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FILE NO. 170270 | - RESOLUTION NO.

[Renovation of County Jail No. 2 - Supplemental Information for State Funding Application]

Resolution designating the construction administrator, financial officer, and project
contact personv for a proposed project to renovate County Jail No. 2; confirming the fair
market land value of $6,000,000 for County Jail No. 2; and conditionally assuring the

staffing, operation and continued ownership of County Jail No. 2. .

WHEREAS, Under Senate Bill 844, Chapter 34, Statutes of 2016 ("SB 844"), the State
of California authorized the California State Public Works Boardv to issue up to $270,000,000
in lease revenue bonds, notes, or bond anticipation notes to finance the acquisition, design,
'reno.vétion, and construction of approved adult local criminal justice facilities; and

WHEREAS, Under Resolution No. 42-17, adopted by this Board of Supervisors on -
February 14, 2017, a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File
No. 170270, the City and County of San Francisco (“County”) was authorized to apply for SB
844 funding to renovatga County Jail No. 2, which is located at 425 Seventh Street (the
“Proposed Renovation Project”); and | ,

| WHEREAS, The County determined on January 10, 2017 that the Proposed .
Renovation Project is exempt from environmental review as a Class 1 éategorical exémption
under the California Environmental Quality Act, this Board of Supervisors affirmed that
determination in its Resolufi_on No. 42-17, and the additional information included in this
Resolution does not change that determination; and

WHEREAS, County submitted an updated application for SB 844 funding for the
Proposed Rénovation Project with the Board of State and Community Corrections on March

10, 2017, a cbpyof which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.
170270 (“Application”); and |

Sheriff's Deparfment
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WHEREAS, The Application must include a resolution adopted by the this Board of

- Supervisors with the names, titles, and positions of certain County staff managing the

Proposed Renovation Project; and

WHEREAS, County’s construction administratbr for the Propq'sed Renovation Project
will be Jumoke Akin-Taylor, Project Manager for San Francisco Public Works (“SFPW”),
Building Désign & Construction - Project Managemeht, or any other person designated by the
Director of SFPW, County’s financial pfﬁcer for Proposed Renovation Project will be Crispin
Hollings, Chief Financial Officer of County’s Sheriff's Department, or ény other person
designated by County’s Sheriff, and County’s project contact person for the Proposed
Renovatibn Project will be Jumoke Akin-Taylor, PrOjebt Manager for SFPW, Building Design &

Construction - Project Managemient, or any other person designated by the Director of SFPW;

‘and

WHEREAS, The Application must include a resolution adopted by this Board of
Supervisors regarding the ownership and fair market value of County Jail No. 2, which is
owned in fée simple by County,' and County’s Director of Property has determined the fair
market value land value of County Jail No. 2 is $6,000,000, and a copy of such determination
is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No.. 170270; and

WHEREAS, If County is awarded, and this Board of Supervisors accepts and
appropriates, SB 844 financing for the Proposed Renovation Project and this Board of
Supervisors approves the contract for the design of the Proposed Renovation Project if such
éontract is for more than $10,000,000 (the “Acceptance Conditions”), County would need to
provide a matching 'Counfy contribution of $8,200,000 (“County’s Cash Contribution”) and
fund the additional $3,800,000 (“Additiohal Contribution”) needed to fully fund the Proposed

Renovation Project; and

Sheriff's Department
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WHEREAS, Resolution No. 42-17 authorizes the Controller’s Dlrector of Public Finance
tp cause the issuance ol not rﬁore than $12,000,000 of County’é commercial paper to fund
costs for the Proposed Renovation Project on an interim basis; and

WHEREAS, If the-Accéptance Conditions are met, the SB 844 funding awarded for the -
Proposed Renovation Project would be secured by a Ground Lease, Site Lease, Facility

Lease, and a Facility Sublease for JAail No. 2 (collectively, the “Financing Documents”) in

- substantially the forms on file with the Clerk of the Board of Subervisors in File No. 170065;

and

WHEREAS, To qualify for a funding preference, the Application must include a
resolution adopted by this Board of Supervisors that provides assurance of the compatibility of
County’s Cash Contribution with the SB 844 funding; and .

WHEREAS, The_Application must include a resolution adopted by this Board of
Supervisors that prpvides assurance regarding the staffing, operation, and ownership of Jail
No. 2 if the Acceptance Conditions are met; now therefore be it

RESOLVED, County’s Cash Contribution and Adclitlonal Contribution shall be
compatible with the lease revenue financing that funds any SB 844 funds awarded to and
accepted by County for the Proposed Renovation Project; and, be it |

FURTHER RESOLVED, That if the Acceptance Conditions are met, County (i) will fully
ancl safely staff and operate Jail No. 2 within 90 days after substantial completion of
construction of the Proposed Renovation Project, and (i) will not, for so long as the lease-
revenue bonds secured by the Financing Documents remain outstanding, dispose of, modify
the use of, or change the terms of the real pfoperty titte or other interest in Jail No. 2, or lease
the portion of Jail No. 2 subject to the Finahcing Documents, to any other public or private

entity without permission and instructions for such action.from the Board of State and

Community Corrections.

Sheriff's Department
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SENATE BILL 844, ADULT LOCAL
CRIMINAL JUSTICE FACILITIES
CONSTRUCTION FINANCING PROGRAM

PROPOSAL FORM

This document is not to be reformatted.

CALIFORNIA

PEESHER R

SECTION 1: PROJECT INFORMATION

PLICANT INFORMATION AND PROPOSALTYPE‘,’ SRR A o

A RS
COUNTY NAME STATE FINANCING REQUESTED
San Francisco $ 70,000,000
SMALL COUNTY MEDIUM COUNTY LARGE COUNTY
(Below 200,000 GENERAL GOUNTY (200,000 - 700,000 GENERAL COUNTY (700,001 + GENERAL COUNTY
POPULATION)[| POPULATION) [_] poPULATION) [X]

TYPE OF PROPOSAL — INDIVIDUAL COUNTY FACILITY /REGIONAL FACILITY

PLEASE CHECK ONE (ONLY):

INDIVIDUALCOUNTY FACILITYIX! REGIONAL FACILITY [ ]

By BRIEF PROJECT DESCRIPTION

FACILITY NAME

425 7th Street Facilities (County Jail #2)
PROJECT DESCRIPTION

Renovation of current County Jail #2. Improvements will be made to inmate housin'g that maximize
facility safety/security and expand mmate programming and treatment services.

STREET ADDRESS
425 7th Street

cITY STATE ZIP CODE
San Francisco ' 94013
S SG0PE Or WORK  WNBICATE ALY T47E ANDGHEGK ALL BORES THAT ey
FACILITY TYPE(IL lit or V) [INEW STAND-ALONE XIRENOVATION! [] consTrRucTiNG BEDS
I FACILITY REMODELING OR OTHER SPACE AT
EXISTING FACILITY

A.  MINIMUM B. MEDIUM SECURITY C. MAXIMUM SECURITY
SECURITY BEDS BEDS BEDS D. SPECIAL USE BEDS
Number of beds
constructed, 48
remodeled ’
E. BEDS REMOVED/ F. NET BEDS AFTER COMPLETED
DECONMISSIONED PROJECT

TOTAL BEDS 48

(A+B+C+D)

48
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Esi APP-LICANT"S AGREEMENT;,

}.By s gnmg’this appllcatlon, the.atthorize
" procedures goverriing this financing, prog
narrative,‘and attachments is i'rue aid €of

PERSON AUTHOR]ZED TO SIGN AGREEMENT -

navE Vicki Hennessy -~ e Sheriff

AUTHORIZED f’E SON'S SIGNATURE DATE
W - 2T

o DESIGNATED COUNTY CONSTRUCHON 7 ADMINISTRATO

This person shall be responsible to oversee construction and admlmster the statelcounty agreements. (Must be county staff,
not a consultant or contractor, and must be identified in the Board of Supervisors’ resolution.) -

COUNTY CONSTRUCTION ADMINISTRATOR .
name Jumoke Akin-Taylor TimLE Project Manager

DEPARTMENT , TELEPHONE NUMBER

San Francisco Public Works ’ (415) 657-4751

STREET ADDRESS ' '

30 Van Ness Street, Suite 4100

Iy A _ STATE ZIP CODE E-MAIL ADDRESS

San Francisco CA 94102 jumoke.akin-taylor@sfdpw.org

G. DESIGNATED PROJECT FINANCIAL OFFICER

This person is responsible for all financial and accounting project related activities. {Must be county staff, nota 60nstiltant or
contractor, and must be identified in the Board of Supervisors’ resolution.)

PROJECT FINANCIAL OFFICER )

Name Crispin Hollmgs mimLe Chief Financial Officer

DEPARTMENT : . TELEPHONE NUMBER
Sheriff's Department (415) 554-4316

STREET ADDRESS )

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett PI; City Hall, Rm. 456 , .

cITY ' STATE ZIP CODE E-MAIL ADDRESS

San Francisco CA 94102 crispin.hollings@sfgov.org

H. DESIGNATED PROJECT CONTACT ﬁéRéON"" L.

This person is responsible for project coordination and day-to-day liaison work with the BSCC (Must be county stuff not a
consultant or contractor, and must be identified in the Board of’ Supervnsors’ resoluhon ) et

TR DO

PROJECT CONTAGT PERSON
nave Jumoke Akin-Taylor . mimLE Project Manager
DEPARTMENT TELEPHONE NUMBER
San Francisco Public Works = ’ (415) 557-4751
STREET ADDRESS '
30 Van Ness Street, Suite 4100
1 CITY STATE ZIP CODE E-MAIL ADDRESS
San Francisco CA ' 94102 - jumoke.akin-taylor@sfdpw.org
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SECTION 2: BUDGET SUMMARY

Under 200,000 Population County Petition for Reduction in Contribution

[ 1 By checking this box the county hereby petitions for a contribution
reduction request as reflected in the proposal budget.

A. Readiness to Proceed Preference

This proposal includes a Board of Supervisors’ Resolution that is attached
and includes language that assures funding is available and compatible with
state’s lease revenue bond financing. ' :

B. California Environmental Quality Act  {CEQA) compliance

Has the county completed the CEQA compliance fdr the project site?

X] Yes. If so, include documentation evidencing the completion
(preference points).

[ 1 No.If no, describe the statﬁs of the CEQA certification.

c. Agreement Not to Lease Beds if Increasing County Capacity

Yes. The County agrees that if the project results in a net increase in rated

‘ beds, the County will not lease capacity in the SB 844 financed adult local

criminal justice facility to any other public or private entity for a period of 10

years beyond the completion date of the adult local criminal justice facility.

The County further agrees to certify and covenant in writing to this
requirement in future agreements as provided by the BSCC and/or SPWB.

[ 1 No. (Project not eligible for SB844 funding)

714



D. Budget Summarv Table (Report to Nearest $1,000)

. LINETTEM

1. Construction

2. Additional Eligible Costs

3. Architectural §5400:060 | .00 $/6/5007000
4. Project/Construction ' ﬁ,,z~€§§§§o§ SBYTT000
Management e A
5. CEQA | BAC00
6. State Agency Fees
7. Audit . ' 3 EIB500
8. Needs 'Assessment
9. Transition Planning
10. County Administration
11. Land Value
TOTAL PROJECT COSTS $70:5001060
PERCENT OF TOTAL BE%
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Construction (includes fixed equipment and furnishings) (state
reimbursement/cash match): The total construction budget estimate of $67.6 million
is based on historical data from similar capital projects and was prepared by a
professional cost estimating consultant in collaboration with San Francisco Public
Works.

Additional Eligible Costs (specified allowable fees, moveable equipment and
. furnishings, and public art)

a) Define each allowable fee types and the cost of each: N/A

b) Moveable equipment and moveable furnishings total amount N/A

c) Public art total amount: N/A

Architectural(state reimbursement/cash match)

a) Describe the county’s current stage in the architectural process: The City
has worked with consultants to develop a conceptual scope for this project to
apply for SB 844 funding.

_b) Given the approval requirements of the State Public Works Board (SPWB)
and associated state reimbursement parameters (see “State Lease
Revenue Bond Financing” section in the RFP), define which
portions/phases of the architectural services the county intends to seek
state dollar reimbursement: The estimated cost for architectural services is
approximately $6.5 million. The City intends to seek reimbursement for the
design development, construction/contract documents and construction
administration phases, which will occur after project establishment. San
Francisco Public Works developed the budget for architectural services using
lndustry standard rates and leading practices for architectural and engineering

- services for projects with a similar size and scope.

c) Define the budgeted amount for what is described in b) above: The Clty'
intends to seek reimbursement for $5.4 million of the $6. 5 million budgeted for
architectural services.

d) Define which portion/phases of the archltectural services the county
intends to cover with county contribution dollars: The City will cover costs
associated with program verification and schematic design, which occur before
SPWB establishment of project scope.

Define the budgeted amount for what is described in d) above: The City will
contribute $1.1 million to cover costs described in d) above.

Project/Construction Management - Describe which portions/phases of the .
construction management services the county intends to claim as:

a) Cash: The City intends to contribute approximately $3.3 million in cash, which
will fund project management services. The City will seek state reimbursement
to fund construction management services. San Francisco Public Works
developed this budget based on historical data from capital projects of a similar
size.

‘b) In-Kind: N/A

CEQA — may be state reimbursement (consultant or cohtractor) or cash match:
CEQA approval has been completed for this project and the City is not seeking
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10.

11.

reimbursement for the $10,000 cost.

State Agency Fees — Counties should consider approximate costs for the SFM
review which may be county cash contribution (match). $16,000 for the due
diligence costs which may be county cash contribution (match) or state
reimbursement. San Francisco Public Works estimated these costs at $932,000 using
historical data and the fee structures published by state agencies and other authorities
with review jurisdiction. This estimate includes $16,000 for real estate due dlhgence
The City is not seeking reimbursement for these costs.

Audit of Grant - Define whether the county is intending fo use independent
county auditor (in-kind) or services of contracted auditor (cash) and amount
budgeted: San Francisco Public Works’ standard policy is to estimate audit costs as
0.2 percent of the total project cost. The audit will be provided in house by the City’s

Office of the Controller. The City is not seeking reimbursement for these costs. '

Needs Assessment - Define work performed by county staff (in-kind), define
hired contracted staff services specifically for the development of the needs
assessment (cash match): The City engaged a consultant to prepare one of the two
jail population studies that formed the basis for the needs assessment prepared by the
City's Office of the Controller. The City has not included costs assoc1ated with the
development of the needs assessment in the project budget.

Transition Planning — Define work performed by county staff (in-kind), define the
staff hired specifically for the proposed project (cash match): The City plans to
hire a staff person to act as the Sheriff's Department liaison for the project and. assist
with transition planning. Over the life of the project, this staff person’s salary will total
approximately $600,000; this estimate is based on salaries for similar positions in the
City. The City is not seeking reimbursement for this in-kind contribution.

County Administration — Define the county staff salaries/benefits directly
associated with the proposed project. The City estimated administration costs
based on the salaries and benefits of already existing staff members that will be
involved in project administration. The City is not seeking reimbursement for costs
associated with admmlstratlve services. .

Site Acquisition - Describe the cost or current fair market value (in-kihd):
N/A. The project is a renovation of an existing facility owned by the City.
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SECTION 3: PROJECT TlMETABLE

Site assurance/cdmparable
long-term possession within 90 days
of award

.N/A—-Reno.vétion.cl)”f' T

existing facility owned by

City.

Real estate due diligence package
submitted within 120 days of award

N/A — Renovation of
existing facility owned by

City.

SPWB meeting — Project
established within 18 months of
award

5/23/2018

9/11/2018

Schematic Design with Operational
Program Statement within 24
months of award (design-bid-build
projects)

11/7/2018

2/12/2019

Performance criteria with
Operational Program Statement
within 30 months of award (design-
build projects) '

N/A — Not a design build
project

Design Development (preliminary
drawings) with Staffing Plan

12/12/2018

4/30/2019

Staffing/Operating Cost Analysis
approved by the Board of
Supervisors

12/12/2018

4/30/2019

Construction Documents (working
drawings)

5/1/2019

9/11/2019

Construction Bids or Design-Build
Solicitation '

9/12/2019

4/30/2020

Notice to Proceed within 42 months
of award

2/7/2020

7/23/2020

Construction (maximum three years
to complete)

8/7/2020

08/20/2022

Staffing/Occupancy within 90 days
of completion

08/21/2022

11/15/2022
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SECTION 4: FACT SHEET'

Table 1: Provide the following information

County general population _ 852,469

1.

2. | Number of detention facilities 6

3. | BSCC-rated capacity of jail system (niultiple facilities) : 2,360

4. | ADP (Secure Detention) of system | 1,319

5. | ADP (Alternatives to Detention) of system - , 929

6. | Percentage felony inmates of system » 94.4%

7 Perc?ntflge non-_sentenc_ed inmates of system' _(this i_s n(_)t for tl.1e' 84, '5%
pretrial information that is requested in the rating criteria Section 5)

8. | Arrests per month - : . 3,3482

9. | Bookings per month of system 1,623

10..| “Lack of Space” releases per month ‘ ' 0

Table 2: Provide the name, BSCC-rated capacity (RC) and ADP of the adult detentlon
facilities (type ll, lll, and IV) in your jurisdiction (county) _

' Facility Name RC ADP
1. | County Jail #1 (intake and release — no beds) N/A ' 19
2. | County Jail #2 (combination of dorm and cell beds) - 392 260
3. S:,gnmt.{: :ﬁ;,l ggfgl’; rl‘)s replaced — linear design; 496 Jail Closed
4. (s:;:pntx; :ﬁ;,l ﬁgfgl: :5 replaced lmear design; 402 350
5. | County Jail #5 : 768 678
6. County Jail #6 (minimum security housing) 372 Jail Closed

7. | San Francisco General Hospital (Ward 7DI7L) N/A 7

Table 3: List of the offender assessments used for determining pfogramming

Assessment tools ' Assessments per Month
1 Pre-trial Risk Assessment Tool 504
" | (Pre-Trial Diversion) ' '
2 Internal Screening Process 1.059
" | (San Francisco Sheriff Department) o

*Unless otherwise indicated, the data for the tables included in this section came from the
San Francisco Sheriff Department’s internal Jail Management Database.

2 Data source: California Department of Justice, Criminal Justice Statistics Center
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SECTION 5: NARRATIVE

The City and County of San Francisco (the “City”) seeks SB 844 financing to

‘renovate one of its 6urrent facilities (County Jail #2) to re-house up to 48 inmates
currently residing in County Jail #4, a seismically unsafe facility ihat Iac.;ks'adequaiteﬁ
program and treatment space. The proposed renovations will ensure that County Jail
#2: (1) is seismically safe; (2) brovides safe podular housing for up to 48 high-secur.ity
and me'ntally il inmates currently ‘hous.ed in County Jailk#4; (3) includeg improved space
for visits with family and friends; and 4) inqludes additional flexible brogram and .

treatment space to meet the needs of inmates moved to County Jail #2 and those that

must remain in County Jail #4 for the near term. The City did not receive AB 900, SB

1022., or SB 863 funding.

County Jail #4 is located in the City’s Hall of Justice. County Jail‘#3 is also
located in the Hall of Justice and is currently closed. The City originally planned to
replace County Jails #3 and #4 with a new Rehabilitation and Detention Facilify (RDF)
and sﬁbmitted a proposal for SB 863 funding>based on this plén. However, member‘s of
San Francisco’s community voiced'strong opposition to the constructién of the RDF,
and the City’s Board of Super\iisors ultimately decided not to pursue the project.
Instead, the Board of Supervisors convened a work group of City and community
leaders to plan for the permanent closure éf_County Jails #3 and #4. The work group
recommended many strategies including the renovation of Cou.nty Jail #2. It is for this

f_eason that thé City is now pursuing the renovation project described herein. The City
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plans to renovate County Jail #2 to provide safe housing, programming, and freatment
for up to 48 inmates currently located in Coun‘ty Jail #4.

. The reasons wﬁy the Cify needs to permanently close-County Jails #3 and #4 are
described in detail below:

County Jails #3 and #4

The City’s need to replace County Jails #3 and #4 is impera.tive. According to the
BSCC'’s most recent biennial inspection, the “aged design [of County Jails #3 and #4] is
nét conducive to safety, programming, or efficiencies in jail operation overall.” The
County Jail Needs Assessment (Appendix C) echoes these concerns.# The City cannot
safely house inmates or provide robust pr;)gramming and treatment to inmatés at
County Jails #3 and #4 for the following reasons:

Seismic deficiencies. County Jails #3 and #4 are lbcateq in the City’s Hall'qf

AJustice, a building with a Seismic Hazard Rating (SHR) of three (i.e., seismically
deficient).? TherU.S’. Geological Survey predicts a 63 percent probabilify of at least one .
rhagnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake in the three-decade interval of 2007-2036 within
the San Francisco Bay Area.6 Tﬁe City is in the process of relocating all departments

from the Hall of Justice. The Sheriff's Department' closed County Jail #3 in 2013 to

32012-2014 Biennial Inspection, Board of State and Community Corrections, p 9.

4 See the “Weaknesses in County Jails #3 and #4” (p. 16) section of the Jail Needs
Assessment. .

5 County Jail Néeds Assessment (Appendix C)

. 82008 Uniform California Earthquake Rupture Forecast Fact Sheet, U.S. Geological '

Survey.
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begin the inmate relocation process. However, the City does not have a suitable

alternative location to house the high-security and mentally ill inmates currently housed

in County Jail #4. In the event of a serious earthquake, the inmates currently housed in

County Jail #4 would face significant threat to their health and safety. Moreover, it is

likely that inmates would loser access to in-custody programming and the City would
bear significant financial cost if iﬁmates had to be housed temporérily in a different
facility due to structural damage at thé Hall of Justice..

Inefficient a_nd unsafé linear design. The ﬁ950’s era linear design of County
Jails #3 and #4 leads té challenges in supeNising inmates.” Deputies must walk the
“main line” hallway between 'housing units to visually supervise inmafes. Gabs of time
between deputy supervision allow certain inmates to exercise authority over, and
potentially harm or exbloit, more \./ulnerable inmates. The linear design also impedes
the ability of Jail Health Services (JHS) to provide high quality care to inmates in need.
Low visibility hinders suicide prevention efforts and does not help to dissuade inr.nates
from engaging in verbal, physicévl,‘ and sexual assaults. |

La;:k of program space. The prograrh space in County Jails #3 and #4 is
unsafe, outdated, and inadequate. Th.ere is very limited space for providing
programming to inmates which results in only 20 percent of inmates participating in
programming. Programs are held in rooms converted from holding cellé and other

spaces intended for different functions. For example, a property room will occasionally

7 See Appendix A for photos of housing units in County Jails #3 and #4 compared to the
_ vision for County Jail #2.

8 County Jail Needs Assessment, p 17 (Appendix C)
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" be converted into a classroom‘and two holding cells havé been converted into program
space. These spaces lack basic resources such as outlets, audio/visual wiring, and
internet access. In soﬁ\e cases, services are brought directly td inmates in housing
units, but otherwise there is no space available for programming. As a result, program
offerings are limited both in quantity and in the number of inmates that can be
accommodated.®

Lack of appropriate housing. The majority of the in.mates living in County Jail
#4 are housed in tanks that hold up to 12 inmates each. This housing configuration
does not help to promote pfosocial behavior or lirhit inmate-on-inmate violence.

County Jails #3 and #4 are also improper for housing mentally ill inmates. While
the overall jail population is declining, the population of inmates with mental iliness
continues to increase: from 2005 to 2015, the number of béds for the mentally ill
increased 30 percent despite a 26 percent decfeése in the jail population. JHS is
concerned that as this trend continues; there will be insufficient beds available to house
mentally ill inmates. Moreover, there are not ehough single and double bed cells in
County Jails #3 and #4, which iimits the Sheriff Department’s ability to separate

| inmates as appropriate or accommodate inmates with special needs. |

Lack of éppropriate treatment space. Currently, County Jails #3 and #4 are ill-
equipped to properly provide medical and mental health care to inmates.. The infirmary
ié limited to one exam bed and offers little to no charting space for clinicians. Nurses

use hallways to prepare‘inmates for clinical visits and medical staff must monitor

9 County Jail Needs Assessment, p 29 (Appendix C)
l
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inmates pléced in safety cells that are not located near the clinic.'® In County Jaii #4,
the only space for group treatment is in a central area surrounded by six person cells
“and is not private enough to provide adequate treatment confidentiality. The lack of )
adequate treatment space results in inefficient care for patients.

Limited visiting area. County Jails #3 and #4 do not include ideal visiting
spaces, making it difficult for families and‘ friends to spend time with their loved ones in
custody. The screened visiting rooms are dilapidéted, noisy, and hot in the sﬁmmer and
cold in the winter. Inmate/child visitations take place in a converted shower room within
the secure area of the jail, exposing children to the often anleasant sights and sounds
of the facility.

The City needs to renovate County Jails #2 to replace part of County Jail #4’s

high-security capacity. The reasons why are described in detail below:

County Jail #2

The renovations described in the scope of work (stérting on page 7) represent
 the changes that County Jail #2 will undergb to extend its useful life and provide -
replécement capacity for up to 48 high-security inmates currently housed in County Jall
#4. The City cannot safely house Ahigh—security inmates or provide robust programming
and treatment to inmates at County Jails #2 in its current state for the followiing reasons:

Lack of appropriate housing. County Jail #2 is not currently suitable to house
the i'nmétes residing in County Jail #4. County Jail #2 was originally designed and
cohétructed as a work furlough facility with dormitory style beds and a commercial gfade

interior (including gypsum board separation walls, an acoustical ceiling, and surface-

10 County Jail Needs Assessment, pp 17-18 (Appendix C)
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mounted light _ﬁxtUres). For these reasoﬁs, Cdunty Jail #2 is only apbropriate for
housing low- o méd.ium-security inmates, and the City’s jail population has housed an
increasing proportion of maximum-security inmates since 2008.1!

Lack of safety features. The pods in County Jail #2 do not protect against
suicide attémpts in théir current form (they are missing suicide barriers énd
appropriately cbnﬁguréd shower stalls). The facility’s security systems are also outdated
~ and the facility will likely require additional egress routes and smoke evacuéﬁon
systems to ensure the safety 'and security of those- in its custo&y.

Lack of secure programming space. County Jail #2 currently includes -
mﬁltipurpose rooms in each pod, dayroom spacés in‘each pod, and a corridor fof
educational programming. These spaces are not appropriate for delivering programs to
high-security inmates in their cufrent fofm, nor are they adequate for delivering as many
programs as are available to inmates housed in other City jail facilities.

Lack of appropriate in-person visitation spz;ce. County Jail #2 does not
currently include adequate space for in-person visitation. Most of the facility’s housing
pods use a multipurpose room on the lower level for visits with family and friends. The
rooms are n‘oisy and it is hard for inmates and visitors to hear one another. In addition,
~ there -is an increased risk of exchange of contraband during visits since visits are not
audio recorded and there is no screen separating inmates and visitors.

Dilaﬁidated building features. County Jail #2-’.3 roof and HVAC systems are in

need of repair. Rain water currently seeps into the facility and has damaged the jail's

11 Between 2008 and 2015, the proportion of San Francisco’s inmates classified as

maximum security increased from 46 percent to 59 percen{.
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electronic security systems. The HVAC systems do not currently provide proper air

circulation throughout the facility. The facility’s kitchen has been dormant since 2010

and is need of a complete remodel.

Unlike County Jails #3 and #4, County Jail #2 has six housing pods that allow for
direct supervision. County Jai] #2 also includes appropriate treatment space and some
space for program delivery. However, County Jail #2's 466 (392 rated) o'per‘]. bay beds
are not suitable for housing maximum security or mentally ill inmates. County Jail #2~- . |
also lacks space appropriate folr in—pérson visitation and the wide variety of programs

~ available to inmates located in the City’s other jail facilities. During this first phase of
renovations, the City intends to retrofit two pods in C_bunty Jail #2 (Pods Aand D) to (1)

- house up to 48 high-security or mentally ill inmates currently located in the seismically
deficient and dilapidated County Jail #4, (2) improve opportunities for in-person
visitation at County Jail #2, and (3) provide more programming space at County Jail #2
for high-security inmates housed in County Jails #2 and #4.

The following figures demo'nstrate the ways in which County Jail #2 renovations

will provide safer housing and more program and treatment space:

. Figure 1: Renovations will create safer housing for high-security inmates

Before Renovations After Renovations

Open bay beds 24 24 0 0
Beds in double occupancy cells 0 . 0 24 24
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Figure 2: Renovations will prowde access to more program space for high-
security inmates?

Before Renovations After Renovations

46 rooms

4 rooms

For inma-tés housed at For inmates housed at For inmates housed at
County Jail #4 County Jail #2 County Jails #2 & #4

Figure 3: Renovations will provide access to more treatment space for
inmates transferred to County Jail #2

County Jails #3 & #4 County Jail #2 Difference -

Holding Cells A 4 11 47

Exam Rooms 3 4 +1

Treatment Rooms 0 1 +1

Dental Rooms 0 1 +1

X-ray Rooms 0 1 +1

Lab Rooms 0 2 +2
Staff/Support Rooms 3 4

+1

Rooms . 10 24 - +14

This first phase of County Jail #2 renovations will fulfill the.needs described in
Question 1 in the following ways:
Seismic safety. County Jail #2 will undergo selective structural strengthening to

ensure it meets seismic safety requirements.

2'Program space includes exercise areas, classrooms, multipurpose rooms, and

vocational training rooms.
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Safe and efficient housing. Unlike County Jails #3 and #4, County Jail #2 is a
podular, direcf—supervision housing unit. This design allows for greater visibility, and,
thus, improves staff's ability to-efficiently monitor inmates to ensure their safety. It also
improves staff’s ability to securely move inmates between sections of the facilfty. |

For this projecf, twd of County Jail #2’s housing pods (Pods A'and D) will -
undergo renovations to ensure the safety of the high-security and mentally ill inmates to
be housed in the facility. These renovations include: replacing commercial gréde
elements with detention grade features, installing sally ports at pod entrances, installing
mezzanine level barriers to prevent suicidal inmates from jumping over existing
railings,'® and installing classification separation barriers in opén day rooms to separate
inmates from those that héve been deemed predatory or prone to being sexuélly
abusive. These renovations will .al|ow high-security inmates to spend more time outside
of their cells in flexible recreation space; those housed in County Jail #4 lack access to
this type of flexible space. In addition, the 48 open bay beds in both pods will be
converted into double occupancy cells to create 48 beds appropriate for high-security or
mentally ill inmates.

Moving up to 48 high-security inmates to County Jail #2 will not eliminate the
need to keep County Jail #4 open'in ‘;he near term. A jail population fore(.:ast conducted -
by the City’s Office of the Controllerin 2015 (Appendix C) indicates that (Ec\iﬂnty Jail #2
would need between 129 and- 429 additional beds to replace County Jail #4. However,

the Qify is in the process of implementing a series of strategies designed to reduce San

13 Budget permitﬁng, the projéct scope may be enhanced to include the installation of

- additional mezzanine-level suicide barriers in Pods B, E, and F.
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Francisco’s jail population over time. If these strategjes do not reduce the jail population
sufficiently, the City may consider a second phase of this renovation project to create
additional bed capacify for high-security and mentally ill inmates in County Jail #2.

. Sexual abuse mitigation. The double occupancy cells planned for County Jail |
- #2 will be safer than hoUsinQ‘ availablge at County Jail #4, as inmates are less likely to fall
‘victim to sexual abuse when they live in smaller groups of similérly classified inmates
and éleep in single or double océupancy cells.. The Sheriff's Department is committed to
ensuring that inmates are classified and housed appropriétely to guard against sexual
abuse'®; the department has ‘especialiy focused on protecting the transgender
popuiation from such trauma.. |

'Ex'panded and impro\;ed programming space. .As Figure 2 on page 8

suggests, there are currently more rooms avaiiable to conduct programs in County Jail
#2 than in County Jail #4. Although County JAails #2 and #4 are located in adjacent
buildings, inmates at County Jail #4 cannot access programming space in County Jail
#2 because County Jail #2 is currently not appropriate for high-security inmates. The |

renovations as proposed will create a safer space for program delivery in County Jail #2

* The Sheriff's Department ié committed to cémpliance with the Prison Rape Elimination
Act (PREA) and does not tolerate sexual abus.e of any kind in its facilities. All uniformed
personnel assAigned to work in the jails receive PREA training and inmates are provided
with information during orientation on how to protect themselves against sexual abuse.
Posters in jail housing areas encourage inmates to repqrt sexual abqse by alerting staff

or calling the department's PREA hotline.
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and expand the facility's available programming space by 1,500-3,000 square feet'®to
allow inmates at County Jail #2 (and those remaining-in County Jail #4 for the near
term) access to more of the programs delivered to inmates at other facilities. The project
will alsd renovate County Jail #2’s 'kitc'hen, which will allow inmates to parﬁcipate in |
vocational training in the food service industry. The suicide barriers tb be installed on
the mezzanine levels of Pods A and D will also. help to buffer sound and improve the
environment for program delivery. Finally, the project will construct four ADA éompliant
beds to ensure that programmatic'oﬁeringé are available to inmates with disabilities.

Improved access to treatment space. County Jail #2 currently includes a full
service infirmary with exam and charting rooms, a dental suite, and a housing pod
specifically designed to monitor and treat the mentally ill. This inﬁfmary is far superior to
the inadequate infirmary at County Jail #4.. Those .inmates that are relocated from
County Jail #4 to a renovated County Jail #2 will benefit from access to these spaées.
- This project also inéludes the creation of a Psychiatric Sheltered Living Unit in one of
. the pods to enhance the delivery of treatment and therapeutic services to inmates
housed at County Jail #2. See Figure 3 on page 8 fdr more information on treatment
space comparisons between County Jails #3 and #4 and County Jail #2.

Improved and expanded Visiting area. While inmates at Coﬁnw Jail #2 now .

receive the minimum number of visits required by state regulations, the Sheriff's

15 County Jail #2 was built with two open atriums that could be infilled to create this
additidnal space. The current p'roject scope includes the infill of one of these atriums for
an additional 1,500 square feet of program space. Project budget constraints may not

allow for the infill of the second 1,500 square foot atrium.
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Department anticipates the ability to expand visiting opportunities as a résult of this
project. The proj‘ect will expand available programming and multipurpose space in
Coun'ty Jail #2 by 1,500-3,000 square feet'® and install screens to safely allow for face-
to-face visits between visitofs and inmates; these changes will create mofe
opportunities for inmates to visit with families and friends during their time in custédy.

Building repairs..To ensure the safe and efﬁcienf operation of County Jail #2, |
this project will partially repair the building’s roof to prevént water leakage and replace
the building"s HVAC systems fo ensure proper air flow throughout thé facility.

3.7 Programming and Services:

Alfernatives to Incarceration and Current In-Custody Programming

The City has a strong record of decreasing the total number of incarcerated
individuals in its custody by providing three types of programming: alternatives to
“incarceration, in-custody programs, and community based re-entry services.

Alternatives to incarceration. In December 2016, an average' of 1,034
individuals participated in alternatives to incarceration in San Francisco each day. ‘(By
coﬁparisoh, 1,330' individuéls made up San Francisco’s éverage daily population.that

same year.) The Sheriff's Department operates two types of these programs:

16 County Jail #2 was built with two open atriums that could be infilled to create this
additional space. The current project scope includes the infill of one of these atriums for
an additional 1,500 square feet of program and multipurpose spacé. Project budget

constraints may not allow for the infill of the second 1,500 square foot atrium.
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1) For bretrial defendants. |n 2015, 81 percent!” of the average daily inmate

population was pretrial (i.e., unsentenced) in San Francisco jails. Pretrial release

programs are designed to shorten the length of stay of these defendants. The Sheriff's
Department contracts with the San Francisco Pretrial Diversion Project (SFPDP), an
organizatigh which has a 40-year histofy of providiné éffecﬁve pretrial supervisior;.
SFPDP recently b_egan using the Arnold Foundation’s Public 'Safety Assessment — an
actuarial validated tool — to asééss the risks associated with releasing a given
defendant awaiting resolﬁtion of his or her case. The results of the tool are then
submitted for judicial review. An individual granted pretrial release in San Francisco .
falls under one of the following three levels of supervision: (1) No Active Supervision
(theée individuals are granted release on their own recdgnizance and are sent
reminders by the court); (2) Minimum Supervision (these individuals are granted
release on their own recognizance, are sent reminders by the court, and report by
phone twice a week; or (3) Assertive Case Management (these individuals are granted
release on their own recognizance to a case manager from SFPDP). Orientations and
individual case assessments are conducted with each client and reporting conditions
may include fwo to four in—per;on cont;':lcts with staff each week:

Clients may also be required to participate in group sessions ranging from dual
diagnosis, anger management, and Thinkiné for a Change.® High needs ASsertive
Case Management clients are also referred to mental health services. The Sheriff's

Department also provides funding for emergency stabilization housing, transportation,

17 Based on numbers submitted to BSCC for quarterly reports..

18 Thinking for a Change is an evidence-based, cognitive-behavioral group treatment
modality. : o ‘
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hygiene, and cold weather clothing. In December 2016, 94 percént of clients
participating in pretrial release programs appeared for their court dates.

2) For sentenced population. Alternatives to incarceration for the sentenced
population include: residentiai treatment, work alternatives, or home detention with
electronic monitoriﬁg.

In-custody programs. In-custody programs focus on 1) substance abuse
and mentaj illness, 2) batterers intervention and violenpe prevéntioh, and 3)
educatidn and job readihess. The Sheriff Department's rehabilitative program
coordinators help direct inmates to the most'suitable programs and support internal
planning regarding which programs to 6ffer. '

The Sheriff's Departmént currently operates 14 housing units that are |
devoted to education and programming. Inmates in these housing units participéte
in a minimum of five hours of programming per day. The Sheriff's Department also
offers groups (such as substénce abuse reduction, traurﬁa recovery, parenting
classes, and independent studies) to inmates that are not living in dedicated
programuhousing.' Many of these programs and services are nationaily recognized.
For example, the Five Keys Charter High School was the recipient of the 2015
Pioneer Institute Better Government Competition, the 2014 Haﬁ Vision Award for
‘Charter School of the Year (for Northern California), and the 2015 Harvard Kennedy
School Innovations in American vaernment Award.

 The core in-custody programs that the Sheriff's Department currently offers

are outlined and described in Figures 4 and 5 on pages 15 and 16. Oniy the first five

programs listed in Figure 4 are currently offered in County Jail #4.
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Figure 4: In-Custody Programs in San Francisco Jails .
(Programs listed in italics offered at County Jail #4; all programs could be offered at
renovated County Jail #2)

Five Keys Charter School

Alcoholics Anonymous 12 Steps

. . Provides parent/child contact visits within the jails, individual
One Family 'Parenting Inside Out . ' _therapeautic support, and restorative justice interventions. Also teaches
‘Parenting Inside Out classes throughout the jails and in the community.

Ps: ychmtm: Sh eI tered l.:vlng

"+ Serves the chironically mentatil, incliding those with cogccurring.
Umt(PSLU) . di TeocT o R '

Wellness Recovery Action Pldn’.© )

Programmmg for
Transgender, Gender Varient,
and Intersex inmates

Substance abuse and trauma recovery groups. Individuai case
management and re-entry planning.

3 .AHelp women develop thetools needed to hve healthy, drug free hv f .\

L aI'Llfe les Rela sePre ntmn N
Sisters : sty s !

Sober Treatment i

48%_5"'-.':'

Empowere 'in'Re¢
{SISTERS)* : I, :
ECE Therapv, Anger Workbook for Women e ) ‘Promdes opportumtles to continuetreatment followmg release
Violence intervention and prevention program for men focusing on anger
Resolve to Stop the Violence i P prog 8 on ang
. Manalive 57% management, violence prevention, survivor lmpact and restorative

(RSVP)

Commu_ ityofVeterans : . . .
Engag dmRestoratlon ' Living in Balancé.- :

(COVER)
Relapse Prevention; Criminal Addictive Offers substance abuse treatment and group/individual counseling. Also
Roads to Recovery Thinking; Coping with Stress Triggers; = 43% offers classes and training in life skills and specialized topics such as

‘Successful Re-entry into Soaety ~Kinglan non-violente and other conflict resolution training.

o . Thlnkm fora Change Cognltlve
' Beha ora nterventlons forSubstanceg 26

Abuse, Seekmg Safety o " B . e
Includs wﬁting wor‘shop, chi!d support servics, women’s health,
\Wormer’s Intake Pod ~Seelf|ng Safety; Helping Women Recover; ) reentry services, services for. domestic violence survivors, substance
Coping with Stress abuse, life skills, peer support groups, education counsehng, parenting,

and yoga/exerclse

) Research b :'ed gro and mdivndual lntervennonsmcludlhg cognmve .

Reentry Pod

Substance Abuse; Manalive -+

Thinking for a Change; Cognitive
Keys to College Behavioral Interventions for Substance
Abuse; Seeking Safety

Student inmates participate in both college classes and treatment
groups.

N ADeveloped by th Nat! ) al Instrtute of Correctxons, a cognmve behavnoral
= :therapy (CBT) program hat mcludes cognmve restructurlng and the '* "
o development of socual and problem solvmg skrlls. ’

Thinking for aChange a o ‘Thinkj'ng for a Change
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T"Unless ptherwise indicated, recidivism rates based on inmates who spent 30 or
more days in a program, were released to the community between January 1, 2015
and June 30, 2015, and were arraigned on new offense or held on probation. or
parole |n San Francisco Within 12 months of release.

2Based on a sample of 75 randomly selected graduates from 2010-2013.

Figure 5: In-Custody Vocational'Programs in San Francisco Jails |

Culina' Aité. i A collaboratw“ effort mvolvmg the Five, Keys School Aramark Corporatlon, and commumty-based
D ol L . orgamzatlons that prowdes inmates with the opportunity to obtam certification for entry level,
(Serve Safe Certification) -
LA R employment in the restaurant industry
Computer Literacy Teaches cémpu’ter literacy for employment.
'San I;rancxs‘t-:'o"sherrff's Departriient has partnered with Honters Point Family, Five Keys Charter;

Aquaponics - : - School, and Otir Foods to offer this aquapomcs trainirg program. The program provndes academlc
q ) p S " and hands—ontrammg usmg onsite systeinis to plan, plant, -and harvest produce: The partiiership

L w:ll ultlmately grow to |nc|ude post release employment opportunltles at a farm m San Franclsco

A 2011 analysis of ali persons released from the San Francisco jail system
found that 63 percent were re-arrested within three months.® Thoee that have
participated in the Sheriff Department’s in-custody programming have fared better:
from July 1, 2015 to June 30, 2015, 107 inmates were released aftef having spent
thirty or more days as a program parﬁcipant. Of these, 39 percent were found to have

recidivated.?®

19 This.data came from a study conducted in 2011 by San Francisco City Hall Fellows in
collaboration with the Sheriff's Department.
20 Recidivism is defined as arraigned on new offense or held on probation or parble in

San Francisco within 12 months post release.
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Community based re-entry services. The Sheriff's Department also offers
community based programming for survivors of violence and the formerly incarcerated
as outlined in Figure 6 below.

Figure 6: Out-of-Custody Programming

Five Keys Charter School. -, . High schiool classes and vocational trdiring: - . "

No Violence Alliance . Case management providing wraparound services and housing to individuals with a history of violence.

Provrdes forre- entry needs of mdrvrduals includmg educatlon, vocatlonal tralnmg, domestrc vnolence .
- mterventrons parentmg and famrly sennces, substance abuse programs and other transmonal serv:ces

Support and resources for survivors of domestic violence and human trafficking. Coordinate the victim
component of the Resolve the Stop the Violence (RSVP) program. Client recruitment focuses on the victims
of RSVP and NoVa.
T Provrdes counsellng and ‘a'wide v vanety of servrces to. women, mcludmg education, votational trammg,
2 domestn: vlolence intérventions, trauma recovery, parentr gand fam:ly servrces, acupuncture therapy, -
nutr|t|on, substance abuse pragrams, and.other transrtronal services.. : - .

Survivor Restoration Program
{SRP) '

wOmen s Re—Entry Center
(WRC)

Programming at Renovated County Jail #2

The proposedrenovations to County Jail #2 build on the City’s commitment to
programming services in the following ways:

More in-custody programming opportunities. Renovations to County Jail #2
will expand available program space and ensure that the programming spaces in Pods
A and D are suitable for high-security inmates. Once renovations are cornplete,
inmates relocated to County Jail #2 and those remaining in County Jail #4 for the time
being will all have access to this additional program space (see Figure 2 on page 8 to
eompare the program space currently available to inmates in County Jail #4 with the
space that will be available to them once County Jail #2 is rendvated to accommodate
high—security inmates). The additional space will also allow the Sheriffs Department to
offer more frequent and varied educational and treatment programs than currently
available td inmates housed in County Jail #4 (see Figures 4 and 5 on pages 15 a'nd'16
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to compare current program offerings at County Jail #4 with the expanded list of
possible program Qﬁerings at a renovated Counfy Jail #2).

lnmafes will also have a chance to partake in vocational training in the food
service industry once County Jail #2’s kitchen is remodeleq. Preparing inrﬁates for
post-incarceration employment helps to réduce recidivism, and San Francisco has
extensive job 6pportunities in the food industry. Inmates at County Jail #2 and those
remaining in County Jail #4 for the near term will have access to the Sheriff
bDepa,rtment’s culinary‘arts program once renovationéare complete.

Finally, groups at County Jail #2 would not be cancellied due to lack of staffing
as they are at County Jail #4; fewer staff will be required to run programs at County Jail
#2 due fo thé facility’s direct sdpervision design. .

Additional housing for reentry programming. The Sheriff's Department will
leverage a renovated County Jail #2 to allocate more housing dediqated to reentry
preparation and continue to build upon existing relationships with criminal justice
partners to share risk assessment informati'on' and create joint transitional out-of-
custody treatment and programming plans for inmates.

Modeled after program success at County Jail #5. The proposed
renovations to County Jail #2 .are based in large part on the design of County Jail #5.
The Sheriff's Department has been extremely successful in delivering programmatip
content to the majority of the population in this modern direc;t supervision facility. It is
with a renovated County Jail #2 that the Sheriff's Department will seek to offer in-
custody pfogranimin’g to the high risk and maximum-security inmates in the City’s

system. Moreover, County Jail #5 is in San Bruno, CA, approximately 20 miles away
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from County Jail #2 in San Francisco. There is a néedvto increase the Sheriff
Department’s programming capacity within San Francisco to facilitate collaboration
- with the rest of the City’s criminal justice part_n‘ers and community based
organizations that are also delivering services to pretrial inmates.

Current Treatment Services

Medical and mental health care is provided to inmates in the City’s custody by
Jail Health Services (JHS), a program run by the City’s Department of Public Health.

Jail Health Services (JHS). JHS has 'been provfding a comprehensive and
integrated system of medical, psychiatric, and substance abuse care to inmates in the
San Francisco County Jail System for over three decades. The program is recognized |
nationwide as a model forensic healtht_:are delivery system. JHS staff identifies, treats,
and monitprs prisoners’ medical needs throughout their incarceration. Physician/nurse
practitioner coverage is provided on a daily basis, and a physician provides 24/7 on-call
coverage for all facilities. There are also twenty-four hours a day, seven days a week
nursing services, which include patient screening, assessments, treatment, medication
administration, and patient monitoring and education.

JHS provides a model of HIV services to‘ address the needs of the clients and
ensure that the rﬁost up-to-date HIV/AIDS prevention and treatment and casé
management services are offered. It also offers assistance with alternative placement,
compassionate release, post-release planning, housing referral, substance abuse and
mental health placements, and advocacy and commu’nity follow-up. Dental services
fnclude x—réys, sedative fillings, permanent fillings, and extractions. Tuberculosis and

sexually transmitted infection screenings are also performed.
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JHS’s Behavioral Heélth Services. This program is responsible for the
provision of mentél health and Co—occurring substance use disorder serQices. Servfces
providéd by the program’s multidisciplinary staff of psychiatrists, psychologists,
therapists, counselors, and case managers include crisis intervention; screening and
assess‘mént; evidence-based individual and Qroup psychotherapy; medication
evaluation and administration; post-release placement and referral services;
consultation with the Sheriif's Department to determiné appropriate housing; daily
monitoring of the segregated housing unit for chronically impaired prisoners; and
hospitailization of prisoners with acute mental ilinesses. Other program offerings may
include enhancing living skills, learning stress reduction techniques, and developing
anger management skills., JHS staff also performs routine welfare checks on prisoners
housed in administration segfegat'ion. ,

Behavioral Health Services’ Psychiatric Sheltered Living Units (.PSLU) are
designed to mirror a community treatment program tﬁat addresses consumer mental -
health and substance abuse issues from a recovery model and trauma-informed
perspective. The PSLU offers a variety of evidence-based groups treatment
modalities based on the needs of the patients including: Wellness and Recovery
Action Plan, Thinking for a Ch‘ange, Seekihg Saféty, lliness Management and
Recovery, and tﬁe Matrix Model approach to substance use disorder treatment.
Additionally, all individual treatment interactions utilize motivational interviewing and
cognitive behavioral therapy techniques.v When PSLU patients leave jail, many of
them will continue treatment in.community residenﬁal programs, day treatment

programs, and dual-diagnosis programs.
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The ultimate objectives of the PSLU programs are to develop and embrace
the client’s strengths in order to prepare clients té re-enter the community with the
necessary skills that will allow them to function at their full potential, and to increase
the client’s"probability éf retention and treatment success in community programs. At
any given time, there are 32 serious mentally ill patients housed in the Couhty Jail
#4 PSLU. An additioﬁal 17 (B1 +A®6) individuals in psychiatric overflow housing tanks
~and 40 in non-psychiatric housing areas are also mdnitored by Jail Behavioral
Health for varying levels of mental health issues. The aveiage length of the waitlist
for entry in to the PSLU is five to six patients deep and can often take weeks for
space to open. In the meantime, 50-60 patients with serioug mental health issues
(who are often more vulnerable) are forced to either be in a housing unit with limited
treatment or be in a general p'opulation setting..

Currently, all inmates receiving mental health services through JHS’ Behavioral
Health program are provided with reentry planning assistance, which, d'epending on the
individﬁal's level of need may include pfoviding information about community based
resources, mgking referrals and linkages to community based programs (outpatient
treatment, residential treatment,. primary care, and case manégement), conductin{;
eligibility assessments for mental health court, initiating Laﬁterman Petris Short Act and -
Murphy éonservatorships, providing case managémént services and competency
restoration treatment to individuals who have been found to be incompetent to stand
trial on a misdemeanor, and coordinating the transition from jail to the community.

| JHS’s current challenges at County Jail #4. JHS continuously strives to meet

the unique challenges associated with serving patients in custody, but their efforts are
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significantly undermined in County Jail #4 by the physical structure of this substaﬁdard
4 facility. Sufficient space and privacy do not exist and safety_ is a constant challenge.
Lack of appropriate clinical space 'requ‘ires nurses who are performing patient triage
functions, medication delivery, wound care and phlebotorﬁy to share one exam room
with the medical provider who 'is also actively engaged in patient care in this'space. itis
a violation of patient conﬂden’tiality to provide care to more than one patient at a time in
this room, and yet operations require that these activit‘ies occur simultaneously. }This
physical plant limitation also compromises infection control and patfent and hedical staff
séfety. Biologic specimens and medications are stored in this same exam room, which
is accessed by many people throughout the day resulting in risk of compromise to the
integrity of these items. In addition, there is no space for dental equipment or serviCes,
no location to perform radiologic studies, and no designated area to perform EKGs or
treatments such as nebulizer therapy or complex dressing changes.

The ability to treat patients in their housing units is essential to creating a
therapeutic environment, as it allows for informal socialization and modelihg of healthy
beha{(iors and coping skills. However, visibility at County Jail #4 is poor, which means it
is unsafe for JHS staff to treat patients in the facility’s hc;using units.

The PSLU at County Jail #4 is cold in the winter and hot in the summer. Patients
often do not want to get out of bed when it is cold én.d suffer in the heat. County Jail #4
is also noisy, which is nét conducive to mental wellness énd is stressful for both patients
and staff. Additionally, the lack of adequate space to safely house and treat all mental
health patients signiﬁcantly increases the risk fér adverse outcomes inc|u‘ding suicide,

hospitalization, and decompensation.
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;I'reatment Services at Renovated Cbun{v Jail #2

Moving inmates from County Jail #4'to County Jail #2 will improve the provision
of services to inmates in the following ways:

Improved efficiencies. County Jail #2 is a’dequatély configured to provide
treatment space that is sepérated by function (e.g., nursing assessment rooms,
provider exam rooms, treqtment room, and dental clinic). This conﬁguratioh allows for
the provision of patient services in an efficient manner throughout the day. The fact that
nursing stations'a.re located in inmate housing areas in County Jail #2 also means that
sheriff deputies will not need to transport every patient to medical to be seen as they
_ must in County Jail #4; this change will result in improved operational efficiencies.
Similarly, the infirmary at Courﬁy Jail #2 has holding cells in the medicél élinic area |
which allows for the safe housing of patients who are waiting to be seen by a clinician.
Finally, the infirmary.at County Jail #2 acts as a céntral location for medical supplies
'and the collection of blood, stool’, and urine specimens. Providing care within the walls
of County Jail #2 affords JHS the opportuhity to maximize the number of patients to be
seen by a clinician every day. Since JHS oberéfes in a more streamlined and gafﬁciént
fashion at County Jail #2, those inmates moved from County Jail #4 to County Jail #2
will benefit from improved patient care and more timely access to treatment. |

Improved safety. Clinician examination rooms at County Jail #2 are well
_equippéd for providing safe and critical health care to patiénts. Safety cells are located
near medical offices to allow for efficient monitorfng of patients.. Showers in Pods A and
D will be renovated to reduce suicide risk. If there is room in the project budget, County

Jail #2 will also be outfitted with functional medical isolation rooms: these rooms would
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allow medic'al staff to directly observe patients with respiratory infectious diseases and
provide critical medical care as required.

Improved access to dental care. County Jail #2 has a dental clinic équipped
with appropriate dehtal équipment and supplies. Those inmates that are moved from
County Jail #4 to County Jail #2 will benefit from improved access to dental care;
inmates are currently transported from County Jail #4 to County Jail.' #2 for den.tal visits,
which takes considerable time and staffing for-the Sheriff's Departmeht and limits the
number of patients that can be seen on any given date.A

| Improved protection of patient privacy. County Jail #2 is adequétely
cénﬁgured to provide safe and confidential clinical space. This allows for the delivery 6f
effective patient services Whilé preserving the dignity and privacy of patients. Possible
enhancements to the project scope include creating additional space in County Jail #2
for confidential group the'rapy'and private interview rooms to conduct assessments and
ongoing indi\)idual counseling.

Faster provision of service. Using telemedicine at Couhty Jail #2 will also
improve médical/mental health treatmeﬁt sewiéeé. Inmates requiring transport to
Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital (ZSFG) »for diagnostic purposes avnd follow-
up clinic appointments stré‘in the Sheriff’s Department resources. Using telemedicine
appropriately th Couhty Jail #2 will alleviate the need to transport some inmates to
ZSFG and it will hglp deliver faster medical/mental health services.

Improved therapeutic capacity. County JailA#Z’s overall pod design is
significantly more conducive to creaﬁng a therapeutic‘environment due to the

-opportunities it presents for patients to socialize with one another. Additionally,
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therapists can s;ifely participate in milieﬁ activities and address fssues (such as contflict,
negative social behaviors, and symptoms management) as they occur. Counfy Jail #2’s
design will also allow for closer monitoring of inmates who may be at risk for suicide.
Moreover, unlike County Jail #4, County Jail #2 does nof suffer from changes in ‘
temperature with the seas;)ns, and inmaté living spabe IS not as noisy — this makes
County Jail #2 a healthier setting for patient treatment. The Sheriff's Departrﬁent-plané

to move County Jail #4’s Psychiatric Sheltered Living Unit (PSLU) to a renovated
County Jail #2, which would signiﬁcahtly improve the conditions in which these v;')atients
receive treatmént. Under the right conditions, PSLUs have proven to be effecth)e in the
treatment and stabi[iiation of mentally ill participants. Furthermore, the PSLU
environmenf is similar to a éommunity program environment, which helps prepare
inmates for a smooth transition. When community programs learn that inmates are
housed in én environment that more closely resembles a cbmmunity program, .JHS has
found that they are more likely to accept these individuals into servicés.

Finally, if the project’s budget allows for the infill of County Jail #2’s second
atrium, the renovate(.:l‘facility will provide more abundant and available rheeting areas for
community broviders to assess and begin treatment with clients, facilitating and
~ potentially decreasing the length of .time to release, and reducing the isolatiqn and ’
disconnection that so often occurs with incarcerated individuals who are suffering from a

mental illness. 2" Currently, it is very challenging for community providers to access an

21 The Sheriff's Department is interested in working with JHS to include family members
in these meetings to help them understand the issues their loved ones are facing and

involve them in executing treatment plans.
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‘interview room because only one inter\)iew room exisis 'in the mental health area of |

County Jail #4, and it is almost constantly in use by attorneys. This often résults in
de'lay,éd placements and longer jail stays.

B Improved housing design. County Jail #2’s direct supervision design paired
with proposed renévations (i.e., the installation of double occupancy cells, mezzanine
barriers, and flexible classification separators) will allow patients to receive treatment in
a safe setting and facilitate JHS’ ability to create an environment that models a
community based treatment setting. This ensures that the treatment beople receive at
County Jail #2 will be as similar as possible to what they would receive in the
community, and it prepares tAhose~ individuals for their eventual release. These changes
will signiﬁcanﬂy impact JHS' abilityvto make the transition from jail to the conﬂmuni’q}
more seamless for medfcally and psychiatrically impaired inmétes, resulting in reduced
stress, enhanced continuity of care, and improved health outcomes.

Staffing Plan (RDF)

The renovations as proposed will allow the Sheriff's Department to significantly
expand programming and provide improved mental health services to the inmates
housed in its custody. The City is prepared to adequately staff a renovated County Jail

#2 to meet the goal .of providing improved access to programming and treatment.

4. Administrative Work Planz 1o 15

'PROJECT SCHEDULE?2

22 As this project progresses, the Sheriff's Depértment is committed to soliciting input
and feedback from members of the Work Group to Re-Envision the Jail Replacement

Project and interested parties from the community.
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Planning énd. Design (2016-2018)

.April 2016: San Franciséo Public Works comprehensively analyzes Sheriff's
Department functions and operations in e)gisting facilities. Project consultant
develops conceptual program cost plan.

June 2016: San Francisco'Puinc Works 6onducté géheral conditions assres;rﬁerrlt of
County Jail #2. San Francisco Public Works and project consultants develop various
cost scenarios forrenovation projvect. |

November 2016-January 2017: San Francisco Publié quks performs structural
evaluation and analysis of County Jail #2.

June 2017: BSCC notifies San Franéisco of conditional award. _

July 2017-February 2018: Project Manéger and Senior Contract Analyst from San
Francisco Public Wdrké solicit and procure consultants to provide architectural and
eﬁgineering services and construction management support services.

April-May 2018: Project-Manager from San Francisco. Public Works submits draft .
project scope to BSCC. | |

May-September 2018: Project Manager from San Francisco Public Works requests
meeting with State Public Works for project establishrﬁent.

Septembef-December 20?8: Architectural and engineering consultants refine
schematic designs. |

December 2018: Project Manager from San Francisco Public Works submits

schematic design to authorities for review.
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Pre-Construction and Construction (2018-2022)

February-March 2018: Project Manager from San Francisco Public Works and

construction management support services establish budgét and schedule for

. schematic design.

January 2019-February 2020: Project Manager and Senior Contract Analyst from

‘San Francisco Public Works solicit and procure construction contract.

July-August 2019: Project Manager from San Francisco Public Works and

-~ consultant providing construction management suppbrt services establish

Guaranteed Maximum Price.

July 2019-September 2019: Project »Manéger from San Francisco Public Works
submits construction drawings and contract documents to State Public Works for
review and approval.: |

February-June 2020: Project Manager and Senior Administrati\)e Analyst from San

Francisco Public Works request loan from State Public Works.

- July-August 2020: Project Manager from San Francisco Public Works and

construction management support services work with general contractor to start
construction.
August 2020-August 2022: Construction begins and completes.

Commissioning and Occupancy (2022)

August-September 2022: Commissioning completed by third party commissioning
agent, Design Builder, Project Manager from San Francisco Public Works, and
Facilities Manager from Sheriffs Department.

September-November 2022: Address and resolve punchlist items.
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» November 2022: Move-in and occUpancy completed by Project Manager from San
Francisco Public Works in collaboration with Chief Deputy of Custody and Facilities

- Manager from Sheriff's Department.

Praoject Timeline
1APr-18 . ZAPFI9 " 1-Apr-20 1-Apr-21 1-Apr-22 1-Apr-23

o }‘ ”"‘“""‘A'."“"'_"'_T T""""""'*"'V’" T ;""‘ T

1-Apr-16 - 1-Apr17

ot

Planning and Design.

Pre-Construction

. A -
Ccnﬁmdion l - | V . ‘ ' . | g -.

Comymissioning and Occupancy

[P A

JAIL RENOVATION PLANNING GROUP

The core team behind the project’s planning and development is known as the
“Jail Renovation Planning Group.” This group is made up of representatives from
various City agencies (each

agency and its role in the :
Ciffice of City
Administrator

grodp are outlined on the
following page). The Jalil
Planning Group meets

regularly to make - JAIL

| ' RENOVATION
PLANNING
operating impacts, feasibility, R b GROUP

recommendations on the size,

scope, and schedule of the

County Jail #2 renovation pfoject.
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San Francisco Sheriff's Department: Sheriff, Chief of Capital Planning & Special
Projects, Chief Deputy of Custody, Sheriff’sA Bureau of Building Services Facilities
Manage'r, Chief Financial Officer, Director of Programs
Role: Ensure that the project meets the operational and programming
requirements of the department, review planning and design 'documents, manage
transition planning, and manage Furniture Fixture and Equipment (FF&E) procurement
planning in.conjunction with San Francisco Public Works.
Office of thé Controller: Project Manager, Performance Analyst, Director of Finance
Role: Manage the City's application for SB 844 funding and verify prgject funding.
Office of the City Administrator: Deputy Director (Capital Planning Program)
Role: Coordinate interdepanmental activities and ensure project compliance with
the City’s 10-year Capital Plan.
Mayor’s Budget Office: Budget Manager, Fiscal and Policy Analyst
| Bgle_: Review and approve project’s budget and determine its fiscal feasibility
within the City’s budget. |
- San Francisco Public Works: Program Manager (Justice Facilities Improvement
Pfogram), Project Manager
Role: Lead projact delivary effort, manage project design, and.oversee project
construction. |
Department of Public Health: Medical Director of Jail Health Services, Director of Jail
Behavioral Health and Reentr‘y Services
Role: Ensure that the project addresses patient treatment needs and operational

requirements of Jail Health Services.
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5. Budget Narrative::

County cash contribution. The county cash contribution required for the
proposed renovations to County Jail #2 is 10 percent of total estimated project cost, or |
$8.2 million. The City would, upon receipt of condit'ldnal intent to award, submit
authorizing legislation for $8.2 million in commercial paper?® debt instruments for the
proposed project. Similar to a cash contributipn, commercial paper can be issued
immediately to underwrite prOJect costs. |

The City plans to fund this required match ($8.2 mllllon) plus a supplement to
support the scope ($3.8 million) with the use of General Fund supported Certificates of
Participation (COPs). All issdanc,es of C_OPs aré authorized by resolution or ordinance

‘and then, if necessary, validated by the Superior Court of San Francisco. The approyal
| énd issuance process takes approximately four to six months.

Efficient budget developmént and cost allocation. The total project cost of $82
million is based on a design;to-bud'get project scope given tﬁe City’s available funding
capacity beyond an SB 844 award. Not including the potential $70 million in SB 844

funds, the City’s COP pfogram has a maximum remaining capacity of $12 million
available to contribute to the project at this time. Per the City’s Capital Plan policy, total
aggregate debt as a result of the COP program must be maintained at or below 3.25

percent of the City’s discretionary revenues. A $12 million COP for this project will

23 Commercial paper is an alternative form of short-term (or interim) financing for capital
projects that permits the City to pay project costs as project expendltures are incurred.
Commerc;al paper notes are issued and short-term debt is incurred only when needed

to pay project costs as they are incurred.
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causé the City to reach this 3.25 percent threshold, and therefore will utilize all
remaining capacity allowable under City policy.

San Francisco Pul.)lic Works (SFPW) worked closely with thie Sheriff's Department,
Jail Behavioral Health,.and a professional cost estimator hired by the City to prioritize

-County Jail #2's immediate needs fo fit within this $82 million budget. Thé
comprehensive énd efficient budget they developed together (see Section 2d) is lower
cost than if the City were qompelled to provide equivalent functionality in an ancillary
new construction project — the énly practicable, but much more expensive alternative.

Moreover, the City is soliciting state reimbursement for costs most directly linked to
SB 844’s goals to use state funds as intended. If the City were to réceive a $70 million
award,,$62 millioh would be used for strategic renovations tb ensure the long-term
sustainability of housing inmates in County Jail #2 instead of County Jail #4,.$5.4 million
would be used to ensure the project’s design aligns with the City’s objectives of
providi‘ng appropriate housing, progfamming, and treatment space for inhates, and $2.6
million would be used to help ensure that the execution of that design élso aligns with
the same objectives.

Cost estimation. The City is confident in the appropriateness and ‘accdracy of the
estimations outlined in the Budget Summary Table '(Section 2d). The City solicits and
involves highly reputable and experiencéd thirdfparty estimators who have reliable |
insights into the market c.onditions that influence the construction cost of projects.
SFPW assembles the total project budget by authoring the project controllséﬁ costs that
provide for all development costs. SFPW also developed the administrative work plan

outlined in the previous narrative section and included the costs.involved in the
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execution of planned tasks in the Budget Summary Table (Section 2d). Through its
approach to estimating and budgeting, SFPW has established a sound track record for
successfully defining total project budgets (it has recently completed a number of major
capital projects and all were delivered within budget). Costs assbciated with debt and
debt payment amounts were made by the Controller's Office of Public Finance, a ‘unit
comprised of public finance and debt professionals who issue and manage' the City’s
$1.2 billion dollar debt portfolio.

~ The City is also confident that the project’s budget apbropriateiy, matches the ‘
objectives outlined in this proposal. The Sheriff's Depérfment and JaiI(BehaVibral Health
carefully prioritized the renovations to be included in the project's scope based on the
safety, programmatic, and treatment needs of those to be housed in County Jail #2. The
renovations accounted for in the budget and described throughout this proposal will
allow the department to protect ahd serve San Francisco’s highest risk and' maximum-
security inmates in a more efficient, secure, and therapeutic environment.

Operational costs. This project is renovating an existing space, therefore .
operational costs for the facility are already funded by the City’s existing budget. These
costs will be sustained over time via the rqutine annual budget appropriation process of
the Ci’ty, with the General Fund (or special revenue funds, as applicable) paying for any
additional building maintenance, utilities, staffing, prbgramming or other operating
expenseé as necessary. The City is committed to apbropriating adequafe funding for

County Jail #2's ongoing operational and programming costs over the long term.

eddiness toProceed.

Please see Appendix B.
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APPENDIX A: Current Facilities v. Renovated Facility in Photos

The following photbs compare the inappropriate and inadequate facilities of County Jails
#2, #3, #4 with the modern housing, program, and freatment spaces that will be
available to high-security inmates at a renovated County Jail #2.
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SAN FRANGCISCO

-

Up to 48 high-security inmates can transfer from
seismically unsafe and dilapidated County Jail#4 to a
renovated County Jail #2 -

Unsafe County Jail #4 - Renovated County Jail #2
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' APPENDIX B: Readiness to Proceed ,

This appendix includes the following documents:
1) Board of Supervisors’ Resolution

2) Notice of Exemption
3) Letter from County Counsel re: CEQA compliance
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" CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER : ) Ben Rosenfield
Controller

Todd Rydstrom
Deputy Controller

Board of State and Community Corrections
County Facilities Construction Program
2590 Venture Oaks Way, Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95833

Attn: Sharon Coleman, Capital Outlay Analyst
Re:  San Francisco’s SB 844 Proposal — Pending Board of Supervisors’ Resolution
Dear Ms. Coleman,

Your technical review alerted us to the fact that required elements A, F, G,-and H from the
SB 844 Proposal Instructions are missing from the attached Board of Supervisors’
Resolution. We are currently processing a new resolution that addresses these missing
components, We understand from email correspondence with you and Deputy Director John
Prince that the BSCC is willing to include this new resolution in our proposal package as
long as it is received before final ratings occur in May. We expect to send the new resolution
before then, : :

Sigeerely,

) é’?}:"’“ N

Jessie|Rubin
Perfoimance'Analyst

415-554-7500 City Hall * 1 Dr. Carlton B..Fsoglett Place » Room 316 « San Francisco C‘A 941024694 FAX
415-554-7466 - ’
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"AMENDED IN COMMITTEE ,
209117 \
FILE NO.170065 RESOLUTION NO. 42-17

' [Funding Applicationr— Board of Stafe and Community Corrections - Renovation of County Jail

No. 2 - $70,000,000 of State Funding - $12,000,000 of Additional City Funding] .

Resolution authorizing the Sheriff's Department to suBmit a funding application to the

Board of State and Community Corrections pursuant to California State Senate Bill 844

(2016) for $70,000,000 for a proposed project to renovate County Jail No. 2; outlining

| the matching cash contribution of $8,200,000 and additional funds of $3,800,000 for a

total of $12,000,000 needed for the proposed project; and conditionally approving the -

form and execution of associated financing and construction documents.

WHEREAS, Under- Senate Bill-844, Chapter 34, Statutes of 2016 ("SB 844"), the State
of California authorized the Californfa State Public Works Board ("SPWB") to issue up to
$270,000,000 in lease revenue bonds, notes, or bond anticipation notés td finance the
acquisition, design, renovation, and construction of approved adult local criminal justice
facilities; and | |

WHEREAS, On December 30, 2016, the Board of State and Community Corrections
("BSC',C") issued a Request for Proposals for Constructibn of Adult Local Criminal Justice
Facilities ("SB 844 RFP"), a-copy of which is on file with the Clerk-of the Board of Supervisors
in File No. 170065, and is incorporated herein by reference; and '

WHEREAS, In 1992, the City and County of San Francisco ("County") developed

' Seismic Hazard Ratihgs for over 200 of its public buildings on a scale from one to four, with

four representing the most seismically deficient, and County’s Hali of Justice building at 850
Bryant Street (‘HOJ") is a seismically deficient building that received a rating of three; and

WHEREAS, County Jail No. 3 and County Jail No. 4 are located in the HOJ and have a
combined total of 905 (826 rated) bed facilities; and

Sheriffs Department ‘ ) i
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ‘ Page 1
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WHEREAS, If the HOJ sustains significant damage due to a major seismic event, the
estimated cost to relocate and transport inmates housed in County Jail No. 3 and County Jail
No. 4 is estimated to be tens of millions of dollars, and replacing Co'u'ntleaiI No. 3 énd County
Jail No. 4 has been a high priority of the County's Ten-Year Capital Plan since its inception in
2006; and | |

WHEREAS,; If County Jail No. 2, which is located at 425 Seventh Street, is renovated
to house higher security classiﬁcaﬁons, it could house some prisoners Who otherwise need to
be housed in County Jail No. 3 or County Jail No. 4; and o |

WHEREAS, Renovating County Jail No. 2 to house higher security classifications (the
“Proposed Renovaﬁon Project”) is currently estimated to cos;c $82,000,000; and

WHEREAS, The County is qualified to receive up-to $70,000,000 of SB 844 funds for
the Propos_éd Renovation Project, which would substantially offset its cost; and

WHEREAS,A The County would need to apply for the SB 844 funds by submitting a
Proposal Form in substantially the form on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in
File No. 170065 .(“Proposal Form®), which is incorporated herein by reference; and

WHEREAS, If County receives the SB 844 funds, it would: need-to provide a matching
County contribution of $8,200,000 (“County’s Cash Contribution”) and fund the additional
$3,800,000 (“Additional Contribution”) needed to fully f_u.nd the Proposed Re‘novation Project;
and. ' ‘

WHEREAS, If the County receives a conditional intent to award SB 844 financing and
elects to perform the Proposéd'Renovation Project, County staff will cause the issuance of not
more than $12,000,000 of commercial paper to fund on an interim basis the remainder of the
County’s Cash Contribution and the Additional Contribution to this Board of Supervisors for
consideration, such commercial paper to be re_f&nded with cash or the issuance of the
County’s long-term bonds; and |

Sheriffs Department

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS © Page2
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WHEREAS, The submitted application for SBV844 financing must include a resolution

that is adopted by this Board of Supervisors and authorizes an adequate amount of available

1l funds for County’s Cash Contribution; and

WHEREAS, The submitted application for SB 844 financing must include a resolution
that is adopted by this Board of Supervisors and authorizes the execution of a Project Delivery
and Construction Agreement, a Jail Construction Agreement, and a Right of Entry for
Construction and Operation (collectfvely, “Construction Dbcuments”), and a Ground Lease,
Site Lease, Facility Lease, aﬁd a Facility Sublease (collectively, the “Financing Documents”),‘
which are substantially the forms on file with the Clerk of the Boaid of Supervisors in File No.
170065, and the Construction Documents and the Finéncing Documents are hereby declared
to be a part of this resolution as if set forth fully herein; and

WH_EREAS, The ’Pla'nning Department determined the Proposed Renovation Projegt is
categorically exempt from fhe California Environmental Quality Act, California F’leic
Resources Code Sections 21000 et sed., and issued a CEQA Categorical Exemption

Determination with respect to such determination, which is on file with the Clerk of the Board

of Supervisors in File No. 170065 and is incorporated hereiﬁ by reference, and the Board

adopts such determination as its own; now therefore be it

RESOLVED, The County is authorized to submit an application for $70,000,000 of SB
844 funds in response to the SB 844 RFP; and, be it |

FURTHER RESOLVED, The County Sheriff is authorized to execute and submit the
Proposal Form to the BSCC; and, be it'

FURTHER RESOLVED, The County will be authorized to proceed with the Proposed
Renovation Project if County is awarded, and this Board of Sinervisors accepts and |

apbropriates‘, the SB 844 financing for the Proposed Renovation Project and this Board of

Sheriff's Department
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Supervisors approves the contract for the design of the Proposed Renovaﬂon PrOJect if such
contract is for more than $10,000,000 (the “Acceptance Condmons”) and, be it ‘
| FURTHER RESOLVED, This Board of Supervisors does hereby approve the form of
the Construction Docurﬁents and the Financing Documents, as may be modified by mutual -
agreem'ent_ of County and BSCC to allow County Jail No. 2 to be encumbered with the
Financing Documents for the SB 844 funds awarded for the Proposed Renovation Project and
thé financing documents related to the issuance of County’s General Fund certificates of
participation for the Proposed Renovation Project if necessary; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, If the Acceptance Conditions are fully satisfied, the
Controller’s Director of Public Finance is heréby authorized and directed fo cause the
iséuance of not more than $12,000,000 bf County’s c‘ommercial paper to fund on an interim
basis costs for the Proposed Renovation Project, such commercial paper to be reﬁhanced on’

a long term basis from available County funds or certificates of participation or other forms of

indebtedness, the security documents of which shall be submitted to this Board of Supervisors -

| for its consideration and approval; and be it

FURTHER RESOLVED If the Acceptance Conditions are fully satisfied, the following
persons (collectively, the “Authorized Officers”), will be authorized fo execute the Construction
Documents and the Financing Documents as specified below for and in.the name of the
County at such time and in such manner as is required for the gwardéd SB 844 financing,
modified as may be necessary for a desigh—build project, with such additions thereto and
changes therein as afe requifed by the BSCC or the SPWB to effectuate the financing
program for the SB 844 financing, if the applicable Authorized Officers, determine, in.
consultation with the County’s Cify Afttorney, such changes are in the best interest of the
County, do not materially increase the obligations or liabilities of the County, are necessary or
advisable to effectuate the purposés df the Construction Documents, the Financing

Sheriff's Department
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Documents or this resolution, and are in compliance with ali applicable laws, including the
County's Charter, and approval of éuph changes shall be conclius'ively evidenced by the
execution and delivery thereof by the applicable Authorized Officers, with (i) County’s Director
of Property or his or her designee, acting alone, authdrized to sign the Financing Documents,
(ii) County’s Director of Property or his or her designee, authorized to éign the Right of Entry
for Construction and Operation and the Facilities Sublease on behalf of the County, (iii)
County’s Controller or his or her designee, County’s Sheriff or his or her designee, and the

Director of San Francisco Public Works or his or her designee, acting together, authorized to

' sign the BSCC Jail Construction Agreement, and (iv) County’s Controller or his or her

designee, and County’s Sheriff or his or her designee, acting together and with the
recommendation of the Director of San Francisco Public Works or his or her designee,

authorized to sign the Project Delivery and Construction Agreement.

RECOMMENDED BY: -

UL 7 Bl

Vicki L. Hennessy, SherifV

1| Sheriffs Department
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City and County of San Francisco -+ City Hall ‘
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Tails : ' San Francisco, CA. 941024689

Resolution

File Number; 170065 Date Passed: February 14, 2017

Resolution authorizing the Sheriff's Department to submit a funding application to the Board of State
and Community Corrections pursuant fo California State Senate Bill 844 (2016) for $70,000,000 for a
proposed project to renovate County Jail No. 2; outlining the matching cash contribution of
$8,200,000 and additional funds of $3,800,000 fora total of $12,000,000 needed for the proposed

project; and conditionally approving the form and execution of associated financing and construction
documents.

February 09, 2017 Budget and Finance Committee - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF
THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE ’

February 08,2017 Budget and Finance Committee - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS
A COMMITTEE REPORT

February 14, 2017 Board of Supervisors - ADOPTED

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy,
Tang and Yee

File No. 170065 1 hereby certify that the foregoing
i ' ' Resolution was ADOPTED on 2/14/2017 by
the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco.

M C&Oﬂ@
/ . Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

~

§ .
LriqoiF
Mayx{r/ . Date Aysproved

City and County of San Francisco Page 15 ' Printed at 9:57 am on 2/15/17
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SAN FRANC]SCO ~ - FILED
PLAN NlNG DEPARTMENT SAN FRAHCISCO County Clerk

MAR @7, 2817

Notice of Exemption -
by: SONYA YI
Approval Date:  February 14, 2017 Deputy County Clark
[ Case No.: 2017-000401ENV :
= . Project Title: 425 7% Street
B ‘ Zoning: P [Public] Fax: -
- 105-J Height and Bulk District #15.558.6409
= Block/Lot: 3759/042 ' Planning
Lot Size: 212,677 square feet ‘ : : 2‘;05";;?';377
Lead Agency: San Francisco Planning Department o
0 Project Sponsor:  Jumoke Akin-Taylor, SFDPW
& 415-557-4751 -
Er;; , ]umoke.ahn—taylor@sfdpw.org
o ©O Staff Contact: Joy Navarrete
A B 415-575-9040
joy-navarrete@sfgov.org
To: County Clerk, City and County of San Francisco
' City Hall Room 168

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Prandisco; CA 94102

Pursuant to the California. Environmental Quality Act (CEQA), the Guidelines of the Secretary for
Resources, and San Francisco requirements, this Notice of Exemption is transmitted to you for filing. At
the end of the posting period, please retum this Notice to the Staff Contact with ‘a notation of the period it

was posted.
Attached fee: $62 filing fee

PROJECT DESCRIPTION:

Renovation of County-Jail #2 would entail: Selected demolition of the Heating Plant System, HVAC
replacement, and roof repair; Interior HVAC upgrade, interior plumbing upgrades, fire-protection
system upgrades; Electrical lighting, power, and communications systems upgrades, including light-
fixture replacement; Main Point of Entry reirofit to cells’. Trussbilt and related components; Pod upgrades
— Visiting facilities,  suicide barriers, inmate toilets and showers (antiligature); Kitchen rebuild and
laundry; Facility-wide security-systems upgrades, including cameras, intercom, door controls for
upgraded pods, Prison Rape Elimination Act of 2003 (PREA) upgrades; Infill atrium for inmate programs,
inmate recreation, and screened visiting rooms; Basement works — wrapping of existing columns; and
Upgrades to court holding and sterage area; Re-entry offices (for displacement from existing work'spaces,'

no additional capacity).

- www.sfplanning.org
766



Notice of Exemption ' CASE NO. 2017-0004ENV
. : 425 7 Styeet

" DETERMINATION:.

The City and County of San Francisco decided to carry out or approve the project on February 14, 2017
under Board of Supervisors File No. 170065 Resolution No. 42-17. A copy of the document(s) may be
. examined at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA, 94103 in file no. 2017-0004ENV.

1. An Exemption frqm 'Environmental Review has been prepared pursuant to the ;;rovisions of

CEQA under: ‘ )
_Miinisterial (Sec. 21080(b)(1); 15268)
___Declared Emergency (Sec. 21080(b)(3); 15269(z)) '
___Emergency Project (Sec. 21080(b)(4); 15269(b)(c))
_X_ Categorical Exemption. State type and section number: Class 1
__Statutory Exemption. State code number:

" . __Community Plan Exemption (Sec. 21083.3; 15183)

2. This project in its approved form has been determined to be exempt from environmental review
. because it is the interior renovation of an existing building.

John Rahaim
Planning Director

B}S‘t{sauM. Gibson ' H Date
Acting Environmental Review Officer

oc:  Jumoke Akin-Taylor, Public Works Project Manager
Oliver Iberien, Public Works

SAN FRANCISCO - 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT N N .

L//MEA/Forms and Templates/NOE Template
Updated 07/20/16
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CIrY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J. HERRERA L | KATE HERRMANN STACY
City Attorney . Deputy City Aftorney
| " Direct Dial: (415) 554-4617
Email: kate.stacy@sfgov.org
March 8, 2017

Board of State and Community Corrections
County Facilities Construction Program
2590 Venture Oaks Way, Suite 200
Sacramento, CA 95833

Attn: John Prince, Deputy Director (A)

Re: San Francisco Proposed Renovation of Jail No. 2 at 425 — 7th Street;
San Francisco’s SB 844 Proposal

Dear Mr. Prince:

This letter provides information about the City and County of San Francisco’s analysis of
the application for the above-referenced Renovation Project of Jail No. 2 located at 425 — 7th
Street (“Renovation Project”) under the California Environmental Quality Act (‘CEQA”). The
City determined on January 10, 2017 that the Renovation Project is exempt from envuonmental
review as a Class 1 categoncal exemption under CEQA. .

On February 22, 2017, the City and County of San Francisco (“City”) approved the
Renovation Project by Board of Supervisors Resolution Number 42-17. The City filed a Notice
of Exemption, as permitted under CEQA, with the County Clerk on March 7, 2017. Filing that
Notice of Exemption commences a 35-day statute of limitations to file a lawsuit against the City
challenging the CEQA review. Since there was no testimony about the CEQA exemption
determination, we do not anticipate any litigation. We will update the Board of State and
Community Corrections following completion of this 35-day statute of limitations period.

Please let me know if T may be of further assistance.

Very truly yours,

KATE H. STACY
Deputy City Attorne

Cry HaLL + 1 DR. CARLTON B, GOODLEIT PLACE, ROOM 234 - SAN FRANCISCO, CAUFORNiA 94102-4682
RECEPTION; (415) 554-4700 -« FACSIMILE: (415) 554-4757
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APPENDIX C: County Jail Needs Assessment |

The following document is the Updated County Jail Needs Assessment, published by
the City’s Office of the Controller on August 21, 2015.
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CONTROLLER’S OFFICE
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR

The City Services Auditor was created within the Controller's Office through an amendment to the City
Charter that was approved by voters in November 2003. Under Appendix F to the City Charter the City
Services Auditor has broad authority for:
° Reportlng on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco’s public services and benchmarking
the city to other public agencies and jurisdictions.
s Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments contractors and functions to
assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services.
e Operating a whistleblower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste, fraud, and
abuse of city resources.
e Ensuring the financial mtegrlty and improving the overall performance and efficiency of city
government.

The audits unit conducts financial audits, attestation engagements, and performance 'audi.ts. Financial
audits address the financial integrity of both city departments and contractors and provide reascnable
assurance about whether financial statements are presented fairly in all material aspects in conformity
with generally accepted accounting principles. Attestation engagements examine, review, or perform
procedures on a broad range of subjects such as internal controls; compliance with requirements of
specified laws, regulations, rules, contracts, or grants; and the reliability of performance measures.
Performance audits focus primarily on assessment of city services and processes, providing
recommendations to improve department operations.

We conduct our audits in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards published by the U.S.
Government Accountability Office (GAO). These standards require:

« Independence of audit staff and the audit organization.
s  Objectivity of the auditors performing the work.
o Competent staff, including continuing professional education.

Quality control procedures to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with the auditing
standards.

Project Team: Peg Stevenson, Director
Kyle Patterson, Project Manager
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Executive Summary -

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (“Sheriff’s Department™) manages six jails in San
Francisco and San Mateo County. Two of the jails, County Jail #3 and County Jail #4, are
located in the Hall of Justice alongside the Superior Court, Police Headquarters, the District
Attorney’s Office, and other City agencies. Opened in 1961, the Hall of Justice has since been
found to be susceptible to severe structural damage in the event of an earthquake. The City and
County of San Francisco (“City”) has determiried that these inadequacies cannot be remedied
outside of a significant capital improvement effort. In addition, the antiquated design and space
constraints of County Jail #3 and County Jail #4 create safety concems and limit the Sheriff’s
Department’s ability to offer in-custody programs to inmates.

‘County Jail #6 may also need to be replaced. County Jail #6 is a dormitory-style housing facility
in' San Mateo County that has been closed since 2010. Reopening County Jail #6 and using it in
its current configuration would create a number of issues and jail management challenges due to
the facility’s structural, operational and design limitations. The facility was built very quickly
(10 months) in 1989 to relieve overcrowding in the jail system. If only mjnimum—security
inmates can be housed safely in County Jail #6, it is not a useable facility given San Francisco’s
current and expected inmate classification. In addition, the facility has vnrtually no program
space and lacks the spaces needed to provide adequate mental health services to inmates. As a
result of these existing needs, the City plans to replace County Jails #3 and #4, and potentially
County Jail #6, with a new Rehabilitation and Detention Facility (RDF).

In 2013, as part of the planning process for the RDF, the Sheriff’s Department and the Jail
Planning Working Group asked the San Francisco Controller’s Office to complete a needs
assessment of facility characteristics that would best meet-incarceration needs. For this analysis,
the Controller’s Office interviewed 25 key stakeholders, reviewed documentation provided by
the Sheriff’s Department, and analyzed data on demographic and criminal justice trends in the
San Francisco jail population and the City and County of San Francisco. This report represents
an updated needs assessment, reflecting changing needs and using the most recent data available.
The updated needs assessment forecasts future jail bed needs, discusses salient jail design
features, and documents elements of the jail system such as current facilities, program offerings,
and characteristics of the inmate population.

Key Findings

e The Controller’s Office forecasts the need for a replacement jail with up to 429 beds in 2019.

e A podular jail design similar to County Jail #5 has many advantages over the current linear
design of County Jails #3 and #4 including improved visual supervision, increased program

space, and shared areas connected to the pods (e.g. exercise area, day room, exam area, etc.)
to minimize the need for inmate escort throughout the jail.

e The Sheriff’s Departmént offers robust offender programming throughout the jail system, -
including the award-winning Five Keys Charter High School and Resolve to Stop the

1
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Violence (RSVP) program, and the Reentry Pod in partnership with Adult Probation. The
Sheriff’s Department plans to continue and expand the use of programs in the RDF, and
therefore, the new jail will need to be constructed with more space than is currently available
in County Jails #3 and #4. The Sheriff’s Department should continue to increase outcome
measurement and strategic planning for its system of programs.

The design of County Jails #3 and #4 does not allow special populations such as gang

dropouts and civil commitments to be housed efficiently. The Sheriff’s Department should
consider jail design strategies that will mitigate these issues and increase housing flexibility.
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| Background ' |

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (“Sheriff’s Department™) manages six jails in San
Francisco and San Mateo County. Two of the jails, County Jail #3 and County Jail #4, are Type
II' facilities located in the Hall of Justice alongside the Superior Court, Police Headquarters, the

_District Attorney’s Office, and other City agencies. Opened in 1961, the Hall of Justice has
since been found to be susceptible to severe structural damage in the event of an earthquake.
The City and County of San Francisco (“City”) has determined that these inadequacies cannot be
remedied outside of a significant capital improvement effort. In addition, the antiquated design
and space constraints of County Jail #3 and County Jail #4 create safety concemns and limit the
Sheriff’s Department’s ability to offer in-custody programs to inmates. As a result of these
existing needs, the City plans to replace County Jails #3 and #4 with a new or remodeled
Rehabilitation and Detention Facility (RDF). The RDF has been part of the City and County of
San Francisco’s 10 Year Capital Plan since the beginning of the Capital Planning Program in
FY2006-2007.

The City has determined that the RDF should be constructed adjacent to existing Superior Court
facilities at the Hall of Justice for efficiency, safety, security and cost reasons. This would allow
' inmates in the RDF to be transported to court appearances in a timely fashion through secure
elevators and corridors. If the RDF was constructed near other San Francisco county jails in San
Mateo County, the Sheriff’s Department would need to transport inmates to and from court
facilities in San Francisco. Inmate transportation can be costly and increases safety and security
risks for inmates and deputies. In addition, San Mateo County is not easily reached by public
transit, making visitation difficult for the families of inmates who do not own private vehicles.

-In 2013, as part of the planning process for the RDF, the Sheriff’s Department and the Jail

- Planning Working Group asked the San Francisco Controller’s Office to complete a needs
assessment of facility characteristics that would best meet incarceration needs. For this analysis,
the Controller’s Office interviewed 25 stakeholders including, but not limited to, representatives
from the Sheriff’s Department, the Superior Court of California, Adult Probation, Jail Health
Services, and Five Keys Charter School. The Controller’s Office also reviewed documentation
provided by the Sheriff’s Department and other stakeholders, and analyzed data on. demographic
and criminal justice trends in the San Francisco jail population and the City and County of San
Francisco. This report represents an update to the needs assessment, reflecting emerging needs
and using the most recent data available. The updated needs assessment documents elements of
the jail system including current facilities, programs, classification system, staffing, and inmate
population, as well as needs for an RDF.

1 Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations defines a Type II jail facility as “a local detention facility used for
the detention of persons pending arraignment, during trial, and upon a sentence of commitment.” Type I facilities
can only detain individuals for up to 96 hours, and Type III facilities can only detain “convicted and sentenced
persons.” ’ :

3
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Overview of the Jail . o G '

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department operates six county jails with a total of 2,360 rated

* beds.? Four of the jails are located in or adjacent to the San Francisco Hall of Justice, while two
more are located in San Mateo County near San Bruno, California. Currently, County Jail #6 and -
County Jail #3 are closed because the total jail population is below the system capacity.

Visual Supervision

The Sheriff’s Department has three direct supervision jails with either a podular® or dormitory )
design (County Jails #2, #5, and #6). In these facilities, deputies are able to maintain visual
supervision of inmates at all times. Two County Jails (#3 and #4).are constructed in a linear
design characterized by tanks* or dormitories on either side of a central aisle known as the “main
line.” These are known as intermittent surveillance facilities because Deputies patrolling the
main line do not have a direct line of sight to all inmates at all times. Visual supervision would
be improved if County Jails #3 and #4 were replaced with a direct supervision jail. See the
Operational and Design Philosophy section of this report for a discussion of jail designs.

Elements of the System

The following is a more detailed proﬁle of each _]all and an overview of programs that divert
offenders from jail. -

County Jail #1

Location: Adjacent to the Hall of Justice

Year Opened: 1994

Facility Type: Type I

Number of Beds: As an intake and release facility, it has no inmate housing. However ithasa
holding capacity of 298.

Description: County Jail #1 is the location where all persons are booked into and released from
San Francisco county jails. No individuals are housed at County Jail #1. Amrested persons are
only held at the jail for the period of time it takes to complete the booking and release process.

County Jail #2

Location: Adjacent to the Hall of Justice
Year Opened: 1994

Facility Type: Type I

Number of Beds: 466 (392 rated)

2 Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations defines rated beds as those that “[conform] to the standards and
requirements” of the State. Unrated beds are those that are used for health care or disciplinary 1solatlon, or do not
conform to state standards.
? In a facility with pod architecture, a semi-circle of housing units surrounds a shared day area and a central deputy
station. In the San Francisco jail system, the housing units are typically double cells. See Exhibit 8 for a photo
companson of linear and pod jail designs.

* A group of cells or small dormitories connected toa shared space.

4
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. Description: County Jail #2 is a “new generation” facility which utilizes podular architecture for
- the inmate housing areas. Although County Jail #2 holds both men and women, it is the sole
location for housmg female inmates.

County Jail #3

Location: 6™ floor of the Hall of Justice

Year Opened: 1961

‘Facility Type: Type II

Number of Beds: 466 (426 rated) _

Description: County Jail #3 is a linear facility and, along with County Jail #4, is the oldest San
Francisco jail. County Jail #3 is currently closed.

County Jall #4 :

Location: 7" floor of the Hall of Justice

Year Opened: 1961

‘Facility Type: Type II

Number of Beds: 439 (402 rated)

Description: County Jail #4 is a linear facility and, along with County Jail #3, is the oldest San
Francisco jail. It is the Sheriff’s Department’s primary facility for housing maximum-security
inmates who are considered the most disruptive, violent, and problematic. '

County Jail #5
Location: San Mateo County, CA
Year Opened: 2006
Facility Type: Type I
- Number of Beds: 772 (768 rated)

Description: County Jail #5 utilizes podular architecture, and is the newest and largest of the
'San Francisco County Jails. Although located in San Mateo County, the jail is the jurisdiction of
* the City and County of San Francisco. Most of the 16 pods are dedicated to offender
‘programming.

County Jail #6

‘Location: San Mateo County, CA

Year Opened: 1989

Facility Type: Type II

Number of Beds: 372 (372 rated)

Description: County Jail #6 is a minimum-security fac1hty that consists of six dormltory
housing areas. There are no individual cells or safety cells within the facility. County Jail #6 is
currently closed. The Sheriff’s Department would like to repurpose this building as-a training
facility.
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Exhibit 1: Comparlson of County Jail Features

Podular

Contact

Noncontact

Linear X

Linear X X p:d X Noncontact

Podular X X X X X X Noncontact X
Dormitory ' X X X Contact

2See the Visual Supervision section on page 6 for definitions of design types.

®The kitchen in County Jail #2 is closed due to cost-cutting measures. - The kitchen in County Jail #4 prepares food for inmates in

County Jail #2.

° In a “noncontact” visiting area, a secure partition, such as a window, physxcally separates the inmate from the visitor.

Alternatives to lncarceration

In addition to managing county jails, the Sheriff’s Department operates a range of programs
which significantly reduce the number of beds needed in the county jail system. For example,
the Department provides electronic monitoring for some sentenced individuals on home
detention. In June of 2015, an average of 825 individuals participated in programs that diverted
or released them from jail each day (see Exhibit 9). This is equivalent to 68 percent of the
number of individuals incarcerated in county jails. See the Alternatives to Incarceratlon section

.of this report for more details on these programs in San
Francisco.

Inmate Classification System

The Sheriff’s Department classifies all inmates with criminal
charges as$ “Minimum,” “Medium,” or “Maximum” security.
Civil commitments, such as individuals held in contempt of
court, are classified as such and housed separate from the general
population. The Sheriff’s Department also assigns subcodes that
may impact where inmates can be housed (Exhibit 2). For
example, somebody assigned a subcode of “Psychiatric Needs”
may be housed in a jail unit that provides intensive case
management and other mental health services. Exhibit 2 lists all
classification subcodes.

The Sheriff’s Department classifies inmates within 72 hours of
booking and reclassifies them at 30, 60, 90, and 120 days
following booking. In addition, a reclassification may be
conducted at any time, as needed. For example, a minimum-

1178

- Exhibit 2:

Classification Subcodes

o Assaultive Behavior

¢ Combative Behavior

¢ Current Charge of
Violence

» Disruptive Behavior

e Escape Risk or History of
Escape

e Gang Affiliated

‘e Gang Dropout

e Medical Risk

e Protective Custody
e Psychiatric Needs
e Suicidal Issues

e Three Strikes

e Transgender

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department




" security inmate involved in a fight may be reclassified as medium-security or maximum-security
depending on the circumstances of the incident. The Department’s ultimate goal is to place
inmates in the least restrictive setting possible while maintaining safety and security for inmates
and jail staff.

The Sheriff’s Department utilizes an objective point system to classify inmates based on each
inmate’s current charge, criminal history, and other factors. However, a classification officer can
override the point system if needed. For example, an inmate with a felony robbery charge, two
or more previous felony convictions, and no work or school address would be classified as
maximum-security by the objective point system. However, if that inmate-has no previous
history of violence, is cooperative during the interview, and behaved appropriately when
previously in custody, the Sheriff’s Department may classify that inmate as medium-security.

Adequacy of Jail Staffing

The Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC), formerly the Corrections Standards

_ Authority (CSA), conducts a biennial inspection of San Francisco jail facilities. The 2014 -
inspection report indicates that jail staffing levels are in compliance with BSCC standards but .

* “appear to be at the very minimum levels.” Furthermore, the current Collective Bargaining
Agreement for the San Francisco Sheriff’s Association provides the minimum staffing level
required by the union; these facility and shift minimums were met in Fiscal Year 2014-15.
However, meeting these standards required significant use of overtime. A 2008 Fixed Post
Staffing Analysis of the Sheriff’s Department by the San Francisco Budget Analyst
recommended that a net increase of 62 civilian and sworn employees was needed to
appropriately and efficiently staff the Department. The staffing increase was recommeénded in
part to reduce the need for staff overtime.

The Sheriff’s Department asserts that more employees are needed to adequately supervise the
jails. Sheriff’s Department staff interviewed by the Controller’s Office report the following
concerns about jail staffing:

s At the time this report was wntten the Department had 40 staff on leave over 90 days
and 122 job vacancies.

e Staff must work overtime to meet Collective Bargaining Agreement minimum staffing
standards. The Sheriff’s Department spent $10.7 million on staff overtime in Fiscal Year
2012-13.% Only four City departments spent more on overtime during that year.

¢ Twenty-six individuals resigned or retired from the Sheriff’s Department’s in Fiscal Year
2014-15. This attrition makes it difficult to maintain an appropriate staff lével.

At current staff levels, it is difficult to effectively supervise inmates while providing other
services such as transporting ill or injured inmates to the hospital.

e County jails need more bilingual staff to improve communication with monolingual
inmates.

¢ State realignment requires a considerable amount of staff time and resources due to
increased paperwork requirements and supervision of higher-need inmates.

3 “FY 2012-13 Annual Overtime Report,” San Francisco Controller’s Office
7
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¢ Many Sheriff’s Department staff believe high-needs populations in the jail, such as gang
dropouts and inmates with medical and mental health issues, are increasing. These
populations require more intensive staff resources. The “Current Inmate Population”
section of this report discusses trends related to inmate mental health issues. However,
the Controller’s Office does not have enough information to support or refute the
reported increase in other high-needs populations.

An Academy class is currently under way to train new Sheriff’s deputies.

Seismic ‘Safety of the Hall of Justice

Seismic evaluations of the Hall of Justice (HOJ) in 1992 and 2012 concluded the building is
susceptible to structural and non-structural damage that could pose “appreciable life hazard to
occupants” following a major earthquake. The evaluations, prepared by engineering consultants
to the San Francisco Department of Public Works, found that this damage would be very severe
and likely to require the building be vacated during repairs, and that repairs might not be
economically feasible given the damage to the building. Engineering consultants also evaluated
several alternatives for seismically retrofitting the Hall of Justice, but found that each option
would require a major reconfiguration of building space, significant costs, or both.

See Appendix A for more detail about the seismic evaluation.
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Jail Population Study ~ .

Current Inmate Pdpulation

Exhibit 3 provides information on inmate characteristics in San Francisco during 2014. The
percentages listed for inmate sentencing status, security classification, crime classification, and
Exhibit 3: San Francisco Jail Demographlcs gender are based on the total average .daﬂy
(2014) population (ADP) in June 2014, as this was the
i most recent data available from the Board of
State and Community Corrections. The
percentages listed for inmate age and
Unsentenced race/ethnicity are based on the average daily
Sentenced population for the calendar year. The data on
Maximum Security | - 57% inmate age and race/ethnicity was provided by
Medium Security 35% the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department.

Minimum Security 8%
Felony 92%

Sentencing Status. The notable majority of
- inmates in June 2014 had not yet been
Misdemeanor 8% sentenced. These inmates are also known as
Male - 90% pretrial, meaning that they are awaiting -

Female A 10% resolution of their case. Those that are

18-29 30% sentenced have either been found gullty or pled
30-39 29% to a crime.

40-65 40% ‘ |
66+ 1% Security Classification. Ninety-two percent
Black 50% of the average daily population in June 2014
White : 30% was classified as medium or maximum security.
13% The Sheriff’s Department determines which
inmates fall under which security classifications
by using an assessment tool during booking.

Hispanic
Asian : 6%

Other - 1% . ) .
SOURCES: Board of State and Community Corrections, These classifications help the department
San Francisco Sheriff's Department determine how to house inmates appropriately.

Note: Age and Race/Ethnicity calculations are based on all The interview and scoring method that the
0f2014. The remaining calculations are based on June 2014 department uses to determine these s ecurity
only. . . .

i . ) classifications has not been independently
validated.

Crime Classification. The majority of inmates in June 2014 was either facing felony charges
or had been convicted of felony charges. A given crime is classified by law as either a felony or
a misdemeanor depending on its severity. Most severe crimes are generally classified as
felonies. San Francisco may have a large proportion of felony offenders in part as a result of -

. efforts to divert lower—level offenders from jail through various alternative sentencing and
pretrial diversion programs. See the “Program Needs” section for more information on these
programs.

7181




Gender. The high majority of inmates in June 2014 were male. There is only ane jail in San
Francisco for women and four that are currently open for men.

Age. Fifty-nine percent of the average daily population in 2014 was between the ageslof 18 and
39. This statistic is unsurprising given that younger adults are more likely to be incarcerated (see
discussion under “Demographic and Economic Trends” on page 12).

Race/Ethnicity. Seventy percent of the average daily populatlon n 2014 was made up of
people of color, half of whom were black.

Emerging Special Populations

The percentage of inmates seen by Jail Behavioral Health Services (BHS) annually has
fluctuated but increased slightly since 2010. BHS staff “contacts” ® with clients have increased
by 19 percent from 10.42 contacts per client in 2010 to 12.45 contacts per client in 2014. In
addition, inmates are more likely to require psychotropic medication’ in 2014 than they were in
2010. These trends indicate that although the total jail population has declined in recent years,
those individuals that remain in jail may have more severe mental health needs. See Exhibit 4
for specific figures.

Exhlblt 4: Inmate Mental Health

Trends Related to the San Francisco Jail Population

Exhibit 5 gives a seven year look at jail population trends, crime trends, and demographic and
economic trends. All of the jail and crime metrics reported in Table 3 have fallen during this
period, with the exception of reported property crimes and violent crimes.

Jail Trends. There are two factors that directly determine the total jail population: the number
of people being admitted into jail and the length of their stay in custody. Jail admissions fell by
an average of 6 percent per year from 2008 to 2014.

¢ Contacts include mental status evaluations, individual treatment, medication planmng, placement services and
group therapy.
" Medication used to manage behavior, including antidepressant, antlanmety, and antipsychotic medications.

10
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Exhibit 5: Trends in San Francisco
2008-2014 Trend  Avg. Annual

2008 2009 2010 . 2011 2012 2013 2014 .
) , ) ) Line % Change
Total Average Daily Population (ADP) in Jail 2,061 1,976 1,788 1,563 1,560 1,428 1,285 ——— C 7%
Jall Admissions ‘ 33,037- 30,322 25,396 23,914 22,125 23,766 21,774 T csamctntan -6%
JallTrends  Reall t (AB109) Average Daily Populati ' / ) /” / o /a ' 49'5 316 - o -40% -
ealignmen verage Daily Population n/a B nfa nfa n . {an-Sept) ~— ] 6
Alternative to Sentencing Programs Average Daily Population 243 257 183 140 89 133 117 ’ e ——— -8%
! ' . . . not not ' ‘
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Average length of stay has also fallen. A portion of the jail population is booked and released
within the same day, and therefore does not require a jail bed. Those in custody for more than
three days are likely to have a significant impact on the total jail population and have
involvement with the court system In 2010 those in custody for at least three days made up 74

. percent of the total jail population.® Their average length of stay—the time between booking and
release—has fallen by an average of 13 percent per year since 2010. The largest decline in
average length of stay came in 2013, which coincides with the formation of the San Francisco
Sentencing Commission. That year the average length of stay fell by 56 percent.

State Prison Trends. Individuals sent to prison from San Francisco are ultimately released to
parole in San Francisco. If a parolee in San Francisco is found out of compliance with parole --
terms, he or she could serve a violation in one of San Francisco’s county jails. ‘

.On average, the number of parolees in San Francisco has fallen sharply (22 percent per year)
since 2008. The number of people that San Francisco sends to state prison has also fallen since
2008 (by an average of 9 percent per year).

Crime Trends. From 2008 to 2013, arrests per 1,000 people in San Francisco fell by an
average of 9 percent per year. A significant component of this decline was a reduction in drug
crime arrests, which dropped from 9.5.per thousand people in 2008 to just 1.7 per thousand
people by 2014. The largest drop came in 2010 when drug arrests decreased by 58 percent. This
is the year the drug lab incident occurred, which resulted in hundreds of drug cases being
dismissed or discharged and may also have impacted future drug arrests. The number of active
felony cases in San Francisco Superior Court also fell by eight percent per year on average,
while active felony drnig cases decreased at more than twice that rate.

While arrests and felony cases have dropped, property crimes have increased by an-average of
six percent per year, with a 23 percent increase occurring in 2013. The largest driver of the spike
in property crime is theft valued under $50, which increased by 30 percent in 2013.

Demographic and Economic Trends. While the total population in San Francisco has
risen in recent years, the number of residents ages 18-35 has decreased by an average of one
percent per year since 2008. The California Department of Finance projects this decline will
continue through 2023. This trend is relevant because younger adults are the most likely age
group to be incarcerated. The California Attorney General’s Office reports that md1v1dua1s ages
18-39 accounted for approximately 70 percent of all arrests in California in 2009.°

The unemployment rate in San Francisco rose from 5.2 percent in 2008 to a high of 9.5 percent
in 2010. San Francisco’s recovery from the economic recession reduced this rate to 4.7 percent
just four years later. Average per capita income has increased steadily during this period, rising
from $71,760 to $84,356. :

¥ Provided by Lt. Dave Hardy, Unit Commander, Information Technology Support & Services, San Francisco
Sheriff’s Department.
? As reported in the “Evaluation of the Current and Future Los Angeles County Jail Population” by the JFA Insutute
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Forecast of the Jail Population

In 2012, the Controller’s Office first completed a forecast of San Francisco’s jail population to
inform planning for a Hall of Justice replacement jail. The forecast was based on the work of two
external consultants who utilized jail population data through 2011. In June 2015, the
Controller’s Office published a report providing an updated forecast of the jail population using
the most recent data-available. The full forecast report can be found in Appendlx B of this
document. ! Below is a summary of ﬁndmgs from the forecast.

 Jail Population Expected to Plateau

Between 1994 and 2009 the average daily jail population declined gradually, falling by an

average of less than one percent per year. Over the last five years, that decline accelerated to

eight percent per year. However, since 2012 the decline in the jail population has largely been

~ driven by two policy changes: state realignment and Proposition 47. Absent these policy
changes, the jail population remained relatively flat over that period. This suggests the jail

- population may plateau near current levels unless other policy changes are enacted.

The average daily jail population in 2014 was the lowest since 1982. Despite the historically low

 population there are still too many inmates to be housed in the current jail system if County Jails
#3, #4 and #6 are all closed. If County Jail #6 is reopened, the jail system will become
overcrowded if the population returns to its level in 2012, which was a 27 year low.

Forecast Elements

The Controller’s Office estimate of San Francisco’s future jail need is based on three elements.
These elements are described briefly below. For more details on the forecast, consult the
complete forecast report in Appendix B of this document.

Forecast Baseline. The Controller’s Office used two models to predict the average daily jail
population in 2019. The first forecast is a linear regression model that has been used previously
in San Francisco and at least one other county. The model incorporates historical trends from
1993 through 2014. The second forecast is a demographic model that uses California
Department of Finance (DOF) projected population changes in San Francisco and applies those
changes to the current jail population. This model is based on a jail forecasting model used by
the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC)."

The linear trend model represents the upper-bound of our forecast and predicts San Francisco
will have an average daily population of 1,433 inmates in the year 2019. The demographic

' While the Needs Assessment reports a forecast for 2019 to adhere to state requirements, the forecast in Appendix
B reports a forecast for 2020, because that is the year the proposed RDF is expected to open. However, both
forecasts utilize the exact same methodology and are provided by the San Francisco Controller’s Office. The only
difference is the forecast horizon year.

" The PPIC model is based on projected population changes within the 15-39 age group, whereas the Controller’s
Office model takes into account population changes by age and race.
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model represents the lower-bound of our forecast am.i'predicts an average daily population of
1,243 in the year 2019. : ’

Peaking Factor. While the forecast baseline predicts the average daily jail population for a
given year, the actual population will exceed the average on some days. The peaking factor
provides a cushion of jail beds for those peak days. The Controller’s Office calculated a peaking
factor between 4.7 and 7.5 percent for the San Francisco jail system. -

. Classification Factor. The realities of managing a jail require that the number of beds in a jail
exceeds the number of inmates. This need arises because inmates with different security
classifications must be housed separately. The Controller’s Office assumed a peaking factor of
between 5.0 and 8.2 percent for the San Francisco jail system.

Exhibit 6 Estimates of Total County Jail Bed Needs in 2019

.
e e

Forecast Baseline 1,243 1,433
Peaking Factor : 4.7% 7.5%
Classification Factor 5.0% 8.2%.

TOTAL 1,367 1,667

Combining these three elements, the Controller’s Office estimates that San Francisco will need
between 1,367 and 1,667 jail beds in the year 2019.

Jail Bed Need in 2019

In addition to the replacement need for County Jails #3 and #4, San Francisco may also need to
replace County Jail #6, which has been closed since 2010. See the “Weaknesses in County Jail
" #6” section of this report for more information on the issues with that facility. Because of the
significant concerns related to future use of County Jail #6, the Controller’s Office presents the
recommended replacement jail capacity in the year 2019 based on two scenarios.

Scenario one assumes County Jail #6 is used at capacity in its current configuration. In that

scenario, the upper bound of the Controller’s Office forecast indicates ‘the need for a new or

reconfigured replacement facility with 57 beds, and the lower bound forecast indicates no need
- for a replacement facility.

Scenario two assumes that County Jail #6 is not in use as a detention facility in its current
. configuration. In that scenario, the Controller’s Office forecast indicates the need for a new or
reconfigured replacement facility with between 129 and 429 jail beds."? See the table below.

12 Current designs for the RDF include housing units with 64 beds each. Based on this design, the forecast range in
Scenario 2 would translate to an RDF with between 128 beds (two - 64 bed housing units) and 384 beds (six — 384
bed housing umits).
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Scenario 1: Replace :

County Jails 3 and 4 1,367 to 1,667 1,610 24310 57
Scenario 2: Replace . : |
County Jails 3’ 4’ and 6 ) 1,367 to 13667 1>238 . 129 10 429

*The tally for Scenaﬂo 1 includes all useable beds in County Jails #1, #2, #5 and #6. The tally for Scenario 2 includes
all useable beds in County Jails #1, #2 and #5. :
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Operational and Design Philosophy |
Mission and Core Values

The mission of the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department is to:

e Provide for the safe and secure detention of persons arrested or under court order;
» Operate the county jail facilities and alternative sentencing programs;

» Provide security for city facilities including the Superior Courts; and

e Carry out criminal and civil warrants and court orders.

The Sheriff and command staff also émphasize the Department’s focus on reducing the use of
incarceration wherever possible, guiding inmates through reentry into society, and reducing
recidivism.

The Department’s efforts on these fronts are supported by the emergence of shared philosophies
among other agencies in the San Francisco criminal justice community, according to the Sheriff.
For instance, the Sheriff’s Department and agencies such as the Office of the Mayor, the San
Francisco Police Department, the San Francisco Adult Probation Department, the San Francisco
Public Defender, and the San Francisco District Attorney coordinate their efforts to support
adults leaving incarceration through the Reentry Council of the City and County of San
Francisco. This council has identified shared guiding principles that include addressing
mequalities throughout the criminal justice system, providing a continuity of care to individuals,
investing in alternatives to incarceration, and ensuring public safety and welfare.

San Francisco’s Jail Design Philosophy

The Sheriff’s Department seeks to replace the linear intermittent surveillance County Jails #3
and #4 with a podular direct supervision jail facility. The following sections document

. weaknesses in the current design of County Jails #3 and #4, and the strengths of podular direct
supervision jails such as County Jail #5, according to Sheriff’s Department leadership and staff.
The Department’s program space needs in the RDF are discussed in the Program Needs section
of this report. :

Weaknesses in Counfy Jails #3 and #4

The Sheriff’s Department finds that the linear design of County Jails #3 and #4 leads to
challenges in supervising inmates and difficulty in assigning inmates to appropriate housing. As
a result, this design increages risks of inmate violence and suicide, and limits the Department’s
ability to provide programs to inmates.

Large Housing Units. Most housing units in County Jails #3 and #4 are tanks of twelve
individuals. The Sheriff’s Department finds that this housing type leads to more frequent
conflicts between inmates and more difficulty in managing assaults that occur. As one deputy
indicated, “one problem can quickly become twelve” when individuals cannot be separated from

16

788



one another into single or double bed cells. Because of the number of individuals in these tanks,
-handling assaults also requires the participation of more deputies. .

‘Large tanks also challenge the ability of the inmate classification unit to place inmates into
appropriate housing in County Jail #3 and #4. For instance, certain inmates with disabilities who
use canes may be placed into tanks with nondisabled maximum-security inmates. While the

_objective classification system may permit this arrangement, the Department would prefer not to
house maximum-security inmates where they could access canes that could be used as weapons.

Intermittent Surveillance. In a linear jail, deputies must periodically walk the “main line”
hallway between housing units to visually supervise inmates. The Sheriff’s Department finds .
that the gaps of time between deputy supervision allows certain inmates to exercise authority
over, and potentially harm or exploit, other more vulnerable inmates. As a result, tanks in
County Jails #3 and #4 are perceived to be more unruly than direct supervision pods in other
county jail facilities.

Needs for Inmate Movement. In County Jails #3 and #4, deputies must escort inmates to
program spaces, exercise areas, medical appointments, and other services. This need for -
movement increases safety risks and demands higher staffing to escort inmates throughout the

facility. For example, when deputies at County Jail #3 and #4 must leave their watches to
transport an inmate to the hospital during a medical emergency, a lack of deputies to escort
inmates may lead to the cancellation of exercise activities and programs.

Lack of Holding and Safety Cells. Sheriff’s Department staff also report that County Jails #3
and #4 lack holding cells and safety cells in adequate numbers and locations through the facility,
challenging effective management of the jails. Holding cells allow the deputies to temporarily
hold inmates while they await court appearances, while housing assignments are changed, and
during housing searches, but there are too few of these types of cells. County Jails #3 and #4
mist hold 100 to 200 inmates from County Jail #5 each day, as those inmates await court
appearances; but County Jails # 3 and #4 have a maximum holding cell capacity of 159.
Furthermore, inmate classification can limit the number of inmates that can be held in a holding
cell at any given time. More, smaller holding cells may be advantageous to better accommodate
classification issues. .

Sheriff’s deputies also lack easy access to safety cells in County Jails #3 and #4. As a result,
when an incident occurs in a tank and inmates must be separated, these individuals must be
escorted by deputies to a safety cell some distance away. When inmates are angered after an

assault or argument, deputies may be at risk of assault while escorting an inmate to the safety
cell.

Inadequate Health Services Space. County Jails #3 and #4 have limited space to provide
medical and mental health services to inmates. For example, nurses currently use the hallway to
prepare inmates for doctor visits, and the jails’ x-ray machine is stored in an inmate visitation
area. Jail Health staff also report a deficiency of space for storing biohazards, medical supplies,
medical records, medication carts, and office supplies. ’
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Jail design and a lack of space in County Jails #3 and #4 result in inefficient care for inmates.
Medical professionals are required to monitor inmates placed in safety cells on a regular basis;
however, the safety cells in County Jail #4 are not located near the clinic, making inmate
monitoring difficult. Also, the Jail Health clinic has only one clinician’s room for medical care.
After seeing a patient, the doctor must wait for that inmate to be returned to his housing unit
before another inmate can be escorted to the clinic.

Finally, no dedicated space exists for mental health services. As a result, psychiatric groups are-
conducted in holding cells, and when interview rooms are in use, psychiatric staff must interview
inmates in the jail hallway.

R

Me“dical ;l:eé .iwn"Caunty ‘Ja>ilr#.3‘ (Ieft) ‘c;'ompared to

o

medical aréa in County Jall#5(r|ght)

Lack of Technological Infrastructure. Built more than 50 years ago, the Hall of Justice lacks
~ the wiring and ports needed to support moderm jail features and office equipment. County Jails
#3 and #4 lack electronic door locking mechanisms and closed circuit television (CCTV)
security cameras, features which are used throughout County Jail #5 to improve the safety and -
security of the facility. The deficiency of wiring, combined with space constraints, also limits the
Sheriff’s Department’s ability to provide computer access to Deputies for work purposes, and
technology-based education for inmates. For example, County Jail #5 offers computer classes to
inmates, but County Jail #3 and County Jail #4 cannot due to the limited technological
infrastructure.

‘Inadequate Building Materials. County Jails #3 and #4 use building materials that the Sheriff’s
Department finds inadequate for the safety and wellbeing of both inmates and staff. The Hall of
Justice jails have concrete surfaces and metal bars for cell doors, which reflect sounds and create
a noisy jail environment. As a consequence of this noise, Sheriff’s deputies may be unable to
detect criminal behavior and may also feel increased stress, according to Sheriff’s Department
staff. Even the more recently constructed County Jail #2, though an improvement over the linear
design of the Hall of Justice jails, has some infrastructure that is not optimal for a high-security
environment. ' ’
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Weaknesses in County Jail #6

County Jail #6, which has been closed since 2010, consists of six dormitory-style housing units
of sixty-two beds each, for a total of 372 beds. Reopening County Jail #6 and using it in its
current configuration would create a number of issues and jail management challenges due to the
facility’s operational and design limitations.

A number of publications advise that dormitory-style housing should be used with caution and
only for inmates with appropriate classifications. The Sheriff’s Department asserts that, based
on their experience in the San Francisco jail system, a jail built in this style cannot safely house
medium- or maximum-security inmates. However, conversations with other corrections
professionals with experience outside of San Francisco indicate that at least some medium-
security inmates could be safely housed there.

If County Jails #3 and #4 are closed and County Jail #6 is reopened in its current configuration,
40 percent of the useable beds in the jail system (636> of 1,610) will be located in a dormitory -
setting. Under this scenario, the Controller’s Office forecast for 2019 suggests that all minimum-
and most medium-security inmates would need to be housed in dormitory-style jails.*
Furthermore, if the Sheriff’s Department’s assertion that only minimum-security inmates can be
safely housed in a dormitory setting is correct, the forecast suggests County Jail #6 would not
serve the jail system’s needs. More detailed analysis may be needed to determine which inmate
classifications could be securely housed at County Jail #6. '

There are a number of other limitations to using County Jail #6 in its current configuration:

e Because County Jail #6 is located in San Mateo County, the Sheriff’s Department would
need to transport inmates to and from court facilities in San Francisco. Inmate
transportation is costly and creates safety risks. .

e County Jail #6 is not easily reached by public transit, making v1s1tat10n difficult for the
families of inmates who do not own private vehicles. ‘

o The Sheriff’s Department offers a number of in-custody programs focused on reducing
recidivism including a charter school for inmates and programs related to substance abuse
treatment, violence prevention, parenting skills and veterans services. According to the
Sheriff’s Department, reopening County Jail #6 in its current configuration will make it
difficult to deliver rehabilitative programs to inmates in that facility and result in a
reduction of the number and proportion of inmates who can take advantage of programs
during their time in jail. .

- o County _]all inmates receive an array of mental health services through Jail Health
Services. According to Tanya Mera, Director of Behavioral Health and Reentry Services
for Jail Health Services, there are too few interview rooms and multi-purpose rooms in
County Jail #6 to deliver adequate mental health services, and dorm1tory housing creates
safety issues and service challenges.

13 County Jail #2 has 264 dormitory beds and County Jail #6 has 372 dormitory beds

" If the security classification breakdown of inmates remains constant into the future, the Controller’s Office
forecast suggests 779-950 beds will be needed for maximum-security inmates in 2019. That would leave only 24-
195 non-dormitory beds for the remaining 588-717 minimum- and medium-security inmates.

19

7191

-l




e County Jail #6 would require a number of significant and costly repairs-and modifications
before reopening, including, but not limited to, work on the secunty system, camera
system and recreation areas.

o The proposed RDF includes space for the Sheriff’s Department’s warrants and records
unit, court holding cells, storerooms, medical records storage, and other non-jail spaces
currently located in the Hall of Justice. If the City chooses to reopen county Jail #6 rather .
than construct the RDF, the City would need to build, renovate or lease space near the
Hall of Justice for these functions.

e There could be opposition from neighboring communities if the Sheriff's Department
houses more inmates and higher security inmates on the jail campus in San Mateo
County. This opposition could delay the project, leading to construction escalation costs
in the millions of dollars per year.

Rehabilitation and Detention Facility Needs

Podular Design Similar to County Jail #5. Sheriff’s Department management and staff point
to the podular direct supervision model used in San Francisco County Jail #5 and other jail
facilities in California as.examples of how the RDF should be constructed. In particular, podular
direct supervision jails feature:

e Pods that connect cells, dayroom space, exercise space, interview rooms, and other
spaces into a single area;

s A deputy station placed in the dayroom with limited physical bamers between the
supervising deputy and inmates; and

o Clear and unobstructed sightlines from the deputy station to cells and dayroom space

The outcome of these features is a superior ability.to supervise and manage inmates as compared
to linear design facilities like County Jails #3 and #4. In addition, services and programs can be
provided to inmates in the pod while being observed by a single deputy, decreasing the need for
inmate transportation, and therefore, staffing needs. ' :

Other features of County Jail #5 endorsed by Sheriff’s Department staff include:

e A plumbing chase behmd cells to allow maintenance staff to fix plumbing without

. entering pods;
e Designated space for medical facﬂltles classrooms and programming inside or adj acent
to pods; and
e Single- or double-occupancy cells with doors that permlt deputies to secure inmates in_
their cells if needed.

Video Camera Coverage. As a modern facility, County Jail #5 contains a number of cameras
throughout the building. The Sheriff’s Department believes-the RDF should be similarly
equipped with CCTV video cameras with recording abilities to maximize the safety and security
of the facility.
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Exhibit 8: Photo Comparison of Lmear (County Jails #3 and #4) and Podular
(County Jail #5) Jail Designs

'Linear Design Jails . Podular Direct Supervision Jail

Cell in County Jail #3

Cell in County Jail #5
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Segregating Special Populations. While direct supervision jails allow for various inmate
classifications to be intermingled more easily, the need to separate vulnerable and dangerous
populations continues. For example, an individual who dropped out of a gang may be targeted
for violent acts by other inmates. The Sheriff’s Department must segregate these individuals
from the general inmate population for their own safety. However, using a 48 bed pod to house
20 to 30 gang dropouts would be an inefficient use of space. 15

The RDF should be désign’ed so as to efficiently accommodate special populations. One strategy
could take the form of a pod physically separated into quadrants. With this design, a deputy
could maintain visual supervision of inmates but keep them segregated.

Location of the Rehabilitation and Detention Facility

In 2009, consultants to the Department of Public Works identified a number of potential sites for
the RDF, with the Sheriff’s Department, Public Works, and City leadership ultimately electing to
construct the jail at a site adjacent to County Jails #1 and #2 and the Hall of Justice, which.
houses Superior Court facilities. Beyond considerations of site assembly, risk, and cost, the Hall
of Justice location was selected because of the need for direct connections between the RDF,
County Jails #1 and #2, and the Superior Court. These connections serve to minimize cost,
safety, and security risks.

Currently, inmates in County Jails #3 and #4 can be transported through secure elevators and
corridors to-court appearances within the Hall of Justice. This connectivity also serves to
minimize the costs of transporting inmates to court appearances. Were a new facility to be
constructed near other San Francisco county jail facilities in San Mateo County, the Sheriff’s
department estimates it would need to spend at least $1.4 million in one-time costs and $1.7
million in ongoing annual costs to transport inmates to court, and the transportation of inmates
would lead to risks to the safety of staff. Additionally, San Mateo County is not easily reached
by public transit, making visitation difficult for the families of inmates who do not own private
" vehicles. :

Constructing the RDF at a site proxnnate to County Jails #1 and #2 may also serve to minimize
operational costs such as food service, laundry, and administration by allowing for the sharing of
facilities between the RDF and existing facilities.

15 See the “Forecast of the Jail Population” section for a discussion of inmate classification issues.
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Program Needs |

Overview

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department operates a comprehensive offering of programs for
inmates and community members with the primary goal of reducing inmate recidivism, though
the availability of program space in County Jails #3 and #4 is a constraint. Under the leadership -
of retired Sheriff Mike Hennessey, the Department created a wide variety of programs targeted

. to the needs of the County’s inmate population, among them substance abuse, anger

. management/violence prevention, job readiness, and education. Since taking office, Sheriff Ross
Mirkarimi has made vocational programs for inmates a top priority. In addition, the Department
‘has recently begun directing more attention to evaluating the efficacy of its programs, targeting
programs at the specific and evolving needs of its population, and coordinating the delivery of
services with the San Francisco Adult Probation Department. - :

Notable program achievements include:

e Five Keys Charter High School became the first public high school to open inside a jail in
2003. This year it has served an average of 146 inmates in San Francisco jails each day.
Named as the recipient of the 2015 Pioneer Institute Better Government Competition and
the 2014 Hart Vision Award for Charter School of the Year (for Northern California),
Five Keys is one of the five finalists for the Harvard Kennedy School Innovations in
American Government Award.

¢ Resolve to Stop the Violence (RSVP) received the Innova’aons in American Government
award from the Harvard Kennedy School in 2004. The program is the first of its kind to
rehabilitate violent offenders through a restorative justice program that includes victim-

: offender mediation, job training, and counseling.

e The Re—Entry Program Pod opened in February 2013 in partnershlp with the Adult

" Probation Department. Developed in response to Realignment, this program provides
services to ensure seamless reentry of inmates into society. As of September 2014, 247
inmates had served sentences in the Re-Entry Program Pod.

Current Programs

" The Sheriff’s Department program offerings fall into three general categories: alternatives to
incarceration, in-custody programs, and community programs for community members and ex-
offenders. Notably, a number of programs will serve individuals both while in custody and when
they re-enter society. For instance, the 5 Keys Charter High School serves individuals both in
county jails and at satellite facilities throughout San Francisco. For inmates who do not serve
probation, 5 Keys Charter High School and other community programs ensure that the benefits
of these programs do not end when an individual leaves the Sheriff’s Department’s custody.

The Sheriff’s Department and contractors maintain current and historical data on programs, such
as the number of participants and the recidivism rate of individuals who complete these
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programs. However, due to time constraints and the limited availability of data, the possible
double-counting of participants, and other data quality concerns, the Controller’s Office did not
conduct a detailed analysis of the outcomes of these programs for this needs assessment.

Alternatives to Incarceration

The City and County of San Francisco employs a wide range of pretrial release and alternative
sentencing programs that serve to decrease the number individuals in San Francisco county jails.
These alternatives are not limited to misdemeanor offenders only; San Francisco’s Collaborative
Justice Courts (CJC), which include drug courts and youth courts and serve hundreds of clients
per year, now primarily hear felony cases. '

Exhibit 9: Alternatives to Incarceration Operated by the Sheriff’s Department and

Contractors, Average Daily Population for June 2015
.’L,'r}‘, Ao

retr : m,
Own : | Facilitation of the Court’s review process to
Recognizance determine whether an individual can be 228
(OR) released without bail prior to trial.
‘Provision of programs and other court
Pretrial Diversion | requirements that, when successfully 300
' completed, result in a dismissal of charges. ‘
Supervised Monitoring and placement into treatment A
Pretrial Release programs during pretrial release to ensure that . 149
(SPR) . individuals appear at court dates. '
Court ’ ' :
Accountable Case management for homeless individuals 38
Homeless referred by the Court.
Services (CAHS)
Pre-Trial -
Electronic | Electronic monitoring for some pre-trial 04
Monitoring individuals on home detention.
(PTEM)
“Alternative Senténcing Programi

Electronic Electronic monitoring for some sentenced 45
‘Monitoring (EM) | individuals on home detention.
Shenff‘s- Work Supervision of work crews of individuals not ‘
Alternative . fodd 41
Program (SWAP) 10 custony.

Total - 825

SOURCE: Sherif’s Department
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Of San Francisco’s pretrial release. programs, the vast maj onty are operated by the non-profit
San Francisco Pretrial Diversion Project (SFPDP) through contracts with the Sheriff’s

- Department. Through case management, counseling and other services, SFPDP works to ensure
individuals meet court requirements. For instance, its Supervised Pretrial Release (SPR) program
provides monitoring and treatment programs for individuals.. The ability of SFPDP and the
Sheriff’s Department to make use of less restrictive alternatives such as pre-trial electronic
monitoring is supported by the willingness of Superior Court judges and the District Attorney’s
office to allow these alternatlves to incarceration.

Alternative Sentencing programs operated by the Sheriff’s Department inclide Electronic
Monitoring (EM) of individuals serving home detention and the Sheriff’s Work Altematives
Program (SWAP), which supervises work crews of out-of-custody sentenced individuals.

" Through the programs operated by the Sheriff’s Department and contractors, the number of beds
needed in the county jail system is significantly reduced. For instance, in June of 2015, an
average of 825 individuals participated in programs that diverted or released thém from jail each
day (see Exhibit 9). This is equivalent to 68 percent of the number of individuals incarcerated in
county jails.

In-Custody Programs

The Sheriff’s Department offers a broad array of in-custody programs. Most of the 16 pods in
County Jail #5 are dedicated to offender programming. For example, up to 48 inmates in Pod 7B -
receive the Resolve to Stop the Violence restorative justice anti-violence program, while 250
inmates or more receive high school and vocational instruction in the jail’s 10 classrooms.
Offerings are more limited in County Jails #3 and #4 due to a lack of program space. Exhibit 10
provides a list of programs offered within San Francisco’s county jails.

: Exhlblt 10 Program Types by Jail and I’oda

Includes Wntmg workshop, child support services, women’s

, health, re-entry services, substance abuse, life skills, peer
Women’s Intake Pod support groups, education counseling, parenting, and
yoga/exercise

Sisters in Sober . . .
Treatment Bmpowered in Includes writing workshop, child support services, re-entry

Recove services, substance abuse, life skills, peer support group, guest
2 (SeI S Tr}]; R S.) Program speakers employment, anger management, sexual assault
Po-d. S & survivors, and meditation/exercise

Research-based group and individual interventions including
cognitive behavioral programs, substance abuse treatment,
Re-Entry Pod classes for educational credit, parenting classes, restorative
justice programs, and many other services designed to"address
offenders’ criminogenic risks and needs

Parenting, life skills, acupuncture, LGBT peer support group,
substance abuse, high school independent study, yoga

3 | Miscellaneous programs
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o Parenting, peer support group, restorative justice healing
4 | Miscellaneous programs | circle, acupuncture, LGBT peer support group, substance
abuse, yoga
Resolve to Stop the A restorative justice antl—wolence program, including: group
Violence (RSVP) and individual counseling, re-entry preparation, and survivor
Program Pod and commumty restoration
Community of Veterans
Engaged in Restoration | Serving Veterans on a program modeled after RSVP.
(C.O.V.E.R.) Program Includes: education, vocational skills, legal services, therapy
Pod ‘ : o
Roads to Recovery .Comp@henswe substfmc-e ?buse treatment program,
5 including: group and individual counseling, life skills, re-
Program Pod
i : entry preparation
' Combines substance abuse and anti-violence education.
Keys to Changes
Includes group counseling, case management, and re-entry
Program . .
preparation
5 Keys Charter School . . »
Program Pods High school classes and vocauongl opportunities.
Psychologically Program serving the chronically mental ill, including those
Sheltered Living Unit with substance abuse issues.

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department

2 As the intake facility for the County Jail system, County Jail #1 does not offer any programs
® Specific offerings vary by month, and may not be available to all inmates housed in each location.

In February 2013, the Sheriff’s Department opened a Re-Entry Pod in County Jail #2-in -

partnership with the San Francisco Adult Probation Department. Developed in response to state
realignment, inmates are assigned to the Pod 60 days before leaving custody and provided with
research-based behavioral health services, educational classes, restorative justice programs and
many other services designed to help prepare them to leave jail. Each inmate receives an
individualized treatment and rehabilitation plan, and continues to receive services after their

. release from jail. The goal of the program is to reduce recidivism for offenders by providing
them the resources they need to reenter society.

Other in-custody programs include:

Exercise. The Sheriff’s Department provides exercise opportunities to inmates to enhance
inmate well-being and reduce inmate idleness, as well as to comply with state requirements. '
Providing recreation to inmates in County Jails #3 and #4 is challenging due to the design of the
facility. Deputies are needed to move inmates throughout the facility to an enclosed gym area-on
the roof of the facility, but when deputies are not available to move inmates, exercise
opportunities may be cancelled. The varied classifications of inmates in County Jails #3 and #4
further constrain the ability of the Sheriff’s Department to provide recreation time for up to 800

16 California. Code of Regulations, Title 15 § 1065 states that facility administrators at Type II and III facilities must
develop policies and procedures that “allow a minimum of three hours of exercise distributed over a period of seven
days.”
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inmates in the single gymnasium area. As a result, the Sheriff’s Department finds it challenging
-to comply with state requirements for exercise and recreation in County Jails #3 and #4.

" In the RDF, the Department would like to expand the ability of inmates to obtain exercise by

connecting gym areas directly to the housing pods, allowing inmates to exercise without the need
_for a deputy escort.

TRINNTY.

- Recreation area in Hall of Justice

Récreation area in County Jail #5

Visitation. The Sheriff’s Department has ‘historically supported parent-child visitation, in addition
to the state-required visiting programs offered by the Department. Since 1989, the Sheriff’s
Department has operated an inmate/child visitation program to facilitate the reunification of
incarcerated parents and their children. The Sheriff’s Department contracts with Commumity
Works West to operate the One Family program — a combination of classroom parenting classes
and supervised contact visits between incarcerated parents and their children. \The lack of safe
and secure space to facilitate the program at County Jail #3 and #4 has negatively impacted the
program.

Religious Programs. The Sheriff’s Department offers a variety of religious programs for inmates
across religions and denominations. The Sheriff’s Department Religious Services Coordinator
reports that limited space at County Jail #3 and #4 restricts how many inmates can attend
services and how often they may participate. For example, religious services such as Catholic
mass are offered in a holding tank that is temporarily repurposed for the event. Theneedto
separate certain inmate groups (e.g. individuals from rival gangs) further restricts access to
religious services. '

Community Programs

Because not all individuals will be released from custody with supervision requirements, the
Sheriff’s Department has historically offered its own community programs o post-release ex-
offenders. These offerings are largely centralized at the Sheriff’s Department facility at 70 Oak
Grove and the Women’s Re-Entry Center at 930 Bryant Street. At these locations, Sheriff’s
Department Rehabilitative Program Coordinators work with inmates to design individual pre-
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and post-release re-entry plans.

Exhibit 11: Community Programs for Post-Release Individuals and Commum Members

5 Keys Charter School | High school classes and vocational training.

Case management prov1d1ng wraparound services to individuals with a
history of violence. '

. | Provides for re-entry needs of individuals including: education,
Post-Release Education | vocational training, domestic violence interventions, parenting and

No Violence Alliance |

Program (PREP) family services, substance abuse programs and other transitional

: services.
Survivor Restoration Support and resources for survivors of domestic violence. Part of the
Program (SRP) - Resolve to Stop the Violence (RSVP) program (see Exhibit 10)

Provides substance abuse counseling and case management services.
Part of the Roads to Recovery program (see Exhibit 10).

Provides counseling and a wide variety of services to women,
including: education, vocational training, domestic violence
interventions, parenting and family services, anti-violence
programming, substance abuse programs and other transitional
services.

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department -

Treatment on Demand

Women's Re-Entry
Center (WRC)

Rehabilitation and Detention Facility Program Needs

While the Sheriff’s Department already operates‘ services that target a wide range of needs, a lack
of program space and the inadequacy of program spaces are the primary constraints on the
Department’s programs. The Department wishes to address these issues by ensuring the RDF
includes program space comparable to County Jail #5, which has more program space | than is
currently available at County Jails #3 and #4. :

Repurposed programleducatlon space in County Jall #3 (left) and County Jail #4 (rlght)
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P}dgramlédugatlon sbace in Cbunty Jall #5.

‘Lack of Program Space

While classrooms, multi-use spaces, gymnasiums, and interview rooms are in high demand
throughout the county jail system, there are few of these spaces at County Jails #3 and #4. In
County Jail #3, a property room and two holding cells are repurposed into program spaces when
needed, while in County Jail #4 the only program space available is a conference room that is
also used for other purposes. In a few cases, services are brought directly to inmates in housing
units, but otherwise no space is available for programs.

As a result, the program offerings in County Jails #3.and #4 are limited in quantity and in the
number of inmates that can be accommodated. The Controller’s Office reviewed program
schedules for each. facility and interviewed Sheriff’s Department staff to determine the
availability of programming. County Jails #3 and #4 offer between 9 and 10 hours of-
programming each week, while program pods in County Jails #2 and #5 offer between 20 and 52
hours.of programming each week (see Appendix C for details).'” One consequence of these
limitations is that 5 Keys Charter High School currently offers only independent study courses in
these jails, though the Sheriff’s Department would like to offer more in-class instruction. Group
instruction would provide inmates the opportunity to learn from and with each other while
practicing the pro-social skllls promoted by jail programs.

While the dayroom spaces in County Jail #5 have been adequate for programs such as Resolve to
‘Stop the Violence, the Sheriff’s Department reports that these spaces are not adequate for all
programming. As a result, the Sheriff’s deputies must move approximately 240 inmates four

" times a day to program spaces and classrooms throughout County Jail #5. The use of shared
program spaces is complicated by the need to separate rival gangs and other-classifications that
cannot be mixed. As a result, these program spaces cannot be used by the same groups at once.

Inadequacy of Existing Spaces

7 County Jail #1 is an intake and release center and does not provide programming. County Jail #6 is currently
closed.
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While the Sheriff’s Department has adapted a variety of spaces for program use, in some cases
the Department’s facilities are ill-equipped for program activities. In County Jails #3 and #4,

~program spaces are difficult to supervise because there are few lines of sight into these rooms.
Throughout the county jail system, program staff have also indicated that more spaces need to be
properly equipped with outlets, projectors, computers, and internet access to facilitate in-custody
programs. More specialized types of rooms are also requested by program staff, such as
interview rooms for therapeutic sessions, conference rooms, rooms appropriate for parent-child
visitation, and a space to conduct a 5 Keys Charter High School graduation ceremony (the police
auditorium currently used for this ceremony will be demolished with the rest of the Hall of
Justice).-

The lack of in-jail office space, conference room space, and staff bathrooms further complicate -
the ability of community-based organizations (CBOs) and Sheriff’s Department staff to develop
curricula, manage programs, store materials, and communicate amongst each other. Currently,
Department and CBO staff based at 70 Oak Grove must transport all materials to and from the
jails for programs and classes. Additionally, inmates leaving custody must be transported to 70
Oak Grove to receive an exit orientation and to meet with probation officers. :

Gaps in Program Offerings and Management

In addition to expanding program space in the new jail to a higher level than currently exists in
county Jails #3 and #4, the Sheriff’s Department wishes to ensure its program space is flexible
and adaptable as programs evolve to meet inmate needs. In particular, the Department hopes to
expand its vocational programming, which could require the use of outdoor space or indoor
space different from a traditional classroom design. Across all types of programs, the
Department also seeks to increase its use of evidence based programming and the number of
programs available to intnates in evening hours. Areas for future growth include:

e Vocational training programs, including new culinary skills training programs for women
at County Jail #2, a horticultural program, and bicycle repair.
o Additional alternatives to incarceration targeted to women.

. Trackmg of inmate program completion to provide appropriate programs for inmates
returning to custody.
Improved case management across pre- and post—release services.
Expanded post-release offerings to accommodate immediate re-entry needs, such as food,
shelter, and health care.

e - Mental healthcare services and programs as the Department expects the population of
inmates with mental health néeds to increase.

e Monolingual education and programs for non-English speakers.

e Gang dropout services including tattoo removal, family reunification, and other related
needs.
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tandards Compliance | ‘ =

BSCC Biennial Inspection. In its 2014 biennial inspection, the BSCC noted that some single
occupancy cells in County Jails #3 and #4 were not.compliant with Title 24 because they were
used as double occupancy cells or had two beds. The Sheriff’s Department has agreed to house
* only one person in each of those cells to comply Title 24 standards. © ‘

Health and Fire Inspections. All six county jails have completed a required fire and life
inspection as well as a local health inspection related to environmental health, nutritional health,
and medical/mental health. The table below provides the most recent health and fire inspection
completion dates:

Exhlblt 12 Inspectlon Dates -

CJ #1 4/7/ 14 © 6/17/14 6/27/ 14 10/7/14 Yes
CI#2 4/7/14 6/17714 |. 6/27/14 10/7/14 | = Yes
CJ#3 4/7/14 closed closed 10/7/14 Yes
CJ #4 4/7/14 6/17/14 6/26/14 11/5/14 "Yes
CJ #5 4/10/14 6/18/14 6/25/14 11/5/14 Yes .
CJ #6 4/10/14 closed closed 11/5/14 | Yes

In 2014, only minor deficiencies were noted in the environmental review. Those deficiencies
were immediately corrected, repair work was approved and scheduled, and required policy
changes planned. All facilities received a fire inspection and all were granted fire clearance.
County Jails #2, #3 and #4 had minor deficiencies that have since been corrected.

. As illustrated above, the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department ensures complianceiwith local,
state, and federal laws and standards through the use of detailed and enforced policies and

procedures, independent third-party audits and inspections, and follow—through on audits and
inspection recommendations.
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Record Keeping

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department complies with all record retention, storage, and
destruction laws and guidelines at the local, state, and federal levels. In its most recent biennial
inspection (2014), BSCC found the Department to be in full compliance of all recordkeeping and
related trajning for employees per Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations.

Furthermore, the Sheriff’s Department recently upgraded and replaced aging network equipment
linking together county jails, the inmate Hospital Ward, and Sheriff’s Department satellite
offices.'® The network is a vital part of the City’s criminal justice system, as the Sheriff’s case
management system houses information on all criminal defendants. The data from this system is
used to create the court schedule for incarcerated criminal defendants for court appearances. The
network also provides the Sheriff’s Department’s users with statewide criminal justice system
information consisting of warrant and criminal history information.

The new infrastructure significantly reduces the risk of intrusion or network failure, (2) allows
for network redundancy in mission critical areas such as booking and the Warrant Bureau to
ensure that essential services are not interrupted, (3) allows Sheriff’s information technology
staff to detect tampering or attempted intrusion, and (4) increases productivity and data sharing
within the department and between its criminal justice partners by using City-standardized
network architecture. Overall, it provides an added layer of assurance that records are maintained
and safeguarded according to department, local, state, and federal standards.
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The summary below was produced and provided by the Department of Pubhc Works
Infrastructure Design & Construction, Structural Section.
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EISMIC EVALUATION SUMMARY

raaiiey: Hall of Justice

Address: 850 Biyant, Sén Frantisco, CA 94103

Year Constricted; 1958

Year Retrofitted: Not béen retrofitted

Total Footprint: | 10,000 st

No. of Stories Above Grdurid: 7

b of Levels Below Groting: 1

Maxiimium Otcupancy: 3,027

Functuonzofﬂces for SFPD; Medical Examiners; and D[strict Attorpeys,
Superior Courts, County Jafls.

Site Assessment

B Sbnls~ Dense sand over stiff sift aver dense s‘tty and :layeysands, stiffclays

Landslide; Ibﬁ( " Fault Ruptute: Low
Liguefaction: Low Shakipg Intensity: Strdng
Settlt-ment Low . Adfscent Haxards: None

Building Performiance at 10%/50 Yeat Earthquake  SHR: 3
Collapsé Potential; Moderately Low.
Safrty Harard: Moderately High

Bujlding Description: 7-stbty L-shaped reinforced. concrete buildiog with full-
story b:-‘sement Flonrs constructed. of tonerete tube siabs. Slabs are suppur:ed
oni perfarated concrete béaring wallé at the perimeter and syare concrete
columins on the Interior. The foundation system consists of cancrete step
tapered piles. The lsteral system comprises perforated concrete shear walls. A
two-story addition on top of the cordner's office at the northwing wak

* constructed circd 1979.

Structural Condition: Generally good,

Stitictiral Deficiencies; Significant torsional behiavior dus'to building
geomehry; concrete piers, walls, and floor slabs are severely overstressed;
diaphfagm discantimuities; fack of adequate ties and collectors throughiout the
buliding, partu:ularly atrha re-entrant corder gpometrlc and vertical
irregulatities of cohcrite shear walls; madequacy ‘of the existing foundation
syStem to resist wall overturning; lack of redunidancyf shiear walls do not have
bvundary slerments with tenfining réinforcement; this coupling beams in the
pirfarateif shiegr walls do not have adeguate anchotage,

Non-strictural Deficiencles: Tall, narrow starage racks, bDOkCa$ES, files
cabinets, of similar heavy items ara notanchared to the floor slaby or adjamnt
walls; cabinet drawers do not hive fatches to kecp them dosed during Shaking;
breakable items storéd on shelves and laboratory chernicals In bireakahle
tontaingds are not mttralnm! from faliing by latched doors shelf lips, Wires, or
othet methads; gas. :ylmders arenot restrained against mbtion; wlndow glazings
along the building perimetér are not tempered.

Expected Building Perfomance at 10%/50 Year Earthquake: The stated
deficfencles will contribiute to poor buflding performance during a major
earthquake The Bullding was found to be highly vulnerable to severe structura!
and non- -structural ddmiage. ngniﬁcant crackmgofthx: wall piers and floor
draphragms is llkely to otcur, As a result of the térsionial behaviar and severe
structural damage, vertical foad bcanng columns may be damaged along with
interior partitigns. Large inelastic dlSp Eement ‘of the'West end of the biillding Is
possible due £ the fack of lateral caparity mupled with inadequate diaghiagr
chord napacntyat the re-entrant cormer. Because thie bullding is rajatively well-
detailed, jt i judged’ !hat collapse of the building is urifikely, Howsver, the
expected structural and non—st:ructuraT darnage would be very severe and pose
apprecisble life hazards o occupants. The building is likely to have tg be
vacated dunng repafrs, or possibly not repairable.
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APPENDIX B: Jail Population Forecast

See next page.

Note: While this Needs Assessment reports a forecast for 2019 to adhere to state requirements,
the document below reports a forecast for 2020, because that is the year the proposed RDF is
expected to open. However, both forecasts utilize the exact same methodology and are provided
by the San Francisco Controller’s Office. The only difference is the forecast horizon year.
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Executive Summary

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (“Sheriff’'s Department”) manages six jails.* Two of the
jails, County Jail #3 and County Jail #4, are located in the Hall of Justice, a facility that may be
vulnerable in a major seismic event. As part of the Hall of Justice Replacement Project, the City
and County of San Francisco-(“the City”) plans to construct a new facility or reconfigure existing
" space to replace County Jails #3 and #4. In addition, the Sheriff's Department has concerns
about the future use of County Jail #6 due to its operational and design limitations.
Consequently, this facility may need significant remodeling to be useable.

In 2012, the Controller’s Office first completed a forecast of San Francisco’s jail population to
inform planning for a replacement jail. The forecast was based on the work of two external
consultants who-utilized jail population data through 2011. In 2014, the Controller’s Office
updated its analysis with more recent data and recommended that the forecast be updated
again in 2015. This report serves as a final updated forecast of the jail populatlon using the
most recent data available.

Jail Population Trends

Between 1994 and 2009 the average daily jail population declmed gradually, falling by an
average of less than one percent per year. Over the last five years, that decline accelerated to .
eight percent per year. However, since 2012 the decline in the jail population has largely been
driven by two policy changes: state realignment and Proposition 47. Absent these policy
changes, the jail population remained relatively flat over that period. This suggests the jail
population may plateau near current levels unless other policy changes are enacted. See the'
“Trends Related to the San Francisco County Jail System” section for more information.

The average daily jail population in 2014 was the lowest since 1982. Despite the historically low
" population there are still too many inmates to be housed in the current jail system if County

Jails #3, #4 and #6 are all closed. If County lail #6 is reopened, the jail system will become

overcrowded if the population returns to its level in 2012, which was a 27 year low.

Previous Forecasts

Outside of previous work done by the Controller’s Office, at least five separate organizations
have conducted forecasts of the San Francisco jail population since 2011. The 'o'rganizations
include two consultants funded by the Sheriff’s Department, one federally funded consultant,
one independent non-partisan think tank, and the Budget and Legislative Analyst. The
Controller’s Office forecast articulated in this report represents the lowest forecast published
by any organization to date.

! County Jail #3 and County Jail #6 are currently closed.
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Question of County Jail #6

County Jail #6, which has been closed since 2010, consists of six dormitory-style housing units - - -
of sixty-two beds each, for a total of 372 beds. Reopening County Jail #6 and using it in its
current configuration would create a number of issues and jail management challenges due to
the facility’s operational and design limitations. :

A number of publications advise that dormitory-style housing should be used with caution and
only for inmates with appropriate classifications. The Sheriff’'s Department asserts that, based
on their experience in the San Francisco jail system, a jail-built in this style cannot safely house
medium- or maximum-security inmates. However, conversations with other corrections
professionals with experience outside of San Francisco indicate that at least some medium-
security inmates could be safely housed there.

If County Jails #3 and #4 are closed and County Jail #6 is reopened in its current configuration,
40 percent of the useable beds in the jail system (6362 of 1,610) will be located in a dormitory
setting. Under this scenario, the Controller’s Office forecast for 2020 suggests that all
minimum- and most medium-security inmates would need to be housed in dormitory-style
jails.® Furthermore, if the Sheriff’s Department’s assertion that only minimum-security inmates
can be safely housed in a dormitory setting is correct, the forecast suggests County Jail #6
would not serve the jail system’s needs. More detailed analysis may be needed to determine
which inmate classifications could be securely housed at County Jail #6. '

There are a number of other limitations to using County Jail #6 in its current configuration:

e Because County Jail #6 is located in San Mateo County, the Sheriff’s Department would
need to transport inmates to and from court facilities in San Francisco. Inmate
transportation is costly and creates safety risks.

e County Jail #6 is not easily reached by public transit, making visitation difficult for the
families.of inmates who do not own private vehicles. '

e The Sheriff's Department offers a number of in-custody programs focused on reducing
recidivism including a charter school for inmates and programs related to substance
abuse treatment, violence prevention, parenting skills and veterans services. According
to the Sheriff’s Department, reopening County Jail #6 in its current configuration will
make it difficult to deliver rehabilitative programs to inmates in that facility and result in
a reduction of the number and proportion of inmates who can take advantage of
programs during their time in jail.

e County jail inmates receive an array of mental health services through Jail Health

- Services. According to Tanya Mera, Director of Behavioral Health and Reentry Services
for Jail Health Services, there are too few interview rooms and multi-purpose rooms in

% County Jail #2 has 264 dormitory beds and County Jail #6 has 372 dormitory beds

% [fthe security classification breakdown of inmates remains constant into the future, the Controller’s Office
forecast suggests 774-930 beds will be needed for maximum-security inmates in 2020. That would leave only 44-
200 non-dormitory beds for the remaining 584-701 minimum- and medium-security inmates.
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County Jail #6 to deliver adequate mental health services, and dormitory housing
creates safety issues and service challenges. _ o

e County Jail #6 would require a number of significant and costly repairs and
modifications before reopening, including, but not limited to, work on the security
system, camera system and recreation areas. ,.

e The proposed replacement jail includes space for the Sheriff’'s Department’s warrants
and records unit, court holding cells, storerooms, medical records storage, and other
non-jail spaces currently located in the Hall of Justice. If the City chooses to reopéen
county Jail #6 rather than construct a replacement jail, the City would need to build,
renovate or lease space near the Hall of Justice for these functions.

s There could be opposition from neighboring communities if the Sheriff's Department
houses more inmates and higher security inmates on the jail campus in San Mateo
County. This opposition could delay the project, leading to construction escalation costs
in the millions of dollars per year.

Current Foreca_st

Because County Jail #6 may need significant remodeling to be useable, the Controller’s Office
presents the recommended replacement jail capacity in the year 2020 based on two scenarios.

Scenario one assumes County Jail #6 is used at capacity in its current configuration. In that
scenario, the upper bound of the Controller’s Office forecast indicates the need for a new or
reconfigured replacement facility with 21 beds, and the lower bound forecast indicates no need
for a replacement facility. '

Scenarith() assumes that County Jail #6 is not in use as a detention facility in its current
configuration. In that scenario, the Controller’s Office forecast indicates the need for a new or
reconfigured replacement facility with between 120 and 393 jail beds.* See the table below.

Recommended Replacement Jail-Capacity in 2020

Number of Useable

Forecasted Bed - Beds in the - Replacement Jail
Range (A) System* (B) Bed Need (A-B)
Scenario 1: Replace ' '
1,35 1,610 -
County Jails 3 and 4 35810 1,631 i _ 2521021
Scenario 2: Replace 1,358t0 1,631 1,238 120 to0 393

County Jails 3,4, and 6

*The tally for Scenario 1 includes all useable beds in CountyJails #1, #2, #5 and #6. The tally for Scenario 2 includes
all useable beds in County Jails #1, #2 and #5.

* Current designs for a replacement jail include housing units with 64 beds each. Based on this design; the forecast
range in Scenario 2 would translate to a replacement jail with between 128 beds (two - 64 bed housing units) and
384 beds (six — 384 bed housing units).
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Background

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (“Sheriff’s Department”) manages four jails in San
Francisco and two in San Mateo County.” Two of the jails, County Jail #3 and County Jail #4, are
located in the Hall of Justice alongside the Superior Court, Police Headquarters, the District
Attorney’s Office, and other City agencies. The Hall of Justice, which opened in 1961, has been
found to be susceptible to severe structural damage in the event of an earthquake. The City and
County of San Francisco (“City”) has determined that these inadequacies cannot be remedied
outside of a significant capital improvement effort. In addition, the antiquated design and space
constraints of County Jail #3 and County Jail #4 create safety concerns and limit the Sheriff’s
Department’s ability to offer in-custody programs to inmates. As a result of these existing
needs, the City plans to replace County Jails #3 and #4.° In addition, the Sheriff’s Department
has concerns about the future use of County Jail #6 due to its operational and design
limitations. Consequently, this facility may need significant remodeling to be useable.

- In 2012, the Controller’s Office first completed a
forecast of San Francisco’s jail population to inform
planning for a replacement jail. The forecast was based
on the work of two external consultants who utilized jail
. population data through 2011. In 2014, the Controller’s
Office updated its analysis with data through 2013. This
report serves as a final updated forecast of the jail
population using the most-recent data available.

In preparation for the forecast update, the Controller’s
Office met with representatives from the Adult A
Probation Department, District Attorney’s Office, Public
Defender’s Office, Superior Court, the Police

. Department and the Sheriff’s Department to better

- understand how current and planned policies and
programs by those agencies may impact the jail
population into the future.

Beds in the County Jail System

Jail beds in San Francisco can be divided into two categories: rated and unrated. Title 15 of the
California Code of Regulations defines rated beds as those that “[conform] to the standards and
requirements” of the State. Unrated beds are those that are used for medical and psychiatric
patients, or do not conform to state standards. Table 1 shows that the county jail system in San
Francisco has a total of 2,515 beds, including 2,360 rated beds and 155 unrated beds. Of those
155 unrated beds, 77 cannot be legally used to house inmates because they do not conform to

s County Jail #3 and County Jail #6 are currently closed.
® The replacement may take the form of a new building or reconfiguration of existing space.
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state standards for minimum cell size.” The remaining 78 unrated beds are in spaces designed
to serve inmates with specific medical and mental health needs and are in regular use.-
Including the 2,360 rated beds and 78 beds for inmates with psychiatric and medical needs, San
Francisco has a total of 2,438 beds that can be used to house inmates:

Table 1: Breakdown of Beds by Jail and Type

Unrated Beds Totals

Rated Medical or Below Current All Beds Usedble Beds

Beds PSYChiatriC Standards (Rated + Unrated)  (Rated + Med/Psych)
County Jail#t 0 0 _ 0 o 0 B 0
CountyJail#2 392 I T 466 466
CountyJail#3 426 R T
County Jail #4 402 0 37 439 402
County Jail#5 768 4 By 0 772 . 772
County Jail#6 372 0 - 0 372 372

2,360 78 77 2,515 2,438

If the Sheriff's Department permanently closed County Jails #3 and #4, the number of useable
beds in the systern would drop to 1,610. And if the Sheriff’s Department also permanently
. closed Courty Jail #6, the number of useable beds in the system would drop to 1,238,

Current Population

‘Table 2 provides information on inmate characteristics in'San Francisco during 2014. The
percentages listed for inmate sentencing status, security classification, crime classification, and
gender are based on the total average daily population (ADP) in June 2014, as this was the most
recent data available from the Board of State and Community Corrections. The percentages
listed for inmate age and race/ethnicity are based on the average daily population for the
calendar year. The data on inmate age and race/ethnicity was provided by the San Francisco
Sheriff's Department.

Sentencing Status. The notable majority of inmates in June 2014 had not yet been sentenced.
These inmates are also known as pretrial, meaning that they are awaiting resolution of their
case. Those that are sentenced have either been found guilty or pled to a crime.

Security Classification. Ninety-two percent of the average daily population in June 2014 was
classified as medium or maximum security. The Sheriff's Department determines which
inmates fall under which security classifications by using an assessment tool during booking.
These classifications help the department determine how to house inmates appropriately. The

7 These beds are in cells that were originally designed to fit two inmates in bunk beds. However, since the jail was
constructed, the Board of State and Community Corrections has increased the minimum cell space required per
inmate. As aresult, those cells are only large enough to house one inmate — the second bed in each cell is not in
use.
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interview and scoring method that the department uses to determine these security
classifications has not been independently validated.

Table 2: San Francisco Jail Demographlcs

(2014)
Percent of -

Total ADP
Sentencing  Unsentenced 85%
Status Sentenced 15%
‘S rity Maximum Security 57%
ecu C B 0
Classification Mf-:c!lum Secunty 35%
Minimum Security 8%
Crime Felony 92%
Classification Misdemeanor 8%

Male 90% -

Gender - .
en Female 10%
18-29 30%
Ace 30-39 29%
8 40-65 40%
66+ 1%
_ Black 50%
Race/ White 30%
ace ] L o0
Ethnicity Hls:panlc 13-/)
Asmn 6%
Other 1%

SOURCES: Board of State and Community Corrections, San

Francisco Sheriff's Department

Note: Age and Race/Ethnicity calculations are based on all

of 2014. The remaining calculations are based on June

2014 only.

Crime Classification. The majority of inmates
in June 2014 was either facing felony charges
or had been convicted of felony charges. A
given crime is classified by law as either a .
felony or a misdemeanor depending on its
severity. Most severe crimes are generally
classified as felonies.

Gender. The high majority of inmates in June
2014 were male. There is only one jail in San
Francisco for women and four that are
currently open for men.

Age. Fifty-nine percent of the average daily
population in 2014 was between the ages of 18
and 39. This statistic is unsurprising given that
younger adults are more likely to be
incarcerated (see discussion under
“Demographic and Economic Trends” on page
12).

~ Race/Ethnicity. Seventy percent of the

average daily population in 2014 was made up
of people of color, half of whom were black.

Trends Related to the San Francisco Jail Population

Average Daily Jail Population

Chart 1 shows the annual average daily population of the San Francisco County jail system from
1980 through 2014. There are three distinct phases of change over this 35 year period.

e Phase 1: 1980-1993. During this period, the average daily population increased from 1,121
to 2,321, an average annual growth of six percent.

e Phase 2: 1994-2009. Over the next 16 years, average daily population saw a gradual decline,
falling by an average of less than one percent per year.

e Phase 3: 2010-2014. Over the last five years, average daily population declined by an
average of eight percent per year, a faster rate than in the previous phase. The average
daily population in 2014 was the lowest since 1982. Since 2012 the decline in the jail
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population has largely been driven by two policy changes: state realignment and
Proposition 47. Absent these policy changes, the jail population remained relatively flat
over the three year period. This suggests the jail population may plateau near current levels
unless other policy changes are enacted. See the sections below for more information.

Chart 1: Annual Average Daily Populatioh
(1980-2014)
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In conversations with the Controller’s Office, representatives from the City’s public safety
agencies highlighted certain key events that may have had an effect on the jail population’s
upward and downward trends between 2010 and 2014. These events include:

San Francisco Police Department drug lab technician Deborah Madden
admitted to taking amounts of cocaine from evidence samples. The testing

March 2010 unit of the police department lab was shut down on March 9, 2010. As a
result, hundreds of drug cases were either dismissed or discharged due to
evidentiary requirements. '

January 2011 George Gascén was appointed District Attorney of San Francisco.
April 2011 Greg Suhr was appointed Police Chief of San Francisco.

Effective October 1, 2011, the Public Safety Realignment Act (Assembly Bill

20 -
October 2011 109) changed how the state government deals with low level felonies. The
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law now stipulatesthat certain low-level felonies carry a condition of
incarceration in county jails, as opposed to state prisons. Parole violations
can also now be served in local jails. See the next section for more
information on the impact of Realignment on San Francisco’s jail
population.

November 2011  Ross Mirkarimi was elected Sheriff of San Francisco.

On November 4, 2014, the voters of the State of California passed
Proposition 47, which converted many nonviolent offenses, such as drug
November 2014 and property offenses, from felonies to misdemeanors. See page 10 for
' more information on the impact of Proposition 47 on San Francisco’s jail
population.

The Impatt of State Realignment

The California Criminal Justice Realignment Act (Assembly Bill 109), directed that beginning in
October of 2011 some offenders previously housed in state prisons would become the
responsibility of counties. The legislation, known as “realignment,” increases the number of

" inmates housed in county jail facilities. Chart 2 shows the impact of state realignment inmates
on the county jail system. The blue line depicts the number of inmates in county jail not
attributed to realignment, while the shaded area shows the average number of inmates
attributed to realignment. Together these two numbers sum to the total jail population.

The average daily population of realignment inmates increased over the first five months of
realignment to a peak of 328 inmates in February 2012. The population then dropped by 68
percent between February 2012 and September 2014 to a level of 106 inmates. According to
Chief of Adult Probation Wendy Still, this is due primarily to a policy change beginning July 1,
2013, which moved parole revocation hearings from the State Board of Parole to the San

~ Francisco Superior Court.® See Appendix A for a chart displaying the realignment population by
type of offender over time. ‘

8 Interview with Chief of Adult Probation Wendy Still, 12/5/13. At the time of the interview Wendy Still was the
Chief of the Adult Probation; however she has since retired. The current Chief of Adult Probation, Karen Fletcher
was not interviewed for this report.
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Chart 2: Monthl‘y Average Daily Population
(2008-2014)
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Chart 2 also-depicts two distinct trends in the non-realignment inmate population (i.e. the blue-
line). From January 2008 to December 2011, the non-realignment inmate population declined
by one percent per month, but from January 2012 to September 2014 the population remained
nearly constant. This evidence suggests the jail population may be plateauing near current
levels unless other policy changes are enacted.

The Impact of Proposition 47 -

On November 4, 2014, California voters approved a state measure known as Proposition 47, the
Reduced Penalties for Some Crimes Initiative. This initiative, which became law immgdiately
after passage, reduced the classification of most "nonserious and nonviolent property and drug
crimes" from felonies to misdemeanors. Proposition 47 impacted the San Francisco jail
population in at least two ways. First, when officers make felony arrests they typically admit
arrestees into jail, but when officers make misdemeanor arrests they are more likely to cite and
release arrestees without a jail admission. Second, officers may be less likely to arrest
individuals for misdemeanors than for felonies. In both situations, the reclassification of some
felonies to misdemeanors has a downward impact on the jail population.
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Following Proposition 47's approval inmate populations began to fall across the state of
California, including in San Franc15co Chart 3 shows that the San Francisco jail populatlon
remained stable over the first 10 months of 2014,% then dropped by more than 100 inmates
soon after the passage of Proposmon 47. While only limited data is available for 2015, the
available data suggests the jail population has stabilized near 1,200 inmates.

Chart 3: Daily Population Counts
, (2014)
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-Other Relevant Trends

Table 3 gives a seven year look at jail population trends, crime trends, and demographic and
economic trends. All of the jail and crime metrics reported in Table 3 have fallen during this
period, with the exception of reported property crimes and violent crimes.

Jail Trends. There are two factors that directly determine the total jail population: the number
of people being admitted into jail and the length of their stay in custody. Jail admissions fell by

an average of 6 percent per year from 2008 to 2014.

Average length of stay has also fallen. A portion of the jail population is booked and released
within the same day, and therefore does not require a jail bed. Those in custody for more than

? “County jail populations dip after Prop 47. “ Southern California Public Radio
http://www.scpr.org/news/2015/02/02/49608/ county-jail-populations-across-california-dip-afte/
% This provides more evidence that the Jail population may be plateauing absent major policy changes.
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Table 3: Trends in San Francisco
2008-2014 Trend Avg. Annual

2 ' 2011 2012 2013 2014
008 2009 2010 . Line % Change
Total Average Daily Population (ADP) in Jail : 2,061 1,976 1,788 1,563 1,560 - 1,428 1,285 —————— 7%
Jail Admissions . 33,037 30,322 © 25,396 23,914 22,125 23,766 21,774 e -6%
Jail Trends  Realignment (AB108) Average Dally Populati - ‘o " PR 495 310 177 -40%
ea gnmen verage_ a y,(.);.)ua ‘oxn' o 'n' a n a” n.a ‘ n/a o . ansept) ~— : 6
Altemat_nve to Sentencing Programs Average Dally ) 243 257 183 140 89 133 17 —— 8%
Population : . . -
Average Days from Booking to Release if >3 days not n'ot 53 49 47 30 28 ——— ~13%
available available .
N not o
State Prison Parolees In San Francisco {December 31st) 1,360 1,379 1,417 1,418 992 . 825 . avallable e —— o -9%
Trends . not
Felon Admisslons to Prison from San Francisco 630 632 569 420 201 161 available NN -22%
Arrests per 1,000 People : 41.9 3%.2 | 274 281 24.7 25.3 avar;::tble —— -9%
S o . o ’ ) ' not ' o 'D
Drug Arrests per 1,00? People . . 9.5 8.6 3.6 . 2.2 ‘ 2 1.7 available k_ ‘ . ?G.A
: i . not - nm———
Violent Crimes per 1,000 People- : 8.5 7.5 7.2 6.7 . 7.1 8.6 . . 1%
. .. . i . ) . . ) ) .. avallable P
Property Crimes per 1,000 People 6.4 441 M1 - 416 485 59.5 avar;;tble e 6%
San Francisco Superior Court ‘ ' . : a .
r Francisco superior tou 13,750 12,954 11,839 9380 8136 7531 6,605 @ mmmme  -11%
Crime Trends V€W Criminal Filings — : ) . o
S f [ R
uperior Court Active Felony Cases 3,287 3,202 2,995 ° 2504 1,823 1,930 1,877 =< -8%
{anuary 1st) . e o T T IR e 4
Superior Court Active Felony Drug Cases (January 1st) - 1,849 1,738 1,586 1,095 566 570 479 \__ -18%
Total Active Adult Probation Caseload B : —
y aseloa 6554 6800 6423 6129 5696 5054 4084 T 7%
{in December) - . . B
Youth.Referred to the Juvenile Probation Department 3,446 3,296 2,814 2,196 1,871 1,569 1,392 e ——— ) C-14% -
. - . ) . . “
Sworn FTE Police Staff (fiscal years) 2,344 2,372 2,300 2,208 2,132 2,140 2,108 -2%
Total San Francisco Populaf(ion 798,673 801,799 807,177 812,826 825,863 830,956 837,831 —""""“——_- 1%
Demographlc. San Francisco Popuiation Age 18}35 ' 263,484 260,894 260,786 260,132 258,151 255,092 245,323 S -1%
and Economic . ! BRI . i . e :
Trends Unemployment Rate 5.2% 8.9% 9.5% 8.5% 7.2% . 5.7% 4.7% /\ 2%
Per Caplta Income $71,760  $66,804 $68,555 $74,425 $80,014 $84,356 ava’;gtble — ~ 3%

SOURCES: San Francisco Sheriff's Department, California Department of Justice, San Frandisco Superior Court, California Department of Finance, San Francisco Juveniie Probation Department, San Francisco Adult
Probation Department, US Bureau of Labor Statistics, US Bureau of Economic Analysis, SFOpenBook, Californla Department of Corrections & Rehabilitation
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~ three days are likely to have a significant impact on the total jail pbpulation and have
involvement with the court system. In 2010 those in custody for at least three days made up 74
percent of the total jail population.” Their average length of stay—the time between booking
and release—has fallen by an average of 13 percent per year since 2010. The largest decline in
average length of stay came in 2013, which coincides with the formation of the San Francisco
Sentencing Commission. That year the average length of stay fell by 56 percent.

State Prison Trends. Individuals sent to prison from San Francisco are ultimately released to
parole in San Francisco. If a parolee in San Francisco is found out of compliance with parole
terms, he or she could serve a violation in one of San Francisco’s county jails.

On average, the number of parolees in San Francisco has fallen sharply (22 percent per year)
since 2008. The number of people that San Francisco sends to state prison has also fallen since
2008 (by an average of 9 percent per year).

Crime Trends. From 2008 to 2013, arrests per 1,000 people in San Francisco fell by an average
of 9 percent per year. A significant component of this decline was a reduction in drug crime
arrests, which dropped from 9.5 per thousand people in 2008 to just 1.7 per thousand people
by 2014. The largest drop came in 2010 when drug arrests decreased by 58 percent. This is the
year the drug lab incident occurred, which resuited in hundreds of drug cases being dismissed

- or discharged and may also have impacted future drug arrests. The number of active felony
cases in San Francisco Superior Court also fell by eight percent per year on average, while active
felony drug cases-d_ecreésed at more than twice that rate.

. While arrests and felony cases have dropped, property crimes have increased by an average of
six percent per year, with a 23 percent increase occurring in 2013. The largest driver of the
spike in property crime is theft valued under $50, which increased by 30 percent in 2013.

Demographic and Economic Trends. While the total population in San Francisco has risen in
recent years, the number of residents ages 18-35 has decreased by an average of one percent
per year since 2008. The California Department of Finance projects this decline will continue
through 2023. This trend is relevant because younger adults are the most likely age group to be
incarcerated. The California Attorney General’s Office reports that individuals ages 18-39
accounted for approximately 70 percent of all arrests in California in 2009.*

The unemployment rate in San Francisco rose from 5.2 percent in 2008 to a high of 9.5 percent
in 2010. San Francisco’s recovery from the economic recession reduced this rate to 4.7 percent
just four years later. Average per capita income has increased steadily during this period, rising
from $71,760 to $84,356. ’

" provided by Lt. Dave Hardy, Unit Commander, Information Technology Support & Services, San Francisco
Sheriff’s Department.
12 As reported in the “Evaluation of the Current and Future Los Angeles County Jail Population” by the JFA Institute.
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' Potential Impacts of Planned Policy‘ or Program Changes

In conversations with the Controller’s Office, répresentatives from the City’s public safety
agencies highlighted certain policy and program changes on the horizon that could affect the
number of people incarcerated in San Francisco. These changes include but are not limited to
the following: : '

Repeal of certain Proposition 47 provisions. Some state lawmakers have introduced bills to
amend Proposition 47. If any of these bills are passed and signed by the governor, the changes
will go on a 2016 ballot for constituents to vote on.” Some of the proposed changes would
reclassify certain misdemeanors as felonies again. For example, Senate Bill 333 and Assembly
Bill 46 would allow felony charges to be filed against suspects accused of possessing certain
date-rape drugs and Assembly Bill 150 would make stealing a gun a felony crime. Changes such
as these could increase the size of San Francisco’s jail population.

. Increase in police staffing. The Mayor’s Budget for fiscal years 2015-16 and 2016-17 includes
funding to hire 400 new police officers. With this additional staffing, Chief Greg Suhr expects
that the Police Department will increase the number of arrests it makes and that the jail
population will increase as a result.®

Use of new risk-assessment tool. The Superior Court of San Francisco plans to implement a
new tool designed to assess which inmates in the pretrial jail population are likely to recidivate;
those at low-risk of recidivism are to be released from custody while they await trial or
resolution of their cases. The District. Attorney’s Office expects use of this risk-assessment tool
to lead to a decrease overall in the pretrial jail population (which currently makes up
approximately 85 percent of the total jail population).’ However, the Court Executive Officer
for the Superior Court, Michael Yuen asserts that there is insufficient information to determine
-whether use of the tool will have any impact.

Shortening of probation sentences. The Adult Probation Department has proposed a
shortened probation term scheme that, if adopted, would result in fewer people returning to
custody on probation violations and a reduction in the jail population‘overall.™ As of
December 14, 2014, the Adult Probation Department found that 27 percent of their clients
would potentially be eligible for release from probation under the proposal.*®

3 Interview with Chief of Police Greg Suhr, 2/12/15

 |nterview with Chief of Staff Cristine DeBerry, District Attorney’s Office, 1/28/15

 Interview with Chief of Adult Probation Wendy Still; 1/21/15 ‘

% ps reported in the document entitled “Population by Risk Level and Length of Probation Sentence Completed,”
provided by Leah Rothstein, Research Director, Adult Probation Department.
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Other Potential Impacts Mentioned by Publlc Safety
Stakeholders

Representatives from public safety agencies also mentioned that the following policy changes
could affect the number of people incarcerated in San Francisco. Itis unknown if and when the
following changes will come to pass:

Increased access to support services. Those that are released from custody while awaiting
resolution of their cases are often referred to Pretrial Diversion, a non—proﬁt funded by the
Sheriff’s Department. According to Director Will Leong, those that are currently eligible for
pretrial release tend to be in need of more support services (such as housing and mental health
resources) than Pretrial Diversion can currently access. If such services were funded at a higher
level, he predicts that his organization could do more to help people stay out of custody.”’

Bail Reform. The Public Defender’s Office is in the midst of working to increase the number of
people that are released from custody because of bail motions and bail hearings. The office is
also advocating for bail reform to ensure that people do not unnecessarily remain in custody
simply because they cannot afford to pay their bail. However, the Sheriff’s Department
counters that few inmates could take advantage of bail reform. According to the Sheriff’s
Department, a significant percentage of inmates are not eligible for bail, but no specific statistic
was available at the time this report was written. In addition, more than 90 percent of inmates
are charged with felony offenses. The Sheriff Department asserts that these individuals often

_have very high bails due to the seriousness of these offenses. More study would be needed to
determine the impact of bail reform on the jail populatlon

Jail Population Forecast

The Controller’s Office esttmate of San Francisco’s future Jall population is based on three
factors:

1) Jail population forecast baseline: This is a forecast that serves as a baseline for the total
estimate of average jail beds needed on a given day. The forecast assumes a steady
state, meaning the model cannot predict unexpected future events or policy changes.

2) Peaking factor: While the forecast baseline predicts the average daily jail population for
a given year, the actual population will exceed the average on some days. The peaking
factor provides a cushion of jail beds for those peak days.

3) Classification factor: The realities of managing a jail require that the number of beds ina
jail exceeds the number of inmates. This need arises because inmates with different -
security classifications must be housed separately.

7 Interview with Will Leong, Director of Pretrial Diversion, 5/7/15
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Forecast Baseline

In September 2012, the Controller’s Office released a forecast of the jail population using a
baseline forecast estimated by the consulting firm Jay Farbstein and Associates. The forecast
uses a linear regression model and historical data from 1996 to 2011. The Controller’s Office
then updated the jail population baseline forecast in May 2014 using the same linear regression
model and historical data from 1993 to 2013.

This report, which represents the final updated forecast, uses two separate models to predict
the average daily jail population in 2020.*® The first forecast is a linear regression model that
has been used previously in San Francisco and at least one other éounty. The model
incorporates historical trends from 1993 through 2014. The second forecast is a demographic
model that uses California Department of Finance (DOF) projected population changes in San
Francisco and applies those changes to the current jail population. This model is based on-a jail .

-forecasting model used by the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC)."° The linear trend
model represents the upper-bound of our forecast, and the demographic forecast represents
the lower-bound. '

*In 2014, San Francisco had an average daily jail population of 1,285 inmates. The linear
regression model predicts that by 2020, the jail population will grow to 1,402, a nine percent
increase, while the demographic mode! predicts the population will fall to 1,235, a decline of
four percent.

Each model has advantages and disadvantages. The linear model incorporates more than two
decades of historical data. As a result, the slope of the linear regression model reflects the
downward trend of the jail population. However, events like the 2010 drug lab incident, which
saw hundreds of drug cases dismissed and convictions vacated, are treated by the model as
part of the trend rather than as one-time events. Including this incident in the model may

“overstate the jail population’s rate of decline. While the linear regression model reasonably
represents the general trend of the jail population, the actual forecast level for 2015 is higher
than would be expected. ‘

*® The proposed replacement]all project is expected to open in 2020.
' The PPIC model is based on projected population changes within the 15-39 age group, whereas the Controller's
Office model takes into account population changes by age and race.
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Chart 4: Baseline Jail Population Forecast
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The advantage of the demographic model is that it incorporates projected changes to race and
age in San Francisco. For example, young adults are more likely to be incarcerated than older
adults, but the DOF projects the number of young adults in San Francisco will decline over the
next several years. The demographic model takes this shift into account when predicting the
jail population. However, the demographic model is based on jail incarceration rates in 2014. If
a previously enacted policy has not run its course and will continue to impact incarceration
rates into the future, those impacts would not be taken into account by this model. Despite not
incorporating recent historical trends, the demographic forecast predfcts small annual declines
in the jail population, which is more likely than the increase in the jail population predicted by
the linear trend model.

A final disadvantage of both models is that neither is capable of predicting future legislative or
leadership changes that could affect the size of the jail population. For example, policies such as
state realignment and Proposition 47 would not have been predicted by our models.
Regardless of their relative advantages and disadvantages, the two baseline models represent
the best forecast range possible based on the data available.

Peaking Factor

This factor allows a cushion of jail beds for “peak” days, or days with above average jail needs.
As mentioned previously, the Controller’s Office original forecast drew from the work of two
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" external consultants. The two consultants utilized different methodologies to calculate a
peaking factor. See Table 4 for more detail.

. Table 4: Peaking Factor Range

Crout and Sida Methodology
L ) Average Daily Average Daily .
P | ! . ) o+ . = U t
{ Peak jal‘ popu atxon Population ) Population pper Estimate
Jay Farbstein and Associates Methodology
- Average of peak Average Daily Average Daily .
. - + = L
( days for each month Population Population ower Estimate
The Crout and Sida methodology uses the peak jail Table 5: Peaking Factor by
population day in a given year to calculate its peaking factor.  Year
Based on this methodology, over the period studied the San Peaking Factor
Francisco jail population never exceeded the peak factor. Year Lower Upper
2010 4.8% 18.2%
- The Jay Farbstein and Associates methodology averages the 2011 " 5.0% 19.5%
peak jail population day from each month to calculate its 2012 . 48% 11.8%
peaking factor. According to a representative from the firm, 2013* 4.8% 12.5%
based on this methodology the actual jail population remains, 2014 47%  75%

within the calculated peaking factor approximately 93

. : : . *The Controller's Office did not have daily
percent of thz? tlm.e.. in other Yvords, over the period stud‘led, population data for September 2043 at the
the San Francisco jail population exceeded the peak factor time of this analysis.

for seven out of every 100 days.

Table 5 presents peaking factors over the past five years based on the two methodologies.
While the lower bound peaking factor has remained consistent since 2010, the upper bound
peaking factor has decreased by 59 percent. This occurred as a result of the declining jail
population. When a peaking factor is calculated in a year with a downward trend the factor
captures both the trend and the annual peak, falsely exaggerating the peaking factor. See Chart
5 for an example. The Controller’s Office recommends using 2014 estimates for the upper and
lower bound peaking factor due to that year’s flat population trend.
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Chart 5: Daily Jail Population (siee) and Upper Peaking Factor in 2011 and 2014
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Classification Factor

Both external consulta_nts used a
classification factor of five percent in their ~ Table 6: Classification Factor Calculation

jail population estimates. In practice, a Based on SF jail population on January, 29 2013
factor of five percent means a jail with ' Unoccupied
100 inmates should have 105 jail bedsto ~_Inmate Classification Beds
accommodate the different security Sexually Violent Predators (SVPs) 24
classifications of inmates. However, the Gang Dropouts . ' 8 .
Sheriff's Department hasasserted that - Transgender o 21
five percent is an underestimate of actual ~ Psychiatric Needs o 31
need. . Medical ' 11

' Lock-up 17
No accepted or standard methodology Psychiatric Needs/Admin Segregation 7
exists for calculating a classification House Alones 9
factor. The Controller’s Office estimated a ‘ Total Empty Beds 128
factor using a tally of all beds in the jail . Total Jail Population 1556
system that must remain empty due to . Classification Factor o 0
classification. For example, “Sexually ' 128+1556= 8.2%

Violent Predators” (SVP) are civil

commitments that must be housed separately from the general population. On JanUary 29,
2013, four SVPs were housed in a 28-bed unit, leaving 24 empty beds that could only be
occupied by other SVPs. The Controller’s Office worked in concert with the Sheriff’s '
Department to tally unoccupied beds for all relevant inmate subpopulations, and estimated a
classification factor of 8.2 percent (see Table 6).

The Controller’s Office recommends using five percent as a lower bound estimate of the
classification factor and 8.2 percent as an upper-bound estimate.
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It is important to note that the actual classification factor for a jail system is dependent on the
configuration of jail housing and the types of inmates housed. A jail composed entirely of
double-bed cells may have a lower classification factor than-a dormitory-style jail because it can
house and segregate inmates in a more flexible manner. In addition, a majority minimum-
secunty inmate population wiil present fewer classification concerns than a majority maximum-
security inmate population. :

Therefore, changes to the physical infrastructure of the jail system or the makeup of the inmate
population over time can impact the system’s overall classification.factor. For example, male-
to-female transgender individuals in jail are currently segregated into their own housing unit.
However, the Sheriff’s Department is considering whether to integrate these inmates into units
“housing other inmates who identify as female in County Jail #2. This decision could have a
small downward impact on the system’s overall classification factor. Conversely, if the Sheriff’s
Department reopened dormitory housing units in County Jail #6, it could have an upward
impact on the classmcatmn factor.

Forecast Summary

"Table 7 below summarizes the Controller’s Office best estimate of future jail bed needs for San
Francisco based on the analysns in this report. The estimate is based on projected jail bed needs
in 2020, the expected completion date for construction of the proposed replacement jail.

Table 7: Estimates of Total County Jail Bed Needs in 2020
' Lower Bound Upper Bound

Forecast Baseline 1,235 1,402
'Peakiljg Factor_ - 47% o .7.5%
Classification Factor - 5.0% 8.2%
TOTAL 1358 1,631
Previous Forecasts

Table 8 presents results from all known forecasts of the San Francisco County Jail Population
completed since 2011, including forecasts from six individual organizations and three separate
forecasts from the Controller’s Office. Consultants hired by the Sheriff’s Department
completed the first two forecasts in 2011. The JFA Institute forecasted the jail population in
2012 as part of the federally-funded Justice Reinvestment Initiative.” The Budget and
Legislative Analyst completed its forecast in 2014 at the request of the Board of Supervisors.
And finally, the non-partisan think-tank Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) forecasted the

* The Justice Reinvestment Initiative is a “data-driven approach that enhances public safety, reduces corrections
spending and redirects savings to alternative criminal justice strategies.” See:
http://www.cri.org/cii/entry/project justicereinvest
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jail population in each California county as part of its report on “Key Factors in California’s Jail
Construction Needs,” released in 2014.%*

The table shows that forecasts have declined significantly since 2011, reflecting the large drop
in the jail population over that period. For this reason, the Controller’s Office has always
recommended updating the forecast with the most recent data available. The table also shows
that Controller’s Office estimates are similar to estimates provided by other internal and
external organizations. However, the forecast articulated in this report represents the lowest
forecast published to date. .

Table 8: Previous Forecasts of County Jail System

Year Forecast for 2020
Organization Completed Inmates Total Bed Need
Crout and Sida 2011 2,076 . 2,435
Jay Farbstein and Assocnates . 2011 o . 1897 2,090
Controller's Office 2012 1,712 2,097-2,292
JFA Institute o 2012 1576 1735
Controller's Offlce 2014 1,520 1,673-1,839
Budget and Legislative Analyst o 2014 1,279-1,497  1,547-1,811
Public Pohqy Institute of California 2014 1401 © n/a 4
Controller's Office 2015 1,235, 402 1,358-1,631

Question of County Jail #6

County Jail #6 has not been used to house inmates since 2010 because the total jail population
.in San Francisco is below the system capacity. Reopening County Jail #6 and using it in its
current configuration would create a number of issues due to the facmty’s operational and
design llmltatlons These issues are discussed below.

Ability to House Expected Inmate Population. County Jail #6 consists of six dormitory-style
housing units of sixty-two beds each, for a total of 372 beds. The facility has no holding cells or
safety cells. This design creates significant jail management challenges for the Sheriff’s
Department. A number of publications advise that dormitory-style housing should be used with
“caution. For example, the Natlonal Institute of Corrections’ Jail Design Guide’ notes that
" dormitory-style housing:*

* “reduces the staff’s ability to prevent physical or sexual assaults, especially during night;
time lockdown or other times when staffing levels tend to be reduced”

* The report is available at: http://www.ppic.org/main/publication qmck asp?i=1098 The appendix which
references the forecast is available at:
http://www.ppic.org/content/data/Current and Projected Jail Capacity and Needs.pdf .
% This report is available at https://s3.amazonaws.com/static.nicic.gov/Library/024806.pdf
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e “reduces the staff’s ability to control inmates during disturbances because the staff
cannot fully separate the inmates and achieve a fully secure lockdown until the
" emergency passes”
o “reduce[s] flexibility and the ability to subdivide the population into distinct groups
[based on classification]” .

In addition, a 2011 study of the San Francisco County jail system by criminal justice consultants
states, “the administration of the jail system should be cautioned that they must resist the urge
to fill these dormitory beds unless the classification of the inmate allows being housed there.”*3

As a result of the potential safety and security issues stated above, the Sheriff’'s Department
asserts that a jail built in this style cannot safely house medium- or maximum-security inmates.
-Some other corrections professionals disagree. According to Jeanne Woodford, former
Undersecretary of the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation, maximum-
security inmates should not be housed in dormitories as a general rule. However, some
medium-security inmates may be appropriate for dormitory housing. For example, medium-
security sentenced inmates are in jail for longer periods which allows jail staff to develop
relationships with the inmates and better manage their behavior.**

The Sheriff’s Department has used County Jail #6 to house medium- and maximum-security
inmates in the past. Resolve to Stop the Violence (RSVP) is a program offered to violent
offenders while they are in county jail. A 2005 evaluation of RSVP published in the Journal of
Public Health indicates that the program was previously delivered to inmates in County Jail #6.
RSVP participants are typically medium- and maximum-security inmates due to their violent
histories, yet the evaluation reports that the program “exhibited an instantaneous, dramatic

- decrease of violent episodes in-house.”” This suggests it is possible to mitigate the safety
concerns posed by housing medium- and maximum-security inmates in a dormitory-style jail if
the population is managed appropriately. However, the Sheriff’'s Department responds that it
has only housed medium- and maximum-security inmates in County Jail #6 when a Iack of
available jail beds did not allow for those inmates to be housed elsewhere. )

* If County Jails #3 and #4 are closed and County Jail #6 is reopened in its current eonfiguration,
40 percent of the useable beds in the jail system (636 of 1,610) will be located in a dormitory
setting. %° By comparison, 43 percent of inmates in the county jail system in 2014 were
classified as minimum- or medium-security. Under this scenario, the Controller’s Office
forecast suggests that all minimum- and most medium-security inmates would need to be

% Crout and Sida Criminal Justice Consultants, Inc. “Jail Population Study: City and County of San Francisco.”

* Interview with Jeanne Woodford, 5/14/15. The Controlier’'s Office does not have data on the number of
medium-security sentenced inmates currently in jail, but in June 2014 only 15 percent of jail inmates were
sentenced, regardless of security classification. See Table 2.

> James Gilligan and Bandy Lee. “The Resolve to Stop the Violence Project: reducing violence in the community
through a jail-based initiative.” Journal of Public Health. Vol. 27, No.2, pp 143-148.

% County Jail #2 has 264 dormitory beds and County Jail #6 has 372 dormitory beds
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housed in dormitory-style jails in 2020.” Furthermore, if the Sheriff's Department’s assertion
that only minimum-security inmates can be safely housed in a dormitory setting is correct, the
forecast suggestsv County Jail #6 would not serve the jail system’s needs. More detailed analysis
is needed to determine which inmate classifications could be securely housed at County Jail #6.

Transportation Costs and Issues. Because County Jail #6 is located in San Mateo County, the
Sheriff’s Department would need to transport inmates to and from court facilities in San
Francisco. Inmate transportation can be costly and increases safety and security risks for
inmates and deputies. Additional transit costs would be accrued by Public Defender’s Office
staff who need to visit their clients at County Jajl #6.

" Access to Family Visitation. County Jail #6 is not easily reached by public transit, making
~ visitation difficult for the families of inmates who do not own private vehicles.

Impacts on Service Delivery. The Sheriff’s Department offers a number of in-custody programs
focused on reducing recidivism including a charter school for inmates and programs related to
substance abuse treatment, violence prevention, parenting skills and veterans services.”® '
County Jail #6 has only three multi-purpose rooms, which is insufficient space to accommodate
the programs currently offered in other jails. According to the Sheriff’s Department, reopening
County Jail #6 in its current configuration will make it difficult to deliver rehabilitative programs
to inmates in that facility and resultin a reduction in the number of inmates who can take
advantage of programs during their time in jail.

County jail inmates also receive an array of mental health services through Jail Health Services.
" According to Tanya Mera, Director of Behavioral Health and Reentry Services for Jail Health
Services, there are too few interview rooms and multi-purpose rooms in County Jail #6 to
deliver adequate mental health services such as one-on-one and group treatment. Also,
providing mental health services in a dormitory housing unit can create service and safety
challenges because there are no secure cells in which to place unstable or agitated inmates. '
Issues with one inmate could impact service delivery for all inmates in the housing unit. Finally,
because the facility is located in San Mateo County, clients could become isolated and
disconnected from their families. Ms. Mera is concerned that this disconnection will negatively
impact mental health outcomes. ' )

This reduction in programs and services would come at a time when Jail Health Services is
witnessing an increase in mental health needs among inmates. For example, between 2011
and 2014, referrals to mental health services increased from 5,361 to 5,763 and contacts per
client increased from 10.42 per year to 12.45 per year. The service reduction would also come
at a time when thé State of California is providing financial incentives for expanding program

i the security classification breakdown of inmates remains constant into the future, the Controller’s Office
forecast suggests 774-930 beds will be needed for maximum-security inmates in 2020. That would Jeave only 44-
200 non-dormitory beds for the remaining 584-701 minimum- and medium-security inmates.

% These programs are administered by community based organizations.
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and treatment space in jails. Senate Bill 863 provides $500 million in state funding to counties

" forthis purpose.

Repairs and Modifications Needed to Reopen. County Jail #6 is a 26 year old facility which was
built quickly in response to jail overcrowding, and has not been used as a detention facility in
five years. Accordingto the Sheriff’s Department, a number of significant and costly repairs and
modifications need to be made before the facility could be reopened. Some of these |
modifications are discussed below, but more study is needed to determine a comprehensive list
of facility needs and associated costs.

s« The Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA) requires that all detention facilities comply
with certain standards with the goal of eliminating the occurrence of sexual assaults.
County Jail #6 would require a number of modifications to become compliant with
these requirements.” For example, the camera system at County Jail #6 has limited
coverage and would need to be upgraded. '

e The existing security system (perimeter alarms, intercom system, door control
system, etc.) is antiquated and may need to be replaced. County Jail #2 has a
similarly aged system which failed last year and had to be replaced. '

e The facility’s data system would need to be upgraded to allow for video visitation, an
inmate phone system, emergency radio system, Wi-Fi in classrooms, etc.

e Recreation areas need to be modified to prevent escape. For example, roof
enclosures need to be added.

e A 2013 seismic evaluation report of County Jail #6 from the Department of Public
Works encourages the Sheriff’'s Department to perform minor retrofitting prior to
re-occupying the facility.

e County Jail #6 has no kitchen or laundry facilities. While the neighboring County Jail
#5 does have kitchen and laundry facilities, it may be necessary to install additional
equipment to allow those facilities to serve both buildings. ,

s Life safety systems (e.g. fire alarms and smoke removal systems) would need to be
inspected and potentially replaced.

Other Construction and Remodeling Required. The proposed replacement jail includes space
for the Sheriff’s Department’s warrants and records unit, storerooms, medical records storage,
and other non-jail spaces currently located in the Hall of Justice. If the City chooses to reopen

- county Jail #6 rather than construct a replacement jail, the City would need to build, renovate
or lease space near the Hall of Justice for these functions. The City would also need to replace
holding cells currently located in the Hall of Justice which are used when transporting inmates
to and from court. Finally, the proposed replacement jail provided an opportunity to address
issues related to County Jail #2. For example, the proposed replacement jail is designed to
include kitchen and laundry facilities that would serve the new jail and County Jail #2. It the
replacement jail is not constructed, kitchen and laundry facilities in County Jail #2 would need
to be refurbished. '

» PREA was passed by Congress in 2003, but new standards did not go into effect until 2012.
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Potential Opposition from Neighboring Communities. There could be opposition from
neighboring communities if the Sheriff's Department houses more inmates and higher security
inmates on the jail campus in San Mateo County. This opposition could delay the project;
leading to construction escalation costs in the millions of dollars per year. Previous
construction efforts on the campus required significant negotiation with the surrounding
community. Also, government representatives from San Mateo County have appeared at San
Francisco Board of Supervisors meetings on the jail replacement project to voice concerns over
moving more inmates to San Mateo County.

Replacement Jail Need

Because County Jail #6 may need significant remodeling to be useable, the Controller’s Office
presents the recommended replacement jail capacity in the year 2020 based on two scenarios.

. Scenario one assumes County Jail #6 is used at capacity in its current configuration. In that
scenario, the upper bound of the Controller’s Office forecast indicates the need for a new or
reconfigured replacement facility with 21 beds, and the lower bound forecast indicates no need
for a replacement facility. If no replacement facility is constructed and County Jails #3 and #4
are closed but County Jail #6 is in use at capacity, the jail system would become overcrowded if
the population returns to its level in 2012, which was a 27 year low.*

Scenario two assumes that County Jail #6 is not in use as a detention facility in its current
configuration. In that scenario, the Controller’s Office forecast indicates the need for a new or
reconfigured replacement facility with between 120 and 393 jail beds.*" If no replacement
facility is constructed and County lails #3, #4 and #6 are closed, the jail system would not be
able to house all inmates in the system if the population stays at or above its level for 2014,
which was a 32 year low (see Table 9).3

* For scenario one, the threshold below which San Francisco could close the Hall of Justice jails and not need a
replacement facility is between 1,384 and 1,464 inmates. Calculation: useable beds in system (1,610) +
classification factor {1.05 to 1.082) + peaking factor (1.047 to 1.075) = 1,384-1,464.

*1 Current designs for a replacement jail include housing units with 64 beds each. Based on this design, the
forecast range in Scenario 2 would translate to a replacement jail with between 128 beds (two - 64 bed housing
units) and 384 beds (six ~ 384 bed housing units).

32 ror scenario two, the threshold below which San Francisco could close the Hall of Justice jails and not need a
replacement facility is between 1,064 and 1,126 inmates. Calculation: useable beds in system (1,238) +
‘classification factor (1.05 to 1.082) + peaking factor (1.047 to 1.075) = 1,064-1,126"
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Table 9: Recormmended Replacement Jail Capacity in 2020

: Number of
Forecasted Bed Useable Beds in Replacement Jail
Range (A) the System™ (B) Bed Need (A-B)
Scenario 1: Replace 1,358 to 1,631 1,610 252 t0 21
County Jails 3 and 4
Scenario 2: Replace 1,358 0 1,631 1,238 12010393

County Jails 3, 4,and 6

*The tally for Scenario 1 includes all useable beds in County Jails #1, #2, #5 and #6.. The tally for Scenario 2 includes
all useable beds in County Jails #1, #2 and #5.

Risks and Repercussions

There is inherent uncertainty involved with forecasting the jail population. The number of
individuals in jail is impacted by demographics and economic factors, but also by policy changes
(e.g. state realignment, Proposition 47) and individual actors (e.g. enforcement decisions by the '
Chief of Police and District Attorney) which can be very difficult to predict. In addition, the
forecast in this report assumes a steady state, but in reality the jail populatlon has been
dynamic in recent years. ‘

Given the uncertainty of jail forecasting, it is important to consider the risks and repercussions
involved with a decision between building a new facility or reconfiguring existing space to
replace the Hall of Justice jails, or doing nothing. The section below describes these risks and
repercussions in two scenarios:

1. If the City builds or renovates a replacement facility, but the population continues to drop
.and no such facility is needed:

¢ The City would have developed a replacement facility using funds that could have financed
other capital projects. - .

e The new facility would allow the Sheriff's Department to transfer inmates currently housed
in San Mateo County into a facxllty near the Hall of Justice. This transfer has multiple
benefits.

1. Inmate transportatlon between the Hall of Justice and San Mateo County is costly
and increases safety and security risks for inmates and deputies. Housing inmates in
San Francisco eliminates these concerns.

2. Housing inmates in San Francisco makes them more accessible for family visitation,
especially for families without private vehicles.

3. Housing inmates in San Francisco reduces transportation time and costs for Public -
Defender staff who currently have to travel to San Mateo County to visit their
clients. :

s County Jail #6 is currently used for deputy tralnmg, storage space and occasional vocational |
programs. The Sheriff’s Department could continue to use the facility for these purposes.
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. If the City does not build or renovate a replacement facility, but one is needed:

The City would need to fund a replacement facility, but likely at a higher cost.
o The City would have lost an opportunity to receive up to $80 million in funding from
the State of California to finance jail construction.’ ’
o Capital Planning estimates that construction costs will escalate by five percent per
year, outpacing the City’s expected revenue growth. For a $278 miillion project, a
five percent escalation rate amounts to a $13.8 million cost increase each year the
project is delayed. : '
If a major earthquake strikes while inmates are still housed in the Hall ofJustlce the jail
would likely need to be vacatedand closed permanently. In addition to the safety concerns
of transporting inmates immediately after a major disaster, it would be costly to house
inmates elsewhere while a new facility is constructed. :
The City’s jail system may experience overcrowding, which can lead to unsafe and
inhumane housing conditions. The City has been sued at least twice since 1980 due to
subpar jail conditions resulting from overcrowding. ’
If it isn’t already at capacity, County Jail #6 could be used as an overflow facility in the case
of a major earthquake or overcrowding but may need significant repairs.
The proposed replacement jail includes space for the Sheriff’s Department’s warrants and
records unit, storerooms and other non-jail spaces currently located in the Hall of Justice.
When the Hall of Justice closes, the City would need to build, renovate or lease space near
the Hall of Justice forthese functions. The City would also need to replace hoiding cells
currently located in the Hall of Justice which are used when transporting inmates to and
from court.

* State funding is available via Senate Bill 863. County proposals for funding are due on August 28, 2015.
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Appendix A: Realignment Inmates by Typé Over Time

Average Daily Population of Realignment
Inmates by Month:
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The California Criminal Justice Realigiment Act (Assembly Bill 109), directed that beginning in
October of 2011 some offenders previously housed in state prisons would become the
responsibility of counties. The legislation, known as “realignment,” increases the number of
inmates housed in county jail facilities. The chart above shows the impact of state realignment
inmates on the average daily jail population broken down into three groups of inmates.

s State Parole Violators: Individuals whose parole is revoked by the State of California -
may be remanded to county jail. Prior to state realignment they would have been
housed in state prison, but are now housed in county jail.

e Post-Release Community Supervision {PRCS) Violators: These individuals v10|ated the
terms of their PRCS and are subject to penalties including modification of PRCS
conditions, returning to jail, or referral to an evidence-based program.

¢ Non-violent, Non-sexual, Non-serious Felony Offenders: Prior to state realignment they
would have been housed in state prison, but are now housed in county jail. This
category also includes individuals who are incarcerated for violating the terms of their
mandatory supervision after leaving custody.
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About the Cantroller’s Office City Services Auditor

The City Services Auditor was created within the Controller’s Office through an
amendment to the City Charter approved by voters in 2003. Under Appendix F of the City
Charter, the City Services Auditor has broad authority for:
e Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco’s public services and
benchmarking the city to other public agencies and jurisdictions,
e Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and -
functions to assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services,
e Operating a whistleblower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste,
fraud, and abuse of city resources, and '
e Ensuring the financial integrity and improving the overall performance and
efficiency of city government. ' ‘

For more information visit our website at:
http://www.sfcontroller.org/index.aspx?page=42

Project Team: Peg Stevenson, Director

' Kyle Patterson, Project Manager
Jay Liao, Budget Analyst
Jessie Rubin, Performance Analyst

For more information, please contact:

Kyle Patterson

Office of the Controller

City and County of San Francisco - :
(415) 554-5258 | Kyle.Patterson@sfgov.org

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
2 Office of the Controller

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 55475H%6




BAPPENDIX C: Weekly Hours of Programming Offered by Jail and Pod

‘Women’s Intake 20
Sisters in Sober Treatment

2. | Empowered in Recovery 29
(SIS.T.ER.S.) -

.| Re-Entry 52
3 | Miscellaneous _ , 8.75
4 | Miscellaneous - 10

Resolve to Stop the Violence 26
-(RSVP) :
Commumty of Veterans Engaged 99
in Restoration (C.0.V.E.R.)
5 | Roads to Recovery ' 27
" | Keys to Changes & 5 Keys 03
Charter School
Psychologically Sheltered Living
. 25
Unit

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department

* For program descriptions, please see Exhibit 10.
bMethodology ‘

To preserve comparability, religious programming, Title 15 exercise, meals, visiting and
weekend program hours were excluded;

Not all programming is mandatory, and an inmate may not be eligible to participate in
every available hour of programming provided;

Where two program activities occur at the same time, hours for both activities are
included in this table;

Meetings that occur biweekly are represented as half-time;

Calculation based on program schedules for time periods between February and March
2013. These schedules may change from week to week.

837




—

O o N O g b wWwN

AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
, 219117
FILE NO.170085 . ~ RESOLUTION NO. 42-17

[Funding Application - Board of State and Community Corrections - - Renovation of County Jail
No. 2 - $70,000,000 of State Funding - $12,000,000 of Additional City Funding] :

Resolution authorizing the Sheriff’s Department to submit a funding application to the
Board of State and Community Corrections pursuant to California State Senate Bill 844
(2016) for $7"0,000,000 fora prbpospd project to renovate County Jail No. 2; outlining -
the matching cash contribution of $8,200,000 and additional funds of $3,800,000 for a
total of $12,000,000 needed for the proposed project; and conditionally approving the

form and executlon of associated financing and construction documents.

WHEREAS, Under Senate Bill 844,.Chapter 34, Statutes of 2016 ("SB 844"), the State -
of California authorized the Califorhia State Public Works Bdard (“SPWB") to issue up to
$270,000,QOO in lease revenue bondé, notes, or bond ahticipaﬁon notes to finance the
acquisition, design, renovation, and construction of approved adult local criminal justice
facilities; and | .

WHEREAS, On December 30, '2016, the Board of State and Community Corrections
("VBS.CC") issued a Request for Proposals for Construction of Adult Local Criminal Justice
Facilities ("SB 844 RFP"), a copy of which is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
in File No. 170065, and is incorporated herein by reference; and |

WHEREAS, [n 1992, the City and County of San Francisco ("County") developed
Seismic Hazard Ratmgs for over 200 of its public bu1[d|ngs on a scale from one to four with
four representing the most seismically deficient, and County’s Hall of Justice building at 850
Bryant Street (‘HOJ”) is a seismically defiéiént building that received a rating of three; and

WHEREAS, County Jail No. 3 and County Jail No. 4 are located in the HOJ and have a
combined total of 905 (826 rated) bed facilitiés; and

Sheriff's Department .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ) ' Page 1
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11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

WHEREAS, If the HOJ sustains significant damage due to a major seismic event, the
estimated cost to relocate and transport inmates housed Ain County Jail No. 3 and County Jail
No. 4 is estimated to be tens of millions of dollars, and replacing County Jail No. 3 and County
Jail No. 4 has been a high priority of the County's Ten-Year Capital Plan since its inception in
2006; and

WHEREAS, If County Jail No. 2 which is located at 425 SeVenth Street, is renovated
to house higher security classifications, it could hduse some prisoners Who otherwise need to
be housed in County Jail No. 3 or County Jail No. 4; and

WHEREAS,' Renovating County Jail No. 2 to house higher security classifications (the
“Proposed Renovation Project”) is currently estimated to cost $82,000,000; and

WHEREAS, The County is qualified to receive up to $70,000,000 of SB 844 funds for

|l the Proposed Renovation Project, which would substantially offset its cost; and

WHEREAS, The County Woul_d need fo apply for the SB 844 funds by submitting a
Proposal Form in substantially the form on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in
AFiIe No. 170065 .(“Proposal Form™), which is incorporated herein by referencé; and

- WHEREAS, If County receives the SB 844 funds, it would need to provide a matching
County'contribution of $8,200,000 (“County’s Cash Contribution”) and fund thé additional
$3,800,000 (“Additional Contribution”) needed to fully fund the Proposed Renovation Project;
and '

| WHEREAS, If the County receives a conditional intent to award SB 844 financing and
elects to perform the Proposed Renovation Project, County staff will cause the issuance of not
more than $12,000,000 of commercial papér to fund on an ihterim basis the remainder of the
County’s Cash Contribution and the Additional Contribution to this Board of Supervisors for
consideration, such commercial paper fo be refunded with cash or the issuance of the
County’s long-term bonds; and

Sheriff's Department

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 2
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WHEREAS, The submitted application for SB 844 financing must include a resolution
that is adopted by this Board of Supervisors and authorizes an adequate amount of available
funds for County’s Cash Contribution; and

WHEREAS, The submitted application for SB 844 financing must include a resolution
that is adopted by this Board of Supervisors and aﬁthorizes the execution of a Project Delivery
and Cohstruction Agreement, a Jail Construction Agreement, and a Right of Entry for

Construction and Operation (collectively, “Construction Documents”), and a Ground Lease,

|| Site Lease, Facility Lease, and a Faéility Sublease (collectively, the “Financing Documents”),

which are substantially the forms on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors'in File No.
170065, and the Construction Documents and the Financing Documents are hereby'declared
to be a part of this resolution as if set forth fully herein; and |

WHEREAS, The Planning Department determined the Proposed Renqvation Project is
categorically exempt from the California Environmental Qualify Act, California Public
Resources Code Sections 21000 et seq., and issued a CEQA Categorical Exeniption
Determination with respect to such determination, which is on file with the Clerk of the Bdard
of Supervisors in File No. 17.0065 and is incorporated herein by reference, and the Board

adopts such determination as its oWn; now therefore be it

RESOLVED, The County is authorized to submit an application for $70,000,000 of SB

844 funds in response to the SB 844 RFP; énd be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, The County Sheriff is authorxzed to execute and submit the
Proposal Form to the’ BSCC and, be it .

FURTHER RESOLVED, The County will be authorized to proceed with the Proposed
Renovation Project if County is awarded, and this Board of Supervisors accepts and

appropriates, the SB 844 financing for the Prbposed Renovation Project and this Board of

Sheriff's Department
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Supervisors approves the contract for the design of the Proposed Renovation Project, if such
contract is for more than $10,000,000 (the “Acceptance Conditions”); and, be it
FURTHER RESOLVED, This Board of Supervisors does hereby approve the form of

the Construction Documents and the Financing Documents, as may be modified by mutuél

: agreem‘ent of County and BSCC to allow County Jail No. 2 to be encumbered with the

Financing Documents for the SB 844 funds awarded for the Proposed Renovation Project and
tHe financing documents related to the issuance of County’s General Fund certificates of
participation for the Proposed Renovation Project if necessary; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, If the Accéptance Conditions are fully satisfied, the
Controller's Director of Public Finance is hereby authorized and directed to cause the
issuance of not mo‘re than $12,000,000 of County’s commercial paper to fund on an interim
basis costs for the Proposed Renovation Préject, subh commercial paper to be refinanced on
a long term bas;is frorﬁ a\’/ailable County funds or certificates of participation or other forms of
indebtedness, the security documents of which shall be submitted to this Board of Supervisors
for its conéideration and approval; and, be it |

FURTHER RESOLVED, If the Acceptance Conditions are fully satisfied, the fbllowing

persons (collectively, the “Authorized Officers”), will be authorized to execute the Construction

Documents and the Financing Documents as specified below for aﬁd in the name of the
County at éuch time and in such manner as is required for the awarded SB 844 ﬁnanéing,
modified as may be nécessary for a design-build project, with such additions thereto and
changes therein as are required by the BSCC or the SPWB fo effectuate the financing |
prbgram for the SB 844 financing, if the applicable Auth_brized Officers, determine, in
consultation with the County’s City Attorney, such changes are in the best interest of the
County, do not materially increase the obligations or liabilities of the County, are necessary or
advisable to effectuate the purposes of the Construction Documents, the Fihancing

Sheriffs Department
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Documents or this resolution, and are ih compliance with all applicable laws, including the
County's Charter, and approval of such changes shall be conclusively evidenced by the _
execution and delivery thereof by the applicable Authorized Officers, with (i) County’s Director
of Property or his or her designee, acting alone, authorized to sign the Financing Documents,
(i) County’s Direetor of Property or his or her designee, authorized to sign the Right of Entry -
for Construction and Operation and the Facilities Sublease on behalf of the County, (iii)
County’s Controller or his or her designee, County’s Sheriff or his or h.er designee, and the
Director of San Francisco Public Works or his or her designee, acting together, authorized to
sign the BSCC Jail Construction Agreement, and (iv) County's Controller or his or her
designee, 'and County’s Sheriff or his or her designee, acting together and with the
recqmmendation of the Director of San Francisco Public Works or his or her designee,

authorizeq to sign the Project Delivery and Construction Agreement.

RECOMMENDED BY:

(UL it

Vicki L. Hennessy, Shenff

Sheriff's Department
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City and County of San Francisco City Hall
. 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
Tails : San Francisco, CA. 941024689

Resolution

File Number: 170065 " Date Passed: February 14, 2017

Resolution authorizing the Sheriff's Department to submit a funding application to the Board of State
and Community Corrections pursuant to California State Senate Bill 844 (2016) for $70,000,000 for a
proposed project to renovate County Jail No. 2; outlining the matching cash. contribution of
$8,200,000 and additional funds of $3,800,000 for a total of $12,000,000 needed for the proposed
project; and conditionally approving the form and execufion of assocnated financing and construction
documents

February 09, 2017 Budget and Finance Committee - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT OF
‘THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE

February 09, 2017 Budget and Finance Committee - RECOMMENDED AS AMENDED AS
A COMMITTEE REPORT

February 14, 2017 Board of Supervisors - ADOPTED

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy,
Tang and Yee

File No. 170065 | hereby certify that the foregoing -
‘ : Resolution was ADOPTED on 2/14/2017 by
the Board of Supervisors of the City and
County of San Francisco.

Ao Cav gy

/ Angela Calvillo
Clerk of the Board

‘ L1101}
May{n/ Date Aﬂ:proved
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City and County of San Francisco

REAL ESTATE DIVISION

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor . ] John Updike

Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator : Director of Real Estate
MEMORANDUM

DATE: March 14, 2017

TO: Honorable Sheriff Vicki Hennessy : /

FROM: John Updike, Director of Property L

SUBJECT: Valuation of City Jail Land at 425 7% Street

I have been asked to opine as to the value of the underlying fee title interest in the land upon which the
Jail at 425 7% Strect is situated. We have approximated the land area to be 20,000 square feet, and the
property is a portion of Lot 042 in Block 3759. The property is zoned P (Public). It is surrounded by
SALI zoning which contains exemptions for office uses not otherwise permitted by code, associated
with the Hall of Justice. Highest and Best Use of the property is assumed to be for office development
Any pmnary non-public use would require a re-zoning.

‘We have completed a review of recent comparable sale.s of like properties in the area which ranged in
value from $165/square foot to $600/square foot. Six sales were analyzed, and after adjustments to the
subject property for size, lack of zoning, configuration and time, we concluded with a valuation of
$6,000,000 for the subject property. -

H:WMy Documents\Tail Replacementivalue for CT 2 2017.doc
Office of the Director of Real Estate « 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 400 « San Francisco, CA 94102
(415) 554-9850 -8 fAX: (415) 552-9216



