils o heatars mena than 10 foet from any combustisle matedal {walls, weads. overhangs, [1t1ti
oalconies)?

5. ELECTRICAL (Sefact N/A if not applicabla or accessible) (1

« A9 slacirical pane! covers i place? [1

= I there clear 3o5ess 1o cleslrical panels and emergency shul-olf devices? [111

TO BE INSPECTED AND FOLLOWED-UP BY FIELD COMPANY

* Have all poriasie frro axtinguishers been serviced within the past year and in the “green'? (10111
Cae of last servicn:

= Are axsting exil signs meintained? (11011

« Are exsling emergency light fixtures cperafional? (10111

RADIO TEST: BSasement Stairway; Hallway:

REQUIRED COMMENTS [State whather reastnable fire safoty exists or other additional comments for BFP follow-upj:

Mote mredizte nalibgatio by tebepltung shngic B¢ mata 10 Se Eurcau of Fire Preveniion a1 412-232-200, o e Foury, 4157342108 whiraeer
wolalions iwoving e sadely am fast Faamples of 1 safely” ane crained orly ) exlt doars, mallie 3 fitw acasm o sprickies systos,

Every ofort shall be made 1o gbake an unsafe cond lige balane Ravsng Te prmizes.
Company Officer shall obtain and update the responsible party information.
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Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco

Exhibit 17.1

San Francisco Fire Department Building History
Division of Fire Proveniion and Investigation
Address . Croms St
I222 2ND ST SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94912 gARTLETT ST
Block Lot Batl.  Engine Occu. Type Cenat Type Year 2g. FL Helght St Above St Below
] DoR U6 o7 =] Mo 0 40 3 1
BN e e e T e e
DBA Nama " UnitNo tnsp. Area ) Sq. FL
05 - [HSTRICT 6 o
Primary Contact Company Phono >
J & R ASSOCIATES
VIRGINIA
(ADDITIONAL GONTAGTE. 70 i e R Ty s o i e o
Contact Name Phone AlL Fhone
- OWNER (AESCEESOR'S) HAWK LING & KETTY FONG LOL
|iINsPECTIONS * <t EE =g e e
Insp. No, Schd, Ot, Area Type Dispoeition Inspestor
200139 [2ANIS 5 04 c Pal;
Romarks: COMPLAINT 05 - ALARM SYSTEMS OCCUPANTS REFORT FAILUSE OF FIRE ALARN EYSTEM
TOACTVATE
Date From To Insp. Remarks
0EA0ME 1850 *645  Sparizen Gomplenls are ndlitisd due to ra. Cwmer to provide lie alarm mspaction
raport of one is reguiced
Inap. No. Sehd. Do Aran Typn Dispozition Inspmni‘
MsE e a6 04 ¢ Cae
Romarks; COMPLAINT 02 - BLOCKED EXITS. FIRE ESCAPE LADDERS ARE CBSTRUCTED BY AWNINGS.
Date From Ta Insp. Remarks
DB 1145 12230 Sea Awnings that e obatructng drep ‘3ddars beong lo Popeye’s which has an
affica sddress of 2896 Missian,
Ingp, No. Schd. Dt Araa Type Dlsposition Inspector
2874 2GMAIT 06 04 c Gue e

Remarks: COMPLAINT 02 - BLOCKED EXITS. Por slalian & - Ihe Jed flooe fire escape (nesr 314 s bloored by
furnilure, Mgr n 205 was 121 2 correclisa Torm.

222 N0 BT
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Exhibit 17.2

T R S TR R R AR T AN TR R

No Date Complaint Type Disp.
Entered

B175 2 BLOCKED EXITS cc
Remarks: Per stalicn & - the 3r¢ Noor fire mscape paar 316) 1e tlozked by furriture, Mgr in 205 was left 8 corraction
fotm,

16252 oe/14/41 a2 ELOCKED EXITS . co

Remarks: FIRE ESCAPF LADDERS ARE OESTRUCTED 8Y AWKINGS .

37261 12815 is ALARM SYSTEMS oG
Remarka: OCCUPANTS REPORT FAILURE OF FIRE ALARM SYSTEM TO ACTIVATE

12815 02 BLOCKER EXITS cc
Remarks: BARS ON WINDOWS 7O ACCESE FIRE ESCAPE;

0172815 g9 UNCATEGORIZED COMPLAINT cc
Remarks: FIRT ESCAPE OROP LARTERS REPORTED INOPERABLE.

A2 Z2ND ST
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Exhibit 17.3

Pape 3 ¢'d
ﬁEGﬂFﬁNF"; R SSEIE G T e e ww it “.Em*__ﬂ i _.__,,__ . ]
DBA Name : UnitNe Inap. Arca By. FL.

1 =R COMPANY INEPECTION
Fritnary Contact Company =S B Phome
LOU ARRAHAM 3% HAWK LING & KETTY F LOU
DA TIONAL GORTACTE T T & e e Ty e e o]
Contact Name Phaore Alt, Phonie
R1 CONTACT Hawk Lok
OWNER (ASSESS0R'S) HAWK LING & KETTY FONG LOU
T e R T e R L A R S s e T T e
Insp. No. Schd. Ot Ares Type Disgosition Inspectes
03806 wes 20 2 c \cPartian

Remarks: Ramarks Recsol fire buitiing Unabe 1o inspest

Condast Hawk Louku

Date Frem To lnsp. Ramarks

1024018 1100 1108 MoParisn

Insp. No. Schd. DL Area Type Disposltion Inspactor
160ETG  OR2214 21 21 c Walsh

Remarks; 3 story  bottom 2 commercial 48 unils o 3rd Noar, asess Lo ronl on east of buldieg, (nission side)
Data From To Ihap. Romarks

OREZM4 B30 10:50 Walsh

Insp, No. Schd. DL Area Type Dispesition Inspestor
14E156  QGM2173 b 2 = O'Conmel

Remarks: Alsm pane on second feor haliway had no power, Fre exioguines adjseenl la alarm panel was
missing. Unable o loeate shul ol valve fa¢ sprnkler system in basement, Lof mossaga fo- inspacioe Palt st 6FF
nobng these vislalipas, .

Date From To Insp. Remarks

e — ——— — e

06112413 10:20 11.00 O'Cornall

- _— - -

Insp. No, Schd. OL Area Type Diwposition Inspector
METT D452 21 21 c Peugles

Rermarks: Commarcial ocoupanis on st z0d 20 loors, residenlizl aparknsats on Sid nsr,
3ate From Ta lassg, Remarks

QUEEN2 1050 1105 Peopes

Insp. Me. Schd, D, Area Type Dieposition inspactor
46492 o4z 2] Fal c Creemen
3222 228D 5T
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Exhibit 17.4

Paged of &

Remacks! Penthouse docr was pad lesked from the Insice, 3 out of 4 fire enzana lacdars are slslrucled by
wanings, Ladders do not reach the groand Owner son on scene and notdisd.

Date From Yo Insp. Remarks
CAZEM 1000 1030 Cremen
insp. No. Schd. Dt Ama Type Cispositien Inspector
7RATO Q21910 2 21 c Tremen
Remarks: missing oxtinguishar
Date From To Insp. Remarke
oMt 1000 10:25  Cramren
Insp. Mo, Schd. Dt Area Typa Disposition Inspector
B2EET oxRTne 21 21 c Q'Connel
Retmarks:
Date From 'To insp, Remarks
o2Ts 1Moo 1115 OConnel « TH
EXTINCUISHERS PAST DUE FOR SERVICING
TOR FLOOR - SOFA BLOCHING HALLWAY LEADING TO FIRE ESCAFE
ON BRAVO SIDE OF RUILDING
Insp. do, Schd. Df Ares Type Disposition inspector
8739 DAIZEI6 21 1 c Gong
Ramarke!
Pate From To Insp, Ruornarks
U208 4478 1048 Gong LT. PEREZ - T
REASONABLE FIRE SAFETY £X15TS
Je2z END 5T
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Exhibit 17.5

DA Name Upil No  lasp. Area Bg. FL n)
08 DISTRICT & 0
Primary Confact Company _ Phone

LOU HAWI LING

-

|ADDHIOHAL'GONTJ.§T5".‘-":'.'-',' St e A SR et T R s I T S AT |
Contact Name i Phone Alt, Phone
CAWNER (ASBESEORS) HAWK LING & KETTY FONG LOU

Lt e R A T o P D P Ty e, (T T _[

|INSPECTIONS . T
Insp, No.  Sehd. 01 Arsa Typa Dispositian Ingpeetos

123463 020315 0B ad z Fall

Remarks: VIOLATION 10SXI13 - Exils/Tre Escapss. Cipar ALL Hlems inclidng slan's ard garlsnd locaind e diee
eacapes amund above ralerences acddress ane 3222 22nd St Romroue ALL sabla wiree altsched L2 ool isdoars
Inet=l gassage for drop badders Shrough BANMGs o [Emove Fenings.

Date From To Inap. Rararks

DE:E:‘-JH & 0&0h 1000 Pal Hatal: i swning was nstalled per previcus somplalrd, ye la:l.-:-d‘;.o open when
‘adsdar dieppad

DENas 1648 17"73—!.’.‘ Sparisen Exting complaint nuliiad dus 1o fra, gl

Insp. Moo Schd. Dt Area Type Dispesition  Inspecior

121438 050912 ] 35 i Ges _

Remetks: VIOLATION 10EX312 - CritiFire Ezzeres. Cear ALL leins eiciuting plsnts and garlang locsled on fra
assapes around above referenced addresy dmd 3222 23nd St Remoye ALL c2tle wires aitached o sool addars,
irstall passage for drop ladders lraughn awnngs af fenovs Swnings.

Date Fram To Insp, Remarks

060312 1145 1230 GGB; Vialation not sbatad,

Insp. Np. Schd. DL Arga Type Disposition lnspoctor
114183 va2ane e} 33 [+ [eL7-]

Remarks: VIOLATION 1CEXI3 - Exils/Firs Escapes Clear ALL itams insh.dirg pania and gedand focatad on fire
£3capes araung above reference: addrees and 3222 22nd 81 Remiows ALL cable wires atlached 10 rogd [adders.
Instad passage for drop lRdders theoegh menings o remaove awnings

Data From To Insg. Remarks

DE29MZ 1300 1408 Gee Wiokaten ngt comected,

Inep. No, Schd. DL Area Typa Disgositlon  Inspestor
M8 N2 05 33 z Gee

Aomirks: VIOLATION 10EX13 - ExtsiSire Escapas, Clear AL [lems nodubdng glanls and garland localed on i
escapes around above referenced address ard 3222 22wl 51 Rermove ALL catle wires nltached 10 roof (adders,
Irslall passage for drop laddars through awnings or remove swnings.

Dale From To Insp. Remarks

5TE MISEIOM 5T
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Exhibit 17.6

11261 1430 1516 Ge2 Nu cofr2cive sctisn at tls time.

2578 MISSION §7
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Exhibit 18

San Francisco Fire Department

DATE:
Wanil Day  Year

TO:

Preperty Cwosr Occupani A Resporsinis Sady

The proparly at has been inspecled by e San Fracgisen Fircg
Depariment and one or maore condiions wera observed that are net in compliance wils the San Franciseo Fire Coda
Please take action within hawrs of the date of thes notics to correct.

Adlawing this condition 1o contrue could result in he issvance of & Nolice of Violation, If 3 Nollce of Violation is 1ssuea,
then reinspection fees might be assessed.

REINSPECTION OF VICLATION FEES: (2007 SFFC Saction 112.3 Appendis Chaplars 1]

IF st inspesction by i designaled oflicer or smpoyes of e Fee Deparliment dscioses & victalion of s code, the Chel shall desarming
a paniad of tma hal is rmesonable o remedy te violation ang rairspact (be propeny ta warify sach carmactan. Thie depastment st
citerh i les fo coorpensale fur s costs 1o perform sach renapaction ta elify coreclion of the code vislalion and sesure complarcs
wih the Boploalia reguinaments, Inspactons whch reguira morg than ang hour ko complale wil ba subect to an acditisnal fea mfe of
for pach quarier-hour ircrament beyond tha frst sixly crnules of tie depatinent’s oresite reviaw,

CONDITION REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: {Check appropriaie box)

O 2007 SFFC Section 304.1  Combustible Storage Hazard.

01 2007 SFFC Section 315 2,1 Ceiling Clearances Maintained,

O 2007 SFFC Section 801.4.1 Sprinkler System Maintenance.

12007 SFFC Section 301.6  Fire Alarm Maintenance,

0 2007 SFFC Sectlon 2061 Fire Extinguisher(s) Requlred.

0O 2007 SFFC Section 806.2  Fire Extinguisher(s) Maintained.

1 2007 SFFG Sectlon 1004 3 Posting of Occupant Load in Publlec Assembiles.

0O 2007 SFFC Section 1027.3  Exit Sign lllumination.

[l 2007 $¥FC Seclion 1027 § Emergehcy Lighting,

0 2067 SFFC Section 1028.1  Exits Maintalned and Unobstructed.

[ 2007 SFFC Seclion 3401 1 Flammable and Combustible Liquid Slorage.

1 2007 SFFC Seclion 38011 LPG Storage.

0 2007 SFFC Saclien 105.6 32, Appendix Chapter * Permit Required for Open Flarme/Candles,
U 2007 BFFC Seclica 105,634, Appendi Chapter 1 Permit Reguired for Place of Assembly.
00 2007 SFFC Saclan 110,11, Aopendix Chapter ! Unsafe Conditions,

01 Chher =
O Cher =
0O Chhar, —
ISSUED BY: : =

SFFD OflizenIrspecior SFFD CorzanyDistrict, Signulyr
RESPONSIBLE PARTY:

Enrt Hame Signulure Plugng ymiborn

Sraginal o sesponside pary. Cupy 1o Quesaw of [ re Preyentive Fuwenn BFPHCAR 011708
Telephone: 1331 5581500 AR Sopom St Ry Loe
Fax Nps: (L13) 538332060 1324 San Franchae A 94107
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