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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 
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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: 
I) 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: 
I) 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 ifthere 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 con-ected dming 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 
htti:>://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbips.) 

We attended Fire Safety Task Force meetings,1 reviewed its final recommendations,2 and 
analyzed related ordinances (passed3 and proposed4

) by the Board of Supervisors. We watched5 

Building Inspection Commission meetings and reviewed meeting minutes and supporting 
documents.6 Additionally, we watched7 Fire Commission meetings and reviewed meeting 
minutes and supporting documents. 8 

1 http://sfdbi.or!dmeetings/9 
2 http: //sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/Fire%20Safety%20Task%20Force%20Final%20Report%2001-19-16.pdf 
3 htij?://www.stbos.org/fu>/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances 16/00060-16.pdf 
4 http://www.stbos.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=55782 
s bttp://sanfrancisco.granicus.comNiewPublisher.php?view id= 14 
6 http://sfdbi.org/meetings/ 17 
7 http://sanfrancisco.!!ranicus.com/ViewPubl isher.php?view id= 180 
8 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.9 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.10 

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."11 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." 12 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-ala1m fire at two adjacent residential buildings on 17th Street. 13 

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 ofDBI'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. 14 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 
depaitment inspections. 

Approximately 65 percent of San Franciscans are renters. 15 This means most San Francisco 
residents control neither the overall condition of the buildings they live in nor the quality or 

9 http://abc7news.com/news/recent-massive-mission-district-tires-raising-guestions/565712/ 
10 http://www.sfaate.com/bayarea/article/Y ears-of-safetv-violations-cited-at-Mission-site-6081870. php 
II Ibid. 
12 Ibid. 
13 http://k:ron4.com/2016/04/2 1 /fire-crews-battle-two-alann-fire-in-sfs-m ission-district/ 
14 http://www.sfgate.com/bavarea/article/Firefighters-battling-blaze-in-SF-s-Mission-7296134.php 
15 http://sfrb.org/sites/defau lt/fi les/FileCenter/Documents/ I 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 2010.16 However, during 
this same time period, only 7 ,500 new housing units have been added. 17 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 

. a result, 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 lnteragency 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, 2016.18 

On April 19, 2016, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation aimed at improving code 
enforcement conducted by DBI and SFFD. 19 (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 ofR-2 inspectors, under the Bureau of Fire Prevention, to work on 
multi-unit residential building (R-2) complaints. (See SFFD Organizational Structure, below.) 

16 http://sf.curbed.com/2015/2/4/9995388/sfs-population-is-m-owing-wav-faster-than-its-housing-stock 
17 Ibid. 
18 http://sfdbi.org/sites/defau lt/files/Fire%20Safety%20Task%20Force%20Final%20Report<'/o200 1- 19-16.pdf 
19 hm>://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ord inances I 6/00060- 16.pdf 
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I. 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."20 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. 21 

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. "22 Inspection 
Services "provide timely and quality inspections to meet codes, protect occupants and ensure 
quality of life."23 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. 24 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."25 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 http://sfdbi.org/annual-reports, Page 6. 
21 Ibid, Page 8. 
22 Ibid, Page 10. 
23 Ibid, Page 10. 
24 San Francisco Housing Code, Section 302 (b) 
25 California Building Code, Title 24, Part 2, Section 310.1 
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and safety enforcement by DBl.26 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, 2010.27 (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, 2007.28 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 back.log 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 13 9 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 

27 2960 California ://dbiweb.sfaov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=201068596 
28 682 Corbett Ave. 
httQ://dbiweb.sfa:ov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=20078691 l 
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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. 

IDS 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. 

ms 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 I-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 repo1ted 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 docillnented; 

(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 ati 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. 

ms 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 a.ii 

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 staiiing 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 ofroutine 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 ofR-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 eachR-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 all 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 Revorts Do Not Capture The Various Ways Routine Inspections Are Documented 

When HIS inspectors conduct routine inspections, they inspect the common areas ofR-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. Sched~ed 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 paran1eters 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 lnsoections 

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 IDS 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 yery 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. 29 

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 

29 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 l." 
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 ofR-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,30 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 inf01mation 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.) 

30 Property Owner Maintenance Checklist htnJ://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/Checklist%20English.pdf 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 19 



"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 Outdated 

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: 

• CTS cannot be accessed from the field. Inspectors cannot input data to CTS from 
outside the office. As a result, inspectors must documei;it 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. 

• 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. 

• Notices of Violation ("NO Vs") 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. 

• CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other City departments. 
HIS cannot share data across departrnents--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. 

• 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 
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$8,174,297).31 Several other launch dates were scheduled and postponed during this time. 
C.onsequently, 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, 2016.32 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.1.1. 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 ofR-2s with an accurate last routine inspection date for each. 

F.1.2. 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. 

F.1.3. 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. 

F.1.4. HIS cannot get an accurate list ofR-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.1.5. DBI MIS doesn't always generate the initial list of R-2s, including the property's 
address and property owner's contact infom1ation, 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. 

31 Gartner Report, htt,p://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/BIC%20Meeting%2006-15- I 6%20Agenda%20%23 l 4.pdf 
32 Gartner Report, htt,p://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/BIC%20Meeting%2006-15- l6%20Agenda%20%2314.pdf 
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F.1.7. 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. 

F.1.8. 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. 

F.1.9. 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"). 

F.1.10. 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. 

F .1.1 1. 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. 

F.1.12. 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. 

F.1.13. 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. 

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." 

F.1.15. 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. 

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. 
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F.1.17. 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. 

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

F.1.19. The inspection packet cover letter is confusing and buries vital information in the text. 

F.1.20. The Property Owner Maintenance Checklist included in the inspection packet is not 
explained as being the list of items that will be inspected. 

F.1.21. 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. 

F.1.22. Including notices, ordinances and information flyers in the inspection packet without 
explaining their purpose is confusing. 

F.1.23. 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. 

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. 

F.1.25. Affidavits are not available online. 

F .1.26. Inspectors are not able to print NOV s 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 oftime 
and resources. 

F.1.27. CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other City departments. 

F.1.28. CTS cannot track and report on important attributes, such as types of violations and 
high fire risk building characteristics. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.1.1. DBI MIS should determine why CTS cannot generate a report with correct last routine 
inspection dates for each R-2 and correct the problem. 

R.1.2. 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. 

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. 
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R.1.4. (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. 

R.1.5. IfHIS 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. 

R.1.6. (a) IfDBI MIS cannot fix CTS (See R.I.l) 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. 

R. I. 7. 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. 

R.1.8. 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. 

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. 

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. 

R.1.1 1. (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 in~pection 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. 

R.1.12. 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 
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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. 

R.1.13. 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. 

R.1.14. 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. 

R.1.15. 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. 

R.1.16. 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. 

R.1.17. 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. 

R.1.18. 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. 

R.1.19. 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. 

R.1.20. 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. 

R.1.21. 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. 
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R.1.22. 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. 1.24. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality 
to upload photos remotely. 

R.1.25. DBI MIS should make affidavits available online. 

R.1.26. 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.1.27. 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 1-1 
(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 NOV s, 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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Table I-4 below, shows a summary of this report and depicts how many NOVs 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 ofNOVs 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 colunm 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 I: (%) <= 2 mos <= 6 mos <= 12 mos <= 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 1,572 1,635 1,637 359 

(100%) (46%) (70%) (78%) (81%) (81%) (18%) 

2015 
2,394 1,097 1,640 1,761 1,769 

* 
625 

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

* Eighteen months have not passed yet 

Table I-4 

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

We find it alarming that approximately 20 percent (2013-14 average) ofNOVs took more than 
one year to correct. It seems that one year is more than enough time to correct most NOV s. 
Also, we were surprised to see that ten percent ofNOVs 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 N 0 Vs to Director's Hearing; and 

(5) HIS lacks more effective code enforcement tools. 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 29 



1. Inspectors Have Unfettered Discretion To Grant Property Owners Additional Time To 
Correct Violations 

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. IDS 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. IDS 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 cotTect 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 
cotTected, 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 prope1ty 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 cotTect a violation to the 
prope1ty owner. However, none of the inspectors we spoke with get preapproval from their 
senior inspector. 

3. HIS Does Not Measure The E((ectiveness 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 
be defined in two parts. The first part is mandated by Code--that 
HIS conduct routine inspections at least every five years. The 
second part can include ensuring that all violations are cotTected 
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 cotTected. 

Instead, HIS manages its code enforcement efforts with the goal of moving open violations 
towards cotTection 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 
infom1ation 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 NO Vs 
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 of2015 to May 2016), 311 open NOVs had not 
been referred to a DH. Although not all of the 311 open NOV s may be appropriate to refer to a 
DH, this is a significant number of NOV s 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. 

4. Inspectors Take Too Lon~ To Refer Some Open NO Vs to Director's Hearing 

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. 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 32 



There are three reasons inspectors may not be referring open NOV s 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. 

ms 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 detennination. 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 ~hows, for 2013-2015, it took between 118 to 160 days, on average, for uncorrected 
NOV s 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 tal<es the NOV in its entirety to reach a DH that is pertinent and should be measured. 

ms 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.33 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 ohime 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.34 

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. 

33 SOP, page 16, Item 9(c). 
34 San Francisco Building Code, Chapter IA and SOP (page 16, item #12(c)). 
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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 witl1out 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 IDS 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 mam1er. 

F.1.30. For 2013-2015, approximately twenty percent ofNOVs 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.1.32. 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.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. 

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

F.1.39. HIS lacks more effective code enforcement tools. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.1.29. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should ask DBI MIS to create a standard report to 
track how long NOVs 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 measme the time it takes 
for property owners to correct NOV s. 

(b) The Chief Housing Inspector should report how long NOVs take to be abated, in a 
format similar to Table 1-3, to the BIC on a monthly basis. 

R.1.30. The Chief Housing Inspector should actively monitor cases using the Open NOVs 
report to ensme that less than five percent of NOV s take no more than one year to 
abate. 

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 tin1e 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. 

R.1.32. The Chief Housing Inspector should ensme 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. 

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

R.1.34. 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 NO Vs 
report to measme 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 au 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.1.35. 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.1.36. 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.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. 

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.1.39. (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 progran1 
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. 

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

FINDING 

F.1.40. 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: 

• Property owners and tenants know what to expect; and 
• 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 inspectio.ns 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,35 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 HlS are included. However, routine inspections are not described or 
expl,ained 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. 36 

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,37 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. 38 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 HlS 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.org/sites/defau lt/fi I es/Chee kl ist%20Engl ish .pdf 
37 http://sfdbi.org/ROUTINETNSPECTIONS 
3& http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/ 
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Most of the details of a violation are written on the NOV. However, actual NO Vs are not 
available on the DBI website. 

FINDINGS 

F.1.41. Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI website. 

F.1.42. Information on routine inspections on the DBI website does not provide enough 
information to sufficiently understand the process. 

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." 

F.1.44. 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 

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

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. 

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. 

R.1.44. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS can upload NOVs to 
the DBI website. 
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II. 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 frres through prevention and education programs.39 The City Charter authorizes the 
Mayor to appoint all five members of the Fire Commission.40 The San Francisco Fire 
Department is divided into three main divisions: Administration, Planning, and Operations. 
Operations has two main functions--fue 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 frrefighters and rescue squads in the 43 frrehouses 
(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 frrehouses 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 perf01m rescues and medical calls. Each engine or truck company has several 
firefighters and is led by a Captain. In addition to performing their frrefighting 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 ofR-2s for 12 fire safety items (see Appendix, Exhibit 16). The SFFD 
charges owners ofR-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 (iii) district inspections. During the time of our investigation, district inspectors performed 
the code enforcement for violations arising from Company annual inspections ofR-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 

39 San Francisco Fire Com.mission website, "Annual Statement of Purpose: 2016" 
40 San Francisco City Charter, section 4.108 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 42 



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 staffrestructuring. 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 th_eir 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 ofR-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.41 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 ofR-2s 
in San Francisco.42 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.43 However, SFFD 

il http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances l 6/00060- 16.pdf 
42 California Health and Safety Code, sections 13146.2 and 17921 
43 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.44 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 7 5 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 of200 R-2s that accumulated over nun1erous 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 ofR-2 that should be inspected each year to the total number ofR-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 II-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. 

44 SFFD Hotel and Apartment Inspection Operating Guide, pages 1.1-1.2 
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1. Comvanies Cannot Gain Entrv 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."45 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 OfR-2 Insvections Is Disportionatelv Distributed Among The Companies 

The inspections performed by engine companies and truck companies are exactly the same. The 
only difference is their list ofR-2s to inspect. At the beginning of each month, Company 
Captains receive their list ofR-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 ofR-2s near their station house 

45 SFFD Hotel and Apartment Inspection (Rl & 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 ofR-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.46 

NUMBER OF R-2 INSPECTIONS ASSIGNED TO EACH COMP ANY ANNUALLY 

- 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 ofR-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 

46 Fire Station List http://sf-fire.org/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 I NOPA 189 14 18 

T03 Lower Nob Hill 176 9 9 

E31 Richmond 139 3 14 

E02 Chinatown 116 18 38 

T02 Chinatown 114 23 64 

Table II-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, ifthe 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 rep01is 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." 

5. The Primarv Rationale For Inspecting R-2s ls Not To Enforce Code Compliance 

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 
iniportant. 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.11.1. 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.11.2. Station house Companies cannot always get into R-2s to inspect them because 
Company Captains rarely schedule R-2 inspections in advance. 

F.11.3. 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.11.4. R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. 

F.11.5. 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. 

F.11.6. Company Captains pribritize 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. 

F.11.7. Some Battalion Chiefs' follow-up on Company inspection backlogs is insufficient 
because it does not hold the Company accountable for the backlog. 

F.11.8. 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. 

F.11.9. 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. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.11. 1. 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. 

R.11.2. 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. 

R.11.3. SFFD MIS should ensure property owner contact information is included on the 
Inspection Worksheets. 

R.11.4. 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. 

R.11.5. 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 ofR-2 inspections is more evenly distributed among neighboring station houses 
and are conducted more timely. 

R.11.6. The Deputy Chief of Operations should instruct Company Captains to give priority to 
R-2 inspections which have exceeded or are approaching their deadlines. 
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R.11.7. 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. 

R.11.8. 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. 

R.11.9. 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. If a 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 of2,871 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, ifthe complaint was resolved. The complaints in Table II-3 are from all sources--notjust 
those referred by Company Captains. 
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SFFD COMPLAJNT 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%) 

Sprinklers 
188 5 54 40 78 11 

(100%) (3%) (28%) (21%) (41%) (6%) 

Table II-3 

As Table Il-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 N 0 Vs 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 conected. 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 ofR-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 Heavv 

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. 
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2. Construction Reviews And Phone Calls Were Prioritized Over R-2 Comvlaints 
i 

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 

4/26/2011 
Company are obstructed by awnings. 
Captain Ladders do not reach the 

ground." 

This complaint investigation also included 

"Fire escape ladders are the notation "CC", meaning "condition 
9/14/2011 Unknown 

obstructed by awnings." 
corrected". However, subsequent 
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 
Prevention 

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 
"Install passage for drop ladders 

This reinspection also noted "Violation not 
3/29/2012 

Prevention 
through awning or remove 

corrected". 
awnings." 

Company 
Annual inspection with no mention of fire 

4/20/2012 
Captain 

N/A escape ladders in inspection 
documentation. 

Bureau of Fire 
"Install passage for drop ladders 

This reinspection also noted "Violation not 5/9/2012 
Prevention 

through awning or remove 
abated". awnings." 

Company 
Annual inspection with no mention of fire 

6/12/2013 
Captain 

N/A escape ladders in inspection 
documentation. 

Company 
Annual inspection with no mention of fire 

8/8/2014 
Captain 

NIA escape ladders in inspection 
documentation. 

Bureau of Fire "Hatch in awning was installed 
This reinspection occurred after the 2/3/2015 

Prevention 
per previous complaint, yet failed 

four-alarm fire on January 28, 2015. to open when ladder dropped." 

Table II-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 taldng too long to conect 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 Captains 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 conect violations--NOCARs and NOVs. The NOCAR gives 
the property owner a specified number of hours to conect 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 sarne--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 .11.10. A significant number of fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler complaints took more 
than two months to be resolved. 

F.11.11. 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.11.12. District inspectors' workload was too heavy for them to investigate all R-2 complaints 
in a timely manner. 

F .11.13. 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. 

F.11.14. Because some district inspectors did not document inspections and code enforcement in 
sufficient detail, follow up on violations was hampered. 

F.11.15. Some Company Captains do not document inspections in enough detail for district 
inspectors to easily identify the violation and conduct code enforcement. 

F.11.16. After the Inspection Worksheet was made longer in July 2015, some Company Captains 
document too many items that are not violations. 

F.11.17. 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." 

F.11.18. BFP does not have effective code enforcement tools, such as, an administrative hearing. 

F.11.19. Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.11.10. The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time and code enforcement 
timeframes be more closely monitored so that resolution time is shortened. 

R.11.11. The Fire Marshall should require that code enforcement for NOVs be more closely 
monitored so that NOVs are corrected more quickly. 

R.11.12. 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. 

R.11.13. 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. 

R.11.14. The Fire Marshall should standardize inspection and code enforcement documentation 
done by BFP R-2 inspectors. 
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R.11.15. 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.11.16. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that Company Captains are trained to 
identify violations and document only items that are violations. 

R.11.17. Battalion Chiefs should encourage their Company Captains to bring the Inspection 
Worksheet to the inspection site and use it to document R-2 inspections. 

R.11.18. 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. 

R.11.19. 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.47 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 nurnber.48 

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.49 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. 

47 http://sf-fire.org/inspections 
48 http: //sf-fire.org/propertv-inspection-violation-permit-historv-records-review 
49 http://sf-fire.org/report-fire-safetv-concem 
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FINDINGS 

F.11.20. 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.11.21. Inspection records are only available in person at the Bureau of Fire Prevention after 
making an appointment. 

F.11.22. 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.11.23. 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.1 1.20. 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 (c) 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.11.21. The Chief of the Fire Department should instruct SFFD MIS to make the inspection 
records available online for greater transparency. 

R.11.22. 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.11.23. 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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Ill. 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. Cuirently, DBI and SFFD are 
collaborating on the development ofBFP's new code enforcement process including DBI sharing 
letters and forms it uses in its code enforcement process. 

Table III-I 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 
Residential buildings with 9+ units 
and less than 75 feet 

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 

Code enforcement tools 
NOVs, administrative hearing, 

NOCAR or NOV* 
special assessment lien 

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

Table III-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 ce1tifications 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 

F.111.1. 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 

R.111.1. 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'fue 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: 

1. 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. 

2. The Chief Housing Inspector and the Building Inspection Commission together should 
create a definition or'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.) 

3. 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. 

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

5. 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. 

6. 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. 

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

8. 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.) 

2. 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. 

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

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

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

6. 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.1.1. Housing Inspection Services ("HIS") does not know which R-2s DBI Management 
have not been inspected within the last five years because the Complaint Information Services 
Tracking System ("CTS") cannot generate a list ofR-2s with an accurate 
last routine inspection date for each. 

F.1.2. The spreadsheet used by HIS to track key inspection statistics has DBI Chief Housing 
not been updated to include all rounds of Focused Code Enforcement Inspector 
completed to date. 

F.1.3. Because "Routine Inspections" that are reported to the Building Building Inspection 
Inspection Commissiou on a monthly basis include the number of initial Commission 
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.1.4. HIS cannot get an accurate list ofR-2s in the City without the help DBI Management 
of DBI Management Information Systems ("DBI MJS") because HIS Information Services 
does not have access to the DBI database that stores this information. and Information and 

Technology Department of 
the City and County of San 
Francisco 

F.1.5. DBI MJS doesn' t always generate the initial list ofR-2s, including DBI Management 
the property's address and property owner' s contact info1mation, for HIS. Information Services and 

DBI Chief Housing 
Inspector 

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

F.1.7. 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.1.8. Inspectors do not choose the same "Source" and "Abatement DBI Chief Housing 
Type" when documenting routine inspections. Unless all the possible Inspector 
ways to document a routine inspection are known and CTS repo1t 
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. 
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F.1.9. Since CTS does not have "Complaint Generated Routine" as an DBI Management 
option for documenting the "Source" for CG routine inspections, CTS Infonnation Services 
cannot separately track and report on complaint-generated routine 
inspections ("CG routine inspections"). 

F.1.10. Inspectors do not choose the same "Source" when documenting DBI Chief Housing 
CG routine inspections. When inspectors choose ' 'Complaint" as the Inspector 
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. 

F.1.11. District inspectors do not always conduct a CG routine DBI Chief Housing 
inspection while they are investigating a complaint at an R-2 even when Inspector 
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. 

F.1.12. HIS' Standard Operating Procedure ("SOP") does not explicitly DBI Chief Housing 
require inspectors to conduct a CG routine inspection while they are lnspector 
investigating a complaint at an R-2 when the R-2 has not had a routine 
inspection within the last five years. 

F.I.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.I.14. Inspectors cannot always get into an R-2 to perform a scheduled Building Inspection 
routine inspection because of "no shows." Since CTS cannot track "no Commission 
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." 

F.1.15. HIS has started to manually track "no shows" on an Excel DBI Chief Housing 
spreadsheet that tracks results of their Focused Code Enforcement. Inspector 
However, this spreadsheet has not been completed for all routine 
inspections conducted under Focused Code Enforcement. 

F.1.16. There was a significant number of inspection "no shows" in the DBI Chief Housing 
Chinatown (17%) and Mission (15%) Districts and in the Mission Street Inspector 
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. 

F.1.17. Inspection packets that are sent to property owners sometimes DBI Chief Housing 
go to an incorrect address because data provided by the Tax Assessor's Inspector 
Office does not have up-to-date contact information for the property 
owner. 

F.I.18. Inspection packets are sent to property owners only in English. DBI Chief Housing 
Inspector 
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F.I.19. The inspection packet cover letter is confusing and buries vital DBI Chief Housing 
infonnation in the text. Inspector 

F.I.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 
jnspection packet. 

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

F.I.23. Inspection documentation is done twice (first in the field and DBI Director 
again into CTS when the inspector returns to the office) because there is 
no online access to CTS. 

F.I.24. Photos cannot be uploaded into CTS because CTS does not have DBI Director 
this functionality. Instead, they are stored on the network "P" drive which 
is not connected to CTS. 

F.I.25. Affidavits are not available on line. DBI Management 
Information Services 

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

F.1.27. CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other DBI Director 
City departments. 

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 NOV s 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.1.30. For 2013-2015, approximately twenty percent ofNOVs 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 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 67 



F.1.32. When inspectors grant additional time for property owners to DBI Chief Housing 
correct an abatement, there is no written documentation (other than on Inspector 
an NOV) provided to the property owner that states when the next 
reinspection will occur or explains that violations must be abated by tben. 
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.I.33. Although bi-monthly staff meetings are scheduled, they are DBI Chief Housing 
regularly cancelled because inspectors are "too busy." Without a Inspector 
management culture that suppo1ts having scheduled times to discuss 
inspectors work, it will be difficult for ms to optimize its code 
enforcement process for success. 

F.I.34. Based on our investigation, we concluded that HIS does not have DBI Chief Housing 
an adequate definition for success. Inspector 

F.1.35. Some inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH. But, DBI Chief Housing 
IDS does not measure how long it takes an open NOV to reach a Inspector 
Director's Hearing. 

F.1.36. Inspectors take too long to refer open NO Vs to a DH because the DBI Chief Housing 
standard for referring unabated violations to·a Director's Hearing is Inspector 
vague and leaves too much room for interpretation. 

F.I.37. Not all inspectors proactively brief their seniors after three DBI Chief Housing 
reinspections with no progress. Inspector 

F.1.38. 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 DBI Director 
Francisco at least once eve1y five years. 

F.I.41. Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI DBI Management 
website. Information Services 

F.I.42. Infonnation on routine inspections on the DBI website does not DBI Management 
provide enough information to sufficiently understand the process. Information Services 

F.1.43. It is not easy to find information on R-2 violations on the DBI DBI Management 
website because many of the links to get to inspection records are labeled Information Services 
with terms that may not be understandable to the public. For example, 
calling violations "complai11ts" and needing to look under "IDS" for 
"Div." 
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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.II.1. 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 
Franciscans may be exposed to unnecessary risks. 

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

F.II.3. Contact information is not included on the Inspection Worksheets SFFDMIS 
that Company Captains take with them to document their R-2 inspection. 

F.II.4. R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

F.II.5. 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.II.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.II.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.II.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 
importance to code compliance when conducting R-2 inspections. 

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

F.II.10. A significant uumber of fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler The Fire Marshall 
complaints took more than two months to be resolved. 

F.II.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.II.12. District inspectors' workload was too heavy for them to The Fire Marshall 
investigate all R-2 complaints in a timely maru1er. 
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F.ll.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.ll.14. Because some district inspectors did not document inspections The Fire Marshall 
and code enforcement in sufficient detail, follow up on violations was 
hampered. 

F.ll.15. 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.ll.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.ll.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 docwnent less. For. 
example, the Inspection Worksheet states that "Company Officer shall 
obtain and update the responsible party information." 

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

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

F.ll.20. The SFFD website does not include enough infonnation about SFFD Management 
the annual inspection and code enforcement processes for property Information Services 
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.ll.21. Inspection records are only available in person at the Bureau of Chief of SFFD 
Fire Prevention after making an appointment. 

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

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

F.ID.1. DBI and SFFD inspect multi-unit residential buildings for many Building Inspection 
of the same fire safety hazards but do not coordinate any of their Commission and 
inspections or code enforcement effo1is including not sharing Fire Commission 
information. 
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Recommendations and Required Response Matrix 

RECOMMENDATION RESPONDER 

R.1.1. DBI MIS should determine why CTS cannot generate a report DBI Management 
with correct last routine inspection dates for each R-2 and correct the Information Services 
problem. 

R.1.2. The Chief Housing Inspector should insist that the spreadsheet DBI Chief Housing 
that tracks key statistics for routine inspections conducted as part of Inspector 
Focused Code Enforcement be updated to include aJI rounds of Focused 
Code Enforcement that have been completed to date. 

R.1.3. The BIC should require that ms report, as part of the ms Building Inspection 
performance measures, the number of "Initial Routine Inspections" that Commission 
are conducted to the BIC. 

R.1.4. (a) The Information and Technology Department for the City and DBI Management 
County of San Francisco should grant ms senior management access to Information Services and 
and permission to run reports from the Oracle database that contains the Information and 
addresses, contact information and building attributes for R-2s in San Technology Department 
Francisco. 

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

R.1.5. If ms is not granted access and permission to run the list of R-2s DBI Management 
from the Oracle database that contains the necessary R-2 information, Information Services and 
then DBI MIS should furnish this report to HIS within one week of the DBI Chief Housing 
request. fospector 

R.1.6. (a) If DBI MIS cannot fix CTS (See R.I.1) then the Chief Housing DBI Chief Housing 
Inspector should require support staff, rather than the inspectors, to look Inspector, 
up last routine inspection dates. DBI Management 

(b) If suppott staff is not available to look up last routine inspection 
Info1mation Services and 
DBI Director 

dates, then the DBI Director should aJlocate part oftl)e DBI budget for 
hiring temporary personnel to compile this information. 

R.1.7. The Chief Housing Inspector should make eliminating the DBI Chief Housing 
backlog a priority in the Mission, Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts Inspector 
when deciding where to conduct the next round(s) of Focused Code 
Enforcement. 

R.1.8. The Chief Housing Inspector should determine exactly what DBI Chief Housing 
"Sources" and "Abatement Types" should be used for initial routine Inspector 
inspections and communicate this in writing as a procedure that every 
HIS inspector must follow. 
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R.I.9. DBI MIS should include "Complaint Generated Routine" as a DBI Management 
Source option in CTS so that CG routine inspections can be separately Information Services 
tracked and reported in CTS. 

R.I.10. If "Complaint Generated Routine" is not added as a Source DBI Chief Housing 
option in CTS, then the Chief Housing Inspector should make opening a Inspector 
separate complaint number for the CG routine inspection and 
documenting "Routines" as the Source, a mandatory policy 
communicated to all ms inspectors in writing. 

R.I.11. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy requiring DBI Chief Housing 
district inspectors to conduct complaint-generated routine inspections Inspector 
whenever the R-2 has not bad 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. 

R.I.12. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct HIS personnel to DBI Chief Housing 
update the SOP to include the requirement that inspectors conduct a CG Inspector 
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. 

R.I.13. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that district DBI Chief Housing 
inspectors research the date a last routine inspection was perfonned: Inspector 
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. 

R.1.14. The Building Inspection Commission (''BIC") should penalize Building Inspection 
property owners who miss their inspection appointment without good Commission 
cause--as determined by the BIC. The notice of penalty should be mailed 
to the property owner and posted on the building. 

R.I.15. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct ms personnel to DBI Chief Housing 
complete the "no shows" information on the Excel spreadsheet that Inspector 
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. 

R.I.16. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that all "no DBI Chief Housing 
shows" must be followed up on within two weeks by researching the Inspector 
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. 

R.I.17. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that suppo1t staff DBI Chief Housing 
verify contact information for the property owners and resend the Inspector 
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inspection packet to the new address within two weeks from when the 
inspection packet was returned to HIS. 

R.1.18. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing 
cover letter indicate how non-English speaking property owners can Inspector 
request inspection packets in languages other than English and that the 
inspection packet is made available in Chinese and Spanish. 

R.1.19. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housu1g 
packet cover letter be rewritten so that all vital information is available at Inspector 
the top of the letter and the language changed so that it is easier to 
understand. 

R.1.20. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing 
packet cover letter be rewritten so that it explains that inspectors will be Inspector 
inspecting items on the Property Owner Maintenance List. 

R.1.21. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the u1spection DBI Chief Housing 
packet cover letter be rewritten to include instructions on what the Inspector 
property owner needs to do with the appendage and carbon 
monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits. 

R.1.22. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing 
packet cover letter be rewritten to mclude the information contained in Inspector 
the notices and ordmances. 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 
mcludes functionality for inspectors to document mspection remotely. 

R.1.24. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS DBI Director 
includes functionality to upload photos remotely. 

R.1.25. DBI MIS should make affidavits available online. DBI Management 
Information Services 

R.1.26. 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 mtegrated with other computer systems within DBI and other City 
departments. 

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

R.1.29. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should ask DBI MIS to create a DBI Chief Ho us mg 
standard repo1t to track how long NOVs take to be con-ected (similar to Inspector 
Open NOV s repo1t we used) and modify this repo1t to calculate the 
difference in days between when an NOV is issued and the date the NOV 
is con-ected and then use this report to measure the time it takes for 
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. 
property owners to correctNOVs. 

(b) The Chief Housing Inspector should repo1t how long NOVs take to 
be abated, in a format similar to Table I-3, to the BIC on a monthly basis. 

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

R.1.31. The Chief Housing Inspector should develop guidelines for DBI Chief Housing 
inspectors to use when granting additional time for repairs or abatement. Inspector 
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) perfo1ming the work 
necessary to correct the violation. 

R.1.32. The Chief Housing Inspector should ensure a new form letter is DBI Chief Housing 
drafted to provide property owners the date of the next reinspection and Inspector 
warn them that violations must be abated by that date. Inspectors can 
then fill in the time and date of the re inspection and hand it to the 
property owner at the inspection. 

R.l.33. The Chief Housing Inspector should create a cu.Jture where staff DBI Chief Housing 
and management meetings are held as scheduled and not canceled unless Inspector 
there is an emergency. 

R.1.34. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a definition of DBI Chief Housing 
success that includes inspecting all R-2s at least every five years and Inspector 
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 bow many days have elapsed since each NOV was issued. N~xt, 
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. 

R.1.35. The Chief Housing Inspector should measure the time it takes DBI Chief Housing 
for an open NOV to reach a Director's Hearing. We recommend using Inspector 
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. 
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R.1.36. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt an objective standard DBI Chief Housing 
for inspectors to use in determining when a case should be referred to a Inspector 
Director's Hearing. 

R.I.37. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that senior DBI Chief Housu1g 
inspectors follow-up with inspectors when there have been three Inspector 
reinspections on an open NOV. 

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.1.39. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is DBI Chief Housing 
required for I-OS to reinstate the FTB program and then ensure that all Inspector and 
necessaiy steps for making the FTB program pa1t of the IDS code Buildu1g Inspection 
enforcement process are taken. Commission 

(b) The BIC should approve that IDS use the FTB program as pa1t 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 necessaiy steps for making this possible as part 
of the I-IlS code enforcement process are taken. 

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

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

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

R.1.42. DBI MIS should revise the infonnation on routine inspections on DBI Management 
the DBI website so that: the property owners and the general public Information Services 
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. 

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

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

R.II.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 eve1y R-2 Operations 
in San Francisco is inspected by its deadline. 
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R.II.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.II.3. SFFD MIS should ensure property owner contact information is SFFDMIS 
included on the Inspection Worksheets. 

R.Il.4. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Companies to SFFD Deputy Chief of 
inspect R-2s on the weekend if that Company is going to have a backlog Operations 
during a particular month. 

R.II.5. The Deputy Chief of Operations should redistribute R-2 SFFD Deputy Chief of 
inspection from Companies that have a backlog to nearby Companies Operations 
that have fewer R-2 inspections so that the number ofR-2 inspections is 
more evenly distributed among neighboring station houses and are 
conducted more timely. 

R.11.6. The Deputy Chief of Operations should instruct Company SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Captains to give priority to R-2 inspections which have exceeded or are Operations 
approaching their deadlines. 

R.II.7. Battalion Chiefs should review progress on their Compailies' R-2 SFFD Deputy Chief of 
lists at least once a month, and if they find a Company has not inspected Operations 
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.II.8. The Deputy Cb ief of Operations should ensure that inspection SFFD Deputy Chief of 
training for firefighters includes stressing the two reasons for conducting Operations 
R-2 inspections--to ensure code compliance and gain building 
awareness--are equally important. 

R.II.9. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that all SFFD Deputy Chief of 
firefighters receive training on the R-2 inspections process that includes a Operations 
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. 

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

R.11.11. The Fire Marshall should require that code enforcement for The Fire Marshall 
NO Vs be more closely monitored so that NOVs are corrected more 
quickly. 

R.II.12. The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work The Fire Marshall 
on R-2 complaints) have reasonable workloads so they can ensure timely 
correction of all complaints and violations. 
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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 carmot investigate all their R-2 complaints in a timely 
mam1er. 

R.II.14. The Fire Marshall should standardize inspection and code The Fire Marshall 
enforcement documentation done by BFP R-2 inspectors. 

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

R.II.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.II.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.II.18. The Fire Marshall should finalize the details of the new code The Fire Marshall 
enforcement process that is required by recently passed legislation so that 
it can be implemented within the next 60 days. 

R.II.19. The new BFP Captain that oversees R-2 Company complaints The Fire Marshall 
should refer appropriate cases to the CA every year. 

R.II.20. SFFD l\11IS should revise the SFFD website to include: ( 1) SFFD Management 
details of the R-2 inspection process, such as: (a) the kinds of buildings Information Services 
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 (c) 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 ar1d Investigation homepage. 

R.II.21. The Cl1ief of the Fire Depa1tment should instruct SFFD l\11IS to Chief of SFFD 
make the inspection records available online for greater transparency. 

R.II.22. SFFD l\11IS should put the BFP phone number for record SFFD Management 
inspection requests on the same SFFD webpage as the instructions for Infonnation Services 
making an appointment. 

R.II.23. SFFD l\11IS should put the BFP phone number for reporting a SFFD Management 
safety concern on the same SFFD webpage as the instructions for Information Services 
reporting a safety concern. 
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R.ID.1. The Building Inspection Commission and Fire Commission Building Inspection 
should require a task force be formed to study DBI and SFFD inspection Commission and 
and code enforcement processes and make recommendations on how Fire Commission 
they can coordinate their efforts. 

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 

DBI Department of Building Inspection 

DBI MIS Department of Building Inspection Management Information Systems 

DH Director's Hearing 

Fire Safety Task Force 
Emergency lnteragency Fire Safety Task Force for Multi-Unit/Use Residential 
Buildings 

FTB California Franch ise 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 DBl'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 de'1;dline. 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. 

2. 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. 

3. 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. 

4. 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. 

5. 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 5.1 

Welcome to our Pe rmit I Complaint Tracking 
System ! 

COl\trL\INT DATA SHEllT 
Cnmpll!Jot 
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Owncrj.Age11t; 
0~111it!lll Pl1<1r11.:: 
C1m1l!.d Nam.: 
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Com11lai11:1nl~); 

t'lwl1e : 
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."'1 1nr~c 
,\!:.i1J11e;I ;n 
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P1!Sttlp1~m' 

ln..slru1:t inn.f.::; 

200 786911 
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Exhibit6.1 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 
HOUSING INSPECTION SERVICES PROCEDURE CHECKLISTS 
City and County of Sag, Francisco 
1660 Mlssloh Street, 6 Floor, San Francisco, California 94103-2414 
Phone; (415} SSB-6220 Fax:( 415) S.Sll--624& Department Websilo: www.sfdbl.org 

INSPECTOR FIELD CHECKLIST 
FOR ROUTINE INSPECTIONS 

ROOM-TO-ROOM INSPECTIONS & COMPLAINTS 

.., ., 
~ REVIEW ITEM FOR SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE (SFHC) COMPLIANCE (NC.TE; SFBC 
i IDCNlTFlES APPLICABLE SAN FRANCISCO BU'-DING CODE SECTfOl~S) 
a: 

SEC_ 605. PROHIBIT/ON ON WOODEN FIXED UTILITY LADDERS 
Wao:!en Fixed Uliltty LE.di!'Jrs ~au be prohiliited ~1 bullil.ngs which ~1tlaln R-1, R-2. aDd R-3 
Cw)p;il'l:;:i:s (hotel~ and apartrne.nt house (ill'ld c'11-elh1ijs). as definad by Chapler 4 ol fhis Cooe. 
'Fix0\1 IJ•lil'f l.oot!er' shall me:lll ac)• looder pe;rnanOJ1ttyalt9d1ed ta Iha e~terbr of a slrl)t,ur11 
or buildin.9, but ~hall r.ot lnduao ln!XIOI$ reqllired tly trio California Di\>isxm of 0A."".lp;i~o!l<! I 
Safely and Heall!\ for w~r~place saklty I Ml have L-een in~Et'.led \\'ith a proper permi~ « la:fdSl'S 
e~prossly authotiro:l ~'/ lhe Uip~rttnen! r,f Builif-ng ln.s~i;t::li~n for Suiltlilg Cixle ~Fi~ C'.(Jde 
ro1i1J.'{1;11103 pJr~oses. 'i\'oocl!!n Fi;(eli Utilityt .Edd;;i s ~hall b;; re111Q·1e:.! ~r teplatOO 'hil!'I r.ie111I 
la~dm tl\al comply •1.i~1 apjilicatle Builtiillg. i'ira, aon fi11,1sin9 Cooe requirements, 

2 TJJfTCU!:AR & UNOBSTRUCTED MEANS OF EGRESS: Please koep ail 
''!leans of egress. pflmary (front starrs, exit corridors), a11d seconclaty (rear stairs, 
fire ese<1pes} free from encumbrances (such as storage, flower pots. household 

I 
items, iO\undry rir;es, and! any tripping hazards). These paths oi travel are to be 
comple:ely clear at all times for emergency eMiting. 

-3- - MAINTAIN FIRE ESCAP~S: Check all fife escape a ers to ensllre that they 
are fully operational (in particular the cable and all moving parts) and that drop 
ladders are not obstructed. You should ha\le an h\dus11y professional Inspect 
and service your fire es.cape-s annually, 

CODE 
SECTIONS 

605 SH~C 

604 SFHC 

4 MAJNTAJN CENTRAL SMOKE/FfRE ALARM SYSTEMS & SMOKE 909 $Fl1C 
DETECTORS: In apartment houses and hotols maintain the central srnokelfire 
alcirr:n system wnh the operational light indicating on within the.supeNfsion panel 
box, and annual Fire Department cemfica!ion clearly pos1ed in those buildings 
where applicable. In all .residential occupancies ch0ck to confirm that all requJre<l 

!smoke detectors are installed and fully operational in aJI sleeplng or guest rooms, 
and at the top of e~·ery public staimay, and on 0v0ry third floor l:>elow. Replaoe 
batteries annualty. Do not paint ove: smoke det1:tctors 

5 & AG FIRE EX.TfNGUISHERS: In all apartment houses and 9 5 SFHC 
hole Ir> a Type 2A 1 OBC or equivalent fire Extinguisher is required on every floor 
of all public hallways. Required Fire extinguishers ml1st be serviced and 
retagged by an industry professional annual!y (this includes recent~/ purchased 
fi te exllngulshel'$).. . 
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Exhibit 6.2 

~c~kkinl:ial B~ng 011nerl0p;!To1or 
W<:>rrnalional 111aint;:inanw Checkli;;t 
Page 2 ot 5 

6. 

7 

8 

CODE 
SECTIONS 

MAJNTAIN ALL WOOD DECKS, EXIT CORRIDORS, STAJRS, GUARD 604 SFHC 
RAILS,AND HAND RAILS: You should have all of these existing items 
inspected ann1.1ally for dry rot fungus. deteriora.tion or decay by a licensed 
professional pest control contractor, general bui[ding contractor, architect. or 
engineer to ensure their safety.and stability. Have these professionals provide 
yoo with a written report of any recommended repairs. Obtain building permits 
to1 alt structural repairs. · 

MA1 A \I SI PROPERTY DRE' UMBERIN : Your resklential 706a(9),b(11} 
l>uilding mvsl '1ave the address numbers mounted at the front of the bui!<iing at SFHC 
a mlnhnum size of 4 Inches in a color contrasting from the building. The 
ad'dre'SS numbers should be clearty visible from the street by emergency 
vehicles. Jn addition, all guestrooms should be clearly identified by name, le!ler, 
01 OUniber. 

I 
MAINTAIN GARAGES & STORAGf; AR8.AS: In all apn menl ouses o , UOlf!? 603, 904 
or more and all ho1&1s, remove cornbustft)ls storage frorn all storeg~ ~reas lhat SFl-iC 
do not have fire sprinklers. Absolutely no conibuslibl'o stotage. may be kept 
under stairwells without a proper fire sprlnk!er system. Garages are only to be 
used for tha vehicle storage incidental lo the apartment house or hotel use. 

MAINTAIN GARBAGE ROOMS & GARBAGE RECEPTACLES: All garbage 707 SFHC 
rooms shall have 26 gauge sheet metal walls and ceilings or approved 
alternative. fire sprinklers and must be kept clean of debris and vermin with solf-
olosing tight f itting doors. All garbage re<:eptacles must be tighlly oovar@d, with 
a sufficieni number to serl.'e the building. 

1 PROPERL y MAINTAIN SECURITY PROVISIONS sue AS SECURITY 706, 801 
BARS, GATES, E/IJTRANCEIEXJT DOORS & DOOR SELF CLOSING SFHC 
DEVICES: All security bars io sleeping rooms must be openable 1rom 1fle inside 
wiUi a fully operational manual release {no keys, combination locks, or speclal 
knowledge is allowed to open security bars or gates). Abs,olutely no double 
cylinder Jocks (wtiich require a key from the inside and outstde} are allo.wed on 
any apartment unit or building entry or exit doors. Maintain 135-degree viewers 
at all apartment lmit entry doors mounted no higher than 58 inchr.s above- the 
floor. All entrance and exi1 doors shall be tight titting, self closing, and self-
locking. In all apartment houses and f1otels, aa public bathroom, community 
kitchen, garbage room, toot penthouse, guest room, and dwelling unit entry 
doors shall be tight fitting and self·closing. No padlocks or padloc'< hasps are 
allowed on guesf room or dwelling unit entry or exit doors_ 

- 11 MAINTA!flrSFfOT<5FFTOmfll~G~\ a I apartment a.uses ci11 712 SFHC 
hotels keop a shuioff tool near the gas me1er an~ post the instructional diagram 
provided by tho Departrnent oi Building tnspec:tion in a publ•c area near the gas 
merer. 
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Exhibit 6.3 

~seldential Blltl:fing o .. merlClperalOf 
I nfcm>a:ional Maintenance Ghe<:klisl 
Pil!JC3 of 5 

Ii 
"' -~ 
a: 

MAINTAIN HEAT & Hof WATER; rt your apartment house or hoiefllas a 
central heat sovrce such as a boiler or furnace system. yo1,1r heal system time 
clock must bl! set to provide heat from 5:00 am to 11:00 am and from 3:00 pm 
lo 10:00 pm. (13 hours daily). Maintain all habitable rooms al 68 degrees 
Fahrenheit during these time periods. Your central source heat system must 
have a locking thermostat to initioile the heat system located in a habl!able 
rnotn other than an owner or manager's unit (except for an all ow-net occupied 
residential condo building). Hot water to all units must be between 105 jo 120 
degcees Fahrenheit. For boiler heat systems, obtain annual certification per the 
San Francisco Plumbing Code. Radiators must be in good working Ofderwith 
pressure vatves. operational and valve shut·off handles in place. 

1 2 

MAINTAIN ALL FIREPROOFING, GLAZING; WEAi'Rt:t< PROOFING, 
EX-TERIOR STUCCO. e<TliRJOR SIDING INTERIOR WALLS! CEILINGS! 
CHIMNEYS & FLUES: Maintain \tlase areas free rrom holes, decay. missing 
materials and peelin!i! paint 

MAINTAIN EXIT SJGNAGE: Common hailway daors a. windows leading to fire 
escapes or exits must have the d.proprla1e signage, with lelle1ing 6 inches in 
height on contrasting backgroun . . 

j MAINTAIN ALL ROOF AREAS: In all apartment houses or hotels, keep all 
wire$/topes 8 feet above the roof. Remove all tripping hazarcf$. All doors to roof 
areas must be tight fitting and self-closing and openable from inside the 
penthouse door leading to lhe roof. This door must be lockable from inside the 
stairway to the roof if the roof is accessibl0 from an adjacent roof Keep the 
roof area free from combustible storage. Nothing should obstruct access lo-a 
roof-rnounted fire escape. 

16 MAINTAIN ADlZQUA TE LIGHTING JN ALL PUBLIC AREAS: Provide adequate 
Hghting 10 all stafrs, public halhvays, exit corrii:lors and fire escapes. 

MAINTAIN PROPER VENTILATION: In gara~feS,-pentnou~s. putlllo h<llls, 
furnace and boiler roams. gas meter rooms, garbage rooms, and all o:her 
ro(:tJ"ls \'lith gas appliances, maintain the proper ventilation and vent aystems. 

- MA/ NTAW SMOKE BARRIER DOORS: All front entry doors to tTie aparlmenl 

I house or hotel, doors that separate the garage from the public ha.ltway or lobby, 
ha!l'.vaf. doors between floors am! stairways (stairN~' enclosure doors), 
boiler/ urnace room doors, garbage room doors, an penthouse doors must 
have self closing devices ano remain closed to be effective smoke barriers. 

1S 

MAINTAIN FIRE SPRrfJRLERS/!VGARBAGt: & LINm CHUTES: In apartment 
houses and hotels, maintain fire sprinklers at top and bo1tom of chutes, and as 
Mluired ~Yl2i 27~ C<Xle. Do not saint over an_Y. sprinkler he_<!ds. 

lfVTliJN iii/ELLS: Keep al light wells clean and free from Lhe 
ac<:umulatlon of detms. Keep all light well drains clean and operational. 
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CODE 
SECTIONS 

505. 701(c) 
SFHC 

703, 1-001 
SFHC 

1011. (1) (5) 
srnc 

805, 810. 
1001 SFHC 

504 (g) SFHC 

504, 707, 
1002SFHC 

S06. 807 
SFHC 

906 SFHC 
-

1001, 1306 
SFHC 
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Exhibit 6.4 

~esldenlial 3 Jildmg 0 1\T1erloperalOC' 
lnformalional M-3.intenan~ c,;~~ktist 
Page 4 M 5 

MAINTAIN.ALL ffDOMS (\IACANTOR OCCDPJEDfln all residential buHdirtgs, 
<:lll dwelling units and guest rooms shan be maintained in a clean and funciional 
mAr'!ner Walls, ceilings, floors, windows, doors, lavatory i;inks_, and private 
bathrQoms shall be properly maintained, weather proof<ad and ftee from severe 
wear. moisture retemion. plumbing flitture Qr roof leakago, chronic and severe 
m:>ld and mildew or other diJap~:lated c::ondilkms. 

22 MAINTAIN ALL PUBUC BATR ROOMS: In all hotels, public balhroorns mu1:;t 
be maintarned in a clean and functional manner. The San Francisco Housing 
Code requires a minimum of2 (Jper<ifonal publrc bathrooms per floor when all 
guest rooms do not have private b(!throoms This number increases by one for 
eveiy additional 10..guest rooms (or increment of 10) greater that 20 guest 
rooms per floor_ Mechanica l \11-mtira tion must be capable of deli,•ering 5 air 
ctlanges per hour. Windows that provide naluml ventilation shall be well 
maintained and fully operational. 

23 

24 

25 

MAINTAIN ALL COMMVNITYKtrCRe!Vs:l11 n~els . al l community kitchens 
shall be main1<1ined in a clean and fun:ction al manner. Approved cooking 

E,r1lry doors to the community 
nters, flooring and sinks shall 
1k>rial grade materials s1,1c;h as 
11mended. 

facilities must have an electrical PC'\\101" source. 
kitchen shttU be self-dosing and tight fitting. CQIJ 
be of nonahsorrnmtlimpervious materials. lnstlt!J 
stainless steel oounters and tiled floors are reco1 

MAINTAIN ACCFrANDRAILS & GUARDRAILS; 
handrails an(! guardrails shall be property secur 
functional manner. 

All lnte 10 ' an e~erior 
&d and maintained in a 

I 
- IMA.ffo/TAIN ELEVArORS REQUIRED BY THE F IRE COD~ ote s with a 

by the San f ran-cisco Fire 
evalot for the residential 
ates safely. 

building heitt cxcoeding 50 feet (as calclllated 
Department shall ha\'e at least one operating er 
occuparits' use ttlat Is well maintained and oper 

26 MAINTAIN ADEQUATE GARBAGE PICK-UP: Al I residentla ui mg!> Qhal 
preveflt the aacumulalion of 
arbora9e and ur\sanitary 

27 

I 28 

I 

I 

maintain garbage pick-up ser\lloos necessary to 
garbage and debris tha1 would res4,1 il in rodent h 
conoitions. 

MAINTAIN HOT WATER HEATERS: All h-of wat er l\Catsrs must be properly 
Ives, shut off v~lves and vent 
tional. When loe<1ted in a 
nches off tha floor. 

secured and double slrappe<:r, P1essure relief va 
connectors must be properly in place and opera 
9ara9e the appliance must be a mlnlmum o( 18 i 

MAINTAINALL WINDOWS: All windows shaJI 6 -0 \'/eH maintained, tight frtting 
replaced. No window shall be 

ust have sufficient weather-
and fully o~ratlonal. Brok.en sash cords shall be 
painted or nailed shut. Replacement windows m 
s.trippin9 and a minimum 20 inch width and 24 in ch height if required for 
ascape. 
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CODE 
SECTIONS 

703, 1002 (d).' 
13016 SFHC 

506, 1306 
SFHC 

802 (¢}, 
1001 {f) 
SFHC 
713, 1002 
(b)·SFHC 

1306 SFHC 

1001 (f) (9) 
SFHC 

504 (a) 
ao1(a-o) 
SFHC 
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Rceids11!ial Bullclln(l Otmeri'Opcfa1or 
l nrcrmati:msl Malntcinance CheckJst 
Pages of ~ 

Exhibit 6.5 

11r d~;-J 
29 rt'IAINTA N"J~LL FWORING & CARPETING THROUGHOUT: All carpeting 1308 SFHC 

other floor covering shall be kept sat)itlzed and free of extensi\re wear aTJd 
tripping hazard. All ffoor coveri11gs that cannot be sanitized shall be replace 
an appropriate mariner to prevent a trlpplng hazard. 

MAINTAIN AU MATTRESSES & LINEN: In all hotels or guestrooms w ere the 130lf SFHC 
property owner or building operator provides maUresses and linen. th~se items 
shall be maintained i11 a sanltaiy condition and fme from insect infestation. 

31 REPAIR OR REPLACE LEAKJNG WINDOWS, PLUMBING FIXTURES & 
ROOFS: Investigate and repair leaks frQrn windows. plumbing fixttires or the 
roof quickly to prevet't moisture rntention that car1 cause rnold and mildew. Do 
not cover over leaking areas until the source of the leak is properly repaired. 

OBSERVE REQUIRED REMOVAL PROTOCOLS: Property owners need lo 

r
r2 PROVIDE PROPER NOllFJCATfONWHF£N DTSl'URBING LEAD PAINT & 

jjprovicfe residential occupants Vlittl proper notification when disturbing interior 
atld exterior lead based paint, provide proper signage, proteel interior 
floors.Jfurnishings, ar)d observe work protocols related to lerid paiflt removal, 
debris containment and migration, clean-<\IJ>, etc. 

PRO~LL Cr OTHES DRYERS: Mo1st11re exhaust aucls 5 a I e 
propetly maintained, he P.qUipped with a llack draft damper and tetmrnate on 
the outside of the building 

34 ON S ITE CAffETAKER: Apartment houses of 16 or more dwellings or hotels of 

± 
12 or more 9L.1est rooms must have art onsite caretaker that can be contacted 
by the ctty in case of en ergency. The name. unit#, and contact information of 
this individual must be posted at the front entrance to the building. 

PROVfDE AND MAtfJTAIN CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS'?Alarms Shall be I installed in dwelling and sleeping unit locations 1n accorda!,1ce with the Sl=BC. 

NOTE: , 

703, 1 001 lf) 
{h) SFHC 

1001 (g) 
SF'HC 

1311 SFHC 

420.4.(2) (3) 
SF9C 

Thi$ Checklist is provided for informational vse as a field guide to the Housing Inspector, and 
does not cover all i:io$sible viola1ions of the San Francisco Houslng Code. Forfurthet information 
the Inspector should consult the Housillg Code °' confer with their supervisor. 
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Exhibit 9 

Source Options: 

• CA Task Force 

• Qty Attorney Task Force Inspection (Code 19) 

• Qty Attorne~1 Task Force Inspection (Code 20) 

• Complaint 

• Complaint-BoilerT ransfe r 

• Complaint-Lead 

• Energy Inspection 

• Hotel Room-Room lnsp 

• Housing Authority 

• Housing Authority Complaint 

• Illegal Unit Complaint Received R-2 

• Illegal Unit Complaint Receive~R-3 

• License Fee Inspection 

• Residential Hotel Room to Room 

• Residential Hate I Routines 

• Routine Appointment Letter 

• Routines 

• Soft Story 0 rd i nan ce 

• Tourist Hotel Routine 

• 311 lntemet Referral 

• 311 Phone Referral 

• Bl D Referral 

• O:SF Referral 

• DCP Referral 

• DPH Referral 

• DPW Referral 

• E-Mail 

• Field Observation 

• Letter 

• Office Visit 

• other Source 

• Telephone 

• Web Form 
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• 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 

• 
• • 
• • 
• • • • 
• • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • 
• 
• • 

Exhibit 10 

Abatement Type Options 

Franchise Tax Board 
Hearing 
FTB Referral 
Infraction Violation 
Issued 
Initial Bill Sent 
Inspection Of Premises 
Made 
Inspection Warrant 
Letter/Report-EID 
Letter/Report- PIO 
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 
lnsp-No Entry 
Refer Case To City 
Attorney 
Refer To Compl/Routn 
Refer To Director's 
Hearing 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 

• 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 

City and Co.unty of San Francisco 
Dcp;1 rtment of Buildin\) ln5pection 41.'::\ I~ ·· - . ~I 

'V, w;; 
Edwin 1111. Lee, Mayor 

Tom C. Hui, S.E., C,9.0,. Diroclor 

11l3J2015 

·~..L!..,'!~ 

HOUSING l)JSPeCTION SERVICES REQUEST FOR msPECTION APPOINTMENT 

PRO~ERiY /l.DDRESS.: 
!lto::k: 

1ll'H)f){t>;{~t: 

Ty~ of lrt;pecti~ ROUTINE lNSPECTtON 

As 1n pre•110iJS 'l!?'ars . yc;w cooper'311cn Is nC111 being requested tQ rooli:(Jte 3 fequlred pcriodlt~ hC(lllh iltltl 
sa!ety "tSP~tion of tf.e b'J Jding referen:;.e;:I abo•e. Our rec:t.:rds shew !hat 1his property is due :for tt'lis 
1.~11pec1~11, tln<J :t01Jr ~s1s.1:ince ..:,: necessary 10 provide- the l·tou:.tna lnspet.:tor en.tty, Cliapler'$ 1 2, and 3 
of t.1e San Francisco Housing Code re~uire 111at the Depsrimenc of Building lnspecticn perfomi ;ericd.c 
ne~ltl\ and safely insp!!:cifcoo of ttio :ommon and public arnas of a_:;artme.:11 houses (3 or more dwellings) 
and hotels (6 or rr()re gu:.s~ tooms} Coml"'.on an-d p!!blic ~m~a-s foci.ut.e, llGT :;re r.:it 11mll.ed 10-, coa1m:m 
h3Jtway~ f~Uirod means c-f egress. !ire ascapi-s, roof! a-:oassibla :i.1 siairm1ys, 93rages, ba-sem-:f'ti;, 
:;!Drage roomsfare~s. boi111r1u~111y {Ooms. ccmmon llatb rcon'\S, 001t1.1t1Y•1ily 1<it,.:t1e11~. l;woor>· rooms, 
ga.5bage roc·msJareas, court yards. light wells, and rear yaras. P!ease note that t!'.e in:eriar of a~men1 
unils or guest rooms a"C not ~rt or lhls review unloss. 1 cquost.ed by an ocoJp;int a( the time of in.s.ji<!!Ctl.ir.. 

An in~riecuon o! >'¢1.lr propel'1y as ruf<lfl?ti.cild a-!>Ove r.a.s. l>ce-.'\ sehadu'.ti::J fot No Y•p!b11r 1 &, 21J·t:!J AT 
10,;,0~ AM P1easa suen.d, or ha•-e your representi1i•1e atteoo, to ptOV!de lhe Dep~rtn'#llt ln~ectc;r ;(!ICQeSS 
a s de~bed abo·1a. Ploas9 confirm this app;:iintmant by ror.1ac1ing th9 HooelnQ tnspec!Jr wt :m~ name 
and phone :it.imber appeam m '.he iower l"iig:l"ll h3nd <;omer The tr..s~ctor 11\;Ay be cont<iciod ~'/ l)l'lof.e, 
email. cc in pen;oo at 1660 Misefon Street 6L' Fleet be!Yreen 8:00 to 9:00 a.m. 31'1d 4:00 to 5:00 pm., 
M0Ma1y l/U'\ltJ9~ Ftic!oy, Yov n-..,-y al:i;o lc;we <l- •roic1s mail mes.sage.. !f the sub;ect property J3 a re5idential 
co:-tdamini'um butmin9, please prcYide the contact information of 1he pertinent honie c111ners (J$1JOei31Jon 
oflictr, ~o. provt.;1in~ P"'Par':y manager contact information is vary helpful in se~·inq ;-ou valuable tim:?, 
Please no~e Jn-at tne :ns~OI'$ cs~ r>.01 return C3;!L'l to t>'Oek~d phone r11.imbo1$ uni~~ you' h;M1 enabled 
(tli:s rcati..ro. 

If '>'Oll' a~ your representative· fail to· at:end ttlis inspe<'"..tion, .or you do not make ;m~~<!t11~ to.< rtn=ilher 
in,spectoA 11m~. the 'DepMrriem will alWIYlJl( to 9ain on11y 10 j'Our buildi1'9 a.s required ty Chapte; 3 of the 
Hooci,-.g Cede through an lnspecoon 111arr<U1t All ccsti aa&00iatea \!.1th sr, IMper.t1an warrant wl l be lM 
resr&ns.lblllty of !ho_proj)fil~ 

Your ti1m1t1 -oooperation is, imponam ~o facilitate ihis irm:iec1Jon •,o;hdl w.11 su1\•ey mslnte11ance, egre~ 
fire protect:tori, security, pro.,per r"(ler1t atialel'll.MI. al'lef 01M I' lle;)llti Md safel)• fr.lal.ures required by lhe 
Housing Code that ~romc1e public welfare. ?lease reviaw the sttache<l ,r.for rruticn, @nd.lor i:cnt.'let ~"Otl.! 
Housing Jns.:pectot tor m~ lnfomi31lon. Thank yOIJ tor yout assistanoo. 

c::-~"~. 

.1~1;,,.,,.;,. .·.~w,..00""9 c~~' 
S,r'f./C S'e..-f1"11 elJ-4 J.'atk,a !. A.i!idn<'.f 

mary eo u~IJ-.1 _ .-.(. 

Ctr.11fHcr.:sir ·ins~ 
B"y: 
em11lt: 
Pn<1ne: 

A~~\t\"-Sa~'·Co?.•fjfl("..;.~\.\'l {)/ Car1HJ-,, l\.{~J'l1'"<(1:J~ UTfu' S•nr:.,'nt 100"7".S 
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Exhibit 11.2 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSP.o:E:;.;;;C;..:;Tl""'O;;..;;N..;.._ ______ _ _ _ __ _ 
Housing Inspection Sorvlcos 
Cit~ and County of Sa~ Francisco 
1660 Mission Street. 6 Floor, San Francisco, California 94103-2414 
Phom1: (415) 553-9220 FillC :( 41 SJ 558-62-49 Deputlnent Wc:bsite: www.:sfdbi.Of1J 

RESIOEN'TIAL HABITIBIUTY INFORMA TION 
SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE REQUIREMENTS 
(PROPERTY OWNER MAINTENANCE CHECKLIST) 

REVISED FEBRUARY 26, 2014 

_ FOR ONE &.TWO F.Al'llll.V DWELl.INGS, __ _ 
APAfHMENT HOUSES (3 OR MORE OWELLING UNITS\ & RESIDENTtAL/TOURIST HOTELS 

1. SEC. fi~. PROHIB/TlON ON WOODEN FIXED UTIUTY LADDERS 
Wooden Fixed UllJily Ladder& sh1:1ll be prohibited on building$ wrich contarn R 1. R-2. aoo R-3 
Occupanetes (hotels and apartmenl house fand dwellings), as defined b~· Cha pier '4 of !his · 
Code. "Fixed 1Jtilily Ladder" shall mean any ladder permanently <1tlact-.ed to the exterior of a 
structure or building, but 511an not include laddors required by 1he California Dfllislon of 
Occupational Safety and Health for wori<place i<Jfefy that have t>tw11 !11stalled with a proper 
permit, or laddors e1<ptes5ly authorized by the [)epartrncnl of Building Inspection for l3u1ldir1g 
Code or Fire Code oompfiance purpOGQs. Wooden Fixed Utility Ladders shall bo removed or 
ropla<:ed with metaJ laddi'!rs !haf comply vo\th applieiJble Build'og. Fire, and Hcusing Coda 
requiremenlll. 

2. MAINTAIN CLEAR & UNOBSTRUCTED MEANS OF EGRESS: Please keep all rooans of 
egress, primary (froot stairs, exJt corrldora), and se.:ondary (rear stairs. ftto oscapes) free from 
encWT1brances {such as storage, fltl'\-er pots, household rtt.Jms, laundry lines. and any tr1pping 
hazJ11ds) l lle!;e paths of travel are to be ocmplete ry cl4!1,1r 11t all times for emergency exiting 

3. MAINTAIN FIRE ESCAPES: Check all fire esca~ ladders lo ensure that they are CuHy 
oper11tional (In partloular lhe cable and"" mo11ing parts) and U1at droo ladders are nQt 
obs1ructed. You should have an lndusby profcssK>nal Inspect and !'.P.rJi.c;e your 1T10 escapes 
annually. 

4 MAINTAIN CENTRAL SMOKEJFIRt: ALARM SYSTEMS & SMOKE DETECTORS: In 
aparlm&nt houses and hotels maintain the central amoketflre alarm system with ihe oper<'lli(mal 
light im:l icati~ on within !he supeN!slon J)Snel box. and onnual Fire l'.lepartment certification 
cfeaily posteo In tflose buildings whoro applicable. In ell residential occupancies cheek to 
.:ooflrm lh!ilt all required smoke dete<:tors <tre installed and Fully oparatlom1l 111 all sl~plng or 
gU&st rootr111, and at lhe top of every public stairway, and on every lhird noor belcw. ReplacB 
batter:es annually. Do not paint OYOr smoke detectors. 

5. MAINTAIN & RETAG RRE EXTINGUISHl1RS: In all apartment houses l.lM hotels a Type 2A 
10BC or equivalent Fire Extltlgulsl\er is requlred on every floor of all public hall.v11y$. Required 
Flre Exlingulsj'lers must be servi~ and reta99ed by an Industry professional annually (this 
includes recently purchased ff.re extlngulshel"$). 

6. MAINTAIN ALL WOOD DECKS, 6CIT CORRJDORS, STAIRS, GUARD RAJLS,ANO HAND 
RAILS: You shotild have all of these exls1ing Items Inspected annual!~ fordtyrot, fvng1JS, 
deterioration or deQiy by a licensed professional pest control conbac:tor, general buildlr.g 
contraclor, aroh~c.t. or engine6r to ensure tlwir safety and slability. Haw these pro!essionals 
pro~de you with <i •mitton raportot any recommended repairs Obtain building pemtils for a'I 
structural rep3irt:. 

7. MA/NTAIJJ VISIBLE •0 R.CP'=JUY ADDRESS IJWBERING: Your rasidam1al buildin.J must 
have the add res~ ru.mbers moonted at the fronr of IJ1e building at a minimum size or 4 ,nches 
in a co or contrasting 'rat'!l lhe building. The address numbers should be dearly visible from 
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Restdentl31 Building Owner/Open1h>f 
Informational Malntenana Clleckli•t 

Exhibit 11.3 

P:ago 2of4 

the st<eel by emergency vohlcles. lri ;idc:fition. all gucstrooms should oe cloa1fy .dentifieo by 
nam~. letter. or numbet'. 

8. MAINTA IN GARAGES & STORAGE AREAS: In all apartment houses of 6 urnls Qr mare and 
all hotels. remove combustible storage from all stora11e areas that do not have flre sprinklers. 
Absofulel~ no cornl:t.istlble storago may be k.ept unoor slalrw~lls without a proper fire .sprinkler 
system. Garages are only to be used for the vehicle storage inoidentol to the apartment hcuse 
or l'IOtel use. 

9 MA IN TAJN GARBAGE ROOMS & GARBAGE RECEPTACtES:Alrgacbage rooms st\.'1.11 lia•.•e 
26 gauge sheet metal walllll ~n<I <.-eilin_gs or approved alternalJvo, firo spnnk.lers and mus! te 
kept clean of debris a11d vem1ln with self-clo1;11n9 tight fltllnQ doors. All garbage teceplacles 
must tla tightly oovemd, with a suffJCient n umb~r lo serve lhe bl>ilding. 

10. PROPERLY MAINTAIN SECURITY PROVISIONS SUCH AS SECURITY BARS, GA n=s, 
ENTRANCE/EXJT DOORS & DOOR SELF CLOSING DEVICES: All !19curily l»l11l in sree::ping 
rooms must be openable from !~ in$lde with a fully operationBI manual release (no ke~·s, 
combination locks, 01 specia l knowledge Is allowed to open i:ocurity bara or oares}. Absolute!)' 
no double cylinder !oclts (which require a key from Ille lnshle and outsid~) aro allowed on eny 
apartment unit or buitding sn~ or em doors. Maintain 13o-degrec vkl1vers at all apar1ment 
unit enlry doocs mounted no higher than 5B inches above the fllX>f. All ent'ttnce and axlt doors 
shall btt light fitting, self cfoslng, and self-locking. rn al apartment houses and hotels, aD pl.b!ic 
bathroom, community krn:hen, gljrbage room, roof penthouse, guest room, and dwelling unrt · 
entry doors shall be tight fitting and selklo$irig. No oadlocks 0< padlock hasps are allowed on 
guost room or dwelling unit enby or exit doo1s, 

1 f . MAJNTAIN SHUTOFF TOOL NEAR GAS METER: In all epartmenth~Se$ and hotels k~ a 
~hutoff tool near the gas rnetet and post the 111strudional d139ram pro1Adl?d by the Oep&rl.mt!nt 
of Building lnspitctioli in a pubi c area near the gas motor. 

12. MAINTAIN HEit T & HOT WATER: If :tour aptm.ment hOUSG or hotel has a central heat source 
such as a boiler or furnace system. )•our heat system Ume clock mwt be &EM to provide heat 
from s·ooam to 11:00 am and from 3:00 pm to 10:00 pm. (13 hourgdaily). Maintain all 
habitabl11 rooms at 66 ~roos Fahrenheit during thes~ time periods. Your central soim::e heat 
system mu.st have a lo::kmg tnerJTiq3tat to initfa ta the heat system loc::itad In a habitable roon1 
other than an aw11er cw manage~s unit (except for an all ow11or ocet1pie<I residential condo 
bulldlng). Hot waterto all unrts mus.f be between 105 to t 20 degrees Fahrenheil For boiler 
he.at 11ystems, obtaln annual certification pct the San Francisco Prumbing Code. Ra-Oiotors 
must be In good working orderwittl pressure valves operational and valve shut-off hand!ea in 
place. 

13, MAINTAJN ALL RREPROOFING, GLAZJNG, WEA THER PROOFING, EXTERIOR STUCCO, 
EXTERIOR SIDING, fNTERIOR WALL.SI CEILINGS. BJJd CHIMNEYS &. FLUES: Mairrtall'll 
these areas froo from hQles, J;fecay, ml$Slng materl~ls ard peeling prunt 

1 ~- MAINTAIN E><IT SIGNAGE: Common llallway doof'S & vtlr.dows leading to fire escaµ.e5 or 
exits must have the appropri8te &ignaga, with lettering 6 lnctios In height on contrasting 
background 

f 5. MAINTAIN AU ROOF AREAS: In all apartr"lent hnusas or hotels, keep all wires/ropes 6 feet 
above the roof. Remove all trippin~ hazard$. All doors to roof a reas must be t!Jht fitting and -
self-closing ~nd openable from Inside the penthouso door reading to ihe roof. lhis door must 
be lockable frDln Inside the stair11ay Lo the roof If the roof is acoosslbl~ lrom an adjacent :oof. 
Kcap the roof area free from combusSJ:e storage. Nothing should obatruct acooss to ci roof· 
mounted fire escaJ)(}. 
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Exhibit 11 .4 

R~sldenf~I Bull~lt'l9 Owne4'/0perator 
lnfot1•n11t1onal Maintenance Checkll~t 

Paae 3 af 4 

18. 

17. 

1&, 

19. 

20. 

21. 

22. 

23. 

24. 

25. 

26. 

27. 

MAINTAIN ADEQUATE UGHTING IN Al..L. PUSUC: AREAS: PrQ\li.;le adequate lighting to ~II 
sta1 rs.. public hallw;;iys, exit corridors and f11e e$capes. 

MAINTAJN PROPER VEf'iTJLATION: In garages, ~nlho1,1~1>.1Rtblic halls., fur11aoa and boiler 
rooms. gas meter rooms, garbage rocms, a~d all other rooms wilh gas app!iences, mainlair'I 
tile prQPer ventilation and vant ~ystems. 

MAINTAIN SMOKE BARRIER OOORS: All from entry doors tr;> the apartment house er ha~I, 
doors that separate the garage from tho public hallway or fob!D'.. hallway doots ~tween f1oors · 
and stair.vays {stalrWaytl~l~)~l;ioiler/furnace roorn doots, garbage room doors. al'ld 
penthouse doors mus! have self closing devices and remain closed to b9 effsc1iva smok.e 
barriers. 

MAINTAIN FIRE SPRfNKLERS IN GARBAGE & 1.JNEffCHUTE,S: In apal'li'Mn1 houses and 
tjotels, rna.iri1ai n fire sprinklers al lop and bottom of chvtes, and as requiced by the Ho us Ing 
Cede Oo not pafnt ov0r any sprinkler l1!!'<lr;l$ 

MAINTAIN AU. LIGHT WELLS: Koop au light wells clean a~ f1ee from ihe accumulatlon of 
a~bris. Keep all llghl well drains cle:;in ~r..d operational. 

MAINTAIN ALL ROOMS (VACANT OR OCClJPIED): Ill all resid1o1rHial lrniidrngs, ali dv.'Q[llng, 
unlfr> <ind guest rooms shall be maintained in a cleat1 and run.ctional manner. Wans, cerllngs, 
ftQors, v~ndows, doors., la11atory sinks.. and private t>athrooms shall bQ p r~eny maintained. 
vte-ather proofed and rreo from severe wear, moisture retanuon, plum bing fixture or roof 
leakage, ~hron ic and s~ere mofd and mlldow Or' olher dil8Pideted conditions. 

MAINTAJN AU PUBU C BAm ROOllS: In all hotels, public battirooms tnUS1 be maintained 
in a ci'(lan amt functional manner. Thct Scm Franci$(:O Housing Codo requires a minimum of 2 · 
operational public l:>athrooms ~r ffoor wtten :.ii guest rocms do not have private balhrcoms. 
This number Increases by one for every addl!lonal Hl-guest rooms (or increment of 1 O} greafei 
that 20 gu~st rooms per floor. M&chanl~l ventilation must be capable oi derNering 5 air 
changes per hour. Wind::iw5 that provide natural ventilatioo shall b-e v~a maintained and full~· 
operational. 

MAINTAJN ALL COMMUNITY KITCHENS: 11'1 hotels, all community ki!chens.shall be 
maintained in a clean and fune!lonal m1;1.nner. Approved. cook in[ facilities must have an 
ele<::mcal power &otJrw. Entry doors to !00 comrnunily kitchen shall be sel~-<:!oolng and tight · 
fittitllg. Counters, ftoori11g and sJnks shall be of nomJbsorbenWmporvious materials. lnstlltJlional 
gr~de materials s1Jch as stalnless steel counters and tiled fioof!l are recommended. 

MAINTAJN ALL HAHORAlLS 4 GUARDRAILS: AD interior and exterior h~.ndralls and 
gu<irdrails shall be property secured and maintain<!Jd lo a functional manner. 

MAINTAIN ELEVATORS REOUfREIJ BY THE ARE CODE: Hotelswitt1a build.Jllg ho1ght 
excee~Ung 50 feet (as aitctJlated by 1fle San Francisco Fire Department> shall have al lf:ast 
one operating elevator for the residential occupants' 11se that is well maintained and OPP.fates 
saf~lv. 

MAJN'rAJN ADEQUATE GARBAGE PICK-UP;· All residenHal bltlkllngs shall maintain garbagu 
prclt·up .3ervices necoss.ary to preo1erit 1he ac-cumulalion ot 9a1bage and debris t11at woukt 
result 1n todsnt herborage and unsanitary condllions, 

MAINTAIN HOT WATER HEATERS: .NI hot 11tator heatE!rs must be properly secured and 
doub!~ strapped. Pressure relief 11a[vf!s, sh~t off "alves end vent connectors must be properly 
in place and oper-atkinal. \!\'hen located in a garage lhe appliance must oo a mlr.lmum of 16 
lnchAS off the ffoor 
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RC$ldentlal f3oUdfng Owner/Operator 
JnfonnaUonal ,Ma1nlallal\C:O Choc:1<r11;t 

Exhibit 11.5 

~llQE14 of4 · 

28. MAINTAJN ALL WINDOWS: J\11 windows shall be WGIJ maintained. tight fi!tillg snd fulfy 
operational. Broken sash oords shall be replaced. No window shall be- painted or nailad shul 
RsplacomMt windows must have sufficient we"ther·sl:'ipping v.nd a mil'llmum 20 inch width 
end 24 inch height if required for e£cape. 

29. MAINTAIN At.L FLOORING & CARPETING THROUGHOUT: An ·carpeting or cU1i;ir fllll,'lr 
covering shall be kept sanitized and free of extensive w~ and tripping hazard, All floor 
covo1ings (hat canllOt be sanitized shalt be replaced in an appropriate manner to p.revenl a 
'frippin9 M7..ard. . 

W . MAINTAIN ALL MATTRESSES & LfNEN: In all hotels or goostrooms \'/hors the i;t"QPerty 
owner or buflding cpemtor provides matlra.GS$S Md ur1an , these lfel'T'~ shall be majntai'led in a 
sanitary condition and free from insect Infestation 

11. RE;PAIR DFtREPt.ACE LEAKJNG WINDOWS, PLUMBING FIXTURES & ROOFS: 
I nlf&Btigl'Jl:e i;ind repair leak.s from windows, plumbing fixtures or tho roof qtii:ckty to pre1renl 
mot!01vfs retenoon that can causa mold and mildew. Do not co'ier O\'t;'ll' leaking areas ur.til the 
soi..ree ot thG leak is i:i~opertf repaired. 

32. PROV10E PROPER NOT/FICA noN WHEN DISTURBJNG LEAD PAINT' OBSERVE 
REQUIRED R"EMOVAL PROTOCOLS; Pfopertyowners need to provK:le reside1)1ial OCCl.lpant~ 
with proper notification when disturbing interior and exterior h!lad based p~int. provide proper 
signage, protect lnlerlor floorslfumishh'tga, and obs~rve work pr~tor;:ols related to lead paint 
removal, debris cbntainment and migration, olean·up, etc.. 

33 PROPERLY VENT ALL CLOTHES. DRYERS: Mqisture t'!XhtilJSt ducts shall be prop¢rly 
malntaJned, be equipped v.;lti a back draft damper s nd ierminate on the· outsido of !ne 
building. 

34. ON SIT£; CARETAK£R; Apartment housGs or 16 or more dwellings or hotehi of 12 or more 
guest rooms must have an 011!1olte c;irat.akec fhE1t can bP. contacted by l11e cit'/ fo case of 
emergoocy. The name, unit#, and contact information of this a)d~1ldual mu~t be pO<Sied at tne 
front entrance lo the bu~dfng. 

35. CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS: State Fire Marshal approved alarms ao::l detection systems 
are requjrad In the common areas. ar.d sleeping moms or e-xlstfrir; residert1ial bLilldi~& that 
contaitl' 1uel-bumlng appllanoos. such as fleahus or gas appliances, fireplaces, etc., as 
deline<Jteo in the San Francisco Building Code, 

36. l_OSS OF DWELUNG UNITS: The Planning Department. and Oepartrnent ¢f Sulldin9 
tnspec!!M will re•1lew the proposed loss of any ctwellin!l units in a btiildlng grealer than lwo 
units (fe911 ~or illegal) pursUflnt to Executive Direct..'i;e 13·01. Issued i>'y' Ma1\f(>r Le-e 01l 
December 18, 2013. 

NOTE This iof<>rmatJonal cMd.li~I t:> ptovldGd for the general use of f~icten11al occupants. 
prop.erfy owners •. op~rator.i, managers. and Ille puol'~. This criterion do~s n.of address all 
polentml Cocte vmlallons that may be- detecti:d dunng an orHlte lnspec.llun and Is s.uh~ct to 
changt!wilho-ut notice. Please conlac,.i the Housin9 lnspectiol'l SeNioes Di-1ision al (415) 558. 
6220 durin9 busines~ h£X1rs if •t(}lJ require further informati1m. 
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City 11nd Cl>unty of San Franc~o 
Oept11tment of BulkUng lmpacfion 

Exhibit 11.6 

N:r~~at21. 2008 

Edi\ in Oii. LAe, l\layor 
Tom C. Hui. S.E., C.8 .0. Director 

lk>TICE OF NEW HOUSIHG lAW 
.M!ENDSTiiE SAN FRAHCISCO HOUSING cooe 

BANS EXTERIOR WOODEN FIXED UTlUTY LADDERS 

De:M Ptopetty Owneri'Operator: 

Wooden exterior lixtd uffUty 111ddors -SH the wmplu p!~tind abov&-- are now prohibited on rHldentlal 
buildings end mustlmmedllllely bCI removed W:th 1 pt0per buOdlng p•rmit. Tl'is acH~ Is a.1os<.1lt of ;xi~ by the 
Sar Fr.im:isoo 3oard ct &i;:ervisora of O'dir.:n;e Fi:e 'ro. ~1010 crfJilttlg Socllon &:15 cU~o S~ Frar.ci3co H:)llmg 
Code. Thi! new l!m !.!Ires cffec1 on Dscemoor a . .2000. &\le lo lhe pol!nial daniJot of llese s:ru~uro~. !!\ii Jtepatmoot 13 
al-eooy ciCl"lg ?fCPerfy O-M'lan !o encau~e lrnmecicta r~I of lhese hidcer$ urder lhe general l'llfillsnanre pr:<\mre 
of ii;e H:xis"ng C:lde. 

Tht1• wooden ltiddtrs may be repl1cod wllh metal ladders proparllf aecur.cl to Ille buildlng const111cte<I with an 
approved building perm If. Fer re;ilacerrent rcqirnmerls seo TiUo 8 of C31ilomia c.cxto of RfVJlatioris Sc~QO:l 3276 & 
32"77 (Cal CSf'IA) ard Sar. Franclsw BLd:liog o.xi~ .l.dm~ratJw Bu ldn No AB·Ol 9 illt'llnded Janaal')• 1, 2JXe (\''si 
11ov11~.slo1>l.QI!l ta $!le 1lis l\:fmnlslra!i'P. 6.llleUri). Failura to volcm~rlly r•mova tho vlOc'dtn lllddl>fl Villi rault in 111e 
luua11Ce of a fotmel Notice or V'wlation to the property owner requiring removal wl'thin 30 dayJ of lestance. Fo! 
1oor lnforma1lon tio ne1v lav1 staflls: 

SEC. 8011. PROlllBITIOJI OH WOODEN FIXED UTIS.f1Y I.ADDERS 
"bodtn Find Uli/ltJ Ucirfonr 1/JfPIJ b• ~fNd en bulld11191 whl'h conlaln R-t, R-2, 111d R..J CQ::llp1ncfti {Jro(t!$ Md 
1pllrl111tnt hOun [lltd dlwlllngs] }. u ck1i11«1 by Cbapm 4ol1111$ Code. "Rx«/ UtJ/Jly LAddw" sb1N muri •llY laddtr 
p1rm1oonu.i it~chtd lo llJO utDtior of r alnrmn or buifrlng, but $1t14t/ rKlf indudl IaddWi r9"qu.lnlcf by tfl$ Cmifonrhl 
DJvislDll Of Otet~ool~Atld l:IP.!.tm~t.11.0! ufety fluf a!fv bOW? lri•~e.d. ~'UJ.HLOJ!.Dr JIOflllft. Q!fr~rs 
DXPftSsly ~lllo!fnd by tht Da,,mmont (1f BJ.dla.Ylg l11$fJftet!On (Of 811Ild111g Code or Fir& C«tt C~llJCI purp~u~. 
Woodin Rxed Uttlfft Liiddm slt~JI bD 1tmort!f °'rep/~ with mwal /1rldel'$ t!Nit wmply with appl.~•lll• BllltclJng, Rro. 
•mJ HotrrJng Codt requirarnentr. · 

- ir you ha~1kns or requte furihori'ltormaikiii '~arcting dieremov81 ol lho'i:\;Oilen Wdors p~ase COl'iXl fbe HoU$TllJ 
ln~pec-.b!I Servi;ies Dl·~ton at {.lt15) 568-6220; or1he ·r edlniet1I Seivtes Olvlslcn at f415J 558.02~ fer inforrr aeon 
rega.rdlr.g the code s!nru.Ertis fw met!ll re;:tcicemenf 13cfdors. Vraa~e 'ol$tt 11!0 DBI we~ site, 'li\VW.:.-ftl!Ji,org dick Hou~ 
nspoC!ion SefVlccs ID SB! di!laled ·nronnair.-,1 on ~e ~an on 1\oo~en ubli~/ ladders. · 

Housing lnspec;tion &trvlcea 
("0 MlflltHt 81n!ot-s~ FrnClfc;o CA $4103 

Offi~4t415J ~20 - FAX (415) MW249-WIWUfelblMg 
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Exhibit 11.7 

b=....,,onc of t.hc ~'bol~ 
1\ffl1/ 08 

FU ~ N(>. o.!1010 ORDrNANCENO. ~~ -08 

1 (Sundlng - B~n on Wocdan Fixed \Jlillly Lodclenl.J 

3 Ordfn:ince amendrng lhc &.n Fr•inclsco Housing Codo to odd Section 605 prohibltlr19 

.. - ----;r-' woOdonfimUllltfV ladders fn R7"1, E{-2, and R-3-0ccupancfes, und making nndlng~ -.. ~- ·---. 

5 

6 

7 

B . 
I i) 

'.0 

11 

12 

13 

14 

15 

10 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

undor tho coutornla Envlronrnontal Quollty Act 

Nole: 

aa ft ordained IY; :he Poople of the C.ty end COunty of San Francisco: 

SOcllon 1. A114logs. 

(:l) General Flndll':-g&. 

(1} Cet1aln struclures and buflo1119s vt.tMn tlio City and Coun1y of San Frooclsco 

("Clty") hava exterior wooden fimd "u1lllty l<lddera• not raqulro.:I undor stuto. local. or 

fadetul aakJ(y rogula~ons. 

(2) If not JbC!PCriY ~od and aec:ured, W!>Odo.1 utility laddor& presort. hoaJh 

and $Sfcty t!sks IO tho public dua to susropllbi1ily of wood to rotti~!l Md de~erloraton O'/Sf 

tlme. 

(3) The ccl1Cli1J~ or wooden flxad U'jllty tadde11 may be dlffioultto dfscem exceat 

upon close :naJ>-:n;!lon and. In CCrt.\ln ln31ances, wooden utilitY loddors may oulw:irdly 

-11ppaar s.ifo for u~.de~Jll[ de(erigr;ated and tlan11~ruua £.~dttion. 
.. .. -

(4) Many PrPt-~rtfownen> are Utl!lWllro oflhe l!llfP.iy issues creafGd by falRr.g t:i 

remove woo~e~.~-utlltty ladders er ~pf®e tr.em with meliil uUllty laddo111. A wook °' 
failing l~d!>_t P.~Jirowrty owners, bul!dlng ro:;ldcntG, tcn1.irits. and SJJBl!!a st risk. 

'411cnt:m tke-ol:o'dc 
llOAAD 01' $UPE:IM~DRS 
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Exhibit 11 .8 

(5) Absent lcgis1atr.•e edlort, properly a.'ll'lets may ltlck T6!1t.: l~m1Y incentfve3 to 

·2 inspool, m11lntaln. or remtwe ~!'191\V~ ood&-Comp9anl y..ooden uillity l~ddflr3 . 

-a- (a)Ja..or:c'.er.h~ooernl ~~ro ond l:~, it is Ulerefure in thu publlc 

4 inter\9$\ to reQufre romoval of woodan flxcd u~ty ladde~s or lfl.e taplatumcnt of Sucl\ 

5 laddars with safo.i metal vtility l::ldcters. 

G (7} l:nfo rcemenl of this lf:!i.!latlcn ·1til1 ~r lhrou."gh' the exleting rot1tlne lnspe~lon 

7 prograrn llJJ!f through onwe~mg,11 pCj)qedyCe.!! as d9){BI~ by tho D~pQrJa!AAt of 

8 ~ lNiQootJoO fOJ R·1 and R-2 Occu~ncies (hotalaurd apartment houses) and R-3 

9 ,Qccl!l,!f!OCleg fcne-?Od M\l.ftlmlly dwe!fjng units> delineated in Chapter 3 of tt:;, Hou,lng 

10 Ccxfe. 

·11 (h) E1wrronm1rntnl. Fin:lings. Tho Pkanr.lna OE!f>3rtmanl has determined that ttic 

12 actions contemplt>tad ;n ltlis O~intlm:e ere in compllaMO with u~ Callfnmla. E:nvlronme11tal 

13 Qu1;11icy Act (Cl'lllfOmla Publlc Rer-ourcos Code scc~ons ?.fOOO et asq.). Said dek)rminal.kln IG 

t4 on ftle wl:h ~e Cle~ Of tho 9otlrd of Supervisl'.>!S in Filu N1>. __ 0_11_10_1_0 _ ___ ~ and i:a. 

15 lnccnporatod herein by ref;i.rance. 

16 

fl' Soc:tion 2. The San Francisco Housing Codu Is hereby amendelj by adding Section 

18 605, to road a3 follows: 

19 gt 6fJ5, PN011TBfITO¥ QN WUOIJBW/1fXRP. 0J1.JJILMDJ)O!£ 

20 ~trerl.U1Jlll)' J.qddtu~ .tlrall lJ#,nm.,W;j\'lf#~ lm!Mlr:1p1 .... •lt&:'h '"Olllul.rt R·/!>.eft~ ·/Ll, 

~ AiidM Oc~dey (lu)[e!.tand aOJ!!!!!!.W .My.te1). tis iUn,;.idP.,, CTr.·JPiiti-1dJ}if;~ 
22 Jl!if.tl)!·l',.mder" thqll raga.? !tW /nd4.v .,.._,.ma1tMJlv 9tJa1;!:64 to liK @riOJ· of a §lntct:l/'6 0r lh.lldIJ.t!J,._ 

2.4 iw-!pia"sirt:t-1 tAat /t(Zl,r4~ imm&!l wllll 4 W"'Df!P.W,,icnr ldJ:fJm·exprml'I~~ 
25 De.mrlmMr,pf~IJfOI' B11~0tk OY l'll'd Co<ij: 1:9rr,gli1mmmtm0.ta.t. 

Sl.¥>~r MciGaldrfcll 
BOA.RO OP' SUf>f:R.\llSOfl9 
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Pl!; No. OS 1010 

Data Ap;:tOVed -

QlJ-' C...-0 sf RM l'tt'"'"°' 
'l'W!l~t 
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Exhibit 11.9 

J 

l b«t•)'. <~ lllU die fOt'ftOWt; Ordl•A11°<• 
..,..., PN~LLV PA85m OJI lllottmbtl 41 

"lGll& by llH !I-uni ofSQf1..,.Jrc-rt o8 01.c Cit)> 
11nd Comity of ·!!'on fn.Ddtl:fl .• 

105 
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13 

14 

15 

16 

1,'l' . 
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19 

20 

2.1 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Exhibit 11 .10 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 

DENNlmR.J EPj\, ·~y 
By: ll~ . 

AMrewW. Garlll 
Deputy City Atwmey 

:'W~tf\lllOf Mc°'1!7i1;;. 
.BQAA[)OF Slll'~ISOI\$ 
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Exhibit 11 .11 

City and County <>f SIW. Fnmcisr:o 

Tails 

Ordinan«:CI 

Date Pan ed: 

ci.1 tt.n 
~ llt Cl""' 8. O">ll"-' nu~ 
S'IDA><l'l»:ll".;<\. <;41-• 

Ordlrano;i a1T10<"J:fh9 \he san F!8.11ol&co J+;;~n~ Co~) 11> aci\j $;x:tlon B_DS pnih~llti~ 'i.~ 11xed 
ullfdy l!Udlk'e n R·1. R'2'.. ant.! 11.-3 Qocr.lp\V'l;kl11. ~.111! making llndn11> un~r llio ~lforl'lla 
l::;nvtvnrnenlal Clll!.~ly Ac!. 

Oct-;Jl>:Jt 2.3, ZC-08 Bc.ud or SL"?t:.~'i~-S - PASSFJ) o~ !;n{.~l' REAt)~{l 
. Aytt 10- • .\IJOllo•?W. C:ho. Daly, l>uCry. llibc:rnCJ. Muvocll. Mc.(lul.:Jrlc.k, 

Mld;uirij, ~Ian. St.tidoVlll 
A~t: l • ll.Dlt.1bno 

Novttnbc!' 4, 20C3 "Bou!l QI Stipcn1aco-FJNALL Y PASSh'D 
Ay~i J l Afullo-~cr, Al!lmilIDO, 0:11!., DL'y, Dtl!ty, J!lsb:Qd, i.r..uw~lt, 
MeOclll'"-dc. Mir:Qtimi, E'atb • .S81adm·•! 

- -·---------'--
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Exhibit 11.12 

NEW BAN ON WOODEN 
FllED-UTILITY LADDERS 

IF YOU HAVE ONE OF THESE LADDERS ON ANY 
BUILDING YOU OWN, YOU MUST ACT- IMMEDIAT-ELY-

TO REMOVE OR REPLACE IT. 
Wooden fixed tJtllity ladders may be 
dangerous. and are now ilregal. These 
ladders were commonly added to buildings 
oonstrucled in the City durlng. the 1 !130s 
and earlier. Ttiey were never part of a 
building's fire escape system; but they often 
were Installed as a 'convenience' to bullding 
owners who wanted roof access Without 
bringing a portable l~dder to the site.. 

These ladders are now prohibited on 
residential buildings and must be removed 
wrth a proper building permit Action by 
property owne.rs is requi·red as a result 
of legislatlo11 passed by the Board of 
SupeFVisors and signed by lhe Mayor. The 
new law takes effect on December 8, 2008. 
Given the pot.ehtla1 danger they p<>se, OBI is 
already cltlng property owrters [O encourage 
immediate removal of these ladders. 

Protect your building and those IMng in 
it by calling the Department of Building 
Inspection's Housing Inspection Services 
today to learn what to do. 

Obtain helpful infonnation on OBI'$ 
website www.sfgov.org/dbl or call (415} 
558"6220 and comply today with the City's 
new law by removing these ladders .. 
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City and Coun1y of Sm f rilncl6CO 
Oeparuuent of Building lm1p~t101\ 

Exhibit 11.13 

Edwin lit Lu. llayor 
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.8.0. Ol!Ktaf 

Notice Requiring Compliance Of San Fr.1ncisco Housing Code Se<:tion 6-04 
For Apartment B1.1ildlngs/Resld&ntial Condos (3 or m ore unlta} and Hotels 

•Amdavlt la on Rovvrn Sldol 

On Scplall'Der 17 200 lhe 6Qi1Jd Qf S\lperv1scrs jlSSIJ;foJ Ord'11;,nc1>1Y 1112-02 '1Jhl~h ad:!e<l SllClor 6C"' to tile Sa'I 
F..,ncJ~o Houai11g C(JJJe, Thtt f)1Jl'lir..cnl part of Ille Code Section ht p·n·1ilod b1Jlow tor '.(Our re1e1enec. TOO foU.,.,,ing 
lnlN""1a!3on '1{11f~Cl!iRl'"1Jral~oo packa.;e to !ii!i&lafyour i!Jl'irnil,l;:il Oftno·roqulreinill!JiWITd11c. n11W'-a-n_,d,.-- --
11111ety 5 years hereafter. T"ils. r~~Uif1Sni:.oi is scparah anj will cydo kldependoenl'~· f1.;;m lhe penoo.U l'l!!all~ &. ~;ir11~1' 
(routlnc.) enllP<Jctlon& requ;rea b~· Cl'lo\~t"' :! of U.O Ho'-"lii~ C:xlo. I$ In tor !lo' 1.,. b,'1 Ltl'O •111!h tne ro1-1iM 
1ns1t0Q11on raq11opt li\'ors to ;;blJLJlf.P.D>tr.ly, 0-11 ri ~ 1'1 11 1 H I "'" i ns ato:J t lhe a rJavl 
Q6l!;BSS 

U.C. 104. ! l'Rl!i:'TUlUI. ~JolllYE'.KUa:. 

'•> >.h~"'" ;(o~..ll:d. Al """' 8'1~ l")!t~• efloti<i. t ol:cnlos, IJf'.dt:gi. Ml c9~1<1C<$, -.y ·~~llrns, ''"'e ••l• I••"" lllil$, f f o ow:i:e>, er onr 
.,...-.. 111~1•ur h l.\'O!DI~" .,...,,. •• ,,:nu "' •P•""""' huldl\ija 8"l In>:~' 5.'llll to '"J~:i<lod Ir, • ,,,..,,..~ 9'n"'llJ o....,lr.ltl«. ex• •tr ..ct...i 
IA•l <»rmlUtlON>oo Y • i;,:crsad ~..i:.r-11 a1e1ln<t « enanoe<, '>b:f'/ll~ ltu.l 'h~ .,;, •Y.C.m. <lllte:>t C.l<orYJ, dlbl II' &tt1 ;w1 ll-.,.••I 
1~ .n ~""'""'"'"'•Qfl11Jr in sleqUJ.te•11;1;J!Q or.rcr,• ru! '"'-!l'Cl!I nat-.1diy'<ll.ll.nau• do-I'", J.oc:4Q,,,. llU>il!l'!< •lle~.on 
Prcp•n~ °"''"'••rta.l p111\td1~ro:tol oon11>J"""' ""' ~,,..::lo•t;ys:t:mllin~., oln:i•vtrcu,. (flf<A.'d•Hv!Jl• lhj:iu1m•~•t;r.•ny-h 
'''"IJO'l?Oe hlpotkr t.> 111'1 H~ 1...,...u;.. S«>i."ft ON.Ill>"' 1muy l\a I "' Fori:<i<PG<f'l ol tio lt!'C."l:n "11111Nr-~ fins 
maaris thas.c RrtR• .,,t,~ ••-ct •!'Ud.)-oliJSnQ are~ 

Siii Francl$~o Hou!Nng. Code RequlntmenC.: Sec:lon ~ reqlM'&• apan."l'..i•1; hUlllio (in;lu1·n;, tell~enlial 
OOl'dorr,lni1.1m tiu~dings cf 3 ltN&lng11crmo:o} and holol (611.ier. ro::wns 01 mwe} :Y1n11t111 tohiJl•e au btJldlrg ~p.,17Jar~: 
to bH ln5~ tr~ a U::emed gerera oontractct. (I( strucblra' pc$t ccn1101 tloerue, ct l'con;od prof41nicnal arcol!ect: er 
ongir.oer, \IC<ifY!ng tnat lhe exit sys.:em, ciwoor, balcony, oecll, er any .'8rt thereof (!ha\ ci....'1ll ... ii;hln t'te sLllject b~ldl~ 
as ld.9nureo ;Ulo\lo) Ii; Ir general 3afe ~diaon, rn ;i.dcquatcwo:'ki'!Q orrler, and 're61h>1"1;,<JtiJ~ dry rot. fuigus. 
oeterloraliOl'I, dOC<l'f. er rmproDC> 41'.e!:l:ICn. Appon«Qos ;ro described a; all w~ Md 1nc:..i ccck3, t:etcon!e3, lanc 'ngs, 
eiclc corndol"$, $b:lirway ')'&ems, g~'t!lats, r-.:ondr;:s~s. rrwGS:ar.os or any GSllS tl:t·~r 1~ v11:atlicr-ex::ose11 area.9 
(&X~~i"g l~urior buil:ilig areas} 

Note for Residential Condominiums: T.l:e S';)n Fr.in:isco H:xlll<TIQ Code detinea resimnlbl cor1domniu:m; (of three 
uv.oelllngi t;i: mere) lo be a;iartmEnl n~ und '.herC:ore sutjoc: lo t.1116 n!quireme11~ Rttl:OnUal condom1nhi:n ownen. 
a'10U~ h~ thoir home oviners B!18ocls:IOn COl'rlPli:tc tic cnclOGCCI ailida\'it Ir lha bu!l:ltlg ap:icn(i~os dasc.1be<I ab:;-.'!! 
ara 1n the Co111mor or ;:iublic aeasol 1E t>u~drng If ~lfl aro "ct portof:l>e co1Tmcn :ire:i, butt:: '1lcd to a. spociftc 
d t'lt:!ltis":Jlcumlo, !hon ll\3t ;esi:!ential COJ1dominlurn <Niner mui;l ;Qm~let~ thl' afll::!avll ll.'ld reb.lrn n IO the Ocp!lr:tnent of 
BLllellng lflape;Uon pc:: lhe1 irlslr..ict:k>~s lrdc:sted he101v 

Proof of C o m pllimco & Motlllng lnstn1cttona: l>roi:err,·oA'ners s~oll p1ov:d11 pruof ol~O'T'lplillicewllh ll'lle. Sto!ICt'I ~~· 
submlt?lng lha anclo3el! oJTI<!IYVlt, wlh verifica~lon (i' apl)llcablel complt!te<I hlltl r.luned by~ llce11sea Jh"Oless!onal 1>t10 
llllilpuctod t:.O aubjec1 tullcUn9. Compl1110d affidiNlt1 muoo ba 11..1bmll!ed :o Illa Housln~ l 'ISi;llCllon SGr.1C!!a Ol'o'lslcn .:.! 
r4iet,lod bokM , ever1 5 'jesn11. Plea!lll !ftlld con\~lat~d and signed affidil\•llS tc 1he: 

"11 r rancloco O<l~tr1t ot9ull1lhli) 1.....,..11,,... 
140• ... oa IMpo~on Scrv'°"" Dlvltibrr 
Atln: S«don Gl4 H.C. At!lrllwlt FlLl;Q 
1000 Minion 3tlee\. &'° fio0< 
nn r'-"olara, Cl\ 9410 :1-2414 

Codb Enforc;omontfor F111ur. to fll~ Coce e11fet\:lml•ltll prOQOorfw'•us as roqi..'roo b~ 1ha Sar1 fn!Jlc.sc11 Hou81n;i Co;r. 
wJ1 I.Jo 1•7(i:ito:i agalns! tnosa propert:r ,,. .... ,.,, 1v!"' do not fi'(J oo:nclotod anti 'gned ettidtr1Hs eo lhe notart'r>ont oC 
Bullellng r.speelior•. Ii )>:>U nave an'{ •Wl1t~·s on this mat'.:ir plo:tSB CilU lhe noJslng lrs~t0n Servoee Oi"Mk:n at (A 1!1) 
561).(1220. 

Housing lnspoction Division 
1660 lllillsion strocbo Siln F'111.nc~c.o CA 9'103 

Oltlca (4151 ua.6220 - FAX (415) $58"1.49 -www.af9011,orgldbl 
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Clty and County of S.in Ftanc:~co 
Oep111t1m:nt of Bulldi'1g lm1pec:ffon 

Exhibit 11.14 

COMPLJANCE AFFIDAVIT 

Edwin 14. I.ff, Mayor 
Tom C. lfui. SE., C.8.0. Ol1ector 

SECTION 604 OF THE SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE 
(~equirementa are deecribed In ~ Nollc:o on the reverae aide) 

811lldlni Loc:auon: 
Aulldi!lii Addreu· 
M:;o~ SlookJLc;.t 

Bultdlng Typo :( ~ol~l-0r.o} 
ll Apartme-"\! Ho1ro11 
a Hotel 
U Keal(lentii::I <M•do Suildlrig l,Apar1rnent House w.t11 3 or more ofo-elll-:ga. • buH:lin;i n.p,11::on:l'1!lt1 in c.cimm.:in areas) 
U tnrllvlduol Rll:>idcntl;il Condo \lnd!•rodual O\\'Olllng tl11J~ \\oet b'Jildlr;g appeno;:igc111 In prl>·t11G area) 

P1o~rty O'Nnar 1n1orrnatro11 :r 5'lfur;; ono t comc«eta) 
C Na1"1e :ir P1opot1yOwncr.;_ 
ti ~&1ie ol R¢Sidtt1ti;;J Ccnd::rr.:tiun: Asso::i&llon Rep1e!e1'11!llivo:. ___________ _ _ 
>.<alllng ;'1.Qdro.ss fo· lr.illel ng contact \~ner or oo.ielo llS$O~i;>~lon1· - -----------­
Pl'll:lr6 41' c' Contaot Parn'.1.'I 

llce11atd Profl'lftio•nl lriformallon :( ~ typ;! of p:otes~lon31 a ooinplete: 
N3ni. ~f L~n$OO P101QssiQ1al tr at re11iewed buling: ------------·----­
IA31·f'\9 Ad:!re" of lli;onm Profussi'hial: - -----------------­
Phone It or Llooncoo Pl'QfQ;:oicr.aJ; ---- - ------------------
u~s~ • ....--:--:--="='--,.,=-.,-~---------------~-~~ T~pe ct profeMlona! C Gw~ral Co:t~r 
:J .~~r.ect 
::> Ciw l:~lneer 
O Strv:n.tal E11g neer 
O Stnxl\:riil PoGt Coc1rot lmpecto1 

Affldavlt V~rtfiutlQn: (&<;lea one, if frst sQUare r..!9c:ted wrtli~ .a not netesitary) 
0 E;i'11iri11r build•!Y.1 " PP<J<lda.:;'1& (see r!!'l'l!r&J for descr,;:m) do not e,xlst tt IM •ubjf:et building 
tJ E~eriOr b.iil;l:i"Q a~ndaJ>ili; do eJiot a! lhe sllbp.01 l>ll1ldl~g.1ccmp1er.e ••er1ric.>11Cn ~lmY) 

----,--- ---- - ---,..--· nereby \'arlty to lhe be~t )f m~ <nowledf10 t;iat at lhe lime JI M:f 
lr.'3l):(;lior oo , a<IVIOOO and metal· d~s. ba!oonlea, lo11dir117~. o.,lt anrldor.> atairway 1i~&terr.s, 
~rdmlls. handrails, lira r;ga~a. er an)' parts there:>f 111 westner·exposec ruess, ttha~ 11xl5: at :he su~at buldl~ 
h:Cif1tiRod Ol:>Oll'OJ aio 111 !JOneral safv Ol)f;Cl1~'<1n. aclequate V>'Ofkl~ C<Cler, and l\'ee trom dt!~ri~ion, -.·ecay, or impr;;::er 
·~•m•tlOn 1ha.! oould cause 11 &afet)• hazard. 

Date Slgoea 

Pie~~ 111.Mo a ovpy ol lhiG AffidEIVlt fer 1•011r records prior 10 submrtlBI !o ~e Oep::mmeri1 or Dulldng fn:pir,11()~, If you 
'!lalffl any ~1,1er111l>l\ll, pl~130 oont;ict lhe Hoosfn9 tmpew.i~ Servlcea OMs:on et ( ~ 1 !':>) !'l~-6220. PINaa su!Wlllt 
aompletad & •lgnnd al'lldavtt tQ the 09panm•nt of Building lnsp•ctlon &ddroued ae 101rom: 

9•11 Fr4111cl&eo ~mtnt {If 8 011<lft1Q lni JJ..ClkH1 
lofovtlt•11 IA11tweU01> S.rvion 
Attn: Sttcllon &04 H,C, A!ftd1~·11 Flllng 
1 •Go Ml~lQn $trot, J" ftoOI' 
Sa11 FntMIKD, CA 94103-1414 

Housing lll&pectlon Division 
1Sstl Minion Strut- San Francl1co CA $4103 

~· 1•1$) 558-6220 - FAX (415) 5~-'249 - www.&1gov.org/dbl 
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Cf!y ""d County of S11n Fnincisw 
Ooparttnent ()f Buildi119 tn"p•ctlOfl 

Exhibit 11.15 

Edwin M. ~~. M3yor 
Tom c. flul, S.E .. c.e.o .. Director 

AFFIDAVIT -SELF CERTIFlCATION FOR THE 
INSTALLATION OF CARBON MONOXIDE AND SMOKE ALARMS 

FOR COMPLIANCE WITH SECTIONS 420.4, 907,2.11 ~ 3'401.$,, OF THE SAN FRANCISC() BUit.DiNG CODE 

PROPF.RT'f AOC>RESS: -------- -----

PERUIT APPLICATION NO.: _________ _ 81.0CK: _ _ _ _ LOT: ___ _ 

NUMBER OF CA~ON "10NOX1DE Al..Af{MS INSTALLEO!-~------­
NUMBER OF SlllOKE ALARMS IMSl AllEO: _ 
NUMBER OF MU ... n-PURPQSE Al.ARMS INSTALLED:--- --- - - --

CAABON MONOX!OE ALARMS; Se11 Sm Francl!Jco Building Codtt Seqtlon 420.4 

http:lfpubllctcodet.cltallan.corBfsl/ailst/b200v10.'Tnd'vx.hcm?bu=CA..P·Z-010.000008 

SMOKE ALARMS; See San Francl!lCO Building Code Sc:ct'lon 901.2.1\ ana 34l>1.6.1 

l!Up:Jtpubllceco<IM.cil:tll<>n..<;9ni/~11•r.tlb:W0111011nd11JC.htm? 1>uaC A·P·Z!l10-000008 

hftp:/iwww.amlegalcot'lllnWfiP!l~•Y·dlllCallfornlAl.'sftlulldiogJbulldJnsicodo:ZOtOc~tt49nlcn11pte·r3.Cexla 
tlngatl'\lcturea ?ratamplatet$f n•dacum•nt·framti51Jt.htm$q=3401 .&.1 ~l.20SX!fse.tv~3.0#l.l'Hi11 

FOR HOTEL OR MOTEL REQUIREMENTS, 
PLEASE CALL HOUSING INSPECTION SERVICES AT (416) 558-6220. 

- - - - - · ~ 

lnspoetlon Services Divisfon 
1eeo M>strl!>rt Slrut- S11n F'!"lnc:ls<io CA 94f03·2A14 

orr1ce (41 !i) !i58Al570 - FAX (41!i) !ISU~G1 - www..afdbl.org 
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Exhibit 11.16 

-· 

SMOKi; & CARSON MONOXIDE ALARMS 

elCiilmplo ot L<lc•Uon for SIJ'Ol;O & CO Af8rn>s k---- l l 
<! I K:~- BuJr~ 

0 l'tl01~«lklrJr" *rnota Blarrne olMIJI oo h\>1e.lled on de' 
cnrtng or " Ill' el ~r.ti ~er lo•1ol lndudi111J Rfoploco 

--~ b:irmtor.r ~~ n"1 lndue1o'; er.mi ~DOO<l <>"4 
{l:ilrtfqqri Jn1Nuib11o.bto ~ •n Gr.h b>.:fraoni pflj o.stpljo 

ench •l~cm:i11 •"n" fn t~"' lrr.'Tlocl'nia v~Hv11I lhl> --11ot1roe1n~. · ·•• ···----· - - - -

9•\t>!OOO!i 

® Cul!J .onw '(Pbi»oi!lt!diin!IO!lZXion) r."l!Oke ~dtc'1¢1tt 

\ a'lrrts oho'.lbeused :t~ ~lfmn 2J) ft co 
from kilchari,. nreplpcn ()n•,r:>\Xl.t:r•rrin~ ;tcn,•it, 

)~ e' u 
,.,,~ lc=tn9 d!,k1I ;;.:11·.-.qr ~l:c pJ~rmG In l!tir. 
fciloo,,i03 lcc:>forn· 

t..olJIY.lrJ Room .. :>u~I~~ ~ b;ii;!tr,1~!11 

J 
b. n .a kr.ar~nQtt~ith'll2Q f? of~n J);mr••kJ :i . 

!!iltdlon. 

~ '· 111 ~ rnnrr. «•1th l v.'OOd lrnrnl'l:J opplllr«:A i>r ~dMHll tlorlr<>om 
v.11tt1iri 20 ft e.f •"'I Qntr; to.:: f'!t~Jf'i, COl'.tl1tlftlr14 ~ 

.ao• o o,7!3' 
Woo:! !Offol-<g~ppn.ti<~· !/\ l d. In & 82f3£AOf~:t.hJ .. 'l\;.lllrn~P.1/~ 

J 
llCI~'"" I <!D'. r.Jvlnu"""' 

D Corb0"1 Mcni>xhfo CCO) Aklrm• •tuil l:o niil»J~d 
I 

~ }of"''"°'"" outuijo of oDOh oc:J>;ira.:e d•'dlln911nll iilncplna !J1""" .r..e b. U1e rnrn•~llll!! ..;:dnlt/ of II>= l:c:lroo-n(•) 
t.ND an f!!.-e:y lcr•et c4 tin dM!lllnq unit lno"U:ln~ 0 li<!%m6fll&. 

Spoc;l"t Consldc~tiom;; 
Hnllwt.ys ovor 40 ft In len !Jtll nr;111d " cmoko ;tlO!mus; ;it • acb ond. Smoko !{Q(oi;IQ"° ;iro oitf1QT to bit cetllnQ °' waJI 
mou!1W4. W;sll IJIQYl\t~d sme>l!o 1111Pm• ;ire not to bo loi:4.toi:l low« t111n 1Z l11c:"" holo-11 th~ ~ilin9. Smoke 
alarm$ .ate notto I>~ m.,uoted wllhftt 4 IJ1che$ of* w;alllco:l1111g c;orne>·r. 

-FOR IUUSrnAllON ONL_Y. nus OW3RAll IS :!<OT n\R I OFTHE -$1\'ff!Wro.:sco BUILD';lle CODti. 

A5. ol\Tler of tM sbovHeferenoed property, I her«iy ~-tify that tl3rb•>n mo11oxldolsrnoko aJerm(s) ne.·;e tree.11 tnsta'led In 
acoo:dAn<:il '~ith the "!larufet!U.lrn!'& inrnucnone a."td in CQmplianl;ll wllh SaciJ~ms 420.4, 907.2.1 1 and 2-101.6.1 o'f11» Soo 
F ·anciwo Suildl~ Cod&. The caiton l'TlQnolCid.Ysrr.cSle ~;iim:s ham boon tss~ a:icf i'ro «:eralfo11BI. 

-4.:flt.N'an-~;.... 

Data: 

This c:trtiflQatloo mo5t l>9 nrt1.1rn11U to th11- Buflding lmpet;t"r prrorto fiitat sdgn·off or all bulfd.ing pormll$ niq11lr:'ing 
cornplliln~ with Sec:tlons 41.0A. $07.2-11and3~01.$.1 of 011~ $<111 fraoc:&oc~ lilultdlri.9 ~- ThiG ro<:m mw/ Ir~ rn<1I~ 
to lm;~ction Serv4iios atlhe addraH prO'iil:ti:d lx:lc1w 

Inspection Services Division 
1661) Mis9i<Ml street - San Fll!.DCl&co CA 94103-2414 

Offlr:~ (415) 6S1Mi$10 - FAX (415-) 556-41261-www.afdb!.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").Ifthe 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. Even if a 
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 ifthe 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 
NOV s, 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. 50 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.51 (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 NO Vs; (3) there is a 

so SOP, Page 61 , Item l(a). 
51 San Francisco Housing Code, Section 204 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 114 



history ofNOVs 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 ifthe 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 
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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 beep. 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 

l>EPARTMENT OF BUILDING rNSPF.-C'l'JON 
Uoi»ing Jil~pedlo11 Sorvleu Vivl~fo.11 
G r>' und C<>1J1llyof~11 l'rt1ntlsN1 
16611 Miri1lua1 Street titb Ffgo~, SA11 Fram:·l1«1. C:!.llror11la 9·11l>3-21114 
(415) 558-t-.UI) Pa..: (415) SS!l·62•'" ~:1nuil: DBHllOComralnin~@~fgov.01:g WcbsiC~: W\\'W.J1'dbl.Grg 

NOTICY.: ore VIOLATION 

OWNl!R/ AGJl:Nl'i 
MAILING 
Af>DR'ESS: 

DUlLDlNG TYPE: NA lJSJ•: T\'J'll,: NA 

DATE: 

LOCA'l'JONr 

BLOCK: LOT~ 

NOTtCJ: TYPE~ R.()UTINE 

YOU Amt Hf!.!m\JY ORDER&D TO COMPLY WITHTJIE £f0U.OWING 1.lt QlHlU.:ME::'l'l'S: 
ITEM PESCRll''flON 

4 

TEUS N'OTCCB rNCWDl!S VIOLA TIO NS FOR Tl m ARE/i.S 
K{)TfJD. 
ltF.MOV!': Fl.QllF.SS OFlSTilUG'ffON A'r (80l ,t00!{1} HC) 
l'JtOV Hm STRUCflJR,\I , MAIN'TEl'f ANCE 1\l'flOAVL'f (604 
HG) 
INSPECTOR COMMENTS 

Common a."¢3 ofsul~ccc prcpm_y. 

FC\:un ic:ir ~;1iu i'!i~ fir~ h:~~I. 

J'l:'o~ld~o::a1iiplcl«I conaplinuco nnidavil for ~[qu (i04 of SnL\ 
l~arieiS-OO hotiiill{l code . 
. 11 i,; the rro~1c1ty owner'~ r~1ximillih1y to oo JK'(.:.Clll Ot dln~c~ 
hi:<.~\CI' rc~Gotnl h'<: 10 \\ttciid:, chc roin~1~i:tio11 as !>Chcdu led 
tlndti~ Nl)lke ofViolntinu fortl'le]Jl.ll]lOf< ofproviding <:TI!T)' 
CO tlw: l11!ijlCclQc' <J fChc'l;;u a:"l:as B<ll ucccs.~•il dauing IJ)e. i.oitinl 
iwi:cction as spccJt1'.'d1 and•'o1 to 11roviil~ lll:~~ to ntl um:J 
ci1.cd within llli11 XD:i~. 

rr d!e .l'"'fl'!ct~· .;1w11er ('-llOOt nttcn:I chc schcditlcJ. relttspcctlol! 
(lAl spccilic1! •XJ 1J1i\ Nol'iccj j1 is Jti~·11cr r~JX)lt3ibiJit,Y tCI 
se~urc l!: d iffertm fnspc~i.:in <la~~ an:I ii.1111! wlll1 ll1L• lll'i'•d or, 
a.nd provide all 1o:oa111s 1vllh 11.otlfkailo11 M rtX111-l1«\ti '!ly 
<'~·li fornin Ci 1•i1 Coik Section J ?Sil (Son ~c~~co Hou,rra:; 
Cmlc Seclinn Jl'.J3{b), if ;my dwd lin(',$1 a:pmtmcnl unils or 
i;uest ~aunts " ' " 10 be uc.:~s•~d clnri.Pp; Inf. rcl!l!;N'rtl:ioo 

AJ,;, MEMS ~S'l! DE CCMPLBi'llO l'll'l'HUf ?.I llAYS. RIUN&PllCTION tJA'n:: lO· ~fay 20l6!0:<JO1\M 

J:T rs 'RJ;COHY.&NDBD T!U>.T 'l'HK O?INER/cMNi!RS REPRESEN'r.A'l.'XVE OONE'l Fl-S RJUNSP.EC1!10lf D!\1?1?/~lk!: . 

CONTAf:'l! UO'JS I.NC !IS'ilPSCTOR ; 

FOR (:;V£R 'i JNSL'liCTIO~ ,wnm nm IN Ll11\ 1., I{ E-rNS1)BCT10N. 1\ $1 JO_(JIJ Ft!.\\ WIU. 13E CHA:l.(J r.o UNnl. Tl-m 
VIQl.;\TIONS ARE ABA'n:I). Slif!C lCJS.8 
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Exhibit 13.2 

IJRl) AHTMF.NT OF l.IUILDIN'G INSPECTION 

Houslr1fl, l nipttU1u1 Services Uil•Moa 
City n il <:c:11.u1tyof San ~t;rncisco 
1660 Mls5lon SiruC ~lb Floor, 8Pn t)iol)cisco, Clllifomia !Mllll-1.4l4 
(4tS) S$8·6l211 li'n: (.tlli) liSe·6249 lhn il: D8IJIIDC:c!t11.plflirtt>@$fziw.or{I Wt~srt~: \11YW.sfdlll.OrG 

NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGS! 

TO JHE PROPERTY OWNER(S), THEIR SUCCESSORS, AND.ALL OTHER PERSONS HAVING 
ANY INTEREST IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY LOCATED IN THE CITY ANO COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCfSCO PLEASE TAKE NOTICE: 

'.t-o'MPt lANGE'WiffiiNS!=!'ECfFfEo'TiME'FR'AME.REQUIRED:'i Tho describBd premises were 
inspocted by Inspector(&) of the Department of Building lnspecfion. As a result of tho 
inspection(i>), violations were found to exif;{ and were listad In the Notice ofViolatlon malled to 
the property owner(sl. ACCORDINGLY, tht> c;mtner(s) of the above de$erlbod properly aro 
required, within the time frame eat forth In this Nt;itlee, to make application (If requlrod) for tho 
necessary permits, to com~ct the conditions diligently and expe-ditlously, and to complete tho 
work within the specified time on the attaehed NOTICE(S), to be verified by the approprfato 
Inspector through site inspection. 

COS;T;.Of ·COPE ·ENFORCEM!;Ni ·:Wl.14('6!;,BORl\lE'E!Y JHE ·pgOPe.BD'.· bWtij'EB':I Ssctlon 
1.02A.3 of the S.-n Fnmclsco Building Code provides that In additlon to the clvll penal!Jas 
described therein, the property owner shall be assessed all attendant, administrative, and 
inspection'& cost$ lncu(red by the Department of Buifdlng Inspection for the propatlY owner's 
faU ure to comply with this Notice. T~ese costs arise from department time accrued pertaitling 
but iiot limited to; (1) monthly violation moniforlng, (2) case inquiries (p'1one calls, counter 
vlsih;,, response to correspondence, etc.}, (3) case m1magement, (41 parm!t hlsto!)' research, 
(5) notice/Jieariog preparation, (6) inspections, (7) staff appearanc t>5/reporf$ at hearings, a.nd 
(B) cue referrals. 

Assessment of Costs will accrue when the property owner falls to comply with thi.s Notice 
thro1.J9h: (1) a monthly violation monltorin9 fee of $52.00, and (2) an hourly rate of $104.0() for 
case rnana9t>ment/administration, and $170.00 for inspections, as providt'd for in Sections 
102A.3, 102A.17, and Section 110A, Tables IA·t>, and IA· K of the San Francisco 6uilcling Code. 
Tho pro party owrter will be notified by letter of the accrued Ass9ssment of Costs following 
failure to comply with this N.otice. Failure to pay the Assessment of Cost!:I shall result in: (1) 
tho case not bGlng l!!gally abated until all assea1:1monts are paid, and (2) tax lien proceedin~ 
against the property owner pursuant to SectiQns 102.A.3, 102A.1-6, 102A.17,102A.18 et seq., 
102A.19otse~ .. and10.2A.20 o.fthe. San rranci$Co Building Code. 

iREF.ERRAb TO'. s1'A.Tii FRANC'JoifSE .:r AX. BGA.RD: I Sect ion 1727 4 and 24436. 5 ,ofthe Revenue 
and Taxation Code provide, interalla, that a taxpayer who derives rental income from housing 
determined by the local regulatory agency to be substandard by reason of violation of stato or 
LQcal codes dealing with housing, buiJdlng, health andforsafcty, cannofdcductfrom stato 
personal Income tax and bank and corporato income tax, deductions for.interest, depreciation 
of taxes attributable to such substandard structure where substandard condlllons are not 
corrected withltl six (6) months after Notlce o f Vlolatlon by tile regulatory agency. If 
corrections arc not completed or being diligently and expeditlously and continuously 
performed after six (6) months from the data of this Not.Ice of Violation, noUftc.aUori wll~ b11 $(mt 
to the Franchiso Tax Board as provided In Sectlon 1727tl(c) ·of Ute Revenuo and Taxation Code. 

Paae 1ol2 
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Exhibit 13.3 

NOTICE OF V10'1. .. AT!ON WARNINGS! (Continued from pag91) 

PUf$LI¢ NUISANCE$ & Ml$0EMEANC>B~;. Section 102A of the San Fr4'!.nelsco Buildfng Cod& 
and Sections 204, 401 and 1001 {d) pf the San Franclsc:Q Housing Code provld9 that 
structuro.s maintained in violation of the Municipal Code are public ouis~nce-s and as such 
are subject to tho code enforcement action delineated therein. Section 204 of the Housing 
Code provides that any person, the owner(s) ot his authori;;r;ed a9ent who violates, disobeys, 
omits, neglects or refuses to comply with the Housing-Code, or any otder of the Olr111ctor, 
made pursuant to this Code, shall b1t guilty of a h'lisdemeanol', upon conviction thereof 
punishable by a flno not exceeding $1,000.00, or by imprlsonmont not exceeding six (6) 
months, or by both fine and imprisonment:, and shall be deemed guilty of a separate offen$e 
for every day such vfolatlons contlnuo. 

,PERMIT REQUIREMENTS:: Any rnqulred permit application must be applted for wrthin t he 
time limit. sat forth rn the attached Notlcc(s). Permit applications are to be filod with the 
rc~ul.sile plans, drawings, al\d spaclflcations at the Central Permit Bureau, Department of 
Building Inspection, at 1660 Mission Streot, 1st Floor. A post card will bo maileci to you by 
the Central Permit Bureau when the building permit is ready to be picked up. Pursuant to 
Sections 11>7A.5, and 1 H>A, Table 1A·K cf the San Franc[,sce> Buildlng, Code invo.stigation 
foes, are charged for work begun or porformod. without permit& or for work excoeding tho 
scope of pormlts. Such feu may bo appoaled to ti'le Board of Pormit App~als within 15 days 
of permit i.ssuance at 1660 Mission Street, 3rd floor, Room 3036 at(415) 57S:·666'0 . 

. NOTIFICATION TO BUILDING TENANTS~ Pursuantto Sections 17950.1and17980.6 of the 
California Hoalth & S~fe.ty Code, and Seclion 102A.3 of the San Francisco 8ullliin9 Code, 
when issuing a Notico of Violation tho local jurisdiction shall post..a copy of the Noti«:e io a 
conspicuous. place on tho proporty and make .available a copy to oach tenant thereof. 

PROPERTY-OWNER/LESSOR .MAY NOT RETALIATE AGAINST TENANT/LESSEE FOR l 
MAKINGACOMPLAINTj Pursuant to Soctton 179.S0.6 ortJ10 Califomia Health & Safety Codo, 
the proporty owner may not retaliate against tho tcnant/le>ssee for exorcising rights under lh0 
Section 1942.6 of tho California Civil Code. 

REINSPECTION FEES:l For ovory in$pection, after .tho lnltlal re-inspection, a $170.00 foe will 
be charged until tho violations are abat&tl p1,1rsuantto SQctlons 108A.8 and 110A, TablG IA-0 
of the- San Francisco Building Codo. 

:v10LAT10N"S-oF'·waRKPR"ACnces FoR. t.:EAD.BAsE:o P.AJNT 0·1sruR6ii}-1ce: 1 

SeGtion 3423 oftho San Francisco Building Code regulates work that disturbs or removes 
le<1.d paint. Failure to comply with thcso requlromil.nts may result in a penalty not to exceed 
S500.00 per day plus administrative co.sts as. provided by Soatlon 342l!B of this Codo. 

lJpon completion of all required work, you must contact the desfgnah!d Housing Inspector 
for a final iospoctlon, unless othorwiso spccifled. Please contact the Housing lnspocUon 
Services Division If you have any questions. If you want more lnfornialJon on the overall code 
enforcement process you may request a copy of the Department brochu.re enfltled What Yo~ 
Should Know· About the Department of Building Inspect ion Code Enforcement Process or 
download the documentfrom tho Department website. 
N'CTS_NOV.rdf revised 6/22/2011 

Pago· 2 of 2. 
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Exhibit 14 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDJf'.!G INSPECTION 
Housing !nspoction Servicos Dlvlsfo1l 
City nn<f County ~f San Fran.::rsc(l 

• 165:> ;,1isslon Stro'1:, G111 ffoot, Sen Fr.1ncii;co, Cal'fcr11la 9410J-2-'' 4 
~41:'>J !'iSfJ-13220 F:r.: Nu. ~41El 5!:S.G249 Email: l>BllllD:c:m11J1'1:n!s@sf!Jt1\'.org 
Wnh.;i(o: w1•r.\•.;:rctlJ'.org 

P~Ol'l::.~TY OWNl..:R . OATF.:· 

PRori=rny P..IJt;mrss. 

NOTICE OF VJOLATION FINAL 'NARNING 

IJA"*t fJroperly Ownor{a): 

lill1@;r,t/'.\~~~\llf(Xl~;\'fur.Sh.1.!h'i!f'r,_qJt&i\11'firi..1"~1~.(·l'i."" ':.::'i't\l.~·"~\ ''tJ C/:·•\·~· . .;~~::,:;.;-<: . I( ;.;~~:• . ;;~N.: :!. 
~: .. $tY"~~~·t:-.Y.Ltr-'tdt..~'°·~-?~.t1"~·u ... ,J~i1..1w~J!Jt:~1t.i...\~~~ ~· ,\., .~~ ,, .. .: ..... :.~·:· ~--( ~ .... ~,,.· • ... ~..;\: .. : .... , . ..,, ~ ...•. :!.t- ~ 
On yoor pror>erlY vta.$ h:~ected ar.:I n Nc'.iv~ c.f Vioffltion wns is~Jc:J 
Inf onn Ing ·i~ u of roq'u/red co do abatement, and ·.•:a~· 1: ripe for '.1 lu 1 c to co mpi;' h1 th':"~ pu · ir.ct I c 
v:irr~:;t all ~ic1.. u con:? volatlD.ns indicated In Chis '-'ofice ht1~ 1:a::!:.e-<l t111d 111.:i llc11:ml,"1en! 1ccc:•rls 
.nolr:fll!l 'h:it lhE? r<'!quirc-:1cede014,t.:·nen~ ofiO'k 11;1m;;.i1lS 01..~~tar.:Ji~g. 

)'A1~-C' $ ln-~G.\-~U;.••.m~ ~c:·;KI~ SS:.11' •~ ,.. v•-1. ··-'-' ,.-1. ·,;.··1 '!. ···•· .,,. ,.~ ·· ~ 'e~· ·M· ·~·~~-~>· ... ·· ... -.. ~~rri~·,.,,. .... -~- ~M.@..,...__,~· ··.- .•· ··-~ .. J ~-. ...... ,,,.,, •. ~ l:y ,, •. , ....... . ·• ·· 
~~_::_ ~- • • :~~~':~~~'-· ~ ~ ·'°; 'r .. -.. ~·~;-~~~:~~,t:?~.~~{~~~~-:~~f~jY:;~.~~:~:: 
·rherofore, pursuant to Seclfon 102A.3 of the San Francfuco Building Cooe you will l>s assessed 
costs a•lsfng from depi:rtmr,nt time ooc1ue<i pertaining bul not limilod 1o: (1) slle inspocUunc and 
relnspectfona. (2) caae mal1ilgemenl, updato, and data 9.'\lry, (3) ca!le lnqul1ies (meetings, office 
visits, phone calls, emails, response to ccne11pondence etc), (4) permit h1story resoar~i, (5) 
nol~ll·mi1lng preparation, (6) staff appearanceslraporte a~ htietings, (7) case referrals, and (8) 
monthly 111crat!on monltor&ng. 

~~l@1~~5w.~11~~l~~I;.~$M~~Jn':?ti.~r.mr;~~iit'~·~':ri~;;;-k'1·t-)~~1~~~~w-~~~·;~(~~:{:.;s~:'·;_~ -~ 
To l<eep lho Assessmont of costs at<1 mlnlmurn, and <Wold lhtt aocruat of further tin-.& spent on tlie 
acllons above such .a~ adrr~nlst1ative ho~rlng prep.11t1tion, and m,,n:l)ly vlolalle>n monitoiln9, etc., 
plou:.io cornplet!: all work. within ll1!rty (3(1) days of ~hP. initial reh1l!pecllo11 date delineated Ol'l 1h& 
NoUoo ofViplatlon referenced above. art(~ call Housing lnspec:,01_ · at t•f1!i) 
----...- lo sc~du!e a $ifG l11spe elron to vaiify al! 1eeujsite repalrs ha'J\ll .been completed 
Vl'ilhln tl'll~ time fr~ll'le. · 

IJ.ffiff~~~I:S:~~~!RE~~l~~f!Ut~~~~)A-11~}!~~~(,{~~~'i?~$.~~t\~r~i~~t~:~·tf~.::.:·.I 
Plaa.se noto 'tllat you mui;t also oblrun all neoossaty bulfdll19, plumbf11g, and/or c: lr;c'.(icul permits 
and obtain fbial sig1H>ft fior· ti1c t:!ui'ct!ng, Pltnnblng, <lnd.'r,r Efec!rlcol rni: pP.c:or(:;~ esslgr·vd lhe 
Job 0111<1 for yo1.1r issued ~c:1ml(s) l:eftlJ'e Ille requir8d ....-:;·!\•:ill Im r.r.nu :1<:1er. ~·Jwple1ed. 

~~st;~M.~T~¢.[GS'i~O'.\i:lBellf~~\\iQRf&~?As,s]~§$.M~~r:Q11::<x¢.·$~1~AJ.®~~:~:~ 
Th!:; r.1!5;) w Ii 1ol tu ch.:<ic:~ ar.!i as$"5(;1ll<J1;l ot ~J:}lGwJI ccnunuEt to accruo un!il (1} all required 
repairs oro ;:nnp.eted !IS \'e1if.t!c tys tc h:;r:ection of lhe assigned Houeing lnsp~vtor, (2) flnst. 
aian../lffa Hrr. obt::iined 'o~ ri :I !CJ!Jir·;d ;.i•:r:rri~~ • .ir.d (3) cill assessmnnt ot oools are paid oy cflsh1ers 
r.t:e~ < 0 1 111t: l'J'.:' urc!Pr. 
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Exhibit 16 

l-4;:e~i:n Work!.~eet -
Da:o; 11i'O l t2015Slo>~T~. ____ Er1dTT1·._ _ __ t ~1>;'> fl:'a. Pendln~ 

ITEMS f 1 THROlJOli t#S SHAU. BE INSPECTED ANO REPORTED IN HRMS 

1. EXTERIOR 
• Are 9tteet nJ!Wers le; olo fr~ lho slre<:t (4' minir.•11.1mj? 

• I! ap!)' ce:le. 1s fft! esCipo "goo$cnc~<~ ladW 1es:14na1:1e s:;'~ er.a secure? 
2. EXITING COMPLIANCE lSelect NIA tf not ilppUc;.;iblo- or :u:oculblel 

• Is exiting systl!m fr<e of obstt1.u~lions (ln~!lding d"cior~, eorlidors. 9tars. and f;:e eocapc&)? Bicye~;. (~"f~. 
9rlJ$, lurmtu:e, fil~J&e or 6irnil~ item; .itc nqt lo !::e slored 1111he pa!h of e.xlt 1ravo1;. 

• Are raot ew.iss d~on; cpcraclc from the in~ide 1'1it'lc ul 1he i.:9e of ~eys or olher t;ol:o (~o padlo;ks:•? 

3. FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEP.tS (Seht&t NIA If not ii!ppllc:allle or aoc:esslb!e) 
• Fire Al3tm CDer.,1iti11al? (In SC-\•ice. power Ot'I, atiCJ no 11ouo12 lt;ii'lts present)? 
• Doe a th-:i 1ire ~ta rm $!'S!em p~il"I h ;i.\•e i!tl itl~ect~ an::! eerli09 sticker datod "';,~"11h tl p;:sl ~·~:11? 

Dato of last so111i:~; ---- - --
• Aro all fir0o ;1i;lrm pull sca~lons unol>Stfucled ano visible? 

• I• 5prin!llC'I' ;y$:r.:n OJ:<!tolio11a1 (P!~Sr.1re In :he s~stern)? 

• Ooos t:io il\llOmil~~ ;pr ... ;k'~r $yS1ern riser er :s.h:ndplpe 1'"3.°•lil s1 i11$pei.."1ion <in~ te:1:ing ~r:e~er d3led 1\1l'h1n 
t"ct ~i;t S. yc:i~? D::.1e or la~t !:ervloe. - ------

• Arc ca; :; iri~l;:ill~ en Ill d"t!pari me:u oor11ec.:1ons'I 

• Aro ca;is c~f)" rem;r.-ed? 
• OSY •r,il•te ~ck~ er n-enltorej? 

'· HOUSEl<EEPING (Sctl11't NIA If nof applic3bl& or acc:esslble) 
• I; :.lor.a;;c ;i minln' • ..im 2 fefl t:elo.v lhe ce· og n :oon-spinklero~ buldin9;? 
• Is :;Jar:>:;~ :i minirrurn 18 1e1ct1es bel::1.vsp:-~:r healls? 

• Ca~:; st:c;;ig~ lu•.ie a: lea;t 3 leet ot clearance from hea; s~~c; tfvnuce;, hct "-'9lt!r t .eslers) to pur~er.: 
ign~ion? 

• Are LP!l 1anks s~ural>• storea ov.r, '® of tuildir>g? 

Max:mm of ~fr.> !>i!all:n L?G tim~s alhmc; in 1;1~~.;1;ior locav.ins (~clu<ling al!a:hmei :s 10 grlll or hea:i:.-1 .-. 
corrpllan;e? 

• Ate f!;amm.ibl:: lq Jids (g::isoli•e. paint ll'iinn:t} se~urq stcre" to ;;·s~·ant tamporir9 (cc f~llir>;) :11d """"Y 
from i;tnifcn !!Our :e9? 

• A•e e:?l gr lls t'" ~eaters m:;-e '"al'I 10 ' cctW-.,rn ~~· c;<:mb1,1~C::h: ma.!0!11111 ("'·ans. "'*d9 overhillii!S, 
ba c:>'lies)"' 

5. ELEC>RICAL (Se~ect N.'A If not applici!.blv or ;sc;ccnlblo) 

• m ;; loom~ panel tol"'.lr& ,,, ~lac()? 

• I s there cioiiir a..:;ess lo clc~lricaf p;i.;C;l:; ;:inQ r:rnc:rgency sllut·ort devices? 

TO BE INSPECTED ANO FOLLOWED-UP BY flEt.0 COMPANY 
• Have all pons.'Cle fre ex1in-aui~hor-; been scrvi.c¢ 'llilhin the: past year aM 1n lhe "gree~"I 
O~;c of 13.sl t.or1'c1t - ---- ---

• Arc ox ~1ing exil sian; m!1.infa.'ned? 
• Aro oirslinn -crrie:rgc.ic)' light fixtrc~.$ ape1a1ional? 

RADIO TIOST: Basement Stairway; Halh.1;;iy:. _ __ _ 

(J [ )[] 

( J CJ Cl 
CJ Cl CJ 
( ] [ ] [] 

[] ( 1 [ 1 
[] (l t 1 
C J [ I C 1 
( 1 ( J [ 1 

[ 1 (} ( l 
[ l [} ( l 
CI [} CJ 

[ 1 [ J [ J 
[] [ ) [J 
[ J [ J [ J 
[)[)[) 

[][)(] 

l I C 1 I l 
[] () ( ] 

[ l rJ lJ 
C l I l ( l 

[] [] [] 

CI Cl H 

lJ [ l [ J 
[) I l [I 
fl [ J 11 

fl [ J [ ) 

t l C1 [ l 
[ l [ J [ l 

REQUIRED COMME~TS (State whelll&r reasonable firt 5afo:r oxl:"O!s or oibctr :iddlllc>nal comments ror BFP rollow~pf: 

lllc{C 1- r edl:le 11:(ifc.Uoi ~Y 1~~1•111 1$ 41tu:Jb l;Q ,,.~de ;o :-o EuClU .)! ~re P-.mirlJcf" ar ~ 10:-·):"'-~0. or B~.!!f tiwr;. «1~7~4-'lt~ 111l:t'c.u 
vo<:•aU;,is ~OVlliJ lt'!e ~"'Ir ~1• f~J-.1 Fa.l!opl.U e r irA s.&"c~f .io1'"1Gns ~:'I! ir~1·.e;i or bi;.;t~cl o il ~fl. n1ll 1"1¢ 1;;..IJ>; r.1• .-~im "'1prlll1c:- ~"t~lrs. 
LW")' -~t'on ~h!JI t~ 'Tl>~e I~ IU~lil ~n U!IJ.!$ C!r'dli;v- b<!ln111 ilo;h\O~ Te p:ent~. 

Company Otflcer she.It ot>tatn <ind up<JilfQ (ho rcspanslbla party information. 
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Exhibit 17.1 

San Francisco f ire Department 
{JiYision of Fire P:"Ovont/M 8.J'/d fnvcsligaUon 

Building History 

~'li4\:otNo :.~4.-'~· :-·_:~ • •• :~'.\. :·:., ·t...!,· · ; ··~: .. , '~~~·~t.:::-·~ ... -;-:!:;·:.::·. · ... r: .. -:."\.~::.·:~~ . ~ .... ~~i ·;· :: < : .. : .. :.\•·-.·~.~:: .. ::. ··:;·~D 
Address Cro:s;; SI 

32:22 2<?ND ST SAN FR1\NCISCO, CA 9111C SAAT'_ETI ST 
~------~ 

91ock lot S~tl; ~ine Oecu. 1)'~ Conal fype Y1:,,_r S9. Ft. Het;rht St, Above SL BefoW 
:i:s·.EJ ~:>e oo 01 & 1~1 0 o ~o 3 ~ 

hrtttPA~T~-t t •·.:.:::., 1:··::." '\- •• ,~·, .-, .... ·.~):·::~.~:· ~ :':° . % •• ·~· <;;·:_ ,\. -·::·:.·~::· :--·~.:.f-:,_~: .. ·:.;:i '! ,. . . :.' ~· f ~ ... ·f-:i .. :." . ... F£l ~. ' ... ~~ • • • • • • • -'· · - C::I...:. ;;___;;_:__;;_;..._.....;_ ........ , _ ..... .__. _ _..;..;.~-...;.....i 

OSA tfruno Unit No tMp. Are~ Sq. Ft. 

OG - IJfSTRICT 6 a 
Primary Cont<lt:1 coml'l!ny Pht>no 

J c! RP.SSOGlATES 
VIRGl~IA. 

l.A:ol?n'.:10NAt".cot.ir.Acrs\. ,:,i -:·,.1 . .-~; · ,. ,, .. :iA'1-0
': • ..i:~ :: ~'r ·';;_., ~:-;::· ·:.::.: :~:;. -'.=-"-~:.:_· v ::'.'~.r: .. ~·· :· .. ,,;.:·,.·1 

Co nla·c! N~nNJ Pllonc. A!L F'ttoD1t 
~~------~--~ 

. OWNER (.ASSESSOR'S) HAWK LING & Kl:l'W l' ONG t OIJ 

.~:;; .. ~ · •• ~PO i.:"• O 

lnsp . ._.o, Scflil. Ot. 

2-.'le 199 ·:>2.'1 D.'1 s 
Aru 

05 04 

O)spoaitlon l11spedor 

c Pal; 

Ratnvlc:t ! COMT'LAJNT OS -A~M SYSTE.MS OCCUPl~tJTS Rt:roR1 l'AitUKE Oi' FIRE /\l.AP.I\~ SYS:rE.M 
TO ACT\VATE 

Date F'rom To ln:;:p. 

D?J 10!15 16' ::ill ~6:'15 Sp.arisen 

l6s p. Nu. Sc::M. Dt. 

Rc1'1'ul tks 

C""1pl;)nl s ~rt! r-Jlll!led due to fre. 01o'ller to prMid~ lit~ 1'1iarm u1sp::cdon 
r<11JCrhfonc i~ 1"¢(i11im<l 

1 1 i 5~ C~11 ~1 1 •.lf. 04 C C...e€-

Rom~rk'.;; COlJ.PLAJl"v'T 02 • BLC.'CKE'.O C:XITS. FIRE ESCAPE l,..\('J(}j;RS ARE OBSif'iUC'ft::D BY AWNINGS. 

Pata From ! o ln::;p., RorrMirks 

lnllp. tlo. Scl1d. Dt 

06 

'""''Ml9~ 11\:d :lit&~struclll'lg drcp '3ddo:irs. bE°Qn~ lo Pup:i;il!"~ v.tllci\ has an 
ohical a:ldress c~ "596 Mi~~n. 

0 lspo:>leion I nspect.ot 

04 
Remarks: CO~f'Lo;JNT 02 ·BLOCKED EXITS. ~ .:;i<ilio11 ~ , the :!-!d fl00< Ure e:.eape ft1e;r3'1()) '.s t)k;<:~M 1>-; 
f1Jrriil!J,..,, M;ir h 205 .,.. . .!!~ te11 a <:orrecllll<'l term. 
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Exhibit 17.2 

P;ige 2 or 4 

~~----..... -.~~~~~-
LQ'OmfLAINTS , ~· ; • ..:...:::.·-.-.----'__:....--'....;..~_...:,._...:..~,__-_,;,.,___~.:..-.--=---'------·-··_.··_.I 
No 

9175 

OC1to 
Ent~red 

Complalnt Type Ol5p. Olsp. 0-ate 

BLOCKED EXITS 

Ram:!lrt<S! Pet Sl.illic;n u - tne 3rd nocn fir~ r::scap~ ~er 316) IS t:IO~k•Ml t1y rv1ritJrc. Vgr In 2~~ was left 9 corr~lo1 
!orrn. 

0!?!14Ji1 02 l:iLOCKl!O EXITS cc 

Rom;1rll&: Flt(E ESCAPP LADOERSAnE Ot;STRVCTC:O E:tYAWNINGS. 

3726t 1\LARV SYSIEMS 02111116 

Remarks: OCCUPANTS REPORT FAil.UR€ OF FIKE: ;..LARM SYSTEM TO /1CTI\l/l.TE 

0:129.'10 61.0CKFP EXITS cc 
Rem:irlt:s: BARS CN WlNDO'W$ TO ACCESS rtR! ¢;SCA.PE: 

0 ltl9.f15 ~9 UNCAl EGORl2.E!J CCMf't..AIN r c.:C 

Aematka~ r!Rf ESC;..PE'. DROP L>\Q::-ERS fc.!EPOR.TED INOF F.RA.9i..E. 

:i.7.:<U.2NDST 
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Exhibit 17.3 

OBANanw Unit No lllap. Ari'..'& Sq.rt. 

21 • R1 COMP,'.NY ll lS PE:CJ lON 

Primary Corlfild Company PtiaJ1e 

I.OU t..eRAH:.,11;1 'I(, liAWK UNG a. !CETIY F I OU 

IAD01Til:>ill11.L:cor:ir~crs· ·~·.; ·, . · . : · ',-.'; .i·,.: .. :· 
Coatac.t Name 

R1 CONT;..CT 

OWNER (ASSESSOR'S) H;i.WK UNO & KE.ill' r ONG l OU 

ln!>p.No. Sc;hr:l. Pt. Atu Typo 

203500 1C~2·1fl5 21 7,1 

Rllmarks: Rernar!r.:. Re~r11 nrt) bJil~lnn Urml>'c lo lf'lsp.,,;;L 

Conta~t Hal'lk LouloL 
Oat& From To ln-sp. R"m<Uk.I' 

10l.2411S 11:0() 1 1.0~ Mi;P;;J"'il;JJ 

fnsp. No. Schd". i!:lt. Area 'fyfXJ 

100876 OS.'22.1'14 21 21 

·: ... -.: .. . 
Phone 

c \(cf>aruan 

~Qrn1:1~; 3 stol)' bottom ~ commerc'al ·1a v nlls. on 3.rd nc~r. ~:i:e~s l.r:> mof un a:.~t c! b1.ildlfig, (i'nb:Si:iti !:i:!e) 

O;:it.a From Te> lh9p. RC·nii<r'-<; 

L1&'2:?i14 10.30 10:50 Wii!l~h 

lnsp. No. Schei. ot. 

t 46155 061'17113 

Are~ 

21 

Typ~ 

2.1 

DlspcMllion lnspsotor 

Rc-fll<irks; /IJ.,-;m pars on .ser"..o~d t.corb3ft'lvay 1"13:.t I):) p:Y ... oer. Y'ire e.xl t1911i!s."C!r adj:x~l lo 3lartn 1x1112I w;i~ 
rnls:oing. Unsbl& 10 locale e.Jl<Jl vii v.:i1ve t:i( r.prirlk~ .:;y~t~ in b.:r~em0PI. Loft rnos.s<J;;IJ f~.· 1nsp;i~::4' Pa1tol 6FP 
nolitlg ii1e~ ·~i~lrJ1ir...1s., 

oat& Ftom To lrrisp. Retnatk~ 

06/t/!113 10:::.!0 11.liii O'Co.r.t'i!o!ll 

l~p. No, SGhd. Ot. TylJI: Dillpo~itio1~ lm;pector 
~ - - - - - --- - - - - ------- - ,_., ---
11871(] t'412$,f1<! 21 21 

Retll~rk$: ComrN!rcial ocx:qlanls on 1:.t a."ld 2M nooni, teSidl.l>t1fal l \:11 >..ir~ni:irl;; tin 3rc! 111'1.'lf, 

J)afa Fronl Ta ln~p. Romarks 

04125.'12 10'.SO 11 :O& l"eoi:tes. 

lnsp. No. Sohd, 01. Olspo81Uon ln~p'ictor 

96992. 21 21 c 
3222 Z2tm ST 
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Exhibit 17.4 

P:!ge4cU 

Rom arks.: PMlhou3e doer ""\3& ~ad locked from lh~ IM it!c, 3 01.-1 of ti lire <l!i?<>;;c (;-i t:dl\f~ :it~ ~~!ruolell ty 
aw:11ngs. L. ,d<fcr,; dQ not f·fa1;h 11te gterJn:J- owri~· ~on DJ} ~cene and nl'lldloo. 

O;no l'rom To (ru;p. ~m~rkll 

C<'lrze.!11 10.00 10-;ro Cre:-neii 

l11&p • .No. Sehl!. Di. Arc;i T~ r;.Japoi;Jtl.on ln~pac1or 

76971;) 02119/10 21 21 c Cremeo 

Rcm;ttk$; mi~~"9 oxll:191i:;ltor 

bate From To lnap. Remarl<e 

0:1/19110 10·00 10:25 Coorr«i 

lr1!<p.No. Sr.hd. Ot. Alea Ty Ile Okiposltlc·n lnspr.>CIGf 

62667 02121roa 21 21 c O'ConneH 

Ra mark~: 

D<1to From ·ro insp. Remarka 

021'27!0~ 11:00 11:15 ~ine-J , T l! 
EXTIOOUISHERS PP.ST DUE FOR SE.'!l\llC~NG 
TOP FLOOR • SOFA BLOCKlt\U HALLWAY LEADlNG TO l'IRE F.SCAFt 
ON ORAVO SIOE <lf' IWl~DING ------ -

lr.!$p.No. Schd. DI. Area Typo Olsposltlon ID5pe<:tor 

167J9 '.:141261::6 21 :!1 c GOii!! 

Ramar~s: 

O;ito From To ln:.p. R~m•rk.$ 

04,'21l.•OS ' &.15 1C.:4S ~~Q lT. PEREZ · Tt~ 
~EA!iONAeu: H~E SAFE.TY EXISTS 
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Exhibit 17.5 

Unit NO lil!p. Area Sq. rt 
0~ DISTRIC'I 6 0 

Primary Conf<1r;t 

lOU HAWK LING 

Company Pnonc 

~ ... •N ... · s ... e..,. ec~n~·--=-<?1 .... 1i1'""'s_ . ... ~.-_ .. ~'"" .. . "--~_,,.:"';."", ""'·~-·-· ~ .... -_· ... ·, ... : ~-':"".,__: • ..,·; .... '·'_.~-'"'~·~·_:_~_·_._. ;_. _. ~----~--' _. _ ,_. _·:_·_;'...,.' _ _ : _,. _ •. __ ··_.-_--';;.~> ·: ·,}: .. ·-- ·_. <71 
Ana Type D lsjlll):;itfon lnspc;clC\f 

06 c p.,11 

RQrn.,.rks: V'.otAn ON 11J2XI 13 . C'lli1Mrl'e E'!ICSJ):'S. C\o>ar 111 L lle1~1a inc~Jd~g ;::lu.1':.'o aird ~:irl!ifld loe<;1ei:;i "°' ~ire 
E<3cape:s aroull'J ;ibiM'~ rarereri:rl-c addras:- ;in;3 ~222 22.lld St. ROIT~·.m l•'!.L ~1:1b'e l\1ree altr..;;f"!t!d to roof ractr.ors 
In~ i:-a~geo for dro;> i.,ddef!: mro~gl\ &A11i~1_1:> er r~m:l\'! a-11o'l\!ngs. 

Oate From .To lnep. Rilt:nat'k& 

o;;...0311& 09"-0i> 1om Pal1J H:!!ch "'13\'oRin{J Wili in~l.'lllr:d per prl?VlOIJS cornpl<lht!, y!< Ja11ed 10 o:;gn. wnen 
<1d~r d1C"~peJ 

02/ 10i'15 16.4S 17!0!.l Sygrisen Exf.i1g complain: nul~t:;d du~ lo fvii!. 

lli~p.. Na. send. ot. Area l'ype Disposi tion 111sp&c•or 

1214~ OQ.f09/12 05 3S c Gt>e 

R.Qmi!.rk!!: VIOLAJION 10EXl1 ~- - ~~re E-:1.:eces. C:C;:irAU 1li::ins. l'lc'Urung pli;n~., tind 9;1r~9n!1 10tal0:J.~1 f,·e 
e:;.~il~<::qu(mr.d ;;tx:·1>:< r-:fer~c;;d i!!ddrC$~ ;~nd J222 £2lld Sl Rc111QveAl,L c::.'::1<! wires alt<i¢1e11 lo rcol .ac'r:lars. 
ir stall p~~* fr:>' ~up ladder& tmraui;ll .am;;rigs or {(!«-;(N.<J: :.•1.v1ln.,s. 

Oi\-tr: Ftom Vo ln:;;p. Remar$;s 

Ct.ilOl'l.112 1145 12::m <:Jae Violalbi ool<iba.l!.ld. 

lm;p. ~!.?· Sc:h<f. Dt. Aro-a Type 

&6 c 
Remarllto: \llOLATION ~cEXI 13 - Exile1Fir'1 E:.;c~;:res Clear Alllte;n-; ln;l1,dfr.g planrs sncl gMaod 1-:x::t~LJ or.i fire 
e:i~apes eroonli,ah(l\lc rcf(;;<onr.e-..S ::idl!feesand 32-22 :!ind SI. R!-!A'r1~,;AL!. cabl;;· v.•itc;~;):;!;;it.l'l fco~ } ::I ro:i( l.-..ddc:$ 
lnr;.t;;'l p~S!3ge tor drop lmidern 11\"ot:gh ;<rt1qln~s or remove <r••ming~ 

Oa!a Fcom Ta ltrsp. R1m13rks 

05.'29i1 ~ 13'.0;) 14:00 C.,.;c 

lliap. No. Sc hd. Pt. Area 

11i'29.l11 05 

Rtimar~: VfOLMION I OEX.!13- Exit~r~ F.!.~apes. Cli;ar P!_L items nrJ1Jlft1g piBtll~ and garlan" locide:f en (t-e 
escll)les aroa..nd ab¢11¢; r~f-.;N•:JUl:d 3ddre;.s ard 3222' ~iJY.I St Rerr:ove ALL ·:lac{o 1vire~: ;Jfb:lcnec to fa of ladder:: . 
lr.-sl:Jll passage lc.r crop la11~n; ltm;(1r,~1 ~·1w1'Jir19s er re rncve ;;;14-11in~. 

Del~ From To lm•p. fulm.aril~ 
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Exhibit 17.6 

1112S.'11 14:3:> }~· 15 Gee - - -----------------~---~---------~ 

2S78 f.115$10!1 $7 
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Exhibit 18 

San Francisco Fire Department 

NOTICE OF CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIRED 

DATE~------

TO: 

The prop9rl)' a1 has bm::n insp1)L:lcu b;• il\c: .'$;:>." i:<~r.:; i~:;Q 1°ife 
Dsp311ment and one or more condi1ions ware obsar .. 'ed that are no1 in compli<1nce with tho S<ln Fr;1r1ci::,;o Firn Codft 
Please teke action wilhin ho.irs o f lh~ date of lhrs notice to correct 

All1n1in~ lh~ condi1ion lo oont.i1uo coolc result iri l!1e iS~<r3"00 t)f 3 NOii<;!) ol VIOlrtU(ln II~ Nollc!j of Vlolattcn Is 1s-suec, 
lhe11 relnspecwin fees mlgln !lP. a_qses3ed . 

I U:INSl',~TION or-v10LA1'IUN i;'l!ES! 1200'1 sFr.c s.e..~11011 11:.!.:~ Aopendl~ Chaple- 11 
If an in"f:ech m by:• ~·i;;m11.,:i; d lit:"J ,,.. empoy""' <lf l lw.- r .. ., D1'p;i1h,1t-11t d.s<:."o~"~ ;0 vi°'311M o r U1·s cttat-, r.he ct. et snail detem1IM 
a ~~rlOO of l"""3 :"el Is ~iw.ina.~la to remody t11e ~10laUon <IM r<1ir.s~t1. I~ ~~or;y to "o"<;rify ~ .. 1ch m rNJr.ton Tho~ de,":u11rcril :S:13l 
coo:ecc :r tee lo c1Xo:per1":ile fur ii~ <:~fa :o pl!rfumo "°et' 1 i!':r"I'~~· ro o;;rtlli C()f(f!'CllO~ or ltitl oode vt!l!Btl:!O and e~re-G:l!Ylp~anoa­
"'th U1e. s.ppt.~b1!! re~•Jirernemts. 1n~r19ctori;: ~1t><d'1 r~ulr~ more 1Nm one ht>Jr to oom;i1e1.e ~.11 1 t..e (~.1l:..-e<;1; 10 l)ll ;tr.di1bn~1 fot:l mil!'<.>! 
lor o"cti qo:or1ar·ht>eJr iro;amL'lll b<:yar<I !ba fbt r.ixly rr. roul,,..; DI lhl! i.l!!pi>:lm.,r1r~ Orr~il<! r,-,..\dw. 

CONDITION REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION; (Check approprl<1lt11 bo;ir;) 

0 2007 SFFC S.-e~;ion l04.1 Combustible S1orage Hazard. 
CJ 2007 SFFC Soc.lion 315 11,1 Ceiling Clcaram;e:; M;llntaincct. 
0 200'.I SFFC S1!!c~lon 901.<l.1 Sprinkler System Maintenance. 
0 2007 SFFC Sc~1ion 901.6 Fire Al;irm Mairitrirmnte. 
0 200? SFFC Se~lon ~06. 1 Fi re t:xtlngul!IJier(!i) R.equlrad, 
0 20G7 SFFC Sot!lion [106. 2 Flre Extlngul&her(s) Ma int<'llncd. 
t:I 2007 Sr i::<; Ser.ilon 1004 3 Posthig ol Qceupaot Load In Public Assemblies. 
0 20ll7 SFFC Sec1ion 1027.3 E)(itSlgn Illumination. 
0 2007 SFFC Socliorl 1027 5 Em~rg-lincY' Lighting, 
D 2007 SfFC Sec1ion 102S.1 Exits Maintained and Unobstructed. 
O 2G07 SfFC Ssciir.m 3401 1 F1iJ.mmablc i1Md Combustiblo L.iquitl Storoge. 
0 20tJ7 SFFC Section 380 l . 1 LPG Storage. 
0 2007 SFFC Sociicn 105 ,13 32, Appundi~ Chapter 1 Permit RlJ'qufred for Opim Fl.,,mu/C.-,ndl<'t~. 
Cl :ZCXi7 SFFC:. St~f:li1m 105.6.34, 1\p1>1~n1lix Cll~pt!.r 1 Perro It Required tor Place cf Assembly. 
() 2001 SFFC Sec~on 110.1 1. Appendix Chap:er 1 Unsafe· Conditions. 
(J other a 01tler _____________________________________ _ 
001her ______________________ ~ 

ISSUED BY; _________ _ 
SF FO Ott>~«.'lr~i:cclur 

RESPONSIBLE PAR.TY! __________ _ 
Fr.rtt tfairn 
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