FILE NO. 250244

Petitions and Communications received from March 6, 2025, through March 13, 2025,
for reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be
ordered filed by the Clerk on March 18, 2025.

Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is
subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and the San Francisco
Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information will not be redacted.

From San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA), submitting the
Interdepartmental Staff Committee on Traffic and Transportation for Temporary Street
Closures (ISCOTT) March 13, 2025, meeting agenda. Copy: Each Supervisor. (1)

From the Office of the Controller (CON), City Services Auditor, City Performance
Division, submitting an Assessment of the San Francisco Shelter System. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (2)

From the San Francisco Police Department (SFPD), submitting a response to a Letter
of Inquiry issued by Supervisor Jackie Fielder and Supervisor Shamann Walton at the
February 11, 2025, Board of Supervisors meeting. Copy: Each Supervisor. (3)

From the Office of Economic & Workforce Development (OEWD), pursuant to
Administrative Code, Chapter 30.4(c), submitting a Project Year (PY) 2025-2028 Local
Plan developed by OEWD and the Workforce Investment San Francisco Board (WISF).
Copy: Each Supervisor. (4)

From the Homelessness Oversight Commission (HOC), submitting an HOC End of Year
Review letter. Copy: Each Supervisor. (5)

From the Building Inspection Commission (BIC), submitting a budget request letter
regarding funding for code enforcement outreach efforts in apartments and single room
occupancy (SRO) buildings. Copy: Each Supervisor. (6)

From the Sheriff's Department Oversight Board (SDOB), submitting amended Rules of
Order. Copy: Each Supervisor. (7)

From the Office of the Controller's (CON), City Services Auditor, Audits Division,
pursuant to Charter, Section 3.105 and Appendix F, submitting a Public Integrity
Assessment. Copy: Each Supervisor. (8)

From the Office of the Controller (CON), submitting a Bond Sale Results Announcement
regarding the Music Concourse Garage Project. Copy: Each Supervisor. (9)



From the Juvenile Probation Department (JUV), pursuant to Administrative Code,
Section 12B.5-1(d)(1), submitting an approved Chapter 12B Waiver Request Form.
Copy: Each Supervisor. (10)

From the San Francisco Arts Commission (ART), submitting the March 17, 2025, Civic
Design Review Committee meeting agenda. Copy: Each Supervisor. (11)

From the Department on the Status of Women (WOM), submitting a Monthly Update on
the Status of Abortion Rights for the month of March 2025. Copy: Each Supervisor. (12)

From the Department of Public Health (DPH), pursuant to Administrative Code, Section
10.170-1(H), submitting 3 grant budget revisions. Copy: Each Supervisor. (13)

From the California Fish and Game Commission, submitting a notice of proposed
emergency regulations regarding the commercial coonstripe shrimp fishery. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (14)

From Shane, regarding San Francisco Unified School District (SFUSD) funding for
school LGBTQ programs. Copy: Each Supervisor. (15)

From Kevin Reed, regarding the cannabis industry. 3 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor.
(16)

From Lily Lo, regarding Building Code enforcement. Copy: Each Supervisor. (17)

From Denise Louie, regarding the Cal Fire Wildfire Hazard Severity Zone map. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (18)

From Dick Allen, regarding tree planting. Copy: Each Supervisor. (19)

From Project Amber, regarding reunification of missing children and their families. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (20)

From the Building Industry Association of the Bay Area, regarding fees related to
development approvals or the issuance of building permits. Copy: Each Supervisor. (21)

From Service Employees International Union (SEIU) Local 21, submitting a request for
an audit of the California Academy of Sciences by the Office of the Controller (CON).
Copy: Each Supervisor. (22)

From members of the public, regarding the Resolution urging the Municipal
Transportation Agency (SFMTA) to develop and implement a plan for No Turn On Red
(NTOR) at every signalized intersection in San Francisco and approve a citywide NTOR
policy. File No. 231016; Resolution No. 481-23. 8 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (23)



From a member of the public, regarding the proposed Ordinance amending the
Planning Code to limit restrictions on window replacement projects in certain buildings.
File No. 241021. Copy: Each Supervisor. (24)

From members of the public, regarding the proposed Motion amending the Board of
Supervisors' Rules of Order by revising Rule 1.3.3 (In-Person and Remote Public
Comment) to provide for remote public comment opportunities for members of the
public at committee meetings of the Board. File No. 241048. 2 Letters. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (25)

From members of the public, regarding the Resolution affirming San Francisco’s
commitment to developing fiscal solutions to ensure that public transportation remains a
safe, accessible, affordable, and convenient option. File No. 250146, Resolution No. 91-
25. 348 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (26)

From members of the public, regarding the proposed Motion approving/rejecting the
Mayor’s nomination for the appointment of Mattie Scott to the Police Commission, for a
term ending April 30, 2026. File No. 250203. 3 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (27)

From Joshua Eveleth, regarding the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency
(SFMTA) Biking and Rolling Plan. Copy: Each Supervisor. (28)

From Daniel Jeremiah Hoffman, regarding various topics. 6 Letters. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (29)

From Michael Goldie, regarding John F. Kennedy Drive. Copy: Each Supervisor. (30)
From Julien DeFrance, regarding various topics. 4 Letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (31)

From Ramona Mayon, regarding a ruling by United States District Judge Dena Coggins
in Alfred v. City of Vallejo (2:24-CV-03317-DC-SCR) and Recreational Vehicles (RV).
Copy: Each Supervisor. (32)

From members of the public, regarding the San Francisco Municipal Transportation
Agency (SFMTA) efforts to install parking meters on residential streets. 3 Letters. Copy:
Each Supervisor. (33)

From Tin Kadoic, regarding the Motion affirming the determination by the Planning
Department that the proposed Municipal Transportation Agency (MTA) Mid-

Valencia Curbside Protected Bikeway project is statutorily exempt from environmental
review. 2 Letters. File No. 241193; Motion No. M25-004. (34)



Item 1

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);
BOS-Operations

Subject: FW: ISCOTT Hearing on Thurs. 3/13/25 - Agenda - Temporary Street Closure Requests

Date: Monday, March 10, 2025 3:41:00 PM

Attachments: ISCOTT 1588 Agenda.pdf

Hello,

Please see below and attached for communication from the San Francisco Municipal
Transportation Agency, submitting an agenda for the March 13, 2025, ISCOTT meeting.

Sincerely,

Joe Adkins

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 554-5184 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

From: SpecialEvents <SpecialEvents@sfmta.com>

Sent: Friday, March 7, 2025 5:01 PM

Cc: SpecialEvents <SpecialEvents@sfmta.com>

Subject: ISCOTT Hearing on Thurs. 3/13/25 - Agenda - Temporary Street Closure Requests

Hello,

Attached is the agenda for the upcoming ISCOTT hearing on Thursday, March 13, 2025.

If you have any questions, please email us.

Thank you,

Dianne Yee

Transportation Planner lll, Special Events — Shared Spaces
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

1 South Van Ness Ave, 7th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103
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ISCOTT AGENDA

INTERDEPARTMENTAL STAFF COMMITTEE
ON TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION FOR
TEMPORARY STREET CLOSURES

Meeting of March 13, 2025 - Thursday, 9:00 AM
1588™ Regular Meeting

Online Participation Please join Microsoft Teams Meeting at
SEMTA.com/ISCOTTHearing

Click on the Raise your hand icon @‘ When you are prompted

to unmute, click on the microphone icon 9 1o speak.

Phone Participation Please dial +1 415-523-2709,,397937701# Find a local number
Phone conference ID: 397 937 701#
Dial *5 to be placed in the queue for public comment. When
prompted dial *6 to unmute yourself.

Please ensure that you are in a quiet location, speak clearly, and turn off any TVs or radios
around you.

Written Participation Submit your written comments to SpecialEvents@SFMTA.com
with “Public Hearing” in the subject line or by mail to SFMTA, 1
South Van Ness, 7" Floor, San Francisco, CA 94103. Written
comments must be received by 12 noon on the day prior to the
hearing to be considered.

ﬂ 415.646.2414: For free interpretation services, please submit your request 48 hours in
advance of meeting. / MR FTELE CIGEHIEE - S EH AT 48 /NEHZHIZEK / Para
servicios de interpretacion gratuitos, por favor haga su peticion 48 horas antes de la reunién./
Para sa libreng serbisyo sa interpretasyon, kailangan mag-request 48 oras bago ang miting.

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor San Francisco, CA 94103 SFMTA.com

@311 Free language assistance / % &:5S1#B) / Ayuda gratis con el idioma / BecnnatHas nomolyb NnepesoauMKos / Trd gikp Théng dich Mién Phi / Assistance linguistique
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MINUTES OF THE FEBRUARY 27, 2025 MEETING (ACTION ITEM
The Committee to adopt the Minutes.

PUBLIC COMMENT
Members of the public may address ISCOTT members on matters that are within ISCOTT purview
and are not on today’s agenda.

TEMPORARY STREET CLOSURES (ACTION ITEMS)

These proposed actions are an Approval Action as defined by S.F. Administrative Code Chapter
31.

CONSENT CALENDAR
If there are no objections from the committee or the public, the following items will be voted
on as a group.

A. Elm Street between Van Ness Avenue and Polk Street
Saturday, May 3, 2025, 8 am to 4 pm
Tenderloin Community School Celebration

B. Jefferson Street between Hyde Street and Westerly Terminus
Saturday, August 30, 2025, 3 pm to
Sunday, August 31, 2025, 2 pm
Alcatraz Open Water Swim

REGULAR CALENDAR

C. Alma Street between Schrader and Cole streets
Friday, March 28, 2025, 4 pm to 6 pm
Purim Celebration

D. Ellis Street between Webster and Hollis streets
Saturday, April 12, 2025, 7 am to 3 pm
United Conference

E. Waverly Place between Sacramento and Washington streets
(Intersection of Waverly Place at Clay Street to remain open.)
Saturday, April 12, 2025, 6 am to 5 pm
and
Saturday, July 12, 2025, 6 am to 5 pm
and
Saturday, October 25, 2025, 6 am to 5 pm
CYC 2025 Waverly Events

ISCOTT Agenda 1588 2



F. Carroll Ave between Mendell (westerly terminus) and 3rd streets;
Carroll Avenue between 3rd and Keith streets
Friday, April 25, 2025, 9 am to
Saturday, April 26, 2025, 9 pm
45th Annual Black Cuisine Festival

G. Quesada Avenue between Lane and Keith streets
Saturday, April 26, 2025, 8 am to 4 pm
SF Rotary - Bike Build

H. Arkansas St between 17th to Mariposa streets
Saturday, May 10,2025, 7:30 am to 8 pm
Clayroom SF & Potrero Hill Arts Community Block Party

l. Stockton Street between Union and Filbert streets; Filbert Street between
Stockton and Powell streets
Saturday, May 31, 2025, 5am to
Sunday, June 1, 2025, 9 pm
Festa Italiana

Stockton Street between Filbert and Northpoint streets; Northpoint Street
between Stockton and The Embarcadero

Sunday, June 1, 2025, 8 amto 11 am

104th Statuto Race

J. Polk Street between Broadway and Pacific Avenue
Saturday, April 26, 2025, 6 am to 9 pm
and
Polk Street between California and Sacramento streets
Saturday, April 26, 2025, 2 pm to 11:59 pm
Pickin’ on the Polk

K. Harrison Street between 11th and 13th streets; 12th Street between
Harrison and Bernice streets; Norfolk Street between Harrison and Folsom
streets
Intersection closed: Norfolk and 12th streets at Harrison Street

Sunday, April 27, 2025, 8 am to 11 pm
SF Eagle Bar 12th Anniversary Party

ISCOTT Agenda 1588



Fern Street between Polk and Larkin streets

Saturday, April 5, 2025, 11 am to 7 pm
and

Saturday, April 26, 2025, 11 am to 7 pm
and

Saturday, May 10, 2025, 11 amto 7 pm
and

Saturday, May 24, 2025, 11 amto 7 pm
and

Saturday, June 14, 2025, 11 amto 7 pm
and

Saturday, June 28, 2025, 11 amto 7 pm
and

Saturday, July 12, 2025, 11 am to 7 pm
and

Saturday, July 26, 2025, 11 am to 7 pm
and

Saturday, August 9, 2025, 11 amto 7 pm
and

Saturday, August 23, 2025, 11 amto 7 pm
and

Saturday, September 13, 2025, 11 amto 7 pm
and

Saturday, September 27, 2025, 11 amto 7 pm
and

Saturday, October 11, 2025, 11 am to 7 pm
and

Saturday, October 25, 2025, 11 am to 7 pm
and

Saturday, November 8, 2025, 11 am to 7 pm
and

Saturday, November 22, 2025, 11 am to 7 pm
and

Saturday, December 6, 2025, 11 am to 7 pm
and

Saturday, December 13, 2025, 11 am to 7 pm

Fern Alley Music Series

Grant Avenue between California Street and Broadway

(All intersections to remain open)

Saturday, May 31, 2025, 6 am to 5 pm
Chinatown Cultural Festival

ISCOTT Agenda 1588



N. Grant Avenue between Sacramento and Jackson streets; Commercial Street
between Kearny Street and Grant Avenue; Waverly Place between
Sacramento and Washington street
Intersections closed: Grant Avenue at Commercial Street

Friday, May 9, 2025, through

Friday, October 10, 2025

1 pm to 11:59 pm, every second Friday
Chinatown Night Market

0. Terry A. Francois Boulevard between 16th street and Warriors Way
Sunday, April 6, 2025, 5 am to 10:45 am
and

Terry A. Francois Boulevard between Mariposa and 16th streets; Terry A.
Francois Boulevard between Warriors Way and Toni Stone Xing; Mission
Rock Street between 3rd Street and Terry A. Francois Boulevard (westbound
travel lanes only); 3rd Street between Mission Rock and King streets
(northbound travel lanes only); King Street between 2nd and 3rd streets
(northbound travel lanes only); Illinois Street between Mariposa and 18th
streets

Sunday, April 6, 2025, 8:30 am to 10:45 am

Golden State 5K

P. Irving Street between 9th and 11th avenues
(Intersection of Irving Street at 10th Avenue to remain open.)
Sunday, April 13, 2025, through
Sunday, November 9, 2025
7 am to 6 pm, every second Sunday
Inner Sunset Flea Market

Q. 37th Avenue between Ortega and Quintara streets; Pacheco Street between
Sunset Boulevard and 37th Avenue
Intersection closed: 37th Avenue at Pacheco Street
Sunday, April 6, 2025, through
Sunday, April 5, 2026
6 am to 4 pm each Sunday
Outer Sunset Farmers Market & Mercantile

Categorically exempt from CEQA: CEQA Guidelines Section 15304 Class 4(e) minor temporary
use of land having negligible or no permanent effects on the environment, including carnivals,
sales of Christmas trees, etc. and/or Section 15305 Class 5(b) minor alterations in land use
limitations, including street closings and equipment for special events

ISCOTT Agenda 1588 5



Forrest Chamberlain Date
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency

ROADWAY SHARED SPACES CLOSURES (ACTION ITEMS

The following item has been environmentally cleared by the Planning Department on April 19,
2021, Addendum #2 to San Francisco Better Streets Plan Project [Case No. 2021-003010ENV
(addendum to Case No. 2007.1238E)]:

NONE

ROADWAY SHARED SPACES CLOSURES (INFORMATIONAL ITEMS)

The following items are presented for informational purposes and public comment. Closures
are subject to review and approval by the SFMTA Board.

R. 37th Avenue between Ortega and Pacheco streets
Saturday, April 19, 2025, through
Saturday, November 15, 2025
7:30 am to 5:30 pm, third Saturday of each month
Secondhand Saturdays - Shared Space

S. Gold Street between Montgomery and Balance streets
Friday, May 16, 2025, through
Saturday, May 16, 2026
4:30 pm to midnight, Daily
Bix — Shared Space

T. Harlan Place between Grant Avenue and Mark Lane
Sunday, May 25, 2025, through
Sunday, May 24, 2026
11 amto 1:30 am, daily
Harlan Records — Shared Space

ISCOTT Agenda 1588 6
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***SUPPORTING DOCUMENTATION FCR INTERDEPARTMENTAL STAFF COMMITTEE AGENDA ITEMS ARE AVAILABLE FOR
REVIEW AT THE MUNICIPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY'S OFFICES, ONE SOUTH VAN NESS, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103,
DURING NORMAL BUSINESS HOURS. PLEASE CONTACT TEMPORARY STREET CLOSURES/SPECIAL EVENTS AT (415) 646-
2414, ***

Sound Producing Devices

The ringing of and use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-greducing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting.
Please be advised that the Chair may order the removal from the meeting rcom of any person(s) responsikle for the ringing
or use of cell phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices.

Disability Access

To cbtain a disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, to participate in the
meeting, please contact (415) 7014683 at least two business days pefore the meeting. In order to assist the City's efforts
to accommodate persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities,
attendees at puklic meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to perfumes and various other chemical-
based scented products. Please help the City to accommodate these individuals.

Know Your Rights under the Sunshine Ordinance

Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decision in full view of the public. Cormmissions, boards, councils and
other agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people's business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are
conducted before the pecple and that City operations are cpen to the people's review. For informatien on your rights under
the Sunshine Ordinance {Chapter &7 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) or tc report a violation of the ordinance,
contact the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force Administrator by mail to Sunshine Ordinance Task Force, One Dr. Carlton B.
Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco CA 94102, by phone at {(415) 554-7724, by fax at (415) 554-7854 or by email at
sotf@sfgov.org. Citizens may obtain a free copy of the Sunshine Ordinance by contacting the Sunshine Ordinance Task
Force Administrator or by printing Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code on the Internet, at web site
http://www.sfgov.org/sunshine.

Lobbyist Registration and Reporting Requirements

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by
the San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance [SF Campaign & Governmental Conduct Cede Sec. 2.100] to register and report
lobbying activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission
at 30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 3900, San Francisco, CA 94102, telephone (415) 581-2200, fax (415) 581-2217, web site
wwv.sfgov.org/ethics.

California Environmental Quality Act {CEOA) Appeal Rights under S.F. Admin. Code Chapter 31: For identified Approval
Actions, the Planning Department or the SFMTA has issued a CEQA exempticn determination or negative declaration, which
may be viewed online at the Planning Department's website. Following approval of the item by ISCOTT, the CEQA
determination is subject to appeal within the time frame specified in 5.F. Administrative Code Section 31.16 which is typically
within 30 calendar days. For information on filing a CEQA appeal, contact the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors at City Hall,
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102, or call (415) 554-5184. Under CEQA, in a later court
challenge, a litigant may be limited to raising only those issues previously raised at a hearing on the project or submitted in
writing to the City prior to or at such hearing, cr as part of the appeal hearing process on the CEQA decision.

San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 1 South Van Ness Avenue, 7th Floor San Francisco, CA 94103 SFMTA.com
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Item 2

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS); BOS-
Operations

Subject: FW: Issued: Assessment of the San Francisco Shelter System

Date: Monday, March 10, 2025 4:14:00 PM

Attachments: CON_Shelter Assessment Report.pdf

Hello,

Please see below and attached for an Assessment of the San Francisco Shelter System,
submitted by the Office of the Controller.

Sincerely,

Joe Adkins

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 554-5184 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

From: Reports, Controller (CON) <controller.reports@sfgov.org>

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2025 1:26 PM

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>

Subject: Issued: Assessment of the San Francisco Shelter System

Honorable Board of Supervisors,

The City Performance Unit of the Controller’s Office is providing the Assessment of the San
Francisco Shelter System as general information.

Please refer to the distribution email below.

Office of the Controller
City & County of San Francisco
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The Office of the Controller, City Services Auditor, City Performance Division presents its
Shelter Assessment report, a holistic look at the performance of the emergency shelter and
crisis intervention programs overseen by the Department of Homelessness and Supportive
Housing (HSH). City Performance scoped this assessment in partnership with HSH to
provide an unbiased perspective on the effectiveness of emergency shelter, which is just one
component of San Francisco’s homelessness response system.

Download the full report

This report is not an audit and does not evaluate individual service providers. City
Performance used a mixed methods approach, including interviews with shelter providers,
focus groups with shelter clients, comparisons to roughly a dozen peer jurisdictions, data
analysis, budget analysis, and equity analysis.

This assessment found:

® The number of shelter beds/units available and the number of clients served has
increased consistently since 2021 as HSH re-inflated shelter capacities post-pandemic
and opened new shelter and crisis intervention sites.

® Shelter clients generally viewed safety and living conditions as adequate. Overdoses
and overdose reversals occur frequently, but the shelter system takes numerous
precautions to prevent fatal overdoses. Shelter client deaths have consistently
decreased in recent years.

® Shelter is intended to be a short-term, emergency resource to support people who are
experiencing homelessness while they seek permanent housing solutions.
Unfortunately, over half of clients don’t have a record of where they went upon leaving
shelter, which limits the conclusions City Performance can draw about shelter client
outcomes.

® City Performance found that HSH and nonprofit providers partner effectively on an
operational level. Shelter staff we interviewed universally reported positive experiences
with HSH Program Managers.


https://t.e2ma.net/click/s468lfb/s0ra2gjb/gjia2ol

® There is a significant gap between the many activities shelters are tasked with and the
resources allocated. In particular, shelter providers noted difficulties managing street
conditions, caring for the highest-need clients, and hiring and retaining skilled staff.
Direct service providers perform difficult and taxing work for low wages. Additional
resources may be required for shelter providers to meet these goals.
The purpose is to provide San Francisco residents and City leadership with clear and easily
interpretable insights into the City’s performance. We have included insights and conclusions
into San Francisco’s shelter system where the available data are imperfect, and have noted
those in this report. Despite these limitations this report provides wide-ranging baseline
information on a vital safety net for the city’s most vulnerable residents and is meant to
inform future work and decision making.

Read the results of the Shelter Assessment report here.

Sian up to receive news and updates

Search all Controller's Office reports

Twitter LinkedIn

This is a send-only email address.

For questions about the report, please contact the SF Controller's Office at controller@sfgov.org.
For media queries, please contact Communications Manager Alyssa Sewlal at alyssa.sewlal@sfgov.org.
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City & County of San Francisco

Assessment of the San
Francisco Shelter System

Prepared by

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER
CITY PERFORMANCE

March 10, 2025




About the Controller’s Office

The Controller is the chief financial officer and auditor for the City and County of San Francisco. We
produce regular reports on the City's financial condition, economic condition, and the performance of City
government. We are also responsible for key aspects of the City's financial operations — from processing
payroll for City employees to processing and monitoring the City's budget.

Our team includes financial, tech, accounting, analytical and other professionals who work hard to secure
the City's financial integrity and promote efficient, effective, and accountable government. We strive to be a
model for good government and to make the City a better place to live and work.

About City Performance

The City Performance team is part of the City Services Auditor (CSA) within the Controller’s Office. CSA's
mandate, shared with the Audits Division, is to monitor and improve the overall performance and efficiency
of City Government. The team works with City departments across a range of subject areas, including
transportation, public health, human services, homelessness, capital planning, and public safety.

City Performance Goals:

« Support departments in making transparent, data-driven decisions in policy development and
operational management.

» Guide departments in aligning programming with resources for greater efficiency and impact.

*  Provide departments with the tools they need to innovate, test, and learn.

City Performance Team
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1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place San 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
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Dear Mayor Lurie and President Mandelman:

The Office of the Controller, City Services Auditor, City Performance Division presents its Shelter
Assessment report, a holistic look at the performance of the emergency shelter and crisis
intervention programs overseen by the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing
(HSH). City Performance scoped this assessment in partnership with HSH to provide an unbiased
perspective on the effectiveness of emergency shelter, which is just one component of San
Francisco’'s homelessness response system.

This report is not an audit and does not evaluate individual service providers. City Performance
used a mixed methods approach, including interviews with shelter providers, focus groups with
shelter clients, comparisons to roughly a dozen peer jurisdictions, data analysis, budget analysis,
and equity analysis.

This assessment found:

e The number of shelter beds/units available and the number of clients served has
increased consistently since 2021 as HSH re-inflated shelter capacities post-pandemic
and opened new shelter and crisis intervention sites.

e Shelter clients generally viewed safety and living conditions as adequate. Overdoses and
overdose reversals occur frequently, but the shelter system takes numerous precautions
to prevent fatal overdoses. Shelter client deaths have consistently decreased in recent
years.

e Shelter is intended to be a short-term, emergency resource to support people who are
experiencing homelessness while they seek permanent housing solutions. Unfortunately,
over half of clients don't have a record of where they went upon leaving shelter, which
limits the conclusions City Performance can draw about shelter client outcomes.

e City Performance found that HSH and nonprofit providers partner effectively on an
operational level. Shelter staff we interviewed universally reported positive experiences
with HSH Program Managers.

CITY HALL « 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE « ROOM 316 « SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4694
(415) 554-7500 « controller@sfgov.org « sf.gov/controller
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e There is a significant gap between the many activities shelters are tasked with and the
resources allocated. In particular, shelter providers noted difficulties managing street
conditions, caring for the highest-need clients, and hiring and retaining skilled staff.
Direct service providers perform difficult and taxing work for low wages. Additional
resources may be required for shelter providers to meet these goals.

The purpose is to provide San Francisco residents and City leadership with clear and easily
interpretable insights into the City's performance. We have included insights and conclusions
into San Francisco’s shelter system where the available data are imperfect, and have noted those
in this report. Despite these limitations this report provides wide-ranging baseline information
on a vital safety net for the city’s most vulnerable residents and is meant to inform future work
and decision making.

Sincerely,
Greg Wagner
Controller

cc: Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing

CITY HALL « 1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE « ROOM 316 « SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-4694
(415) 554-7500 « controller@sfgov.org « sf.gov/controller
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Executive Summary

San Francisco residents that homelessness is the most
important issue facing our city. In 2024, over 8,300 people were experiencing
homelessness on a single night in January, and more than 20,000 sought
homelessness services over the course of the year.

The San Francisco Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH)
manages the City’s Homelessness Response System; emergency shelter is a
critical component of that system. Although the goal of the Homelessness
Response System is to move people into permanent housing, temporary shelter
provides a place for people to go when they are in crisis and connects people to
services that support them in moving into permanent housing.

Understanding how well the shelter system is working is an important part of
assessing how well the City is meeting its overall goals for addressing
homelessness, especially in decreasing unsheltered homelessness.

The San Francisco Controller’s Office conducted this assessment of the City’s
shelter system to provide a neutral perspective on its service delivery and
performance. We use a mixed methods approach, including interviews, focus
groups, benchmarking, data analysis, budget analysis, and equity analysis.

This report is organized in three primary sections:

1. A broad overview of the shelter system. The goal of this section is to
introduce readers to a complex system and equip them with facts to make
informed judgements about the system’s performance.

2. An analysis of shelter client experiences and outcomes.

3. Findings around shelter policies and operations, which outline the
current strengths and areas of concern in the shelter system.


https://www.sf.gov/city-survey
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System Overview

Introduction to Shelter (p. 11) The fundamental purpose of shelter is to provide a safe, clean, and dignified
place for people who would otherwise be unsheltered to meet their most basic needs while they search for
stable housing. Shelter is a short-term, emergency resource. People are still considered to be experiencing
homelessness while staying in shelter.

San Francisco’s Shelter System Operations (p. 12) Most shelters in San Francisco are funded by HSH and
operated by nonprofit service providers. HSH staff monitor, evaluate, and provide technical assistance to
shelters, while nonprofits manage day-to-day shelter operations.

Each shelter client is entitled to baseline living conditions, social services, and amenities. In addition, clients
have access to a range of services on-site, depending on the shelter. These commonly include case
management, physical and behavioral healthcare, and benefits enrollment assistance.

Size of the Shelter System (p. 19) In September 2024, HSH funded 33 shelters with 3,228 beds/units
operated by 20 different nonprofits. The adult system is substantially larger than the other systems,
representing over 87% of all shelter beds/units in San Francisco, and has expanded since 2022.

Shelter sites are clustered in the eastern part of the city, primarily in the Tenderloin, with sites in SOMA, the
Mission, and Bayview-Hunters Point.

Comparisons to Peer Jurisdictions (p. 25) This report examined 12 peer jurisdictions that were chosen for
their similarity to San Francisco.

K/

% San Francisco operates more homelessness resources (shelter and housing) per capita than most
peers.

%+ San Francisco allocates a larger proportion of total bed inventory toward permanent housing than
most peers and the national average. It allocates a smaller proportion toward shelter. Most peer
shelter systems don't have enough beds to accommodate everyone who is unsheltered.

% San Francisco reports serving the highest share of shelter clients with severe mental illness or chronic

substance abuse among peers, though it is unclear if this is a true difference in client population or

reflective of the City’s emphasis on diagnosis and treatment.

Number of Shelter Clients Served (p. 29) The .
number of people served through the shelter system The Number of Shelter Clients HSH
has consistently increased since 2021, from 6,859 to Serves Has Been Increasing
9,913 per year. This increase in clients corresponds to 12,000

both an increase in shelter capacity and an increase 9,913

. . . 10,000 8,738
in the number of people experiencing homelessness 7.448
between 2022 and 2024. 8,000 6,859
6,000
Shelter System Demographics and Equity Analysis
(p. 30) In Fiscal Years 2023 and 2024 (FY23, FY24), 4000
most shelter clients were Black (28%) or White (27%). 2,000

The majority of clients in the family shelter system i
were Latine/HiSpaniC (61%), while the ma_jority of FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24
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clients in all other systems were not (22%).

More men than women are homeless. Those with marginalized gender identities—transgender, non-binary,
questioning, or other gender identities—are much less likely to be in shelter than cis-gendered people
experiencing homelessness.

A large proportion of clients identify as having a disabling condition (44%) or substance use disorder (30%),
despite a significant amount of missing data for both conditions.

Shelter System Budget (p. 36) Approximately 25% of HSH's budget went toward shelter in FY24, or roughly
$176 million. The shelter budget relies significantly on one-time funding sources, including state grants.

The Shelter Budget has Increased from FY20-FY25 and Includes Many
One-Time Funding Sources

FY20

19% $107 M

FY23 19% 27% $154 M

FY24 18% 24% $176 M

FY25 23% 24% $200 M

FY26 23% $121 M

$0 M $50 M $100 M $150 M $200 M

M General Fund and Other Local M Local - Our City, Our Home One-Time State Grants

Actual Spending by Population and Shelter Types (p. 38) In FY23 we estimate that, on average, Adult and
Transitional Age Youth (TAY) programs cost $126.25 per filled bed/unit per night while family shelter costs
$221.81. Non-congregate shelter was costlier than congregate, and crisis intervention programs were more
expensive than emergency shelter or navigation centers. Exact spending is challenging to assess due to the
structure of contracts and payment data.
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Findings: Client Experiences and Outcomes in Shelter

Client Safety (p. 45) In focus groups, shelter clients generally viewed safety as adequate, though theft of
personal belongings was an issue. Female focus group participants reported more safety concerns than their
male counterparts in adult congregate shelters. HSH requires shelters to have safety or security personnel
on-site during operating hours, and has a number of policies to maintain safety, including a weapon check
policy. Still, safety incidents occur on a regular basis. Between October 2022 and May 2023, shelter providers
reported an average of 37 threats or acts of violence per month across the entire shelter system.

Living Conditions (p. 48) Most clients noted the facilities were as clean as they could be. Many shelter
providers attempt to create welcoming environments for clients, but shelters typically lack the same privacy
and comfort as housing. Some clients wanted additional social programming at their sites. Clients also noted
dissatisfaction with the quality of shelter meals, specifically frozen meals. This represents a trade-off, as HSH
has moved toward flexible mealtimes and procured more frozen meals that can be reheated on demand for
clients whose schedules may not overlap with traditional mealtimes.

Overdoses and Deaths (p. 49) Overdoses and

overdose reversals occur frequently in shelter, Deaths as an Exit Have Been
particularly in shelters serving adult populations. Decreasing Since 2021
The shelter system takes numerous precautions to 100 259
prevent fatal overdoses.
21% 2.0%

There is a high level of oversight and safety />
precautions in shelter, especially in congregate 1.5%
settings where there are many people around, which 50
creates a safer environment for drug users. This 1.0%
allows staff to quickly catch drug overdoses when 25
they happen and step in to reverse them. 0:5%

0 0.0%

Death as a reason for exit from shelter has
decreased significantly in the past four years. This
trend may partially reflect impacts from the COVID- Deaths =—=@=Rate
19 pandemic and aftermath.

Fy21 FY22 FY23 FY24

Patterns and Length of Shelter Stays (p. 51) While shelter is an emergency intervention rather than a
housing solution, almost half of stays are for longer than one month. Median length of stay was highest
during the COVID-19 pandemic when the City removed any limits and managed a large number of Shelter-
in-Place Hotels. Length of stay has decreased over the last two years as the overall system has worked to
return to normal functioning. The average adult shelter bed served 3.5 people per year. Over the last four
years, over half of people who appear in the shelter system have a single stay.

Shelter Client Housing Outcomes (p. 54) Over half of clients don’t have a record of where they went upon
leaving shelter, which limits the conclusions we can draw about shelter outcomes. This varies widely across
shelters, with some sites reporting known exit destinations for over 90% of clients and others for just 5%.

Clients experience mixed outcomes even in available exit data. Across all clients in the reporting period, only
13% exited to permanent housing. This was higher for families and TAY than for adults. Generally, clients in
non-congregate shelter were more likely to exit to permanent housing than clients in congregate shelter.
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Exit Destinations for All Populations

10% 6% 13% 51%
0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%
Homeless: Sheltered m Homeless: Unsheltered Other Permanent Housing Unknown

One of the reasons for the low exits to permanent housing may be the limited availability of permanent
housing options both within and outside of the homelessness response system. Providers regularly reported
that they struggle to figure out how to help clients if they don't qualify for Permanent Supportive Housing
(PSH). The majority of people who are assessed via Coordinated Entry do not qualify for PSH.

Subsidized housing programs outside of the homelessness response system often have long waiting lists,
and clients may not be eligible for certain local or federal housing programs due to lack of income,
immigration status, or criminal background. Private rental units are likely out of reach without a rental
subsidy.

In the future, HSH should evaluate the efficacy of case management services to better understand whether
the investment in them is impacting client outcomes. In addition to case management, both providers and
clients expressed a desire for more wrap-around services to meet clients’ needs.

Equity in Experiences and Outcomes (p. 59) Client focus groups revealed some differences in perceptions
of treatment by race, but limited data makes it difficult to draw strong conclusions. Latine or Hispanic and
monolingual Spanish speakers were somewhat more likely to report that they felt shelter staff were not
empathetic or supportive. Congregate shelters were more likely to serve Latine or Hispanic clients, while
non-congregate shelters were more likely to serve Black and White clients. This difference could be
attributable to other characteristics, but HSH should explore additional data to assess whether the shelter
system is serving Latine or Hispanic clients equitably.

Few differences in exit outcomes exist by race or ethnicity, and differences may be attributable to other client
characteristics. White and Native American clients are slightly more likely to exit into unsheltered
homelessness than other racial/ethnic groups.

There is some evidence of inequity by gender, and HSH should continue to explore ways to support female
clients.
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Findings: Shelter Policies and Operations

Partnership Between HSH and Providers (p. 65) Day-to-day collaboration between HSH and providers is
going well. Shelter providers interviewed universally reported positive experiences with their HSH Program
Managers, who they viewed as highly responsive, problem-solving partners.

Maintaining fair and comprehensive shelter policies that satisfy all stakeholders is challenging, and requires
HSH to balance competing goals and priorities. For example, maintaining low-barrier shelters sometimes
conflicts with the goal of providing safe, clean, stabilizing environments for all clients. Both shelter clients
and providers expressed frustration with the application of current shelter rules, and had specific feedback
about policies they'd like to change.

HSH should continue work to make monitoring more comprehensive and outcomes-focused. All shelter
contracts include performance measures, but many track inputs and outputs, not outcomes the City cares
about improving. Many shelter contracts only include a single outcome measure, which tracks client
satisfaction with services on site. HSH should continue work to develop simple, consistent, and meaningful
performance measures as part of its Performance Measurement Plan.

Resource Challenges for Providers (p. 68) Both shelter providers and HSH staff noted a significant gap
between people’s expectations of shelter and the resources allocated to meet those expectations.

During interviews, providers continually said they lacked adequate resources and authority to manage street
conditions around their site. The most common concern was a lack of staffing. Providers said when they
could find staff, the City's Shelter Grievance Policy limited their ability to enforce consequences for most
behaviors outside the building.

Providers also frequently noted challenges supporting high-need clients. Some clients require skilled nursing,
social work, and/or therapy at levels that shelter is not resourced to provide. HSH has explored senior-
specific shelter models which could provide more active and concentrated supportive services for
populations most likely to have physical disabilities, however there is no confirmed plan or timeline to offer
these models at this stage.

Shelter providers and HSH staff noted that HSH's Harm Reduction policy is working well for getting drug
users into shelter and engaging with services. However, they felt that Harm Reduction needed to be paired
with treatment options for clients who want them. HSH is currently running a 20-room pilot program with
the San Francisco Department of Public Health (DPH) to provide immediate shelter, and access to
prescription addiction medication and residential treatment.

Data Availability and Quality (p. 70) There are significant challenges in working with available data that
make it difficult to assess the impact of services, or answer key questions about how shelter is functioning.
Half of exit destinations in FY23 and FY24 were recorded either as missing or “other”, and some demographic
information, particularly reported disabilities or substance use disorder, have large numbers of missing
reports.
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1. Introduction and Background

Homelessness continues to be among the most important challenges our city and state face. Since 2017, the
has asked San Franciscans about the most important issues facing our city, and homelessness
has been the most frequently cited issue each time.

The Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) manages the City's Homelessness
Response System; emergency shelter is a critical component of that system. Although the goal of the
Homelessness Response System is to move people into permanent housing solutions, temporary shelter
provides a place for people to go when they are in crisis and gives people access to services that support
them in moving out of homelessness. Understanding how well the shelter system is working is an important
part of assessing how well the City is meeting its goals around addressing homelessness.

The Controller’s Office scoped this assessment of San Francisco's shelter system in partnership with and at
HSH's request, to provide a third-party view of the system. This assessment is intended to assess the system'’s
overall functioning, performance, and effectiveness. The purpose of this report is to provide San Francisco
residents and City leadership with easily interpretable insights into the City's performance. Assessments are
not audits, and do not evaluate individual service providers.

Report Overview

This report includes three primary sections:

1. A broad overview of the shelter system. The goal of this section is to introduce readers to a complex
and sometimes opaque function of City government. It answers the questions:
i. What does the shelter system look like in San Francisco, looking at operations, services,
size, and budget?
ii. How does San Francisco's shelter system compare to our peers?
iii. Who does the shelter system serve and how much do we spend on different populations?
2. An analysis of client experiences and outcomes. This section aims to answer three questions:
i. What are the experiences of people in shelter?
ii. What are the outcomes for people once they exit the shelter system?
iii. Does the shelter system meet the needs of priority populations and equitably serve
unhoused residents of San Francisco?
3. Findings around shelter policies and operations, outlining additional strengths and areas of concern
in the shelter system.

We use a mixed methods approach, including interviews, focus groups, benchmarking, data analysis, budget
analysis, and equity analysis.!

L For more information, see the Methods section in the Appendix.


https://www.sf.gov/city-survey

11 | Shelter Assessment

2. Shelter System Overview

INTRODUCTION TO SHELTER

Shelter is a critical component of San Francisco’s
overall homelessness response system

Shelter is one of several components within San Francisco's homelessness
response system. These include prevention and problem solving, outreach,
coordinated entry, shelter and crisis interventions, and housing. Each
component of the homelessness response system plays a complementary
role in preventing or resolving a person’s homelessness.

Shelter plays a critical role in stabilizing people in crisis and connecting
them with housing resources. It is intended to be a short-term,
emergency resource to support people who are experiencing
homelessness while they seek housing solutions. Crucially, shelter is a
temporary resource, and people are still considered to be experiencing
homelessness while they reside in shelter.

San Francisco’s Homelessness Response System

Homelessness Prevention
and Problem Solving

Help prevent people from experiencing homelessness,
or quickly exit homelessness for housing

/ﬂ\ Housing ‘:’ Outreach

Permanent places for people to live Engagelpeople living on the street and connect
them with shelter, housing, and other resources

| | Coordinated Entry

and matching people who are experiencing
homelessness with housing opportunities

A coordinated system for assessing, prioritizing,

2. Shelter System Overview

Best Practices in
Shelter Provision

1. Safe and appropriate
diversion

Help prevent or quickly
end people’s
homelessness without
engaging the shelter
system when possible.

2. Immediate, low
barrier access

Offer immediate and
low-barrier shelter access
to those who need it.

3. Dignity and respect

Maintain safe, clean, and
accommodating
conditions with
reasonable shelter rules.
Employ culturally
competent staff and
provide trauma-informed
care.

4. Housing-focused,
rapid exit services

Provide housing-focused
case management to
quickly connect clients
with permanent housing.

5. Data to monitor and
measure performance

Analyze use patterns and
develop targeted
interventions to improve
flow from shelter to
housing.

Sources: National Alliance to End
Homelessness, United States
Interagency Council on
Homelessness
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SAN FRANCISCO’S SHELTER SYSTEM OPERATIONS

Most shelters in San Francisco are funded by the San Francisco Department
of Homelessness and Supportive Housing (HSH) and operated by nonprofit
service providers

HSH employs a team of program managers who monitor, evaluate, and provide technical and administrative
assistance to nonprofit shelter providers. Program managers are the main point of contact for nonprofit

providers and work closely with providers to solve problems and improve services. The shelter team also
issues policies and develops contractual requirements that nonprofit providers must follow.

Nonprofits are responsible for everything needed to maintain a clean, safe, functioning shelter. Shelter sites
are generally staffed by a shelter manager, shelter monitors, case managers, security, and janitorial staff, and
often include varying other positions (e.g., operations manager, activities coordinator). Certain behavioral
health and healthcare services are provided on-site through partnerships with the San Francisco Department
of Public Health (DPH). In addition to site-based staff, the City may partially fund centralized positions within
the nonprofit (e.g., Director of Temporary Housing, Director of Programs).

HSH is primarily responsible for: Nonprofits are primarily responsible for:
e Shelter funding e Shelter staffing
e Policymaking e Managing day-to-day operations
e Oversight e Support services
e Reporting

e Facilities maintenance (city-owned sites)

Some sites serving victims of domestic violence are funded and overseen by the San Francisco Department
on the Status of Women (DOSW). While DOSW shelters are an important part of the City’s shelter stock, they
are not included in this analysis.

Commissions and advisory bodies provide oversight over system
components; City leadership approve budgets and large contracts with
service providers

Five commissions and advisory bodies oversee various aspects of the shelter system, in addition to the
Mayor and Board of Supervisors, who are ultimately responsible for determining HSH's budget and
approving contracts with nonprofit shelter providers. Two of the five commissions—the Shelter Grievance
Advisory Committee and the Shelter Monitoring Committee—focus exclusively on shelter, while the
remaining three provide oversight or funding recommendations for HSH more generally.
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Homelessness Oversight No The main body that oversees HSH's work.

Commission Responsibilities include approving budgets, formulating
departmental goals, establishing performance
standards, holding hearings, conducting public
outreach, and auditing HSH's service delivery.

Local Homelessness No Advises on issues related to San Francisco's
Coordinating Board participation in the federal Continuum of Care program.
Our City, Our Home No Ensures the Our City, Our Home Funds are effectively
Oversight Committee and transparently used.

Shelter Grievance Yes Advises HSH on the Shelter Grievance Policy and
Advisory Committee denials of service in HSH-funded shelters.

Shelter Monitoring Yes Provides the Mayor, Board of Supervisors,

Committee Homelessness Oversight Commission, public, and

others with accurate, comprehensive information about
the conditions in and operations of shelters.
Additional detail on each oversight body can be found in Appendix 2: Shelter System Structure and Oversight

In November 2024, San Francisco voters approved a Charter amendment to establish a Task Force with
authority to make recommendations on ways the City could change, eliminate, or consolidate commissions
to improve the administration of City government. This future work could impact the structure of oversight
over the shelter system.

There are many pathways to access shelter

This assessment largely focuses on clients'? experiences and outcomes once entering the shelter system and
excludes a deep analysis of clients’ access to shelter. However, the shelter placement process may benefit
from additional analysis and process improvements in the future.

Clients enter shelter in several ways, in a system which is sometimes complex. At a basic level, clients may
access shelter beds through the following pathways:

e Placement by community-based Access Points.

e Placement by a street outreach team (e.g., the (SFHOT) or
the (HSOQ)).

e Placements made by City departments for specific populations of people, such as placements made
by DPH when discharging unhoused people from the hospital.

e Signing up for the adult shelter waitlist, which offers placements at three shelter sites.

e Walk ups to some shelter sites where beds are allocated nightly on a first-come, first-served basis.

e Calling or emailing some shelter sites to see if they have availability.

2 HSH generally uses the term “guest” to refer to people staying in emergency shelter. We use the term “client” throughout the
report.


https://www.sf.gov/information--learn-about-san-francisco-homeless-outreach-team-sfhot
https://www.sf.gov/healthy-streets
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Each shelter client is entitled to baseline services and amenities

The fundamental purpose of shelter is to provide a safe, clean place for people who would otherwise be
unsheltered to meet their most basic needs while they search for stable housing. San Francisco
Administrative Code establishes minimum standards of care all City-funded shelters must provide for shelter
clients. In addition, HSH maintains shelter policy manuals which outline the rights of shelter clients. Each
shelter client is entitled to:

A bed/mat with sheets, a blanket, and a pillow.

Access to toilets, a shower, towels, soap, and basic hygiene products.
Basic articles of clothing, subject to availability (e.g., socks, underwear).
Free laundry service.

Two meals per day and access to clean drinking water.

Access to electrical outlets for charging cell phones or medical devices.
Access to phone service.

The ability to receive mail and packages.

Secure property storage.

HSH strives to provide the same basic amenities to clients at crisis intervention sites whenever possible,
though crisis intervention programs may lack some of the amenities listed above.

In addition to basic amenities, shelter clients can access a range of services on-site, depending on the shelter.

Case Management: Family shelters and navigation centers have provided case management, which
stabilizes individuals by addressing the numerous day-to-day and long-term problems related to
homelessness, for years. Beginning in Fiscal Year 2023 (FY23, year ending June 30, 2023), HSH
extended case management to the adult emergency shelter system. Case management is
contractually required by HSH via their contracts with nonprofit providers and provided by nonprofit
employees. The primary purpose of case management for shelter clients is to assist them in seeking
permanent housing, as well as accessing public benefits, connecting with health care, and meeting
their individual goals.

Shelter Health: Most shelter sites receive Shelter Health medical services from DPH.? This typically
entails a DPH nurse and health worker visiting the site at least once per week and providing basic
nursing and medical care. Doctors and Nurse Practitioners also visit sites on a regular cadence.

3 All adult and TAY sites regularly receive Shelter Health services onsite, except for Hospitality House, which works with Shelter
Health to provide services on site as needed. One family site, Hamilton Family Shelter, has an on-site medical clinic for Shelter
Health. All other family shelters refer clients out to community care.
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¢ Behavioral Health: The City provides
behavioral health support for shelter
clients. This ranges from on-site
support from roving clinicians to
embedded behavioral health clinicians
or consultations from the DPH
Behavioral Health team for sites
without dedicated on-site support.

¢ Benefits Enrollment: The Human
Services Agency (HSA) administers
cash assistance and other benefits
programs, including the County Adult
Assistance Programs (CAAP), Medi-Cal,
and CalFresh. HSA sends eligibility
workers to shelter sites to help clients
apply for and maintain enrollment in
benefits programs. Shelter case
managers work with clients to
schedule and keep these
appointments.

e Other Services: Nonprofits may also
provide other services on site, such as
health and wellness programs, life

2. Shelter System Overview

Mainstream Benefits and Services

It is a best practice to connect shelter clients with
mainstream benefits and services—programs
that serve people whether they are experiencing
homelessness or not. Here are a few of the
programs shelter clients may be eligible for:

e County Adult Assistance Program (CAAP)
— cash assistance and employment services
for low-income people with no dependent
children
CalWorks — temporary financial assistance
and services for eligible families with children
CalFresh — monthly benefits that can be used
to buy food
Medi-Cal - health insurance for low-income
individuals
Supplemental Security Income (SSI) —
monthly payments to people with disabilities
and older adults who have little or no income
or resources

skills groups, employment programs, and special events. Nonprofits may also develop partnership

with outside organizations to provide services.

HSH is responsible for monitoring the performance of contracts

All City departments that contract with nonprofits to provide services to the public are responsible for
monitoring the delivery and quality of services under the terms of the contract. While most nonprofits deliver
high-quality services in alignment with contracted expectations, City departments are stewards of public
funds and are expected to conduct regular oversight and monitoring of those services. The Controller’s
Office recently issued policy guidelines that City departments must adhere with by June 30, 2025. HSH
already routinely monitors the performance of nonprofit service providers but is in the process of reviewing
and updating its internal protocols and procedures to ensure consistency across service areas and adherence
with citywide policy. We discuss HSH's ongoing contract monitoring efforts and opportunities for
improvement further in Section 4. Findings: Shelter Policies and Operations.

Program Managers currently conduct at least one formal program monitoring visit each fiscal year, in
addition to monthly operations meetings and ongoing engagement, technical assistance, and problem
solving with nonprofit staff. At a formal visit, HSH observes programming, conducts a detailed review of
program documentation and performance data, and holds discussions with program leadership and staff
about annual performance. After the visit, Program Managers document the results in writing and may issue
findings and recommendations. Significant findings may require corrective actions by the nonprofit.


https://www.sf.gov/news--new-policies-and-tools-issued-city-controller-improve-oversight-nonprofits
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TYPES OF SHELTER

San Francisco has multiple models of emergency shelter designed to serve
different populations or meet different needs

Shelter and crisis intervention programs can be categorized according to the populations they serve, the
program model, whether clients sleep in congregate or non-congregate settings, and whether the program
serves clients year-round.

The City provides a range of different types of shelter programs, including emergency shelter, navigation
centers, cabins, and temporary hotel vouchers. Each of these programs meet the U.S. Department of Housing
and Urban Development's (HUD) definition of emergency shelter.

The City also offers crisis intervention programs, which provide overnight amenities like security, shared
bathrooms, showers, food services, and case management, but do not meet the HUD definition of shelter.
HSH'’s main crisis intervention program is safe parking, which provides unhoused people living in their
vehicles with a safe place to stay in their vehicle and access to services and amenities.

HSH operates four distinct shelter systems serving different populations of clients—adults, families,
transitional aged youth (TAY), and minors. Each system has separate eligibility criteria and referral pathways.
Shelter providers only serve one population per site (i.e., there are no shelter sites that serve both families
and single adults in the same building).

e Adults are people aged 18 and over. San Francisco operates 25 shelters and crisis intervention sites
for adults.

¢ Families consist of at least one adult with at least one child under 18 in their care, or households
with at least one person who is pregnant. San Francisco operates eight family shelter programs,
across seven different sites.*

¢ Transitional aged youth (TAY) are people aged 18-24, or people aged 25-27 who used
homelessness services in San Francisco between the ages of 18-24. San Francisco operates two TAY
shelters, which operate according to the same rules as the adult shelter system, but are reserved
exclusively for TAY and offer youth-centric services. TAY clients are eligible to stay in both TAY and
adult shelters.

e Minors are defined as unaccompanied children under age 18. San Francisco operates two shelters
for minors, which function more like group homes than traditional emergency shelters. The minor
shelter system collaborates closely with the child welfare system and serves as a placement of last
resort for unaccompanied children who have not yet been placed in foster care.

4 This includes two separate programs at Hamilton Family Shelter: Hamilton Families Emergency Center (congregate) and
Hamilton Families Residence (non-congregate).
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Shelters offer varying levels of privacy for clients, ranging from private rooms to open settings sheltering
many clients at once.

¢ Non-congregate programs shelter each person or household in their own private room.
e Semi-congregate settings can serve multiple households in a single room with two to five beds.”
e Congregate settings serve clients in a common space with more than five beds.

Most shelter programs provide year-round access, but some offer seasonal or overflow beds during periods
of high demand.

¢ Year-round shelter beds are available 365 days per year. Most year-round shelters operate 24/7 in
dedicated shelter spaces.®

¢ Winter shelter is offered at rotating locations throughout the winter. Winter shelter temporarily
transforms community spaces (e.g., churches or senior centers) into overnight-only shelters.

e Emergency pop-up shelter is offered during inclement weather, public health emergencies, and
other emergencies.

¢ Shelter overflow is non-congregate hotel rooms which typically serve clients from congregate
shelters who need to temporarily isolate or quarantine due to infectious diseases. Overflow rooms
may be used for other purposes when there is excess capacity (e.g., short-term placements for clients
who wish to reunite with family via the Journey Home program).

The scope of this analysis covers most, but not all, of HSH’s shelter models

This report primarily focuses on shelter and crisis intervention programs that are managed by HSH and
operate in a fixed location, which excludes hotel/motel voucher programs. We also exclude two programs
which are sometimes reported alongside shelter but are distinct from the emergency shelter system—
Shelter-in-Place (SIP) Hotels and Transitional Housing. Analyses span from July 2022 through December
2023, except where otherwise stated. See Appendix 1, B. Project Scope

e Emergency shelter e \Vouchers*

e Navigation centers e SIP hotels*

e Cabins e Transitional housing

e Safe parking e Short term stabilization programs

e Safe sleep* e Resource centers with drop-in chairs
*programs closed in 2022-2023 *included in HUD data used for benchmarking

> HSH only operates three semi-congregate shelter sites — two for adults, and one for minors. Most analyses in this report do
not disaggregate by this type of shelter.

6 As of October 2024, only two year-round emergency shelter programs did not offer 24/7 access. These programs operate out
of a school gymnasium and church basement and only allow clients to stay overnight while the school and church are not in
use.
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San Francisco’s Shelter System Serves...

Multiple populations...
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Minors Transitional Aged Youth (TAY) Adults Families
Unaccompanied People aged 18-24, OR people up to People aged One or more adults with
people under 18. age 27 who've used homelessness 18 and older. one or more children in
services in San Francisco between their care, OR a household
the ages of 18-24. with a pregnant person.

In different types of programs...
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Emergency Shelter Navigation Centers Cabins
Facilities with basic amenities and A low-barrier shelter model that Individual cabin units with
services like showers, food, laundry, offers flexibility for partners, pets, communal restrooms, showers, and
security, and case management. and possessions. other basic amenities and services.
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Hotel/Motel Vouchers RV/Trailers & Safe Parking Safe Sleep
Emergency vouchers for Provides unhoused people with either Provides unhoused people
temporary hotel/motel stays. an RV/Trailer or a safe place to park living in tents a safe place to
Note: voucher programs are typically  their own vehicle with access to basic stay with access to basic
excluded from our analyses amenities and services. amenities and services.
Note: the RV/Trailer program ended Note: the safe.sleep program ended
in 2024 and safe parking will end in 2025 in 2023

With varying degrees of privacy...
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Non-congregate Semi-congregate Congregate

Each client or household has Clients stay in rooms with 2-5 beds Clients stay in common spaces

their own private room. serving multiple households. with more than 5 beds.
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SIZE OF THE SHELTER SYSTEM

As of September 2024, there were 33 shelters
with 3,228 beds/units’ open in San Francisco.
The total number of shelters and beds fluctuate
due to the evolving shelter landscape in San
Francisco. For example, during the COVID-19
pandemic, the City opened COVID-specific
programs, the last of which closed in FY23. Since
FY23, some shelters that closed during the
pandemic re-opened and some new shelters
opened.?

As detailed previously, the shelter system has
three primary divisions: the adult shelter system,

2. Shelter System Overview

The Vast Majority of Beds in the
Shelter System are Adult Shelter

~~_ Minors

\_ 21
TAY

Family
279
Yy

the family shelter system, and the TAY system, 111
with a small number of beds dedicated to serving
minors. The adult system is substantially larger
than the other systems (this is also true of the
adult unhoused population), representing over 87% of the beds/units available across the entire shelter
system. Family shelters are more likely to be non-congregate than other programs. For those programs, one
unit may represent multiple beds and clients. The 279 beds/units in the family system sheltered 489 clients in

September 2024.

This section shows the size of the shelter system by number of beds/units for each population at three points
in time: September 2022, December 2023, and September 2024. During this period, the shelter system was
still re-inflating post COVID, and many shelters that had either closed or dramatically reduced their capacities
returned to full capacity. HSH also opened and shuttered some programs.

The adult shelter system is larger than the systems for other populations
and has expanded since 2022

Adult shelter grew by 559 bed/units from September 2022 to September 2024. HSH added new models of
adult non-congregate shelter during COVID-19. However, despite the popularity and interest in newer, non-
congregate forms of shelter, HSH has added more congregate beds since 2022 than non-congregate beds,
and most available shelter remains congregate.

7 Congregate shelter sites measure system capacity in terms of the total number of beds, while non-congregate shelter sites
typically measure capacity in terms of the total number of units, where one unit may include multiple beds and serve multiple
clients. As a result, this number may differ from other publications that report on just bed counts or client counts.

8 Current information on City-funded shelter beds and units can be accessed on HSH's website.
https://www.sf.gov/data/shelter-and-crisis-interventions



https://www.sf.gov/data/shelter-and-crisis-interventions
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HSH also launched the safe sleep (crisis intervention) and safe parking programs during COVID-19. Safe
sleep was solely a pandemic response and has since closed.

Emergency shelter and Navigation beds grew at approximately the same rate between 2022 and 2024.

Most Adult Shelter is Emergency Shelter; Addition of
Navigation Centers and Emergency Shelter has Driven Growth
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Most Adult Shelter is Congregate Shelter

3000 380
383
2500
2000
1500
1000

500

0
Sep-22 Dec-22 Mar-23  Jun-23  Sep-23 Dec-23 Mar-24 Jun-24  Sep-24

H Congregate M Non-Congregate M Semi-Congregate

The family shelter system has a greater proportion of non-congregate
shelter than other systems

The family shelter system has congregate and non-congregate models of emergency shelter. This includes
families in one or multiple beds in congregate settings and families in separate, dedicated units that contain
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multiple beds. The family system did not expand to include navigation centers like the adult shelter system.
However, the system added 67 beds and 10 units and because the family system has more non-congregate
programs than congregate, adding one non-congregate unit adds multiple beds for family members.

Most Family Shelter is Non-Congregate Units, but
Addition of Congregate Beds Has Driven Expansion
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The TAY system is small and has only two congregate shelters

San Francisco has two TAY shelters: one congregate emergency shelter serving 18- to 24-year-old clients,
and one congregate navigation center serving clients ages 18-27. HSH added one emergency shelter bed
and 13 navigation center beds between September 2022 and September 2024.

There Has Been Less Expansion in TAY Shelter
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The Minor Shelter System is comprised of only a small number of beds

San Francisco has 21 beds across two shelters for minors. This population and shelter type is so specialized
that it makes up a very small portion of the entire shelter system.

Shelters are concentrated in the eastern part of San Francisco

Shelter sites are clustered in the Map of Beds/Units by Location and Population

eastern part of the city, primarily in
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It is also important to consider access

to resources and culturally competent services for shelter clients in siting shelters. Some shelter clients may
primarily speak other languages, and need resources in Spanish, Cantonese, or Mandarin, and specific areas
of the city have more resources available in those languages (such as the Mission or Chinatown). Clustering
homelessness services together in places like the Tenderloin may make it easier for a shelter client to
conveniently access other homelessness resources. However, the reputation of the Tenderloin and experience
living there may discourage people who may otherwise be interested in shelter, and may make it more
difficult for clients in recovery. It may also place a burden on other residents of the neighborhood if there are
real or perceived disruptions in the proximity of a shelter.

9 Minor shelter locations are excluded from this map to protect the privacy of solo minor clients.
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COVID-19 pandemic led to an expansion of the shelter system and
introduced more shelter models

San Francisco’s shelter system has changed significantly since the start of the COVID-19 pandemic. In
comparison to 2019, today’s shelter system is larger, provides a wider range of program models and
significantly more non-congregate beds, and has lower barriers to access.

HSH's shelter portfolio has changed dramatically in the last four years, with 17 new shelter or crisis
intervention sites opening and nine programs closing since 2020. For a full list of programs that have opened
or closed since 2020, see Appendix 5. On net, the shelter system significantly expanded its capacity. HSH's
current strategic plan sets forth a goal to grow the shelter system by 1,075 beds between 2023-2028. This
five-year target is lower than the actual number of new shelter beds added during a four-year period
between 2019-2023.

HSH piloted four new program models during the pandemic: safe sleep, safe parking, cabins, and Shelter-in-
Place (SIP) Hotels. The safe sleep and SIP programs wound down by 2023, but safe parking and cabin
programs are active, with plans to open a new site at 2177 Jerrold Avenue that offers 60 cabins and 20 safe
parking spaces. Candlestick Park, which currently provides safe parking, is due to close in Spring 2025.

Many of these new program model beds/units are either non-congregate or semi-congregate, which was a
deliberate strategy by HSH to increase supply of these bed types. HSH staff and nonprofit shelter providers
both noted that non-congregate shelters are generally more attractive than congregate ones and that
people living on the streets are more likely to accept offers of non-congregate shelter. Private rooms allow
more dignity for shelter clients, limit the spread of infectious disease, and reduce opportunities for conflict
between shelter clients. However, non-congregate shelter is significantly more expensive, as we will discuss in
greater detail in the Actual Spending by Population and Shelter Types section of this report.

Prior to the pandemic, HSH capped emergency shelter stays at 90 days with opportunities for extension if
clients were engaged in support services or actively working toward housing goals. Since the start of the
pandemic, shelter stays have been unlimited. HSH is currently evaluating the efficacy of unlimited shelter
stays and has re-instituted caps on length of stay in the family shelter system, with policies in other systems
under review.

The shelter system also lowered barriers to access in recent years. Most shelters are now open 24/7, offer
flexible mealtimes, attempt to accommodate pets, and attempt to accommodate people with their partners.

How many shelter beds does San Francisco need?

A small number of East Coast jurisdictions in the United States have "Right to Shelter” laws which entitle
every person experiencing homelessness, or some subset of the population (e.g., families) to a shelter bed.
San Francisco does not guarantee a right to shelter, but HSH, elected officials, and San Francisco residents
have all expressed interest in significantly reducing or eliminating unsheltered homelessness in San
Francisco. As of the latest Point-in-Time Count, 4,354 people were experiencing unsheltered homelessness in
San Francisco, a one percent reduction since 2022.
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Estimating the number of shelter beds needed to end unsheltered homelessness is more difficult than simply
counting the number of people experiencing unsheltered homelessness on a given night. The number of
shelter beds a system needs also depends on how many people become homeless each year and how
quickly or slowly homeless households can move into permanent housing. Movement through the system is
called flow. When permanent housing is available, people exit homelessness, creating outflow, and shelter
beds turn over and serve more households. When permanent housing is not available, shelter beds turn over
slowly and serve fewer households, which may create a backlog and cause unsheltered homelessness to
increase. A comprehensive response to unsheltered homelessness will also include strategies to help reduce
the inflow into homelessness and increase outflow from shelter to housing.

In 2023, HSH engaged Focus Strategies, a homelessness consulting and technical assistance firm, to estimate
the total number of new shelter beds and additional resources required to reduce or end unsheltered
homelessness in San Francisco. The Controller’s Office did not have access to the model developed by Focus
Strategies and cannot validate its assumptions or findings. Focus Strategies helped HSH develop two
scenarios:

Home by the Bay, HSH's five-year strategic plan (2023)°
e Goal: reduce unsheltered homelessness by 50% between July 2023 and June 2028
¢ Additional resources required:

o Prevention: 4,300 additional households served per year

o Shelter: 1,075 new shelter beds

o Permanent Housing: 3,250 new units

A Place for All Report (2023)1!

e Goal: eliminate unsheltered homelessness by Fiscal Year 2026
¢ Additional resources required:
o Prevention: 8,200 additional adult households and 800 additional family households served
per year
Shelter: 2,050 new adult shelter beds and 200 family beds
Permanent Housing: 3,750 new adult units and 60 family units in addition to those already in
the pipeline

Since publishing Home by the Bay, HSH has added a significant number of new shelter beds and expects to
reach their target of 1,075 additional beds in 2025, three years early. Upon taking office in January 2025,
Mayor Daniel Lurie continued prioritizing adding interim housing units, promising to add 1,500 beds within
the first six months he is in office.

10 See more details on Home by the Bay at
1 A Place for All Report https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2024-09/Final-APFA-Report_Revised-03.24.2023.pdf



https://www.sf.gov/home-bay
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COMPARISONS TO PEER JURISDICTIONS

The Controller’s Office has a charter mandate to compare the performance of San Francisco City government
with other public agencies performing similar functions. This report builds on recent homelessness
benchmarking efforts with updated data and a more singular focus on shelter.

We analyzed data from the Department of Housing and Urban Development's Housing Inventory Count
(HIC) to compare San Francisco's shelter system to those in peer jurisdictions. The HIC is an annual point-in-
time inventory of housing and shelter resources that is completed by Continuums of Care (CoC) across the
country. Because the data is reported in a standardized format, we were able to make comparisons across
CoCs.12

For this report, we examined 12 peer jurisdictions which were chosen for their similarity to San Francisco in
terms of population, rental markets, homelessness rates, and governance structures. For more information on
our selection methodology, see Appendix 1, E. Benchmarking with Peer Jurisdictions.

California National

Alameda County CoC Boston CoC

Long Beach CoC District of Columbia CoC

Los Angeles City & County CoC Metropolitan Denver CoC

Sacramento City & County CoC New York City CoC

San Diego City & County CoC Portland, Gresham/Multnomah County CoC

San Jose/Santa Clara City & County CoC Seattle/King County CoC

San Francisco operates more shelter and permanent housing per capita than
most peer cities

The California jurisdictions in our sample generally operate far less shelter than peers outside of the state.
San Francisco operates more shelter beds per capita than each of its California peers and half of its national
peers. The three CoCs which operated more shelter per capita than San Francisco each have “Right to
Shelter” laws, which guarantee shelter beds for some portion of the population experiencing homelessness.

San Francisco operates more permanent housing beds per capita than all but one peer (Washington, D.C.).
Overall, San Francisco offers more homelessness resources per 10,000 residents than all but two peer cities
(Washington, D.C., and Boston).

12 The HIC includes all shelters operating in San Francisco, while the rest of our analysis only includes programs funded by HSH.
This means that HIC shelter capacity figures exceed those listed elsewhere in the report. We use HIC numbers for more
accurate comparisons to other jurisdictions.


https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2023-07/2023%20Homelessness%20Benchmarking%20Report.pdf
https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2023-07/2023%20Homelessness%20Benchmarking%20Report.pdf
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San Francisco Offers More Shelter and Permanent Housing per Capita Than
Most Peers

B Emergency Shelter Other Temporary Resources* M Permanent Housing**
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*Transitional Housing and Safe Haven
**Includes Permanent Supportive Housing, Other Permanent Housing, and Rapid Rehousing
Source: 2023 Housing Inventory Count

Right to Shelter

¢ New York City: In New York City, both single adults and families with children must be provided
with a shelter placement within a day of requesting one.

e Boston: Massachusetts has a state-level law that requires cities like Boston to provide immediate
shelter to families with children under the age of 21 or pregnant individuals who meet specific
criteria.

e Washington D.C.: Washington D.C. provides shelter for any person experiencing homelessness
during extreme weather conditions (when the temperature is below 32 degrees or above 95
degrees Fahrenheit). The jurisdiction is not required to provide shelter to all persons at other
times but prioritizes rapid placement for families year-round.
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San Francisco allocates a larger proportion of total bed inventory toward
permanent housing than most peers and the national average. It allocates a
smaller proportion toward shelter

San Francisco operates more shelter and permanent housing per capita than most peer jurisdictions. It
allocates a larger percentage of homelessness resources toward permanent housing and a smaller
percentage toward temporary resources, including emergency shelter, than most peers. In 2023, 18% of San
Francisco's total homelessness resources were allocated toward emergency shelter, compared with 25% in
California peer jurisdictions, 29% in peer jurisdictions outside California, and 34% across all major cities in the
U.S. This finding held when comparing peer jurisdictions across 10 years of HIC data, from 2014-2023.

While this finding demonstrates clear differences in how communities allocate resources toward different
homelessness interventions, it does not imply a correct or incorrect approach. San Francisco follows a
Housing First model, which prioritizes providing permanent housing to people experiencing homelessness.
Housing First is motivated by the belief that the fastest and most effective way to end someone'’s
homelessness is to provide them with housing without preconditions. Housing First is a research-based
approach which has been shown to result in faster exits from homelessness and more stable housing
placements.

San Francisco Allocates a Larger Percentage of Overall Beds Toward
Housing and a Smaller Percentage Toward Shelter Than Most Peers

B Emergency Shelter Other Temporary Resources* M Permanent Housing**
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*Transitional Housing and Safe Haven
**Includes Permanent Supportive Housing, Other Permanent Housing, and Rapid Rehousing
Source: 2023 Housing Inventory Count

13 This article by HUD offers a review of the evidence on Housing First: https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/em/spring-
summer-23/highlight2.html



https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/em/spring-summer-23/highlight2.html
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/em/spring-summer-23/highlight2.html
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Most peer shelter systems don’t have enough extra beds to accommodate
everyone who is unsheltered

We compared the total sheltered and e . o
unsheltered individuals at a point in time!* to Only "Right-to-Shelter” Peer Jurisdictions

the number of emergency shelter beds Can Accomodate Everyone Who Needs a

available, as reported in the 2022 HIC. Only @ Shelter Bed
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San Francisco reports serving the highest share of shelter clients with severe
mental illness and chronic substance abuse

e 39% of San Francisco shelter clients reported a severe mental illness, as compared with 24% in
California peer jurisdictions and 20% in national peer jurisdictions

e 35% of San Francisco shelter clients reported chronic substance abuse, as compared with 13% in
California peer jurisdictions and 20% in national peer jurisdictions®®

It is unclear from the information available if these data reflect real differences in populations served or if it is
more reflective of San Francisco's higher commitment to diagnosis and treatment. Roughly a third of shelter
clients in San Francisco do not report whether they have a substance use disorder or a disabling condition,
and response rates for these sensitive topics may be even lower in peer jurisdictions. Two jurisdictions,
Multnomah County (Portland, OR) and Long Beach, report similar levels of severe mental illness in their
shelter populations.

14 Estimate based on the total number of individuals in emergency shelter and the total number of unsheltered individuals as of
the 2022 PIT count. This provides an estimate for the total number of shelter beds needed to accommodate all individuals who
were experiencing homelessness on a single night in January or February 2022.

15 According to 2023 CoC Homeless Population and Subpopulation reports based on PIT data.
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NUMBER OF SHELTER CLIENTS SERVED

The number of people served through the shelter system has consistently
increased since 2021

San Francisco Homeless Response System
serves thousands of people experiencing The Number of Shelter Clients HSH
homelessness annually. The total number of Serves Has Been Increasing

clients the shelter system serves annually

has increased steadily since FY21. This 12,000 9.913
number counts unique clients who were in 10,000 8,738
the shelter system for at least one night, 8000 6,859 7,448

but does not control for the amount of time

any one person stayed in shelter. 6,000
4,000
This increase in clients served corresponds 5000

to both an increase in shelter capacity and
an increase in the number of people
experiencing homelessness in San Francisco
from the FY22 Point-in-Time Count (PIT) to
the FY24 PIT count.'® In FY24, the overall count of people experiencing homelessness increased to over 8,000
and in part due to the expanded shelter capacity, a larger proportion of those individuals were sheltered.

FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24

16 The PIT count is a one-night count of everyone experiencing homelessness in San Francisco. It is a HUD mandated count.
This means there are many more people experiencing people homelessness over the course of a year than the PIT indicates are
experiencing homelessness on one night.
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SHELTER SYSTEM DEMOGRAPHICS AND EQUITY ANALYSIS

One of the five goals HSH outlined in their strategic plan, Home by the Bay, is to "demonstrate measurable
reductions in racial inequities and other disparities in the experience of homelessness and the outcomes of
City programs for preventing and ending homelessness.” To understand if the City is achieving that goal
within the shelter system, it's important to disaggregate shelter client data by race, gender identity, age, and
other key demographics where disparities may exist. The plan also identifies subpopulations of special
focus,*” who have additional vulnerabilities and/or may need specialized programs to serve them, and tasks
HSH with evaluating if disparate services and outcomes exist in these populations, which we explore in
Shelter Client Outcomes.

To look at whether the Shelter System is equitably serving clients, we compared the demographics of the
Shelter System with the demographics of the entire unhoused population (PIT count) and San Francisco's
demographics as a whole (American Community Survey (ACS) data). Making these comparisons is
challenging because of key differences in the way demographic data is captured in each of these data
sources. For more detailed methodology see Appendix 1, F. Demographics Analysis.

This section covers the following demographic categories:

e Race and ethnicity

e Intersections between race/ethnicity and age or family status
¢ Sex and gender

o Age

¢ Disabling condition, including substance use disorder

7 Veterans, Youth and Young Adults, Families with Children, Survivors, Older Adults, People who are Justice-Involved,
Transgender and Gender Non-Conforming People, People with Behavioral Health Care Needs, People with Disabilities, People
Experiencing Chronic Homelessness, Immigrant Communities.


https://hsh.sfgov.org/about/home-by-the-bay-2023-2028-citywide-strategic-plan/
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Most shelter clients are Black or White; Black and Latine/Hispanic people are
overrepresented in the homeless population compared to the city overall

The largest racial and ethnic groups that San Francisco shelters served in FY23 and FY24 are White, Black,
and Multiracial (Including Latine or Hispanic) clients. Only a small proportion of clients report other races or
ethnicities. This largely matches the distribution of people experiencing homelessness as reflected in the
2024 Point in Time count locally and nationally, where Black residents are significantly overrepresented.

40%
30%
20%
10%

0%

Most Shelter Clients are Black, White, or Multiracial (Including

Latine or Hispanic)

Black

White
Multiracial (incl. Latine or Hispanic)
I 7
I
S
B >

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander . 1%

Latine or Hispanic

Asian

Multiracial (not Latine or Hispanic)
Native American

Middle Eastern or North African | 0%

0% 5% 10% 15%

Black and Latine or Hispanic Residents are
Disproportionately Represented in the Homeless

Population
42%
35% 36%
31% 31%29,
23%25%

16%
4% 4% 5% I
- . |
Asian Black Latine or Hispanic White

H San Francisco (ACS)  m Unsheltered (PIT)  ® Sheltered (PIT)

I, 253%
I, 27%
[

20% 25% 30%

Asian and White populations are
underrepresented both among
the PIT count population and the
shelter client populations in
comparison to the overall San
Francisco population, while
Hispanic or Latino/e/a and Black
populations are overrepresented.
The chart to the left shows the
comparisons with the highest
populations and largest
differences. To see data for other
races and ethnicities, see
Appendix 3.
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Black clients and clients with Latine or Hispanic identity are overrepresented
in the sheltered population, possibly because Black shelter clients are older
on average and Latine or Hispanic clients are more likely to be in family
shelter

There is some evidence that a higher

Black Shelter Clients are More Likely to Be proportion of unhoused Black San

Aged 55 or Older Franciscans are in shelter (rather than
being unsheltered) in comparison to other
Overall 29% racial and ethnic groups. Conversely,

unhoused White residents are less likely to
be in shelter. However, this could be due to
other demographic differences in these
populations. For example, Black shelter
clients are more likely to be aged 55 and
older, which is a population that is also
more likely to be in shelter (explored more

mBlack ® All Other Race/Ethnicities in the section on age below).

Minors (Under 18)
TAY (18-24)
Adults (25-54)
Older Adults (55+)

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

) ) o . In addition to analyzing the intersection of
Latine or Hispanic Clients are More Likely age and race, we look at race and family

to Be in a Family Household status (whether a client is part of a family
household or not). Clients with any Latine
. - or Hispanic identity (including those who
In a Family Household 61%
Notin a Family Household than the adult shelter system. This likely is
due to an influx of immigrants into the

are multiracial, including Latine or
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%  homeless response system.

Hispanic) make up a much higher
proportion of the family shelter system

B Any Latine or Hispanic identity All other race/ethnicities

More men than women are homeless; those with marginalized gender
identities are less likely to be sheltered
In our reporting period, the shelter system served over twice as many men than women (64% of all shelter

clients were men while 31% were women). Transgender and non-binary clients made up three percent of
shelter clients.
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We used PIT data to compare
There are More Men than Women in the Shelter the gender identity
System; Those with Marginalized Gender Identities demographics of the population

are Less Likely to be Sheltered experiencing sheltered and
unsheltered homelessness.

Those with more marginalized

60% 56% gender identities—either
50% transgender, non-binary,
questioning, or other gender
40% 0, (y . oy .
33% 33% identities—are less likely to be
30% in shelter than cis-gendered
20% people experiencing
7% homelessness (although when
10% 4% 4% . . .
Co1% 0% 2% 7 2% B 0% interpreting the data, it's
Man

[ . .
0% important to note that the
Questioning Non-binary Transgender Othgr Woman categories “man” and “woman"”
Identity :
may include trans men and trans
B Unsheltered (PIT) M Sheltered (PIT) women). Men are more likely to
be sheltered.

70% 65%

Most clients in shelter are adults, aged 25-54, although TAY are
overrepresented among the homeless population

We categorize age into four main groups. Different age groups have different needs and some may require
more specialized services in shelter. These four groups are:

e Minors (under 18) . .
Transitional Age Youth (TAY) Most Clients in the Shelter System Are Adults,

(ages 18-24) Aged 24-54
e Adults (ages 25-54)
e Older Adults (ages 55+)

Minors (Under 18)

San Francisco has specialized shelters for
TAY, Families, and Minors, but there is no TAY (18-24)
specialized shelter for older adults, a

7%

N
N

population jchat may need additional Adults (25-54) _ 63%
support. This data includes both

individuals and people in family

households (including children). Most Older Adults (55+) - 21%

youth served by the Shelter System are

in family shelter. 0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%

Adults make up the majority of the shelter population. One in five clients served in the shelter system is 55 or
older. This is slightly lower than in the overall San Francisco population, and these clients are somewhat more
likely to be in shelter than unsheltered.
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We see the same trend for minors
(under 18). The opposite is true TAY and Adults More Likely to Be Unsheltered;

for TAY; there is a higher Older Adults More Likely to be Sheltered
proportion of TAY in the homeless

population than in the overall San

51%
Francisco population, but TAY are 50%
less likely to be sheltered. This 30% 29% 21% 18%
. . . ° 11% % - 7o 4% 10%
likely reflects key policy choices 7% 7% 4%
— |

. 10%
made by HSH, such prioritizing

70% 67% 62%

preventing unsheltered family 10% " Older Adults  Adults (25-54)  TAY (18-24)  Minors (Under 18)
homelessness, but may also (55+)
reflect differences in population M San Francisco (ACS)  m Unsheltered (PIT) M Sheltered (PIT)

preferences for entering shelter.
The TAY population is also disproportionately Latine or Hispanic: 40% of TAY shelter clients are of any Latine
or Hispanic identity, compared to 29% of overall shelter clients.

A large proportion of clients identify as having a disabling condition or
substance use disorder

Approximately 12% of the San Francisco

Large Number of Clients Identify as Having population has a disabling condition that is

a Disabling Condition; There is Some physical, cognitive and/or impacts activities
Improvement in Data Collection from FY23 of daily life.'® A significantly higher
to FY24 proportion of shelter clients have a disabling
condition than the San Francisco population
30% (37% in FY23 and 44% in FY24 data).

Between FY23 and FY24, unknowns

Unknown
- E
Yes X decreased eight percentage points, while the
I =75 proportion of clients with a disabling

No 26% condition increased by seven percentage
_ 26% points. While these are not an identical pool
of clients in both years, this suggests that the
difference in the unknown data may have
FY24% WFY23% primarily been those who do have a disabling
condition. This means that the actual
proportion of the shelter population that has a disability is likely even higher. This has implications for how

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

18 Disability definition differs slightly between the ACS and HMIS data. In the ACS, questions ask if a respondent has "hearing
difficulty, vision difficulty, cognitive difficulty, ambulatory difficulty, self-care difficulty, or independent living difficulty.” HMIS
data defines a disabling condition as a “physical, mental, or emotional impairment”, a “developmental disability”, or “the
disease of acquired immunodeficiency syndrome (AIDS). HMIS definitions of a disabling condition includes that caused by
substance use disorder, so there may be overlap in the two demographic populations discussed in this section.
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the shelter system should approach serving clients. Those with disabling conditions may need more support
with either physical health needs or accessible accommodations.

Between 24% and 30% of the shelter client

Many Cl!ents Have Substance Use Disorder; population indicated having a substance use
Data Quality Somewhat Increased from FY23 to disorder. There was a similar decrease in
FY24 unknowns from FY23 data to FY24 data and
increase in those with substance use
Unknown 35% disorder, suggesting the actual rate may be
I, 2% higher. This similarly has implications for
30% shelter programs, in terms of the training
Yes .
R staff need to serve these clients and the
36% services needed to serve the sheltered

No D population. It likely also has implications for

the potential demand for services offered by
other departments, like behavioral health
FY24% WFY23% care and residential treatment.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

Missing data makes it difficult to draw conclusions about some
demographics categories

Demographic information on disabling condition and substance use disorder have a high proportion of
missing data—30% and 42%, respectively—but have sufficient information to gather some insights. Data
collection improved some for both between FY23 to FY24.

Other demographic categories, such as veteran status and sexual orientation, have larger proportions of
clients who either declined to answer or whose data was otherwise not collected. This makes it challenging
to compare to overall population demographics or to draw meaningful conclusions. Both challenges with
collecting data and differences in how different types of demographic data is collected in the ONE System
contribute to the higher rates of unknowns for demographics other than race/ethnicity, age, or gender.
Challenges around data quality are discussed further in Section 4. Findings: Shelter Policies and Operations.
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SHELTER SYSTEM BUDGET AND SPENDING

Shelter is approximately 25% of HSH's budget and is funded by a high
proportion of one-time funding sources

Approximately 25% of HSH's budget went Shelter Budget as a Portion of Total HSH
toward shelter in FY24.% This primarily includes Budget, FY24

contracts with service providers, shelter leases,
one-time capital expenses, and one-time start-
up expenses for launching new shelter programs.
The totals do not include HSH internal personnel
costs for salary and fringe benefits.

Shelter

$176 M
The total amount of money spent on the shelter All Other

system has expanded steadily from FY20 Budget
through FY25.%° Items

$537 M

The Shelter Budget has Increased from FY20-FY25 and Includes Many One-
Time Funding Sources

FY20 1% $107 M

FY23 19% $154 M

FY24 18% $176 M

$0M $50 M $100 M $150 M $200 M
B General Fund and Other Local W Local - Our City, Our Home B One-Time State Grants Total

19 See https://www.sf.gov/resource/2024/hsh-budget for more information.

20 Total shelter funding appears to decrease significantly in the FY26 budget due to HSH's method of allocating one-time state
funds. State funds that HSH will collect in FY25 appear in the FY25 budget line but will support program spending over
multiple years.
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These budgets include agreements with CBO providers for services, leases, one-time capital, and one-time
start-up funding. The shelter budget totals do not include HSH internal personnel costs for salary and fringe
benefits for staff working on shelter.

The City's general fund, Our City, Our Home (OCOH) funding, and one-time funding sources from the State
are the primary budget sources for shelter. OCOH is a fund created by a voter-approved business tax passed
in 2016 that funds support services for people experiencing homelessness and to prevent homelessness. The
primary one-time funding source funding shelter is the State Homeless Housing Assistance and Prevention
(HHAP) grant, which “makes available grant allocations to cities, counties, and continuums of care with
flexible funding to prevent and end homelessness in their regions."** As of publication, the State just
approved the sixth round of HHAP funding.

21 For more information, see the California Department of Housing and Community Development website, here:
https://www.hcd.ca.gov/grants-and-funding/programs-active/homeless-housing-assistance-and-prevention-grant-program
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ACTUAL SPENDING BY POPULATION AND SHELTER TYPES

This section analyzes costs by populations and shelter types, using actual spending from FY23. We assess
costs using two measures:

e Cost per Filled Bed/Unit Night. This measure estimates the cost for each night that a unit or a bed
was actually occupied by a client. We use this measure assess the costs of actually sheltering
someone, rather than the costs of making a bed or unit available.??

e Cost per Bed/Unit per Year. This measure estimates the cost of funding a bed/unit annually,
regardless of occupancy of that bed or unit.

Note that congregate shelter is measured in beds, while non-congregate shelter is measured in units. Family
shelter units have multiple beds and serve multiple clients within the same family.

g -

Cost per Filled Bed/Unit Night Cost per Bed/Unit per Year

Cost per night per bed or unit that a Cost to fund one bed or one unit for
client is actually occupying. one year.
Adult and TAY Average: Adult and TAY Average:
$126.25/night $41,248/year
Family Average: Family Average:
$221.81/night $55,133/year

These calculations combine costs across multiple shelters to calculate averages; however, there is substantial
variation from shelter to shelter, ranging from under $100 per night to well over $300 per night. While some
of this variation may be due to operational decisions made by each provider, the variation is also due to
other factors. This may include which costs we were able to capture in our analysis (e.g. if a provider owns
their own building, those costs wouldn’t be covered by the contract and so costs would appear lower than
they actually are) and shelters appearing more expensive if there were associated start-up costs, a slower
ramp up period, or a ramping down of the shelter program during the fiscal year we analyzed.

22 When occupancy is high, the cost per filled bed/unit night will be similar to the cost per bed/unit per night, which is a
measure that is not impacted by whether or not that bed or unit is occupied. Most Adult, TAY, and family shelters in HSH's
shelter system have high occupancy, but there are some outliers. This makes it useful to have both measures that illustrate the
costs. For more detail on our methodology, see Appendix 1G.
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Our analysis found that:

e Non-congregate shelter costs more than congregate shelter in adult populations. Crisis intervention
programs are costlier than either shelter model despite providing lower levels of service.

e The costs of family shelter vary depending on the shelter program and types, and the differences in
how families use and access shelter make comparisons to adult shelter costs difficult.

e The cost per occupied bed night in FY23 was less than the average daily rate of a hotel room in
2023.% Shelter costs are inclusive of food and services and the staff required to deliver those
services, ranging from case management and health care to personal laundry and community
building programs.

e There are no clear differences in spending by race and ethnicity.

Methods

We use actual expenditures on FY23 contracts for shelter programs and shelter services, pulled from SF
OpenBook, the City's financial transparency portal. We also include lease costs by site, if HSH is responsible
for paying that lease, and estimated per bed costs of DPH-provided shelter health.

Costs Include

» Other types of maintenance costs for
the building if paid by the City (e.g. any
DPW costs for building repair)

» Services that HSH provides directly, such
as transportation

+ Utilities, if the City pays utilities directly

» Provider costs for building if building is
owned by the provider

» Shelter related costs, if those costs
aren't directly associated with a specific
shelter type or population (e.g. shelter
storage available to any client)

» Any operational costs covered by the
provider's own outside fundraising
rather than by HSH

23 See the Status of the San Francisco Economy reports and SF Travel's website for more information.



https://openbook-report.sfgov.org/OBMiddleware/report.aspx?reportname=5
https://openbook-report.sfgov.org/OBMiddleware/report.aspx?reportname=5
https://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/search.aspx?searchString=economy&year=1986&year2=2024&type=All&index=0&index2=0&index3=0
https://www.sftravel.com/media/press-release/san-francisco-travel-association-announces-2023-visitor-impact-results-2024
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HSH has previously published estimates of shelter costs when planning for future expansion in the Home by
the Bay Strategic Plan and the A Place for All Report. These estimates will differ from the actual spending
discussed in this report. The HSH estimates for future expansion include the costs of expanded services
(such as additional case management, transport, and behavioral health services) and include estimated start-
up costs per unit. Their estimates also include an annual cost of living or inflationary adjustment. As a result,
the estimates for future expansion will be higher than the actual costs in this report. While understanding the
true costs of shelter is useful, conducting this analysis was more difficult than anticipated due to factors
including accounting for contracts that may correspond to one or more shelters, determining how to add in
costs shared by multiple shelters, accounting for spending that is not captured in contract spending. As a
result, this analysis should be viewed as estimates of the true costs. For more information about data
challenges and a more in-depth explanation of our methods, see Section 4. Findings: Shelter Policies and
Operations and Appendix 1, G. Spending Analysis.

Adult shelter received most funding in FY23

Because Adult Shelter comprises the majority of the programs and the shelter beds in San Francisco's
Homeless Response System, it also uses the majority of the funds. Over 80% of HSH's spending on contracts
that fund shelters goes to adult shelter models.?* As noted in the section discussing the size of the shelter
system, adult shelter comprises over 87% of the bed/units across the shelter system, which is roughly
comparable to the proportion of total spending.

In FY23, Adult Shelter Received the Majority of Spending

Family - $14 M

TAY $4 M

Minor I $1M
M

$0 $20 M $40 M $60 M $80 M $100 M

24 Note that there is approximately a $40 million difference between the total represented in this graph and the total budget
for FY23 in the prior section. This gap appears for several reasons. In addition to the excluded items outlined above, this graph
also does not include the actual spending on the MOU with DPH for shelter health services. During FY23, the City was also
winding down its Shelter-in-Place (SIP) hotels and COVID emergency shelter operations and due to the uncertainty caused by
this, HSH opted to end some COVID-specific contracts early and use general fund savings to fund any gaps during wind-down.
This difference between budget and spending for FY23 is an outlier as a result of the transition back to regular operations.


https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Home-by-the-Bay-Single_Page-Layout_hMiQcZf.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Home-by-the-Bay-Single_Page-Layout_hMiQcZf.pdf
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/Final-APFA-Report_Revised-03.24.2023_OfJPLyv.pdf
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Within adult shelter, non-congregate shelter is significantly more expensive
than congregate shelter
While there is an interest in expanding non-congregate shelter models or more innovative models, there is a

trade-off between types of shelter that may be more appealing people experiencing homelessness and the
number of beds that can be opened with a given budget.

Adult Shelter: Costs By Site Type

Estimated Cost per Estimated Cost per

FY23 Average Capacity Bed/Unit Annually Filled Bed/Unit Night

Congregate 1,426 $38,854 $119.21

Non-Congregate 669 $58,368 $170.76

Crisis intervention models tend to be more expensive than standard emergency shelter or navigation center
alternatives. This may be due to the costs of maintaining sites that are not otherwise intended for overnight
stay. For example, to set up a safe sleeping program or safe parking program, HSH may need to pay for
power, water, and hygiene facilities to be brought in and maintained. Emergency shelter is the cheapest
model, however these data are from FY23 so emergency shelter may not include all the services a navigation
center has, which may contribute to the difference in costs.

Adult Shelter: Costs By Program Type

Estimated Cost per Estimated Cost per

FY23 Average Capacity Bed/Unit Annually Filled Bed/Unit Night

Crisis Intervention 105 $64,271 $176.17
Emergency Shelter 1,391 $39,767 $123.90

\EWE ]! 928 $48,466 $138.76
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In the family shelter system, there are similar differences in costs between
non-congregate and congregate shelter, however, the way HSH uses
different types of family shelter affects interpretation of data

Costs per bed or unit in family shelter show similar differences between congregate shelter and non-
congregate shelter.®> The cost per bed is lower in congregate family shelter than in non-congregate shelter
or in programs that have both congregate and non-congregate beds within the same contract. This is likely
for several reasons:

e HSH uses congregate and non-congregate programs differently than the adult system. Congregate
beds are more likely to be temporary solutions when a family first enters the system, but families
may be on the waitlist for a non-congregate unit and move as those become available.?

e If a family household has small children, that child may share a congregate bed with a parent.
Because that bed is then serving multiple clients, the costs per filled bed night appear lower.

e There are fewer programs in the family system, so differences in provider financial models and
program nuances have a greater impact on aggregated costs.

In addition, costs for non-congregate units appear higher in family shelter than in adult shelter. In the family
system, each unit contains multiple beds (HSH typically estimates three beds per unit). In the adult system,
non-congregate sites have one bed that may serve either an individual or a couple, so serve fewer clients
than a family unit does.

Family Shelter: Costs By Program Type

Estimated Cost per Estimated Cost per

FY23 Average Capacity Bed/Unit Annually Filled Bed/Unit Night
Non-Congregate 122 $75,212 $282.68
Both Congregate and 62 $53,622 $227.88
Non-Congregate
Congregate 50 $25,107 $111.85

2> For one site, we are unable to separate the costs between congregate and non-congregate beds/units because all costs are
under one contract.

26 This was how the Family Shelter System policies worked in FY23. As of December 2024, HSH has adjusted policies around
waitlists and time limits for shelter stays.
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The TAY shelter system has less variation in cost

There are only two TAY focused programs, so we analyze the costs for both programs together. In the TAY
system, the cost per bed annually averages $44,316, which falls between the annual cost for an adult bed in
emergency shelter and in a navigation center. Because the TAY system models are similar to the adult system
models, there are not large variations in cost.

Tay Shelter: Costs For All Programs

FY23 Average
Capacity Bed/Unit Annually Filled Bed/Unit Night

All programs 102 $44,316 $131.68

Estimated Cost per Estimated Cost per

Minor shelters are more costly than other models due to the specific need
that these shelters are meeting and the small number of beds

Shelters that serve minors operate under a different approach, and there is no expectation of minimum
occupancy. These shelters are small, but it is critical that they exist when the need arises. As a result, costs
tend to be substantially higher for these programs both because the occupancy tends to be significantly
lower than in adult, TAY, or family shelter and because the total capacity is much lower. In FY23, the average
minor system capacity was fewer than 20 beds. Because this is a unique model, we also include the cost per
bed per night, which does not take into account whether or not the bed was occupied.

Minor Shelter Costs

FY23 Average Estimated Cost per Estimated Cost per Estimated Cost Per Bed
Capacity Bed Annually Filled Bed per Night per Night

17 $83,567 $1,998.79 $228.95

There are many considerations in assessing the reasonableness of shelter
costs

Interpreting cost data may include assessing whether or not the amount the City is spending on shelter is
reasonable. There are multiple considerations when determining the reasonableness of costs. One
consideration is the economies of scale in play when it comes to costs for different shelter programs. This
can be seen in the data above. Minor shelter is significantly more costly than other forms of shelter, but that
is due to the very small number of beds available. We see similarly high costs among crisis intervention
programs, which also have significantly fewer slots than other types of adult shelter. An additional
consideration is the potential start-up costs that may be included in FY23 spending, since multiple programs
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either re-opened or newly opened in FY23. Start-up costs may include facility costs to enable a site to serve
as a shelter and resource costs to purchase items such as lockers, beds, and furniture.

Another way to assess whether these shelter costs are reasonable is to compare the estimated cost per filled
bed night to other accommodations or programs. For example, the average daily rate of a hotel room in
FY23 in San Francisco fluctuated from approximately $160 to over $350 per night. The 2023 calendar year
average was $243.80 per night, according to data from STR, reported in Controller's Office economic reports
and SF Travel reports.?’ Shelter costs are inclusive of food and services and the staff required to deliver those
services, ranging from case management and health care to personal laundry and community building
programs.

27 See the Status of the San Francisco Economy reports and SF Travel's website for more information.



https://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/search.aspx?searchString=economy&year=1986&year2=2024&type=All&index=0&index2=0&index3=0
https://www.sftravel.com/media/press-release/san-francisco-travel-association-announces-2023-visitor-impact-results-2024
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3. Findings: Client Experiences and Outcomes

The fundamental purpose of shelter is to provide a safe, clean place for people who would otherwise be
unsheltered to meet their most basic needs while they search for stable housing. The shelter system appears
to meet that goal for clients in most circumstances. While shelter is by no means an ideal environment for
people to stay long-term, we found that most shelters provided a reasonably safe and clean environment for
clients to eat, sleep, and meet basic hygiene needs. Shelters provide a high degree of oversight for client
safety, particularly around overdose prevention. Dozens of shelter clients die each year, but deaths have
consistently declined over time.

The Controller’'s Office engaged a consultant?® to conduct five focus groups with fifty shelter clients to
gather in-depth insights into client experiences. Focus groups were held at adult, family, and TAY sites
representing a mix of congregate and non-congregate, emergency shelter and navigation centers, and
locations were chosen to be representative of HSH's entire shelter portfolio.?’ Focus groups may not
represent every shelter client's experiences, but these qualitative insights, paired with data analysis and
interviews with shelter providers and HSH staff, help present a well-rounded picture of clients’ experiences in
shelter.

CLIENT SAFETY

Clients generally view safety in shelters as adequate

Shelter clients who participated in our focus groups generally perceived safety as adequate, with a few
exceptions. Notably, clients felt unsafe when staff took breaks simultaneously, and clients at one congregate
shelter felt like they had to be constantly “on guard” to avoid confrontations over space and privacy.

Female participants reported more safety concerns than their
male counterparts at adult congregate shelters. This gender
difference did not come up at adult non-congregate, or at family
or TAY shelter focus groups. While suggestive, this finding does
not rule out gender differences in safety across these sites. Focus
groups are intended to draw out deep qualitative insights but
cannot draw statistically significant conclusions about the Focus Group Participant
populations. Further work should be done to understand safety

differences across gender, as well as race, sexual orientation, age, and other characteristics.

"I feel safe to a degree, but when
staff take breaks at the same time, I
have found people who don't live

here in the dorms."”

Clients appreciated HSH's weapon check policy, which requires clients to hand over any weapons to security
personnel each time they enter the shelter. Sites typically tag and securely store items like knives or pepper

28 Talent Poole had an existing contract with HSH and experience in collecting information from marginalized groups.

2% Focus groups were held at Hamilton Family Shelter, Lower Polk TAY Navigation Center, Bayview Navigation Center, Next Door
Shelter, and 33 Gough Cabins/711 Post (combined focus group). The Controller’s Office paid for four focus groups and HSH
paid for one as information from TAY was particularly high priority for the department.
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spray and allow clients to check these out if they wish to carry them off-site. Shelter sites do not allow or
store firearms.

HSH has a number of policies to ensure safety and security at shelter sites.

e HSH requires shelters to have security personnel or safety staff on-site during operating hours. These
staff control entry and exit to the building and may assist with de-escalation or intervention in
conflicts that occur on-site.

e Security personnel are instructed to call 911 if any person is in danger or in need of immediate
medical assistance. During our interviews, multiple shelter providers noted frustrations with slow 911
response times and that police were not always helpful when they did arrive.

e Clients may be immediately expelled from shelter and suspended for up to six months for violating
certain safety rules, such as committing an act of violence, possessing a weapon on-site, or issuing a
credible threat of violence. Clients may also be expelled and suspended for up to three months for
repeated unsafe behaviors, such as issuing general threats that lack specificity, verbal harassment,
destruction of property, or sexual harassment.

e HSH's guest placement team attempts to avoid placing individuals with a shared history of violence
at the same site. Shelter providers noted this can be challenging in the TAY system, with only two
shelter sites. In these cases, HSH will attempt to place transitional aged youth into adult shelters
instead. HSH also routinely transfers clients between shelter sites to ensure their safety.

Safety incidents still occur at shelter sites on a regular basis.

e Between October 2022 and May 2023, shelter providers submitted 293 Critical Incident Reports
(CIRs) labelled “Act/Threat of Violence,” an average of 37 incidents per month across the entire
shelter system. These made up about 13% of all CIRs submitted by shelters during this time period.
Some sites did not report any acts or threats of violence.

e A separate analysis by City Performance found about half (51%) of specific incident subtypes for acts
or threats of violence corresponded to a physical assault, over a third (36%) corresponded to a verbal
threat, and the remainder corresponded with other categories including attempted assault.

Clients and providers felt theft of personal belongings was an issue

Both shelter clients and providers expressed some frustration with the amount of locker space provided on-
site and frequently noted issues with theft of personal belongings.

HSH rules limit personal belongings to roughly two large bags (approximately 30 gallons) worth of items per
person. The goal is to ensure personal items can be properly stored in secure lockers without taking up
shared space. Many sites also include limited storage for bicycles, scooters, and other large bulky items. HSH
also maintains two off-site storage facilities where clients can securely store excess personal belongings.

Clients frequently noted issues with theft and expressed a strong desire for larger and more secure storage
options. Clients noted that theft and safety concerns increased when staff took breaks simultaneously. In
adult and TAY sites, we heard about both clients and staff stealing and having items stolen.


https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/HSH%20Critical%20Incident%20Analysis%20and%20Recs%20-%20FINAL%20COMBINED%204.23.24.pdf
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In addition to theft, some clients noted instances where their personal belongings were simply discarded by
staff. Providers, meanwhile, noted the challenges with enforcing limits on personal belongings. Many staff
felt uncomfortable asking clients to discard personal items or issuing written warnings or denials of service.
Providers noted that clients tended to accumulate more items the longer their stays.
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LIVING CONDITIONS

Clients generally perceived shelters as clean

Most clients agreed that the facilities were as clean as they could be, with staff cleaning constantly. While
clients acknowledged that messes were often made by other clients, this was not seen as a reflection on the
efforts of shelter staff.

Shelter staff agreed that cleaning was a round-the-clock effort, and that they did the best they could to keep
their sites clean and pest-free. This could be difficult with many people sharing a confined space. Staff noted
that bathrooms in particular were difficult to maintain, especially at larger sites with hundreds of people.

Shelters attempt to provide welcoming environments, but clients felt the
limitations in programming

Many shelter providers attempt to create welcoming environments for clients. For example, a few sites we
visited attempted to create a “living room” type of environment in their common spaces with couches,
comfortable chairs, televisions, and client artwork. Others included central courtyard areas with tables,
benches, and plants. Multiple sites pointed out fresh paint or murals designed to make common spaces feel
less institutional and more welcoming. One site kept plants in all dorms.

Despite these efforts, shelters are fundamentally institutional
spaces that typically lack the same privacy and comfort as "They used to have programs and
housing. Congregate shelter dorms often house dozens of activities here, but now we just walk
clients in a shared space, with minimal distance between beds. around like zombies. No movie nights,

bingo nights, coffee days, nothing."

Clients also spoke about wanting more social programming at
some sites. Some providers said that on-site programs meant to Focus Group Participant
build community among shelter clients stopped during the

pandemic and hadn't been fully re-started.

Clients were dissatisfied with the quality of meals at shelters

HSH encourages shelters to offer flexible mealtimes to allow shelter clients to eat at times that work best for
them, and contracts with Meals on Wheels to provide frozen meals that can be heated on-demand for
shelter clients. However, clients at many shelters complained about the quality of the meals provided on-site,
with specific concerns about frozen meals. Clients complained about both the taste of the meals and the
food handling practices of shelter staff, with specific complaints about over- or undercooked food.

HSH, through a partnership with a DPH-employed Registered Dietitian, has recently issued new standard
operating procedures and forms to track that food is safely stored and reheated by shelter sites. HSH has
also worked with DPH to update the menu pattern for these meals to more accurately reflect the nutritional
needs of the typical shelter client and to comply with San Francisco Shelter Standards of Care legislation
guidelines around nutrition. Still, HSH noted challenges providing frozen meals that are healthy, delicious,
and affordable. Some sites received fresh food donations through Replate, which were greatly preferred by
clients. Other sites are responsible for preparing meals on-site but noted challenges with limited resources.
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OVERDOSES AND DEATHS

Overdoses and overdose reversals occur frequently in shelter

Many of the adult and TAY providers we interviewed
said that overdose reversals happen frequently.

Some shelter sites estimated they are at least a What is Harm Reduction?

weekly occurrence. We sought to validate this claim

by looking at Critical Incident Reports submitted by Harm reduction is an evidence-based approach to
shelter providers to HSH. Between October 2022 and engaging with and providing services to people
May 2023, 154 overdoses and overdose reversals who use drugs. Harm reduction strategies aim to
were reported by the shelter sites in our analysis. minimize the negative effects of drug use, such as
These largely occurred at congregate shelter sites overdoses and infectious disease transmission,
(68%), and shelters serving adult populations (97%). while improving the health and wellbeing of drug

A separate analysis by City Performance into HSH's users.
Critical Incident Reporting found that most (71%)
shelter providers interviewed believed that critical
incidents, such as overdose reversals, are
underreported to HSH, largely due to unclear
reporting guidelines. This suggests that the true
number of overdoses and overdose reversals is likely
higher than reported. That project led to suggested
improvements in reporting tools and processes
which HSH has begun to implement.

As a harm reduction organization, HSH does not
exclude people from accessing services or
housing based on substance use or diagnosis of a
substance use disorder. HSH and the
Department's service providers focus on
behaviors that promote safety of the client and
community rather than sobriety compliance.

The shelter system takes numerous precautions to prevent fatal overdoses,
given the high instances of drug use among shelter clients

HSH maintains an Overdose Prevention Policy as legislatively required. It outlines strategies to prevent
overdoses by clients who use drugs. Shelters take several precautions, which likely save lives:

e All shelter staff are required to complete an online Harm Reduction/Overdose Prevention Training
developed by DPH, which includes how to respond to and reverse overdoses.

e All shelter sites stock doses of Naloxone, an overdose reversal drug, and all shelter staff are trained to
administer it.

e Shelter staff conduct regular wellness checks, in some cases as frequently as every fifteen minutes.
Staff typically require visual or verbal confirmation from each client that they are ok, and track this
against a roster to ensure all clients are healthy and accounted for.

o All shelter sites must have a documented onsite overdose response policy and protocols that provide
specific guidance on what to do if an individual overdoses at the shelter.

e Behavioral health services are available to shelter guests, often through DPH staff at the site.


https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2024-05/HSH%20Critical%20Incident%20Analysis%20and%20Recs%20-%20FINAL%20COMBINED%204.23.24.pdf
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There is evidence of decreasing deaths of shelter clients

HSH tracks shelter client deaths when a client dies on-

site or a provider is informed of a death and records Deaths As an Exit Have Been

those as the reason for exit from shelter. This provides Decreasing Since 2021
an estimate of deaths for people who were considered 19 38
shelter clients at the time of death. This does not mean 78
the client died at the shelter and does not provide the 75 2.1%
cause of death.
50
Between July 2020 and June 2021, death was cited as a .
reason for an exit from shelter 88 times. Between 2023 0.9% 0.4%
and 2024, that number was 32. This period mostly 0
covers the COVID-19 pandemic and its aftermath, and FY21 FY22 FY23 FY24

the trend of the data may reflect impacts from that.
Without more detailed data we are limited in what we
can say about this trend, but it is a positive indicator.

Deaths ==@==Rate

One potential explanation is an increase in supervision in emergency shelter, both in comparison to some
types of housing and to past practices. HSH and nonprofit partners have iterated on oversight practices since
the first Shelter-in-Place hotels were managed in 2020 and 2021. Creation of the Overdose Prevention Policy
and subsequent training and implementation may also be responsible for decreasing deaths.

Shelters may do a better job preventing overdoses than more private
settings like housing

There is a high level of oversight and safety precautions in shelter, especially in congregate settings where
there are many people around, which creates a safer environment for drug users. This high degree of
oversight allows staff to quickly catch drug overdoses when they happen and step in to reverse them. We
heard many stories of shelter staff administering Naloxone to reverse an overdose, and providers frequently
cited the importance of regular, thorough wellness checks throughout the entire building. Private areas like
bathroom stalls were considered hotspots for drug use, and staff noted the importance of frequently
checking in and getting verbal confirmation that clients were ok.

This apparent success in preventing or reversing overdoses is not necessarily evidence that shelter is the
most appropriate location for clients with active substance use disorders. Shelter remains a temporary
solution, and providers struggle with the level of care high-need clients require and believe there is a
shortage of supportive treatment options.

2.5%
2.0%
1.5%
1.0%
0.5%
0.0%
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PATTERNS AND LENGTH OF SHELTER STAYS

Emergency shelter is only meant to be a temporary resource while clients seek permanent housing. Prior to
the COVID-19 pandemic, HSH limited most shelter stays to 90 days, with the ability for clients to request
additional extensions. Stay limits were lifted during the pandemic in order to stabilize shelter communities
and reduce the spread of the virus, but HSH is currently evaluating stay-length data and recently reinstated
limits on family shelter stays.

Client flow is a combination of the length of individual shelter stays, overall time in the shelter system, and
the extent to which clients have multiple stays or instances of homelessness. Identifying patterns in how
shelter clients move through the system helps understand the costs of the system, whether there are groups
of people with different needs using the system in different ways. In the long run, identifying profiles of
shelter clients could support the department in targeting different shelters or interventions based on need.

Half of shelter stays are over one month

While shelter is an emergency intervention rather than a housing solution, most stays are for more than a
week, and almost half are for more than one month. Median length of stay was highest during the COVID-19
pandemic when the City removed any length of stay limits and managed a large number of Shelter in Place
hotels. Length of stay has decreased over the last two years as the overall system has worked to return to
normal functioning but has not reinstated a length of stay limit for adult or TAY shelter.
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Half of Shelter Stays are Over One Month but Shelter Stay
Length has Decreased since 2022

48% o1%
o
39%
30%
21% 23%
(]
30%
24%
18%
10% 13% 14%
o
2021 2022 2023 2024

Stays under one week Stays under one month

=@-Stays over 6 months



52 | Shelter Assessment 3. Findings: Client Experiences and Outcomes

These numbers are estimates based on the internal HMIS system.*® Because that system is administrative
stay data, length of stay is calculated by individual shelter program enrollment. Clients who move directly
from one shelter to another are represented with separate stays and separate lengths of stay per shelter.

The majority of shelter clients appear in shelter once

Over the last four years, over half of people who appear in the shelter system have a single stay. These
individuals may still be experiencing homelessness or they may no longer require shelter due to having
resolved their housing instability or left San Francisco.

Most Clients had Only One Stay Between July 2020 and
June 2024
70%
0% 59%
50%
40%

30%
21%
20%
10%
10% 5% 5%

0% .

1 2 3 4 5 or more

Relatively few shelter clients have stays spanning more than two years

About 12% of people who stayed in shelter at least once between FY21 and FY24 have stays spanning three
or four years. This may be one long stay or multiple instances. This is an indicator of people remaining
homeless in San Francisco for long periods. In contrast, over 60% of people have a stay in only one fiscal
year. Removing shelter clients who only stayed in FY24, almost half of shelter clients only appear in the
emergency shelter system for one year.

Of people who exited from shelter any time during FY23, approximately three-quarters did not have a stay
during FY24, meaning they did not return to the emergency shelter system for over a year. This does not
necessarily indicate they found permanent housing, and available data don’t show that they were
significantly more likely to exit to a permanent housing situation than clients who returned within a year.

30 Length of stay and number of stay calculations exclude stays with a duration of zero days or any stays with negative
durations (an exit date prior to an entry date) since they are unlikely to be valid shelter stays.
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This suggests that while there are many people who experience homelessness for long or repeated periods
of time, there are many more who use the shelter system either intermittently or only once while
experiencing housing instability. To assess use of the shelter system or the long run outcomes of those
leaving would require much more in-depth analysis. There is additional discussion of the limitations of
available data in Section 4 on Data Availability and Quality.

The average adult shelter bed served 3.5 people per year

The most basic measure of flow through the system is the number of people served by the average shelter
bed in the system over the course of the year. The higher the number, the shorter the average length of stay
in shelter for each person. People move through congregate shelter much faster than they move through
non-congregate shelter. This means that one congregate bed will serve more people than one non-
congregate bed. This can be good or bad: it may mean that people are using congregate shelter as
temporary stabilization to move on to permanent housing solutions, or it may mean people are quickly
cycling through congregate shelters back to the streets.

In the Adult Shelter System, One Bed Serves More Clients in the Congregate System than One
Unit Serves in the Non-Congregate System

Congregate Non-Congregate
4.3 clients served 2.1 clients served

per bed per bed/unit



54 | Shelter Assessment 3. Findings: Client Experiences and Outcomes

SHELTER CLIENT HOUSING OUTCOMES

Shelter providers are generally expected to record where a client goes when they leave shelter. The exit
destinations help the City understand if shelter clients leave the system entirely, move elsewhere in the
homeless response system, or move into permanent housing. This helps HSH understand how clients move
through the system and is one measure they can use to evaluate the success of shelter. Providers use the
Online Navigation and Entry (ONE) System to track these exits and input a client’s exit destination using set
categories required by HUD. Ensuring a positive exit from shelter is not the sole responsibility of the shelter
operator. Housing and exits from homelessness are primarily a function of the City’s coordinated entry and
housing placement work.

Over half of clients don’t have a record of where they went upon leaving
shelter, which limits the conclusions we can draw about shelter outcomes

Across all shelters, 51% of clients had unknown exit destinations. This varies across shelters, ranging from
over 95% of clients with unknown exit destinations, to shelters with higher data quality with under 10% of
their clients with unknown exit destinations. Generally, family shelters appear to have higher data quality
than adult shelters. Shelters that closed down during the reporting period also have higher data quality
around exit destinations.

While there are a variety of reasons why data on exits are missing, it means there are limited conclusions we
can draw about housing outcomes. In particular, while we initially intended to estimate how much the City is
paying for a client to have a positive housing outcome (i.e. exit to a permanent housing situation), the
number of unknown exit destinations impacts the utility of that type of analysis. This section discusses the
limited conclusions we can draw. We further discuss why so many exit destinations are missing and data
quality challenges more generally in Section 4. Findings: Shelter Policies and Operations.

Clients experience mixed outcomes even in available exit data

HUD defines a positive outcome from shelter as a client exiting to any permanent housing situation. Across
all clients in the reporting period, only 13% exited to permanent housing. Aside from unknown exit
destinations, the other largest category is clients exiting to either sheltered or unsheltered homeless
situations. The other exits tracked are categorized as temporary housing situations, institutional situations, or
other situations. Temporary housing situation includes transitional housing which is part of the homeless
response system, temporary stays with family or friends, etc. Institutional situations include hospitals, long-
term care facilities, or jail or prison.

Shelter can provide non-housing benefits to clients. Providers often mentioned more expansive definitions of
success, including clients taking the first steps towards accessing substance use disorder treatment, shelter
preventing overdose deaths, clients getting access to healthcare, and more, even if those clients do not then
immediately move on to permanent housing. While these successes are important, this section focuses on
where a client goes when they leave shelter.
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In adult shelter, only a small proportion of clients exit to permanent housing

In adult shelter, 54% of clients exited to unknown destinations in FY23 and FY24. While this limits the
conclusions we can draw about differences in successful outcomes between types of adult shelter, there are
still some insights. Crisis intervention data is slightly skewed because many of the largest safe sleep and safe
parking programs wound down in the reporting period. Shelter staff there may have been better equipped
to gather data on exits, since they were helping clients determine where to go once the program closed.

Across all adult shelter types, data show that relatively few clients exit to permanent housing.

Adult Shelter: There are Many Unknown Exit

Destinations and Many Exits to Homeless Situations

Crisis Intervention 20%

0%
B Homeless: Sheltered

® Permanent Housing

Adult Shelter: Clients in Non-Congregate Shelter

42%
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B Homeless: Unsheltered © Other

B Unknown

80%

More Likely to Exit to Permanent Housing
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M Permanent Housing
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B Homeless: Unsheltered © Other

H Unknown

80%

100%

100%

Clients appear to have
slightly better outcomes in
navigation centers than in
emergency shelter. In
navigation centers, 16% exit
to permanent housing, while
21% exit to homeless
situations. In comparison, 7%
of emergency shelter clients
exited to permanent
housing, about half the
proportion in navigation
centers, while 36% exited to
homeless situations.

Clients in non-congregate
shelter were more likely to
exit to permanent housing
situations than those in
congregate shelter: 30%
compared to 7%. This may be
because non-congregate
programs typically prioritize
clients who are eligible for
PSH. Data quality also
appears to be better in non-
congregate sites where 35%
of clients have unknown
outcomes compared to over
60% in congregate shelters.
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In family shelter, data quality and outcomes are better, but a majority of
households still exit to unknown destinations or return to homelessness

We look at exits in the family
system by household rather
than by individual client.
Across all family shelter,
there is higher data quality
than in the adult shelter
system and better outcomes
overall. Thirty-six percent of
outcomes are unknown and
20% of exits are to
permanent housing. While
this is better in adult shelter,
only one in five families are
known to exit shelter to
housing.

Family Shelter: Fewer Unknown Exit Destinations;
More Households Exit to Permanent Housing than in
the Adult System

All Programs V2 11%
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Comparing family shelter household exits in congregate and non-congregate shelter illustrates how clients
flow through these different types of shelters. Very few households exit congregate shelter to permanent
housing and 41% exit to sheltered homeless situations. This is likely because when families first enter the
system, they are often placed in congregate shelter before moving into non-congregate units. This likely
accounts for most of those exits. One quarter of households in non-congregate shelter exit to permanent

housing. Interestingly, no
households with outcome
data exited congregate
shelter to unsheltered
situations. Eight percent of
households exited non-
congregate shelter to
unsheltered homeless
situations. While this is better
than the adult system, where
28% of all clients exit to
unsheltered homeless
situations, that still represents
almost one in 10 families in
non-congregate shelter
ending up unsheltered in the
reporting period.

Family Shelter: More Households Exit to Permanent
Housing from Non-Congregate Shelter than
Congregate Shelter

Non-Congregate 21% 8% 17%
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

W Homeless: Sheltered  ® Homeless: Unsheltered i Other

M Permanent Housing ~ ® Unknown
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TAY shelter has slightly better outcomes than adult congregate shelter,
although there are still high numbers of unknown exits

Exit destination data quality is low in TAY shelter programs; over 50% of exit destinations are unknown. This
is comparable to the data quality in the adult system. A large proportion of TAY shelter clients exit to other
destinations, the majority of which are temporary housing. Fifteen percent exit to permanent housing and
around 11% exit to homeless situations. Both statistics are better than outcomes in congregate adult shelter.

TAY Shelter: There are Many Unknown Exit Destintions

All Programs 20% 15% 53%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90% 100%

B Homeless: Sheltered W Homeless: Unsheltered Other Permanent Housing Unknown

Providers report challenges with helping clients exit shelter to permanent
housing

Providers report struggling with helping people who aren't eligible for PSH find housing. The ability for
clients to exit to permanent housing situations is dependent on the availability of option for clients.

HSH administers several permanent housing programs for people experiencing homelessness, including
Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH), Rapid Rehousing (RRH), and other housing voucher programs (e.g.,
Emergency Housing Vouchers). HSH prioritizes clients for these programs based on population-specific
assessments via the Coordinated Entry system. These assessments are scored to assess vulnerability to
homelessness, barriers to housing, and chronicity of homelessness. Based on their score, clients may either
be assigned to Housing Referral Status, which makes them eligible for HSH's permanent housing options, or
Problem Solving Status, which does not. Clients who are referred to Problem Solving status will receive help
and financial assistance to explore options outside of HSH's housing programs.

People who are experiencing homelessness may also be eligible for other subsidized housing programs
available to low-income households, including City-sponsored affordable housing, federal housing vouchers
(e.g., Housing Choice Vouchers), local housing subsidy programs (e.g., Emergency Rental Assistance
Program), or public housing. These programs are not administered by HSH, but shelter case managers can
help clients explore which programs they may be eligible for and fill out applications.

Clients may also self-stabilize by finding their own market rate housing, permanently finding a place with
friends or family, or some other solution without any assistance.

One of the reasons for the low exits to permanent housing may be the limited availability of permanent
housing options both within and outside of the homelessness response system. Providers regularly reported
that they struggle to figure out how to help clients if they don't qualify for PSH. HSH is currently in the
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process of re-designing Coordinated Entry but estimates
as of January 2023 show that 10% of adults,** 40% of
families, and 10% of TAY who complete a Housing
Primary Assessment will be eligible for PSH. An Expanded shelter health capacity
additional group will be eligible for RRH, a time-limited Expanded behavioral health capacity
support. This leaves many people looking for solutions Addiction recovery programs
outside of the homelessness response system.

Additional Services Desired

Job training
Financial literacy programming

Subsidized housing programs outside of the L :
Immigration or legal services

homelessness response system often have long waiting
lists or many applicants for a limited number of housing
units. Further, clients may not be eligible for certain local
or federal housing programs due to lack of income, immigration status, criminal background, or other
factors. Most options in the private rental market are likely out of reach without a rental subsidy.

The shelter system is limited in its ability to provide services that support
flow into housing

While San Francisco's shelter system stabilizes people in crisis, it struggles to connect those people with
permanent housing solutions to resolve their homelessness. Just 13% of shelter clients exit to permanent
housing. Shelter providers, clients, and HSH staff all expressed a desire for more programming and services
to support people in moving from shelter to housing.

HSH has expanded shelter services meant to connect clients to permanent housing solutions in recent years.
In FY23, HSH provided additional funding to expand housing-focused case management at the adult shelter
system and ensure minimum case management staffing ratios across all programs (1:25 in adult shelters, and
1:15 in family shelters). Case managers work with each client to develop personalized housing-focused care
plans, complete coordinated entry assessments, and gather any documentation needed to move into
permanent housing (e.g., government-issued ID, proof of income, disability certification, etc.).

While case management is undoubtedly a step in the right direction, clients had mixed opinions about the
efficacy of their case managers. Many expressed that their case managers were unhelpful or unprofessional.
Case managers expressed that many clients were reluctant to engage with them. In the future, HSH should
evaluate the efficacy of case management services to better understand whether this investment is
impacting client wellbeing and housing outcomes.

In addition to case management, both providers and clients expressed a desire for more wrap-around
services to meet clients’ needs. There was a strong desire for more programs to support clients’ physical
and behavioral health, including programs to support clients with addiction. Multiple providers cited a lack
of recovery programs and noted that clients who struggle with addiction often don't succeed in permanent
housing. We also heard a desire for additional programming to help “bridge the gap” from shelter to
housing, like group therapy, job training, financial literacy programming, and immigration or legal services.

31 This estimate is larger for certain populations, including Veterans (30%) and Adults who are actively enrolled in CAAP (20%).
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EQUITY IN EXPERIENCES AND OUTCOMES

We look at both client experiences and client outcomes to assess equity in the shelter system.

Client focus groups revealed some differences in perceptions of treatment
by race, but limited outcome data make it difficult to draw conclusions

Across focus groups clients reported varied experiences with staff support and with the quality of support
received through case management. Some clients felt there was a lack of empathy and lack of support from
shelter staff, while others had more positive experiences. The size of population and collection methodology
limits nuance in understanding if those differences fell along racial lines. The contractor conducting the focus
groups reported a few notable differences. Latine or Hispanic and monolingual Spanish speakers were
somewhat more likely to report that they felt shelter staff were not empathetic or supportive. In
addition, they felt there were limited services available in Spanish which was a barrier to accessing resources.
This finding around differences in experiences from Spanish speakers and Latine or Hispanic clients suggests
that HSH may need additional culturally competent programs or staff to adequately serve this population.

There are differences in the racial and ethnic groups served by different
adult shelter programs, but those differences do not show specific groups
receiving more investment or more services than others

There are some differences by race and ethnicity in the populations of different shelter models.

In the adult system, there is some variation in comparing crisis intervention to emergency shelter to
navigation center models:

¢ Navigation centers are more likely to serve Black clients.

e Crisis intervention or emergency shelters are more likely to serve White clients than navigation
centers.

o Crisis intervention or navigation centers are more likely to serve Multiracial including Latine or
Hispanic clients than emergency shelter.

o Crisis intervention programs are less likely to serve Asian clients.
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In the Adult System there is Variation in the Distribution of Clients by
Race/Ethnicity in Different Shelter Program Types
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In assessing whether or not these disparities in race and ethnicity by shelter type leads to equity concerns,
it's important to assess whether other factors could contribute to these discrepancies, such as age or housing
referral status.

It's also important to look at both the spending on each type of shelter and the level of services provided in
each shelter. Cost does not correlate to the level of services provided. While Crisis Intervention models are
the costliest, they also provide the lowest level of service. This means that even though White clients are
more likely to be in the costlier shelter, they are not receiving higher levels of service. The data here does not
tell a clear story from an equity perspective.

Note that we did not include TAY shelter in the analysis because there is only one emergency shelter and one
navigation center serving TAY clients, both of which are congregate, which makes for limited analysis.

In both the adult and family systems, congregate shelters are more likely to
serve clients with any Latine or Hispanic identity than non-congregate
shelter models

Looking at adult shelter and family shelter separately, in each system non-congregate shelters are more likely

to serve Black or White clients while congregate shelters are more likely to serve clients with any Latine or
Hispanic identity. These differences are more pronounced in the family shelter system.
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In the Adult System, Non-Congregate Shelter is More Likely to Serve Black
and White Clients While Congregate Shelter is More Likely to Serve Latine
or Hispanic Clients.

409 35%
o 20% % 31%
30%
0,
20% O 17%
10% 4% 3% 4% 2% I I 3% 3% 2% 2% 1% 1%
0% I | — — —
Asian Black Latine or Multracial Multiracial Native Am Native White
Hispanic  (inc. Latine or  (notinc. Hawaiian /
Hispanic) Latine or Pacific
Hispanic) Islander
m Congregate M Non-Congregate
In the Family System, Non-Congregate Shelter is More Likely to Serve Black
Clients while Congregate Shelter is More Likely to Serve Latine or Hispanic
Clients
51%
50%
40% 34% 33%
30%
19%
20% 17% ° 14%
()
o 2> Al Hm mE e wm w2
0% I ] || -
Asian Black Latine or Multracial Multiracial Native Am Native White
Hispanic  (inc. Latine or  (notinc. Hawaiian /
Hispanic) Latine or Pacific
Hispanic) Islander

m Congregate M Non-Congregate

As above, it's important to consider what other factors could lead to these differences to assess if these
differences are indicative of system inequities. For example, during the reporting period family shelter policy
was that households entering shelter could be on the waitlist for non-congregate units while in congregate
shelter. Provider interviews suggested that clients in adult non-congregate shelter were more likely to have
housing referrals and be awaiting placement. If Latine or Hispanic households have been in the shelter for
less time or Latine or Hispanic clients are less likely to be referred into permanent housing placements, then
they would then be less likely to be in non-congregate models. We recommend that HSH assess if these
discrepancies still exist under current shelter policies, and if so, they should look into why these
discrepancies may exist to determine if the shelter system is serving clients with Latine or Hispanic identity

equitably.
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Few differences in exit outcomes exist by race or ethnicity, and differences
may be attributable to other client characteristics

Equity does not necessarily mean that clients of all races and ethnicities are equally likely on average to exit
to a positive housing destination. There are a few key points of consideration when assessing if the system
results in equitable outcomes:

e Historic and systemic racism has prevented BIPOC residents from accessing the same housing
opportunities as White San Franciscans. As a result, an equitable shelter system may result in BIPOC
clients receiving more support to enter into permanent housing solutions.

e Equity should be analyzed through multiple demographic dimensions. For example, if one racial
group experiences better outcomes, is that a sign of system inequity? Or, is that group more likely to
have other demographic dimensions that impact eligibility for housing programs (such as age or
disability status)?

e We have limited nuance in our exit destination data. It does not contain data on whether people
remain in the city, the quality of housing or other destination, or whether people stay there.

We note this to illustrate that defining an equitable system is challenging and nuanced. However, due to data
limitations mentioned above, this report’s primary way of assessing equity is looking at outcomes by race
and ethnicity and gender. We can also look at race and ethnicity crosstabs, as explored in the demographics
section above, to understand if other factors may be at play.

As stated above, the number of unknown exit destinations makes it difficult to get clear takeaways. However,
overall, there is little variation in exits to homelessness by race/ethnicity. Latine or Hispanic, Multiracial
(Including Latine and Hispanic), and Native American clients are slightly more likely to exit into homeless
situations. However, as explored in the demographics section, any client identifying as any identity that
includes Latine or Hispanic is much more likely to be part of a family household than those identifying as
other racial or ethnic groups. We also know, due to the data above, that families often start in congregate
shelter then move to non-congregate shelter, which is recorded as an exit to sheltered homelessness. This is
likely what this data is capturing.

There are Limited Differences in Total Exits to Homelessness by
Race/Ethnicity
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White and Native American clients are slightly more likely than other clients to exit to unsheltered
homelessness, while other racial groups have relatively similar proportions exiting to unsheltered
homelessness. Note that Native American and Native Hawaiian Pacific Islander identities have the fewest
clients in this data, so large differences may be due to the small number of clients rather than actual
underlying differences.?

Similarly, White and Native American clients are least likely to exit to permanent housing.3* Most other
demographic groups have similar proportions of clients exiting to permanent housing.

White and Native American Clients are Least Likely to Exit to
Permanent Housing
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There is some evidence of inequity by gender
At one site, female clients noted more concerns with safety and cleanliness than male clients did.

Shelter operators struggle to balance safety for female guests with low barrier models. Some providers
reported that they did not feel the shelter grievance policy gave them sufficient control over removing
shelter clients that were causing issues among the client population. We discuss this further in Section 4 of
the report. One specific example given was that the provider couldn’t deny service to a client for sexual
harassment unless staff witnessed harassment. This left the provider feeling as though they were leaving

32 For Native American clients n = 302, of which 104 exited to homeless situations. For Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander
clients n = 204, of which 61 exited to homeless situations.

33 For White clients, n = 4,227. 438 exited to permanent housing. For Native American clients, 30 of 322 exited to permanent
housing.
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some clients in close contact with someone who had harassed them. HSH has limited ability to adjust the
shelter grievance policy as it is written in the San Francisco Administrative Code. The department has a policy
to offer safety transfers to victims as one way to address safety concerns in situations like this.

In addition, aside from the domestic violence shelters, which are out of scope for this report, there is only
one shelter that exclusively serves men, one that exclusively serves women, and one that exclusively serves
transgender and gender non-binary clients. Most shelters do not have separate dorms or spaces for men
and women. This allows the system to be responsive to the actual population seeking shelter and place
someone anywhere there are beds available, but may contribute to feeling a lack of safety.
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4. Findings: Shelter Policies and Operations

HSH is generally aware of both the strengths and weaknesses in the shelter system’s operations and policies.
They continue to actively work on most areas included in this analysis. Many areas have been challenges for

years, and while HSH has significantly expanded the shelter system, progress on many issues remains slow.

PARTNERSHIP BETWEEN HSH AND PROVIDERS

Day-to-day collaboration between HSH and providers is going well

Shelter providers interviewed universally reported positive experiences with their HSH Program Managers.

HSH Program Managers reported that being a problem-solving partner and providing day-to-day support to

providers was a key part of their job and they saw it as one of the benefits of working with the City. Providers
expressed dissatisfaction with some of HSH’'s mandated policies but not with the HSH staff they work with

regularly.

Because Program Managers are so responsive to providers, they constantly toggle between higher-level
systems work and operational support or emergency response. Program Managers we interviewed
mentioned their heavy workload, and the feeling that the “days blur together because the work never stops.”
HSH's shelter team should continue to be highly communicative, collaborative, supportive partners for
shelter providers. However, HSH may wish to evaluate what the appropriate staffing levels and roles and
responsibilities for Program Managers are to maximize their impact and prevent burnout.

Maintaining fair and comprehensive shelter policies that satisfy all

stakeholders is challenging

Interviews and focus groups suggest it is difficult to
develop shelter policies that satisfy the needs of shelter
clients, providers, and community members. In general,
all stakeholders expressed a desire for fair and
transparent shelter rules that created low barriers to
entry while maintaining a safe environment for clients.
However, clients and providers often disagreed about
what this should look like in practice.

Shelter clients and providers both expressed
frustration with the application of shelter rules.

One of the most frequent client complaints was
perceived inconsistent rule enforcement by shelter staff.
Many focus group participants felt that staff displayed
favoritism toward certain clients and applied shelter
rules unfairly. The Shelter Grievance Ordinance provides

Low-Barrier Shelter

24/7 access (no curfew)

Multi-day stays (clients don't need
to line up for a bed each night and
vacate their bed each morning)
Allows people to shelter with their
partners, pets, and possessions
Flexible mealtimes

Few or no entry requirements (e.g.,
drug/alcohol testing, criminal
background checks)

No service participation or work
requirements to stay in shelter
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a measure of due process and protections to clients when they feel like a denial of service was issued unfairly
by allowing a client to appeal that denial, first to the shelter and then to an independent arbitrator.

Providers, meanwhile, generally sought more discretion to enforce consequences for unsafe client behaviors.
Staff frequently cited examples of times when they believed a rule violation occurred, but they were unable
to hold clients accountable. For example:

Shelter staff must witness a rule violation to issue a warning or a denial of service. Providers were
frustrated when they felt they had sufficient evidence that a rule violation occurred, but no staff
person had witnessed the violation firsthand.

Providers felt that clients sometimes found “loopholes” that allowed them to violate the spirit, if not
the letter, of a rule. For example, clients may issue veiled threats to avoid an immediate denial of
service (e.g., “let’s take this outside”), or walk 200 feet away from the property before breaking a rule
to avoid any consequences (e.g., fighting with another client).

Providers were frustrated when denials of service were overturned by independent arbitrators. Our
analysis shows this happened infrequently, but these instances were quite salient to providers. Two
percent of all denials issued between July 2022 and December 2023 were overturned in arbitration.

Clients and providers had specific feedback on certain shelter policies.

Families were frustrated with a policy that prohibits shelter clients from watching each other’s
children. This policy likely exists because there are liability concerns, but was frustrating for clients
who wanted to share childcare responsibilities with one another, especially if they needed to work.
Most providers had specific feedback on what should constitute an immediate denial of service. One
example was for sexual harassment, which is currently classified as a non-immediate denial of service.
This means that a client must receive three warnings in a 30-day period for the same offense before
being asked to leave shelter. The result was that clients may be forced to remain in shelter with a
person who harassed them multiple times.

Most providers supported re-instituting a length-of-stay policy. They felt that placing a cap on length
of stay, with extensions possible for people who were actively working toward housing, motivated
clients to engage with services and work toward housing.

Shelter policies must balance multiple competing goals and priorities.

Maintaining low-barrier shelters sometimes comes into conflict with the goal of clean and safe
environments for all clients. Removing barriers to entry like drug or alcohol testing or allowing
additional belongings or pets helps to increase acceptance of shelter but can create additional
challenges like higher levels of substance use within shelters or conflicts or cleanliness issues around
pets or belongings.

Maintaining uniform policies across shelters is meant to ensure equitable treatment of shelter clients
while shelter providers desire discretion to allow for differences in populations and circumstances.
HSH currently issues consistent rules across sites but attempts to balance this by allowing sites to
propose new rules, which may be adopted system wide.

The City maintains policies and procedures meant to guarantee shelter clients some due process to
protect from arbitrary or discriminatory treatment. Providers and sometimes other clients feel that
can create unreasonably high standards for proof. This type of conflict is not unique to the shelter
system but can be challenging none-the-less.
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HSH should continue work to make monitoring more comprehensive and
outcomes focused

HSH is in the process of developing a Performance Measurement Plan (PMP), which will define a set of
metrics that HSH will track to evaluate whether they are making progress on departmental goals. Once
completed, the PMP will inform the performance measures and targets that HSH includes in new contracts
with nonprofit providers. Currently, all shelter contracts include some performance measures. However, many
of these measures track inputs and outputs, but not outcomes that the City is focused on improving. HSH
should develop a coherent theory of action that clearly states how inputs, efficiency, and outputs will lead to
outcomes that are aligned with HSH's departmental goals.

Many shelter contracts only include a single outcome measure, which tracks client satisfaction with services
on site. The wording of the measure varies from contract-to-contract, but HSH typically sets a target of 75%
satisfaction for providers.

e "75 percent of those completing the quarterly satisfaction survey will Strongly Agree or Agree that
they are satisfied with the services on site."

e "Grantee shall ensure that a minimum of 75 percent of clients participating in a Satisfaction Survey
will rate the treatment by staff, quality of meals, connection to services and safety as good or
excellent”

Some contracts include a confusing mix of performance measures. For example, one contract requires that
100% of clients receive case management, 100% receive housing advocacy support, but only 60% receive
case management which includes housing advocacy support.

Overall, HSH is collaborating closely with providers to monitor day-to-day operations, but should continue
ongoing work to develop a consistent and meaningful set of performance measures by which they measure
performance. These measures should:

e Be consistent across contracts within the same service area, even if targets differ by population
served.

e Be simple and easy to understand.

e Berelevant to the services and outcomes a provider is contracted to deliver.
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RESOURCE CHALLENGES FOR PROVIDERS

Both shelter providers and HSH staff noted a significant gap between people’s expectations of shelter and
the resources allocated to meet those expectations.

Managing street conditions is difficult for providers

Shelter providers must adhere to HSH’'s Good Neighbor Policy, which requires them to minimize the impact
of clients on the neighborhood. However, providers continually mentioned that they lacked adequate
resources and authority to manage street conditions around their site. The most common concern was a lack
of staffing. For example, one site noted that their contract only included funding for one security guard per
shift, and that it was unrealistic to expect this person to monitor entry and exit from the building while also
managing conditions outside. Another site noted that they do send shelter staff on routine "block walks,” but
it is challenging to find coverage for these. A third site conducted regular “permitter checks” and maintained
a 24/7 phone line for neighbors to report concerns. However, they noted this took considerable resources
and they struggled to keep up.

Even when shelters could find staff coverage, they felt limited in their ability to manage loitering or drug
activity outside the building. HSH's Denial of Service policy only extends to acts or threats of violence
committed within 200 feet from the building; staff cannot deny clients for other behavior outside the shelter.
Staff felt unable to enforce consequences for clients who broke other shelter rules or engaged in violence
beyond this limit short of calling the police. Staff also noted safety concerns and wished that street
ambassadors or other resources could help manage drug activity and threats of violence nearby. For
example, one site noted that there were multiple drug dealers who routinely set up on their block, but staff
did not feel safe confronting them and worried about retribution if they called the police.

Providers don’t feel adequately resourced to provide necessary support to
high-need clients

Shelter clients are more likely to report a disabling condition or substance use disorder than the general
population (see Shelter System Demographics). This is evident even with a large volume of missing data for
the two characteristics. There is some suggestive evidence in shelter stay data that the number of clients with
disabilities or substance use disorder has increased in the past two years, though it is not conclusive given
data quality.

Providers also reported high levels of clients with significant physical, mental, and behavioral health needs.
During interviews they uniformly felt under-resourced to care for clients with the most acute needs. These
clients often require skilled nursing, social work, and/or therapy at levels that shelter does not have the
resources to provide. Shelter clients may receive In Home Supportive Services (IHSS) like other San Francisco
residents, but those services have limitations which often do not bridge the entire need for those with
significant physical limitations. HSH has explored models that exist elsewhere to provide senior-specific
shelters which could provide more active and concentrated supportive services for populations most likely to
have physical disabilities. There is no confirmed plan or timeline at this stage.
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Shelter providers and HSH staff noted that HSH's Harm Reduction policy is working well for getting drug
users into shelter and engaging with services. However, they felt that Harm Reduction needed to be paired
with treatment options for clients who want them. Most people interviewed felt there were not enough
treatment options available. HSH is currently running a 20-room pilot program with DPH which provides
immediate shelter and access to prescription addiction medication and moves people directly into residential
treatment programs if appropriate. If the program is successful and able to be scaled up significantly it could
reduce some issues within the shelter system but is unlikely to be a comprehensive solution to high levels of
need within emergency shelter.

HSH works to provide medical and behavioral health at shelter sites through DPH as well as additional
training to providers on managing clients with high needs.

Low paying jobs for difficult work makes hiring and retaining staff
challenging

Direct services roles within shelters are frequently difficult and demanding. Clients often need a higher level
of care than shelters have the resources to provide. We heard stories of front-line staff who provide intensive
physical caretaking, reverse drug overdoses, de-escalate psychotic episodes, and break up fights. Many of
these roles are staffed as entry-level positions despite requiring significant training and experience to
perform successfully.

Despite the challenging work performed by shelter staff, their salaries are exceedingly low. As a result,
providers and HSH staff both noted the difficulty attracting and retaining nonprofit shelter workers with the
skills to succeed in their roles. The Nonprofit Wage and Equity Survey that the Controller’s Office published
in 2023 supports these observations. The report notes that 36% of workers in organizations focusing on
homelessness made $25 per hour or less. Case management is another example of difficult work that is low
paid yet is an essential and expanding job class in shelters. The survey found that most Case Management
jobs paid under $30 per hour and that the role had high vacancy rates across the City-funded nonprofit
sector.



https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2023-04/Nonprofit%20Wage%20and%20Equity%20Survey%20Report%204.25.23.pdf
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DATA AVAILABILITY AND QUALITY

Data quality and availability is a longstanding challenge for HSH. Since the department was created almost a
decade ago it has worked to implement a new Homeless Management Information System (HMIS) for client
tracking and reporting, but there are remaining shortcomings both in that system and in other areas of data
tracking and collection which limit possible analysis.

There are significant challenges in working with HMIS data that make it
difficult to assess the impact of services or answer key questions about how
the shelter system is functioning

System purpose: HSH's HMIS system is built to be compliant with Federal HUD requirements around
reporting as well as to manage program openings, referrals, and enrollments. It is not a system
designed specifically for more nuanced performance metrics or long-run outcomes tracking.

o It can be difficult to define and calculate a shelter stay or instance of homelessness because
clients may show changes in shelter or multiple stays at a single shelter if they were re-
entered or moved in the system for a technical reason, even if in practice it is a single stay.

o There are also a number of overlapping stays that suggest lags in or inaccurate data entry.
System migration challenges: HSH implemented their current HMIS system, the ONE System, in
2017. This was a slow migration and so over the past few years data has been dispersed across
multiple systems which led to challenges collating data to get a full understanding of the shelter
system. As of Fall 2024, all shelters have been migrated to the ONE System. Additionally, many
providers also use their own data systems to track clients, so inputting data into the ONE System
requires double data entry.

Missing demographic information or exit destinations: Half of exit destinations in FY23 and FY24
were recorded either as missing or “other”, and some demographic information, particularly reported
disabilities or substance use disorder have large numbers of missing reports. There have been
observed improvements in the availability of demographic information over the past few years and
there is variation in how different demographic characteristics are tracked in the ONE System that
may contribute to missing data. However, there were some instances where data quality issues
seemed to stem from incorrect or incomplete data entry by providers. Other providers maintained
separate, internal data systems with higher-quality exit data than what they reported in HSH's ONE
System.

o Lack of nuance in types of exits: Some providers appeared to be incorrectly coding client
exit destinations as “unknown,” when they didn't fit neatly into another category in the list of
HUD-mandated exit destinations that HSH uses. Both providers and HSH stated that some
data availability issues in exit destinations may be due to “48 hour exits,” where a client
abandons their bed for over 48 hours without notifying shelter staff that they are leaving and
are exited from program enrollment. Providers said they sometimes returned a few days later
which may account for a large number of unknowns exit destinations.

o Gaps in communication and lack of focus on data: There were discrepancies between the
amount of outcome data missing and the extent to which providers reported knowing where
clients were departing to. This may be because providers are encouraged to only enter data
that they absolutely know. So, for example, if a client mentions going to stay with family for a
little but leaves a couple days later without explicitly telling the staff that is where they are



71 | Shelter Assessment 4. Findings: Shelter Policies and Operations

going, providers would enter that as an “unknown” exit destination. Interviews also
suggested that given the amount of work it takes to run shelters, providers and HSH may
deprioritize data collection. Finally, we uncovered some data quality issues during our
analysis. This included that providers may be reporting Denial of Service data incorrectly, and
some providers not entering any exit data due to errors in how their data system was set up.
Mismatch in demographic characteristics: HSH uses HUD-mandated categories for demographics
which do not always match other data sources like the ACS. In addition, HUD adjusted the
demographic categories in FY24 which impacted the ability to directly compare ONE System data to
PIT data collected using prior categories. This complicates our ability to compare people
experiencing homelessness within the shelter system to the rest of the unhoused or general
population. There is additional detail in Appendix 1, F. Demographics Analysis.
Inherent challenges in data collection in a low-barrier system: While we do not believe this is the
main challenge, there are upper limits to the data quality we would expect in a shelter system which
strives to have low barriers to entry. Providers do not and should not refuse service or make clients
uncomfortable in collecting demographic or other data. Some clients will always exit shelter without
informing providers of their destination, either because they do not wish to, they do not know, or
they did not plan to exit permanently when leaving.

There are challenges when working with other data sources that similarly
impact the ability to assess different aspects of the shelter system

Shelter Grievance/Denial of Service (DOS) Data:

o For the time period analyzed, DOS data was not available at an individual DOS level or at a
client level, limiting our ability to conduct an equity analysis of DOS. HSH has since begun
implementing DOS tracking improvements in the ONE System.

Critical Incident Reporting: A separate analysis by the Controller’s Office found that both HSH
Program Managers and providers expressed confusion or had a different understanding of their role
in the critical incident reporting process (e.g., when and how each group is expected to act during or
after an incident). That project recommended a revised critical incident workflow and revisions to the
form providers fill out after an incident occurs. HSH has adopted these recommendations and should
continue to refine and improve process and reporting.

Tracking unique sites and providers to compare outcomes and costs across site types: HSH
tracks site and provider characteristics internally for operational purposes rather than analysis or
reporting. Those data required significant manual clean up to match with other data sources,
particularly with spending data. Unique IDs and site names differed between sources and the
differences between programs and sites was not always consistent in reporting.

Shelter occupancy: HSH tracks occupancy on a daily basis but data quality is reliant on providers
entering accurate information each day. Occupancy information was generally available but there
were some instances where it was missing and artificially lowered occupancy.

Client deaths: Exit destinations in HMIS data was the best source of data for determining client
deaths in shelter for our analysis. This does not allow tracking where or when death occurred or the
cause of death. HSH has limited ability to improve the comprehensiveness of this data on their own.
Information on deaths are confirmed by the Office of the Chief Medical Examiner and are not shared
with HSH. Critical Incident Reports also have data on deaths but track only those where a death
occurred onsite. HSH is in the process of making improvements to tracking and data quality in CIRs.
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While data quality will always be a challenge, HSH can take some steps to
improve data quality

e For several data challenges identified above training and additional guidance to providers on
entering meaningful data may help. HSH has outlined their Continuous Data Quality Improvement
Expectations around the ONE System previously but additional guidance on specific cases and
ongoing training for providers as staff turnover would be appropriate.

e Data entry and paperwork can be an administrative burden on shelter providers. The most effective
strategies, particularly around processes like Denials of Service and Critical Incident Reports are likely
to be those that simplify existing processes and clarity roles and requirements without adding new
work for shelter staff.

e HSH is continuing work on a longer-run effort to develop department and system-wide measures of
performance to supplement their strategic plan. As part of that process they should work to create
more nuanced outcome metrics for individuals that allow for tracking beyond a single shelter stay.
Possible metrics include length of an episode of sheltered homelessness and returns within a year of
leaving shelter (a possible measure suggested internally by HSH).

o For instance, an unknown exit from shelter may be followed either directly or within a short
period of time by entry to another program. Developing definitions of instances of
homelessness tracked across program stays and maintaining data in a format that allows for
easy reporting would provide more accurate understandings of positive or negative
outcomes for individuals.

o Though current data quality would remain a challenge with this type of deeper analysis, it
would still be valuable information and some version is possible with existing data but would
require internal discussion and agreement on clear parameters and definitions.



https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2024-07/Updated-CDQI-Final-2023.03.23.pdf
https://www.sf.gov/sites/default/files/2024-07/Updated-CDQI-Final-2023.03.23.pdf
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5. Conclusion and Considerations for Future
Work

The HSH-funded shelter system served almost 10,000 clients with over 3,000 beds/units across 33 shelters in
FY24. Data analysis, interviews with providers and HSH, and focus groups with shelter clients show that San
Francisco's shelter system is generally providing a safe and acceptable place for people experiencing
homelessness to stay temporarily. Despite this success in providing baseline services, there are significant
ongoing challenges within the shelter system. These include challenges that providers face, such as meeting
the level of care many clients require and moving clients to permanent housing. It also includes more
systematic issues, like low data quality and the need for more robust performance measurement. While HSH
is aware of and working to address many of these issues, progress is slow.

Considerations for future work

This analysis focused on clients within the shelter system itself and did not dive deeply into planning for the
future of the shelter system or evaluating other components of the Homeless Response System that interact
with the shelter system. Examples of analyses that are related but are out of scope for this report include:

e Evaluating supply and demand calculations in order to validate prior work determining the amount
of shelter needed to meet the City's needs, and assessing the extent to which the City is meeting
that existing need.

e Assessing the processes to access shelter.

e Assessing the process and requirements for clients to exit shelter to other parts of the homeless
response system such as permanent housing or other resources.

The success of the emergency shelter system is dependent on flow through the system, including accessible
pathways into shelter and the availability of appropriate services that enable clients to exit shelter, such as
more permanent housing options and behavioral and/or medical care options. Future analysis on the
availability and performance of those services, in addition to improvements to data quality, would help
identify more detailed system improvements to address the challenges noted in this report.
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Appendix

APPENDIX 1: METHODS
A. Methods Overview

This report uses a mixed methods approach to assess the effectiveness of the emergency shelter system,
including interviews with shelter providers, focus groups with shelter clients, benchmarking with peer
jurisdictions, and analysis of administrative data from HSH, the Department of Housing and Urban
Development (HUD), and the U.S. Census Bureau.

B. Project Scope

HSH funds many programs that could be classified as temporary shelter, but we opted to include a subset of
programs that make up the bulk of shelter beds and are most comparable. The shelter system is often in flux;
many programs opened or closed since 2020 and during our analysis. Our different analyses cover different
time periods based on data availability, data quality, and our assessment of what is most salient.

Overview of what types of programs are included and excluded

Included Excluded

Emergency Shelter Transitional Housing

Navigation Centers Hotel/Motel Vouchers

Crisis Intervention Programs Other pop-up shelter

Winter Shelter Stabilization Programs’
Shelter-in-Place (SIP) Hotel Programs”
Resource Centers with drop in chairs

Time Periods of Different Analysis

Report Analysis Component | Time Period Covered

Benchmarking 2019-2023 HIC

Shelter Demographics July 2022 — June 2023 (FY23) and July 2023 — December 2023 (first 6
months of FY24)

Shelter Spending July 2022 — June 2023 (FY23)

Shelter Stay 2021 - 2024

Client Flow July 2022 - June 2023 (FY23) and July 2023 — December 2023 (first 6
months of FY24)

Client Outcomes July 2022 - June 2023 (FY23) and July 2023 — December 2023 (first 6
months of FY24)

* Note that due to the way HSH provided data, demographic analysis includes some SIP hotel clients and Kinney Stabilization
clients.
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Due to the variation in time periods covered in analysis, the specific shelters covered in each set of analysis
may vary as well. For a complete list of shelters and an accounting of which analyses they were included in,
see Appendix 5.

C. Interviews with Shelter Providers

Between March and April 2024, The Controller’s Office toured eight shelter sites and conducted interviews
with shelter staff. These sites were strategically chosen to be broadly representative of HSH's entire shelter
portfolio, including a mix of populations served, program types, privacy levels, and neighborhoods served.
The eight sites were managed by seven different nonprofit organizations.

Each visit included both a guided tour of the site and a semi-structured interview with staff. Twenty people
sat down for formal interviews, though numerous others shared insights during the tours or sat for partial
interviews (e.g., one Shelter Manager invited their Case Managers to join the portion of the interview about
case management). Most interviewees were site-based staff (e.g., Shelter Manager), though some were
nonprofit leadership (e.g., Chief Program Officer).

Interviews covered the following topics:

e Overview of shelter/programming

e Shelter staffing

e Shelter rules

e Shelter services

e Client experiences and exits from shelter
e Experience working with HSH
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Shelter Site

Lower Polk TAY Navigation Center

The Sanctuary

The Cova

33 Gough Cabins

Lark Inn

Bayview SAFE Navigation Center
Embarcadero SAFE Navigation Center

Hamilton Families Emergency Shelter/

Hamilton Families Residence

Provider

314 St. Youth Center & Clinic
Episcopal Community Services

Episcopal Community Services

Urban Alchemy

Larkin St. Youth Services
Bayview Hunters Point Foundation

Five Keys Schools and Programs

Hamilton Families

Population

TAY

Adult
Adult
Adult
TAY

Adult
Adult

Family

Program Type

Navigation Center
Emergency Shelter
Emergency Shelter
Cabins

Emergency Shelter
Navigation Center
Navigation Center

Emergency Shelter

Appendix

Site Type

Congregate
Congregate
Non-Congregate
Non-Congregate
Congregate
Congregate
Congregate

Congregate/

Non-Congregate
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D. Focus Groups with Shelter Clients

The Controller’s Office engaged Talent Poole Consulting to conduct focus groups with shelter clients to
gather in-depth insights into client experiences. Between May and June 2024, Talent Poole held five focus
groups with ten clients each. Four focus groups were held with clients from a single site, while the fifth focus
group combined clients from two sites that are managed by the same provider. Focus group locations were
strategically chosen to be broadly representative of HSH's shelter portfolio, and included a mix of client
populations, program types, and privacy levels.

Lower Polk TAY Navigation TAY Navigation Center Congregate 10
Center3*
Hamilton Families Family Emergency Shelter Both Congregate & 10

Non-congregate

Bayview SAFE Navigation Adult Navigation Center Congregate 10
Center

Next Door Adult Emergency Shelter Congregate 10
33 Gough Cabins/ Adult Cabins/ Non-congregate/ 10
711 Post Emergency Shelter Semi-congregate

Total Stakeholders 50

Talent Poole recruited a diverse group of participants by age, gender identity, sexual orientation, race and
ethnicity, disability, and veteran status.

e Focus group participants ranged in age from 19 to 72

e 51% identified as female, 45% identified as male, and 4% identified as genderqueer or transgender

e 69% identified as straight/heterosexual, 14% bisexual, 9% gay, 3% lesbian, and 6% declined to state

e 40% identified as Latinx, 32% Black, 20% white, 2% Asian, 4% Native American, and 2% declined to
state

e 50% of focus group participants reported having physical disabilities or health conditions requiring
additional support

e 6% of participants were veterans

Talent Poole conducted structured focus groups using the following twelve questions. Talent Poole used a
bilingual Spanish facilitator, which allowed monolingual Spanish-speakers to participate.

34 This focus group was conducted in the same way as the other four but was funded by HSH rather than the Controller’s
Office.
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1. Before coming to this shelter, where were you living? What led you to move here? Why did you
decide that shelter was a good option for you?

2. What steps did you go through to enter the shelter, and how long did it take? Which parts of the
process were easy, and which were difficult?

3. How do you see the shelter fitting into your life? Is it a temporary solution, a safety net, or something
else?

4. Can you describe your feelings about the cleanliness here?

5. Do you feel safe at the shelter? What makes you feel secure or insecure?

6. Do you feel that your belongings are secure here? What could be done to improve the security or
privacy conditions?

7. What rules here have the most impact on your daily life? Are there any rules that you find particularly
helpful or restrictive?

8. Do you feel supported by the staff in achieving your personal goals? How are you treated by both
staff and other residents?

9. Have you experienced any issues at the shelter? If yes, have you spoken with site staff or
management about it? What was that experience like?

10. Have you worked with a case manager during your time at the shelter or elsewhere? What has been
most beneficial, and what improvements would you suggest for case management?

11. What other services have you used or participated in here? What additional support would be helpful
to you?

12. Is there anything else you would like to add? Are there other people or services within the shelter
system you think we should talk to or learn about?

E. Benchmarking with Peer Jurisdictions

We analyzed data from the Department of Housing and Urban Development’s (HUD) Housing Inventory
Count (HIC) to compare San Francisco's shelter system to those in peer jurisdictions. The HIC is an annual
point-in-time inventory of housing and shelter resources that is completed by Continuums of Care (CoC)
across the country.

All resources are categorized according to five program types: emergency shelter, transitional housing, rapid
re-housing, safe haven, and permanent supportive housing. Because the data is reported in a standardized
format, we were able to make comparisons across CoC's. Unless otherwise noted, we only included
emergency shelter resources in our analysis. The HIC further breaks down emergency shelter resources into
year-round, seasonal, and overflow beds. We chose to report on the total number of beds in each
jurisdiction. We included overflow beds because San Francisco, San Jose, Sacramento, and Denver each
reported large increases in overflow beds during the COVID-19 pandemic, and we included seasonal beds
because they are typically open in the winter months when the PIT is conducted, and some analyses included
both HIC and PIT data.

For some analysis, we counted the number of persons experiencing homelessness across jurisdictions and in
different types of resources, such as emergency shelter. Here, we utilized Point-in-Time (PIT) count data. HUD
requires CoCs to conduct an annual count of all persons who are sheltered in emergency shelter, Transitional
Housing, or Safe Haven, and a biennial count of all sheltered and unsheltered persons experiencing
homelessness. Unsheltered counts are typically conducted in odd-numbered years, but in 2021 many
communities were granted waivers to skip the unsheltered count to prevent the spread of COVID-19. We use


https://www.hudexchange.info/resource/6246/cpd-memo-availability-of-waivers-for-the-biennial-pointintime-count-of-unsheltered-homelessness/
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2022 PIT data whenever including unsheltered counts, since all jurisdictions in our sample took advantage of
HUD waivers in 2021 and completed their unsheltered counts in 2022 instead.

For one analysis, we sought to answer what percentage of people in need could be sheltered, given a
jurisdiction’s current resources. We computed a ratio for each jurisdiction by dividing the estimated number
of people who need a shelter bed by the total number of emergency shelter beds. A ratio of one or greater
indicates that a jurisdiction has enough shelter beds to accommodate everyone who needs one, while a ratio
of less than one indicates there are not enough beds. To estimate total need, we used 2022 PIT data and
added the total number of people in emergency shelter to the total number of people experiencing
unsheltered homelessness. While imperfect, this estimates the total need on a single night in January.

Peer Selection Methodology

For this analysis, we selected twelve peer jurisdictions based on their similarity to San Francisco in terms of
population, rental markets, homelessness rates, and governance structures. We considered five criteria, rated
each jurisdiction according to the number of criteria met, then made qualitative judgements about which
communities to include or exclude. Many cities were dissimilar to San Francisco across one or more metrics,
but were included because of important qualitative similarities (e.g., Sacramento is significantly smaller and
less expensive than San Francisco but was included because they are a major city in California with high rates
of homelessness). Similarly, some cities met multiple criteria but were excluded because they lacked
meaningful similarities in terms of housing markets and homelessness. We ultimately decided that
communities must meet one of these criteria (4 or 5) in order to be included.

Criterion Definition Rationale
1. | Entire CoC Denotes whether the Continuum of The nature of homelessness response may
Care is comprised of a single city. reasonably differ in a CoC that is comprised
of a single, large city compared with a CoC
that is comprised of multiple communities.
2. | City and County Denotes whether the largest city As a consolidated city and county, San

within a CoC is both a city and a
county.

Francisco provides additional services
beyond what most cities do.

3. | Population size The largest city within a CoC has a The nature of homelessness and
population that is within 250,000 of homelessness response could reasonably
San Francisco's population (source: differ in cities that are much smaller or
2022 ACS). larger than San Francisco.

4. | Median rent Median gross rent for occupied units | Rental prices have been shown to be
paying rent in the largest city in the associated with homelessness rates at the
CoC is within $500 of San Francisco's regional level. Ideal peer jurisdictions will
median rent (source: 2022 ACS). face high housing costs, like San

Francisco.
5. | Homelessness per | Total number of people experiencing | The nature of homelessness response

100k

homelessness per 100,000 residents is
within 300 of San Francisco's
homelessness rate (sources: 2022 PIT
and 2022 ACS).

could reasonably differ in cities that have
much lower rates of homelessness than
San Francisco.
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Peer Jurisdictions

Rest of the U.S.

Boston CoC

District of Columbia CoC

Metropolitan Denver CoC

New York City CoC

Portland, Gresham/Multnomah County CoC
Seattle/King County CoC

California

Alameda County CoC

Long Beach CoC

Los Angeles City & County CoC
Sacramento City & County CoC

San Diego City & County CoC

San Jose/Santa Clara City & County CoC

F. Demographics Analysis

The Demographics Analysis uses the American Community Survey (ACS 2022 5-year estimates), the 2024
Point-in-Time (PIT) Count, and client data collected in the ONE System from FY23 (7/1/2022 — 6/30/2023)
and the first half of FY24 (7/1/2023 — 12/31/2023). We use these data sources to conduct the analysis
comparing overall San Francisco population demographics to the homeless population demographics to the
shelter population demographics.

Race/Ethnicity

Due to HUD changing the demographic categories in FY24, the three data sources we used use different
categories for Race and Ethnicity. The ACS collects race and ethnicity data separately and has fewer racial
categories than the PIT count or the ONE System. As a result, to compare these groups we have to re-code
the data in the PIT and the ONE System to match the more restrictive ACS categories. This means that some
of the differences in demographic distributions seen between populations may reflect differences in how
data is recorded rather than actual differences in population demographics. The analysis presented in the
report takes this into account when reporting differences between populations. The table below shows a
comparison of categories. Because the ACS race and ethnicity groupings are the least detailed, we edited PIT
and ONE System data categories to make comparisons to the San Francisco population. Any reporting
comparing just the homeless population uses the ONE System categories.

ACS Race/Ethnicity
Categories

PIT Race/Ethnicity
Categories*

ONE System Race/Ethnicity Categories*

American Indian and Native American

Alaska Native

American Indian, Alaska
Native, or Indigenous

Asian

Asian or Asian American

Asian

Black or African American

Black, African American, or
African

Black

Native Hawaiian and Other
Pacific Islander

Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander

White

White

White

Some other race

Middle Eastern or North
African

Middle Eastern or North African

Two or more races

Multi-Racial (not
Hispanic/Latina/e/0)

Multiracial (not Latine or Hispanic)

Hispanic or Latino origin
(of any race)

Hispanic/Latina/e/o

Latine or Hispanic

American Indian, Alaska

Multiracial (incl. Latine or Hispanic)



https://data.census.gov/table/ACSDP5Y2022.DP05?q=San%20Francisco%20city,%20California&y=2022
https://www.sf.gov/resource/2024/san-francisco-point-time-pit-count
https://www.sf.gov/resource/2024/san-francisco-point-time-pit-count
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Native, or Indigenous &
Hispanic/Latina/e/o

Asian or Asian American &
Hispanic/Latina/e/o

Black, African American, or
African &
Hispanic/Latina/e/o

Middle Eastern or North
African &
Hispanic/Latina/e/o

Native Hawaiian or Pacific
Islander &
Hispanic/Latina/e/o

White & Hispanic/Latina/e/o

Multi-Racial &
Hispanic/Latina/e/o

Doesn't know or prefers not to Answer

Sex and Gender Identity

The ACS, the PIT, and the ONE System sex and gender identity categories differ in our datasets in ways that
make comparisons across groups challenging. Currently available ACS data only collects data on sex and not
gender identity: a respondent can only select “male” or “female” and there are no options for a respondent
to indicate that they are transgender or a non-binary gender identity. The PIT and ONE System data collect
data on gender identity. As a result, to compare the homeless and shelter populations with the overall San
Francisco population, we have to re-code the data in the PIT and the ONE System to match the more
restrictive ACS categories. This means that some discrepancies seen between populations may reflect
differences in how data is recorded rather than actual differences in population demographics. Any reporting
comparing just the homeless population uses the ONE System categories that HSH provided to the

Controller's Office.

ACS Sex PIT Gender Identity ONE System Gender Identity
Male Man (Boy if child) Man
Female Woman (Girl if child) Woman
No ACS options exist Transgender Transgender
Non-Binary Non-binary
Questioning Questioning
Different Identity Other Identity

Culturally Specific Identity

Doesn't know, prefers not to answer,
or data not collected

35 HSH notes that the ONE System is set up to capture the same categories as the PIT, but gave us the data for smaller
identities rolled up into an "Other Identity” category. This table reflects that demographic categories that we were reconciling

in our data analysis.
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Other Demographics

We also used the ACS to compare the sheltered population to the San Francisco population by age and
disability status. Age was a straightforward comparison: the ACS uses smaller age groupings than is salient
to this report, so we aggregated numbers across age groups to match the ONE System data groupings.

Disability definitions differ from the ACS to the ONE System data, but each has one aggregated disability
indicator. This allows us to directly compare proportions, but because the definitions differ it's a noisy
comparison. These different definitions are outlined in the table below:

ACS Disability Data Definitions3¢ ONE System Disability Data Definitions3’
ACS questions on disability ask respondents to The HUD-standard definition of if a client has a
indicate if they have any of six disability types: disabling condition is if they have any of the
following:

e Hearing difficulty: deaf or having serious

difficulty hearing e A physical, mental, or emotional impairment,

e Vision difficulty: blind or having serious
difficulty seeing, even when wearing glasses

e Cognitive difficulty: Because of a physical,
mental, or emotional problem, having
difficulty remembering, concentrating, or
making decisions

e Ambulatory difficulty: Having serious
difficulty walking or climbing stairs

o Self-care difficulty: Having difficulty bathing
or dressing

¢ Independent living difficulty: Because of a
physical, mental, or emotional problem,
having difficulty doing errands alone such as
visiting a doctor’s office or shopping

Respondents who report anyone of the six disability
types are reported as having a disability in
aggregated summary data.

including an impairment caused by alcohol
or drug abuse, post-traumatic stress disorder,
or brain injury that:
o Is expected to be long-continuing or
of indefinite duration;
o0 Substantially impedes the individual's
ability to live independently; AND
o Could be improved by the provision
of more suitable housing conditions.
A developmental disability, as defined in
section 102 of the Developmental Disabilities
Assistance and Bill of Rights Act of 2000 (42
U.S.C. 15002)
The disease of acquired immunodeficiency
syndrome (AIDS) or any condition arising
from the etiologic agency for acquired
immunodeficiency syndrome (HIV).

36 See https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/quidance/data-collection-acs.html for more information about the ACS

disability questions.

37 See https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/hmis/hmis-data-standards/standards/universal-data-elements/308-disabling-

condition/ for more information about the HMIS standard definition for a disabling condition.



https://www.census.gov/topics/health/disability/guidance/data-collection-acs.html
https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/hmis/hmis-data-standards/standards/universal-data-elements/308-disabling-condition/
https://www.hudexchange.info/programs/hmis/hmis-data-standards/standards/universal-data-elements/308-disabling-condition/
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G. Spending Analysis

The spending analysis primarily uses Supplier Payment Data from SE OpenBook for all relevant shelter
contracts from FY23. This is supplemented by datasets related to shelter tracking and shelter information, a
spreadsheet tracking lease costs paid by HSH, and the FY24 Shelter Health MOU between HSH and DPH, all
provided by HSH. We opted to use FY23 data as we conducted the majority of the analysis during FY24 and
before FY24 payments were finalized at the end of September, 2024.

As stated in the body of the report, these cost estimates cover the following:

Costs Include

» Other types of maintenance costs for
the building if paid by the City (e.g. any
DPW costs for building repair)

+ Utilities, if the City pays utilities directly

» Provider costs for building if building is
owned by the provider

» Shelter related costs, if those costs
aren't directly associated with a specific
shelter type or population (e.g. shelter
storage available to any client)

» Any operational costs covered by the
provider's own outside fundraising
rather than by HSH

Significant data cleaning had to be done to be able to use the supplier payments data to assess costs by
shelter, shelter type, population, program type, etc. Each row in the summarized supplier payments data
corresponds to one contract. HSH codes all shelter sites using an HSH Shelter ID. However, each contract
may cover one or more shelter programs, or one site may have multiple applicable contracts. Some contracts
are for services only, and those services may or may not correspond with a single site or program,
population, or site type.

Data cleaning steps for payments data:

e Pulled all of HSH's supplier payments data for FY23 and filtered by a list of relevant contract numbers
HSH provided to include only contracts related to temporary shelter. We subsequently manually
deleted contracts for sites that were out of scope or not directly related to emergency shelter (e.g.
contracts for stabilization programs, motel/hotel vouchers, programs only operating during the day,
etc.).


https://openbook-report.sfgov.org/OBMiddleware/report.aspx?reportname=5
https://openbook.sfgov.org/
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e For any sites with multiple contracts, we summed the total payments in each contract so that we had
one row per site. Note that we retained one row for contracts with multiple programs (e.g. Hamilton
Families Emergency Shelter, Residence, and Pregnant Persons Pilot are all on one contract at one
site).

e (Cleaned the HSH Site ID numbers so that each contract row had one unique ID (named CON ID).

Data cleaning steps for shelter information spreadsheets included:

e Added the CON ID to spreadsheets provided by HSH that include detailed information about each
site. This included creating new rows for programs that were combined under one contract. This also
included adding in rows with CON IDs for services only contracts, and manually adding relevant
information. For example, HSH has a contract with Meals on Wheels to provide meals for navigation
centers. We added that contract in with a newly created CON ID and added in relevant information
about the contract (e.g. program type is Navigation Center, site type is congregate).

e Added in actual site capacity data from three points in time (September 2022, December 2023, and
September 2024). We chose these points that were the earliest in our reporting period with accurate
data, at the end of the reporting period, and the most recent available data.

To create a final dataset, steps included:

e Merged the payments data with the updated HSH shelter information spreadsheet.

e Manually added in the lease costs for sites where HSH holds the master lease, using an HSH
provided spreadsheet.

e Added columns that include the open date and/or close date for any site that opened or closed in
FY23.

e Calculated the number of days each site was open in FY23.

e Created an annualized balance approximating how much each site would have cost if it was open the
full year (e.g. if a site was open for 6 months, or 50% of the year, we annualized the cost by dividing
the total actual payments by 50%).

e Merged the payments data with occupancy and capacity data. Occupancy is tracked by recording the
total number of available beds/unit and total number of occupied beds/units on the 1 of every
month.

How we calculated the figures we include in this report:

e Cost per filled bed/unit night:
o We first calculated the estimated number of filled bed nights per contract in FY23 by
multiplying the average occupancy by the number of nights open in FY23.
o We then calculated the cost per filled bed night by dividing the sum of actual payments by
the number of filled bed nights, for all contracts in each relevant category.
e Cost per bed/unit annually
o From our data cleaning and merging, we had an annualized payment for each contract. From
the capacity data, we had an average capacity per site. To calculate the cost per bed/unit
annually, we summed the annualized payments and divided by the summed actual capacity
for all contracts in each relevant category.
e Adding in shelter health costs:
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o We wanted to include estimated shelter health costs in each of the above calculations. To do
this, we used the FY243 MOU for Shelter Health between HSH and DPH.

o We excluded any sites that did not receive regular shelter health services under this contract.
This was primarily family and minor sites, but also some shelters where healthcare is available
on an as-needed basis (rather than part of the regular schedule) or where it is provided by
another organization.

o We then divided the total FY24 shelter health budget by the sum of the estimated number of
filled by nights to get the cost of shelter health per filled bed night. We divided the total FY24
shelter health budget by the sum of average capacity. We then manually added both of those
sums to the cost numbers for adult shelter calculated above.

o The family system supports clients in accessing healthcare outside of the homeless response
system, so those costs are not included in shelter costs. However, there is a behavioral health
contract that we do similar calculations above to add in to cost estimates for family shelter.

38 The FY23 work order included roll-over funds from prior years, so the FY23 MOU did not reflect the true costs of shelter
health services. Therefore, we opted to use the FY24 MOU instead.
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APPENDIX 2: SHELTER SYSTEM STRUCTURE AND
OVERSIGHT

HSH Org Charts

Planning,
Programs Performance,

Communications

Administration e e s

and Finance

and Strategy Affairs

Shelter

Nonprofit
contractors

Note: this simplified version of HSH's org chart is for illustrative purposes only. For more information, visit their website at
https://www.sf.gov/departments--homelessness-and-supportive-housing

Director of
Outreach and
Temporary Shelter

Shelter and
Navigation Centers
Manager
[]
1 T 1
Supervisor SuERiser Guest Placement
- £ Lead

1 L

Ll L} L Ll L}

Program Manager Program Manager Program Manager Program Manager Program Manager Program Manager Guest:;l:;ement

I— TAY Shelter sites I— Adult Shelter sites I— Adult Shelter sites I— Family Shelter sites I— Adult Shelter sites I— Adult Shelter sites

Note: this simplified version of HSH's org chart is for illustrative purposes only. For more information, visit their website at
https://www.sf.gov/departments--homelessness-and-supportive-housing



https://www.sf.gov/departments--homelessness-and-supportive-housing
https://www.sf.gov/departments--homelessness-and-supportive-housing
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Shelter Oversight

Several bodies provide oversight over various aspects of the shelter system and issue public reports and
recommendations.

The Homelessness Oversight Commission (HOC) launched in May 2023 after San Francisco voters
approved the creation of the Commission through a ballot measure in November 2022. 1t is the main body
that oversees HSH's work. There are seven seats on the HOC. The HOC's main responsibilities include
approving budgets, formulating departmental goals, establishing performance standards, holding hearings,
conducting public outreach, and auditing HSH's service delivery. The HOC also appoints all members of the
Local Homeless Coordinating Board (LHCB), Shelter Grievance Advisory Committee (SGAC) and Shelter
Monitoring Committee (SMC).

The Shelter Grievance Advisory Committee (SGAC) is a thirteen person body which advises HSH on the
Shelter Grievance Policy, reviews complaints made under the policy, and issues written reports and
recommendations. The Shelter Grievance Policy, established in Article XVIII of Chapter 20 of the San
Francisco Administrative Code establishes transparent standards by which shelter clients may appeal a denial
of service. Shelter sites may only deny service to clients for documented violation of shelter rules.

The Shelter Monitoring Committee (SMC) is a twelve person body, appointed by the Homelessness Oversight
Commission, for the purpose of providing information about the conditions in and operations of shelters.
Committee members conduct site visits to monitor health and safety conditions in shelters, assess the
adequacy of shelter policies and procedures, and investigate the treatment of shelter clients. Every shelter is
visited at least three times per year — one announced visit and two unannounced visits — and the frequency
of visits is doubled for sites with significant number of client complaints or out-of-compliance findings. The
SMC also hears Standards of Care complaints and conducts investigations as needed. The SMC submits both
quarterly and annual reports to the Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Homelessness Oversight Commission, and
others with findings and recommendations.

The Local Homeless Coordinating Board (LHCB) is an eleven person body which provides oversight and
governance to San Francisco's federally funded homeless services, in accordance with applicable U.S.
Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) rules and regulations. The LHCB serves an advisory
body to the Homelessness Oversight Commission on issues relating to the City’s participation in the
Continuum of Care program.

The Our City, Our Home Oversight Committee (OCOH) tracks spending from the Our City, Our Home Fund
and makes annual budget recommendations to the Mayor and Board of Supervisors about use of the Fund.
The OCOH Oversight Committee strives to ensure the Our City, Our Home Fund creates permanent solutions
to homelessness, mental health crisis, and housing insecurity.



https://www.sf.gov/departments--homelessness-oversight-commission
https://www.sf.gov/departments/shelter-grievance-advisory-committee
https://www.sf.gov/departments/shelter-monitoring-committee
https://www.sf.gov/departments--local-homeless-coordinating-board
https://www.sf.gov/departments--our-city-our-home-oversight-committee
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APPENDIX 3: ADDITIONAL DEMOGRAPHIC DATA

This section includes expanded demographic data that was not included in the general analysis.

Note that because the "Latine or Hispanic” category in the PIT count and the Shelter Population demographics doesn’t easily correspond with any race
category in the ACS without additional race data, the proportions of each race/ethnicity for the PIT and shelter data sum to 100%, while the race
categories for the ACS sum to 100%, and Hispanic or Latino origin are an additional percentage of the population. As a result, it's difficult to make
precise one to one comparisons and small variations in data may be due to the different categorizations rather than due to actual underlying
differences. Note that shelter populatins demographics are calculated using total clients with race/ethnicity data as the denominator, and excludes
clients where data was not collected or the client declined to answer.

Race/Ethnicity Demographic Comparisons between the San Francisco Population (ACS 5-year estimates), PIT Count (2024 total and

unsheltered counts), and Shelter Population (FY23 and July-Dec FY24)

ACS Estimate Total PIT Unsheltered PIT Sheltered PIT Shelter Population

lAmerican Indian and Alaska Native 0.60% 2.16% 2.87% 1.32% 1.77%
Asian 34.80% 3.98% 3.51% 4.14% 3.76%
Black or African American 5.20% 23.79% 22.92% 25.03% 29.36%
Hispanic or Latino origin (of any race) 15.50% 33.88% 31.01% 35.95% 31.05%
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific 0.40% 2.20% 2.89% 1.43% 1.48%
Islander

Some other race 7.70% 1.05% 1.56% .38% 0.16%
Two or more races 9.50% 3.74% 4.73% 2.69% 3.33%
White 41.90% 29.21% 30.50% 29.06% 29.08%
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Shelter Client Exit Destinations by Race/Ethnicity

Asian Black Latine or | Middle Multiracial | Multiracial | Native Native White
Hispanic | Eastern (incl. (not Latine | American | Hawaiian
or North | Latine or or or Pacific
African | Hispanic) Hispanic) Islander
Homeless: Sheltered 12% 11% 19% 14% 14% 11% 9% 12% 8%
Homeless: Unsheltered 16% 18% 13% 24% 18% 17% 24% 18% 21%
Institutional Situations 2% 1% 1% 2% 2% 0% 0% 1%
Deceased 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 1%
Unknown 44% 47% 46% 52% 43% 47% 49% 34% 51%
Permanent Housing 14% 14% 13% 10% 16% 14% 9% 19% 10%
Situations
Temporary Housing 12% 9% 8% 7% 9% 8% 16% 7%
Situations

Sex and Gender Identity Demographic Comparisons between the San Francisco Population (ACS 5-year estimates), PIT Count (2024 total and
unsheltered counts), and Shelter Population (FY23 and July-Dec FY24)

Note that Other Identity is a rolled-up grouping of gender identities. The disaggregated groups are presented along with the aggregated group.

ACS Total PIT | Unsheltered | Sheltered | FY23 Shelter FY24 Shelter
PIT PIT Population Population
Female 48.5% 33.55% 32.59% 33.21% 31.64% 30.86%
Male 51.5% 51.5% 56.02% 65.04% 63.49% 64.58%
Other Identity 0% 11.17% 16.86% 4.61% 4.92% 4.6%
Other Identity - Non-Binary 0% 6.07% 9.30% 2.44% 1.09% 1.13%
Other Identity — Other Identity 0% 1.08% 2.07% 0.00%
Other Identity — Questioning 0% 0.55% 1.03% 0.03% ,07% .02%
Other Identity - Transgender 0% 3.47% 4.46% 2.14% 2.06% 1.83%
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APPENDIX 4: ADDITIONAL SHELTER BENCHMARKING DATA

In the main body of the report, we summarized benchmarking findings using averages for each peer groups — California Peers and National
Peers. The tables below present raw data for each peer jurisdiction, including some additional fields that were not included in the main body of
the report, such as gender identity and chronicity of homelessness.

CoC
Number
CA-501

CA-502
CA-606
CA-600
CA-503
CA-601
CA-500

MA-500
DC-500
CO-503
NY-600
OR-501

WA-500

San Francisco Serves a Higher Needs Shelter Population than Most Peer Jurisdictions

CoC Name
San Francisco CoC

Alameda County CoC

Long Beach CoC

Los Angeles City & County CoC
Sacramento City & County CoC
San Diego City & County CoC
San Jose/Santa Clara City &
County CoC

Boston CoC

District of Columbia CoC
Metropolitan Denver CoC

New York City CoC

Portland, Gresham/Multnomah
County CoC

Seattle/King County CoC

Total Shelter
Population
2904

1807
492
15835
1986
3895
2186

4738
3029
5774
81108
1821

4885

Severely
Mentally Ill
1139 39%
543 30%
180 37%
3252 21%
443 22%
615 16%
404 18%
580 12%
463 15%
1431 25%
7256 9%
689 38%
974 20%

Chronic
Substance Abuse
995 34%
420 23%
88 18%
1634 10%
247 12%
349 9%
161 7%
465 10%
277 9%
747 13%
2871 4%
347 19%
783 16%

(2023 CoC Homeless Populations and Subpopulations Reports)

HIV/AIDS

108

32
11
290
28
42
22

28
45
46
2077
21

4%

2%
2%
2%
1%
1%
1%

1%
1%
1%
3%
1%

0%

Victims of
Domestic Violence
349 12%
183 10%
97 20%
3079 19%
139 7%
158 4%
140 6%
124 3%
569 19%
594 10%
4395 5%
560 31%
305 6%

Chronically
Homeless
1429 49%
1057 58%
188 38%
4760 30%
967 49%
1218 31%
913 42%
669 14%
801 26%
1506 26%
4077 5%
845 46%
1578 32%
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CoC
Number
CA-501

CA-502

CA-606
CA-600
CA-503
CA-601
CA-500

MA-500
DC-500
C0-503
NY-600
OR-501

WA-500

San Francisco Serves More Adults and Fewer Children than Most Peer Jurisdictions

CoC Name

San Francisco CoC

Oakland, Berkeley/Alameda
County CoC
Long Beach CoC

Los Angeles City & County CoC
Sacramento City & County CoC
San Diego City and County CoC

San Jose/Santa Clara City &
County CoC

Boston CoC

District of Columbia CoC
Metropolitan Denver CoC
New York City CoC

Portland, Gresham/Multnomah
County CoC
Seattle/King County CoC

Total Shelter
Population
2904

1807

492
15835
1986
3895
2186

4738
3029
5774
81108
1821

4885

(2023 Sheltered PIT Count)

Minors (Under 18)

227

209

23
3960
316
926
537

1938
448
1066
24991
175

1007

8%

12%

5%
25%
16%
24%
25%

41%
15%
18%
31%
10%

21%

TAY (18-24)

187

78

17
946
130
248
101

336
170
252
8723
98

314

6%

4%

3%
6%
7%
6%
5%

7%
6%
4%
11%
5%

6%

Adults (25-54)

1,786

930

270
7946
964
1773
999

2011
1474
3130
38235
1034

2541

62%

51%

55%
50%
49%
46%
46%

42%
49%
54%
47%
57%

52%

Older Adults (55+)
704 24%
590 33%
182 37%

2983 19%
576 29%
948 24%
549 25%
453 10%
937 31%

1326 23%

9159 11%
514 28%

1023 21%
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CoC
Number

CA-501

CA-502
CA-606
CA-600
CA-503
CA-601
CA-500

MA-500
DC-500
C0-503
NY-600
OR-501
WA-500

San Francisco Serves Fewer Women, More Men, and More Transgender Clients than Most Peer Jurisdictions

CoC Name

San Francisco CoC

Oakland, Berkeley/Alameda County CoC
Long Beach CoC

Los Angeles City & County CoC
Sacramento City & County CoC

San Diego City and County CoC

San Jose/Santa Clara City & County CoC

Boston CoC

District of Columbia CoC

Metropolitan Denver CoC

New York City CoC

Portland, Gresham/Multnomah County CoC
Seattle/King County CoC

(2023 Sheltered PIT Count)

Female

31%

40%
35%
46%
49%
44%
43%

53%
32%
38%
44%
39%
39%

Male

66%

60%
65%
53%
50%
55%
56%

47%
67%
60%
55%
57%
60%

Transgender

2%

0%
0%
1%
0%
1%
0%

0%
1%
1%
0%
2%
0%

Gender thatis

not Singularly

Female or Male
1%

0%
0%
0%
1%
0%
0%

0%
0%
1%
0%
3%
1%

Gender
Questioning

0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
1%
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California Peers Added Shelter Beds Faster Than National Peers Since 2019
(Source: 2019-2023 HIC)

CoC CoC Name 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 Changein %

Number Shelter Beds change
CA-501 San Francisco CoC 2721 2978 4474 3767 3420 699 26%
CA-502 Oakland, Berkeley/Alameda County CoC 1327 1576 2937 3277 2436 1109 84%
CA-606 Long Beach CoC 411 370 580 760 773 362 88%
CA-600 Los Angeles City & County CoC 12113 15888 19987 20868 20512 8399 69%
CA-503 Sacramento City & County CoC 1271 1326 2448 2592 2552 1281 101%
CA-601 San Diego City and County CoC 2138 2508 3878 4185 4525 2387 112%
CA-500 San Jose/Santa Clara City & County CoC 1410 1470 2437 2539 2888 1478 105%
MA-500 Boston CoC 5821 5723 5097 5380 5474 -347 6%
DC-500 District of Columbia CoC 5490 5893 5001 5159 4026 -1464 -27%
C0-503 Metropolitan Denver CoC 3542 3472 4853 4708 6728 3186 90%
NY-600 New York City CoC 75593 74529 69731 62992 88366 12773 17%
OR-501 Portland, Gresham/Multnomah County CoC 1702 1678 1479 2053 1830 128 8%

WA-500 Seattle/King County CoC 4811 5060 4342 5422 5333 522 11%
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APPENDIX 5: SHELTER PROGRAM INFORMATION AND INCLUSION IN

ANALYSES

Overview of shelter programs and which specific analyses include them:

Note that openy/close year is only included if in 2020 or later

Program/Site Name | Population Program Type Site Type Program Type -
Detail

Capacity

Opened

Closed

Included in
what analyses?

33 Gough Cabins Adult Emergency Non-Congregate Cabin
Shelter

70

2022

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

711 Post Shelter Adult Emergency Semi-Congregate Emergency Shelter
Shelter

250

2022

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

A Woman's Place Adult Emergency Congregate Emergency Shelter
Shelter (Women only)

25

2022 (re-
opened)

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Adante Non- Adult Emergency Non-Congregate Emergency Shelter /
Congregate Shelter Shelter Shelter Overflow

93

2020

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Baldwin SAFE Adult Navigation Non-Congregate Navigation Center
Navigation Center (SAFE)

180

2022

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
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Program/Site Name

Population

Program Type

Site Type

Program Type -
Detail

Capacity

Opened

Closed

Included in
what analyses?

Bayshore Navigation
Center

Adult

Navigation

Congregate

Navigation Center

128

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Bayview SAFE
Navigation Center

Adult

Navigation

Congregate

Navigation Center
(SAFE)

186

2021

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Bayview VTC

Adult

Crisis
Intervention

Non-Congregate

Safe Parking

35

2022

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Bethel AME

Adult

Emergency
Shelter

Congregate

Emergency Shelter
(Women Only)

30

2020

Benchmarking
Shelter Stay

Buena Vista Horace
Mann Shelter

Family

Emergency
Shelter

Congregate

Emergency Shelter

80

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Central Waterfront
Navigation Center

Adult

Navigation

Congregate

Navigation Center

64

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Civic Center Hotel
Navigation 2

Adult

Navigation

Congregate

Navigation Center

113

2022

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Compass Family
Shelter

Family

Emergency
Shelter

Non-Congregate

Emergency Shelter

22

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
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Program/Site Name

Population

Program Type

Site Type

Program Type -
Detail

Capacity

Opened

Closed

Included in
what analyses?

Cova Non-
Congregate Shelter

Adult

Emergency
Shelter

Non-Congregate

Emergency Shelter

95

2020

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Diamond Youth
Emergency Shelter

Minor

Emergency
Shelter

Congregate

Emergency Shelter

15

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Division Circle
Navigation Center

Adult

Navigation

Congregate

Navigation Center

186

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Dolores Adult Shelter
(includes Jazzie's)

Adult

Emergency
Shelter

Congregate

Emergency Shelter

91

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Ellis Semi-Congregate
Shelter

Adult

Emergency
Shelter

Semi-Congregate

Emergency Shelter

131

2020

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Embarcadero SAFE
Navigation Center

Adult

Navigation

Congregate

Navigation Center
(SAFE)

200

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

First Friendship

Family

Emergency
Shelter

Congregate

Emergency Shelter

25

2020

Benchmarking

Fulton Safe Sleep

Adult

Crisis
Intervention

Non-Congregate

Safe Sleep

108

2020

2022

Benchmarking
Shelter Stay
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Program/Site Name | Population Program Type Site Type Program Type - Capacity | Opened | Closed | Included in
Detail what analyses?
Hamilton Families Family Emergency Congregate Emergency Shelter 36 System Size
Emergency Center Shelter Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
Hamilton Families Family Emergency Congregate Emergency Shelter 4 System Size
Emergency Center-- Shelter Benchmarking
Pregnant Person's Spending
Pilot Shelter Stay
Client data
Hamilton Families Family Emergency Non-Congregate Emergency Shelter 27 System Size
Residence Shelter Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
Harbor House Family Emergency Non-Congregate Emergency Shelter 30 System Size
Shelter Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
Hospitality House Adult Emergency Congregate Emergency Shelter 22 2022 (re- System Size
Shelter Shelter (Men only) opened) Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
Huckleberry House Minor Emergency Semi-Congregate Emergency Shelter 6 System Size
Emergency Shelter Shelter Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
Interfaith Winter Adult Emergency Congregate Winter Shelter Spending
Shelter Shelter Shelter Stay
Client data
Jones Safe Sleep Adult Crisis Non-Congregate Safe Sleep 15 2020 2022 Benchmarking

Intervention

Shelter Stay
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Program/Site Name

Population

Program Type

Site Type

Program Type -
Detail

Capacity

Opened

Closed

Included in
what analyses?

Lark Inn

TAY

Emergency
Shelter

Congregate

Emergency Shelter

36

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Lower Polk TAY
Navigation Center

TAY

Navigation

Congregate

Navigation Center

75

2021

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Mission Cabins

Adult

Emergency
Shelter

Non-Congregate

Cabin

60

2024

System Size

Monarch Non-
Congregate Shelter

Adult

Emergency
Shelter

Non-Congregate

Emergency Shelter

100

2020

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

MSC South

Adult

Emergency
Shelter

Congregate

Emergency Shelter

327

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Next Door

Adult

Emergency
Shelter

Congregate

Emergency Shelter

334

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

PATH

Family

Emergency
Shelter

Non-Congregate

Emergency Shelter

16

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data

Pier 94 Backlands

Adult

Emergency
Shelter

Non-Congregate

Trailer

114

2020

2024

System Size
Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
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Program/Site Name | Population Program Type Site Type Program Type - Capacity | Opened | Closed | Included in
Detail what analyses?
Providence Adult Adult Emergency Congregate Emergency Shelter 110 2020 Benchmarking
Shelter Shelter
Providence Family Family Emergency Non-Congregate Emergency Shelter 54 System Size
Emergency Center - Shelter Benchmarking
Oasis Shelter Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
Sanctuary Adult Emergency Congregate Emergency Shelter 200 System Size
Shelter Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
Site VO06: Jennings Adult Crisis Non-Congregate Safe Sleep 20 2020 2023 System Size
Safe Sleep Intervention Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
South Van Ness Safe Adult Crisis Non-Congregate Safe Sleep 40 2020 2023 System Size
Sleep Intervention Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
St. Joseph's Family Family Emergency Non-Congregate Emergency Shelter 10 System Size
Center Shelter Benchmarking
Spending
Shelter Stay
Client data
Taimon Booton Adult Navigation Congregate Navigation Center 84 2022 System Size
Navigation Center (Transgender, Benchmarking
Nonbinary, Women) Spending

Shelter Stay
Client data
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APPENDIX 6: DENIALS OF SERVICE

We matched data on the number of denials of service (DOS) issued per shelter site per month with shelter
occupancy data to analyze how frequently DOS'’s were occurring. In total, we found that sites issued 7.6
denials of service for every 100 unique clients served. This rate was highest for TAY shelters, at more than
double the rate of adult shelters and more than three times the rate of family shelters.

TAY Shelters Issued Denials of Service at a Higher Rate Than Other Shelter Types
(July 2023 — December 2024)

Population Unique Clients Denials of Service Rate per 100 Unique
Served Issued Clients

Transitional Aged Youth 736 119 16.17

Adults 14445 1148 7.95

Families 3037 138 4.54

Minors 223 0 0

Total 18441 1405 7.62

We also found that congregate shelter sites issued slightly more DOS's than non-congregate or semi-

congregate sites.

Congregate Shelters Issued Denials of Service at a Higher Rate Than Other Shelter Types
(July 2023 — December 2024)

Site Type Unique Clients Denials of Service Rate per 100 Unique
Served Issued Clients

Congregate 12234 1017 8.31

Non-Congregate 4472 292 6.53

Semi-Congregate 1735 96 5.53

Total 18441 1405 7.62
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From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);
BOS-Operations

Subject: FW: Response to Letter of Inquiry re: February 9, 2025 Vehicle Pursuit

Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 8:55:28 AM

Attachments: Response to LOT re 2.9.25 Vehicle Pursuit.pdf

Clerk"s Memo.pdf

Hello,

Please see below and attached for communication from the San Francisco Police Department
in response to a Letter of Inquiry issued by Supervisors Jackie Fielder and Shamann Walton at
the February 11, 2025, Board of Supervisors meeting.

Sincerely,

Joe Adkins

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 554-5184 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

From: Coppola, Renee (POL) <renee.coppola@sfgov.org>

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2025 5:05 PM

To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Fielder, Jackie (BOS)
<Jackie.Fielder@sfgov.org>; Ferrigno, Jennifer (BOS) <jennifer.ferrigno@sfgov.org>; Han, Feng (BOS)
<feng.han@sfgov.org>; Gaona, Sasha (BOS) <sasha.gaona@sfgov.org>; Lopez, Steven (POL)

<steven.lopezl@sfgov.org>
Cc: Scott, William (POL) <william.scott@sfgov.org>; Aroche, Diana (POL) <diana.aroche@sfgov.org>

Subject: Response to Letter of Inquiry re: February 9, 2025 Vehicle Pursuit
Good afternoon Madam Clerk,

Please see enclosed the San Francisco Police Department's Letter of Response to
Supervisor Fielder's inquiry regarding the February 9, 2025, Vehicle Pursuit.

Thank you for your time.

Renee Coppola, Senior Management Assistant

Policy & Public Affairs | San Francisco Police Department

1245 3 Street, 6th Floor, San Francisco, CA 94158
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

POLICE DEPARTMENT

HEADQUARTERS
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DANIEL LURIE WILLIAM SCOTT

MAYOR CHIEF OF POLICE

March 10, 2025

The Honorable Jackie Fielder

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Supervisor Fielder,

RE: Response: Letter of Inquiry regarding February 9, 2025, Vehicle Pursuit

Please see the information below in response to your letter of inquiry regarding the San
Francisco Police Department’s pursuit of a wanted vehicle on February 9, 2025.

1.

What were the circumstances surrounding this case?

RESPONSE: At 3:05PM officers responded to a call regarding a vehicle wanted
for felony grand theft in the City of Berkeley. The suspects failed to yield to
officers and a pursuit ensued. The pursuit lasted approximately 27 minutes.

a. Please share the top speed of the police car or cars that were involved in the
accident.

RESPONSE: SFPD’s administrative investigation into this incident is
ongoing. We are not able to release this information at this time.

What is the existing SFPD policy regarding police chases and how have officers been
trained on it?

RESPONSE: DGO 5.05 Emergency Response and Pursuit Driving is the SFPD
policy on vehicle pursuits. The purpose of this order is to establish policies and
procedures for the operation of police vehicles in both response and pursuit
driving situations. Please refer to Section 5.05.05 for vehicle pursuit guidelines and
specific information on “police chases” or when a pursuit is authorized.

As of November 22, 2024, all SFPD members are required to adhere to DGO 5.05.
Every sworn member is required to complete pursuit driving training on an
annual basis.

How did this incident comply with the current SFPD policy, and how did it rise to the
level of vehicle pursuit that ultimately put many lives in danger?

RESPONSE: Because our administrative investigation is ongoing, SFPD cannot
respond to this question at this time.
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4. What 1s the SFPD protocol after a car chase that leads to injuries or fatalities?

RESPONSE: If any person is injured during a pursuit, officers shall radio the
necessary emergency personnel to tend to injured persons. Additionally, the
pursuit supervisor shall request DEM to notify the on-duty patrol commander or
designated duty captain. Upon notification, the patrol commander or designated
duty captain shall respond to the scene of the injury and make further notifications
as appropriate. Please refer to DGO 5.05 at Sections 5.05.05(I) and (J) and 5.05.06
for further information.

a. What data is collected and reported after a police chase occurs, when someone is
killed during a police chase, or when someone is injured?

RESPONSE: After the conclusion of a pursuit, the primary pursuit unit
completes an incident report and form CHP 187A unless otherwise directed
by a supervisor. Additionally, those reports are forwarded through their
chain of command. This is done in all cases of vehicular pursuits regardless
of casualties. Please refer to DGO 5.05 at Sections 5.05.05(J) and 5.05.08
Annual Reporting.

5. Who made the judgement call to engage in a police chase, and based on what factors?

RESPONSE: Pursuant to DGO 5.05 at Section 5.05.05 Vehicle Pursuits-Pursuit
Guidelines, officers are required to take into account a number of factors and
conditions in determining whether to initiate, continue or terminate a pursuit.
When a pursuit is authorized, pursuant to San Francisco A dministrative Code
961.2(d), a member driving an emergency vehicle, “may engage in a vehicle pursuit
if the member has reasonable suspicion or probable cause to believe that a felony
or violent misdemeanor crime has occurred, is occurring, is about to occur,” or
when there is a reasonable belief that the individual needs to be immediately
apprehended because of the risk that the individual poses to public safety. Please
refer to DGO 5.05 at Section 5.05.05(A).

Further information regarding this specific incident, including the names of the
officers, cannot be released at this time because our administrative investigation is
ongoing.

6. Were there other options, such as drones, or other measures that could have been
deployed to avoid a vehicle pursuit that puts lives in danger?

RESPONSE: Although the internal administrative investigation is ongoing, SFPD
is not aware of such other options at this time. Currently our drone inventory has
limited capabilities relevant to these types of police pursuits and a drone was not
deployed for this incident.

7. What accountability mechanisms are in place for officers whose decisions injure
innocent bystanders and extensively damage local businesses?
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RESPONSE: SFPD officers must comply with and are held accountable to
department policies and training.

If you have additional questions, please contact me at 415-837-7123, or email to
diana.aroche@sfgov.org.

Sincerely,

DR. DIANA AROCHE
Director of Policy & Public Affairs

c. The Honorable Daniel Lurie, Mayor, San Francisco
Commissioner Cindy Elias, President, San Francisco Police Commission
Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors



BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Phone: (415) 554-5184
Email: Angela.Calvillo@sfgov.org

February 12, 2025

William Scott, Chief of Police
San Francisco Police Department
1245 3td Street

San Francisco, CA 94158

Via Email: William.Scott@sfgov.org

Dear Chief Scott,

At the February 11, 2025, Board of Supervisors meeting, Supervisor Jackie Fielder and Supervisor Shamann
Walton, issued the attached inquiry to the San Francisco Police Department (SFPD).

Please review the attached letter of inquiry, which provides the Supervisor's request.

The inquiry, in summary, pertains to an SFPD vehicle pursuit on February 9, 2025 that resulted in bystander
mjuries and damage to a small business parklet.

Supervisor Fielder further requests responses to the following questions:

1.

What were the circumstances surrounding this case?

a.  Please share the top speed of the police car or cars that were involved in the accident.
What is the existing SFPD policy regarding police chases and how have officers been trained on it?
How did this incident comply with current SFPD policy, and how did it rise to the level of vehicle
pursuit that ultimately put many lives in danger?
What is the SFPD protocol after a car chase that leads to injuries or fatalities?

a.  What data is collected and reported after a police chase occurs, when someone is killed

during a police chase, or when someone is injured?

Who made the judgement call to engage in a police chase, and based on what factors?
Were there other options, such as drones, or other measures that could have been deployed to avoid
a vehicle pursuit that puts lives in danger?
And lastly, what accountability mechanisms are in place for officers whose decisions injure innocent
bystanders and extensively damage local businesses?

Please contact Jennifer Ferrigno, Jennifer Ferigno(@sfgov.org, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Fielder, for any
questions related to this request, and copy BOS(@sfgov.org on all communications to enable my office to track and
close out this inquiry. Please provide your response no later than February 25, 2025.

For questions pertaining to the administration of this inquiry, do not hesitate to contact me in the Office of the
Clerk of the Board at (415) 554-5184.

City Hall < [ Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 <+ San Francisco, California 94102

OFFICE OF THE CLERK OF THE BOARD
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Very Truly Yours,

—e—Caa. 4l ,

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

WN/RL

Attachments:
e Letter of Inquiry
e Introduction Form

Cc: San Francisco Police Headquarters, Chief's Office, SEPDChieff@sfeov.org
Lisa Ortiz, SFPD, Lisa.Ortiz@!sfeov.or
Lili Gamero, SFPD, Lil Gamero@sfeov.org
Rima Malouf, SFPD, Rima.Maloufi@sfeov.org

Diana Aroche, SFPD, Diana. Aroche(@sfgov.org
Catl Nicita, SFFD, Carl.Nicita(@sf;




Item 4

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) on behalf of Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS)
Subject: FW: Regional & Local WIOA Plan (PY 2025-2028) - Submission to BOS for Review

Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 11:07:00 AM

Attachments: SF Local Plan Draft Approved signed.pdf

WIOA Plan_BOS Memo 2025.pdf
Outlook-etibbs3m.png

Dear Supervisors,

Please see the attached Local Plan developed by the Workforce Investment San Francisco Board
(WISF) pursuant to Administrative Code Chapter 30.4(c).

Administrative Code Chapter 30.4 (c) - The Director of Workforce Development shall submit the
Local Plan developed by the WISF to the Board of Supervisors for review and comment not less than
30 days prior to submitting it to the Governor.

Thank you,

Eileen McHugh

Executive Assistant

Office of the Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org| www.sfbos.org

From: Hand, Jennifer (ECN) <jennifer.hand@sfgov.org>

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2025 5:30 PM

To: Hand, Jennifer (ECN) <jennifer.hand@sfgov.org>

Cc: Pena, lowayna (ECN) <iowayna.pena@sfgov.org>; Houston, Chad (ECN)
<chad.houston@sfgov.org>; Lozano, Alesandra (ECN) <alesandra.lozano@sfgov.org>; Salerno,
Jennifer (ECN) <jennifer.salerno@sfgov.org>

Subject: Regional & Local WIOA Plan (PY 2025-2028) - Submission to BOS for Review

Dear Board of Supervisors and Staff:

In accordance with San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 30.4(c), the Director of
Workforce Development shall submit the Local Plan developed by the Workforce Investment
San Francisco Board (WISF) to the Board of Supervisors for review and comment no less than
30 days prior to submitting it to the Governor.
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The WISF is San Francisco’s Workforce Development Board as authorized by the Federal
Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA). The board includes two Board of
Supervisors (BOS) representatives. At the time of Local Plan development, BOS
representatives include Supervisor Walton and Supervisor Dorsey.

The attached PY 2025-2028 Local Plan (“Local Plan”) has been developed by OEWD and WISF
in accordance with WIOA. The Local Plan is consistent with California’s 2024-2027 Unified
Strategic Workforce Development Plan and Employment Development Division’s Directive 24-
09 for Planning Guidance, as described below.

The Local Plan includes San Francisco’s vision and goals for the workforce development
system as funded by WIOA, a description of the structure of the system and services available
to job seekers and businesses, the roles of WIOA and State strategic partners, the ways in
which the Local Plan supports the State’s goals and policy strategies, as well as other required
information. As outlined in the Local Plan, San Francisco’s system of job centers, services
targeting individuals with barriers to employment, and strategies to target priority sectors
within the local and regional economy are designed to promote economic vitality.

OEWD released the Local Plan for a 30-day public comment period from December 2024
through January 2025. OEWD received no local comments. The Local Plan was approved by
WISF on March 5, 2025, and it will be submitted to the California Workforce Development
Board for review and approval by April 27, 2025.

We have included BOS Supervisors and Legislative Aides on this communication. For further
questions, please feel free to contact me at jennifer.hand@sfgov.org or via phone at 628-652-
8430.

Thank you,

Jen Hand, MSW, CWDP (she/her) oewd.org
jennifer.hand@sfgov.org

Workforce Impact Manager
San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development 1 South Van Ness Ave. 5™ Floor

) DFHCE OF ECDNOM|C 2 San Francisco, CA 94103
= |0 WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT 628-652-8430 (direct)
415-701-4848 (main)

>

Follow us on X, Instagram, Facebook, and LinkedIn
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SAN FRANCISCO

)'j OFFICE OF ECONOMIC & Mayor Daniel Lurie
Z=m |l WORKFORCE DEVELOPMENT Executive Director Sarah Dennis Phillips

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 448, San Francisco, CA94102 | (415) 554-6969 | oewd@sfgov.org

MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: lowayna Pefia, Director of Workforce, OEWD
DATE: 03/10/2025

SUBJECT: San Francisco PY 2025-2028 Regional & Local WIOA Plan

In accordance with San Francisco Administrative Code Chapter 30.4(c), the Director of Workforce
Development shall submit the Local Plan developed by the Workforce Investment San Francisco Board
(WISF) to the Board of Supervisors for review and comment no less than 30 days prior to submitting it to
the Governor.

The WISF is San Francisco’s Workforce Development Board as authorized by the Federal Workforce
Innovation and Opportunity Act (WIOA). The board includes two Board of Supervisors (BOS)
representatives. At the time of Local Plan development, BOS representatives include Supervisor Walton
and Supervisor Dorsey.

The attached PY 2025-2028 Local Plan (“Local Plan”) has been developed by OEWD and WISF in
accordance with WIOA. The Local Plan is consistent with California’s 2024-2027 Unified Strategic
Workforce Development Plan and Employment Development Division’s Directive 24-09 for Planning
Guidance, as described below.

The Local Plan includes San Francisco’s vision and goals for the workforce development system as
funded by WIOA, a description of the structure of the system and services available to job seekers and
businesses, the roles of WIOA and State strategic partners, the ways in which the Local Plan supports
the State’s goals and policy strategies, as well as other required information. As outlined in the Local
Plan, San Francisco’s system of job centers, services targeting individuals with barriers to employment,
and strategies to target priority sectors within the local and regional economy are designed to promote
economic vitality.

OEWD released the Local Plan for a 30-day public comment period from December 2024 through
January 2025. OEWD received no local comments. The Local Plan was approved by WISF on March 5,
2025, and it will be submitted to the California Workforce Development Board for review and approval
by April 27, 2025.

For further questions, please contact Jennifer Hand, Workforce Impact Manager, OEWD Workforce
Division (jennifer.hand@sfgov.org).
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Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act
San Francisco Local Plan

2025-2028

lowayna Pefna
Director of Workforce Development
lowayna.Pena@sfgov.org
(628) 652-8400
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Introduction

The Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD), on behalf of Workforce
Investment San Francisco (WISF), has prepared this Strategic Local Plan for Program Years
2025-2028 (“Local WIOA Plan”), as required by the Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act
of 2014 (WIOA)?. The plan is laid out in accordance with the guidance and requirements
outlined in the California Employment Development Department (EDD)’s Workforce Services
Draft Directive 262 (“Local and Regional Planning Directive”)2.

San Francisco’s Workforce Development Board (WISF)3, which is designated by the State as a
High Performing Board, has responsibility for the local workforce development system (“San
Francisco Workforce Development System”). WISF provides a forum for business, labor,
education, government, community-based organizations and other stakeholders to work together
to develop strategies to address the supply and demand challenges confronting the workforce and
local economic development. The WISF’s operational arm is the Office of Economic and
Workforce Development (OEWD). As a local government agency, OEWD leverages WIOA,
local General Fund, and other funding to provide a diverse portfolio of services in the San
Francisco Workforce Development System. This Local WIOA Plan describes this network with
particular emphasis on specific populations and programs impacted by WIOA funding and in
congruence with the Local and Regional Planning Directive. As reciprocal partners in overseeing
the San Francisco Workforce Development System, OEWD and WISF are referred to
interchangeably throughout this plan.

Consistent with the State of California’s policy objectives, the WISF’s vision for San Francisco’s
workforce development system is anchored in three priorities:

1. Fostering “demand-driven skills attainment.”
2. Enabling upward economic mobility.
3. Aligning, coordinating, and integrating programs and services.

The WISF envisions a San Francisco Workforce Development System that is the bridge between
employers and job seekers and follows a dual-customer approach, ensuring that workforce
development programs and services are tailored to the needs of job seekers and provide a skilled
and ready workforce for local businesses.

The mission of OEWD’s Workforce Development Division is to build public-private
partnerships that create and guide a continuum of workforce services that improve economic
vitality for people and businesses. In order to ensure that job seekers and local businesses are

! Workforce Innovation and Opportunity Act of 2014, H.R. 108, 113th Cong. § 108 (2014).
https://www.congress.gov/113/bills/hr803/BILLS-113hr803enr.pdf

2 California Employment Development Department. (2024 October). Workforce Services Draft Directive 262,
Regional and Local Planning Guidance for PY 25-28.
https://edd.ca.gov/siteassets/files/jobs_and_training/pubs/wsdd-262.pdf

3 City and County of San Francisco. (2024). Workforce Investment San Francisco.
https://www.sf.gov/departments/workforce-investment-san-francisco-wisf-board

3
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well served, and to meet performance accountability goals based on WIOA performance
indicators, OEWD'’s strategy is to work closely with regional WDBs and organizations, core
partners and other stakeholders to align resources in order to foster sector-based career pathways
and to achieve the strategic vision of the local and regional plan. Furthermore, OEWD’s work is
grounded in labor market information and analysis as well as qualitative and quantitative
information from local businesses and industry groups and other stakeholders.

The San Francisco Workforce Development System is designed to be accessible to diverse job
seekers and employers through OEWD’s network of Comprehensive, Neighborhood, and
Specialized Job Centers, and complementary employment and sector training workforce
programs carried out by community-based service providers.

Each Job Center plays an important role within the San Francisco Workforce Development
System, customizing services and facilitating access to residents of target neighborhoods, job
seekers with barriers to employment, and those seeking to enter or advance in a specific industry
sector. Additionally, OEWD has certified five American Job Centers of California (AJCC) sites,
including a Comprehensive AJCC, two Affiliate AJCCs, and two Specialized AJCCs. These sites
are further described later in this plan.

Collaboration and coordination of service offerings among the Job Centers is critical in
developing flexible and responsive programs and services that meet the needs of all San
Francisco job seekers. The Job Centers are complemented by several dozen community-based
programs for youth and adults that help prepare, train, and connect San Franciscans through
specialized programming to career pathways into strong local industry sectors that provide
opportunities for living wage employment and economic self-sufficiency.

On behalf of the City and County of San Francisco, OEWD leads the Committee on City
Workforce Alignment (“CCWA?”), a 17-member body with representation from a City elected
official, City directors from ten departments with the largest workforce investments, four
executives from community-based providers, and two labor leaders with deep expertise in
apprenticeship programs. In 2024, the CCWA published its Citywide Workforce Development
Plan FY 2024-2029 (“CWDP™)*, a unified strategy to address the needs of workers who are
unemployed, underemployed, or have been historically excluded from the workforce. The
CCWA aligned the CWDP with existing federal, State, and Local mandated plans—including the
San Francisco WIOA Plan—and CCWA intends to bring alignment among the nearly 300
programs offered by 24 City departments that reach over 80,000 participants, with the goal of
gaining a better understanding of City-funded workforce services, including outcomes, gaps, and
redundancies.

On a regional level, OEWD partners closely with the Bay-Peninsula Regional Planning Unit
(BPRPU) in the administration of WIOA funds for the San Francisco, San Mateo, and Santa
Clara County region. Strategies and projects related to BPRPU are further described in the
Regional WIOA Plan.

4 City and County of San Francisco. (2024). Citywide Workforce Development Plan FY 2024-2029.
https://www.sf.qgov/sites/default/files/2024-06/CWDP%202024-29%20-
%20Citywide%20Workforce%20Development%20Plan.pdf

4
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Additionally, OEWD is a member of the Bay Area Good Jobs Partnership for Equity
(BAGJPE)—an informal association of 10 workforce development boards (WDBs) and regional
workforce planning units across the nine-county Bay Area region. In support of the Governor’s
California Jobs First initiative, BAGJPE is the Fiscal Agent for the Bay Area Jobs First
Collaborative (BAJFC) with the San Francisco Office of Economic and Workforce Development
(OEWD) as the Fiscal Lead. BAGJPE and OEWD provide contract administration staffing and
infrastructure to the BAJFC. The BAJFC has been working with over 500 organizations for
regional economic and workforce development planning toward the Governor's vision for the
California economy. Through the California Jobs First Initiative, OEWD and BAGJPE have
uplifted the ways in which workforce development can meet the specific skillset needs of the
State’s and our region’s priority industry sectors, particularly in the most disinvested
communities in the Bay Area

WIOA Core and Required Partners

The Local Plan Content shall include discussion of WIOA Core and Required Partner
Coordination as outlined in WIOA Section 121): How Local Boards and AJCC partners will
coordinate the services and resources identified in their MOU, as outlined in WSD18-12 - WIOA
Memorandums of Understanding; How the Local Board and AJCC partners will work towards
co-enrollment and/or common case management as a service delivery strategy, as outlined in
WSD19-09 - Strategic Co-Enrollment — Unified Plan Partners; How the Local Board and AJCC
partners will facilitate access to services provided through the one-stop delivery system,
including in remote areas, through the use of technology and other means; How the Local Board
and AJCC partners will coordinate workforce and education activities with the provision of
appropriate supportive services; How the Local Board and AJCC partners will comply with
WIOA Section 188 and applicable provisions of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990
regarding the physical and programmatic accessibility of facilities, programs and services,
technology, and materials for individuals with disabilities, as outlined in WSD17-01 -
Nondiscrimination and Equal Opportunity Procedures.

Coordination of MOU services

The WIOA Core Partners are critical partners in the San Francisco Workforce Development
System. WISF envisions a system where there is no “wrong door,” and OEWD service providers
as well as partner organizations seamlessly cross refer and serve job seekers in a coordinated
manner. WISF works with WIOA Core and Required Partners to expand access to employment,
training, education, and supportive services for eligible individuals, particularly those with
barriers to employment.

While the San Francisco Workforce Development System implements a “no wrong door”
approach to service delivery, the Comprehensive Job Center—also referred to as the
Comprehensive AJCC—provides the full menu of workforce development services in the San
Francisco Workforce Development System and provides opportunities for formal and informal
co-location with WIOA Core Partners.
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San Francisco WIOA Core Partners include the EDD Field Office, Department of Rehabilitation
(DOR) District Office, City College of San Francisco (CCSF), and San Francisco Human
Services Agency (SFHSA). WIOA Required Partners include WIOA partners who are receiving
specific WIOA source funds, including Self-Help for the Elderly, Five Keys Charter School,
Refugee and Immigrant Transitions, CCSF, Felton Institute, Treasure Island Job Corps, Success
Centers, and Native American Health Center. All WIOA Core and Required Partners are invited
to quarterly One-Stop Operators.

The One-Stop Operator plays a leadership role in facilitating these partnerships, holding at-least
quarterly WIOA Core and Required Partner meetings to ensure the successful implementation of
services across the San Francisco Workforce Development System to enhance collaboration
amongst partners. In addition to WIOA Core and Required partners, attendees include the
Comprehensive Job Center, which has deep expertise in serving justice-involved individuals,
veterans, and parents paying child support, as well as State Strategic Partners attend. At these
meetings, partners discuss shared initiatives and common challenges. Recent examples of
collaborative efforts include but are not limited to: SFHSA and OEWD’s collaboration on client
co-enrollment, OEWD’s certification of EDD’s San Francisco Workforce Service site as an
Affiliate AJCC location, and OEWD assisting the Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) with
outreach to underserved areas of San Francisco. OEWD and CCSF also collaborate closely on
coordinated sector programming for tech and construction.

For PY 2022-2025, OEWD developed a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with the WIOA
Core and Required Partners to define their respective roles and responsibilities in meeting policy
objectives and service goals. As an important note, this MOU is in process for update for PY
2025-2028 and will be completed in June 2025. The MOU outlines all parties’ agreement to
support the state plan’s objectives of fostering demand-driven skills attainment; enabling upward
mobility for all Californians; aligning, coordinating and integrating programs and services; and
ensuring that individuals with barriers to employment and those in target populations can access
the services they need to achieve economic mobility. Furthermore, all parties agreed to
participate in joint planning and strategic plan development, and to make modifications as
needed to ensure continuous partnerships building; responsiveness to state and federal
requirements; responsiveness to local economic conditions; and adherence to common data
collection and reporting needs. The following outlines the contributions of each MOU partner to
the San Francisco Workforce Development System.

Employment Development Department (EDD): EDD offers Employment Services (including
but not limited to CalJOBs and labor exchange services, Unemployment Insurance services,
California Training Benefits, and Rapid Response), Veterans Services, Labor Market
Information, Employer Informational Services, and Trade Adjustment Act assistance. The client
population of EDD includes Ul and disability insurance claimants, job seekers through Wagner
Peyser, veterans, people with disabilities, youth, and TAA participants. EDD provides cross
training of One-Stop staff. OEWD staff work closely with EDD staff in the provision of Rapid
Response and other services.
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Department of Rehabilitation (DOR): DOR works in partnership with consumers and other
stakeholders to provide services and advocacy resulting in employment, independent living, and
labor access for individuals with disabilities in California. DOR provides a comprehensive menu
of services to eligible clients, including but not limited to: training, self-advocacy training,
assessments, career counseling/exploration, on the job training (OJT)/work experience, job
placement services, assistive technology, and benefits counseling. DOR clients include
individuals who may have the following disabilities: blind or visually impaired; cognitive
disabilities; learning disabilities; intellectual or developmental disabilities; deaf or hard of
hearing; physical disabilities; psychiatric disabilities; traumatic brain injury; and other
disabilities. DOR is physically co-located through regular DOR orientations at the
Comprehensive Job Center, as well as through a system for referrals between OEWD’s
contracted Disabilities Services Coordinator (currently Toolworks) and DOR for the Ticket-to-
Work and SSDI programs.

City College of San Francisco (CCSF): Programs on offer at CCSF include those administered
with Carl D. Perkins Act funds, as well as Career Technical Education (CTE) programs, the
community college CalWORKSs program, and Disabled Student Programs and Services. CCSF
also offers adult basic education services which may include adult secondary education, adult
basic education, English as a Second Language courses, classes for adults with disabilities, and
high school equivalency/GED preparation. The client population of the community college is
very diverse, including students who: seek to transfer to four-year institutions; seek basic skills
attainment; have limited English proficiency; or need short-term vocational training. CCSF
provides on-site staffing and coordinated services through physical colocation, communication
technology, and cross training for Comprehensive Job Center staff on the CCSF application
process and college policies. OEWD collaborated with CCSF on the most recent Adult
Education Block Grant (AEBG) funding application and supported development of the Strong
Workforce Program Strategic Plan 2024 - 2028 to ensure alignment of workforce goals.

San Francisco Human Service Agency (SFHSA): SFHSA is the primary provider of safety net
programs in San Francisco and is responsible for providing employment services for San
Francisco's public assistance recipients, as well as offering services to the general public through
its Career Link Centers. SFHSA works jointly with OEWD to identify models of CalWORKS
(TANF) partnership and best practices that improve client outcomes. Both parties provide
support and technical assistance to facilitate the development of sector-based career pathway
programs specifically geared toward CalWORKS (TANF) recipients. SFHSA coordinates
services through cross-referral, remote communication tools, and cross-training of
Comprehensive Job Center and Affiliate Job Center (EDD AJCC) staff.

Co-Enrollment and Coordinated Case Management

WISF recognizes the critical importance of coordinated service delivery, both for the success of
clients as well as the efficient use of limited resources. WISF and its partners are continuously
striving toward a workforce system that is collaborative, well-integrated, and seamless to the
customer. In stakeholder engagement for this Local Plan, partners continued to identify
collaboration as a high priority to best serve clients.
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All OEWD-funded grantees are required to collect, store, review, and report complete and
accurate data on programs and services, including: operational, administrative, and program
performance; services; and participant demographics, progress, and outcomes. Because all
WIOA grantees are required to enter data into OEWD’s data management system, Workforce
Central (WFC), OEWD grantees are able to easily share case file information across the San
Francisco Workforce Development System, as necessary. It also helps to ensure complete,
accurate, and timely data entry and reporting in compliance with OEWD’s specific funding
requirements and interacts with the State’s CalJOBS system to ensure alignment with State
requirements. WFC captures participant credential attainment, including for partner
organizations that are set up in the system.

Since 2019, WIOA Core Partners have worked together to enhance cross-training, coordinated
intake and referral, and co-enrollment. Partners agreed that the following items will be the focus
on ongoing efforts: ensuring high-quality experiences for clients and cross-training partners on
service offerings and eligibility.

Facilitating Access to Services in Remote Areas through Technology

Although San Francisco is geographically small, and the Neighborhood Job Centers—which are
described in greater detail in the overview of Adult and Dislocated Worker employment and
training activities —are designed for geographic coverage, technology is also being used to
facilitate access to services.

The San Francisco WorkforceLinkSF, a Salesforce-based job platform and client management
system, connects job seekers with the best employment opportunities to help them achieve their
career goals and economic sufficiency and provide employers with customized recruitment
services to find the right talent that will grow and sustain their companies. WorkforceLinkSF
enables independent job seekers and OEWD grantees to connect their clients with up-to-date job
postings in order to facilitate full access to all employment opportunities developed within the
system by participants while rapidly filling open recruitments for employers. The goal for the
digital tool is the more efficient connection of employers to all of the job seekers in the
workforce development system through the use of a technological platform that allows service
providers to see specific requirements and match their participants to jobs appropriate for them,
as well as share info about events and trainings with the other providers in the system.

The pandemic accelerated the system’s ability to offer services remotely through technology,
including the use of a telephone “hotline,” virtual hiring events, and virtual workshops. Many
service providers that moved their services, classes, and training to an online format at the start
of the pandemic have all returned to fully in-person or hybrid models of service to provide
options that best suit participant needs.

Significant skills gaps necessitated the return to fully in-person and/or hybrid models: providers
and community members report training needs for digital literacy. While San Francisco may
have a small square mileage, it has high population density and a bi-furcated labor market where
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workers may possess advanced education and very high-wage jobs or lower educational
attainment and poverty wage jobs, with a shrinking middle wage and middle career pathway.
These conditions promote increasing income inequality and disparities in digital literacy. Despite
proliferation of the information and communication technology sector, one in seven San
Franciscans do not possess basic digital literacy skills, and one in eight San Franciscans do not
have access to high-speed internet at home. Those who are low-income, seniors, limited English
proficient, or having a disability are most at risk. In consideration of these conditions, the City
and County of San Francisco released a Digital Strategic Plan 2019-2024. The plan covers access
to affordable, reliable, and high-quality internet access; digital literacy; and long-term
community benefits of technology. OEWD’s TechSF Sector Academy Manager sits on the
Advisory Committee for this project and provides a workforce development lens to strategic
planning efforts to promote digital literacy for low-wage workers. As OEWD expands its virtual
and digital services offerings, it will pull from the expertise of this Advisory Committee and
conform its approach to the upcoming Digital Strategic Plan 2025-2029, which OEWD
participated in developing.

Supportive Services

As part of a client’s assessment, case managers identify what supportive services, if any, are
necessary to help participants enter, participate and succeed in workforce services. In addition to
the Comprehensive Job Center and Neighborhood Job Centers, partner agencies and community-
based organizations provide supportive services. A supportive services provider works with
participants to address those life issues impacting the participants’ ability to obtain or retain
employment and remediate any systemic barriers to work. Providing supportive services in a
community setting allows for services to be delivered in a culturally humble and community-
sensitive approach. For greater detail on the types of supportive services available, please see the
description under the “Adult and Dislocated Worker Employment and Training Activities”
section.

Accessibility for Individuals with Disabilities

The Disability Coordinator (described in greater detail in the overview of Adult and Dislocated
Worker employment and training activities) works to ensure the physical and programmatic
accessibility of facilities, programs and services, technology, and materials for individuals with
disabilities, including providing staff training and support for addressing the needs of individuals
with disabilities. Furthermore, contracts with service providers and MOUs with AJCC partners
will require compliance with WIOA Section 188, if applicable, and applicable provisions of the
Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990.

State Strategic Partner Coordination

This section applies to coordination with the state strategic planning partners that were added
during the last Local Plan modification and includes: How the Local Board will coordinate with
County Health and Human Services Agencies and other local partners who serve individuals
who access Cal Fresh E&T services; How the Local Board will coordinate with Local Child
Support Agencies and other local partners who serve individuals who are non-custodial parents;
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How the Local Board will coordinate with Local Partnership Agreement partners, established in
alignment with the Competitive Integrated Employment Blueprint, and other local partners who
serve individuals with developmental and intellectual disabilities; How the Local Board will
coordinate with community-based organizations and other local partners who serve individuals
who are English language learners, foreign born, and/or refugees. How the Local Board will
coordinate with Local Veterans Affairs, community-based organizations, and other local
partners who serve veterans. How the Local Board will collaborate with the Strategic Planning
partners to address environmental sustainability.

San Francisco’s State Strategic Partners include San Francisco Human Services Agency
(SFHSA) in support of CalFRESH participants; Department of Child Support Services (DCSS)
in support of parents paying and receiving child support; the Department of Rehabilitation and its
Local Partnership Agreement partners; community-based organization supporting English
language learners, foreign-born, and refugee workers; and local Veterans Affairs and
community-based organizations serving veterans.

Many State Strategic Partners convene at least quarterly through the One-Stop Operator,
individually with OEWD Workforce leadership, or through other City strategic planning. Where
OEWD and State Strategic Partners have identified opportunities for collaboration, partners work
on special projects together, such as an ongoing cross-referral project with the Comprehensive
AJCC and DCSS, participation in the Local Partnership Agreement quarterly strategic planning
meeting facilitated by DOR and Golden Gate Regional Center, and ongoing strategic planning
and implementation with SFHSA to support CalFRESH participants in the CCWA. As is
discussed later in this plan, the San Francisco Workforce Development System supports veterans
through the Comprehensive AJCC Veterans Program (Goodwill Industries), the Affiliate AJCC
(EDD), and the Veterans Specialized AJCC (Swords to Plowshares). As part of this strategic
planning process, the Local Area initiated partnership conversations with the local Veterans
Affairs office.

Coordination with SFHSA and CalFRESH

Per the CWDP, the San Franciscan median income is high, but many San Franciscans do not
make a living wage. According to ACS, the median income for San Francisco is $136,692, while
the median income for California is $91,551. In San Francisco, the median income for families is
$167,861 and the median income for nonfamily households is $102,409. Despite these high
median incomes, 10.4% of all people in San Francisco County live at the federal poverty level.
Poverty is higher than the city average in Bayview Hunters Point, Chinatown, Japantown,
Lakeshore, McLaren Park, Mission, South of Market, Tenderloin, Treasure Island, Visitacion
Valley, and Western Addition neighborhoods. The San Francisco Human Services Agency
serves over 250,000 San Franciscans—or 1 in 4 San Franciscans—annually with public benefits
including CalFRESH, CalWORKSs, and Medi-Cal.

Consequently, San Francisco’s Human Service Agency (SFHSA) is an important partner of
OEWD and the local administrator of Temporary Assistance for Needy Families (TANF,
“CalWORKSs”). SFHSA and OEWD continue to explore options which will move clients through
supportive systems more expeditiously and with improved outcomes.

10
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At the agency-level, deputy directors in both organizations meet at least quarterly to discuss
ways to braid resources, plan programming, and strategize about serving mutual clients,
including through public CCWA meetings and its five working groups focused on discrete topics
around coordinating strategic plans, services for vulnerable populations, services for job seekers
at all career stages, and City data sharing.

Furthermore, SFHSA Director of the JobsNOW Workforce Development Program attends WISF
board meetings to present on or address pertinent issues affecting public benefits recipients.
Similarly, OEWD attends SFHSA Welfare-to-Work Committee meetings convened by EDD San
Francisco Cluster Manager for information-sharing and to act as a resource for program
development. Through these frequent opportunities to collaborate across systems, the two
organizations can leverage existing service delivery infrastructure for CalFRESH recipients.
Updated release of information forms as well as a system for “warm handoffs” have improved
service delivery for mutual clients.

CalFRESH recipients in San Francisco are regularly connected to the AJCC and Job Center
system to access job search assistance, sector training, supportive services, and retention
services. SFHSA has a virtual presence at the AJCC to ensure referral to public benefits
programs, and the AJCC is near the CalWORKSs and CalFRESH offices. Moreover, SFHSA and
OEWD align procurement strategies and mutually-fund community-based organizations to
provide complementary workforce services to public benefits recipients.

Coordination with Child Support Agencies

In Federal Fiscal Year 2022, 7,275 children in San Francisco depended on child support secured
by DCSS. Although the barriers facing parents paying child support and parents receiving
support are significant, the San Francisco Department of Child Support Services (DCSS) and
OEWD hoth offer necessary services and supports to assist parents with finding and keeping
employment, to comprehensively respond to the needs of parents pursuing employment. DCSS
currently offers the following services which promote family system health, stability, and child
welfare: establishing paternity regardless of marital status; seeking child support court order for
immediate payment and court advocacy; and enforcing orders through financial collection, bank
account reviews, and wage assignment adjustments. Services cost $35/year for non-TANF
parents receiving child support to access this legal support, promoting an accessible alternative to
costly litigation for families in need.

During the local WIOA planning process in 2018-19, OEWD and DCSS reactivated a previously
existing partnership. Using this foundation, partners developed a cross-referral strategy, cross-
system information sharing practices, and established a workforce pilot program to connect
parents paying child support who were enrolled in unemployment insurance to employment
through the workforce development system. The workforce pilot program created service
delivery system linkage and referral, and prioritized clients for individualized career services.
The pilot was successful in placing parents into employment. Through the lessons learned from
this initiative, partners expanded the service delivery strategy to a second phase that includes
referral to neighborhood-based and Spanish, Cantonese, Mandarin, and Vietnamese language
services. The partnership is ongoing and routinized.

11
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Outside of this cross-referral workforce program, the San Francisco Workforce Development
System can provide parents with a wide range of job search, training, and supportive services,
including barrier remediation and specialized services through the AJCC and the Reentry Job
Center. According to DCSS, OEWD’s CityBuild Construction Pre-Apprenticeship Academy is a
strong program currently serving parents and assisting parents to enter a career pathway in a
high-demand sector for the region. Opportunities for enhanced collaboration and coordination
exist. OEWD and DCSS have established ad-hoc director-level meeting schedules for continued
system integration efforts and further program development.

Competitive Integrated Employment

Per the CWDP, nearly 12% (94,202) of San Franciscans manage a disability. Women have a
slightly higher rate of disability than men, and Black or African American, Asian, and Native
Hawaiian and Pacific Islander San Franciscans have higher rates of disability than the Citywide
total. Moreover, administrative data from the San Francisco Human Services Agency report that
nearly 34,000 low-income clients manage a disability.

The Department of Rehabilitation (DOR) San Francisco District Administrator identified OEWD
as a key partner for development of the Local Partnership Agreement (LPA) for Competitive
Integrated Employment (CIE), and OEWD participated in the LPA development process. The
LPA describes how partners will work together to serve individuals with intellectual and
developmental disabilities (ID/DD), especially in partnership with local educational agencies,
DOR districts, and regional centers. Though the LPA concluded, partners continue to meet
quarterly in good faith to support continuation of LPA strategies and initiatives. LPA participants
include many of OEWD’s primary workforce development partners: Goodwill (AJCC), The Arc
of San Francisco, Independent Living Resource Center, Toolworks, Jewish VVocational Services,
Psychosocial Rehabilitation and Recovery Center at the San Francisco Veterans Affairs Health
Care System, Community College of San Francisco, San Francisco Unified School District, and
Golden Gate Regional Center (GGRC).

OEWD currently provides services to individuals with intellectual and/or developmental
disability (ID/DD) through three community-based organizations. Workforce development
services include job placement, job readiness, and training services. OEWD’s Specialized Job
Center for people with disabilities, is co-located with the AJCC to provide new client orientation
for individuals with disabilities. The Specialized Job Center has developed a training for San
Francisco Workforce Development System service providers to streamline service delivery at a
client’s entry point to the Workforce System and to limit referral to multiple agencies. The
Specialized Job Center also coordinates service delivery with the Department of Rehabilitation
(DOR) and leverages DOR funding for client enrollment in training.

OEWD and DOR share an MOU which includes a description of the services provided in the
workforce system, how services will be coordinated and delivered to meet the needs of
customers, the role of the partners and methods for referral between partners, and a cost-sharing
agreement. San Francisco falls within DOR’s San Francisco District, which includes the counties
of Marin, San Francisco, and San Mateo. DOR is a mandated partner on WISF and meets
regularly with OEWD through the aforementioned One-Stop Operator and Local Partnership
Agreement meetings.

12
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OEWD and DOR have assigned points of contact to keep the agencies and other partners
informed of events and services available. All partners work together to share information and
ensure smooth cross-referral between workforce providers and DOR, including providing
updated materials and postings at the AJCC and other service provider locations and mandating
Job Center and OEWD staff training on systemic issues and best practices relevant to individuals
with disabilities. Additionally, OEWD and DOR provide training to the San Francisco
Workforce Development System on an at-least biannual basis on trauma-informed care and
services to support participants with disabilities and employers with employees managing
disabilities.

Coordination on Services for English Language Learners, the Foreign Born and Refugees

San Franciscans are multilingual and multicultural. Over a third of San Franciscans are born
outside of the United States, and over 43% of residents speak a language other than English at
home, with 25% speaking Asian and Pacific Islander languages and 10.4% speaking Spanish.
Administrative data from the San Francisco Human Services Agency indicate that nearly 84,000
low-income clients have limited English proficiency; major languages for this special client
population include Cantonese, Spanish, other Asian Pacific Islander, Vietnamese, Russian, and
Tagalog. One in three San Franciscans are born outside the US and over 43% of San Franciscans
speak a language other than English at home.

A primary strategy to reach LEP workers, English Language Learners, the Foreign Born, and
Refugee workers are the Neighborhood Job Centers (described in further detail under Adult and
DW employment and training activities), which are embedded within trusted community-based
organizations in San Francisco. Through the Neighborhood Job Centers, OEWD has been able to
identify and form collaborative relationships with the stakeholders who are providing services to
LEP individuals. Over the past several years, through the Chinatown, Mission, and Visitacion
Valley Neighborhood and Specialized Job Centers, agencies provide workforce services that are
targeted toward these communities. Services include job readiness preparation (such as interview
preparation and resume development), computer skills, case management, job placement
assistance, and vocational English as a second language (VESL) training. Some providers have
also been trained in referring participants to City College of San Francisco to access free or
reduced cost English language training.

Currently, OEWD offers multilingual training programs for the health care, hospitality, and other
services sectors. Additionally, OEWD has integrated VESL coursework into the CityBuild
Academy Construction training program through City College of San Francisco, though this
program is not funded by WIOA investments. Sector training programs may use designated
course materials translated into multiple languages and/or bilingual staff who may translate
course material into Chinese (Cantonese and/or Mandarin) or Spanish. Current program
availability in Chinese includes: Food Prep and Production, Chinese Cooking Training, Western
Cooking Training, Japanese Cooking Training, Custodial Training, Hospitality VVocational
Training, Healthcare Career Preparation, Home Care Provider 1I, Home Care Provider 111, and
Appliance Repair trainings. The Certified Home Health Aide training, which leads to a state
certification, includes combined English and Cantonese classroom instruction and course
materials. The Certified Nursing Assistant training, though offered in English, works with

13
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bilingual Spanish speakers and individuals who are at ESL Level 3 to complete their
certification. Current program offerings in Spanish include: Culinary Academy, Home Care
Provider I, Home Care Provider I11.

In addition, LEP individuals are eligible for barrier remediation services to assist in addressing
the barriers to find and maintain employment. The services that are specifically tailored to the
needs of LEP individuals include the following characteristics:

e Vocationally oriented and directly relevant to the vocational goals of the individual

e Include an assessment of both written and verbal language skills

¢ Include an assessment of the individual’s literacy in their native language

e Emphasize contextualized learning with substantial time allocated to the practice and
utilization of English language skills in a safe learning environment

e Relevant to the learning needs of the individual/target population

e Delivered in a culturally competent and sensitive manner

Coordination on Services for Veterans

In December 2024, EDD released the California Veterans in the Workforce Dashboard. OEWD
will use this data resource for strategic planning moving forward. EDD reports that San
Francisco County has 21,435 residents who are veterans per the U.S. Department of Veterans
Affairs (September 2023). Using U.S. Census Bureau American Community Survey Five-Year
Estimates (2022), EDD reports that the veteran labor force population demonstrates a slightly
lower than average unemployment rate (4.0%); there are estimated 6,353 veterans in the San
Francisco labor force and 256 are unemployed.

OEWD is committed to serving the veteran and military spouse community. The Comprehensive
AJCC is co-located with EDD, allowing for smooth coordination with the Comprehensive
AJCC’s Veterans’ Service representative. Additionally, OEWD coordinates with the local Vet
Center through its community-based organization network.

OEWD provides a Veterans’ Specialized Job Center (SJC) that works closely with the CJC,
NJCs, the Veterans Administration (VA), EDD’s veterans’ programs, community-based
organizations serving veterans, other veteran services locally, and education providers. The role
of the Veterans’ SJC is to:

e Liaise with the VA to provide outreach to veterans, especially those newly re-entering the
civilian workforce, and to align employment services across the veterans and workforce
systems.

e Provide or facilitate access to a wide range of services to address the needs of veterans,
including vocational skills training, housing, health, mental health, transportation, substance
abuse, childcare, as appropriate.

e Provide assistance to obtain a driver’s license, as appropriate.

e Provide legal and practical assistance with correction of military records, military discharge
upgrades, VA disability claims, or other relevant documentation.

14
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e Conduct targeted relationship-building with employers interested in hiring and advancing
veterans.

Collaboration with Partners to Address Environmental Sustainability

OEWD has been participating in regional planning efforts in order to align climate goals across
the region. The Bay Area Jobs First Collaborative’s Regional Plan Parts | and Il) provides a
comprehensive baseline assessment of the Bay Area, its stakeholders, and the factors
influencing its economic, environmental, and health conditions. A comprehensive
understanding of the region’s present conditions is necessary to formulate effective

strategies that will help the Bay Area transition to a sustainable economy that creates
high-quality employment opportunities. The report includes an overview of the regional
economy, public health, climate and environmental impacts, and a regional SWOT analysis.

In addition to taking part in regional efforts, the City and County of San Francisco maintains a
Climate Action Plan, and OEWD is supporting implementation by integrating the Justice40
Initiative into local policy in partnership with Department of the Environment. The Justice40
Initiative, established in Executive Order 14008: Tackling the Climate Crisis at Home and
Abroad, created the following federal goal: 40% of the overall benefits of certain federal
investments (including training and workforce development) should flow to disadvantaged
communities.

To support environmental justice planning, the State of California produces several data assets.
The California Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA) CalEnviroScreen
4.0 identifies communities that are disproportionately burdened by multiple sources of pollution
and is a tool to assess cumulative impacts of pollution in California communities. The map
below identifies that the Tenderloin, South of Market (SOMA), Mission, Bayview Hunters Point,
Visitacion Valley, and Oceanview-Merced Heights-Ingleside (OMI), and Treasure Island
neighborhoods are particularly burdened by pollution. The OEWD Job Center network align
with these areas, and OEWD partners with Treasure Island Job Corps to serve the Treasure
Island community.

San Francisco is currently working to understand how environmental justice requirements will be
applied to federal funding opportunities and where San Francisco’s Environmental Justice
Communities and City Departments can align to prioritize San Francisco’s most burdened
communities for federal investments.

The San Francisco Environmental Justice Framework (EJ Framework) was adopted to help
decision makers identify environmental justice policy priorities that can be incorporated
throughout the San Francisco General Plan. The EJ Framework highlights policy priorities that
environmental justice community members have identified as essential to improving the health
of their communities. These community priorities are categorized within the following policy
topic areas:

o Healthy and Resilient Environments;
o Physical Activity and Healthy Public Facilities;
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o Safe, Healthy, and Affordable Homes; and
e Equitable and Green Jobs.

With regards to Equitable and Green Jobs, the policy endeavors to build a network of jobs and
workforce opportunities that contribute to the development of healthy communities while
meeting the growing need for a diversity of jobs that provide livable wages and workforce
development and training opportunities. In doing so, the policy also recognizes the significant
disparities in income and workforce participation.

As one example of how OEWD is working to embed climate modifications to existing programs,
the CityBuild Academy is working to develop and resource the CityBuild GreenPro program
concept. “GreenPro” is designed to address the urgent need for a skilled workforce capable of
thriving in San Francisco’s emerging low-carbon economy. Grounded in a commitment to
economic access, climate resilience, and the creation of high-quality jobs, the program seeks to
empower individuals from disadvantaged communities by providing them with critical skills that
lead to increased wages, benefits, job quality, and job security.

GreenPro aims to establish a sustainable and replicable framework that offers innovative skills
training tailored to the needs of the architecture, engineering, and construction (AEC) sectors.
Goals include the development of the GreenPro curriculum, which equips participants with
essential skills for high-demand occupations such as Engineering Technician, Building
Performance Analyst, and Carbon Data Coordinator. This curriculum will incorporate advanced
training in Lifecycle Assessments (LCA), enabling participants to evaluate and reduce embodied
carbon throughout the design and construction processes.

To ensure that training aligns with the evolving demands of the low-carbon economy, staff foster
collaboration with key industry partners. Our focus is on providing accessible training
opportunities for priority populations, including low-income individuals and communities
disproportionately affected by environmental challenges. Comprehensive support services—such
as mentorship, barrier removal, and financial assistance—will facilitate participants’ success in
the full project lifecycle from recruitment, training, completion of training, placement and
retention.

While still in development, GreenPro intends to facilitate immediate and eventual greenhouse
gas (GHG) emission reductions. By building climate and economic resilience, addressing
economic, environmental, and access goals, and developing a workforce with industry-led skill
sets, the program empowers both workers and firms to compete and thrive in San Francisco’s
low-carbon economy.

WIOA Title | Coordination

This section must describe the following information: Training and/or professional development
that will be provided to frontline staff to gain and expand proficiency in digital fluency and
distance learning; Training and/or professional development that will be provided to frontline
staff to ensure cultural competencies and an understanding of the experiences of trauma-exposed
populations; How the Local Board will coordinate workforce investment activities carried out in
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the Local Area with statewide rapid response activities, as outlined in WSD16-04 - Rapid
Response and Layoff Aversion Activities; A description and assessment of the type and
availability of adult and dislocated worker employment and training activities in the Local Area.
This includes how the Local Board will ensure that priority for adult career and training
services will be given to recipients of public assistance, other low-income individuals, and
individuals who are basic skills deficient, as outlined in WSD15-14 - WIOA Adult Program
Priority of Service; A description and assessment of the type and availability of youth workforce
investment activities in the Local Area, as outlined inWSD17-07- WIOA Youth Program
Requirements. This includes any strategies the Local Board has on how to increase the digital
literacy and fluency of youth participants, including youth with disabilities; The entity
responsible for the disbursal of grant funds as determined by the Chief Elected Official or the
Governor, and the competitive process that will be used to award the sub-grants and contracts
for WIOA Title I activities; A description of how the Local Board fulfills the duties of the AJCC
Operator and/or the Career Services Provider as outlined in WSD19-13 - Selection of AJCC
Operators and Career Services Providers. This should include the name(s) and role(s) of any
entities that the Local Board contracts with.

Training and Professional Development

OEWD aims to support grantees in their efforts to continuously improve their practice, programs
and services. OEWD regularly offers technical assistance and capacity-building activities in a
variety of subjects related to program improvement and quality assurance. These include but are
not limited to: digital fluency and capacity building, cultural competencies, trauma-informed
care, and equitable access to workforce services. The following list is a sampling of the capacity
building opportunities held in the past 12-24 months or planned for the coming 12 months:

Using Motivational Interviewing Techniques to support Climate Job Career Exploration
Talking Job Quality for Employer Partners

Trauma and Resilience Foundations

Trauma and Resilience Action Lab

EDD Labor Market Information Training

Future of Work Training Part | (foundation in emerging trends)

Future of Work Training Part 11 (applicability to current work)

Best Practices in Reentry Services with Reentry Specialized Job Centers

Best Practices in Disability Services with Disability Specialized Job Centers

Windmills Training - Disability Etiquette and Awareness (Department of Rehabilitation)
OEWD Foundations Workshop (available to all OEWD staff to build cultural humility)
WIOA Data Validation, Measurable Skills Gains, and Credential Attainment Training
Ongoing training on OEWD proprietary case management system (WorkforceCentral)
Navigating the Intersection of Reentry, Disability, and Youth Services

OEWD intends to continue professional development offerings for staff and San Francisco
Workforce Development System providers as funds are available. Where possible, OEWD will
leverage other City-sponsored trainings across departments and staff will cross-train each other
to improve professional development offerings.
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Rapid Response Activities

The Federal Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notifications (WARN) Act requires employers
to give a 60-day notice to affected employees and both State and Local representatives in
advance of a plant closing or mass layoff. OEWD receives WARNS on behalf of the Local Area.
In FY 23-24, OEWD received 79 WARNSs affecting 6,682 total employees.

In the event of a layoff, outplacement services are provided through Rapid Response and Job
Transition Assistance Services, connecting affected workers quickly with resources and
information on topics including Unemployment Insurance, bridged health insurance (COBRA),
job counseling, training opportunities, and rapid reemployment. Quickly utilizing Rapid
Response services helps ensure companies comply with State and Federal WARN Act
requirements and aids affected workers in quickly transitioning to new employment, minimizing
the length of their unemployment insurance claims.

OEWD promotes Rapid Response workshops and other Employer Services through the WISF,
email blasts and newsletters, and ongoing relationships with business partners, city agencies,
grantees, and employers. OEWD’s Employer Services staff participate in employer events,
industry association meetings, community-based events, job fairs, employer-based spotlights,
and open house employer-focused activities to promote Rapid Response and other Employer
Services.

OEWD will continue to partner with the Employment Development Department to serve
companies projecting or planning layoffs to ensure they are aware of Rapid Response, Employer
Services, WIOA services, and the Trade Adjustment Assistance program application process.
OEWD is also an active member of the Greater Bay Area Rapid Response Roundtable
(GBARRR), a group of Rapid Response coordinators, planners, and practitioners who work
locally and regionally on behalf of the many workforce development boards to deliver timely
rapid response services to employers and dislocated workers. The Roundtable meets quarterly
and engages in discussions and activities by sharing best practices and establishing a network of
professionals that facilitate service delivery across county boundaries.

Adult and Dislocated Worker Employment and Training Activities

The following is an overview of the Job Center System, and includes the Comprehensive Job
Center, Neighborhood Job Centers, Specialized Job Centers, the One-Stop Operator and their
services. An overview of OEWD’s sector initiatives is also provided.

Individually, each OEWD Job Center plays a specialized role within the San Francisco
Workforce Development System. The system by design allows for integration of services and
braiding of resources. The main components of this system are:

e Comprehensive Job Center (CJC): The CJC forms the central hub of San Francisco’s
workforce system and encompasses all of the WIOA-mandated service elements of an
America’s Job Center of California (AJCC). Further, it coordinates the services of all of
the Job Centers within San Francisco’s workforce system to ensure individuals seeking
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services are connected to the programs and opportunities that help them to achieve their
full potential.

e Neighborhood Job Center (NJC): The NJCs are located in geographic areas that are
physically isolated from the CJC or that chronically suffer from higher unemployment
rates than San Francisco’s average. NJCs allow community-based access to an array of
workforce services.

e Specialized Job Center (SJC): The SJCs serve specific target populations (people with
disabilities, veterans, people in reentry) with customized career services that respond to a
unique set of needs by job seekers in their specialized population. SJICs may be
physically co located with the CJC or NJCs.

e Young Adult Job Centers: The Young Adult Job Centers target young adults ages 17-24
and offer a variety of workforce, education, wrap-around, barrier-removal, and supportive
services to support young adults in achieving economic stability and general well-being.
In addition, through either direct service provision or referral to partner organizations, the
Young Adult Job Centers offer the 14 WIOA youth program elements.

e Sector Coordinators: The Sector Coordinators specialize in a specific demand-industry
sector that represents a significant employment area within San Francisco. Sector
Coordinators are experts in occupations within that sector and can quickly identify
training needs and/or job opportunities appropriate for job seekers interested in entering
that sector. Sector Coordinators are responsible outreach, orientation and referring clients
to job training opportunities within the respective sector initiative.

Comprehensive Job Center (Comprehensive AJCC, “CJC")

The CJC serves as the central hub for all WIOA Title | workforce system services and other
services delivered by the CJC, NJCs, SJCs, Sector Coordinators, Young Adult Job Centers,
Employer Services Coordinators, and Core Partners. In addition to providing direct customer
services via a comprehensive menu of on-site workforce preparation activities, the CJC is
charged with improving and facilitating coordination of and access to workforce services across
the City. The CJC serves as a centralized source of career assessment services, supportive
services, on-the-job Training (OJT) contracts, and individual training accounts (ITAs, “training
scholarships”) for the broader workforce system. Additionally, the CJC offers comprehensive job
readiness training (JRT) services, computer and financial literacy services available for referral
by other job centers that do not have the capacity to offer the full suite of such services. Job
readiness training is soft skills training to prepare individuals to be personally effective at work.

The CJC serves three primary functions:

1. Collaboration with WIOA Core Partners to co-locate all workforce system services.

2. Delivery of Comprehensive Job Center services at a fully-staffed, “one-stop” career
resource center.

3. Coordination of the NJCs, SJCs, Sector Coordinators, and Employer Services
provider(s) to align and continuously improve service offerings available to job seekers
citywide as a seamless delivery system. Through this effort, they act an “entry-point” to
the workforce system, representing it at community events (e.g., employment and
resource fairs).
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Together, the Job Centers form a system of workforce services designed to quickly and
effectively facilitate a diverse array of job seekers to enter, re-enter, or advance in the labor
market in a manner that maximizes their full economic potential.

OEWD targets the majority of its resources to support and prepare job seekers with barriers to
employment. Those with barriers to employment will require the most intensive services to
realize their employment goals. All Job Centers must design their services in a manner which
includes strategies to effectively assist eligible individuals with barriers to employment. Barriers
range from those that present significant challenges to those able to be addressed with short-term
or minimal guidance and support.

Examples of barriers that often require higher levels of support include:

e First time transition into the workforce

e Limited work skills and experience

e Academic skills lower than 8" grade proficiency

e Long-term unemployment or under-employment

e Personal safety issues, such as domestic violence, gang affiliation, or turf issues
e Lack of childcare or transportation

e Lack of avalid driver’s license

e Limited English language skills

e Limited digital literacy

e Involvement with the justice system

Target populations who may face one or more of the above barriers include: displaced
homemakers, low-income individuals, Native Americans, people with disabilities, older workers,
formerly incarcerated individuals, homeless individuals, foster youth, LEP individuals,
migrant/seasonal farm workers, people within two years of exhausting TANF benefits, single
parents, long term unemployed. All Job Centers work closely with core partners as well as other
community-based organizations to ensure successful outreach to target populations, and to
ensure that they access the services and supports needed to assist them in moving toward greater
economic self-sufficiency and career success.

One-Stop Operator (OSO)

OEWD funds a One-Stop Operator (OSO)--or America’s Job Center of California (AJCC)
Operator, as mandated by WIOA--to lead coordination of services among the Comprehensive
Job Center (CJC) and WIOA Core Partners.

The OSO plays a role in facilitating partnerships, providing training and technical assistance, and
monitoring the successful implementation of services across San Francisco’s Workforce
Development System.

Highlights of OSO responsibilities include the following:
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e Monitor and ensure Implementation of Core Partner services at the CAP as outlined in
MOUs negotiated by OEWD.

e Following OEWD guidance, coordinate and facilitate technical assistance and training,
including new providers/staff member on-boarding, refresher training, interactive training
on OEWD technology systems, etc., in a variety of formats to accommodate a diversity
of adult learner needs.

e Coordinate service provider events to share best practices and allow for networking and
resource-sharing among providers.

Neighborhood Job Centers (Satellite AJCCs)

A network of seven NJCs allows the workforce system to leverage neighborhood assets to
enhance core programs and services. These neighborhood-based employment centers offer a
combination of workforce, education, barrier-removal, referral, and supportive services to
support residents in achieving economic stability and general well-being. In addition to
delivering an extensive menu of WIOA workforce services on-site, the NJCs serve as
geographically accessible entry-points into San Francisco’s larger public workforce and
education systems.

The NJCs allow for specialized outreach to Limited English Proficient (LEP) communities who
are concentrated in certain San Francisco neighborhoods. All NJCs are responsible for
facilitating access and ensuring that job seeker clients receive culturally appropriate, culturally
sensitive services that are appropriate and tailored to the client’s particular assets, needs, and
barriers.

NJC services include the following:

e An accessible, community-based facility delivering comprehensive workforce services,
including referral to adult basic education.

¢ In-person and online services relevant and customized to neighborhood-specific needs and
assets.

e Staff who are culturally humble (and, as needed, multilingual) personnel who serve as
workforce experts, reach neighborhood residents through trusted channels, and operate
services with a dual customer (job seeker/employer) approach.

e Outreach and recruitment strategies that may include partnering with schools, agencies and
organizations that can identify targeted groups of neighborhood residents and connect them
to the Job Center; employing dedicated staff and/or peer outreach workers; and participating
in relevant community events or information fairs.

e Relationships with local businesses and with businesses whose hiring needs match the skills
of neighborhood job seekers; close coordination with OEWD’s Employer Services provider
to facilitate connections to larger, regional businesses allow job seekers to understand,
prepare for, and connect to job opportunities within the San Francisco labor market.

Specialized Job Centers (SJCs)

Specialized Job Centers target specific at-risk populations, as detailed below. SJCs identify
clients through the CJC and NJCs, and cross referrals are encouraged. All SJC service providers
are responsible for facilitating access and ensuring that job seeker clients receive culturally
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appropriate, culturally sensitive services appropriate and tailored to the client’s particular assets,
needs, and barriers.

SJCs must identify the industries and occupations that are most appropriate for the targeted
groups they serve, with an emphasis on industry-recognized certificate attainment. At a
minimum, a Re-Entry SJC, a Disability SJC, and a Veterans SJC are key elements of San
Francisco’s Job Center network. Other SJICs may be added for other identified needs. Providers
are encouraged to collaborate with other service providers to achieve close coordination of
services. Funding preference is given to high-quality partnerships, subcontracting arrangements,
or collaborations that leverage from other sources.

Reentry SJC

Employment is a key criminogenic factor in recidivism. To that end, OEWD funds a Reentry
Specialized Job Center (SJC) to provide job readiness and employment services for job seekers
with criminal convictions or a history of involvement in the criminal justice system. The Reentry
SJC works with existing programs, policies, tools, and services, including but not limited to:
counseling services, workshops, and job placement assistance targeting the employment needs of
job seekers with criminal records, especially those newly re-entering the workforce from the
criminal justice system.

Reentry SJC providers deliver the following:

e Liaise with the Adult Probation Department to provide outreach pre-release and to align re-
entry employment services across the probation and workforce systems.

e Provide or facilitate access to a wide range of services to address inadequate/outdated
vocational skills, low literacy and numeracy skills, limited digital literacy, mental or
behavioral health issues, and substance abuse issues, as appropriate.

e Provide or facilitate access to cognitive behavior interventions, as appropriate.

e Provide assistance to obtain a driver’s license, as appropriate.

e Provide or facilitate access to legal and practical assistance to obtain a Certificate of Relief
and Good Conduct, rap sheet reclassification, or other relevant documentation.

e Conduct targeted relationship-building with employers interested in hiring the re-entry
population.

e Place job seekers in transitional employment for up to 6 months, with an ultimate goal of
unsubsidized employment.

e Provide follow-up retention services up to 24 months following placement in unsubsidized
employment.

Disability SIC

Per the CWDP, nearly 12% (94,202) of San Franciscans manage a disability. Women have a
slightly higher rate of disability than men, and Black or African American, Asian, and Native
Hawaiian and Pacific Islander San Franciscans have higher rates of disability than the Citywide
total. Moreover, administrative data from the San Francisco Human Services Agency report that
nearly 34,000 low-income clients manage a disability.
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The San Francisco job market is very focused on highly skilled individuals, which can be
particularly challenging for people with disabilities (PWD) with limited skills and work
experience. This makes it difficult to decide between returning to work in a low-wage job and/or
staying out of the workforce. The overarching challenge with job placement involves job
matching and ensuring that PWD are not underemployed. Disability Specialized Job Centers
(SJCs) and a Disability Coordinator deliver and coordinate workforce and employment services
targeting people with disabilities (PWD). The Disability SJICs and Disability Coordinator work
closely with the Department of Rehabilitation, CBO’s, and other service providers to ensure
coordination of efforts.

The Disability Coordinator is responsible for the administration of San Francisco’s Ticket to
Work program. Ticket to Work is a Federal program that supports career development for Social
Security disability beneficiaries aged 18 through 64 who want to work. The program helps
people with disabilities progress toward financial independence and is free and voluntary.

Disability SJCs deliver the following:

e Conduct targeted outreach to PWD, including adults on Supplemental Security Income (SSI)
and Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI).

e Act as aresource for job seekers, businesses, government agencies, and community-based
organizations regarding the unique assets and barriers of the disabled job seeker population.

e Collaborate and coordinate alignment with disability-serving partner organizations to better
serve PWD.

e Collaborate with DOR to align employment services and resources.

e Collaborate with educational and training institutions to support individuals’ access to
education and attainment of in-demand credentials.

e Ensure accessibility of facilities, services, and materials provided at and through referral via
the CJC and NJCs.

e Provide Ticket to Work services to participants enrolled in San Francisco’s Disability
Employment Initiative, including career planning, job accommodations, job
coaching/training, job placement/job assistance services, ongoing employment support/job
retention, special language capacity, and other employment-related services.

e Provide on-going disability awareness training for staff at the CJC, NJCs, other SJCs, and
sector-based service providers.

e Engage employers with interest in hiring and advancing individuals with disabilities; train
employers on supporting employees with disabilities; and facilitate job placement and
retention, including any necessary accommodations.

Veterans SJC

According to the July 2023 Census estimate, approximately 20,000 veterans reside in San
Francisco. The Veterans’ Specialized Job Center (SJC) delivers job readiness and employment
services targeting veterans, especially those newly re-entering the civilian workforce. The
Veterans” SJC works closely with the CJC, NJCs, the Veterans Administration (VA), EDD’s
veterans’ programs, community-based organizations serving veterans, other veteran services
locally, and education providers.
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The Veterans SJC delivers the following services:

e Liaise with the VA to provide outreach to veterans, especially those newly re-entering the
civilian workforce, and to align employment services across the veterans and workforce
systems.

e Provide or facilitate access to a wide range of services to address the needs of veterans,
including vocational skills training, housing, health, mental health, transportation, substance
abuse, child care, as appropriate.

e Provide assistance to obtain a driver’s license, as appropriate.

e Provide legal and practical assistance with correction of military records, military discharge
upgrades, VA disability claims, or other relevant documentation.

e Conduct targeted relationship-building with employers interested in hiring and advancing
veterans.

Overview of Job Center Services
The following is a description of the comprehensive career services available via the CJC.

Within each service provider’s contract, OEWD includes a requirement that services provided
must prioritize the target populations as identified by the WISF. Compliance with the priority of
service is tracked through regular reporting requirements and monitoring visits.

Outreach and Referral

Outreach and referral services identify eligible participants to be enrolled in workforce programs
and services, including WIOA identified target populations, low-income, unemployed,
underemployed, and dislocated workers. Outreach and referral efforts are coordinated with other
direct service providers and/or agencies responsible for these programs to ensure a process for
making job opportunities available to program participants. All service providers including
Specialized Job Centers are required via contract to assist with outreach and referral services.
Furthermore, each coordinator for the sector academies is responsible for outreach efforts.

Orientation and Assessment
Orientation and assessment are the first enrollment activities a participant encounters in the San
Francisco Workforce Development System.

Orientation: Orientations provide information on the full array of services available through all
Job Centers and the larger workforce ecosystem, including those provided by other agencies and
organizations. Information is provided on how to access other workforce services available
within the community and the larger workforce services ecosystem.

Assessment: Assessment activities assist participants in determining their skill level, interests,
aptitudes, and abilities as they begin to define/redefine career goals and identify barriers to
employment relevant to each individual participant. Any needed supportive services are also
identified during the assessment process. Initial assessment will help determine the incoming
participants’ eligibility and appropriateness for workforce programs and supportive services.
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An objective assessment must include a participant’s: education, basic and occupational skills,
prior work experience, interests, employability, aptitudes, supportive service needs, and
developmental needs. Approved OEWD assessment tools include ACT’s job skills assessment
system, WorkKeys, KeyTrain, National Career Readiness Certificate, CASAS, and TABE.

Information and Guided Referral Services

All Job Centers provide information and referrals on how to access services within the Job
Center and in the larger public workforce system. Information regarding supportive services,
including childcare and transportation, are also accessible. Information on employment
opportunities include employment statistics, labor market (local/state/national) information,
training opportunities, job vacancy listings, required job skills, and available services.
Information on unemployment claims, eligibility for CalWORKS (TANF) employment
activities, and financial aid assistance for training and education programs is also provided.
Information may be made available in a self-service resource room, through individualized
referrals, case management, and/or in group workshops.

Participants are referred to services and workforce programs for which they are eligible and
prepared, and which are most appropriate to their goals, abilities and needs, based on the results
of assessment(s). When appropriate, referrals are made from the Job Centers to the Sector
Coordinators.

OEWD provides an approved list of qualified service providers (the Eligible Training Provider
List) for Job Centers to refer individuals to approved providers when WIOA-funded technical or
occupational training is identified as appropriate for the client. For example, job seekers assessed
to have limited academic skills and/or English proficiency must be referred to an OEWD-
approved basic skills provider. OEWD provides technical assistance and staff development to
service providers to ensure they are familiar with providers on the ETPL as well as other
agencies providing specialized and/or complimentary services in order to facilitate relationships
and strong referral networks amongst approved providers.

Individual Career Planning and Case Management

All Job Centers provide individual career planning and case management services to customers
in an integrated manner across programs, utilizing the workforce system partners as appropriate.
These services are intended to ensure that the program experience and outcomes for each
participant are aligned with their unique educational and occupational goals; and that services are
provided in a manner that addresses the individual needs of each participant, including services
designed to help individuals overcome barriers to post-secondary or employment success.

Service providers work jointly with eligible program participants to develop individual
employment plans (IEPs) or individual service strategies (1SSs) (for WIOA Youth eligible
participants) that, at a minimum, specify an employment goal, objectives, all barriers to
employment, the mix and sequence of services that should help the customer overcome the
barriers identified, supportive services to be provided, and expected employment outcome(s) or
goals. As appropriate to a participant’s goals and needs, individual planning involves case
management staff from relevant service providers to ensure that no services are duplicated.
Individual planning helps the participant to identify an industry sector of interest to the
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individual and create an individual career plan for potential career paths within the job seeker’s
selected industry.

The plan must include the training and skill development needed to succeed in the specific
industry and must recommend a path for advancement and/or refer job seekers directly to a
sector academy, other training via an ITA also known as a “training scholarship”, or direct
placement.

Through integrated case management services, the Job Center tracks participants’ progress,
assists participants in overcoming barriers, provides career and motivational counseling, refers
participants to other resources that can meet identified needs, follows up on all referrals and
placements, and act as an advocate on behalf of participants. As needed, a participant’s IEP/ISS
is modified to reflect changing needs or circumstances.

Supportive Services

As part of a client’s assessment, case managers identify what supportive services, if any, are
necessary to help participants enter, participate and succeed in workforce services. Supportive
services are provided by NJCs as well as the CJC. The supportive services provider works with
participants to address life issues impacting the participants’ ability to obtain or retain
employment. Supportive services should be delivered in a culturally competent and sensitive
manner.

Supportive services may include (but are not limited to):

Testing fees

Childcare services

Transportation assistance

Driver’s license acquisition or driving record remediation

Drug testing

Assistance with work-related expenses (uniforms, supplies, tools, etc.)

Job Readiness Training

Job Readiness Training (JRT) helps prepare job seekers for success in vocational programs and
employment by equipping them with effective workplace and classroom survival skills, attitudes,
and behaviors. Ideally, JRT will motivate job seekers to identify and address their identified
employment barriers; be relevant and customized to the learning needs of the individual or target
population; and be delivered in a culturally competent and culturally sensitive manner.

Training includes topics such as learning and communication skills, employers’ expectations,
appropriate work attire, life skills, and job search skills.

Basic Digital Literacy Training

Basic computer skills training is designed to equip participants with the skills and support they
need to fully access workforce system services, conduct an effective self-directed job search, and
achieve employment and career advancement. Training may include:
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e Basic computer skills & literacy

e Internet use for the job search and job applications

e Email skills for the job search

e Basic skills training in Outlook, Word, Excel, Access, and PowerPoint

Financial Literacy Services

Financial literacy services and training prepare participants to manage employment income and a
household budget. Financial literacy services include the following topics:

e Ability of participants to create household budgets, initiate savings plans, and make
informed financial decisions about education, retirement, home ownership, wealth
building, or other savings goals;

e Ability to manage spending, credit, and debt, including credit card debt, effectively;

e Awareness of the availability and significance of credit reports and credit scores in
obtaining credit, including determining their accuracy and effect on credit terms

e Ability to understand, evaluate, and compare financial products, services and
opportunities;

e Activities that address the particular financial literacy needs of non-English speakers,
including providing support through the development and distribution of multilingual
financial literacy and education materials.

Direct Job Search, Placement and Retention Services

When individuals are ready to apply for jobs, job search, placement and retention services assist
them in obtaining employment, assessing their progress, and determining the need for additional
services to help them adjust to their new work environment.

Job Search and Placement: Job search services prepare job seekers to conduct an effective job
search, and make them aware of available employment opportunities as they conduct their
searches. Each Job Center provides a variety of job search services, including (not limited to) the
following:

¢ Information and assistance regarding job search strategies, resume development, and
interviewing techniques

e Individual and small group counseling and coaching

e Computer access and assistance to support the job search

e Employment leads and access to employer relationships

¢ In coordination with Employer Services staff/providers, career and hiring fairs, and on
site one-on-one and/or group job interviews

Each Job Center markets job seekers to local employers and facilitates the application and hiring

process to the extent feasible. The Job Center maintains a roster of referral-ready participants
who can quickly be contacted when appropriate employment opportunities become available.
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Retention Services: Retention services include follow-up activities to determine whether program
participants are still working and/or in school, and if they are in need of additional support to
achieve positive program participation and employment outcomes. Retention services identify
and address barriers that may jeopardize the participants’ new employment, offer coaching
services to assist both employers and participants to address new or on-going barriers that may
interfere with employment, and provide reemployment services if the participant has quit or been
terminated. Each OEWD-funded grantee coordinates with other appropriate service providers to
help participants address obstacles to continued employment or reasons for job loss and
implement appropriate solutions to secure employment. Follow-up and retention services are
available for up to 12 months and are provided to all participants placed in unsubsidized
employment.

Individual Training Accounts

WIOA funds may be used for Individual Training Accounts (ITAs, “San Francisco Training
Scholarships”) to provide individuals with skills to enter the workplace and retain employment.
Training services may include:

Occupational skills training, including training in non-traditional jobs.

Portable and stackable credentials.

“Earn and Learn” models such as On-the-Job training.

Programs that combine workplace training with related instruction.

Training programs operated by the private sector.

Skills upgrading and retraining.

Entrepreneurial training.

Adult education and literacy activities in combination with services described above.
Customized training.

The CJC has primary responsibility for ITA administration. In coordination with the CJC and
following WIOA program guidance, each Job Center informs eligible job seekers about ITAs
and facilitates their access as appropriate. Job seekers—in consultation with a Job Center case
manager—must select training services that are listed on the California Eligible Training
Provider List (ETPL) and are related to their career goals as determined through an assessment.

Sector Workforce Programs

In alignment with the state policy strategies of targeted sectors and career pathways, OEWD
funds coordinated workforce employment and training services in several priority industry
sectors that have been identified through OEWD’s strategic planning process and validated by
labor market data. OEWD’s Sector Workforce Programs are designed to improve the
responsiveness of the workforce system to the demands of sustainable and growing sectors
employing a significantly large number of employees, projecting high growth and/or facing
staffing shortages while providing career pathways leading to self-sufficiency and economic
mobility.

Sector Academies or Initiatives—as these programs are marketed to job seekers and
employers—deliver a full spectrum of services necessary to develop job seekers’ industry-

28



San Francisco PY2025-2028 Strategic Local Plan

relevant skills, experience and knowledge, and to help them secure and maintain unsubsidized
employment within that sector. Sector Workforce Programs provide sector-specific job
preparation services, occupational skills training, job readiness training, incumbent worker
training, customized training, contextualized work-based learning strategies, employment
retention, and other workforce services in order to develop a pipeline of skilled workers for in-
demand occupations.

OEWD has built and invested in five sector portfolios: CityBuild Academy (construction), San
Francisco Healthcare Academy, TechSF (information and communication technology), the
Hospitality Initiative (accommodations and food service), and Industries of Opportunity (social
services, other services, trade/transportation/logistics, utilities, early childhood education, among
others).San Francisco residents that access and participate in a Sector Program receive the
supports and training necessary to secure a job with a career path for self-sufficiency. By
preparing residents to enter a growth sector, these services will assist residents to gain the skills
and certifications necessary for employment and career advancement. In FY 2023-24, 1,618
individuals were enrolled into OEWD’s sector programs and 883 were placed in employment,
for a placement rate of 69% and average placement wage of $25.

Brief summaries of the Construction, Healthcare, Technology, Hospitality, and Industries of
Opportunity sector initiatives appear below. Please refer to the RPU Regional Plan for further
labor market analysis.

Construction

The Construction industry offers middle skill jobs that provide above median wages as well as
benefits, as well as career pathways to advancement, and employs over 29,000 in San Francisco
County. The average annual wage for Construction occupations is $120,325 (Lightcast, 2024
Quarter 4). One of OEWD’s key strategies to promote construction careers is to implement San
Francisco’s Local Hire policy which ensures that local residents are hired for construction
projects.

Established in 2005, CityBuild is OEWD'’s longest established sector initiative. CityBuild offers
two distinct construction training programs, operated in partnership with local community
colleges, labor unions, community-based organizations and construction contractors. CityBuild
Academy (CBA) is a hands-on pre-apprentice construction program that prepares candidates to
enter construction trade apprenticeships with union employers; and the Construction
Administration and Professional Services Academy (CAPSA) prepares candidates to perform
back-office functions on construction sites or home base offices. CBA and CAPSA have
established eligibility requirements and industry-specific service delivery models that
successfully prepare candidates to enter the construction industry. The CityBuild Women's
Mentorship Program is a volunteer program that connects women construction leaders with
experienced professionals and student-mentors who offer a myriad of valuable resources:
professional guidance; peer support; life-skills coaching; networking opportunities; and access to
community resources. The program encourages women in their early careers, as well as more
experienced professionals, to discover their leadership potential, enhance professional
development skills, and provide a strong support network.
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Health Care

The health care industry and health care occupations have been identified on the national, state,
and local levels as priorities for workforce investment due to increasing demand for new
workers, replacement of retirees, and skills development in response to new technologies,
treatment options, and service delivery options. OEWD’s San Francisco HealthCare Academy
prepares San Francisco job seekers for both clinical and non-clinical positions in a wide variety
of settings and across levels of education and skill. Health Care and Social Assistance employs
almost 93,000 individuals in San Francisco County.

Healthcare is known for its many access points, career ladders and lattices, and high wages.
Average annual wages for healthcare are over $82,000, higher than the national average
(Lightcast, 2024 Quarter 4). It is accessible to a variety of individuals — from those who want to
provide direct patient care to those who want to work in an office setting within the health care
field. As an established field with industry-regulated occupations, there are clear pathways for
growth and increased earning potential.

OEWD’s strategies to promote healthcare careers post-pandemic include expanding training and
internship opportunities, implementing career pathways programming (with a skills enhancement
incumbent worker training) within the San Francisco HeathCare Academy, and increasing
employer engagement efforts with the city’s largest medical facilities.

Healthcare trainings and pathways include home care provider with career advancement tracks,
certified home health aide, certified nursing assistant, certified dental assistant, medical
administrative assistant, certified phlebotomist, certified medical assistant, emergency medical
technician, dental assistant, care supervisor, and support retention coordinator.

Hospitality

According to the San Francisco Economic Recovery Dashboards, which use EDD Labor Market
Information data, in January 2020 the Accommodation and Food Services industry employed
122,200 people in the San Francisco-Redwood City-South San Francisco Metropolitan Division.
By April 2020, employment had dropped dramatically, increasing through 2023 until the most
recent figure of 106,200 employed in October 2024. EDD projects that this industry will grow to
145,400 employed by 2030 for the Metropolitan Division.

For San Francisco County, the average earnings for this industry are above the national average
at $51,743 (compared to $32,260) (Lightcast, 2024 Quarter 4). Nearly 73% of jobs are Food
Preparation and Serving Related occupations.

San Francisco offers several Hospitality Initiative training programs, open to both new entrants
and experienced hospitality workers. A Hospitality Sector Coordinator is available to assist with
job placements, and training programs are available in custodial, culinary, and bartending.

Information and Communication Technology (ICT)
ICT is a major economic driver for both San Francisco and the region overall, with job numbers
having grown 15% from 2018-2023. Almost 67,000 individuals are employed in the Information
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sector in San Francisco County, about four times more than other areas of comparable size. The
average earnings per job are over $307,912 (Lightcast, 2024 Quarter 4).

TechSF is a citywide economic and workforce initiative that provides education, training, and
job placement assistance to both job seekers and employers, so that all benefit from the major job
growth in technology occupations and opportunities. TechSF has existing employer, education,
training, and community-based partners that provide collaborative services to job seekers and
employers in tech occupations across sectors in the pursuit of three goals: 1) Address the local
technology workforce talent supply and demand through a coordinated labor exchange; 2)
Provide access to a continuum of training and employment services that prepare individuals to
enter and advance in the industry; and 3) Partner with secondary, postsecondary and other
education partners to develop career pathways and opportunities for a future pipeline of
technology workers. TechSF offers a wide range of tech trainings with an emphasis on serving
long-term unemployed and individuals who are currently underrepresented in the IT sector.

Among OEWD’s strategies to advance tech careers are expanding and growing apprenticeship
opportunities with local technology companies; continued collaboration with CCSF and SFUSD
to expose underrepresented/neglected communities to careers in the tech industry; and
developing regional systems to support tech apprenticeships. TechSF training and pathways
include digital marketing, software and web development, apprenticeship and work-based
learning, multimedia and design, Salesforce and database administration, IT and networking.

Industries of Opportunity (I00)
100 prepares people for a variety of careers in manufacturing, commercial driving, barbering,
and appliance repair by offering training programs at no cost to participants.

Programs explore pilot sectors and emerging industries including transportation, personal
maintenance, and other services.

Sector Coordinator (Sector Lead)

To ensure the smooth on-ramping of job seekers into the described sector pathways, the Sector
Coordinator serves as the lead coordinator of a Sector Program. In close consultation with
OEWD, the Coordinator manages and coordinates all sector activities, services, and partnerships,
including employers, training providers, community-based training organizations, secondary and
post-secondary educational institutions, unions, sector associations, workforce system partners,
and other stakeholders. The Sector Coordinator is also responsible for the placement of both
training and direct placement program participants into sector-related, unsubsidized employment.

Each Sector Coordinator collaborates with Sector Occupational Skills Training Providers and
Sector On-Ramp Programs (if applicable) to create a comprehensive Sector Academy that offers
a seamless delivery model for all employer and job seeker customers. The Sector Job Center is
the “hub” for job seekers interested in pursuing a career in the relevant sector, with clear referral
mechanisms and pathways to available trainings and service options for individuals from a
variety of educational and employment backgrounds. Staff serve as sector subject matter experts;
with a dual-customer approach, staff provide services to both job seekers and employers to
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effectively support the industry’s workforce supply and demand needs. The Occupational Skills
Training Providers and Sector On-Ramp Programs are described below.

Occupational Skills Training Provider(s)

To complement the sector initiatives described above, OEWD funds sector-specific occupational
skills training providers that create, vet and implement contextualized curricula that will
effectively prepare unemployed, underemployed, and low-wage workers to attain employer-
recognized credential(s), certification(s), or degree(s) that lead to training—related employment.

Occupational Skills Training providers are responsible for achieving participant program
completion, job placement and employment outcomes. Occupational Skills Training curriculum
must be vetted and validated through industry employers and linked to appropriate credential(s),
certification(s) or degree upon successful completion of training and testing. Training providers
will provide information on career pathways that exhibit opportunities for upward mobility,
career growth and self-sufficiency within a given industry.

Sector On-Ramp Programs

To further ensure participant success in sector career pathways, OEWD funds Sector On-Ramp
Programs. Sector On-Ramp Programs equip participants with basic academic and technical skills
contextualized to a targeted industry sector. Sector On-Ramp Programs provide an articulated
path to postsecondary education/degree or further industry-recognized sector training (resulting
in stacked certifications) sector-related employment and serve as feeders into one of the OEWD
Sector Job Centers. Successful models incorporate post-secondary education enrollment,
financial incentives, and work-based learning opportunities, so that participants can build
education credentials while accumulating skills and earning money.

Sector On-Ramp Programs have formal partnerships with local community colleges and other
post-secondary institutions, including formal articulation of programming to postsecondary
degree pathways and lifelong learning, formal connections to industry-recognized sector training
(with stackable certification) or direct connections to unsubsidized sector-related employment
that, if entry-level, is part of a long-term career pathway in each industry.

Young Adult Workforce Services

According to San Francisco’s Safety Net Services Scorecard, in 2022, 5.7% of San Franciscans
under the age of 18 live in poverty. San Francisco’s high school graduation rate has been
improving in recent years, reaching 90.2% in 2021-22. Total public school enrollment in 2022-
23 was approximately 49,000 students. Although the total number of young people has been on
the decline, those that still call San Francisco home need significant supports to achieve
economic self-sufficiency.

Young Adult Workforce Services are designed to provide services to job seekers ages 16-24 who
live or work in San Francisco. OEWD contracts community-based organizations to provide
youth services. Further, services provided in these programs prioritize the target populations
identified by the WISF, which include:
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Formerly incarcerated and justice system involved youth
Homeless individuals

Public housing residents

Residents receiving public assistance

Youth with disabilities

Individuals with limited English proficiency
Out-of-school youth

In-school youth not on track to graduate

Youth in the foster care system

Pregnant and parenting teens

Numerous efforts across the City provide services to help young adults along the path to
economic security. Through Young Adult Workforce Services, OEWD seeks to complement and
build upon existing service models that strengthen communities and support young adults in
achieving economic stability and general well-being. Youth and young adults who do not meet
WIOA eligibility criteria can be served via other programs and funding streams, such as those
housed at the Department of Children, Youth, and their Families.

OEWD funds three program areas addressing the needs of young adults in San Francisco’s
workforce system:

1. Young Adult Job Center
2. Reconnecting All through Multiple Pathways (RAMP)
3. Young Adult Subsidized Employment

According to a UC Davis evaluation funded by the California Workforce Investment Board to
evaluate the state’s youth workforce development system (9/2006), the most successful programs
commonly utilize strategies which include a holistic approach combining employment
preparation with personal support; learning experiences blending work with the chance to build
self-confidence and learn what it takes to be a good employee; and caring adult supervision. San
Francisco’s Young Adult Workforce Services incorporate all of these best practices.

Young Adult Job Centers

Through a network of five Young Adult Job Centers, employment services offer a variety of
workforce, education, wrap-around, barrier-removal, and supportive services to support young
adults in achieving economic stability and general well-being. In addition to delivering a
comprehensive menu of WIOA workforce services on-site, the Young Adult Job Centers serve as
entry points into San Francisco’s larger public workforce and education systems.

Each Young Adult Job Center offers to young adults the same menu of services that is available
through adult Job Centers. However, Young Adult Job Centers ensure that these services are
tailored to the needs of young adults, including opportunities to attach to post-secondary
education systems, and that young adults are engaged in the Job Center through targeted
outreach and recruitment. Young adults may be served by other Job Centers, although the Young
Adult Job Centers are exclusive to young people. For example, young people with disabilities

33



San Francisco PY2025-2028 Strategic Local Plan

may be served either via a Young Adult Job Center, the Disability Coordinator, or both —
whatever best meets the needs of the young person. Close coordination across these resources
ensures seamless service delivery for the participants. Digital literacy is considered a job
readiness component, and all youth service providers have job readiness incorporated into their
programming.

Young Adult Job Centers:

e Manage and coordinate an accessible, community-based facility delivering
comprehensive workforce services that target young adults ages 16-24.

e Coordinate partnerships among multiple stakeholders and service providers, including
youth-serving community-based organizations.

e Provide culturally competent personnel who serve as workforce experts, reach young
adults through trusted channels, and operate services with a dual customer (job
seeker/employer) approach.

e Conduct outreach and recruitment strategies that may include partnering with schools,
agencies and organizations that can identify targeted groups of young adults and connect
them to the Job Center; employing dedicated staff and/or peer outreach workers; and
participating in relevant community events or information fairs.

e Conduct youth-friendly intake processes that determine if WIOA services are appropriate
for the individual participant, including plans for referral of youth who are ineligible or
are not selected to participate in OEWD-funded activities.

e Develop relationships with local businesses and with businesses whose hiring needs
match the skills of young adult job seekers; while coordinating closely with OEWD’s
Employer Services provider to facilitate connections to larger, regional businesses.

e Additionally, offer - through direct service or guided referral - the following WIOA
Youth program elements:

1. Tutoring, study skills training, instruction and evidence-based dropout prevention
and recovery strategies

2. Alternative secondary school services

3. Paid and unpaid work experiences that have academic and occupational education
as a component of the work experience which may include: summer employment,
pre-apprenticeship programs, internships, job shadowing, on-the-job training

4. Occupational skills training, which includes priority consideration for training
programs that lead to industry recognized post-secondary credentials

5. Education offered concurrently with and in the same context as workforce
preparation activities and training for a specific occupation and occupational
cluster

6. Leadership development opportunities, community services and peer-centered

activities

Supportive services

8. Adult mentoring for a duration of at least 12 months that may occur both during
and after program participation

9. Follow up services for no less than 12 months after the completion of
participation

~
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10. Comprehensive guidance and counseling, which may include drug and alcohol
abuse counseling

11. Financial literacy education

12. Entrepreneurial skills training

13. Services that provide labor market and employment information about in-demand
industry sectors or occupations available in the local area

14. Activities that help youth prepare for and transition to post-secondary education
and training.

Reconnecting All through Multiple Pathways (RAMP)

RAMP is a workforce and educational development program that provides youth with supports
to positively attach to the workforce and address barriers to employment within the context of a
work environment. Targeting young people who are involved with the justice system, reside in
public housing, are exiting foster care, and/or have dropped out of school, the program model
combines job readiness training, paid work experience, educational services, and intensive
support. RAMP equips participants with the skills and opportunities they need to get on a path
towards self-sufficiency and productive participation in society.

All young adult participants receive a core set of program components that comprise the RAMP
model. These include a comprehensive assessment, job readiness training (JRT), work
experience, and unsubsidized job search and placement assistance. Following completion of JRT,
each participating young adult is placed in a transitional job, internship or skill-focused training
program which includes a stipend to allow for earning income while continuing the process of
becoming fully work-ready. During this work experience component, an assigned coach works
individually with participants to monitor their performance, assist them with any challenges they
are facing, connect them with outside support services as needed (e.g. childcare, transportation,
substance abuse services, etc.), and prepare them to seamlessly transition to the workforce.
Young adult participants also have access to on-site high school diploma/GED completion
support.

Young Adult Subsidized Employment Program (YASE)

YASE provides a continuum of services for young adults who have previously participated in
internships, on-the-job trainings, and subsidized employment programs and are “aging-out” of
those programs. The purpose is to engage young adults in various experiences including work
readiness training, technical skills training, educational support, youth leadership development
activities, and meaningful work-based learning opportunities, with a heavy emphasis on San
Francisco’s targeted sectors. The program aims to provide young people exposure to the
workplace, work readiness training, and a valuable work experience that enhances their
employability skills and career awareness while supporting their overall personal development.

Y ASE providers connect each participating young adult with subsidized employment in a
specific industry sector and occupation targeted by the program. Targeted sectors must have
accessible career pathways, and the entry-level, subsidized positions provided to participants
must connect to opportunities for advancement. Targeted industries may include the WISF
priority sectors (information technology, health care, construction, and retail/hospitality), as well
as other promising sectors. Participants are also provided with financial literacy training.
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WIOA Title | Administration

OEWD is responsible for the disbursement of all funds, including Workforce Innovation and
Opportunity Act funds, under this plan. OEWD procures services from community-based
organizations and other eligible parties utilizing competitive Request for Proposal (RFP) and
Request for Qualification (RFQ) documents. Each solicitation document issued by OEWD
clearly describes the services being procured; required criteria that bidders must meet; expected
outcomes per program or service category as appropriate; anticipated investment levels for each
program or service category; proposal submission requirements; a summary of the review
criteria; conditions under which bidders may protest the funding decisions; and the process they
must follow to protest a funding determination. OEWD leverages multiple funding sources in
support of San Francisco’s workforce development system, including WIOA, federal
Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) funds, OEWD general funds, and San Francisco
County Transportation Authority funds. Programs that help individuals enter sector-based career
pathways through a range of education and training programs leading to industry-recognized
certifications and degrees are prioritized in the procurement process.

All RFP/RFQs are advertised extensively through local news outlets, through direct outreach
mail and email lists, and through the department’s website to ensure maximum numbers of
potential applicants are reached. For large RFP solicitations, it is the department’s practice to
hold a public technical assistance conference to clarify programming, submission requirements
and answer questions concerning the solicitation from potential bidders. Information provided at
the conference is also publicly posted to ensure that all interested parties have access to the
documents and guidance provided. Regardless of the size or type of the solicitation, OEWD’s
practice is to allow interested parties to submit questions during a specific time period set forth in
the RFP/RFQ document. The department subsequently posts all questions, answers, and
additional guidance as noted above quickly to give bidders a chance to incorporate the guidance
into their proposals.

Standard scoring rubrics are created for each solicitation and provided to all proposal readers
with extensive directions to ensure that the review process is fair and equitable. Reviewers are
asked to disclose all conflicts of interest and proposals are assigned accordingly to avoid any
potential conflicts. Proposals are evaluated according to the criteria set forth for the RFP/RFQ
and funding recommendations are presented to the WISF for discussion and confirmation where
required.

Once grantees are selected and enter into contracts, OEWD’s Workforce Programs team is
responsible for monitoring programmatic outcomes; OEWD’s Contracts and Fiscal
Administration team ensures compliance with fiscal aspects of contractual agreements.

As described previously, the role of the One-Stop Operator and Career Service Providers are
filled through competitive procurements. The current operator of the Comprehensive Career
Center is Goodwill Industries of San Francisco, San Mateo and Marin Counties and the OSO is
Social Policy Research Associates. OEWD also contracts with over 60 other providers to run
Neighborhood Job Centers and to offer workforce services. OEWD is in the process of an RFP to
update their contracted service providers.
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Appendix A: Stakeholder and Community Engagement Summary

Mode of Outreach

Target of Outreach

Summary of
Attendance

Comments

San Francisco Human
Services Agency
Welfare-to-Work
Committee
(10/29/24)

WIOA Core Partners,
Workforce
Organizations, and
Community
Stakeholders

20+ WIOA Core
Partners, Workforce
Organizations, and
Community
Stakeholders

Notice of WIOA
Planning Process

Public Board Meeting
Committee on City
Workforce
Alignment

(10/30/24)

City Partners,
Workforce
Organizations, and
Community
Stakeholders

13 Committee
Members, City
Partners, Workforce
Organizations, and
Community
Stakeholders

Notice of WIOA
Planning Process

Planning Meeting
(12/20/24)

stakeholders across
three-board RPU
region

stakeholders invited
to the event. 34
stakeholders attended
in-person and more
than 70 stakeholders
attended online

Public Board Meeting | OEWD Board 5 workforce board Board responded to
OEWD Workforce Members and San members, OEWD planning questions
Board Executive Francisco staff, and public

Committee Community stakeholders

(11/15/24) Stakeholders

Board Survey OEWD Board 10 workforce board Board responded to
(11/18 — 12/11/24) Members members planning questions
Regional Workforce | Community More than 200 Meeting was hybrid,

allowing recipients to
attend online or in-
person at each of the
three workforce
board sites

Regional Workforce
Planning Meeting
Attendee Follow-Up
Survey

(11/20 — 11/22/24)

San Francisco
stakeholders who
attended the
community meeting

Disseminated during
and after regional
meeting to San
Francisco
stakeholders.

Two responses
recorded

Email

WIOA Core and
Required Partners

Outreached to all
WIOA Core and
Required Partners

Noticed all WIOA
Core and Required
partners of strategic
planning process,
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provided an
opportunity to edit
plan, and sent
meeting requests.

One-Stop Operator
Meeting
(12/10/24)

WIOA Core Partners,
Comprehensive
AJCC, and One-Stop
Operator

10+ WIOA Core
Partners,
Comprehensive
AJCC, and One-Stop
Operator

Update on WIOA
Planning Process,
including opportunity
to ask and answer
questions.

Public Board Meeting | OEWD Board 14 workforce board Board received
OEWD Workforce Members and San members, OEWD update on planning
Board Francisco staff, and public process and survey
(12/11/24) Community stakeholders
Stakeholders
WIOA Plan Public Workforce N/A N/A
Posting - OEWD Stakeholders
Workforce Division
Main Office, 1 South
Van Ness, Fifth
Floor, San Francisco,
CA 94103
(12/16/24 - 1/15/25)
WIOA Plan Public Workforce N/A N/A
Posting - Stakeholders
Comprehensive
AJCC, Goodwill
Industries, 750 Post
Street, San Francisco,
CA 94109
(12/16/24 - 1/15/25)
WIOA Plan Public Workforce N/A N/A

Posting - San
Francisco Main
Library Government
Information Center,
100 Larkin Street,
Fifth Floor, San
Francisco, CA 94102
(12/16/24 - 1/15/25)

Stakeholders
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WIOA Plan Public
Posting — SFOEWD
Website &
Newsletter Noticing
(12/16/24 - 1/15/25)

Workforce
Stakeholders

Newsletter noticing
reaches over 3000
stakeholders

N/A

San Francisco Human
Services Agency
Welfare-to-Work
Committee

(1/21/25)

WIOA Core Partners,
Workforce
Organizations, and
Community
Stakeholders

20+ WIOA Core
Partners, Workforce
Organizations, and
Community
Stakeholders

Notice of conclusion
of WIOA Planning
Process
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Appendix B: Public Comments that Disagree with the Local WIOA Plan

OEWD noticed the 30-day public comment period and posting of the Local Plan. OEWD
publicly posted the Local Plan in the following locations:

e OEWD Workforce Division Main Office, 1 South Van Ness, Fifth Floor, San Francisco,
CA 94103

e Comprehensive AJCC, Goodwill Industries, 750 Post Street, San Francisco, CA 94109

e San Francisco Main Library Government Information Center, 100 Larkin Street, Fifth
Floor, San Francisco, CA 94102

e OEWD WIOA Plan website: https://www.sf.qov/information--workforce-innovation-and-
opportunity-act-strategic-plans

OEWD received no public comments.
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Appendix C: Signature Page
This local plan represents the San Francisco Workforce Development Board’s efforts to
maximize and coordinate resources available under Title I of the Workforce Innovation and

Opportunity Act of 2014.

This local plan is submitted for the period of July 1, 2025 through June 30, 2029.

Local Workforce Development Board Chair Chief Elected Official
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DANIEL LURIE
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

February 7, 2025

Mr. Javier Romero

Deputy Director, Workforce Services Branch
Employment Development Department

P.O. Box 826880

Sacramento, CA 94280-0001

Dear Deputy Director Romero:

Effective July 1, 2007, the City and County of San Francisco took on the role of
subgrantee of Workforce Investment Act (“WIA”) funds, replacing the Private Industry
Council. The Mayor of San Francisco, as the local workforce area’s Chief Elected
Official, designated the City’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development
("OEWD?”) to act as WIA administrator and fiscal agent. In 2014, the Workforce
Innovation and Opportunity Act (“WIOA”) replaced WIA as the legislation guiding
workforce development investment.

Under WIOA, OEWD continues to act as administrator and fiscal agent for WIOA funds
in compliance with local, state, and federal guidance.

Pursuant to local law, the Department Head of OEWD may sign contracts and
agreements on behalf of the City. Accordingly, | continue to designate the Department
Head of OEWD as the authorized signatory for all contracts, agreements, and other
documents in furtherance of WIOA Implementation.

Sincerely,

e

Daniel Lurie
Mayor of San Francisco

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



Item 5

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) on behalf of Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS)
Subject: FW: Homelessness Oversight Commission (HOC) End of Year Review Letter
Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 1:14:00 PM
Attachments: HOC Letter to Mayor Lurie.pdf
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Dear Supervisors,
Please see the attached End of Year Review from the Homelessness Oversight Commission.
Thank you,

Eileen McHugh

Executive Assistant

Office of the Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org| www.sfbos.org

From: Badasow, Bridget (HOM) <bridget.badasow@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 12:29 PM

To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>

Subject: Homelessness Oversight Commission (HOC) End of Year Review Letter

Hi Angela,
I hope you're doing well.

The HOC Chair and Vice Chair asked me to provide the attached End of Year Review letter
to Mayor Lurie and cc each member of the Board of Supervisors.

I’m unsure of the proper protocol for sending correspondence to Board members and was told
you might handle this. If that’s not the case, I’'m happy to follow your guidance.

Thank you!

Respectfully,

Bridget Badasow (she/her)
Homelessness Oversight Commission (HOC) and
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Shelter Monitoring Committee (SMC) Manager
San Francisco Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing

bridget.badasow@sfgov.org | O: 628-652-7809
f in v e

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email is intended for the recipient only. If you receive this email in error, notify the sender and
destroy the email immediately.

Disclosure of the Personal Health Information (PHI) contained herein may subject the discloser to civil or criminal penalties under state
and federal privacy laws.
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Commission members: San Francisco Homelessness Oversight Commission
Dr. Jonathan Butler, (Chair)
Christin Evans (Vice Chair)
Katie Albright

Dena Aslanian-Williams
Bevan Dufty

Joaquin Guerrero

Sharky Laguana

Sentvia email

March 7, 2025

Dear Mayor Lurie,

As Chair and Vice Chair of the Homeless Oversight Commission, we are writing to share with you a Year-
End Review of our Commission. We seek to provide you with a summary of our oversight body’s recent
work as well as share with you our plans for the Commission’s future focus.

The Homelessness Oversight Commission (HOC) is dedicated to achieving its core goals as was
established by the voters when they passed Proposition C in 2022:

ok wnpRE

Approve budgets.

Formulate annual and long-term goals.

Establish departmental performance standards.

Hold hearings and take testimony.

Conduct public education and outreach.

Perform performance audits of HSH’s service delivery

Throughout the year, the HOC made significant strides toward these goals. Highlights include:

The Commission facilitated presentations and public comments from key constituents, ensuring
diverse stakeholder engagement. Participants included residents of permanent supportive
housing, property owners, service providers, shelter residents, and members of the Shelter
Monitoring Committee, Local Homeless Coordinating Board, the Our City Our Home Committee,
and the Behavioral Health Commission. Additionally, members of the general public concerned
with HSH's spending, transparency, and policies delivered valuable insights.

The Commission reviewed and approved over 80 contracts for the delivery and renewal of HSH
programs and services.

Preliminary departmental recommendations for the annual budgets for FY24-25 and FY25-26
were also reviewed and approved.

To strengthen its oversight capabilities, the HOC successfully filled over 15 vacancies on its three
committees, including the Local Homeless Coordinating Board, the Shelter Monitoring Board,
and the Shelter Grievance Board.

During the year, the Commission adopted Resolution 24-082, underscoring the importance of
safeguarding essential items belonging to persons experiencing homelessness.

Additionally, the Commission established a dedicated Data Officer position which has improved
public understanding of system flow, enhancing transparency and accountability.



Looking Forward:

In our future meetings, we will strategically structure our agenda to ensure that our Commission's
objectives are effectively addressed and advanced.

It becomes increasingly clear that the fight against homelessness in San Francisco is intertwined with the
need for cross-departmental collaboration. It is essential to break down silos across city departments to
ensure a comprehensive and coordinated response to the homelessness crisis.

The HOC remains committed to its goals and objectives and will continue to champion initiatives and
policies that drive positive change, foster collaboration, and improve the lives of San Franciscans.

Sincerely,

&ﬁ Jonathan Butler, Chair Christin Evans, Vice Chair
Homelessness Oversight Commission Homelessness Oversight Commission

cc: Board of Supervisors
Kunal Modi, Chief of Health, Homelessness, and Family Services
Shireen McSpadden, Executive Director
Homelessness and Supportive Housing



Item 6

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) on behalf of Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS);
Jalipa, Brent (BOS)

Subject: FW: BIC Budget Request Letter

Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 3:43:00 PM

Attachments: BOS Budget Request Letter 2025.pdf

Dear Supervisors,
Please see the attached budget request letter from the Building Inspection Commission.
Thank you,

Eileen McHugh

Executive Assistant

Office of the Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org| www.sfbos.org

From: Harris, Sonya (DBI) <sonya.harris@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 11:02 AM

To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Carroll, John (BOS) <john.carroll@sfgov.org>;
Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>

Subject: BIC Budget Request Letter

Good Morning Angela,

Please see the attached Budget Request letter from the Building Inspection
Commission (BIC) for the Board’s consideration.

Thank You.

Sonya Harris
Commission Secretary

Sonya Harris (she/her)
Secretary
Building Inspection Commission
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City & County of San Francisco

Department of Building Inspection

49 South Van Ness Avenue, 5th Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

628-652-3510 Phone Email: Sonva.Harris@sfgov.org
SF.gov/DBI

Sign up for our customer email list
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BUILDING INSPECTION COMMISSION (BIC)
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Evita Chavez
Catherine Meng
Bianca Neumann
Kavin Williams

Sonya Harris
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Monique Mustapha
Asst. Secretary

Patrick O’Riordan,
C.B.O., Director

Department of Building Inspection Voice (628) 652 -3510
49 South Van Ness Avenue, 5" Floor San Francisco, California 94103

March 11, 2025

Ms. Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors, City Hall

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4694

Dear Honorable Supervisors:

RE: Building Inspection Commission’s official recommendation on
Positions and Code Enforcement Grants included in DBI’s Proposed
Budget

The Building Inspection Commission (BIC) respectfully submits this letter as a
supplemental request regarding staff positions and clarification of the BIC’s
official position regarding the general fund line in our budget that currently
funds code enforcement outreach efforts in apartments and single room
occupancy (SRO) buildings.

Positions:

The BIC commends Mayor Lurie for his bold leadership in enacting a hiring
and contracting freeze to address the historic General Fund deficit. It is in the
spirit of economic recovery and homelessness prevention that the BIC
submits these requests for your consideration.

As an enterprise department, DBI staff and programs are funded by our fee
revenue and service charges, our hiring does not impact the General Fund
deficit.

The work done by the department is critical to economic recovery, health and
safety, emergency preparedness, and emergency response. The department
does this work by reviewing and approving plans for everything from a single
family home renovation to a new hospital, by holding landlords to account for
unsafe living conditions, through the soft story program, high-rise window
inspections, and responding when disaster strikes; It is DBI’s responsibility to
ensure the safety and habitability of our City.

The BIC requests your support to fill the positions requested in DBI’'s budget
submission to maintain, and increase the efficiency of providing core public
services.



Please approve DBI’s positions as requested in the proposed budget.

Code Enforcement Grants (Currently General Fund line)

The BIC passed one motion that approved forwarding the staff's budget to the Mayor
and Board of Supervisors with the recommendation that the Code Enforcement
Grants be fully funded. The BIC considered two pathways for funding this budget
line by restoring FY 25-26 10% reduction and the FY 26-27 additional 15%
reduction:
1. General Fund: The Mayor and Board of Supervisors could restore the
Code Enforcement Grants to full funding using the General Fund; or
2. 1.5% Fee Increase: DBI could increase fees across the board by 1.5% as
part of its fee legislation to compensate for the proposed General Fund
reductions in support.

For decades, DBI funded community-based enforcement programming. However,
most recently the General Fund has supported these programs. This change in
funding source was, in part, a result of a budget shortfall.

The work of these Code Enforcement Grants is important and supports the core
mission of DBI. These programs reach residents that that are living in unsafe living
conditions that do not know where to start or are too afraid to report. They are often
the most vulnerable SRO residents, immigrant families, and low-income seniors. The
BIC supports and recognizes the value of the work done by these programs and the
necessity for culturally competent, multi-lingual, direct services to vulnerable
populations. These providers go to the tenants as well as take complaints.

Reduction in outreach services will not mean a reduction in need, it will mean more
tenants leave inhabitable apartments and end up homeless or people will suffer
health conditions as a result of uninhabitable housing.

Thank you for your time and consideration of these two important elements to keep
city services running. We appreciate your time and attention to these services.

Sincerely,

Building Inspection Commissioners

Wy s abeth (lexander-Tut
Euita Chavez
Bianca Newmann

Havin Witliams



cc: Patrick O’Riordan, Director
Mayor Daniel Lurie
Board of Supervisors



Item 7/

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) on behalf of Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS)
Subject: FW: Sheriff"s Department Oversight Board Rules of Order - Amended
Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 4:15:00 PM
Attachments: Letter to the Clerk of the Board re 2nd Amended Rules of Order 03.11.2025.pdf
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SDOB Rules of Order Amended 03.07.2025.pdf

Dear Supervisors,
Please see the attached amended Rules of Order from the Sheriff’'s Department Oversight Board.
Thank you,

Eileen McHugh

Executive Assistant

Office of the Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org| www.sfbos.org

From: Leung, Dan (SDA) <dan.leung@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 12:36 PM

To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>

Cc: Mchugh, Eileen (BOS) <eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>

Subject: Sheriff's Department Oversight Board Rules of Order - Amended

Dear Ms. Cavillo,

Enclosed herewith are the amended Rules of Order for the Sheriff's Department Oversight
Board. The Rules of Order were initially adopted on February 3, 2023, revised through a
majority vote of the Board on May 3, 2024, and subsequently amended through a majority
vote of the Board on March 7, 2025. A notice was issued on February 11, 2025, indicating the
possibility of a vote at the SDOB March 2025 regarding the amendment to the Rules of Order.
Please do not hesitate to contact me if you need further information.

Dan Leung
Board Secretary
Sheriff"s Department Oversight Board

Office of Sheniff s Inspector General

Located with the Department of Police Accountability

One South Van Ness Ave., 8% Floor | San Francizco, CA 94103
T: (415) 241-7711 | F- (628) 652-1139

www.sfgovisdob | wenw.sf gov/sfoig
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT OVERSIGHT BOARD

c¢/o OFFICE OF THE INSPECTOR GENERAL
ONE SOUTH VAN NESS AVE, 8™ FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103
PHONE (415) 241-7711 EMAIL SDOB@SFGOV.ORG

JULIE D. SOO, PRESIDENT DION-JAY BROOKTER, VICE PRESIDENT
OVAVA AFUHAAMANGO, XOCHITL CARRION, MICHAEL L. NGUYEN, WILLIAM PALMER 11

Dan Leung, Board Secretary

To: Angela Cavillo, Clerk of the Board
From: Sheriff’s Department Oversight Board
Re: SDOB Rules of Order

Date: March 11, 2025

Dear Ms. Cavillo,

Enclosed herewith are the amended Rules of Order for the Sheriff's Department Oversight Board. The
Rules of Order were initially adopted on February 3, 2023, revised through a majority vote of the Board
on May 3, 2024, and subsequently amended through a majority vote of the Board on March 7, 2025.

Please do not hesitate to contact me if you need further information.

Sincerely,

Board Secretary

For more information, visit our website: https://www.sf.gov/sdob
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SHERIFF’S DEPARTMENT OVERSIGHT BOARD
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

RULES OF ORDER

CHAPTER 1 - ORGANIZATION AND MEETINGS

Rule 1.1 Adoption of the Rules of Order. The Board shall adopt Rules of Order (Rules) by motion carried
by an affirmative recorded vote of a majority of the members of the Board.

When adopted, the Rules shall remain in effect unless suspended or amended as provided herein. The
Board President may adopt temporary rules to address a specific situation or point of order in a board
meeting where such situation or point of order is not covered in these Rules.

Rule 1.2 — Amendment to Rules. The Board may amend the Rules by motion.

Rule 1.3 — Election of Officers. At the last regular meeting of the Board held before the 30th day of
September of each year, or at a prior meeting, the date of which shall be fixed annually by the Board, the
members of the Board shall elect from among their numbers a President and Vice-President of the Board,
each to serve for a term beginning on the date of the first regular meeting held after the 30th day of
September, and ending one year thereafter or until the election of a new President or Vice President.

Rule 1.4 - Board Officers. The President in consultation with the Vice-President, shall set the agenda for
Board meetings, serve as the presiding officer at Board meetings, and perform all other duties necessary
or incidental to the office. The President may create committees to perform such advisory functions as the
President shall determine, and in consultation with the Vice-President, may appoint and remove members
from such committees at his or her pleasure. If the President removes a member from a committee over
that member’s objection, the President shall state the reason for removing the member.

In the absence or inability of the President to act, the Vice-President shall take the place and perform the
duties of the President.

In the absence of the President and Vice-President, the Board shall begin its meeting by voting to
determine which member will serve as acting President for the meeting. (Good Government Guide, Pg.
16.)

The Secretary shall prepare and post an agenda for all regular and special board meetings, attend all
meetings, call the roll and agenda items at each meeting, and call and record all Board votes. The
Secretary shall keep a record of all board proceedings and shall prepare draft minutes of the meetings.
The Secretary shall assist the President as necessary to assure the meetings are orderly. The Secretary
shall maintain a file of all written communications received by the Board, and perform other duties as
assigned.

Rule 1.5 — Meetings and Rules of Procedures. All official proceedings shall be conducted in open and
public meetings in compliance with the San Francisco Charter, the Brown Act, and the Sunshine
ordinance. Acts by the Board shall be expressed by motion or resolution.

City and County of San Francisco Page 1 Adopted February 3. 2023
Revised May 3, 2024, Amended March 7, 2025
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Rule 1.6 — Parliamentary Procedure. The rules of parliamentary procedure as set forth in Robert’s Rules
of Order shall govern all meetings of the Board unless otherwise provided herein and unless a provision
in Robert’s Rules is inconsistent with state or local law.

Rule 1.7 — Alternative Meeting Place. In the event the regular meeting place is unavailable, the President
shall designate some other appropriate place as its temporary meeting place. By a majority vote, the
Board may choose to hold meetings at community locations outside City Hall. Such venue shall include
remote recording capabilities in accordance with the Brown Act and Sunshine Ordinance and be ADA
compliant.

Rule 1.8 — Special Meetings of the Board. The President, subject to the requirements of the Brown Act
and Sunshine Ordinance, may call a special meeting of the Board. Special meetings may be held at San
Francisco City Hall, Room 400 or elsewhere at San Francisco City Hall within 72 hours’ notice or at
alternate location other than at San Francisco City Hall with 15 days’ notice.

Rule 1.9 — Closed Session. The Board may meet in closed session during a regular or special meeting, as
authorized under the Brown Act and the Sunshine Ordinance. The Board must meet in open session to
publicly announce its intent to hold a closed session and state the grounds for the closed session and take
public comment on the closed session agenda and on the decision to go into closed session. The Secretary
shall post any action required to be reported after a closed session pursuant to the requirements of
Administrative Code Section 67.12.

Rule 1.10 — Quorum. A simple majority (four) of the members of the Board constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business.

Rule 1.11 — Voting. Every official act of the Board shall be adopted by majority vote. A majority vote
shall mean a majority (4) of all members of the Board designated by law (7). However, a board or
commission may adopt a rule or bylaw that authorizes the body to decide procedural matters based on
majority vote of the members present, provided a quorum is present. Charter § 4.104(b). All members
present shall vote for or against each question brought to a vote unless a member is excluded from voting
through a motion adopted by a majority of the members present or unless the members has been advised
by the City Attorney that they may have a conflict of interest regarding the item.

Rule 1.12 — Lack of Quorum. In the absence of a quorum, no information may be presented, and no
official action shall be taken by the members present except to take measures to secure a quorum, to
reschedule the same meeting, to recess or to adjourn, or fix the time to adjourn.

Rule 1.13 — Committees. The Board may establish committees as needed, and each committee or
subcommittee shall select one of its members to be its chair.

Rule 1.14 (a) — Meeting Agenda. The President shall prepare the agenda. The agenda may consist of items
requested by a Board Member, the Inspector General, the Sheriff or the Sheriff’s designee. The Secretary
shall promptly inform the President of all such requested agenda items. Each agenda shall specify the
time and place of the meeting and contain a meaningful description of each item of business to be
discussed and transacted. If the agenda does not describe a proposed action on a given agenda item, the
Board may only discuss and may not take action on that item. The Secretary shall post the agenda in
compliance with the requirements and timelines of the Brown Act and the Sunshine Ordinance.

If the President determines that in the interest of maintaining a meeting of reasonable length, an item
should not be included on the agenda for the meetings for which the item was submitted, such item may
be omitted but shall be included on the agenda of the next regular meeting or of a special meeting. Except
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as provided by the Brown Act or Sunshine Ordinance, the Board shall not act upon or discuss any item at
the meeting unless a description of the item appears on the posted agenda for that meeting. If an item
arises after the agenda has been distributed, the Board may add it to the agenda, with 72-hour notice, and
consider the item in accordance with the procedures set forth under the Brown Act. Board meetings shall
proceed as set forth in the agenda, except that the Presiding Officer may call items out of order for any
reasonable purpose. The Presiding Officer shall announce any change in the order of business as soon as
possible. The Board shall not discuss or take action on any item not appearing on the posted agenda,
except as permitted under the Brown Act and Sunshine Ordinance.

Rule 1.14 (b) — Board Member Requests for Information. A Board Member making a request for
information on behalf of the Board in furtherance of the Board’s duties shall make the request through the
Secretary for consideration by the President. The request shall specify the Agency or Party and reason for
the request, along with how the information aligns with the priorities of the Board. The President may
approve the request or place the request for Board consideration. This section shall not be construed to
limit request for information as an individual member of the public outside the capacity of a Board
Member but in doing so, shall not indicate the request is on behalf of the Board nor shall use the
designation of Board Member.

Rule 1.15 — Consent Calendar. The Consent Calendar shall include those matters that have been the
subject of a public hearing conducted by the Sheriff’s Office, a committee of the Board, or considered in
closed session of the Board. There will be no separate discussion of those items unless a member of the
Board or the public so requests, in which event the Board shall remove and consider those items
separately.

Rule 1.16 — Minutes of the Proceedings. The Secretary shall record the proceedings of each meeting in
the minutes of the Board in accordance with the requirements and timelines in the Brown Act and
Sunshine Ordinance. The Secretary shall present the draft minutes for approval at the next regular
meeting to the extent practicable. Once approved by the Board, the Secretary shall post the minutes on the
Board website.

CHAPTER 2 - RULES OF CONDUCT

Rule 2.1 — Public Comment. Members of the public are entitled to comment on any matter on the agenda
prior to action being taken by the Board on that item. Public comment on a discussion item may take
place at any time during consideration of the item, at the discretion of the Presiding Officer. Persons
addressing the Board during public comment on an agenda item shall confine their remarks to the
particular agenda item. For each agenda item, each member of the public may address the Board only
once.

In addition, the agenda shall provide an opportunity for general public comment, during which members
of the public can address the Board on items of interest to the public which are under the jurisdiction of
the Board and have not been the subject of public comment on other items on the agenda. The Board shall
not discuss or act on a matter raised during general public comment, but may ask questions for
clarification, ask staff for factual information on the matter, or request staff report back to the Board at a
later meeting. The Board shall calendar a matter raised during general public comment for a future
meeting before engaging in substantive discussion or acting on that matter.
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The President may set a reasonable time limit for each speaker, depending on the complexity of the item,
the length of the agenda and the number of persons present to speak on the item. The President must
apply time limits uniformly to members of the public.

Rule 2.2 — Addressing the Board. When attending in person, speakers must speak from the podium when
addressing the Board and shall speak clearly into the microphone. Speakers are to refrain from using
profanity and/or yelling or screaming. Neither Sheriff personnel, Office of Inspector General (OIG)
personnel, nor Board members are required to respond to questions raised in public comment. Individual
Board members and Sheriff’s personnel should refrain from entering into any debates or discussion with
speakers during public comment. Board members may question speakers to obtain clarification. The
Presiding Officer or Board members may ask staff to investigate an issue raised during public comment
and later report to a committee or to the Board. The lack of a response by the Board to public comment
does not necessarily constitute agreement with or support of comments made during public comment.

Individuals making public comment may be requested, but not required, to identify themselves.

Speakers should form a line against the wall to the right of the podium. No one may interfere with another
person who is addressing the Board or in line to address the Board. Individuals in line to address the
Board must remain in line until it is their turn to make public comment, and only then shall they approach
the microphone to speak.

Members of the public attending remotely, shall follow the Remote Access Procedures contained in each
meeting’s agenda, to call in and be placed in the queue to speak. The moderator shall allow the speaker to
speak in turn.

Rule 2.3 — Speaker Conduct During Public Comment. The Board will not tolerate disruptive or
inappropriate conduct during public comment. Speakers who use profanity or who engage in yelling,
name-calling, or other disruptive or inappropriate behavior shall be directed to cease any such conduct
and may be asked to leave the meeting room.

Rule 2.4 — Audience Conduct. Persons in the audience may not express support or opposition to
statements made by members of the public, Sheriff’s Office or OIG staff addressing the Board through
words or actions. Applause or booing are prohibited. Members of the public may not display signs that
impede the ability of the public or Board to see or participate in the meeting or that endanger any meeting
participants. Cameras and tape-recording devices may be brought into the Board hearing room; however,
persons are prohibited from using flash, camera lights or other devices that may disrupt the meeting.
When recording board proceedings, members of the public should position their equipment so that any
noise or light from the equipment does not disrupt the Board proceedings, and so the equipment does not
obstruct any member of the public’s view of or ability to participate in the proceedings. Generally,
members of the public should keep recording equipment and cameras on the Board table. Audio recorders
may be placed on the Board table before the meeting starts. The Presiding Officer may request that
members of the public reposition their equipment to minimize disruption or obstruction of the meeting.
No person may intentionally block or impede a member of the public’s recording of Board proceedings.
The Presiding Officer may request that audience members refrain from any conduct that causes
unreasonable distractions or disruptions during the meeting.

Members of the public may not approach the Board members or the Sheriff or Sheriff’s designee during
board proceedings, unless invited to approach by the Presiding Officer or Sheriff. If a member of the
public wishes to make an inquiry or provide correspondence or other materials to the Board or the Sheriff,
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he or she shall present the inquiry or materials to the Secretary before or after the meeting, during a break
in the meeting, or after requesting and receiving permission to do so during public comment.

Rule 2.5 — Permission to Remove Disruptive Persons. The Presiding Officer shall possess the power and
duty to order removed from the meeting room any person who commits the following acts after being
warned that such conduct could lead to their removal:

(A) Disorderly conduct that disrupts the due and orderly course of the meeting such as
making noise, speaking out of turn, or otherwise refusing to comply with the Board Rules
governing meetings;

(B) A breach of peace, boisterous conduct, or violent disturbance, tending to interrupt the due
and orderly course of the meeting;

(©) Disobedience of any lawful order of the Presiding Officer, which shall include an order to
be seated; or,

(D) Any other unlawful interference with the due and orderly course of the meeting.

In addition to effecting the removal of any person or persons from the meeting who, in the opinion of the
Presiding Officer, has violated the order and decorum of any meeting, the Presiding Officer may request
law enforcement personnel to place such person(s) under arrest for violation of Section 403 of the
California Penal Code, or any other applicable law, and may cause such person or persons to be
prosecuted therefor, the complaint to be signed by the Presiding Officer or the Board Secretary.

Rule 2.5 — Policy Prohibiting Discriminatory or Harassing Remarks Made at Public Meetings. The Board
follows the City and County of San Francisco Policy on Discriminatory or Harassing Remarks Made at
Public Meetings of City Boards and Commissions. If any person makes discriminatory or harassing
remarks at a Board meeting that violates City policy prohibiting discrimination and harassment on the
basis of specified protected characteristics, the Presiding Officer shall read the City’s policy against
discrimination and harassment into the record and state that comments in violation of City policy will not
be condoned and will play no role in the Board’s decisions. The Presiding Officer shall further state that
any City employee in the room who is offended by the discriminatory or harassing remarks is excused
from attendance at the meeting, and that no City employee is compelled to remain in attendance where it
appears likely that speakers will make further discriminatory or harassing comments. If speakers continue
to make discriminatory or harassing remarks that violate City policy, the Presiding Officer shall remind
the speaker of City policy, and then may recess the meeting temporarily. After this temporary
interruption, speakers engaged in public comment shall be permitted to finish their allotted time.

Rule 2.6 — Written Communication. Members of the public may write the Board concerning issues within
the Board’s jurisdiction. The Secretary shall list the following written communications in the next agenda:
(1) written communications from members of the public addressed directly to the Board; and (2)
commendations and letters of recognition received by the Sheriff if the Board becomes aware of such
communications. Communication shall also be kept and made available pursuant to the requirements of
the Sunshine Ordinance. If a member of the Board wishes to provide written materials to a majority of the
Board, such materials may be submitted to the Secretary to be included in the agenda for the next meeting
and in the public review file.
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Item 8

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) on behalf of Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Entezari, Mehran (BOS)

Subject: FW: Issued — Public Integrity Assessment — Status of City Contracts and Grants With Rudolph Dwayne Jones and
Related Entities After Criminal Charges and Suspension

Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 5:10:00 PM

Dear Supervisors,
Please see the below link to the Controller’s Public Integrity Assessment.
Thank you,

Eileen McHugh

Executive Assistant

Office of the Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689

Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org| www.sfbos.org

From: Reports, Controller (CON) <controller.reports@sfgov.org>

Sent: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 2:32 PM

To: BOS-Supervisors <bos-supervisors@sfgov.org>; BOS-Legislative Aides <bos-
legislative_aides@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)
<eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org>

Cc: delaRosa, Mark (CON) <mark.p.delarosa@sfgov.org>; Sobrepena, Amanda (CON)
<amanda.sobrepena@sfgov.org>; Wen, Xing Hua (CON) <xinghua.wen@sfgov.org>; Woo, Winnie (CON)
<winnie.woo@sfgov.org>; Vo, Helen (CON) <helen.vo@sfgov.org>; Tam, Kristen (CON)
<kristen.tam@sfgov.org>

Subject: Issued — Public Integrity Assessment — Status of City Contracts and Grants With Rudolph
Dwayne Jones and Related Entities After Criminal Charges and Suspension

Honorable Board of Supervisors,

Pursuant to San Francisco Charter, Section 3.105 and Appendix F, which requires that the Office
of the Controller’s City Services Auditor (CSA) conduct periodic, comprehensive financial and
performance audits of city departments, services and activities, CSA today issued a report on its
assessment of Rudolph Dwayne Jones and his related entities. We conducted this assessmentin
conjunction with the City Attorney’s Office.

Please refer to the distribution e-mail below.

Office of the Controller
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The Office of the Controller's City Services Auditor (CSA) today issued a report on its
assessment of Rudolph Dwayne Jones and his related entities. We conducted this
assessment in conjunction with the City Attorney’s Office.

Following criminal charges against Rudolph Dwayne Jones, the assessment identified all city
funding provided to Rudolph Dwayne Jones and his related entities going back to 2016,
which is summarized in the first part of this report. The second part of this report focuses on
the one non-suspended related entity: Urban Ed Academy (UEA). We found irregularities in
the award processes by both the Human Rights Commission (HRC) and the Office of
Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) that, at a minimum, create the perception of
favoritism toward UEA. We also found that HRC and OEWD did not adequately monitor
UEA’s performance, review UEA’s invoices, and ensure grant disclosures were fully
complete before grant execution.

Download the full report

Sign up to receive news and updates

Search all Controller's Office reports

Twitter LinkedIn

This is a send-only e-mail address.

Forquestions about the report, please contact Director of Audits Mark de
laRosa at mark.p.delarosa@sfgov.org or(415) 554-7574 or the Audits Division at (415) 554-7469.
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For media queries, please contact Communications Manager AlyssaSewlal at alyssa.sewlal@sfgov.org or
(415) 694-3261.
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Assessment Summary




Overview of Public Integrity Assessments

Public Integrity Assessments Provide Transparency When City Officials, Employees, and/or
Contractors Are Involved in Criminal Conduct

Immediately after the January 2020 arrest of former Public Works Director Mohammed Nuru on charges of
public corruption, the Office of the Controller (Controller) and Office of the City Attorney (City Attorney)
launched a joint investigation. The City Attorney focused on employee and contractor wrongdoing, and we
undertook a public integrity review of city contracts, purchase orders, and grants to identify any red flags
that could indicate process failures. Since then, in coordination with the City Attorney, we have issued 12
public integrity reports and 3 follow-up reports. These reports present our findings and recommendations to
policymakers and the public. Our most recent report, issued in August 2024, provides an update on the
iImplementation status of each public integrity recommendation made in these reports since 2020.

In coordination with the City Attorney, we will continue to provide these public integrity assessments when
city officials, employees, and/or contractors are involved in criminal conduct.


https://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=3407

Background

In August 2023 the Office of the District Attorney (District Attorney) criminally charged Rudolph Dwayne
Jones (Jones) with bribing a former employee of the Office of the City Administrator (City Administrator),
Lanita Henriquez (Henriquez), to secure city contracts and grants through the Community Challenge Grant
program. The criminal conduct allegedly occurred from July 1, 2016, through July 1, 2020.

A week after Jones and Henriquez were charged, the City Administrator and City Attorney moved to suspend
Jones and five related entities from receiving future city funding.! At the same time, the Mayor's Office, City
Attorney, City Administrator, and Controller jointly directed all city departments to terminate existing
contracts and grants with the suspended entities to the extent legally feasible.

At the City Administrator’s request, we reviewed the 2023 solicitation process used for the Community
Challenge Grants. In October 2023 we issued an assessment report that found that Henriquez was untruthful
with her superiors about the solicitation process and that the process itself was deeply flawed.> Most
significantly, the assessment found that Henriquez fabricated applicants’ scores to favor some applicants
over others. Consequently, the City Administrator conducted a new solicitation process for the fiscal year
2023-24 Community Challenge Grants.

The suspension order and charging documents can be found here: https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2023.09.07-Order-of-Suspension-1.pdf.
2 The letter to city departments is in Appendix B.
3 Community Challenge Grant's 2023 Solicitation Process Was Deeply Flawed and Needs to Be Redone Properly (October 17, 2023)



https://www.sfcityattorney.org/wp-content/uploads/2023/09/2023.09.07-Order-of-Suspension-1.pdf
https://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=3302

Scope and Summary
Part One: City Payments to Jones-Related Entities from July 2016 through December 2024

The first part of this report itemizes city funding provided to Jones and companies and nonprofit organizations
related to him going back to 2016. Referred to here collectively as the “Jones-Related Entities,” they are:

e 20ROC Holdings, LLC - suspended

e RDJ Enterprises, LLC (RDJ) - suspended

e RDJ-Project Complete, LLC - suspended

e Southeast Consortium for Equitable Partnerships (SECEP) - suspended

e Urban Ed Academy, Inc. (UEA) - not suspended

e Urban Equity, LLC - suspended

To provide a full picture of all funding to suspended entities related to Jones that resulted from city contracting
decisions, the assessment included funding these entities received through the Social Impact Partnership (SIP)
Program at the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). All city contracts and grant agreements with the
suspended entities and UEA have now expired or been terminated. Because SIP Program funding is provided by a
prime city contractor, the City cannot terminate that funding. But as of January 2025, all SIP Program funding to the
Jones-Related Entities has been expended, and there are no new SFPUC contracts that include SIP funding
commitments to any of the Jones-Related Entities.

As described in detail below, the Jones-Related Entities received $15.2 million from 11 city entities from July 2016
through December 2024. In that same period, the Jones-Related Entities paid the Recreation and Park Department
(Rec and Park) and Airport Commission (Airport) $1.4 million, primarily related to three space leases at the Airport.



Scope and Summary
Part Two: Review of City Grants to Urban Ed Academy

In addition to itemizing city money paid to the suspended entities, the assessment also considered city funds
paid to a nonprofit organization founded by Jones in 2012 that was not suspended, Urban Ed Academy Inc.
(UEA). UEA was not suspended based on the criminal charges against Jones, and UEA is not barred from
bidding on city contracts. The assessment looked at open grants to UEA that were current in September
2023, when Jones was suspended, and determined whether grants were properly awarded and adequately
monitored.

Part Two of this report presents the irregularities the assessment found in the award processes by both the
Human Rights Commission (HRC) and the Office of Economic and Workforce Development (OEWD) that, at a
minimum, create the perception of favoritism to UEA. The assessment also found that HRC and OEWD did
not adequately monitor UEA's performance under their grants or review UEA's invoices to confirm the
eligibility of expenses UEA billed to the City. The assessment further found a general lack of transparency
around grants to UEA from multiple city departments and that many of the grants to UEA have overlapping
scopes of work that create a risk that UEA could have double billed the City.

All grants to UEA have now expired or been terminated. However, because it was not suspended after Jones
was criminally charged, UEA may bid on new city contracts. UEA has new leadership and is fully cooperating
with the assessment.



Overview of Criminal Charges Against Jones and Two Former City Employees: Lanita Henriquez and
Stanley Ellicott

In August 2023 Jones and Henriquez were charged with multiple felony counts of misappropriation of public
money, bribery, and aiding and abetting financial conflicts of interest. The criminal complaint alleges that, in
exchange for bribes and kickbacks, Henriquez steered city funds to three now-suspended Jones-Related
Entities: RDJ Enterprises, LLC; RDJ-Project Complete, LLC; and SECEP.

In January 2024 Stanley Ellicott (Ellicott), a former manager in the Department of Human Resources (Human
Resources), was charged with multiple counts of misappropriation of public money, aiding and abetting
financial conflicts of interest, and receiving stolen property for his role in the scheme with Jones and
Henriquez. The criminal complaint alleges that Ellicott profited from the sale of electronics that were
purchased by SECEP with Community Challenge Grant Program funds and intended as earthquake supplies
for neighborhood groups. In March 2024 Ellicott was charged for a separate scheme in which he allegedly
embezzled more than $600,000 of city funds in his role as a manager at Human Resources.

All three have pleaded not guilty. No trial dates have been set.



Criminal Defendants’ History of Relationships With the City
Rudolph Dwayne Jones

Before forming RDJ in 2011, Jones served as director of the Mayor's Office of Community Development
and deputy chief of staff for Mayor Gavin Newsom from 2004 through 2010.

e In 2011 RDJ partnered with SFPUC to create the Community Benefits (now SIP) Program. From 2011
through 2016, before the period reviewed by the assessment, RDJ provided consulting services to
contractors bidding on SFPUC projects under that program.

e In 2017 Jones was the ratepayer advocate, a paid city role, during Recology’s rate-setting process,
which was then overseen by Mohammed Nuru, the Public Works director at the time.

e Until late 2020 Jones's companies provided technical assistance and community outreach on behalf of
the Community Challenge Grant Program. His companies also managed an emergency preparedness
project that was to assist neighborhood groups and facilitate events and workshops, including the
Annual Neighborhood Empowerment Network Awards ceremony at City Hall.



Criminal Defendants’ History of Relationships With the City (continued)
Lanita Henriquez

e Henriquez was director of the Community Challenge Grant Program under the City Administrator from
2011 to 2023 and had staffed the program since 1999 when it was called the Mayor’s Office of
Neighborhood Beautification and Graffiti Clean-Up Fund.

e Henriquez directed 22 grant agreements and 1 professional services agreement, in which she had a
financial stake, to Jones-Related Entities beginning in 2016 and ending in 2020. The steering of grants
to Jones-Related Entities appears to have stopped in 2020, after the arrest of former Public Works
Director Mohammed Nuru.

e Henriquez was a member of the advisory committee for the City Administrator’'s Grants for the Arts
Program in fiscal years 2019-20, 2020-21,* 2021-22, and 2022-23.

e From 1993 through 1999, Henriquez worked in the Mayor's Office, including as Mayor Willie Brown's
scheduling secretary and executive assistant to the chief of staff.

4 Grants for the Arts could not confirm who the advisory committee members were in fiscal year 2020-21. Based on Henriquez's participation on the committee in 2019-20 and in 2021-22 and 2022-23, CSA presumes
Henriquez was also a member in 2020-21.



Criminal Defendants’ History of Relationships With the City (continued)
Stanley Ellicott

e Ellicott was employed by OEWD in 2012 and by the City Administrator from 2013 through 2017, with a
break in his city employment between 2014 and 2016. While a senior administrative analyst at the City
Administrator, Ellicott helped Henriquez monitor and develop the Community Challenge Grant
program budget in 2013 and 2014.

e Ellicott returned to city employment in 2016, and in July 2017 became the assistant director of finance
and technology for the Workers’ Compensation Division at Human Resources.

e Ellicott was a member of the advisory committee for the City Administrator’'s Grants for the Arts
Program in fiscal years 2015-16 through 2017-18.




PART ONE:

City Payments to Jones-Related Entities from
July 2016 through December 2024




Summary of Payments to and From Jones-Related Entities

The graph below shows Jones-Related Entities received $15.2 million” in payments from 11 city
departments/entities and paid two departments $1.4 million from July 1, 2016, through December 31, 2024.

15 Received $0.6 million
in Social Impact _ Economic and
Partnership Community Workforce Human Rights -
12 payments from Investment and Development - $176K
SFPUC contractors Infrastructuret - $1.2M
$25K Human Services - $8K

. City Administrator -
c 9 Received $9.8 Port - $1.1M
5 SR Paid $1.4 million $906K $
= million as a .
= to Airport under .
> subcontractor th Children, Youth, and
c 6 e Their Families - $1.5M
= leases ’
: Treasurer and Tax
3 Re.cc.elved $4-8. Paid $410 in Collector - $15K
million as a prime facility rental .
contractor permit fees to Pubilc Works - $3K
q Rec and Park Public Health - $47K
Amount Received Amount Paid by
by Jones.—'ReIated RD)J Pubilc Utilities2
Entities - $10.2M

Notes:

! This office is a state-authorized local entity.

2 Includes SIP Program.

Source: City’s financial and procurement system, Public Health; Port: SFPUC

Source: City’s financial and procurement system, Public Health; Port: SFPUC

> Includes payments received by UEA, an entity Jones created in 2012 and that the City has not suspended.




City Payments to Jones-Related Entities as a Prime Contractor

Jones-Related Entities received $4.8 million from the City as a prime contractor and from non-contract
payments for July 1, 2016, through December 31, 2024.

RDJ and Related Entities

Department/Entity Southeast Consortium Total

RDJ Enterprises, LLC for Equitable Partnerships Urban Ed Academy?®

Children, Youth, and Their Families $- $- $1,547,031 $1,547,031
City Administrator 94,999 811,374 - 906,373
Community Investment and Infrastructure® - - 25,000 25,000
Economic and Workforce Development - - 1,172,405 1,172,405
Human Rights = = 175,547 175,547
Human Services 8,034 - - 8,034
Port 362,389 - - 362,389
Public Utilities 533,089 - 7,000 540,089
Public Works 3,124 - - 3,124
Treasurer and Tax Collector 15,000 15,000

Notes:

@ Not suspended by City.

bThis office is a state-authorized local entity.
Source: City’s financial and procurement system



City Payments to Jones-Related Entities as a Subcontractor

RDJ and UEA® were subcontractors on city contracts, receiving a total of $9.8 million as a subcontractor on one
Department of Public Health (Public Health) contract, two Port Commission (Port) contracts, and five SFPUC contracts.
e RDJ Enterprises, LLC, is listed as a subcontractor for contracts with the Airport, County Transportation Authority,
and Public Works, but no payments were made on any of these subcontracts before their termination.
e UEA s listed as a subcontractor for Public Health.

The table below shows payments made to Jones-Related Entities as a subcontractor.

1000008917 DPH PROGRAM ADMIN & SUPPORT $47,488 $47,488
1000000112 HSIP PROF & ENGINEERING SUPPORT - - 230 230
1000007631 PRT SEAWALL COMMUNICATION 17 - 33,819 - 33,819
1000008391 PRT SEAWALL DESIGN 17/18 - 726,675 - 726,675
1000013564 PUC AS-NEEDED WW & STORMWTR SVC - - 10,651 10,651
1000005952 PUC CMGC SEP BIOSOLID DIGESTER - - 2,677,577 2,677,577
1000000556 PUC SEWPCP NEW HEADWORKS FCLTY - - 845,168 845,168
1000000051 SSIP PROGRAM MANAGEMENT 5,501,242 5,501,242

* Note: Contract description provided by departments and taken verbatim from their systems because the City’s financial and procurement system does not have complete subcontractor
information.

Source: Public Health; Port: SFPUC

6 The City has not suspended UEA.



SIP Program Payments to Jones-Related Entities

Jones-Related Entities received $0.6 million in Social Impact Partnership Program payments under seven
SFPUC contracts from July 1, 2016, through December 31, 2024.

Supplier Name Contract Number/Firm Name? m

Southeast 2017-18  WW-628 SUNDT CONSTRUCTION/WALSH CONSTRUCTION JV $55,792
E;Si:gli:m for 2018-19 DB-126 EMERSON 9,700
Partnerships 2018-19 CS-165 AECOM/PARSONS JV 10,000
2019-20 CS-235 BROWN AND CALDWELL 26,775
2019-20 PRO.0068 ARCADIS 1,000
2019-20 WW-628 SUNDT CONSTRUCTION/WALSH CONSTRUCTION JV 183,891
2019-20  WW-647R MWH WEBCOR 5,000
2020-21 DB-126 EMERSON 1,750
Urban Ed Academy® 2016-17 CS-235 BROWN AND CALDWELL 42,039
2016-17 CS-165 AECOM/PARSONS JV 5,000
2022-23 CS372.B SOHA-MBE JV 450
2022-23 WW-647R MWH WEBCOR 250,000

@ Contract descriptions provided by SFPUC and taken verbatim from its system; JV = joint venture.
® Not suspended by City.

Source: SFPUC



Amounts Paid by Jones-Related Entities to City Departments
Jones-Related Entities paid $1.4 million to two departments from July 1, 2016, through December 31, 2024:

e $1.4 million in rent payments to the Airport, as a 10 percent joint venture partner with HG SFO
Retailers 2017 JV,’ for three space leases to operate a bookstore, retail store, and newsstand at San

Francisco International Airport.

e $410 in facility rental permit fees to Rec and Park for Urban Ed Academy summer camp picnics held
on ten dates in June and July 2023.

Amounts Paid to City Departments by:
Department Total
RDJ Enterprises, LLC Urban Ed Academy

Airport $1,406,500 - $1,406,500
Rec and Park $410 $410

e i VT

Source: City’s financial and procurement system, Airport: Rec and Park

7 This joint venture (JV) has three participants: Hudson Group Retail, LLC; RDJ Enterprise, LLC; and Stewart Manhattan Investments, Inc.



Termination of Contracts With the Suspended Entities

In response to the September 7, 2023, directive from the Mayor, City Administrator, City Attorney, and Controller,
city departments took the following actions to terminate financial relationships with the suspended? entities:

e In October 2023 the Airport issued a memo requiring one joint venture tenant with three concession leases
to terminate its relationship with RDJ and Jones to the extent legally feasible. The tenant sent termination
notices to RDJ in December 2023, with an effective date of October 1, 2023.

e In September 2023 the Port issued ten memos® confirming it took all actions to terminate any active
contracts with RDJ as either a prime contractor or subcontractor. The department issued payments through
February 2024 to pay any outstanding invoices for work performed before the suspension order was issued.
The Port’s only direct contract with RDJ is now terminated, and the Port has informed all its contractors that
have subcontracted with RDJ that the Port will not pay for any additional work by RDJ.

e In September 2023 SFPUC stated in a memo that it took action to terminate all contracts with RDJ as a prime
contractor or subcontractor.

e The City Administrator determined that Southeast Consortium for Equitable Partnerships’ proposal was no
longer eligible to receive funding for the Community Challenge Grant program'’s 2023 solicitation cycle and
removed its proposal from the evaluation process. The City Administrator did not have any other active
contracts with Jones-Related Entities.

8 The City has not suspended UEA.
° The Office of Contract Administration terminated one additional Port contract with RDJ because it was procured under Admin. Code Chapter 21.



Part Two:

Review of City Grants to Urban Ed Academy




Summary

Part Two of this report includes findings related to all open grants to UEA from four city departments—
Children, Youth, and Their Families (DCYF), Public Health, HRC, and OEWD—in September 2023, when Jones
was suspended. Jones was not formally associated with UEA in September 2023, and the City has not
suspended UEA. However, consistent with UEA’s 2012 founding documents, Jones referred to himself as the
organization’s founder in his personal social media accounts.

Our review of grants to UEA revealed irregularities in the award to and oversight of grants to UEA at both
HRC and OEWD, including:

e UEA's gift of a $5,500 portrait to former HRC director Sheryl Davis (Davis) less than one month before
Davis signed a grant to UEA.

e The service of UEA's former executive director, Randal Seriguchi, Jr. (Seriguchi), on the DKI Community
Oversight Committee even though UEA received DKI funding.

e HRC and OEWD grant awards to UEA even when UEA received lower scores than other nonprofits
competing for funding.

All city grants to UEA have expired or been terminated as of January 2025. UEA has new leadership and is
fully cooperating with the assessment.



History of Urban Ed Academy in San Francisco
e UEA’'s 2012 founding documents describe Jones as UEA's incorporator and executive director.

e Jones' spouse, Veronica McCright-Jones, was president or chair of UEA's Board of Directors from 2012
until 2017. Since then, neither Jones nor his spouse has been listed as an officer, director, or employee
of UEA.

e In September 2023 UEA's website featured photographs of Jones, and on Jones' Facebook page he
referred to himself as the nonprofit organization’s founder.

e According to public filings, UEA payroll records, and UEA, Seriguchi was UEA’s executive director from
2016 through January 2024.

e According to UEA:
o Its mission is to ensure every student gets the chance to learn from a Black male educator.

o Its SMART+ program provides accessible Science, Technology, Engineering, and Math (STEM)
programming and project-based learning for San Francisco students led by Black and Brown men.

o In 2018 UEA created Man the Bay, a four-year educator fellowship program to support Black men
becoming teachers, including free housing and stipends.



Status of City Grants to Urban Ed Academy

Through December 31, 2024, the City had paid UEA $3.2 million under six city grants that were active in fiscal
year 2023-24. All six grants now have expired or were terminated. They are summarized below.

e Grant Purpose Grant Start Grant End Grant Award Payment Remaining
P P Date Date Amount Amount Balance

Children, Youth, SMART+ and Focus on Continued

and Their Families = Success (Middle School Program) 4/24/2018 9/13/2024 $899,202 $865,397 $33,805
Economic and Dream Keeper Initiative - 7/1/2021 6/30/2025° 1,192,500 337,405° 855,095
Workforce Industries of Opportunity

Development Dream Keeper Initiative —

Economic Vitality Incubation Hub 7/1/2021 6/30/2024 650,000 650,000 -
for Youth Entrepreneurship

Dream Keeper Initiative — Love Letters

to Our Neighborhoods Event Series 4/1/2023 6/30/2024 185,000 185,000 i
Human Rights Dream Keeper Initiative — Community 1/1/2024 12/31/2024 270,000 171,547° 98,453
Support and Engagement
Public Health Program Admin and Support 8/1/2023 7/31/2024 50,000 47,488 2,512

Notes:
2 Original end date. Due to unanticipated annual budget reductions, OEWD terminated the grant effective 7/1/2024.
® Amount paid through 12/31/2024. According to HRC, OEWD, and UEA, some outstanding (unpaid) invoices remain.

Source: City’s financial and procurement system, Public Health



Finding 1: The HRC Grant and OEWD’s Dream Keeper Initiative

(DKI) Grants to UEA Are Tainted by UEA's Gift of a Portrait to
Former HRC Director Sheryl Davis, Former UEA Executive
Director Seriguchi’s Participation on the DKI Community
Accountability Committee, and Davis’s Participation in DKI
Funding Decisions.




Finding 1.1: UEA commissioned and gave former HRC Director Sheryl Davis a $5,500 portrait of
herself just before she approved a $270,000 grant to UEA.

In June 2023 UEA submitted a proposal to receive grant funding from HRC, making UEA a restricted source
for Davis. A restricted source is a person or entity seeking to contract with or that has a contract with a
department.?

In December 2023 Davis posted on Instagram a photo of a portrait painting of herself and thanked the artist
and “@urbaned.sf for commissioning.” The portrait was hanging in Davis’s office in September 2024 when
she resigned. UEA commissioned the portrait and paid artist Jermaine Dante $5,500.!*

On January 1, 2024, less than one month after Davis received the portrait, HRC entered into a grant
agreement with UEA for $270,000. Not only does this appear to violate the City's ethics rules but it also
creates at least the appearance of a bribe and undue influence. Further, Davis did not disclose the gift on her
Form 700 filed for 2023, nor did she disclose it on her Leaving Office Form 700 filed in October 2024.

UEA also paid $5,500 for a portrait painting of Supervisor Shamann Walton that was presented to him at an
event in June 2023.

10 San Francisco Campaign & Governmental Conduct Code, Section 3.216.
11 UEA split the payment into two, one paid on July 11, 2023, and the other paid on November 1, 2023.




Finding 1.2: While executive director of UEA, Seriguchi was on DKI's Community Accountability
Committee and UEA received DKI funding.

OEWD'’s and HRC's grants were funded by the DKI, an initiative launched in February 2021* and spearheaded by HRC under
the leadership of former HRC Director Davis. Most of the annual DKI funding was initially budgeted through the Mayor's
Office of Housing and Community Development, OEWD, and Public Health, as well as HRC, but HRC had input into all DKI
funding decisions, even those ostensibly made by other departments. Davis provided directions and participated in meetings
to review funding allocations.

Request for Proposal (REP) 122 (from which the Industries of Opportunity grant was awarded), issued by OEWD and funded
through DKI, explicitly states that OEWD met with Davis in 2019 to discuss goals and objectives for the RFP and that the $6
million in funding under RFP 122 would be “invested in program recommendations developed by dozens of community
members across months of meetings hosted by Director Davis and the Human Rights Commission.” Davis participated in
roundtables and listening sessions with the public to determine the program areas to be funded in the RFP issued by OEWD.
RFP 216 (from which the Economic Vitality Incubation Hub for Youth Entrepreneurship grant was awarded) states that
“investment areas were heavily informed by community roundtables conducted by the Human Rights Commission.”

Seriguchi served on the DKI Community Accountability Committee (CAC)*® from October 2023 through January 2024, a period
in which he was UEA's executive director and UEA had three active DKI-funded grants from OEWD and one active DKI-funded
grant from HRC.* Also, in August 2023 HRC reopened the committee member application period for the sole purpose of
allowing Seriguchi to apply after he missed the application deadline, creating the appearance of favoritism toward UEA.

12 A citywide effort launched in 2021 to reinvest $60 million annually into San Francisco's diverse Black communities. The initiative was part of former Mayor Breed's roadmap for reforming public safety and addressing
structural inequities in San Francisco. More information about the Dream Keeper Initiative can be found at: https://www.dreamkeepersf.org/

13 Formerly known as the Community Oversight Committee.

14 HRC's grant was effective January 1, 2024, and Seriguchi served on the CAC through January 31, 2024.



https://wayback.archive-it.org/19795/20220807122314/https:/oewd.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Bid%20Opportunities/OEWD%20RFP%20122%20WF%20repost%202.10.21_0.pdf
https://web.archive.org/web/20230111031205/https:/oewd.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Bid%20Opportunities/RFP%20216%20Spring%202021%20issued%2003.11.21%20FINAL_0.pdf
https://www.dreamkeepersf.org/

Finding 1.3: HRC did not obtain legislative authority to pay stipends to CAC members and
circumvented the City’'s financial and procurement system by making the payments through a
grantee.

HRC established the CAC comprising 16 members and paid stipends to its members. The City Attorney has
advised that members of city commissions or committees can receive stipends only if the Board of
Supervisors expressly authorizes it via an ordinance. The Board of Supervisors has not authorized the
payment of stipends to the CAC members. Therefore, HRC has no legal authority to do so.

DKI Community Accountability Committee: Responsibilities and Member Stipend

Responsibilities - Reviews, monitors, and supervises DKI grants.
Ensures scope of work has proper, measurable outcomes and deliverables.

Provides DKI grantees with accountability to ensure success.

Member Stipend  HRC provides CAC members a “nominal” monthly “honorarium” (stipend) of up to $500 for their
service, which includes:
Monthly meetings (approximately two hours per month)
- Community event attendance (field observation — at least one per month)
Survey administration/data collection
- Interviewing program participants
- Grantee communication

Source: HRC CAC applications



Finding 1.3 (continued)

CAC members’ stipends were paid from a grant to a nonprofit organization, resulting in a lack of
transparency.

Unlike stipends paid to members of other city commissions or committees, which are processed, tracked,
and paid through the City’s financial and procurement system, stipends for CAC members were paid through
an HRC grant with a community-based organization, Young Community Developers (YCD). HRC added a
grant for this purpose via an amendment to YCD's original grant agreement although the payment of
stipends to CAC members is unrelated to the original grant’s purpose. Not only does this process lack
transparency, but it is also inefficient because committee members are not paid directly through the City’s
financial and procurement system. Instead, with the multi-tiered payment structure it created for the
stipends, HRC must verify meeting attendance with YCD to determine which committee members are eligible
for stipends and then obtain proof of payment. Moreover, YCD receives a 12.5 percent (budgeted at
$10,500) fee for administering checks that HRC could and shou/d have issued directly through the City's
financial and procurement system.



Finding 1.4: HRC changed its internal selection process to ensure that certain members of the CAC
were not disqualified or conflicted from serving on the CAC, giving the appearance of favoritism
toward UEA.

At the direction of former director Davis, HRC modified the conflict-of-interest definition for CAC members after
it had selected the members in 2021.

After seeing the list of committee members selected in September 2021, former Director Davis stated that the selection
criteria needed to be modified so they did not conflict with (or disqualify) members who had just been selected,
specifically highlighting that certain members were from organizations that received DKI grant funding at the time.
Selecting employees or board members of grantee organizations to serve on a committee whose purpose is to oversee
the same grant program and its grantees’ performance is an explicit conflict that should have disqualified them from
selection, exactly as was intended by the original criteria.

HRC misstated the conflict-of-interest rules in its CAC member application in an attempt to ensure that certain
prospective members were not disqualified or ineligible to be committee members.

The August 2023 application for prospective CAC members includes new rules on what constitutes a conflict of interest.
For example, the new criteria allow a member to be an employee of a DKI-funded organization if their salary is not funded
by the organization’s DKI grant(s). Although the language in the application changed, an October 2023 committee
structure document shared with 2023 committee members shows conflicting member eligibility criteria. This document
includes the 2021 application language, stating that grantee program participants, grantee program employees, Grantee
Selection Committee participants, and family (members), friends, or business partners of grantees are ineligible to be
committee members.



Finding 1.4 (continued)

The timeline below shows CAC's conflict-of-interest policy change and the appearance of preferential treatment by HRC

toward UEA.
Aft‘rar:esriigi I;:eo;:Zergl(t:tee UEA Executive Director Seriguchi served on
: . ' : Seriguchi misses CAC CAC from October
director Davis states selection T .
Y e application deadline, but 2023 through January
criteria must be modified so ... .
o HRC reopens application 2024 and received a
they do not conflict with eriod so he can appl total stipend of $1,250
members just selected. P PPY- P o
A
September October
2021 2023
Persons /neligible to be a CAC HRC may appoint people who are DKI program participants or staff at DKI- Persons /neligible to be a CAC
member include: funded organizations. However, appointed members are ineligible for the member include:
» Grantee program participant honorarium (stipend) if the appointee is:  Grantee program participant
* Grantee program employee E> « An employee of or consultant to a DKI-funded organization, and a |:> « Grantee program employee
* Grantee Selection portion of or all their income is provided through DKI-funded source; OR « Grantee Selection Committee
Committee participant « Participating in a DKI-funded program and receiving a stipend; OR participant
> 2 « A board member of any DKI-funded organization business partner of grantee

Source: CSA analysis; HRC CAC applications



Finding 2: Irregularities in HRC's Award and Oversight of Grant

to UEA




Finding 2.1: HRC did not comply with the competitive award process required by Administrative Code
Chapter 21G or its own selection criteria.

HRC undermined competitive award rules when it awarded UEA a grant.

HRC issued a Request for Qualifications (RFQ), RFO 82, for Community Support and Engagement on

May 19, 2023, to create a pre-qualified list of organizations from which to award grants for specific projects
and programs. Administrative Code (Admin. Code), Chapter 21G, effective January 1, 2022, requires all city
grants to be competitively awarded. RFQ 82 resulted in a pool of 20 prequalified organizations.'> According
to the RFQ, HRC could enter into grants with prequalified organizations either by awarding to the highest
available ranked grantee(s), by requesting proposals from the pool from which to select, or by awarding
grants below the minimum competitive amount.** However, we found that HRC did not competitively award
under Chapter 21G or its own selection criteria. Rather, of the 20 prequalified organizations, 7 were awarded
grants by HRC, none of which were ranked in the top four. Of the 7 organizations that were awarded grants,
3 were ranked 18", 19, and 20™.

15 Although RFQ 82 lists 18 prequalified organizations online, HRC's scoring documentation reviewed by CSA shows 20 applications, with San Francisco Housing Development Corporation listed three times to be the

fiscal sponsor for three organizations.
16 Admin. Code Chapter 21, Section 21.02, lists minimum competitive amounts for commodities and professional services ($200,000) and general services ($1,000,000) for any contracts awarded from January 1, 2020,

through December 31, 2024. Although Chapter 21G is silent on RFQs, HRC presumably modeled its grant selection processes on those set forth in Chapter 21.



https://www.sf.gov/resource/2023/hrc-rfq-82-community-support-and-engagement
https://media.api.sf.gov/documents/RFQ_82_Community_Support_and_Engagement_Prequalified_List_0.pdf
https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-13324

Finding 2.1 (continued)

The table below summarizes the list of prequalified organizations in rank order, their scores, and whether
they received grant funding.

_Rank | Organization Name _______________________________________ AverageScore  Grant Funding

1 Friends of the Children - SF Bay Area 99.5 None
2 Heluna Health (SisterWeb)* 98.0 None
3 Wah Mei School 96.0 None
4 Mission YMCA of San Francisco 95.5 None
5 West Bay Local Development Corporation 95.0 $500,000
6 Special Needs Network Inc. 93.5 $100,000
7 Tenderloin Neighborhood Development Corporation 93.0 None
8 San Francisco Housing Development Corporation (Two Jacks)* 915 $250,000
9 PJS Consultants 90.5 None
10 San Francisco Housing Development Corporation (In the Black)* 90.0 None
11  Young Community Developers (African American Parents Advisory Council)* 89.0 None
12 Bay Area Community Resources 88.0 $450,000
13 San Francisco Housing Development Corporation (Culinary, Hospitality and Food Service)* 86.0 None
14 Family Equity Partners 84.5 None
15 Homeless Children's Network 84.0 None
16 UpTogether 83.0 None
17 Community Works West 82.5 None
18 Restorative Justice of Oakland Youth 81.5 $350,000
19 Urban Ed Academy 81.0 $270,000
20 New Leadership Community Foundation (Mackey's Korner)* 76.0 $110,000

* Organizations include fiscal sponsors and their subcontractors.
Source: CSA analysis; HRC



Finding 2.1 (continued)

HRC and UEA violated communication rules in RFQ 82.

Seriguchi communicated with HRC city officials, specifically the former HRC executive director and former DKI
director, during a period in which the RFQ explicitly prohibits any communication with any party other than the
contract administrators named in the RFQ, which they were not. The timeline below shows Seriguchi
communicated with former DKI director and Davis between the issuance and award of RFQ 82 to UEA.

Going Public PR, a Los Going Public PR emailed
Angeles firm, invoiced Davis and stated they “are HRC published
HRC $9,000 to support | | grateful for this opportunity RFQ 82
UEA submitted UEA.? HRC paid this for Randal Seriguchi of UEA prequalified UEA gifted Davis
HRC |ssued proposal for invoice on 10/3/2023 to increase his exposure organization list a $5,500 portrait.
RFQ 82. RFQ 82. with a direct voucher.” with potential partners.” that includes UEA. (Finding 1.1)
ﬁ m m 8/20/2023 8/23/2023 8/29/2023 8/31/2023 9/1/2023 9/8/2023 12/6/2023 1/1/2024
Seriguchi Seriguchi RFQ 82 Going Public PR UEA received a HRC awards
schedules call schedules call closed. invoiced HRC $4,000 notice of intent to grant to
with former with Davis to S to support UEA.? HRC award from HRC. UEA.
DKI director. “catch up.” paid this invoice on

10/3/2023 in the form
of a direct voucher.P

Notes:
a Stated purpose of invoiced service was to support UEA communications strategy and “position” UEA’s then-Executive Director Seriguchi as “a thought leader in education.” This payment did not adhere to city rules, and its

stated purpose has no connection with HRC.
bIn general, the use of direct vouchers does not conform to the City's standard procurement practices. Direct vouchers are payments without prior encumbrance and require written justification, which these payments lacked.

Source: CSA analysis, HRC



Finding 2.2: HRC paid UEA for ineligible and questionable expenses.

As of December 31, 2024, HRC had paid UEA $171,547 (64 percent) of the $270,000 in available grant
funding. As shown in the table below, HRC reimbursed UEA for at least $26,675 in questionable or ineligible
expenses. Without justification or itemization, HRC cannot be sure that it is reimbursing a grantee only for
eligible items. Gift cards cannot be purchased without having a departmental policy approved by the
Controller detailing internal controls for the purchase, handling, and distribution of gift cards, and this grant
did not have a Controller-approved gift card policy. UEA categorized this grant as general operating support
and did not clearly document some purchases to show how they are related to the grant’s intended

purposes.




The table below lists the ineligible or questionable expenses HRC reimbursed to UEA, as of December 31, 2024.

Ineligible or o :
Questionagllole Expenses Expense Description Quantity m

Questionable Expenses

Expenses Without Briones International, LLC (for office and operational expenses) 8 $12,834
Justification ($19,834) TM Consulting and Counseling Services, PLLC (for consultation) 3 3,750
Crystal Mouton (for consultation) 1 1500
Afiya Williams (for consultation) 1 875
Mitchell Therapeutic Services (for consultation) 1 875
Non-Itemized Receipts Uber Eats 6 1,666
($3,954) Billing Receipt for BMEC (Black Men in Education Convening) 1 1,596
Instant Imprints 1 334
Amazon Purchase 1 256
Restaurant (Restaurant Name Not Provided) Receipt 1 63
Barney's Beanery 1 39
Ineligible Expenses
Gift Cards ($2,875) $250 Instacart Gift Cards 9 2,250
$50 Target Gift Cards 4 200
$150 DoorDash Gift Card 1 150
$50 Amazon Gift Card 2 100
$25 Amazon Gift Cards 4 100
$75 DoorDash Gift Card 1 75
Alcoholic Beverage ($7) Sake 1 7
Ride Cancellation Fee ($5) Uber Cancellation Fee 1 5

$26,675

Source: CSA analysis; HRC



Finding 3: Irregularities in OEWD’s Award and Oversight of Grant

to UEA




OEWD's Industries of Opportunity Grant Program Request for Proposal 122

e In February 2021 OEWD issued a competitive solicitation, RFP 122, with funding for 39 program areas.
At that time, city law did not require a competitive process for grant awards. However, a consensus
agreement reached in September 2018 among the City Attorney, Controller, Human Resources, and
Office of Contract Administration required that city grantees be selected through a competitive
process. This changed on January 1, 2022, when Admin. Code Chapter 21G became effective, requiring
an open and competitive solicitation process with some exceptions. In December 2021, after the
issuance of RFP 122, the City’s Office of Contract Administration issued related rules and regulations to
clarify when exceptions for sole-source contracting are appropriate.

e RFP 122 states that:

o The "goal of OEWD's RFP process is to fairly and objectively select organizations most qualified to
implement workforce programs in San Francisco.”

o Each proposal will be considered individually and only the highest-scoring ones will be
considered for grant awards.

o A Review Committee will read and score all complete and eligible proposals.



Background on OEWD's Industries of Opportunity Grant

e RFP 122 included funding opportunities in several program areas, including programs designed to
promote economic justice for San Francisco’s Black and African American community. In one such
program, Industries of Opportunity, proposers were to create, vet, and implement curricula that
effectively equip unemployed and underemployed job seekers with the knowledge, skills, and
certifications required to attain employment in a designated industry.

e The Industries of Opportunity grant is funded by DKL

e In March 2021 OEWD received eight proposals for the Industries of Opportunity program area, which
were reviewed and scored by three panelists.

e Although UEA received the seventh highest score out of the eight proposals, in July 2021 OEWD
awarded UEA an Industries of Opportunity grant for $350,000 without any explanation for its decision.




Summary of Scores, Recommendations, and Awards for OEWD’s Industries of Opportunity Grant
Program (part of RFP 122)

The table below summarizes information from the score sheets and award decisions, by total score. Despite
scoring second-lowest and not being recommended for funding, UEA was granted the award.

Total Score Recommendation for
?
Rank & Proposer (out of 100) Funding Awarded Grant?

1. PRC 96.33 Highly Recommend

2. Centers for Equity and Success, Inc. 95.00 Highly Recommend Yes

3. Children’s Council of San Francisco 88.83 Recommend Yes

4. Job Hackers 85.33 Highly Recommend No

5. National Coalition of 100 Black Women, Inc. 84.33 Highly Recommend Yes, after protest

6. FACES 78.33 Recommend No

7. Urban Ed Academy 69.50 Not Recommended Yes

8. Jarmstead, Inc. 66.83 Recommend “with Yes, once Homeless Children’s
Reservations (with fiscal Network was added as fiscal
[sponsor])” sponsor after scoring and

award to Jarmstead.

Source: Solicitation documents for the Industries of Opportunity grant provided by OFWD.



The timeline below shows OEWD'’s Industries of Opportunity Grant to UEA, including increases that more
than tripled it from $350,000 to $1,192,500.

OEWD increases grant OEWD increases grant amount
$350,000 2 grant amount by $87,500,2 Jones-Related Entities® by $755,000,% to $1,192,500, OEWD terminates
agreement between to $437,500. Recitals are suspended. Controller and extends term through grant due to
OEWD and UEA inaccurately state asks all departments to 6/30/2025. Recitals unanticipated
begins. Term to run UEA was highest identify contracts with /naccurately state UEA was annual budget
through 6/30/2023. qualified scorer. related entities. highest qualified scorer. reductions.

Controller & City Attorney
OEWD amends grant OEWD conducts program g!ga;[fedr;nu?;wlﬁlgouiig
terms by ema/l, allowing monitoring of UEA and does not bre | ple req '
: . . OEWD did not explain why
UEA to enroll non-San find corrective action is needed. :
. , . ) UEA received grant.
Francisco residents as However, OEWD did not review
up to 50% of program required number of case files or
participants. interview required number of OEWD notifies UEA it OEWD, in conjunction
program participants. did not meet its goals with DCYF, conducts fiscal
for second quarter of monitoring and makes
fiscal year 2023-24. five findings that require

corrective actions.

Notes:

a UEA's grant budget item breakdown is in Appendix A.

b UEA is not a suspended entity but was included in the Controller's request.
Source: CSA analysis;, OEWD



Finding 3.1: OEWD's scoring and award process for its Industries of Opportunity grant program under
RFP 122 was flawed.

Although RFP 122 was issued before Admin. Code Chapter 21G took effect, OEWD did not adhere to its own
solicitation and award process to ensure a fair, competitive selection process, as summarized in the table below.

Flaw Identified What Happened

Unexplained award to e OEWD awarded UEA a grant although its proposal received the second lowest score (ranked seventh of eight)
grantee despite low and was not recommended for funding by the scoring panel. Also, for two grant amendments made after
score and panel Admin. Code Chapter 21G took effect, OEWD confirmed it did not change the contract template (default)
recommendation of “not language, which inaccurately states UEA was selected as the “highest qualified scorer.”

recommended” e In November 2023 the Controller and City Attorney initiated an inquiry into UEA grants. Despite repeated

requests from our offices from January through May 2024, OEWD failed to respond or provide an explanation
for the award'’s basis. Only during a compelled interview conducted by the City Attorney in May 2024 did
OEWD confirm it had no documented explanation for awarding the grant to UEA.

Did not award to highly OEWD initially declined to fund the proposal of National Coalition of 100 Black Women, Inc., San Francisco
recommended eligible Chapter (NCBWSF), despite the panel’s high recommendation and its proposal’s score, which was almost 15
proposer points higher than that received by UEA’s proposal.

e In aletter to NCBWSF, OEWD stated it was funding five proposals and NCBWSF ranked fifth of eight proposals.
NCBWSF protested and subsequently received a grant award.

Awarded grant to e OEWD awarded a grant to Homeless Children’s Network (HCN), an organization that did not submit a proposal.
grantee with a fiscal e Jarmstead, Inc., Jarmstead) submitted a proposal, and the scoring panel recommended an award to Jarmstead

sponsor thét was not "with Reservations (with fiscal).” Although Jarmstead'’s proposal did not include a fiscal sponsor, HCN received a
part of original proposal grant to act in this role. There is no record of how HCN was selected to act as Jarmstead’s fiscal sponsor.

Source: CSA analysis;, OFWD



Finding 3.2: OEWD did not follow best practices or its retention policies and procedures for its
competitive solicitation process for four DKI grants.

e OEWD did not follow best practices for the DKI Industries of Opportunity grant because it:

o Shared the list of proposed awards with the Mayor's Office before the awards were finalized.
According to OEWD, this was common practice at the department. However, sharing information
about proposed awards outside the department during the selection process—after scoring by a
panel but before final award—is inconsistent with best practices and undermines the integrity of
the competitive process by creating the appearance of potential bias.

o Did not maintain individual score sheets for panelists as part of its selection practice. Instead,
OEWD staff facilitated group discussions and consolidated each panelist’'s scores and comments
into one document. In response to our request, OEWD staff transcribed the consolidated scores
and comments into individual score sheets.

e OEWD did not follow its retention policies to maintain solicitation documents for five years for four DKI
grants. Specifically, OEWD dlid not retain:

o Award letter for one grantee under its DKI Community Arts grant.

o Initial award letter for two grantees under its DKI Event Series and DKI Industries of Opportunity
grants.

o Signed award letter for one grantee under its DKI Economic Vitality Incubation Hub grant.



Finding 3.3: The Industries of Opportunity grant agreement with UEA does not mention the program
the grant funds and is ambiguous on the grant’s purpose.

e UEA's proposal for an Industries of Opportunity grant states that the funding would be used in its Man
the Bay Program, which UEA describes as a four-year fellowship program that “recruits, trains, and
houses Black males to teach in elementary schools in San Francisco.” According to UEA, the program's
goal is to increase the number of Black male teachers living in San Francisco and working in San
Francisco schools. UEA also stated that the program would support Black homeownership in San
Francisco by placing fellows in San Francisco homes (generating rental income for San Francisco
homeowners).

e Despite what UEA’s proposal states, OEWD's grant agreement with UEA does not mention the Man the
Bay Program. Rather, the scope of work in the grant agreement and its amendments uses generic
workforce development language, stating only that the target population is San Francisco residents
and explains the (unnamed) program’s goal is to ensure "Black and African American residents of San
Francisco receive the opportunity to access workforce services to break the cycle of poverty and
enhance overall equity.”

e The original budget and subsequent budget increases, made via amendments, were largely for space
rental and “other” categories. However, nowhere is it explained what “other” means, and the budget
was increased without any change to the scope of work.



Finding 3.4: OEWD did not follow its monitoring and oversight policies and procedures to properly
monitor its grant to UEA.

The table below lists OEWD's program oversight and program and fiscal monitoring process.

Program Oversight Program Monitoring Fiscal Monitoring

Per OEWD, it reviews and Per OEWD, it annually reviews all workforce- Per OEWD, as part of joint
monitors program goals funded programs for program compliance as citywide fiscal monitoring, it
and/or metrics monthly follows: annually reviews each program'’s
and notifies grantees that e Conducts site visits. performance goals and required
are not meeting their goals e Interviews at least two participants per components, which may include
and/or metrics to program area. program goals, general ledgers,
determine cause and to e Reviews at |least five case files per payroll records, and/or statement
help them get back on program. of work, and participant plan.
track. e Reviews monthly or quarterly participant

case files, including case notes and
summaries. Case notes must include dates
of service, description of services
provided, staff name or initials, and case
closures and exits, and any next steps.

Source: OFWD



Finding 3.4 (continued)

We reviewed OEWD's program monitoring of UEA’s Man the Bay Program—funded by the Industries of
Opportunity Grant although the program is not mentioned in the grant agreement—for program years
2021-22 through 2023-24 and found that OEWD did not:

e Interview at least two participants and review at least five participants case files for program year
2022-23 as required by its monitoring and oversight policies and procedures.

e Provide participant case files and notes for program years 2022-23 through 2023-24 upon request
because it did not properly document and store such documents.

The table below summarizes what OEWD did and did not do in its program monitoring of UEA under its
Industries of Opportunity Grant, by program year.

Program Monitoring Requirement

Pre-monitoring (desk) review that provides basis for on-site/remote review v v
Site visit to observe staff in action and review location’s physical and v v L‘:‘t
programmatic accessibility Documented
Interview at least 2 participants per program area v v *  No

v

Review no fewer than 5 case files, including case notes, per program area

Number of program participants nnn

* Note: OEWD stated it performed these program monitoring requirements, but did not provide supporting documentation for CSA to verify they were completed.
Source: CSA analysis;, OEWD



Finding 3.5: OEWD did not adequately monitor key measures to ensure UEA met program goals and
metrics for its grant.

« Through December 2024 OEWD had paid UEA $337,405 under its Industries of Opportunity grant, but
OEWD could not answer questions about participants’ progress in the Man the Bay Program funded by
the grant. OEWD did not track participant or housing stipends or verify whether program participants
residing in leased locations also received housing stipends, potentially resulting in duplicate payments.
OEWD had lease agreements on file but never confirmed that program participants were residing in
the leased spaces. OEWD failed to take simple steps to monitor for possible fraud or double billing by
UEA or its program participants.

« OEWD had not requested or received any information related to stipends (such as proof of payment)
to verify whether amounts received by participants were accurately and appropriately disbursed
because, according to OEWD, it is not the department'’s standard practice to do so. In May 2024, only
after our offices escalated our requests, OEWD asked UEA for more information related to enrolled
participants receiving housing subsidies and stipends and proof of payments, among other documents.
In June 2024 UEA submitted all documents requested by OEWD for July 2023 through April 2024, but
OEWD subsequently terminated UEA’s grant effective June 30, 2024. OEWD's last payment to UEA was
made in August 2023.



Finding 3.6: OEWD improperly attempted to amend UEA’s grant agreement by email and did not
verify that UEA met the amended terms.

« According to the grant agreement, OEWD is committed to ensuring that the funded program's target
population of Black and African American residents of San Francisco receive the opportunity to access
workforce services to break the cycle of poverty and enhance overall equity.

o« OEWD purports to have amended the terms of the grant by emai/—in a message it sent to UEA on
May 18, 2022—to allow UEA to enroll up to 50 percent of program participants from outside San
Francisco, prioritizing residents of the Oakland-to-Richmond corridor. Such an amendment would have
been inconsistent with the RFP’s description of the target population of the grant. More importantly,
the terms of the grant require that amendments be made by a written instrument executed and
approved in the same manner as the original agreement. An email communication from a program
manager at OEWD is insufficient to amend the terms of a city grant.

« According to OEWD, it did not verify whether 50 percent of UEA's program participants resided in San
Francisco.
o We found that this threshold was not met, as only 45 percent of UEA's Man the Bay participants
were San Francisco residents after May 18, 2022. The remaining 55 percent of participants resided
outside of San Francisco, specifically in Concord, Hayward, Oakland, Palo Alto, and San Mateo.



Finding 3.7: Although UEA fell far short of meeting its program goals, OEWD increased the grant
amount by $755,000, a 173 percent increase.

As part of the grant agreement, UEA is required to meet service objectives and provide monthly
progress reports for participant enrollment, completion, and employment placement.

e According to OEWD, it tracks, notifies, and asks grantees who fall below 80 percent of the target for
any program goal with a quantitative target to submit a letter of explanation with a performance
improvement plan to ensure goals will be met by the end of the program year.

e On February 2, 2024, OEWD notified UEA that it was at 43 percent of target for its employment
placement goals for the second quarter of program year 2023-24. Despite this, three days later, on
February 5, 2024, OEWD amended the grant agreement with UEA, increasing its grant amount by
$755,000, thereby more than doubling it from $437,500 to $1,192,500, a rise of 173 percent. This was in
addition to a previous $87,500 increase that occurred on May 1, 2023.

e On May 15, 2024, according to OEWD, UEA's program was at 60 percent of its annual enrollment goal
and 45 percent of its annual placement goal.



Finding 3.8: OEWD failed to identify UEA’s lease with a suspended Jones-Related Entity.

e Included in the supporting documentation UEA provided to OEWD is a two-year lease under which
UEA rents space from 20ROC Holdings, LLC, (20ROC Holdings), a Jones-Related Entity. The lease,
executed on April 28, 2023, and effective May 1, 2023, requires UEA to pay 20ROC Holdings $3,600 in
monthly rent for a three-bedroom residence in Oakland.

e On May 1, 2023, the same day that UEA’s lease with 20ROC Holdings began, OEWD amended its grant
agreement with UEA to cover reimbursement of rental costs.

e On September 7, 2023, 20ROC Holdings was suspended and all city departments were directed to
identify existing contracts with the suspended Jones-Related Entities, including 20ROC Holdings. All
city departments were further directed to cancel contracts and subcontracts with 20ROC Holdings to
the extent legally feasible. According to OEWD, it was unaware of a lease agreement between UEA and
20ROC Holdings because its standard practice for DKI grants does not include requesting
documentation beyond payroll registers. However, OEWD had the lease agreement on file, but failed to
identify it, as required by the directive.

e According to UEA, it did not seek reimbursement from OEWD for expenses under this lease. The timing
of the grant amendment under prior leadership, the same day as the effective date of the lease,
suggests that UEA might have submitted these expenses to OEWD for reimbursement if not for the
subsequent criminal charges against Dwayne Jones and suspension of 20ROC Holdings.



Finding 4: Issues Related to Grant Disclosure and Overlapping

Scopes of Work for UEA Grants




Summary of Findings on Grant Disclosure and Overlapping Scopes of Work for UEA Grants

The table below summarizes the findings related to transparency around the City’s multiple grants with UEA.

Issue Identified for Each Grant

Department Grant Purpose Grant agreement discloses grants  Scopes of work overlap with
with other departments other grants

Children, Youth, SMART+ and Focus on Continued ‘/ ‘/
egen

and Their Families Success (Middle School Program)
Dream Keeper Initiative — Economic v Yes

Vitality Incubation Hub — Youth X v x No
Entrepreneurship

\F;\ionk?‘mlc Dream Keeper Initiative — Love
orkforce Letters to Our Neighborhoods Event X x
Development .
Series
Dream Keeper Initiative — v v

Industries of Opportunity
Dream Keeper Initiative —

Human Rights Community Support and X v
Engagement

N/A — Subcontractor
Public Health Program Admin and Support agreement does not have X
disclosure requirement
Source: CSA analysis; DCYF;, HRC OEWD; Public Health



Finding 4.1: A lack of transparency about grant funding across city departments increases the risk the
City will overpay for services.

The City's grant agreement template (Form G-100) requires grantees to list all other agreements they have
with the City. (This is usually done in Appendix D — Interests in Other City Contracts.)

e This form is included with the final, executed agreement. However, it is not available to departments when
they are making the award and finalizing the scope of work or when the City Attorney is reviewing the
agreement as to legal form.

e Grant agreements are not always uploaded to the City's financial and procurement system. Therefore, even if
an interest is disclosed by one funding department, another may be unable to see the scope of work.

The table below shows the grant agreements between UEA (as a prime contractor) and city departments and
whether UEA disclosed contracts and/or grants it had with other departments.

Department Grant Describtion Grant Disclosed All Contracts/Grants
P P Agreement Date With Other Departments?

Children, Youth, and Urban Ed Academy UEA SMART+ and Focus on Continued April 24, 2018 YES
Their Families Success (Middle School Program)

Dream Keeper Initiative — Industries of Opportunity July 1, 2021 YES
Economic and Dream Keeper Initiati\{e — Economic Vitality Incubation Hub - July 1, 2021 NO
Workforce Development Youth Entreprenggrs@p . ’

ED\:::;nS:E:Eer Initiative — Love Letters to Our Neighborhoods April 1, 2023 NO
Human Rights Dream Keeper Initiative — Community Support and Engagement January 1, 2024 NO

Source: DCYF HRC; OFWD



Finding 4.1 (continued)

« Inconsistent disclosure of funding from departments makes it difficult for them to prevent duplicate
services being provided and/or billed.

o The grant agreements with OEWD for the Economic Vitality Incubation Hub and Love Letters to

Our Neighborhoods Event Series grants did not include all other city funding received by UEA as
required.

« OnJanuary 1, 2024, UEA entered into a grant agreement with HRC for the $270,000 Community
Support and Engagement grant that covers the staffing, participant stipends, program materials,
operational costs (facility rent, utilities, and transportation), reporting and auditing, and contingency
funding for its Man the Bay program and SMART+ program.

o The second amendment to UEA's grant agreement with OEWD, dated February 2, 2024, includes
funds for salaries, space rental, participant stipends, and “other.”

o OEWD's Industries of Opportunity grant and HRC's Community Support and Engagement grant
both risk the City paying for overlapping services or double billing. OEWD only began scrutinizing
invoices in May 2024, after our inquiries into UEA grants, while HRC received its first invoices
from UEA in August 2024. This timing suggests the potential for duplicate payments that may
have gone unnoticed without our assessment and inquiry into these grants to UEA.



Finding 4.1 (continued)

The diagram below compares two grants UEA used to fund its Man the Bay Program.

e OEWD
e (Industries of
(Community Support R
and Engagement Grant) i 4
_ UEA will:
For its Man the Bay e Be responsible for
program, UEA will: creating, vetting, and
e Recruit 20 Black male implementing
educators by ) curricula for unemployed
December 31° of and underemployed
eaCh year. Black and African
e Achieve an 80 American job seekers
percent enrollment with the knowledge,
rate. skills, and certifications
* Develop and measure required to attain
the impact fellows employment in a
make on students. designated industry.
Grant Amount: Grant Amount:
Calendar Year 2024: $270,000° Fiscal Year 2023-24: $377,500

Fiscal Year 2024-25: $377,500

Notes:
2 Grant funds UEA's Man the Bay and SMART+ programs, but grant agreement does not break down the funding allocated to each.
bHRC provides funding for facility rent, utilities, and transportation, and OEWD provides funding for space rental.

Source: HRC; OEWD



Finding 4.1 (continued)

We compared the invoices and deliverables UEA provided to DCYF and OEWD and found at least three
instances of significant overlap in services provided for which UEA billed both departments. According to
UEA, there was no double billing because staffing costs were billed to and paid by DCYF, and costs paid to
entrepreneurs were billed to and paid by OEWD. However, without consistent disclosure of contracts with
other departments by grantees, departments cannot ascertain whether duplicate services are being provided
and take measures to prevent potential double billing.

The table below shows that in January 2024 UEA submitted expenses related to the same event, a three-day
youth entrepreneurship workshop, to both DCYF and OEWD.

DCYF (UEA SMART+ and Focus on Continued OEWD (Economic Vitality Incubation Hub -
Success [Middle School Program]) Youth Entrepreneurship)

Work performed: UEA and Majorwavez Lab, Inc., organized a three-day workshop in January 2024 for It is unclear if DCYF and OEWD
students to draw, label, and design custom sneakers. split the workshop’s cost (each
Budaet Ttem E— Deliverable-Based: $15,000 paid for approximately half) or
Adulgt’ Staff 28 417.40 if DCYF paid the workshop's
e e 114900 full cost and OEWD paid for
Materials and Supplies 1,445.11 the sam.e worksh?p that DCYF
Other Program Expenses 41.30 fully paid for, which would be
Administrative 1,532.97 a duplicate payment.
$12,585.78

Source: CSA analysis; invoice summaries provided by DCYF; deliverables provided by OFWD



Finding 4.2: Inadequate subcontractor reporting in the City's financial and procurement system
undermines tracking, oversight, and transparency.

In addition to UEA being a direct grantee of several departments, it was also a subcontractor under a
Department of Public Health grant. However, because departments are not required to enter subcontractor
grant awards and payment information into the City’s financial and procurement system, we would not have
known UEA was a subcontractor if UEA had not informed us or unless we had manually reviewed all the
City’s grant agreements.

In OEWD's Love Letters to Our Neighborhoods Event Series grant, under RFP 223, UEA applied in
collaboration with program lead, A Little x. However, A Little x was not listed as a permitted subgrantee in
the grant agreement.



https://wayback.archive-it.org/19795/20220807112811/https:/oewd.org/sites/default/files/Documents/Bid%20Opportunities/RFP%20223%20Spring%202022.pdf

Recommendations

The Human Rights Commission and Office of Economic and Workforce Development should:

1. Comply with requirements of Chapter 21G of the San Francisco Administrative Code related to
solicitation for all future grants.

2. Ensure grant documents do not contain misstatements, including in any boilerplate or default
language. (The funding department is responsible for ensuring the factual accuracy of all recitations in

grant documents.)

3. Ensure the scope of work in each grant agreement describes the unique services covered by the grant,
in part to prevent grantees from billing two or more city departments for the same expenses.

4. Adhere to the Controller's Office Accounting Policies and Procedures regarding invoice reviews.
5. Ensure grantees provide complete and accurate disclosures of funding across city departments in grant

agreements before grant execution, as required in the City’s grant agreement template (Form G-100),
Appendix D — Interests in Other City Contracts.



The Office of Economic and Workforce Development should:

6. Comply with its retention policies and procedures to retain documentation of the award process.
7. Document the justification if it selects a low-scoring proposer for a grant award.

8. Ensure awarded grants meet the objective(s) and scope of the grant request for proposal.

9. Conduct program monitoring to ensure grantees meet the targets set for required performance

metrics. If targets are not met, collaborate with grantees to assess the targets, metrics, and/or budget,
and amend agreement if necessary.

10. Change grant agreements only via written, approved amendments. Any change to a grant agreement,
including a performance target, performance metric, or budget, should be formally documented in
accordance with city rules and the department’s policies and procedures. Grant budget changes should
be reflected in the City's financial and procurement system.



The Office of Contract Administration should:

11. Consider modifying rules and regulations related to Chapter 21G of the San Francisco Administrative
Code to require that grant proposals disclose any city funding the grant applicant receives and the
scope of work associated with such funding to help ensure departmental grants do not unwittingly
overlap.

The Controller’'s Office Systems Division should:

12. Consider adding functionality to the City’s financial and procurement system to allow or require
departments to enter information on sub-grant awards and payments in the system.




Appendix A

Budget Items for UEA's Industries of Opportunity Grant Agreement and Amendments

Original Contract

First Amendment
(Entered on May 1, 2023)

Second Amendment

Line Budget Item Original Annual Budget
Column A
1 Salaries $10.610.00
2 | Fringe Benefits $1.890.00
3 Contractual Services
4 | Equipment
> Insurance
6 | Travel/Conferences
7 | Space Rental
8 Telecommunications
9 | Utilities
10 | Supplies
11 | Other $75,000.00
12 | Indirect Cost
13 | Total (Lines 1-12) $87,500.00

(Entered on July 1, 2021)

Original

Annual

Line Budget Item Budget

Column A

1 [Salaries $0.00
2 |Fringe Benefits $0.00
3 |Contractual Services $0.00
4 |Equipment $0.00
5 |Insurance $0.00
6 |Travel/Conferences $0.00
7 |Space Rental $0.00
8 |Telecommunications $0.00
9 |Utilities $0.00
10 |Supplies $0.00
11 |Other $350.000.00
12 |Indirect Cost $0.00
13 |[Total (Lines 1-12) | $350,000.00

Source: OFWD

(Entered on February 5, 2024)

Original

Annual

Budget Item Budget

Column A

Salaries $45.025
Fringe Benefits $9.005
Contractual Services $0
Equipment $0
Insurance $0
Travel/Conferences $0
Space Rental $445.000
Telecommunications $0
Utilities $0
Supplies $0
Other $255,970
Indirect Cost $0
Total (Lines 1-12) $755,000




Appendix B

Letter to Department Heads

September 7, 2023
Dear Department Heads;

On August 29*, the District Attomey announced multiple felony charges against Lanita
Henriquez and Rudolph Dwayne Jones (Dwayne Jones), two individuals involved in the City’s
Community Challenge Grant Program. The allegations include bribery, misappropriation of
public funds, and financial conflicts of interest occurring between 2016 and 2020.

Based on those charges, last week the City Administrator and City Attomey commenced the
process of suspending Dwayne Jones, RDJ Enterprises, and certain identified affiliates. At the
City Administrator's request, the City Attorney and Controller also initiated a public integrity
review of the City’s Community Challenge grant portfolio, and grantmaking procedures. In the
meantime, the Community Challenge Grant Program’s director, Lanita Henriquez, was placed
on administrative leave.

Today, the City filed and served Dwayne Jones, RDJ Enterprises and a number of other
related entities listed below, with a formal suspension order. This order prohibits these
individuals and entities from applying for and receiving future city funded contracts and
subcontracts. The suspension order also allows the City to terminate existing contracts with
the suspended contractors.

Some City departments may have current contracts with the below named individual and
entities or have received responses to active procurements and solicitations that are pending
review. As such, each department should immediately:

« |dentify for the Mayor's Budget Office, Controller, and City Attorney any such existing
contracts with and solicitation responses to active procurements from the below named
individual and entities and coordinate an individual assessment of each with the City
Attorney and Controller. This should include any such existing contracts where the
below named individual and entities are listed as a subcontractor.

* Move to suspend, terminate, or otherwise close out such existing prime contracts unless
the department identifies any exceptional or emergency circumstances and obtains
approval to continue those contracts on a limited basis in writing by the City Attorney’'s
Office in consultation with the Mayor’s Office; and

e Where appropriate, and in consultation with the City Attorney’s Office, direct the
cancellation of existing subcontracts with the below named individual and entities.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141




Letter to Department Heads (continued)

Suspended Individual and Entities:

Dwayne Jones

RDJ Enterprises

Project Complete

Southeast Consortium for Equitable Partnerships Inc.
Urban Equity LLC

20ROC Holdings LLC

As the public integrity review continues, we may add other individuals and entities to this list.
The Controller will also place the suspended individual and entities on their publicly available
list located on their website.

Additionally, consistent with Mayoral Executive Directive 20-01, all departments must
cooperate fully and with the utmost urgency with any requests made by the City Attomey and
the Controller. All City employees and departments must proactively share any information that
they believe could be helpful to the investigation. They can do so by contacting the City

Attorney’s Office and the Controller's Office directly by email at publicintegrity@sfgov.org or
phone at (415) 554-7657.

Sincerely,

L -
Mayor London N. Breed
Tl Chun
City Attorney David Chiu

i

——

City Administrator Carmen Chu

Controller Ben Rosenfield

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141
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The COP transaction is expected to close on March 20, 2025. In conjunction with the closing, the
City will terminate its ground lease with the Music Concourse Garage Community Partnership and
the Garage will be transferred to the City under the jurisdiction of the Recreation and Park
Commission with the San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency managing the Garage on its
behalf.

Sale Results

The COPs were sold via a negotiated sale with BoA Securities, Inc. serving as underwriter. The
COPs received strong investor demand, with orders from 30 unique investors. The COPs are
structured with a final maturity of April 2050. The true interest cost (TIC) for the COPs is 4.05%.

The Controller's Office of Public Finance would like to thank and congratulate everyone who put in
the hard work to successfully complete this acquisition financing.



For more information, please contact the Office of Public Finance:
Anna Van Degna, Director. anna.vandegna@sfgov.org
Grant Carson, Debt Capital Market Specialist: grant.carson@sfgov.org

Vishal Trivedi, Financial Analyst: vishal.trivedi@sfgov.org

Manage your preferences | Opt Out using TrueRemove ™
Got this as a forward? Sign up to receive our future emails.
View this email online.

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place | San Francisco, CA 94102 US

This email was sent to bos.legislation@sfgov.org.

To continue receiving our emails, add us to your address book.
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Item 10

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);
BOS-Operations

Subject: FW: CMD12B0004271 - "Request to Waive 12B Requirements" has been Approved by (JUV) Department Head
(Walter Martinez)

Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 9:49:00 AM

Attachments: image
CMD12B0004271.pdf
image001.png

Hello,

Please see below and attached for an approved request to waive 12B requirements.

Sincerely,

Joe Adkins

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 554-5184 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

From: CCSF IT Service Desk <ccsfdt@service-now.com>

Sent: Monday, March 10, 2025 10:05 AM

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: CMD12B0004271 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been Approved by (JUV)
Department Head (Walter Martinez)

Contract Monitoring Division

SF Board of Supervisors,

This is to inform you that CMD12B0004271 - 'Request to Waive 12B Requirements' has been
approved by (JUV) Department Head (Walter Martinez).

Summary of Request

Requester: Elisa Baeza

Department: JUV

Waiver Justification: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Supplier ID: 0000011707


mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-supervisors@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-legislative_aides@sfgov.org
mailto:angela.calvillo@sfgov.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
mailto:wilson.l.ng@sfgov.org
mailto:edward.deasis@sfgov.org
mailto:eileen.e.mchugh@sfgov.org
mailto:bos-operations@sfgov.org
mailto:board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org
file:////c/www.sfbos.org

Requested total cost: $35,000.00
Short Description: [Mod 1] Safeway - food purchases for **emergency pantry for probation
services**

Take me to the CMD 12B Waiver Request

For additional questions regarding this waiver request please contact

cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org
Thank you.

Ref:TIS5728572_wfmtgOlOYy7MDubxtv5C


https://ccsfdt.service-now.com/nav_to.do?uri=u_cmd_12b_waiver.do?sys_id=6f69b1c03b186e14cf49eef764e45a2b
mailto:cmd.equalbenefits@sfgov.org

CMD 12B Waiver Details

Page 1

Report Title:
Run Date and Time:
Run by:

Table name:

CMD 12B Waiver

Number:
Requested for:

Department Head/Delegated
authority:

Opened:

Short Description:

CMD 12B Waiver Details
2025-03-13 09:47:09 Pacific Daylight Time
ServiceNow Admin

u_cmd_12b_waiver

CMD12B0004271
Elisa Baeza

Walter Martinez

2025-03-10 08:56:13

Request Status:

State:

Waiver Type:

12B Waiver Type:
Requesting Department:
Requester Phone:
Awaiting Info from:
Awaiting Info reason:
Opened by:

Watch list:

[Mod 1] Safeway - food purchases for **emergency pantry for probation services**

Supplier ID:

Is this a new waiver or are you
modifying a previously approved
waiver?:

Last Approved 12B Waiver Request:

Document Type:

12B Waiver Justification:

City Treasurer:

Admin Code Chapter:

Select Chapter 21.04 Section:

Confirm Dept. has documented this
agreement as a Sole Source:

Advertising:

Commodities, Equipment and
Hardware :

Equipment and Vehicle Lease:
On Premise Software and Support:

Online Content, Reports, Periodicals
and Journals:

Professional and General Services:

Software as a Service (SaaS) and
Cloud Software Applications:

Vehicles and Trailers:

0000011707

Modification — Prior Waiver Approved
in ServiceNow

CMD12B0001861

Purchase Order
12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
Jose Cisneros

Chapter 21 Goods and Services

false

true

false
false

false

false

false

false

Requested Amount:

Increase Amount:

Previously Approved Amount:

Total Requested Amount:

Enter Contract ID:

Enter Requisition ID:
Enter Purchase Order ID:
Enter Direct Voucher ID:
Waiver Start Date:
Waiver End Date:

Detail the purpose of this contract is and what goods and/or services the contra:

Completed
Completed
12B Waiver
Standard
Juv

Elisa Baeza

$0.00
$5,000.00
$30,000.00
$35,000.00

0000000000

2022-09-26
2027-12-31

Run By : ServiceNow Admin

2025-03-13 09:47:09 Pacific Daylight Time



CMD 12B Waiver Details Page 2

a) Safeway, Inc.; Supplier 0000011707.

b) To purchase smaller quantity bulk food items for the **emergency pantry for probation services;** these purchases would not require minimum order
amounts, and purchases can be made on an as needed basis depending on program need.

c) Safeway is the only supplier with the most locations within City & County limits, including one very close to SFIPD (in Diamond Heights), which will be
convenient for programs staff doing the purchasing. Safeway also accepts the City's PO terms & conditions, and has had multiple 12B waivers approved
over the years while working with several other City departments for similar purchases (see CMD12B0001861 for reference)

If you have made an effort to have the supplier comply, explain it here. If not,:

The supplier's 12B status is inactive according to PeopleSoft. They've also had multiple 12B waivers approved over the years while working with several
other City departments for similar purchases (see CMD12B0001861 for reference).

Cancel Notes:

CMD Analyst

CMD Analyst: Ruth Santana CMD Director: Stephanie Tang

CMD Analyst Decision: Reviewed and Approved Select the reason for this request: 12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)
CMD Analyst Comments: To purchase smaller quantity bulk

food items for the **emergency pantry
for probation services;** these
purchases would not require minimum
order amounts, and purchases can be
made on an as needed basis
depending on program need. Safeway
is the only supplier with the most
locations within City & County limits,
including one very close to SFIPD (in
Diamond Heights), which will be
convenient for programs staff doing
the purchasing.

CMD Director

CMD Director: Stephanie Tang CMD Director Decision: Reviewed and Approved

Reason for Determination:

Approved under 12B.5-a(d)(1) authority,

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Non Property Contracts)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Sole Source — Non Property Contract
Justification Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this
agreement as a Sole Source under
Chpt 21.427:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as
a Sole Source under Charter Sec.
8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source:

12B.5-1(a)(1) (Property Contracts)

City Property Status:

Run By : ServiceNow Admin 2025-03-13 09:47:09 Pacific Daylight Time



CMD 12B Waiver Details Page 3

Has DPH Commission qualified this
agreement as a Sole Source under
Chpt 21.427:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as
a Sole Source under Charter Sec.
8A.102(b)?:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source — Property Contracts) Questionl:

CMD 12B.5-1(a)(1) (Sole Source — Property Contracts) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(1)(Property Contracts)

Sole Source — Property Contract
Justification Reason:

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency)

12B.5-1(a)(2) (Declared Emergency) Question2:

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation)

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Questionl :

12B.5-1(a)(3) (Specialized Litigation) Question2:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Non Property)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Public Entity Sole Source — Non
Property Contract Justification
Reason:

Has DPH Commission qualified this
agreement as a Sole Source under
Chpt 21.427?:

Has MTA qualified this agreement as
a Sole Source under Charter Sec.
8A.102(b)?:

Explain why this is a Sole Source (Public Entity):

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-Property)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity SS-PC) Question1:

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity - Substantial)

12B.5-1(b) (Public Entity-SPI)
Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms)

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question1:

12B.5-1(c) (Conflicting Grant Terms) Question2:

Run By : ServiceNow Admin 2025-03-13 09:47:09 Pacific Daylight Time



CMD 12B Waiver Details Page 4

12B.5-1(e) Investments and Services

12B.5-1(e) Investments Questionl:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question2:

12B.5-1(e) Investments Question3:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk Water, Power and

Bulk Water: false
Bulk Power: false
Bulk Gas: false

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG)
Question2:

12B.5-1(f) (SFPUC Bulk WPG) Questionl:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question1:

To purchase smaller quantity bulk food items for emergency pantry for probation services, which serves families of clients on probation.
12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question2:

To extend the timeframe and amount to cover current and future purchases without service disruption.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question3:

As mentioned in prior requests, JPD conducted a search in PeopleSoft for gorcery store vendors that have done business with the City and that are 12B
compliant. We found Safeway, which the City has condicted business with for several years, and they accept the City's PO terms and conditions. However,
they are not 12B compliant. Plus, there are no other grocery stores that are 12B compliant.

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question4:

This waiver request does not defeat the intent of 12B requirements.
12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Question5:

Not Applicable

12B.5-1(d)(1)(No Vendors Comply)

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question1:
12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question2 :
12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question3:

12B.5-1(d)(1) (No Vendors Comply) Limited Question4:

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing)

Select OCA Solicitation Waiver:

Has MTA qualified agreement as Bulk
Purchasing under Charter Sec.
8A.102(b)?:

Detail the nature of this Bulk Purchasing transaction:
12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Questionl:
12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question2:

Run By : ServiceNow Admin 2025-03-13 09:47:09 Pacific Daylight Time



CMD 12B Waiver Details Page 5

12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question3:
12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question4:
12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question5:
12B.5-1(d)(2) (Bulk Purchasing) Question6:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity)

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question1:

12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question2:
12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question3:
12B.5-1(d)(3) (Sham Entity) Question4:

Additional comments:

Related List Title: Approval List
Table name: sysapproval_approver
Query Condition: Approval for = CMD12B0004271
Sort Order: Order in ascending order
1 Approvals
Approved Walter Martinez CMD 12B Waiver: 2025-03-10 09:20:30
CMD12B0004271
Related List Title: Metric List
Table name: metric_instance
Query Condition: Table = u_cmd_12b_waiver AND ID = 6f69b1c03b186e14cf49eef764e45a2b
Sort Order: None
12 Metrics
Calculation com
Created Definition Value Start Duration
plete
2025-03-10 OCA 12B Metric  CMD 12B Waiver: Dept. Head 2025-03-10 2025-03-10 44 Minutes true
09:20:36 CMD12B0004271 approval 09:20:30 10:04:54
2025-03-10 OCA 12B Metric  CMD 12B Waiver: Awaiting CMD 2025-03-10 2025-03-10 1 Hour 51 Minutes true
14:38:35 CMD12B0004271 Director Approval 14:38:35 16:30:14
2025-03-10 OCA 12B Metric  CMD 12B Waiver: Draft 2025-03-10 2025-03-10 2 Minutes true
09:17:50 CMD12B0004271 09:17:47 09:20:30

Run By : ServiceNow Admin 2025-03-13 09:47:09 Pacific Daylight Time
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Calculation com
__

2025-03-10
09:20:30

2025-03-10
10:04:55

2025-03-10
16:30:15

2025-03-10
09:20:30

2025-03-10
09:20:36

2025-03-10
10:04:55

2025-03-10
09:17:50

2025-03-10
16:30:15

2025-03-10
14:38:35

OCA 12B Metric

OCA 12B Metric

OCA 12B Metric

Assigned to
Duration

Assigned to
Duration

Assigned to
Duration

Assigned to
Duration

Assigned to
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Item 11

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);
BOS-Operations

Subject: FW: March 17, 2025 Civic Design Review Agenda

Date: Wednesday, March 12, 2025 4:28:00 PM

Attachments: CDR Agenda 3.17.25.pdf

Outlook-Logo _Desc.png

Hello,

Please see below and attached for communication from the San Francisco Arts Commission,
submitting the agenda for the March 17, 2025, meeting of the Civic Design Review Committee.

Sincerely,

Joe Adkins

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 554-5184 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

From: Cotz, Paris (ART) <paris.cotz@sfgov.org>
Sent: Wednesday, March 12, 2025 11:28 AM
Subject: March 17, 2025 Civic Design Review Agenda

Hello,

Please find the agenda for the Civic Design Review Meeting coming up this Monday, March

17, 2p.m. here and attached via PDF: https://www.sf.gov/meeting--march-17-2025--civic-
design-review-committee-meeting

Thank you,
Paris

Paris Cotz

Program Associate, Special
Shc Initiatives & Civic Design
Pronouns: she/her
gratg Cfg%qqclg%% Email: paris.cotz@sfgov.org
Mobile: 415-539-6213
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San Francisco Arts Commission
401 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 325
San Francisco, CA 94102

www.sfartscommission.org
Newsletter | Flickr | LinkedIn | Facebook | Instagram | TikTok | Twitter | YouTube

The San Francisco Arts Commission acknowledges that we are on the unceded ancestral homeland of the
Ramaytush Ohlone. We affirm the sovereign rights of their community as First Peoples and are committed to
supporting the traditional and contemporary evolution of the American Indian community and uplifting
contemporary indigenous voices and culture.

Please be mindful that all correspondence and documents submitted to the San Francisco Arts Commission are
public records and, as such, are subject to the Sunshine Ordinance and can be requested by the public. If this
happens, personal information such as personal emails, Social Security numbers and phone numbers will
be redacted.
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san francisco
arts commission

MEETING OF THE CIVIC DESIGN REVIEW COMMITTEE
Monday, March 17, 2025
2:00 p.m.
City Hall, Room 416
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

AGENDA

Members of the Committee will attend this meeting in-person at the location
listed above.

Members of the public are invited to observe the meeting in-person at the
physical meeting location listed or remotely online. Members of the public
attending the meeting in-person will have an opportunity to provide up to three
minutes of public comment on every agenda item.

Civic Design Review Committee Commissioners: Seth Brenzel, Patrick Carney,
Jessica Rothschild, Abby Sadin Schnair, Janine Shiota, Debra Walker.

1. Call to Order, Roll Call, Agenda Changes, Land Acknowledgment

Call to order

Roll call / Confirmation of quorum.

Agenda changes

Ramaytush Ohlone Land Acknowledgement

The San Francisco Arts Commission acknowledges that we are on the
unceded ancestral homeland of the Ramaytush Ohlone who are the original
inhabitants of the San Francisco Peninsula. As the indigenous stewards of this
land and in accordance with their traditions, the Ramaytush Ohlone have
never ceded, lost nor forgotten their responsibilities as the caretakers of this
place, as well as for all peoples who reside in their traditional territory. As
guests, we recognize that we benefit from living and working on their
traditional homeland. We wish to pay our respects by acknowledging the
ancestors, elders and relatives of the Ramaytush Community and by affirming
their sovereign rights as First Peoples. As a department dedicated to
promoting a diverse and equitable Arts and Culture environment in San



Francisco, we are committed to supporting the traditional and contemporary
evolution of the American Indian community.

2. General Public Comment

(This item is to allow members of the public to comment generally on matters
within the Committee’s purview as well as to suggest new agenda items for
the Committee’s consideration.)

3. SFWD Headquarters at 2000 Marin
Discussion and Possible Action

Discussion and possible action for Phase 3 Review for SFWD Headquarters
at 2000 Marin

Presentation Time: Approximately 25 minutes (Presentation: 10 minutes,
Commissioner Discussion: 15 minutes)

Project team:

Ellen Leuenberger, Project Designer & Architect, Mark Cavagnero Associates
Shelby Campbell, Project Manager, SF PUC

Bill Bulkley, Landscape Architect, SF DPW

This project was previously reviewed on May 20, 2024.

4. 447 Battery Street (Fire Station 13): Conceptual & Phase 1 Review
Discussion and Possible Action

Discussion and possible action for Phase 3 Review for 447 Battery Street
(Fire Station 13)

Presentation Time: Approximately 35 minutes (Presentation: 20 minutes,
Commissioner Discussion: 15 minutes)

Project team:

Skidmore, Owings, & Merrill, Project Designer & Architect
EQX Jackson Square Holdco LLC, Project Manager
Surface Design, Landscape Architect

5. SFO West Field Campus - Cargo Building 720.1 & 742: Phase 1
Review
Discussion and Possible Action


https://www.sf.gov/meeting--may-20-2024--civic-design-review-committee-meeting-hybrid

Discussion and possible action for Phase 1 Review for Cargo Building
7201 & 742

Presentation Time: Approximately 30 minutes (Presentation: 15 minutes,
Commissioner Discussion: 15 minutes)

Project team:

Claudio Martonffy, Project Designer, Martonffy Architecture Studio
Samuel Chui and Josh Heth, Project Managers, SFO

William Wallace, Architect & Landscape Architect, Woods Bagot

This project was previously reviewed on January 27, 2025.

6. New Business and Announcements
Discussion

(This item is to allow the Commissioners to introduce new agenda items for
consideration, to report on recent arts activities and to make announcements.)

7. Adjournment
Action

Posted 3/17/2025, 2:00pm

Notices

The meetings of the San Francisco Arts Commission will be occurring in-person
at City Hall, Room 416 and available to view on SFGovTV2, Comcast
78/Astound 28 and AT&T Uverse 99.
Agenda Item Information / Materials Available

Each item on the agenda may include the following documents:

1) Department or agency report;

2) Public correspondence;

3) Other explanatory documents.

Each explanatory documents listed above, as well as documents created or
distributed after the posting of this agenda to the Arts Commission will be
available only electronically at hitps://sf.gov/departments/civic-design-review-
committee-arts-commission. Please contact: Paris Cotz at
paris.cotz@sfgov.org or 415-252-2252. PLEASE NOTE: The Arts Commission
often receives documents created or submitted by other City officials, agencies,
or departments after the posting of the Arts Commission agenda. For such
documents or presentations, members of the public may wish to contact the
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originating agency if they seek documents not yet provided to the Arts
Commission.

Meeting Procedures
1. Agenda items will normally be heard in order. Please note, that on
occasion a special circumstance may necessitate that an agenda item be
taken out of order. To ensure that an agenda item is not missed, it is
advised to arrive at the beginning of the meeting. All agenda changes will
be announced by the Chair at the top of the meeting.

2. Public comment will be taken before or during the Committee’s
consideration of each agenda item. Each speaker will be allowed to speak
for the time allotted by the Chair at the top of the meeting or up to three
(3) minutes. Speakers may not transfer their time to another person.

3. During General Public Comment, members of the public may
address the Commissioners on matters that are within the Arts
Commission’s jurisdiction and are not on the agenda.

4. Persons who speak during the public comment period at today’s
meeting of the Arts Commission may supply a brief written summary of
the comments to be included in the minutes if it is 150 words or less, to
paris.cotz@sfgov.org. The Arts Commission may reject the summary if it
exceeds the prescribed word limit or is not an accurate summary of the
speaker’s public comment.

5. Persons unable to attend an Arts Commission meeting may submit
correspondence to the Arts Commission in connection with an agenda
item. Art Commission staff will post these documents adjacent to the
agenda if they are one page in length. If they are longer than one page,
the Arts Commission will make such documents available for public
inspection and copying. Please note, correspondence submitted to the
Arts Commission will NOT be read aloud during the meeting. Names and
addresses included in these submittals will be public. Submittals may be
made anonymously. Written comments pertaining to this meeting should
be submitted to paris.cotz@sfgov.orgby 5:00 p.m. before the date of the
meeting to ensure comments are shared with commissioners ahead of the
meeting.

Electronic Devices Prohibited

The ringing of and use of cell phones, pagers, and similar sound-producing
electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. The Chair may order the
removal from the meeting room of any person responsible for the ringing or use
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of a cell phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic device

Disability Access
To obtain a disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary
aids or services, to participate in the meeting, please contact Paris Cotz at
paris.cotz@sfgov.org or 415-252-2252, at least 48 hours before the meeting,
except for Monday meetings, for which the deadline is 4:00 p.m. the previous
Friday. Captions can be enabled by you using our meeting platform, WebEXx.
Archives Available
A recording of this meeting will be available online after the meeting at
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view _id=149.

Lobbyist Registration and Reporting Requirements

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or
administrative action may be required by the San Francisco Lobbyist
Ordinance (San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code
sections 2.100-2.160) to register and report lobbying activity. For more
information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the Ethics
Commission at 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 220, San Francisco, CA 94102,
telephone 415/252-3100, fax 415/252-3112 and http://www.sfethics.org/.

Sensitivity to chemical-based products

In order to assist the City’s efforts to accommodate persons with severe
allergies, environmental illnesses, multiple chemical sensitivity, or related
disabilities, attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may
be sensitive to various chemical-based products. Please help the City
accommodate these individuals.

Sunshine Ordinance

Government’s duty is to serve the public, reaching its decision in full view of the
public. Commissions, boards, councils and other agencies of the City and
County exist to conduct the people’s business. This ordinance assures that
deliberations are conducted before the people and that City operations are
open to the people’s review. For more information on your rights under the
Sunshine Ordinance or to report a violation of the ordinance, contact by mail to
Administrator, Sunshine Ordinance Task Force, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett
Place, Room 244, San Francisco CA 94102-4689; by phone at 415-554 7724;
by fax at 415-554 7854; or by email at sotf@sfgov.org.

Citizens interested in obtaining a free copy of the Sunshine Ordinance can
request a copy from by printing Chapter 67 of the San Francisco
Administrative Code on the Internet, http://www.sfgov.org/sunshine/



mailto:paris.cotz@sfgov.org
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=149.%C2%A0
https://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=149.%C2%A0
http://www.sfethics.org/
https://sfgov1-my.sharepoint.com/personal/alyssa_ventre_sfgov_org/Documents/Commission%20Meetings/2022/January%2021%2C%202022%20Executive%20Committee%20Meeting/sotf%40sfgov.org
http://www.sfgov.org/sunshine/

Accessibility Meeting Policy

Per the American Disabilities Act and the Language Access Ordinance,
Chinese, Spanish, and/or American Sign Language interpreters will be available
upon request. Additionally, every effort will be made to provide a sound
enhancement system, meeting materials in alternative formats, and/or a reader.
Minutes may be translated after they have been adopted by the Commission.
For all these requests, please contact Paris Cotz, paris.cotz@sfgov.org, 415-
252-2252. Late requests will be honored if possible. The hearing room is
wheelchair accessible.
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Politica De Acceso A La Reunion

De acuerdo con la Ley sobre Estadounidenses con Discapacidades (American
Disabilities Act) y la Ordenanza de Acceso a Idiomas (Language Access
Ordinance) intérpretes de chino, espafol, y lenguaje de sefias estaran
disponibles de ser requeridos. En adicién, se hara todo el esfuerzo posible
para proveer un sistema mejoramiento de sonido, materiales de la reunién en
formatos alternativos, y/o proveer un leedor. Las minutas podran ser
traducidas luego de ser aprobadas por la Comision. Para solicitar estos
servicios, favor contactar a Paris Cotz, por lo menos 48 horas antes de la
reunion al 415-252-2252, paris.cotz@sfgov.org. Las solicitudes tardias seran
consideradas de ser posible. La sala de audiencia es accesible a silla de
ruedas.

Patakaran para sa pag-access ng mga Miting

Ayon sa batas ng American Disabilities Act at ng Language Access Ordinance,
maaring mag-request ng mga tagapagsalin wika sa salitang Tsino, Espanyol
at/o sa may kapansanan pandinig sa American Sign Language. Bukod pa dito,
sisikapin gawan ng paraan na makapaglaan ng gamit upang lalong pabutihin
ang inyong pakikinig, maibahagi ang mga kaganapan ng miting sa iba't ibang
anyo, at/o isang tagapagbasa. Ang mga kaganapan ng miting ay maaring isalin
sa ibang wika matapos ito ay aprobahan ng komisyon. Sa mga ganitong uri ng
kahilingan, mangyari po lamang makipag ugnayan kay Paris Cotz
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paris.cotz@sfgov.org, 415-252- 2252. Magbigay po lamang ng hindi bababa sa
48 oras na abiso bago ng miting. Kung maari, ang mga late na hiling ay
posibleng tanggapin. Ang silid ng pagpupulungan ay accessible sa mga naka

wheelchair.
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Item 12

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);
BOS-Operations

Subject: FW: Monthly Memo on the Status of Abortion Rights for March 2025

Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 9:39:00 AM

Attachments: Monthly Memo on the Status of Abortion Rights March 2025.pdf

Outlook-nmimno5w.png

Hello,

Please see below and attached for communication from the Department on the Status of Women,
submitting the Monthly Memo on the Status of Abortion Rights.

Sincerely,

Joe Adkins

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 554-5184 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org

From: Heitzenroder, Denise (WOM) <denise.heitzenroder@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, March 13, 2025 9:20 AM

To: Lurie, Daniel (MYR) <daniel.lurie@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors (BOS)
<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (HRC) <mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org>; Chu,
Carmen (ADM) <carmen.chu@sfgov.org>; Tsai, Daniel (DPH) <daniel.tsai@sfdph.org>

Cc: Ellis, Kimberly (WOM) <kimberly.n.ellis@sfgov.org>; Negusse, Nina (MYR)
<Nina.Negusse@sfgov.org>; Gabillet, Annie (MYR) <annie.gabillet@sfgov.org>; Lutvak, Charles
(MYR) <charles.lutvak@sfgov.org>; WILENSKY, JULIE (CAT) <Julie.Wilensky @sfcityatty.org>; CLARK,
JANA (CAT) <Jana.Clark@sfcityatty.org>; KRELL, REBEKAH (CAT) <Rebekah.Krell@sfcityatty.org>;
ALARCON, MOLLY (CAT) <Molly.Alarcon@sfcityatty.org>; Bobba, Naveena (DPH)
<naveena.bobba@sfdph.org>; Patil, Sneha (DPH) <sneha.patil@sfdph.org>; Escandon, Martin (DPH)
<martin.escandon@sfdph.org>; Yip, Angela (ADM) <angela.yip@sfgov.org>

Subject: Monthly Memo on the Status of Abortion Rights for March 2025

Good morning all,
On behalf of the Department on the Status of Women, please see the attached Monthly
Update on the Status of Abortion Rights Memorandum. | look forward to supporting you around

any questions or requests for additional information.

Best,
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Denise

Denise Heitzenroder | Project Manager for Strategic Initiatives

Shesher
San Francisco Dept on the Status of Women

WO M E N Engage. Educate. Empower.

CITY AD COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISSO p: 415-252-25?5
wdosworg

DEPAETHMENT OM THE STATUS OF



City and County of San Francisco
Department on the Status of Women

AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCIS

Mayor
Daniel Lurie

Date: March 13, 2025

To: Mayor Daniel Lurie, Members of the Board of Supervisors; City Attorney David
Chiu; Director of the Department of Public Health, Daniel Tsai; Acting Executive
Director of the Human Rights Commission, Mawuli Tugbenyoh; City
Administrator Carmen Chu and other interested stakeholders.

Cc: Kimberly Ellis, Nina Negusse, Annie Gabillet, Charles Lutvak, Julie Wilensky,
Molly Alacron, Rebekah Krell, Jana Clark, Dr. Naveena Bobba, Dr. Martin
Escandon, Sneha Patil, and Angela Yip

From: Denise Heitzenroder, Project Manager for Strategic Initiatives, Department on
the Status of Women

Subject: Monthly Memo on the Status of Abortion Rights

The following update provides an overview of abortion laws in individual states, as well as
local and statewide efforts to protect patients' access to reproductive healthcare. Our goal is
to provide a monthly update that keeps the Mayor and other key internal stakeholders
informed of developments in this new, ever-changing post-Dobbs landscape.

I. Current Snapshot of Abortion Access across the Nation

e Atotal of 19 states restrict abortion access and 12 states now ban
abortions. In November, voters passed abortion protections in seven
states, ending bans in Arizona and Missouri. However, measures to
enshrine abortion rights failed to pass in three states, and Nebraska voters
passed a measure to uphold the state's abortion restrictions. Restrictions
exist in seven states. Florida, Georgia, lowa and South Carolina have six-
week abortion bans. Nebraska and North Carolina have bans at 12 weeks
and Utah has a ban after 18 weeks. Abortion bans are currently blocked in
Montana and Wyoming. While some states with abortion bans have
exceptions for certain scenarios, six states have no exceptions to protect
the life of the pregnant person, eight have no exceptions for rape or incest
and ten have no exceptions for lethal fetal anomalies.

e The Trump administration's Department of Justice has dropped a lawsuit,
started by the Biden Administration, that challenged Idaho's near-total ban
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on abortions, even in medical emergencies that threaten the mother's life.
A federal ruling allowed doctors to provide abortion care when they deem
it necessary to treat emergencies. By dropping the case, the Trump
administration has paved the way for the state to reinstate its near total
ban. The state's healthcare system, St. Luke's Health System, has noted if
the state is allowed to enforce its ban, pregnant women will see delays in
care and providers will be forced to airlift patients out of the state for care.
St Luke's has filed a motion requesting a restraining order and is pursuing
its own lawsuit against Idaho's Attorney General Raul Labrador, asserting
that Idaho's restrictions violate the Emergency Medical Treatment and
Labor Act (EMTALA).

e President Trump's nominee to lead the Food and Drug Administration, Dr.
Mark Makary, faced questions from Democrats and Republicans during his
hearing in the Senate health committee. Democrats pressed Dr. Makary on
his views about the abortion pill, mifepristone, hoping to secure support
for the pill and current regulations, while Republicans sought a
commitment to roll back access to the drug. Makary echoed concerns
shared by Republicans in the committee and stated he would convene a
committee to review the F.D.A's determinations. Senator Maggie Hassan,
Democrat of New Hampshire, expressed concern about his position,
noting she wished Dr. Makary was “hedging a little bit less.” Senator Josh
Hawley, Republican of Missouri, however, successfully pressed Makary on
whether the drug was safe to administer without an office visit. Dr. Makary
stated: ‘I think their concern there is that if this drug is in the wrong hands,
it could be used for coercion'

e The Trump administration has taken numerous steps to restrict or roll back
abortion access in their first few weeks in office.

o Trump pardoned several anti-abortion protesters convicted of
violating the Freedom of Access to Clinic Entrances (FACE) Act and
has directed the Justice Department to roll back enforcement of
the measure.

o Trump signed an Executive Order committing to enforce the Hyde
Amendment and revoked two orders protecting abortion access
under the Biden administration. Trump also signed an Executive
Order declaring that the United States will only recognize two
genders, male and female.

o The administration took down reproductiverights.gov, a federal
website launched under the Biden Administration that shared
information about abortion and reproductive healthcare.

o By freezing foreign aid, the administration undermines international
family planning work, sexual and reproductive education and
health work. The Trump administration also reinstated the Global
Gag Rule and rejoined the anti-abortion Geneva Consensus
Declaration.

e The Supreme Court declined to hear a challenge brought by anti-abortion
activists to the legality of buffer zones around abortion clinics and limit
harassment of patients, who have argued that their free speech rights
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were being violated. Anti-abortion activists in Illinois and New Jersey
brought the suit, hoping to overturn the 2000 Hill v. Colorado ruling, which
established that Colorado’s statute did not violate the First Amendment, as
the restrictions did not target a specific group and imposed a valid time,
place, and manner restriction.

A decision in the Eighth Circuit Court of Appeals reversed a decision from
the Eastern District of Arkansas, and found that the 17 states challenging
the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission's Pregnant Workers
Fairness Act do have standing since they are subject to the federal rules.
Conservatives were angered that the act included provisions that required
accommodations for post-abortion care. The Trump administration has
also overhauled the EOC itself, firing two Democratic commissioners
before the end of their terms, naming a Republican chair. And replacing
the EEOC's general counsel.

Senator Elizabeth Warren and Representative Suzanne Bonamici have
reintroduced the Stop Anti-Abortion Disinformation (SAD) Act, which would
direct the Federal Trade Commission to regulate anti-abortion “crisis
pregnancy centers’ (CPCs). The bicameral legislation is unlikely to
progress in the Republican controlled chambers. Abortion rights
advocates are bracing for changes that would allow Title X funding to
again go to CPCs, and for steps newly confirmed Health and Human
Services Secretary Robert F. Kennedy Jr. might take to curb abortion
access.

The Institute for Women's Policy Research (IWPR) has released a new
report examining the "brain drain” in states with abortion restrictions and
bans. The report, like the earlier analysis from the National Bureau of
Economic Research, found that abortion bans are impacting where young
people are willing to live. The study also found that individuals wanted
employer support for reproductive rights, including ensuring medical
plans include abortion and reproductive healthcare coverage and for
employers to work to protect reproductive rights.

Women in states with abortion bans and restrictions experience more
complications, and more severe, even life-threatening complications, than
women in state's without restrictions. In Texas, ProPublica has found that
more women are experiencing pregnancy related infections since the
state introduced its abortion ban in 2021. Dozens more women have died
compared to pre-pandemic levels, and 50% more of the women who were
hospitalized after losing their pregnancy in the second trimester
contracted sepsis. Providers have noted the bans have resulted in delays
in care, as many providers must wait until the fetal heartbeat stops or they
can document a life-threatening complication.

KFF analyzed abortion data before and after the Dobbs decision and found
a number of surprising, and many not so surprising, trends. Abortion rates
immediately following the decision dropped as states instituted
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restrictions and bans. However, policy changes in states protecting
abortion rights and under the prior federal administration have helped
increase access to abortion care in some scenarios. Pregnant people in
states with bans still face substantial barriers to care. However, improved
access to telehealth, medication abortion, and requirements to cover
abortion care under private insurance have led to a slight increase in
abortion rates from before the decision. However, the analysis shows “wide
state-level variation and sharp declines in the number of abortions in
states with bans and early gestational restrictions.”

Researchers from the John Hopkins Bloomberg School of Public Health
have documented an increase in infant mortality rates in states that have
instituted abortion bans. Overall infant mortality rates increased 5.6%, and
deaths related to congenital anomalies rose 10.87%. Mortality rates also
increased among Black and Hispanic babies, in southern states and in
cases where parents were unmarried, young or did not attend college.

GenBioPro. the largest manufacturer of abortion pills in the United States,
filed paperwork to join the defendants in a lawsuit challenging the F.D.A's
rules regarding mifepristone. The suit, filed by the state attorneys general
from Missouri, Idaho and Kansas, seeks to reverse decisions made by the
F.D.A. to expand access to mifepristone. Under the Biden administration,
the Department of Justice defended the F.D.A's rules, but many abortion
advocates expect the Trump administration to instruct the Department of
Justice to stop defending the agency.

The woman charged by a Louisiana grand jury with criminal abortion has
plead not guilty. The woman allegedly received abortion pills from a New
York based doctor, Dr. Margaret Carpenter. The woman gave the pills to her
teenage daughter who then experienced a medical emergency. The grand
Jjury also indicted Dr. Carpenter, in what is the first-of-its kind challenge to
shield laws. Louisiana Gov. Jeff Landry sent a formal extradition order to
New York Gov. Kathy Hochul, who refused to sign the order, saying “Not
now, not ever’ Louisiana is the first state to reclassify the abortion
medications mifepristone and misoprostol as “dangerous controlled
substances.” Under Louisiana law, providers convicted of performing an
illegal abortion face up to 15 years in prison, $200,000 in fines and the loss
of their medical license.

Washington state Governor Bob Ferguson is carrying on the work of
former Gov. Jay Inslee to help protect abortion access in the state. To
strengthen safeguards, Gov. Inslee directed the Department of Health to
clarify that Washington hospitals are legally obligated to provide abortion
care in emergencies. Gov. Ferguson issued numerous executive orders on
his first day in office to help define the policy and clearly outline
protections.

Maricopa County judge Frank Moskowitz has ruled that the state's prior
abortion restrictions were "permanently and forever enjoined and
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restrained” after the voters passed Proposition 139 in November 2024. The
state's 15 week ban was paused in December after a group of providers
filed a law suit arguing that the ballot measure's provisions that added
constitutional protections for abortion until about 24 weeks made the 15-
week ban unconstitutional.

Efforts by anti-abortion representatives in the Indiana legislature to further
restrict abortion access in the state have stalled but not stopped.
Numerous measures were introduced but did not advance during a
packed budget season. However, abortion advocates are bracing for a
deluge of amendments in the next half of the legislative session after
budget season.

Two physicians that are abortion providers in Indiana have filed a lawsuit in
Marion County to stop the Indiana Department of Health from releasing
individual terminated pregnancy reports. A final decision in the case is still
pending.

Oklahoma's Senate Judiciary Committee voted down Senate Bill 456,
introduced by state Senator Dusty Deevers. The bill would have subjected
women who receive an abortion to penalties, including homicide charges
that could result in life in prison and death sentences. While the measure
did not advance, its supporters have stated they will make another
attempt to pass the measure. Cindy Nguyen, ACLU of Oklahoma policy
director, noted the state's recurring efforts to restrict abortion have had
negative impacts on women's care, as doctors leave the state, creating
maternity care deserts.

Months after the voters in Missouri passed Amendment 3, which enshrined
reproductive rights in the state constitution but did not overturn the
myriad of regulations restricting access, a judge blocked the licensing
requirements that had been preventing abortion care providers from
abortion service in the state. It is the most recent of the state's many
regulations that abortion advocates have had to challenge individually in
court. The Republican State Attorney General is expected to appeal the
ruling. The Attorney General Andrew Bailey has also filed a cease and
desist order on March 5th against Planned Parenthood to prevent them
from “performing chemically induced abortions without an approved
complication plan” after a judge ruled medication abortion could resume
in the state in February. Planned Parenthood affiliates have stated they do
not provide medication abortion without a complication plan, and
submitted copies of those plans to the Missouri Department of Health and
Senior Services, which has not signaled a timeline for review or approval of
the plan.

Missouri Republican state Rep. Phil Amato introduced a bill to create a
database of pregnant women in the state. The bill, dubbed the Save MO
Babies Act, would “create a registry of every expecting mother in the state
‘who is at risk for seeking an abortion™ and potential adoptive parents. The
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measure does not define what "at risk” means.

e Conservatives in lowa's legislature advanced a bill that would restrict
access to abortion medication by mail, require physicians to inform
patients about medication abortion reversal options, and to collect written
consent of the patient seeking an abortion. The bill requires pregnant
individuals to provide written certification that they received information
about risks associated with medication abortions and reversal options and
would mandate that mifepristone be dispensed only in “healthcare
settings'

e West Virginia Republicans want to remove the rape and incest exceptions
for abortion care that are currently permitted under the state's near-total
abortion ban. The state's narrow exceptions only permit the procedure in
the event of a medical emergencies and in cases of rape and incest.
House Bill 2712 would completely remove the rape and incest exception,
including for minors who are victims of rape and incest and can currently
access an abortion up to 14 weeks. A Senate version of the bill had been
introduced and withdrawn after a severe backlash, including threats
against the bill's sponsor. Other legislation introduced in the state would
prohibit dispensing medication abortion without a physical exam and
require medication abortion pills to include a “catch kit

e Republicans in South Carolina are being urged by their leadership to hold
off on their efforts to ban nearly all abortions in South Carolina, including in
cases of rape, incest or fetal anomaly, until the State Supreme Court rules
on a case that would define a “fetal heartbeat" and, in turn, determine
when the state's abortion ban takes effect. Providers and advocates
testifying against the bills noted the potential harms to women, the loss of
providers in the state and the resulting gaps in care many women in South
Carolina already face: according to the most recent report by the state
Office for Healthcare Workforce, 15 of the state's 46 counties had no OB-
GYN doctors.

e The Republican-backed candidate for the Wisconsin Supreme Court, Brad
Schimel, a Waukesha County judge and former Republican attorney
general, accused the state's female sitting Court Justices of “being driven
by their emotions” in hearings related to abortion rights cases. Schimel,
who opposes abortion rights, is facing Susan Crawford, a Dane County
Jjudge who supports abortion rights, in the high-stakes April 1 election. The
election will determine the balance for the state court, which is expected
to rule in cases affecting abortion, unions rights, congressional redistricting
and election laws in the next cycle.

Il. State Policy Update
e Arguments in California Attorney General Rob Bonta's case against Culture
of Life Family Services Inc. (COLES) were heard in early February. The clinic
seeks to prevent a suit like the one the Attorney General filed against
Heartbeat International under the state's Unfair Competition or False
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Advertising Law.

lll. San Francisco Bay Area Abortion Rights Coalition Update
e The Department on the Status of Women will be delving deeper into the
recommendations from our recently published regional abortion
landscape report, ‘Preparing for an Uncertain Future in Post-Dobbs
America’
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Item 13

From: Board of Supervisors (BOS) on behalf of Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS); Ng, Wilson (BOS); De Asis, Edward (BOS); Mchugh, Eileen (BOS);
BOS-Operations

Subject: 3 Grant Budget Revisions

Date: Thursday, March 13, 2025 11:18:00 AM

Attachments: 3 Grant Budget Revisions.pdf

Hello,

Please see attached for 3 grant budget revisions, submitted by the Department of Public
Health.

Sincerely,

Joe Adkins

Office of the Clerk of the Board

San Francisco Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Phone: (415) 554-5184 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | www.sfbos.org
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From: Zeng, Sharon (DPH)

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Quinonez, Miguel (DPH)

Subject: Grant Budget Revision - Grant name: Immunization Cooperative Agreements
Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 4:29:23 PM

Attachments: Budget revision documentation.pdf

Hello,

In accordance with Administrative Code Section 10.170-1(H), this memo serves to notify the
Board of Supervisors of a (type Federal or State) grant line item budget revision in excess of
15% requiring funding agency approval.

We have attached a copy of budget revision documentation submitted to the funding agency.
Attachment: Budget revision documentation
Thank you,

Sharon Z.

Fiscal Unit - Grants

San Francisco Dept. of Public Health
1380 Howard St.

San Francisco, CA 94103

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message and any attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may contain
confidential or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, use, or distribution of the
information included in this message and any attachments is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify me by e-mail and immediately and permanently delete this message and any attachments.
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IMMUNIZATION BRANCH
LOCAL ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT BUDGET MODIFICATION

DATE: 1/23/25
COUNTY: San Francisco

CDPH GRANT AGREEMENT NUMBER: 22-11052 COVID-19, R3

PERIOD OF LAST INVOICE SUBMITTED: Q1 7/1/24 - 9/30/24
PERIOD TO BE COVERED BY THIS MODIFICATION: 7/1/24 -

6/30/25
FISCAL YEAR: 2024-25

APPROVED | PROPOSED|  REVISED
BUDGET | CHANGES BUDGET
FY 2024-25
. PERSONNEL $ 697,400.00 | $(116,136.00)( §  581,264.00
IIl. FRINGE BENEFITS (35%) $ 244,090.00 [ $ (40648.00)$  203,442.00
lll. OPERATING EXPENSES OR GENERAL EXPENSES $ 31529200 [$ 8000000 |$  395292.00
IV. EQUIPMENT $ 120,000.00 | $ 112,000.00 | $  232,000.00
V. TRAVEL EXPENSES $ - |s Sk :
VI. SUBGRANTEE $ = $ = $ -
VIl. INDIRECT COSTS (22.462%) $ 211,477.00 |$ (35216.00)|$  176,261.00
TOTAL| $ 1,588,259.00 $0.00 | $  1,588,259.00

JUSTIFICATION:

We are requesting to increase this line item to $227,000. This increase is due to us needing to increase the number of
batteries purchased to cover both our AITC clinic as well as the Vax Hub/IZ Program which are in separate locations. The
cost also includes remote battery kits, power outage alert systems, and freight. This purchase also includes replacement
batteries for emergency power supply should any of the original batteries, as well as the freight for these replacements.
These batteries are used to power vaccine refrigerators and freezers that house COVID-19 vaccines. We will move money

from the personnel category to cover the $105,000 difference

COAABECB0D4954FD

County Authorized Signature

APPROVED BY:

advn .~

Noemi Marin, Chief
Operation Support Section
Immunization Branch

1/23/2025 | 4:54:55 PST

Date

01/24/2025

Date




From: Zeng, Sharon (DPH)

To: Board of Supervisors (BOS)

Cc: Quinonez, Miguel (DPH)

Subject: Grant Budget Revision - Grant name: Workforce Development
Date: Tuesday, March 11, 2025 4:34:32 PM

Attachments: San Francisco WFD Budget Revised 3.4.25 APPROVED 3.6.25.xlsx

WED approval email.pdf

Hello,

In accordance with Administrative Code Section 10.170-1(H), this memo serves to notify the
Board of Supervisors of a (type Federal or State) grant line item budget revision in excess of
15% requiring funding agency approval.

We have attached a copy of budget revision documentation submitted to the funding agency.
Attachment: Budget revision documentation
Thank you,

Sharon Z.

Fiscal Unit - Grants

San Francisco Dept. of Public Health
1380 Howard St.

San Francisco, CA 94103

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This message and any attachments are solely for the intended recipient and may contain
confidential or privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient, any disclosure, copying, use, or distribution of the
information included in this message and any attachments is prohibited. If you have received this communication in error,
please notify me by e-mail and immediately and permanently delete this message and any attachments.
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Apologies, you are correct. And since it was already approved at 25% previously we will keep this percentage in the budget for you. However, since this approved percentage changes
each FY please make sure on your expenditure report you are only reporting the approved % for that FY. So for the current FY, your approved percentage is 22.462%.

Additionally, I provided the incorrect annual salary cap. Fo

in cell K8 and return to me for approval.

Thank you! And again I apologize for the back and forth.

Alyssa Rodriguez
Contract Manager
Contract Coordination Unit
Local Coordination Section

Center for Preparedness and Response | California Department of Public Health

W: +1 (279) 667-2273

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized
interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the
sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Your receipt of this message is not intended to waive any applicable privilege.

Confidential - Low

From: Saunders,
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2025 12:03 PM

To: Rodriguez, Alyssa@CDPH <Alyssa.Rodriguez@cdph.ca.gov>; Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>

Cc: Walsh, Douglas@SFDPH <douglas.walsh@sfdph.org>; Kwong, Amanda (SAN FRANCISCO) <Amanda.Kwong@sfdph.org>; CDPH Local Emergency Funding
<LocalEmergencyFundin: h.ca.gov>

Subject: Re: WFD Uniform Purchase Approved

This Message Is From an External Sender _Report Suspicious

This message came from outside your organization.

Hi Alyssa,

Please find an updated budget file attached, with adjustments made to the two salaries and the IRC %. It is our understanding that the max allowable ICR% is 25%. We raised our ICR to
24.71% to more accurately reflect our invoiced ICR costs. Please let us know if any further adjustments are necessary.

Thank you,

Elijah

From: Rodriguez, Alyssa@CDPH <Alyssa.Rodriguez
Sent: Tuesday, February 25, 2025 9:21 AM

To: Saunders, Elijah (DPH) <elijah.saunders@sfdph.org>; Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>

Cc: Walsh, Douglas (DPH) <douglas.walsh@sfdph.org>; Kwong, Amanda (DPH) <amanda.kwong@sfdph.org>; CDPH Local Emergency Funding <LocalEmergencyFundin
Subject: RE: WFD Uniform Purchase Approved

Hi Elijah,
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‘What would you like to change the % to? I can manually do that for you and send it back to you for review. As a reminder, it is currently at the max of 22.462%.

Alyssa Rodriguez
Contract Manager
Contract Coordination Unit
Local Coordination Section

Center for Preparedness and Response | California Department of Public Health

W: +1 (279) 667-2273

(2]

[+

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized
interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the
sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Your receipt of this message is not intended to waive any applicable privilege.

From: Saunders, Elijah (DPH) <
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2025 12:13 E<_
To: Rod
Cc: Walsh, Douglas@SFDPH <
<LocalEmergencyFunding@cdph.ca.gov>

Subject: Re: WFD Uniform Purchase Approved

cdph.ca.gov>; Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>
rg>; Kwong, Amanda (SAN FRANCISCO) <Amanda.Kwong@sfdph.org>; CDPH Local Emergency Funding

This Message Is From an External Sender _Report Suspicious

This message came from outside your organization.

Hi Alyssa,

Thank you for the questions. For the ICR, we would like to update the % in the budget file but the sheet is protected. Can you please share a file with that sheet unprotected so we can
update the ICR %?

Thank you,

Elijah

From: Rodriguez, Alyssa@CDPH <Al
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2025 10:49 AM

To: Saunders, Elijah (DPH) <elijah.saunders@sfdph.org>; Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>

Cc: Walsh, Douglas (DPH) < las.walsh@sfdph.org>; Kwong, Amanda (DPH) <amanda.kwong@sfdph.org>; CDPH Local Emergency Funding <L
Subject: RE: WFD Uniform Purchase Approved

Hi Elijah,

I'have a few questions before we can approve this revision..

For personnel, I noticed that Andrea Tenner and Tiffany Rivera’s Annual Salary have exceeded the cap of $215,000.00. I have highlighted the salaries in question on the attached.

In addition, you do not have enough in your budget for indirect costs. If you see in the screenshot below, your expenditures exceed what has been budgeted for that category. You will
need to allocate more funds there to cover that cost.


https://us-phishalarm-ewt.proofpoint.com/EWT/v1/AvL6XA!JfCPu_SNZAZqtmO80oYFPwAFRgHmOOjbVp_te52eOMr5xuI7LIDqRR1P52i6bTf7dyu3tB1PII_UDSCfPPRr_F6xvLs2LOVHijaTSWUNgNvBdR-EhyrE5eLwAYtkkw0EKGXRevYXZmZ1Fz21WJvMQQ$
mailto:Alyssa.Rodriguez@cdph.ca.gov
http://www.cdph.ca.gov/
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/www.instagram.com/capublichealth/__;!!AvL6XA!z6bbofVENOoMJhpkBXsWJ-L34v2wzspDIGAEMtAY9x7wPNPwn9AnQMvQ7LK5f2_T0cdbaZB8iHyYRnC_QEd7SN_8aiFIAL8p8pTn6A$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/www.facebook.com/CAPublicHealth__;!!AvL6XA!z6bbofVENOoMJhpkBXsWJ-L34v2wzspDIGAEMtAY9x7wPNPwn9AnQMvQ7LK5f2_T0cdbaZB8iHyYRnC_QEd7SN_8aiFIAL-gimvXZA$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/www.linkedin.com/company/california-department-of-public-health__;!!AvL6XA!z6bbofVENOoMJhpkBXsWJ-L34v2wzspDIGAEMtAY9x7wPNPwn9AnQMvQ7LK5f2_T0cdbaZB8iHyYRnC_QEd7SN_8aiFIAL8Rx4anJw$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/www.youtube.com/user/CAPublicHealth__;!!AvL6XA!z6bbofVENOoMJhpkBXsWJ-L34v2wzspDIGAEMtAY9x7wPNPwn9AnQMvQ7LK5f2_T0cdbaZB8iHyYRnC_QEd7SN_8aiFIAL8uSYYnpw$
https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/twitter.com/CAPublicHealth__;!!AvL6XA!z6bbofVENOoMJhpkBXsWJ-L34v2wzspDIGAEMtAY9x7wPNPwn9AnQMvQ7LK5f2_T0cdbaZB8iHyYRnC_QEd7SN_8aiFIAL-8nw-Bgw$
mailto:elijah.saunders@sfdph.org
mailto:Alyssa.Rodriguez@cdph.ca.gov
mailto:Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov
mailto:douglas.walsh@sfdph.org
mailto:Amanda.Kwong@sfdph.org
mailto:LocalEmergencyFunding@cdph.ca.gov
mailto:Alyssa.Rodriguez@cdph.ca.gov
mailto:elijah.saunders@sfdph.org
mailto:Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov
mailto:douglas.walsh@sfdph.org
mailto:amanda.kwong@sfdph.org
mailto:LocalEmergencyFunding@cdph.ca.gov

Let me know if you have any questions !

Thank you,

Alyssa Rodriguez

Contract Manager

Contract Coordination Unit

Local Coordination Section

Center for Preparedness and Response | California Department of Public Health
W: +1(279) 667-2273

Alyssa.Rodriguez@cdph.ca.gov

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized
interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the
sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Your receipt of this message is not intended to waive any applicable privilege.

From: Saunders, Elijah (DPH) <elijah.saunders
Sent: Monday, February 24, 2025 10:27 AM
To: Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>

Cc: Walsh, Douglas@SFDPH <douglas.walsh@sfdph.org>; Kwong, Amanda (SAN FRANCISCO) <Amanda.Kwong@sfdph.org>; CDPH Local Emergency Funding
<LocalEmergencyFunding@cdph.ca.gov>; Rodriguez, Alyssa@CDPH <Alyssa.Rodriguez@cdph.ca.gov>

Subject: Re: WFD Uniform Purchase Approved

This Message Is From an External Sender _Report Suspicious

This message came from outside your organization.

Hi Taylor,

Great, thank you very much for the update! We will be on standby for the approved version.

Thank you,

Elijah
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CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended
recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If
you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. Your receipt of this message is not intended to waive any
applicable privilege.

From: Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>
Sent: Wednesday, February 19, 2025 1:30 PM

To: Halbach, Maggie@CDPH <Maggie.Halbach@cdph.ca.gov>
Subject: FW: SFDPH - WFD Budget Revision Request

Hi Maggie,

San Francisco would like to request an exception to purchase uniforms using WFD funds. They noted that uniforms were approved in Year 2 (2022-2023) of the WFD grant.
Their rationale is below:

Public Health Emergency Preparedness and Response (PHEPR) responds to communicable disease outbreaks (i.e.. COVID-19). Having a uniform helps with
identification of the responders, which increases safety for both the responder and for the site they are responding to. Responder safety is a priority objective within
emergency management.

Please advise on next steps.

Best,

Taylor

Taylor Selembo

Health Program Specialist |

Local Coordination Section

Center for Preparedness and Response
California Department of Public Health
W: +1(279) 217-1155
taylor.selembo@cdph.ca.gov

My pronouns: they/them/theirs

(2]
B B &8 &8 8

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended
recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy

From: Saunders, Elijah (DPH) <elijah.saunders@sfdph.org>
Sent: Wednesday, February 5, 2025 10:20 AM

To: Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: SFDPH - WFD Budget Revision Request
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This message came from outside your organization.

Hi Taylor,

Apologies for the delay in getting back to you. Please see our responses below.

Thank you,

Elijah

From: Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>

Sent: Friday, January 24, 2025 4:09 PM

To: Saunders, Elijah (DPH) <elijah.saunders@sfdph.org>; Sawyer, Michele@CDPH <Michele.Sawyer@cdph.ca.gov>

Cc: Kwong, Amanda (DPH) <amanda.kwong@sfdph.org>; CDPH Local Emergency Funding <LocalE ncyFundi . V>
Subject: RE: SFDPH - WFD Budget Revision Request

Thanks, Elijah. | have two follow-up questions for you.

1. Out of state travel—you marked $9,000 for HHC conference and other similar conferences. Is this the Healthcare Career Connection Conference or another? This is the one

https: L 0e46

9 11£-9 e0 ) k Page:645d57e4-75ek 69-b2c0-f20 Bce

2. Uniforms—Unfortunately, uniforms for individual employees aren’t allowed with WFD funds. However, you can consider vests/etc. that identify your employees for safety or

security purposes, but these items must remain under the control of the health department. Let me know how you want to move forwards with this item! PHEPR responds to
communicable disease outbreaks (i.e.. COVID-19). Having a uniform helps with identification of the responders, which increases safety for both the
responder and for the site they are responding to. Responder safety is a priority objective within emergency management. Is this purchase possible

under this justification?

Best,

Taylor

Taylor Selembo

Health Program Specialist |

Local Coordination Section

Center for Preparedness and Response
California Department of Public Health
W: +1(279) 217-1155
taylor.selembo@cdph.ca.gov

My pronouns: they/them/theirs

B B B B B

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended
recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy

From: Saunders, Elijah (DPH) <elijah.saunders@sfdph.org>

Sent: Thursday, January 23, 2025 10:58 AM

To: Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>; Sawyer, Michele@CDPH <Michele.Sawyer@cdph.ca.gov>
Cc: Kwong, Amanda (SAN FRANCISCO) <Amanda.Kwong@sfdph.org>; CDPH Local Emergency Funding <LocalEmergencyFunding@cdph.ca.gov>
Subject: Re: SFDPH - WFD Budget Revision Request
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This Message Is From an External Sender _Report Suspicious

This message came from outside your organization.

Apologies, please see attached.

From: Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>
Sent: Thursday, January 23, 2025 10:21 AM

To: Saunders, Elijah (DPH) <elijah.saunders@sfdph.org>; Sawyer, Michele@CDPH <Michele.Sawyer@cdph.ca.gov>
Cc: Kwong, Amanda (DPH) <amanda.kwong@sfdph.org>; CDPH Local Emergency Funding <LocalEmergencyFunding@cdph.ca.gov>
Subject: RE: SFDPH - WFD Budget Revision Request

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hi Elijah,

Cc’ing Michele here who has taken on some of Christine’s roles, as Christine has moved on to a different job!

PS—I didn’t see anything attached to this email if you meant to attach the budget revision.

Best,

Taylor

Taylor Selembo

Health Program Specialist |

Local Coordination Section

Center for Preparedness and Response
California Department of Public Health
W: +1(279) 217-1155
taylor.selembo@cdph.ca.gov

My pronouns: they/them/theirs

H B B B B

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. It is solely for the use of the intended
recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy

From: Saunders, Elijah (DPH) <elijah.saunders@sfdph.org>

Sent: Thursday, January 23, 2025 10:19 AM

To: Gibson-Norris, Christine@CDPH <Christine.Gibson-Norris@cdph.ca.gov>

Cc: Kwong, Amanda (SAN FRANCISCO) <Amanda.Kwong@sfdph.org>; Selembo, Taylor@CDPH <Taylor.Selembo@cdph.ca.gov>; CDPH Local Emergency Funding
<LocalEmergencyFunding@cdph.ca.gov>

Subject: SFDPH - WFD Budget Revision Request

This Message Is From an External Sender _Report Suspicious

This message came from outside your organization.

Hi Christine,
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I hope you have been well. SFDPH is submitted a budget revision request for the WFD grant for your review and approval. Please let us know if you have any questions.

Thank you,

Elijah



California Department of Public Health Workforce Development Funding Project Period
Emergency Preparedness Office Local Budget and Reporting July 1, 2021 to June 30, 2023

Award Information

Centers for Disease Control and Prevention

Crisis Response Cooperative Agreement:

COVID-19 Public Health Workforce Supplemental Funding
Award # 1 NU90TP922174-01-00

FAIN # NU90TP922174

Federal Award Date: 05/19/2021

Recipient: California Department of Public Health

CFDA # 93.354

Budget Period Start Date: 07/01/2021 End Date 06/30/2023

Subrecipient: Local Health Jurisdiction

Budget Summary Instructions: The numbers below correspond to the numbers listed on the Budget Summary Tab.
1. Local Entity Name: Enter Local Health Department name
2. Date: Enter the date of the budget.
3. Allocation: Enter the Total Allocation.

4. If applicable, EPO will deduct costs charged to CDPH contract for services conducted on behalf of the LHJ (i.e.
vaccinators). Date, Contract Name and Amount are entered by EPO.

5. Balance: This cell has a formula that calculates the Balance; Balance equals the Allocation minus Deductions, if applical
6. Select Indirect Costs rate method (Personnel or Direct Costs) based on Local Entity's approved Indorect Cost Rate from
7. Enter the Indirect Cost rate percentage.

All other sections on this tab are driven by formula and do not require Local Entity data entry.

Budget FY21-22 and FY22-23 Instructions:

Personnel
1. Enter name of Person (Last Name, First) or TBD.
2. Enter position title (this needs to be spelled out).
3. Select position type from the drop down menu.
4. Enter justification, must be specific to role and include how it supports COVID-19 activities.
5. Enter annual salary of the person, for Year 1.
6. Enter FTE, percent of time to work, for example, a full-time employee is 100%. For Year 1.
7.Enter number of months to work, a number 1 through 12. For Year 1.
Enter total amount of Fringe for this person, it must reflect the percentage in the Justification.
8-10. Repeat steps 5-7, for Year 2.
Additional rows are hidden, unhide the amount of rows needed.

Operating Expenses
11. Enter the Expenses Name/Topic.
12. Select the position the Operating Expenses support from the drop down menu.
13. Enter the justification for the Operating Expenses.
14-15. Enter the Total Costs for Year 1 and Year 2.

Equipment
Follow the steps above, include the quantity of each equipment item to be purchased.

Travel In State
Similar steps to above, include the name of traveler and destination.

San Francisco WFD Budget Revised 3.4.25 APPROVED 3.6.25 Confidential - Low



California Department of Public Health Workforce Development Funding Project Period
Emergency Preparedness Office Local Budget and Reporting July 1, 2021 to June 30, 2023

Travel Out of State
Follow the steps above.
Other Costs
Similar to the steps for Operating Expenses.
Contracts
1. Enter name of Contract or TBD.
2. Enter position title this contract supports.
3. Select position type from the drop down menu.
4. Enter justification, must be specific to role and include how it supports COVID-19 activities.
5. Enter annual salary of the person, for Year 1.

Reporting

The reporting worksheet is setup for quarterly reporting, each expenditure column header includes the time period and th¢
the report is due. The budget column is pulled directly from the Budget Summary. Enter expenditures under the appropria
- Enter expenditures under the appropriate quarter report column and row that aligns with the budget category.

—> PERSONNEL - Enter the Start date and End date for each of the personnel budgeted.

—-> CONTRACT Personnel - Enter the FTE, Start date and End date for each of the Contract staff budgeted.

Submit this entire spreadsheet to LHBTProg@cdph.ca.gov by no later than the due date listed in the Direct Allocation Lette

San Francisco WFD Budget Revised 3.4.25 APPROVED 3.6.25 Confidential - Low



California Department of Public Health
Emergency Prepardness Office

Workforce Development Funding
Local Budget and Reporting

1)|Local Entity Name: San Francisco
3)|Allocation: $ 1,557,822.00
4)

5)|Balance: $ 1,557,822.00
6)(Indirect Cost based on: Personnel Costs
7)|Personnel Costs Rate: 25%

Budget Period
July 1, 2021 to June 30, 2023

2) Date:|

3/4/2025]

Deductions, if applicable

Balance

7o

Budget Category Total Allocation
Personnel $ 674,824.00 43%
Fringe $ 219,518.46 14%
Operating Expenses $ 266,705.61 17%
Equipment $ 11,577.35 1%
In State Travel $ 11,220.17 1%
Out of State Travel $ 16,816.70 1%
Contracts $ 59,785.00 4%
Other Costs $ 76,369.00 5%
Total Direct $ 1,336,816.29 86%
Total Indirect Cost $ 221,005.71

Total Budget ¢ 1,557,822.00

$

Confidential - Low



California Department of Public Health
Emergency Prepardness Office

Workforce Development Funding
Local Budget and Reporting

Project Period

July 1, 2021 to June 30, 2023

Workforce Development (WFD)Budget Detail

Fiscal Year 2021-22
Year 1

Fiscal Year 2022-23
Year 2

Fiscal Year 2023-24
Year 3

Fiscal Year 2024-25
Year 4

YEARS 1, 2, 3, &4

PERSONNEL (Salaries & Fringe)

TOTAL

No.

"Name of Personnel (or TBD)

? Position Title
(Non-Contractual)

% Position Type

4 Justification
(include fringe percentage)

® Annual Salary
(Year 1)

*FTE
(Year 1)

" No. of Months
(Year 1)

Fringe
(Year 1)

Salary
(Year 1)

8 Annual Salary
(Year 2)

°FTE
(Year 2)

1% No. of
Months
(Year 2)

Fringe
(Year 2)

Salary
(Year 2)

8 Annual Salary
(Year 3)

*FTE
(Year 3)

1% No. of Months
(Year 3)

Fringe
(Year 3)

Salary
(Year 3)

8 Annual Salary
(Year 4)

°FTE
(Year 4)

1% No. of Months
(Year 4)

Fringe
(Year 4)

Salary
(Year 4)

Total of Years 1,2, 3, & 4

Personnel

WFDPOO1

Douglas Walsh

Agency Preparedness Manager
(0931)

Program Management Staff

The COVID-19 Pandemic has demonstrated many gaps in our
Public Health Preparedness, as well as the silos that exist within
the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF). This manager-level
position will be tasked with overseeing the updating of current
plans based on lessons learned from the pandemic, as well as
modifidcation of current plans as new variants are introduced, as
well as coordinating across city departments to ensure a robust-
unified response to future disasters and health threats.

$155,638.00

100.00%

$ 168,322.60

100.00%

$ 176,332.00

100.00%

9.49

52,410.12

139,439.50

$ -

0.00%

0.00

191,849.62

WFDP002

Amy Ovadia

Healthcare System Readiness
Manager (2593)

Program Management Staff

Prior to the pandemic, CCSF Public Health Emergency
Preparedness and Response (PHEPR) maintained relationships
with external healthcare entities to keep them apprised in times of
crisis. However, the COVID-19 pandemic demonstrated the acute
need for better coordination, as well as improved support to
maintain facility preparedness. This position will allow for improved
coordination with healthcare partners, as well as improved ability
to provide guidance to facilities in need.

$115,362.00

100.00%

$ 133,874.00

100.00%

2.08

7,613.60

23,170.50

$ 145,528.62

100.00%

12.00

43,655.60

145,528.62

0.00%

0.00

219,968.32

WFDP003

Duane Poe

Policy, Communications, and
Community Resilience Manager
(0931)

Program Management Staff

The Policy, Communications, and Community Resilience Manager
will help to fill a gap demonstrated by the COVID pandemic. We
have essentially no outreach capability to the community, and we
know that in the first phases of a disaster, community often leads
the response itself and community preparedness, as well as
strong relationships with disaster managment officials, is
absolutely key to a successful response. This manager will
oversee community outreach efforts, build realationships at a
neighborhood level, oversee training and exercise developement
to improve community preparedness, and support community
messaging and outreach both through liaising DPH
communications, the city-wide JIC, and the communities
themselves.

$155,638.00

100.00%

$ 168,322.60

100.00%

$ 176,332.00

100.00%

3.22

15,625.48

47,326.50

0.00%

0.00

62,951.98

WFDP004

Elijah Saunders

Grants Analyst (2119)

Administrative Support Staff

This staff member will help to ensure that we meet deliverables
and resporting requirements for this Workforce Grant, as well as
supporting further fundina options

$101,140.00

100.00%

$ 109,369.52

100.00%

$ 111,540.00

100.00%

4.77

15,630.57

44,368.80

0.00%

0.00

59,999.37

WFDP005

Andrea Tenner

PHEPR Director (2233)

Program Management Staff

Directs and coordinates DPH planning and response to
emergencies and disasters. Develops, refines, and improves the
City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) Department of Public
Health’s response framework for public health emergencies.
Oversees strategic planning for emergency preparedness within
DPH and the CCSF. Fosters existing and creates new
collaborative partnerships with community, regional and national
partners. Represents DPH at city, regional, state, and national
emergency preparedness meetings. Conducts meetings and
conferences with other agencies and representatives. Works with
both internal DPH partners and external CCSF partners to develop
and coordinate policies related to emergency preparedness.
Provides oversight and guidance for local partnerships in
emergency preparedness. Performs Deputy Health Officer duties.
Duties cover all Functions and Capabilities within the grant.

$0.00

0.00%

0.00

$ 212,000.00

10.00%

6.00

2,161.06

10,600.00

$ 215,000.00

60.00%

6.05

17,417.28

65,028.65

0.00%

0.00

95,206.99

WFDPO06

Amy Ovadia

Community Planning Coordinator

Program Management Staff

Responsible for engaging a variety of community sectors to
enhance community resiliency and ensure that needs of at-risk
populations are included in emergency planning. Participate in
Mass Care & Shelter Work Group meetings to support public
health medical mission in general population shelters. Responsible
for developing, updating, and implementing plans, protocols and
policies for improving community resiliency based on lessons
learned from the COVID-19 Response.

$0.00

0.00%

0.00

$ 119,612.00

10.00%

0.92

317.12

920.00

0.00%

0.00

0.00%

0.00

1,237.12

WFDPOO7

Nicholas Holsapple

Exercise and Quality Improvement
Coordinator

Program Management Staff

Responsible for exercise planning, ensuring evidence based
approach, overseeing capability assessment and improvement,
grant work plan oversight, and general project management and
organization. Responsible for overseeing development, updates,
and evalution of public health emergency plans, protocols and
policies based on lessons learned from the COVID-19 Response.

$0.00

0.00%

0.00

$ 119,612.00

10.00%

2.53

851.13

2,519.60

0.00%

0.00

0.00%

0.00

3,370.73

WFDPO08

Martin Martinez

Communication & Community
Analyst (1823)

Program Management Staff

The Communication & Community Analyst supports the
Community Resilience Group within PHEPR through analyzing
data, researching existing services, making policy
recommendations, supporting project management of the
implementation of those policies, monitoring outcomes and

canductinga analitv acoriranen antihitine

$0.00

0.00%

0.00

0.00%

0.00

$ 127,816.00

60.00%

3.27

1,806.57

20,890.25

0.00%

0.00

22,696.82

WFDPO009

Tony Albert

Training Officer (1232)

Program Management Staff

The Training Officer is responsible for all emergency
preparedness and PHEPR branch workforce development training
programs including assessment, planning, development/design,
coordination/organization, implementation, conduction and

avaliiatinn nf traininag

$0.00

0.00%

0.00

0.00%

0.00

$ 115,414.00

70.00%

6.86

14,709.74

46,182.15

0.00%

0.00

60,891.89

WFDP010

DedJanelle Bovelle

Healthcare Responder Coordinator
(2589)

Program Management Staff

Healthcare responder position roles and responsibilities include
assisting in the safe deployment of DPH staff as DSWs; planning
for the safe deployment of a cadre of healthcare volunteers, and
managing a disaster volunteer program.

$0.00

0.00%

0.00

0.00%

0.00

$ 99,944.00

70.00%

4.62

9,091.24

26,908.35

0.00%

0.00

35,999.59

WFDPO11

Kenpou Saelee

Healthcare Preparedness Manager
(0923)

Program Management Staff

Manages the Healthcare Preparedness Program that develops
and maintains emergency plans related to coordination and
communications with healthcare organizations, and builds and
maintains relationships with healthcare organizations to support
healthcare sector preparedness.

$0.00

0.00%

0.00

0.00%

0.00

$ 137,540.00

65.00%

6.52

19,962.82

48,569.30

0.00%

0.00

68,532.12

WFDP012

Tiffany Rivera

Deputy Director (2322)

Program Management Staff

Assists in directing and coordinating DPH planning and response
to emergencies and disasters. Develops, refines, and improves
the City and County of San Francisco (CCSF) Department of
Public Health’s response framework for public health
emergencies. Assists with strategic planning for emergency
preparedness within DPH. Fosters existing and creates new
collaborative partnerships with community, regional, state and
national partners. Represents DPH at city, regional, state, and
national emergency preparedness meetings. Conducts meetings
and conferences with other agencies and representatives. Works
with both internal DPH partners and external CCSF partners to
develop and coordinate policies related to emergency
preparedness. Covers adminstrative duties for the Director as
needed; provides clinical support to the branch for planning and
response to health emergencies; supervises a 2589 position
(Healthcare Responder Coordinator); provides support to branch
management; assists with budget analysis and branch

nrafaccinanal daovicaloanmaont

$0.00

0.00%

0.00

0.00%

0.00

$ 215,000.00

60.00%

2.96

10,721.26

31,815.03

0.00%

0.00

42,536.29

WFDPO13
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