
BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

June 27, 2005 

Honorable Hobert L. Dondero 
Presiding Judge 
Superior Court 
Department 206 
400 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Judge Dondero: 

The following is a report on the 2004-2005 Civil Grand Jury Report, "Compensation 
Issues in the San Francisco Police Department." 

The Board of Supervisors' Government Audits Committee conducted a public 
hearing Monday, June 27, 2005 to discuss the findings and recommendations of 
the Civil Grand Jury and the Police- Department's response to the Report. Police 
Chief Heather Fong and Philip Ginsburg, Director, Department of Human 
Resources presented at the hearings. The item was continued to the call of the 
chair so that any members of the Civil Grand Jury or members of the Committee 
may check in and see how various findings and recommendations that have been 
concurred to with the Police Department are being implemented over time. 

If you have questions please contact me at 554-4446. 

Sincerely, 

Adele Destro 
Assistant Clerk of the Board 

c: Mayor's Office 
Members, Board of Supervisors 
Mary McAllister, Foreperson, Civil Grand Jury 
Gloria Young, Clerk of the Board 
Chief Heather Fong, Police Department 
Ed Harrington, Controller 
Philip Ginsburg, Department of Human Resources 
Ted Lakey, Deputy City Attorney 
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney 
Gary Giubbini, Civil Grand Jury 
Kay Gulbengay, Deputy Clerk 





BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

June 3, 2005 

Honorable Robert L. Dondero 
Presiding Judge 
Superior Court 
Department 206 
400 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Judge Dondero: 

City Hall 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Tel. No. (415) 554-5184 
Fax No. (415) 554-5163 

TDD/fTY No. (415) 554-5227 

The following is a report on the 2004-2005 Civil Grand Jury Report, "Compensation 
Issues in the San Francisco Police Department." 

The Board of Supervisors' Government Audits Committee is scheduled to hold a 
hearing on Monday, June 27, 2005 in City Hall, Room 263. The Committee meets 
at 1 :00 p.m. A follow-up report will be submitted to the Civil Grand Jury regarding 
the hearing. 

If you have questions please contact me at 554-4446. 

Sincerely, 

Adele Destro 
Assistant Clerk of the Board 

c: Mayor's Office 
Members, Board of Supervisors 
Gloria Young, Clerk of the Board 
Chief Heather Fong, Police Department 
Ed Harrington, Controller 
Ted Lakey, Deputy City Attorney 
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney 
Gary Giubbini, Civil Grand Jury 
Kay Gulbengay, Deputy Clerk 
Mary McAllister, Foreperson, Civil Grand Jury 





BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

The Honorable Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

SUBJECT: 2004-2005 Civil Grand Jury Report 

Dear Supervisors: 

RECOMMENDATION: 

City Hall 
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 544-5227 

<. 

' r· --

The Clerk of the Board's Office has received a report froni the San Francisco Civil Grand Jury 
(CGJ) released on March 29, 2005: 

Compensation Issues in the San Francisco Police Department 

I recommend the following in accordance with San Francisco Administrative Code Section 2.10 
and the California Penal Code Section 933: 

1. Schedule a hearing before the Government Audits and Oversight, City Services or 
another Committee(s) to review and respond to the 2004-2005 Civil Grand Jury (CGJ) 
Report; and 

2. Direct the Clerk of the Board to report to the Civil Grand Jury the Board's responses to 
their recommendations (Attachment A), no later than Wednesday, June 29, 2005, 
pursuant to California Penal Code Section 933. 

BACKGROUND: 

Pursuant to California Penal Code Section 933, the Board of Supervisors must respond to the 
recommendations outlined in the 2004-2005 Civil Grand Jury Report within 90 days of receipt of 
the report. In addition, Board members either called for a hearing at the Committee level, or 
contacted the Civil Grand Jury directly with information comments. 

Administrative Code Section 2.10. Public Hearings - Reports Submitted by the Civil Grand Jury 
states that "(a) A public hearing by a committee of the Board of Supervisors shall be conducted 
to consider a final report of findings and recommendations that is submitted by the civil grand 
jury to the Board of Supervisors. The Clerk of the Board of Supervisors shall notify the current 
foreman of the civil grand jury and the immediate past foreman of the civil grand jury of any 
such hearing that is scheduled by the Board of Supervisors. (b) The Controller shall report to the 





Letter to the Board of Supervisors 
Page 2 
March 29, 2005 

Board of Supervisors on the implementation of recommendations that pertain to fiscal matters 
that were considered at a public hearing. The report by the Controller shall be submitted no later 
than one year following the date of the public hearing." 

Respectfully, 

~¢25 
Clerk of the Board 

Attachment 

C: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors 
Honorable Robert Dondero, Presiding Judge (without Attachments (w/o Att.)) 
Mary McAllister, Foreperson, San Francisco Civil Grand Jury (w/o Att.) 
Mayor's Office 
Ed Harrington, City Controller 
Ted Lakey, Deputy City Attorney (w/o Att.) 
Cheryl Adams, Deputy City Attorney (w/o Att.) 
Adele Destro, Assistant Clerk of the Board (w/o Att.) 
Kay Gulbengay, Deputy Clerk 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

GRAND JURY 
OFFICE 

400 MCALLISTER ST., ROOM 008 

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 

TELEPHONE: (415) 551-3605 

March 24, 2005 

Ms. Gloria Young 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
#1 Dr. Carleton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Ms. Young: 

I._ i" 

The 2004-05 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury will publish its report on compensation 
issues in the San Francisco Police Department on March 29, 2005. Enclosed is an 
advance copy of that report. Please note that by order of Presiding Judge Robert Dondero 
this report is to be kept confidential until the date of release to the public. 

Please respond to the findings and recommendations in this report in accordance with 
Section 933c of the California Penal Code* within 90 days of the release date, by 
June 27, 2005. Thank you for your cooperation. 

s~~ 
Mary McAllister, Foreperson 
2004-05 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury 

cc: Board of Supervisors 

* Departments and agencies identified in the report must respond to the Presiding Judge of 
the Superior Court within the number of days specified, with a copy sent to the Board of the 
Supervisors. As to each finding of the Grand Jury, the response must either (1) agree with 
the finding, or (2) disagree with it, wholly or partially, and explain why. Further as to each 
recommendation made by the Grand Jury, the responding party must report either (1) that the 
recommendation has been implemented, with a summary explanation of how it was; (2) the 
recommendation has not been implemented, but will be implemented in the future, with a 
timeframe for implementation; (3) the recommendation requires further analysis, with an 
explanation of the scope of tha,t analysis and a timeframe for the officer or agency head to be 
prepared to discuss it (less than six months from the release of this Report); or (4) the 
recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or reasonable, with an 
explanation of why that is. (Cal. Penal Code, sec. 933, 933.05) 
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A Report of the 2004-05 Civil Grand Jury 
For the City and County of San Francisco. 

Compensation Issues in the 
San Francisco Police Department 

Pursuant to State law, reports of the Civil Grand Jury do not identify the names or identifying information about 
individuals who provided information to the Civil Grand Jury. 

Departments and agencies identified in the report must respond to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court within the 
number of days specified, with a copy sent to the Board of the Supervisors. As to each finding of the Grand Jury, the 

. response must either (1) agree with the finding, or (2) disagree with it, wholly or partially, and explain why. Further as 
to each reco:inmendation made by the Grand Jury, the responding party must report either (I) that the recommendation 
has been implemented, with a summary explanation of how it was; (2) the recommendation has not been implemented, 
but will be implemented in 'the future, with a timeframe for implementation; (3) the recommendation requires further 
analysis, with an explanation of the scope of that analysis and a timeframe for the officer or agency head to be prepared 
to discuss it (less than six months from the release of this Report); or ( 4) the recommendation will not be implemented 
because it is not warranted or reasonable, with art explanation of why that is. (CaL-Penal Code, sec. 933, 933.05) 





Summary of Recommendations 
The City should negotiate with the POA for elimination of OT/CT benefits for top managerial staff of the 
SFPD and consider less costly alternatives such as limited administrative leave as provided by other 
jurisdictions and City departments. 

If top managerial staff continue to be eligible for CT accrual, the City should negotiate limits in the MOU on 
their accrual comparable to rank and file officers. 

The City should negotiate to pay CT balances prior to the effective date of promotions to limit the 
inflationary effect of carrying CT balances for long periods of time. 

The SFPD should manage the CT banks with the objective of minimizing the long-term liability oflarge CT 
balances. Such management must include enforcement of CT caps. The law allows that such management 
may include requiring officers to use their accrued CT. 

Given that rank and file officers will have had four years to reduce their CT balances to 480 hours by the end 
of the current MOU, the City should negotiate for the next MOU, some penalty for continuing to maintain a 
CT balance greater than 480 hours, such as forfeiture of hours above 480. 

The SFPD must manage their vehicle fleet in accordance with Administrative Code 4.11 as well as optimize 
the use of this valuable resource for police services. 

The City should negotiate to include all forms of premium pay available to all officers in comparisons for the 
purposes of salary setting. 

The Board of Supervisors should request that the Budget Analyst update the management audits of 1996 and 
1998 regarding SFPD policies and practices and make recommendations for opportunities for cost savings. 

Glossary 
CT - Compensatory Time: Leave time accrued at time-and-one-half in lieu of overtime pay 
CT Cap - Compensatory Time Cap: Maximum hours of accrued Compensatory Time permitted by the 
POAMOU 
FLSA-Fair Labor Standards Act: Federal law regulating employment and compensation 
MEA-Municipal Executives' Association 
MOU - Memorandum of Understanding: Collective Bargaining Agreement between bargaining unit and the 
City and County of San Francisco 
OT- Overtime Pay: pay at time-and-one-half of time worked 
POA- Police Officers Association: Collective Bargaining Agent for sworn police officers of the City of 
San Francisco except Chief, Assistant Chief, and Criminologist · 
SFPD - San Francisco Police Department 
Top Managerial Staff - Deputy Chiefs, Commanders, and Captains within the context of this report only. 
Excludes Chief, Assistant Chief, and Criminologist who are represented by another bargaining agent. 

This report is issued by the 2004-05 Grand Jury with the exception of one member of the jury who 
presently has a family member in the employment of the SFPD. This juror did not participate in the 
investigation or acceptance of this report. · 
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Introduction 
The Civil Grand Jury initiated this investigation in response to several complaints from citizens· regarding 
a:3pects of compensation of police officers in San Francisco. These complaints alleged that: 

"" Top managerial positions in the SFPD are being paid overtime in violation of the current MOU with· 
thePOA. 

o Determination: The MOU does not prohibit payment of overtime for these positions. 
• Police Officers are accruing compensatory time in excess oflimits imposed by the current MOU. 

o Determination: ·seventeen officers with compensatory time balances greater than allowed by 
the MOU were permitted to accrue additional compensatory time during the period 7 /2/04 to 
12/17/04. 

e Top managerial staff in the SFPD are assigned Department vehicles for transportation to and from 
their residence. 

o Determination: Top managerial staff are authorized to use City-owned vehicles for 
transportation to and from their residence in excess of numbers permitted by Administrative 
Code 4.11. 

We are grateful to the citizens who take the time and effort to write to the Civil Grand Jury about the issues 
of concern to them. We rely on the advocacy of citizens to alert us to issues of which we would otherwise be 
unaware. 

We researched these allegations in the context of all compensation practices in the SFPD and compared 
those practices to other City departments as well as to other police departments in the State considered 
comparable (as defined by the MOU with the POA). 

Our investigation did not extend into policing functions, nor are we in a position to judge the effectiveness of 
the SFPD. Any findings or recommendations regarding specific compensation practices in the Department 
are not intended to reflect on other aspects of the SFPD. 

We also acknowledge that the new Police Chief was appointed to her position early in 2004 in an acting 
capacity and that her appointment was only recently made permanent. She is not responsible for the policies 
or practices of her predecessors. We are confident that issues brought to her attention by this investigation 
will be expeditiously corrected by her administration insofar as they are SFPD's prerogatives. It is, however, 
our duty to report our findings. 

Many of our recommendations are subject to negotiation between the POA and the City. We understand that 
the SFPD's ability to implement many of our recommendations is limited by its obligation to administer the 
MOU, which expires 6/30/07. Our recommendations are intended to facilitate the City's negotiation for a 
new MOU that is fair and equitable to both the SFPD and the City. 
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Background . . . · 
Although we will focus on a few specific compensation practices m the SFPD, we thmk of them only ~s 
examples of opportunities to reduce costs without jeopardizing the ~ublic'~ sa~ety. ~erefo~e, we begm by 
describing the broad context within which we evaluated these practices to Justify cons1derat1on of 
alternatives to present compensation practices. 

The SFPD was allocated $219,886,890 fro~ the City's General Fund tn FY 2004-05,_a budget alloca~ion that 
is exceeded only by the Department of Pubhc Health ($231,496,144). The SFPD paid $27,274,786 m 
overtime in FY 2003-04, which represented 10.7% of the total pay of the Department's staff.

2 
Only Muni 

paid more overtime to its staff. 3 

The citizens of San Francisco are rightfully proud of their City and are quick to point out its uniqueness. 
Comparisons with other cities are therefore often received with suspicion. Still, we tum to the Federal 
Bureau of Justice Statistics for assuranc~ that the SFPD is adequately staffed since insufficient staff would be 
justification for overtime payments. According to the "2000 Data for Individual State and Local Agencies 
with 100 or More Officers" (see Appendix B): 

' 

• San Francisco compares favorably with the six police agencies in Califomia4 that are considered 
comparable to the SFPD by the current MOU for the purposes of salary setting. According to the 
Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics, San Francisco employed an average of28.67 officers per 10,000 
residents in 2000. The other 6 jurisdictions in California employed an average of 16.49. 

• San Francisco spent 42% more per resident on law enforcement services than comparable 
jurisdictions in California in 2000 according to the Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics. San 
Francisco spent $329.21 per resident for police protection in 2000. The average expenditure per 
resident in comparable jurisdictions was $232.50 that year.5 

• As a small, densely populated city, we should not be surprised to learn that we have over 5 times the 
number of officers per square mile of geographic area compared to the other 6 jurisdictions. San 
Francisco has 4 7. 69 officers per square mile compared to an average of 9 .19 officers per square mile 
for the comparable jurisdictions. 6 

. 

The Budget Analyst was authorized to conduct a management audit of the SFPD by the Board of Supervisors 
in 1996. This comprehensive analysis was published in two phases in December 1996 and May 1998 
(available on the Budget Analyst's website). The Budget Analyst made 76 recommendations in these reports 
and estimated cost savings of $15.3 million if recommendations were fully implemented. Few of these 
recommendations have been implemented. Some will be revisited by this Grand Jury report. 

1 Annual Appropriation Ordinance, Fiscal Year Ending June 30, 2005, page 9 
2 The SFPD reports that about 20% of overtime payments were funded by reimbursements for providing security services to 
private organizations such as the 49ers and the Giants. They also report that $6,286,683 of these payments were for various 
categories of premium payments that SFPD considers different from OT, such as working holidays. 
3 SFStat, November 5, 2004 and verified by Controller's Office. SFStat is a management meeting held by the Mayor. 
4 Oakland, San Jose, Los Angeles, Santa Rosa, Fremont, and Richmond 
5"2000 Data for Individual State and Local Agencies with 100 or More Officers'', Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics. 
6 Geographic data from California Cities, Towns & Counties, Basic Data Profiles for all Municipalities & Counties, 2001. 
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In addition to $27.3 million in overtime fayments, the sworn staff of the SFPD had accrued 514,452 hours of ,. 
compensatory time (CT) as of 12117/04. CT is accrued by officers working overtime in lieu of overtime 
payments. CT balances are paid at the time of separation or retirement at the pay rate at the time of 
separation, rather than the pay rate at which the hours are earned. For example, if the hours are accrued 
while serving as the lowest ranking officer and paid some years later after several cost of living increases and 
'~romotions, the value of the CT is increased accordingly. To the extent that these pay increases exceed the 
Gurrent interest rate on savings accounts, this is an attractive, risk-free method of saving for retirement. 

The reader should understand the relationship between OT pay and CT accrual. CT accrual is merely a 
method of postponing the costs of OT pay. It does not reduce costs in the long-term unless the CT is used 
and does not require coverage by a substitute. If CT balances are paid at the same pay rate at which they are 
earned, there is no increased cost associated with postponing payment. When CT balances are used, there is 
frequently a cost associated with filling whatever vacancies result :from the leave of the officer using his/her 
CT time balance. If substitutes are required, they may be eligible for OT payments for covering for the 
absent officer. If the substitute is covering the assignment of an officer of a higher rank, the substituting 
officer is eli~ible for premium pay, known as "like-work-like-pay" which the City has agreed to pay in the 
POAMOU. · 

In January 2003, the Controller reported to the Board of Supervisors that, " ... comp time is now used to 
reduce the overtime budget need in the current year, thereby creating budget problems in future years." (see 
Appendix C) He reported that the current Citywide liability of CT balances was $44.4 million at that time of 
which $23 million was attributable to the SFPD. The POA bargaining agreement (MOU) with the City was 
one of the few that did not have a limit on CT accrual at that time. He recommended that the MOU be 
changed to establish a cap on CT accrual. 9 

The magnitude of the liability associated with the unlimited accrual of CT resulted in the recent imposition 
oflimits on the accrual of CT in the POA MOU that became effective 7 /1/03. Despite the institution of these 
caps, payments of accrued CT balances to 80 officers separating or retiring in calendar year 2004 cost the 
City $1,082,023 .10 This is not an improvement (if calculated per retiring officer) over the cost of paying out 
CT balances prior to the institution of the caps. Eighty-seven officers retired in FY 02-03 and were paid out 
$1,162,061 for accrued CT. 11 Although there are only six months between these periods of time for the caps 
to demonstrate their effectiveness, we believe that increased costs per officer are not a positive indicator that 
CT balances are being reduced, particularly by those nearing retirement. These CT caps in the MOU of 
7 /1/03 and the present status of CT accruals will be explained in detail later in our report. 

We complete our background with a description of the current economic climate, which we believe creates 
new opportunities to address these issues. The City as well as the State has been in a state of economic crisis 
for approximately 3 years. We have experienced severe cuts of our public budgets (e.g., $97 million mid­
year cut this fiscal year) 12 and we anticipate further cuts ($113 million anticipated in FY 05-06) 13

. City 

7 Source: Controller's Office 
8 SFPD reports that top managerial staff are routinely replaced when on leave by lower ranks that receive "like work like pay" 
premium pay. 
9 Memo from Ed Harrington to Board of Supervisors, January 16, 2003. Appendix C 
10 Source: SFPD, 12/31/04. One retiring officer was paid $194,368 for 2078.25 of accrued CT. 
11 Memo from Budget Analyst to Finance & Audits Committee of Board of Supervisors, 9/17/03 
12 "Economy helps city cut deficit", SF Examiner, February 9, 2005, page 9 
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employees have been required to help the City meet its obligations to its citizens by accepting responsibility 
for contributions to the retirement system (7 .5% of salary) previously funded by the City. 14 

· 

Most City employees did not receive salary increases other than additional floating holidays (varies from one 
bargaining unit to another) in the current fiscal year. In contrast, the POA MOU effective 7/1/03, obligated 
the City to increase the salary of sworn officers of the SFPD by 2.41 % on 7/1104 and by an additional 4.83% 
on 1/1/05. Only four other bargaining units received a salary increase during FY 04-05 15

• Physicians and 
dentists received 2% on 7 /1/04. Supervising nurses represented by the Teamsters received 2% on 7 /1/04 and 
nurses represented by SEIU received an additional 3.1 % on 1/1/05. 16 (see Appendix D) Police officers 
received the greatest salary increases of all employees in the City represented by collective bargaining agents 
according to the Department of Human Resources. 

The POA MOU also obligates the City to conduct salary surveys for possible salary increases in the next two 
fiscal years. The MOU guarantees members of the POA salary increases that ensure that their salaries will be 
100% of the salaries of comparable jurisdictions (measured by specific data elements) by the end of the 
MOU, 6/30/07. Since retirement contributions are one of the data elements in these salary surveys, the 
retirement contributions of POA members will be fully restored by the expiration of the current MOU. 17 

The requirements of the recruitment labor market are a legitimate reason for increasing salaries. That is, if 
the demand for labor exceeds its supply, labor is attracted, as needed, by salaries that compare favorably to 
available alternatives. It follows that ifthe SFPD were having difficulty recruiting and retaining qualified 
officers, the City would be justified in offering salaries that are high enough to fill their ranks. The SFPD 
received 2,465 applications for entry-level police officer positions announced in November 2004, of which 
2,260 were qualified to take the written exam. It is not yet known at this time how many officers will be 
hired from this pool, because funding sources have yet to be determined. The number of applications has 
increased steadily since 2000 when 1685 applications resulted in 58 hires to 2003 when 2207 applications 
resulted in one training academy class of 50 officers, which is still in progress. 18 The salaries offered by the 
SFPD are sufficient to attract many qualified applicants for every available position. 19 

So, why are the salaries of police officers being increased in the current economic climate? The people of 
San Francisco are generous with their public employees. Kevin Starr observes in Coast of Dreams: 
California on the Edge, 1990-2003,20 

" ... the city and county of San Francisco, [is] the epicenter of public 
employee featherbedding ... " The power of particular unions completes the picture. The San Francisco 
Examiner reported this explanation for high overtime costs, "Hiring freezes instituted during the budget 
crisis have hurt flexibility, and managers are often caught between reformist pressure and strong unions."21 

Ed Harrington, the City's Controller, is quoted in this article, '"At the end of the day, the fire chief still 

13Ibid. 
14 Review of current MOU's 
15 In addition to the General Wage increases described in Appendix D, selected classifications received "internal, market, parity 
and differential adjustments". These are also described in Appendix D. 
16 Department of Human Resources, 12/27/04 
17 POA MOU, page 24 
18 SFPD reports that the rigorous screening process for new hires narrows the pool of eligible hires. However, the chief limitation 
on the number of hires is available funding. 
19 SFPD Examination Division 
20 Alfred A. Knopf, New York, 2004, page 241. 
21 "Cutting OT pay could save millions, controller explains", San Francisco Examiner, December 17, 2004 
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knows that keeping the firefighters union happy is a hu~e part of her job,' said Harrington. 'And maybe 
even more important than keeping the mayor happy. "'2 The fact that officers represented by the POA 
'l°E'~eived the highest salary increases in the City may be an indication that it is even more powerful than the 
firefighters' union. 

" ')Wever, a recent survey conducted by David Binder Research of the opinions of San Franciscans regarding 
"lie relative importance of local public policy issues may indicate an opportunity for decision makers to 
reconsider the generous compensation of the SFPD. This survey, conducted in January 2004, asked 600 
likely San Francisco voters the open-ended question: What is the most important public policy issue facing 
San Francisco today? Sixty-one percent said "homelessness". Only 4% said "crime and public safety". 
Public schools, the economy, housing, the City budget, and health care were all considered more important 
issues to the respondents. 23 

, 

Now we will describe a few specific examples of compensation policies in the SFPD that are more generous 
than those of other City employees and other police departments in California. 

Overtime Compensation of Top Managerial Staff 
Two collective bargaining agents represent the top managerial staff of the SFPD. The Chief, Assistant Chief 
(presently vacant), and Criminologist are represented by Municipal Executives' Association (MEA) for 
Police Department Management. The 3 members ofthis bargaining unit are not eligible for OT pay or CT 
accrual in lieu of OT pay. They are eligible to receive up to 100 hours of paid administrative leave per fiscal 
year for time worked in excess of normally scheduled hours. The Appointing Officer must approve the use 
of such leave in advance. Up to 100 hours may be carried forward into a subsequent fiscal year, but the total 
amount of accrued administrative leave may not exceed 120 hours.24 

These policies are comparable to other executives represented by the MEA. Four job titles25 are covered by 
the MEA agreement for the Fire Department and 296 job titles are presently covered by the MEA agreement 
for all other City departments. In addition to strict limitations on accrual of leave time to compensate for 
work in excess of normally scheduled hours, these agreements do not permit "cashing out" administrative 
leave balances at the time of separation. 

The Police Officer's Association (POA) represents all other sworn officers of the SFPD not covered by the 
Chiefs MEA agreement. The collective bargaining agreement with the POA provides eligibility for 
overtime pay and compensatory time in lieu of overtime pay for all members of the bargaining unit from the 
deputy chiefs down to the entry-level police officer. 

The Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) establishes the minimum acceptable standards for wages and working 
conditions in the United States. The standards may be exceeded by state and local laws, but may not be 
waived or reduced. The FLSA establishes that executive positions that are primarily supervisory and that are 
highly paid are exempt from overtime payments. The top managerial staff of the SFPD-ranks of deputy 
chief, commander, captain--meet the FLSA tests of executive exempt status. Consistent with this federal 

22 Ibid. 
23 http://www. colemanadvocates. org/includes/ downloads/licypriorities. pdf 
24 MEA, Police, MOU 
25 Chief, Deputy Chief, Assistant Deputy Chief II, Emergency Medical Services Chief 
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exemption, these job titles are not eligible for overtime pay in most comparable jurisdictions in California. 
We will provide detail about these jurisdictions later in this section. 

The Civil Grand Jury received a complaint from a citizen regarding the overtime pay of deputy chiefs, 
commanders, and captains in the SFPD. We will call these ranks the "top managerial staff' in this report. 
This complaint alleged that these job titles are receiving overtime pay in violation of the current MOU with 
the POA. The current MOU contains the following provision regarding these job titles: 

"Section 2. 159. The parties further acknowledge that deputy chiefs, commanders, and captains are 
exempt from the application of the FLSA as permitted by 29 USC Section 213."26 

This paragraph appears in the section of the MOU regarding overtime and compensatory time-off. 
Superficially, it suggests that these job titles are exempt from overtime pay as allowed by the Federal Fair 
Labor Standards Act (FLSA). However, the Civil Grand Jury has learned that such an exemption from 
overtime pay was not the intention of this paragraph. We were told by those involved in the negotiation of 
the agreement that the intent of the paragraph was to exempt these job titles from the methods of calculating 
overtime payments defined by the FLSA. Such methods are more costly than the methods defined by the 
POA MOU. The MOU therefore refers to the fact that these job titles are not eligible for overtime pay 
according to the FLSA in order to establish the legality of using less costly methods of calculating overtime 
payments for these job titles. 

Indeed, these job titles continue to be paid for OT, receiving $504,703 of overtime pay in FY 03-04. There 
were 37.61 27 officers in these ranks during FY 03-04. Therefore, the average OT payment was $13,419 per 
top managerial staff member in that fiscal year.28 These OT payments are made in addition to high base 
salaries ranging from $131,040 to $190,580 as explained later in this report. 

We look to other jurisdictions within California for comparison with these compensation practices of top 
managerial staff. The POA MOU establishes six comparable jurisdictions for the purposes of salary setting. 
These jurisdictions were negotiated with the POA. In other words, the POA participated in the identification 
of these jurisdictions as being comparable to the SFPD and they were used to increase the salaries of the 
SFPD at a time when few City employees received any salary increase. Since these jurisdictions are 
considered sufficiently similar to increase salaries, we assume they are also useful for making other 
comparisons. 

The six jurisdictions are Oakland, San Jose, Los Angeles, Santa Rosa, Fremont, and Richmond.29 We 
reviewed the collective bargaining agreements of the police departments in these jurisdictions. Only 
Oakland and San Jose pay overtime to captains and none of these jurisdictions pay overtime to ranks above 
captain. 

The Budget Analyst surveyed an additional five jurisdictions (Sacramento, Alameda, Long Beach, Fresno, 
and San Diego). None of these jurisdictions paid overtime to ranks of captain or above. Nine years ago, the 
Budget Analyst recommended that these job titles not receive overtime pay: 

26 POA MOU effective 711/03, page 27 
27 78,839 hours I 2096 hours= 37.61 FTEs. Source: Controller's report of OT to top managerial staff, FY 03-04 
28 Source: Controller's Office 
29 POA MOU effective 7/1/03, page 24 
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"3.5.3 Meet and confer with the Police Officers Association to exclllde sworn members of the 
Police Department with the rank of captain, commander, deputy chief, assistant chief or chief of 
police from the payment of overtime."30 

The Budget Analyst observed that, " ... eliminating overtime for these high ranks would set an example for 
Iower ranks and would increase scrutiny of overtime use by officers of lower rank."31 High-ranking officers 
earning large overtime payments are not in a position to pressure those whom they supervise to limit their 
overtime activities. To the extent that they exert such pressures, they are likely to produce a negative 
reaction from those whom they supervise. , 

Likewise, the Controller made the following observation in this memo to the Board of Supervisors of 1/16/03 
(see Appendix C): 

"City managers, including those in the Police Department, need to understand that part of the reason 
managers are paid more than other staff is the reasonable expectation that they will work more than 
40 hours per week with only limited additional compensation."32 

Clearly, we are not the first to report on this issue. We are merely repeating the recommendations of highly 
qualified City officials (with greater analytical resources than are available to the Civil Grand Jury) who are 
responsible for the fiscal health of our City. 

Compensatory Time of Top Managerial Staff 
In addition to OT payments, officers in the ranks of deputy chief, commander, and captain had 29,202 hours 
of accrued CT at the end of FY 03-04. This represents an average of 834 hours per officer in these ranks on 
6/30/04.33 The value of these hours at the average hourly wage of officers in these ranks was $1,842,574 
before the salary increase of 7 /1/04. 34 

The current POA MOU does not set any limit on CT accrual of officers in these ranks until 6/30/05: 

"Deputy chiefs, commanders and captains with existing compensatory time off balances in excess 
of 480 hours as of June 30, 2003 may continue to carry such balances provided that such balances 
not exceed 1500 hours as of June 30, 2005 and 1300 hours as of June 30, 2007. For those 
occupying those ranks; compensatory time-off balances in excess of these amounts on the dates set 
forth shall be forfeited."35 

However, officers promoted to these ranks on or after 7 /1/03, are limited by the MOU to 480 hours of CT 
accrual: 

30 Budget Analyst, management audit, Phase I, December 1996, section 3.5 
31 Budget Analyst, management audit, Phase I, December 1996, section 3.5 
32 Memo from Ed Harrington to the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors RE Compensatory Time, January 16, 2003 
33 29,202/ 35 = 834; Source: Controller's Office 
34 $4,974,014 I 37.61 FTEs = $132,252 I 2096 hours= $63.10 x 29,202 hours= $1,842,574 
35 POA MOU effective 7/1/03, page 27 
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"Deputy chiefs, commanders and captains newly hired or promoted into such ranks on or after July 
1, 2003, may not accrue more than 480 hours of compensatory time-off."36 

The SFPD reports that six officers have been promoted to the rank of captain since 7 /1/03. All six officers 
had CT balances greater than 480 hours on 12/17 /04. 

SF Police Department 
Comp Time Balances of Officers 

Promoted to Top Managerial Positions since 7/1/03 

Date of 
Promotion to 

Ca tain 

6/14/200 
6/14/200 
11/4/200 

Sources: 
Promotion dates from SFPD 

CT Balance Change in CT 
7 /2/04 Balance 

-11. 

0 

CT Balances from Controller's Office 

The average number ofhours of accrued CT for these officers is 1,282, which is greater than the 480-hour 
cap according to the POA MOU. However, none of these officers have accrued more CT since 7/2/04. 
Apparently the SFPD is interpreting this provision of the POA MOU as limiting additional accruals, but not 
limiting the actual balance of CT. The CT balance of these officers is now more valuable than it was before 
their promotions because it will be paid at the pay rate of their promotion if cashed out. 

We compared this policy with the MOU for police officers at the rank of captain and above in the City of 
Los Angeles. These ranks are not eligible for OT payment or the accumulation of CT in lieu of OT 
payments in Los Angeles. The MOU for these officers provides that: 

"Any employee, who, upon promotion to captain, has an accumulated overtime balance shall be 
compensated, in cash, for such overtime. Such compensation shall be at the rate of compensation 

. . ,,37 
pnor to promotion. 

This policy helps to prevent the inflationary effect of carrying forward CT balances earned at a lower pay 
rate that can be cashed out at a higher pay rate at a later date. 

36 POA MOU effective 7/1/03, page 28 
37 Los Angeles Police Command Officers Assoc, MOU, page 10 
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These same liberal CT policies enjoyed by the top managerial staff of the SFPD, do not apply to the rank and 
file. The Fair Labor Standards Act (FLSA) sets a limit of 480 hours of accrued CT for public safety officers. 
In recognition of the need for public safety officers to respond to emergency situations, this limit is twice the 
FLSA 240-hour limit of CT accrual for all other public employees. 

The current POA MOU establishes a limit on CT accrual for officers in ranks below those of deputy chief, 
commander and captain. There were no limits on CT accrual in prior MOU's. 

"Employees with more than 480 hours of compensatory time-off as of July 1, 2003 may not accrue 
additional compensatory time-off until and unless their compensatory time-off balances fall below 
480 hours."38 

The rank and file of the SFPD is being held to a limit on the accrual of CT by the MOU, while the top 
managerial staffis not.39 Such a discrepancy is unlikely to contribute to the morale of the rank and file. 

One possible justification for these compensation practices, despite FLSA exemptions and the policies of 
other jurisdictions, might be that demands are made on these ranks of the SFPD that are unique. Once again, 
we turn to the Budget Analyst's report for confirmation that there is no evidence that the top managerial staff 
of the SFPD have greater responsibilities than their counterparts in other jurisdictions. 

Phase II of the Budget Analyst's management audit contains an analysis of management staffing and 
supervision of the SFPD. (see Appendix E) The Budget Analyst surveyed the 10 largest cities in California 
regarding their police staffing and supervision. Seven jurisdictions responded. Based on these responses, 
the Budget Analyst concluded, " .. .it appears that the San Francisco Police Department has sufficient 
supervisory positions to manage line staff. .. when comparing San Francisco to other jurisdictions."40 When 
the Budget Analyst breaks down the analysis to the level of district police stations, the comparisons hold: 
" ... although the district stations in San Francisco have relatively high supervisor to staff ratios, they still fall 
within the range of supervisor to staff ratios in other comparable jurisdictions"41

. (see Table Al-5 in 
Appendix E) 

We acknowledge that this analysis was done over 6 years ago, during a period of an expanding economy and 
plentiful public budgets. However, we believe that staffing levels in the SFPD have been fairly constant 
since being mandated by the voters in 1994. 42 Since other jurisdictions in California have experienced the 
same negative economic conditions as San Francisco, we believe that it is reasonable to assume that their 
staffing levels are static as well. 

Compensation of Top Managerial Staff 
We suggest that these compensation practices be considered in the context of the base salaries of other public 
safety officers in San Francisco. The following are the base salaries of the top managerial staff of the SFPD 
and the comparable salaries of two other public safety departments in San Francisco. 

38 POA MOU effective 7/1/02, page 27 
39 However, SFPD infonns us that the Department is not permitting any officers, regardless of rank, to accrue more CT if they 
have a CT balance of 480 hours. 
40 Appendix E, Budget Analyst's management audit, Phase II, May 1998, page 8 
41 Ibid., page 9 
42 City Charter, Section 4.127 
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Annual Base Salaries FY 04-05* 

Police Fire 
Job Code Job Title Salary Job Code Job Title 

Q-82 Captain Ill+ 131,040 H-30 Captain 
488 Commander 146, 120 
489 Commander II 151,944 
490 Commander Ill 154,882 H-50 ~sst Chief 
402 Deputy Chief Ill+ 190,580 H-51 Asst Deputy Chief II** 

*Highest rate, Compensation Manual FY 2004-05 
**Not eligible for overtime payments 

Salary Job Code 
98,098 8312 

136, 110 8314 
145,834 8315 

Sheriff 
Job Title Salary 

Sheriff's Captain** 106,860 

Chief Deputv Sheriff** 117,806 
Asst Sheriff** 113, 152 

+Although lower grades theoretically exist, none are currently occupied according to the Annual Salary Ordinance, FY 04-05 

In every case, the salaries of police are higher than their counterparts in other public safety departments. 
Furthermore, the majority of comparable job titles in other departments are exempt from overtime payments, 
whereas all top managerial staff in the SFPD are eligible for overtime payments. 

In addition to their base salaries, top managerial staff as well as all SFPD sworn officers represented by the 
POA are eligible for many different premium payments. For example: 

• "Effective July 1, 2004, employees shall receive a one percent adjustment to their regular rate of pay 
in recognition of mandated, specialized training dealing with emergencies involving terrorism and 
bio-terrorism."43 (The Controller anticipated that this expense would be funded by the City when the 
MOU was approved: "If Federal Homeland Security grants can cover the cost, the premium will be 
excluded from the City's total compensation figure in FY 2004-05 only. Given our current 
understanding of these grants it is unlikely that Federal funding will be secured and we have therefore 
included the premium in the total compensation calculations.")44 

• "Employees who have completed twenty-five years or more of service as a sworn member of the 
Department ... shall receive 2% retention pay."45 "Effective July 1, 2004, the qualifying years of 
service under this provision shall be lowered to twenty-three years or more of service ... "46 The 
Controller estimated that the cost of this Retention Pay provision would range from $665,000 to 
$670,000 in FY 04-05.47 

• Effective 7/1/04, members of the POA received a new uniform allowance of $750 per year, as 
provided by the current POA MOU. 

The Fire and Sheriffs Departments also receive premium payments. These premium payments may even be 
equivalent to those in the SFPD. We do not have the analytical resources to conduct such a complete 

43 POA MOU, effective 7/1/03, page 32 
44 Memo from Ed Harrington to Clerk of the Board of Supervisors RE POA MOU, 9/10/03 
45 Ibid., page 30 
46 Ibid., page 31 
47 Memo from Ed Harrington to Clerk of the Board of Supervisors RE POA MOU, 9/10/03 
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comparison. We mention these forms of premium pay so the reader understands that base pay is not the sole 
measure of compensation of public safety officers. 

In addition to these and other forms of premium pay, the top managerial staff in the SFPD are assigned a 
vehicle "for transportation to and from an employee's place of residence"48 in accordance with 
Administrative Code 4.l l(b)(4). The SFPD provides maintenance and fuel for these vehicles.49 The SFPD 
has provided a list of 83 members of the SFPD (exclusive of Airport staff) who are assigned vehicles "for 
transportation to and from [their] residence." (see Appendix F) 

Although Administrative Code 4.11(b)(4) specifically provides for such use by a few City departments, 
including SFPD, it sets limits on the number of vehicles assigned for this purpose: " ... and provided further 
that the number of vehicles so exempted shall not exceed: ... San Francisco Police Department: 33."50 In 
other words, the number of City owned vehicles assigned to individual members of the Department currently 
exceeds the number provided by the Administrative Code by 50 vehicles.51 

The value of this benefit increases as the cost of fuel increases. However, the cost of this benefit cannot be 
measured solely by the cost of maintenance and fuel. The opportunity cost of tying up a limited supply of 
vehicles by assigning them to an officer who has sole use of the vehicle should also be taken into · 
consideration. The SFPD has a limited number of vehicles. Those assigned to specific officers are not 
available for other uses. 

The series of investigative articles published by the Chronicle in 2002 supplies us with a specific example of 
such potential opportunity cost: "San Francisco inspectors must vie to use a limited number of cars from a 
centralized motor pool.· At times, some inspectors said, cars have been unavailable."52 The Chronicle 
quotes inspectors in the SFPD as saying that a shortage of vehicles is a factor in their inability to investigate 
and solve crimes. We don't know if this continues to be a problem in the SFPD. We use it only as an 
example of how vehicles are at a premium in the SFPD. 

Concluding this section of our report, we point out that the top managerial staff are well compensated in 
comparison with other public safety officers in San Francisco and that they receive other benefits, such as a 
vehicle for their personal use for which all operating expenses are paid. These factors should be taken into 
consideration when negotiating the continuation of overtime payments and the maintenance of compensatory 
time balances that are 2. 7 times greater53 than other officers and the FLSA standards. 

Compensatory Time Balances of Rank and File Officers 
We also received a complaint from a citizen alleging that police officers are being permitted to accrue CT 
over the 480-hour limit of CT accrual in the current POA MOU. Recall that the current POA MOU limits 
CT accrual to 480 hours (except for the ranks of deputy chief, commander, and captain): "Employees with 

48 SF Administrative Code 4,ll(b)(4) 
49 Source: Letter from SFPD to Civil Grand Jury, 1125105 
50 SF Administrative Code 4.ll(b)(4) 
51 SFPD is aware of the limitations in the Administrative Code on the number of vehicles assigned for transportation to and from 
the residence of the officers. However, they believe that this practice is justified by "the public safety and emergency response 
nature of the SFPD." 
52 "Where solving crimes takes priority", SF Chronicle, May 21, 2002 
53 1300 hours/ 480 hours= 2.7 
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more than 480 hours of compensatory time-off as of July 1, 2003 may not accrue additional compensatory 
time-off until and unless their compensatory time-off balances fall below 480 hours."54 

We found the citizen's allegation to be substantially incorrect. 

SFPD 
CT Balances =/> 480 hours* 

7/2/2004 12/17/2004 Difference 
Number of Sworn Officers below the Rank of Captain 240 238 2 
Number of Hours of Accrued CT 180,248 176,181 4,067 

*Source: Controller's Office 

Although the number of rank and file officers with CT balances of 480 hours or more has decreased very 
little in the past six months, their balances have decreased during this period by 4,067 hours. Two hundred 
thirty-eight sworn officers below the rank of captain have CT balances of 480 hours or more as of 12/17 /04. 
This is approximately 10% of the budgeted positions in those ranks in the current fiscal year.55 By comparing 
detailed reports for these two points in time, we found 17 rank and file officers with 480 hours or more of CT 
time on 7/2/04 that increased their CT balances during this period, in violation of the MOU. 

However, we remind the reader that the City's liability for accrued CT in the SFPD is enormous and remains 
a concern. As we reported earlier, the total of all CT balances of police officers was 514,452 hours as of 
12/17/04. We must also repeat that the value of these hours-and therefore the costs to the City--increases 
when officers receive a pay increase, which is likely given the provisions of the MOU regarding salary 
increases in the next two fiscal years. 

Therefore, we compared the ability of police officers to retain their CT balances indefinitely with other 
jurisdictions. San Jose, for example, has negotiated elaborate procedures for limiting CT balances of police 
officers to 240 hours. (see Appendix G) These procedures conclude with the Department's ability to "buy 
down" outstanding balances of CT at current pay rates. Such options should be explored for the SFPD in 
order to limit the City's liability for CT balances. 

The SFPD should also understand that the law permits the Department to require officers to use their CT 
balances. The United States Supreme Court ruled in Christensen v. Harris County that the county could 
order the deputies to use their comp time. 56 We acknowledge that CT use frequently requires OT coverage 
by substitute officers. However, these costs should be balanced with the long-term and inflationary costs 
associated with unlimited CT accrual. We also acknowledge that Section 4.8.A. of the MOU requires the 
City to give written notice of changes of "matters within the scope of representation" and obligates the City 
to meet and confer with bargaining agents regarding such changes. 

54 POA MOU effective 7 /1/02, page 27 
55 Annual Salary Ordinance, FY 04-05; budgeted positions of sworn officers below captain= 2,463 
56 Christensen v. Harris County 529 U.S. 576 (2000) 
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General Compensation Issues 
In the course of investigating the specific complaints of citizens, we learned about a few unrelated 
compensation issues in the SFPD. As noted earlier, the Budget Analyst's management audit of the SFPD 
made 76 recommendations and estimated cost savings of$15.3 million if recommendations were fully 
implemented. We have referred to some of their recommendations in our report. There are also a few that 
h ,ce been implemented: 

• The minimum of overtime hours that an officer must be paid-regardless of the number of hours 
worked--when called in for an unscheduled shift has been reduced from 10 to 4 hours in the current 
POAMOU. 

• Senior officers and sergeants receive a 2% additional premium to work night duty assignments. This 
premium motivates senior officers to work the more difficult night shifts that they would otherwise 
avoid because the MOU provides for shift selection on the basis of seniority. This premium was 
added to the current MOU in response to the recommendation of the Budget Analyst. . 

• San Franciscans recently voted to replace some clerical/administrative positions with civilian 
employees who receive less compensation than the sworn officers they will replace without reducing 
the number of officers available for public safety assignments. 57 

However, many other important recommendations have yet to be acted upon. They are too numerous to 
mention here. We will describe a single recommendation from the Budget Analyst's management audit that 
has not been implemented as an example of the remaining opportunities for cost reduction. 

Police officers in district stations work four-day, ten-hour shifts each week (known as 4/10 schedule). If the 
SFPD were to return to five-day, eight-hour shifts (known as 5/8 schedule) productivity could be increased 
or staffing reduced without decreasing productivity. Here is a brief sampling of the ways in which the 4/10 
schedule reduces productivity and increases costs according the Budget Analyst's analysis: 

• 4/10 schedule results in higher than necessary overtime expenditures for special events and court 
appearances because it is more likely that officers will be called in for such duty on their regularly 
scheduled days off. 

• 4/10 schedule results in less police coverage than provided by a 5/8 schedule. If an officer on a 4/10 
schedule takes a day off, his/her total hours worked during that week is reduced by 10 hours, 
compared to 8 hours under the 5/8 schedule. 

The Budget Analyst estimated that implementation of a 5/8 schedule at district stations would provide the 
equivalent of 40 additional officers at no additional cost.58 We have verified that these 4/10 schedules 
continue to the present time. Since the consequences of these schedules on staffing are inherent to the 
schedule, we believe that the analysis is still relevant. 

We also suggest that the data elements used in salary surveys for the purposes of determining salary 
increases be expanded to include all forms of compensation for which all members of the bargaining unit are 
eligible. We understand that a change in the definition of the salary surveys would not be possible until the 

57 Section 4.127, City Charter 
58 Section 2, Budget Analyst's Management Audit, Phase I, December 1996 
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MOU is renegotiated. At the present time, the MOU specifies that, "The salary survey shall measure total 
compensation based on the following data points: 

• Maximum monthly salary for the rank of police officers (Q2); 
• Longevity pay; 
• Uniform pay/allowance; 
• Education incentives (e.g., POST); 
• Employer payment of mandatory employee retirement contributions and retirement supplements; 
• Maximum monthly total employer contribution for the following insurance benefits: health, dental, 

vision, LTD and life insurance."59 

Floating holidays are an example of a benefit awarded to all officers that is not included in the salary survey. 
The POA MOU of7/1/03, awarded 5 additional floating holidays for officers working five-days per week, 8 
hours per day and 4 additional floating holidays for officers working four-days per week, 10 hours per day. 
The Controller reported to the Board of Supervisors that, " ... costs are likely to increase due to the floating 
holiday provisions."60 

. 

The Department of Human Resources reported in an SFStat meeting (Mayor's management meeting with 
selected department heads) on November 5, 2004, that the City of San Francisco is presently awarding all 
City employees an average of 10 floating holidays (in addition to 11 legal holidays) per year. They also 
reported that the average number of floating holidays awarded by other Bay Area municipalities is only 1.4 
days per year. Many of the floating holidays in San Francisco were awarded during the past two years as a 
trade off for employees' 7.5% contribution to retirement plans. In the case of the POA, members of that 
bargaining unit received both additional floating holidays and provision for salary increases. There is no 
provision in the POA MOU for the number of floating holidays to decrease as salaries are increased. 

This discrepancy between our local policies and those of other cities may help to explain the difference 
between our average costs of police enforcement and those of comparable jurisdictions reported earlier. 
According to the 2000 Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics our average cost of police enforcement per 
resident is $329.21, compared to $232.50 for the 6 comparable jurisdictions used by the MOU for salary 
setting. This suggests that present methods of comparing salaries for the purposes of salary setting, does not 
capture full costs. 

We urge the SFPD and our elected representatives to consider these opportunities for reducing costs in the 
SFPD. We believe that some cost reductions can be achieved without jeopardizing the public's safety. The 
current economic climate represents both an opportunity and an obligation to consider all alternatives to 
reducing services to the public. Service in the SFPD remains an attractive employment opportunity that is 
highly competitive with alternate forms of employment for individuals with the qualifications needed to 
apply. 

59 POA MOU effective July 1, 2003, page 24 
60 Memo from Ed Harrington to the Board of Supervisors, September 10, 2003 
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Findings and Recommendations 
Findings 

San Francisco spends more per resident on police protection than other comparable jurisdictions in 
California. Likewise it has more officers per resident and per square mile of geographic area than 
these jurisdictions. 

2. Top managerial staff of the SFPD are paid OT and accrue CT in lieu of OT payments, although 
federal labor law exempts such positions from OT and does not mandate CT. In contrast, most 
comparable jurisdictions do not pay OT/CT benefits to most of these positions, nor do other public 
safety departments in San Francisco. 

3. The POA MOU sets no limit on the CT accrual of top managerial staff until 6/30/05. When the 
current MOU expires, top managerial staff will still have a CT limit that is 2.7 times greater than rank 
and file officers. 

4. Top managerial staff of the SFPD are better compensated than comparable job titles in other City 
public safety departments. 

5. All officers of the SFPD, including the top managerial staff, have received greater salary increases 
than other City employees in a time of budgetary constraint. 

6. Seventeen officers below the rank of captain with CT balances of 480 hours or more on 712/04 were 
permitted to accrue more hours of CT during the six-month period ending 12117 /04, in violation of 
the CT cap established by the MOU. 

7. The SFPD is assigning vehicles to high-ranking officers for transportation to and from their homes in 
excess of the number of vehicles allowed by the City's Administrative Code in apparent violation of 
the City's policies. 

8. SFPD CT policies and practices are more generous than other City departments and other comparable 
jurisdictions. Although CT banks are being managed by the SFPD, they remain a large liability for 
the City. 

Recommendations 

1. The City should negotiate with the POA for elimination of OT/CT benefits for top managerial staff 
and consider less costly alternatives such as limited administrative leave as provided by other 
jurisdictions and City departments. 

2. If top managerial staff continue to be eligible for CT accrual, the City should negotiate limits in the 
MOU on their accrual comparable to rank and file officers. 
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3. The City should negotiate to pay CT balances prior to the effective date of promotions to limit the 
inflationary effect of carrying CT balances for long periods of time. 

4. The SFPD should manage the CT banks with the objective of minimizing the long-term liability of 
large CT balances. Such management must include enforcement of CT caps. The law allows that 
such management may include requiring officers to use their accrued CT. 

5. Given that rank and file officers will have had four years to reduce their CT balances to 480 hours by 
the end of the current MOU, the City should negotiate for the next MOU, some penalty for 
continuing to maintain a CT balance greater than 480 hours, such as forfeiture of hours above 480. 

6. The SFPD must manage their vehicle fleet in accordance with Administrative Code 4.11 as well as 
optimize the use of this valuable resource for police protection. 

7. The City should negotiate to include all forms of premium pay available to all officers in 
comparisons for the purposes of salary setting. 

8. The Board of Supervisors should request that the Budget Analyst update the management audits of 
1996 and 1998 regarding SFPD policies and practices and make recommendations for opportunities 
for cost savings. 

Required Responses (Please reply to those Findings and Recommendations that are within your jurisdiction.) 

SFPD - 60 days 
Department of Human Resources- 60 days 
Board of Supervisors - 90 days 
Mayor - 60 days 
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Investigative Scope and Process 

Documents: 
Chronicle series about SFPD, May"-- December 2002 
Citizen Complaints 
City Employee's Wage Increases, FY 2004-05 
Citywide Human Resources, Citywide Leave and Overtime, SFStat report, November 5, 2004 
Coleman Advocates, Public Policy Survey, January 2004 
Compensatory Time Payments to retiring/separating police officers since 1/1/04 
Compensatory Time Reports, 7/2/04, 10/8/04, 12/17/04, Controller's Office 
"Cutting OT pay could save millions, controller explains", Examiner, 12/17/04 
"Economy helps city cut deficit", Examiner, 2/ 9/2005 
Federal Fair Labor Standards Act 

Appendix A 

Law Enforcement Management and Administrative Statistics, 2000: Data for Individual State and Local 
Agencies with 1,000 or more Officers, Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics 
Management Audit of the San Francisco Police Department, Phase I, Budget Analyst, December 1996 
Management Audit of the San Francisco Police Department, Phase II, Budget Analyst, May 1998 
Memo to Finance and Audits Committee from Budget Analyst RE POA MOU, 9/17/03 
Memorandum of Understanding with the Police Officers Association, 7/1/03-6/30/07 
Memoranda of Understanding with other bargaining agent~ representing City employees 
Memoranda of Understanding from 6 jurisdictions considered comparable by the San Francisco MOU 
On-Call Time and On-Call Pay for Police Officers; FY 2002-03, FY 2003-04 
On-Call Time and On-Call Pay, Police Department Policies 
Police Department, SFStat report, October 25, 2004 
Police officers promoted to ranks of deputy chief, commander, and captain since 7 /1/03 
Police Overtime Reports, Controller's Office 
Police Overtime Analysis, SFPD · 
Police Wage-Setting Survey, March 2004 
Recruitment Statistics, SFPD Examination Division 
Voluntary Overtime P'olicies of Police Department 
Vehicle assignments by SFPD 

Interviews - Representatives of: 
Budget Analyst 
Controller's Office 
Employee Relations Unit of Human Resources 
Police Department 



Police Departments in California* 
Comparable Jurisdictions per MOU 

Officers per 10,000 Residents 

Officers per 
10,000 

Agency Sworn Officers Population residents 
Oakland 710 399,48L 17.77 
Los Angeles 9,341 3,694,820 25.28 
San Jose 1,408 894,943 15.73 
Santa Rosa 166 147,595 11.25 
Fremont 201 203,413 9.88 
Richmond 189 99,216 19.05 
Averai:ie 16.49 

San Francisco 2,227 776,733 28.67 

*Source, Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2000 

Police Departments in California* 
Comparable Jurisdictions per MOU 

Expenditures per Resident 

Annual 
Operating Expenditures 

Agency Expenditures Population per resident 
Oakland 127,724,06. 399,48.1 
Los Ani:ieles. 891,679,649 3,694,820 
San Jose 182,962,392 894,943 
Santa Rosa 29,000,000 147,595 
Fremont 33,182,454 203,413 
Richmond . 26,778,771 99,216 
AveraQe 

San Francisco 255,706,971 776,733 

*Source, Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2000 

Police Departments in California* 
Comparable Jurisdictions per MOU 

Police Officers per square mile 

Geographic 

319.72 
241.33 
204.44 
196.48 
163.13 
269.90 
232.50 

$329.21 

Area** Sworn Officers per 
Agency (square miles) Officers square mile 

Oakland 56.10 710 12.66 
Los Angeles 469.30 9,341 19.90 
San Jose .171.30 1,408 8.22 
Santa Rosa 33.70 166 4.93 
Fremont 77.00 201 2.61 
Richmond 27.70 189 6.82 
Average 9.19 

San Francisco 46.70 2,227 47.69 
--

*Source, Federal Bureau of Justice Statistics, 2000 
**Source: California, Cities, Towns & Counties, Basic Data 
Profiles for all Municipalities & Counties, 2001 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRA!'l'CISCO OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

TO: Gloria Young, Clerk of the d of Supervisors 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: Comp·ensatory Time 
·· ·-·":Bmrrd Reference# 20021209-011 

As requested, my office has reviewed the compensatory time (comp time) balances of City 
employees. Comp time started out· as a way to partially compensate employees who would 
otherwise not earn any overtime pay for working more than 40 hours a week. This typically 
applied to managers and professional staff who understood that their positions occasionally 
required work beyond the normal 40 hours that clerical or trade union staff would expect to. work. 
It was also generally understood that if you did not use the comp time, you would lose it when you 
left City employment. Apparently we have changed that general understanding and comp time is 
now used to reduce the overtime budget need in the current year, thereby creating budget problems 
in future years. We also appear to be increasingly promising to pay cash for comp time balances 
either periodically or at termination of employment. This means that comp time is an increasing 
financial liability for the City. The value of current comp time balances is $44.4 million. 

General Findings 
• Memoranda of Understanding (MOUs) with labor unions are. not consistent in their 

treatment of comp time. Many have caps on the amount of comp time which can be 
accrued by some, but nof all, of the City staff covered in the each particular MOU. 

• Most departments have· reasonable amounts of comp time. The notable exception is the 
Police Department. 

• Outside of the Police Department, there are 12,216 employees with comp time and only 
141 have comp time over 240 hours, the normal cap. The total non-Police accrued comp 
time is worth about $21 million. 

• The Police departr.p.~nt has 2,534 staff with comp time balances which are worth over $23 
million. The Police Officers Association MOU is one of the few that does not have any · 
limit set on comp time. A number of officers have comp time balances which exceed 
1,000 or even 2,000 hours. Many of these officers are in Police Department management. 

Recommendations 
• All MOUs and the ordinance governing working conditions for unrepresentea employees 

should be modified to add a cap. 
_,,,.--~ • City managers, including those in the Police Department, need to understand that part of 

the reason man3:8ers are paid more than other staff is the reasonable expectation that they 
will work more than 40 hours per week with only limited additional compensation. 

• All employees with_ more than the allowable amount of comp time should have a limited 
. period of time in which they can reduce their balances to an acceptable level. This may be 

difficult to accomplish given budget and workload issues. 



FY04!05 Wage Increases Appendix D 

. 
Employee 

Group FY04/05 General Wage Additional Increases (internal, market, 
Code Employee Organization Increases' parity and differential adjustments.)°'. 

130 Automotive Machinists, Local 1414 None .5% to 7381, 7313, 7325 on 7/1/04 & 11110.5 
007 Bricklayers, Local 3 2% 6/30/05 COB 
036 Hod Carriers; Local 36 2% 6/30/05 COB 
930 Building Inspectors Association - Class 6331, 6333 2% 6i30/05 COB 
929 Building Inspectors Association - Class 6334 2% 6/30/05 COB 
216 Teamsters Local 853 (Building MU & Const. Teamsters, L 216) 2% 6/30/05 COB 
236 Carpenters, Local 22 2% 6/30/05 COB 
560 Cement Masons, Local 580 2% 6/30/05 COB 
496 Deputy Sheriffs' Association None 
'419 DistriCt Attorney Investigators Association 2% 6/30/05 COB 

006 Electrical Workers, Local 6 None 2.5% wage correction on 7/1/04 for 7345, 7238, 7276 
798 Firefighters, Local 798, Unit 1 3.24% 517105 
799 Firefiahters, Local 798, Unit 2 . 3.24% 517/05 
718 Glaziers, Local 718 I :i% 6/30/05 COB 
016 lnt'I Alliance of Theatrical Stage Employees, Local 16 2% 6/30/05 COB 
961 CA Assn of Interns & Residents, SEIU (formerly SFIRA) None 
377 lronworkers, Local 377 2% 6/30/05 COB 
261' Laborers lnterm;itional Union, Local 26.1 2% 6/30/05 COB 
311 Municipal Attornevs' Association None New Deep Class 
351 Municipal Executive Association, Units M & EM 2% 6/30/05 COB 
353 Municipal Executive Association, .Police Dept. Mgt 2.41% 7/1/04; 4.83% 1/1/05 Same as SFPOA 
352 Municipal Executive Association, Fire Dept. Mgt None .5% to all classes In this union on 7/1/04. 
003 Ooerating Engineers, Local 3 - Ooerating Engineers 2% 6/J0/05 COB · 
965 Operating Engineers, Local 3 ·. Supv Probation Officers None 5% to Classes 8414, 8434, and 8415 on 211/05 
004 Painters, Local 4 2% 6/30/05 COB' ' ' 
163 P.hysicians & Dentists (UAPD\, Unit 11-M 2% 7/1/04 
164 Physicians & Dentists (UAPDl, Unit 8-CC 2% 7/1/04. 
034 Pile Drivers, Local 34 2% '6130/05. COB ;·; 

066 Plasterers, Local 66 2% 6/30/05 COB 
038 Plumbers, Local 38 2% 6/30/05 COB· = :. 

651 Probation Officers Association, Local 856 None 
021 Professional & Technical Engineers, Local 21 None 

2% adjustment to Classes 5346, 5354, 5364, 5366 
and 5203 on 7/1/04. 1.67% adj to Class 5273 on 
7/1/04. 3% adj to Class 5212 on 7/1/04, 3.13% adj fo 

Professional & Technical Engineers, Local 21, SFAPP 
Class 2216 on 7/1/04, and 3.1o/o to Class 2216 on 

Q22 None 1/1/05. 3.24% adj to Class 6281 on 5nt05. 
969 S.F: Institutional Police Officers Association None 

Per survey: 2.41% on 7/1/04;. 
911 S.F. Police Officers Association 4.83% on 1/1/05 
040 Roofers, Local 40 2% 6/30/05 COB 
250 SEIU, Local 250 None 
535. SEIU, Local 535 None 

790 SEIU, Local 790 None 10% to Classes 2467, 2468, 2469 & 2470 on 7/1/04 
791 SEIU, Local 790 (Staff Nurse & Per Diem Nurse\ 2% 7/1/04; 3.1% 1/1/05 

. 793 SEIU, Local 790 H-1 Fire-Rescue Paramedics None 
104 Sheet Metal Workers, Local 104 2% 6/30/05 COB 
039 Stationary Engineers, Local 39 None 
350 Teamsters, Local 350 2% 6/30/05 COB 

_.B56 Teamsters, Local .856 Multi-unit None 11.9% to Class 2496 on 1/1/05 

Teamsters, Local 856, Supervising Nurses 
2.5% adj for all classes in this union on 7/1/04; 2.4% 

856 2% 7/1/04 adj for all classes 00. a/26/05 
200 TWU Local 200 ; 2% 6/30/05 COB 
252 TWU, Local 250-A. Class 7410 2% 6/30/05 COB 
251 TWU, Local 250-A .Multi-Unit 2% 6/30/05 COB 
001 Unrepresented Classes-Misc None 
002. Unrepresented Classes-Mg!. None 

This FY04/05 summary of wage increases includes only those salarv rates set bv the Department of Human Resources . 
. .. Additional adjustments do not include range modifications (such as range consolidations, or the addition or deletion of steps). 

- I I 
I 

.. 
I 

L:ISHARE\ERD\Compensation\Wages\FY2004-2005\FY04--05 Wage Increase Info for Grand Jury (12-27--04).xls 1212712004 6:03 PM 
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· AppendixE 

sfgov I residents I business I government I visitors I online servic~s I se~rch 
.t:iru:ne >>~»Police Department. Phase II 

Appendix 1 . Management Staffing and ~upervision of Sworn 
Personnel 
Supervision is management"s key to ensuring· that the department"s stated· goals anf:f 
objectives are met by employees. In .this m·al'.lagement.audit, we reviewed and 

·analyzed levels of management staffing and supervision among sworn personnel of the 
· San Francisco Police:nepartmerit. As part- of this review and analysis,. we examined 

the overall management structure of the Department and calculated detailed 
supervisor to' staff ratios in order to determine whether· (a) the Police' Department has 
sufficient supervisory positions to manage line staff, or (b) whether there are an · 
excessive number of higher level management/supervisory positions compared to line•· 
~ill. . . . ... 

To accomplish. these objectives, we: 

'· Obtained and analyzed personnel\distribution reports and organizational data 
for the Police Department as_ a wholei · · 

· • Obtained and ar)illyzed data on staffing configurations arid·shift assignments at 
the 10 district stations; · 

• Conducted. a survey of San Francisco Police.Department staff 'on reportihg.· · 
relationships qmong sworn and ~ivilfan personnel; and 

• Surveyed the largest California police departments (other than San f'randsco) 
to obtain data on sworn sta:tfing and management structure. 

overall, we found that, based on a survey of other large; urban police departments in . 
California, that the SFPD does not appear to have higher levels of upper man.agement 
("command") staffing or exces~ive supervisory staffing iri relation to the number of 
police officers in the Department. We· also found that the organization and ratios of 
supervisory personnel were consistent with the organization of most paramilitary · . 
models of organization. · 

Management Structure Qf the San Francisco Police Department 

A departmental organizational chart: 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/budanalyst _page.asp?id=52 l 4 . --. , ... /'.D 
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.. \ .... 

The San Francisco Police · 
Department 

Ormtni7ational Chart 
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In San Francisco, sworn staff consists of the following classifications (in order of 
rank): 

• 0390 Chief of Police 
• 0395 Assistant Chief 
• 0400. Depu'ty Chief 

_ 1 .. ~..1.. _ n __ ·_, _ 

' , I I' 
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• 0488 Commander 
• "Q8d Captain · 
• Q60 Lieutenant 
• Q50 Sergeant 
• 0380 Inspector* 
• Q2 Police Officer 

· The Chief of Police is the top manager in the San Francisco Police Department. The 
Chief of Police is appointed by and reports directly to the Police Commission. Second 
in command is the· Assistant Chief, who oversees the Risk Management Section (e.g., 
Management Control, Legal Division, Staff Inspection and Equal Employment 
Opportunity) and Public Affairs. The Assistant Chief reports to the Chief of Police. 
Below the Assistant Chief are the three Deputy Cbiefs, all of whom also report 
directly to the Chief; Each Deputy Chief oversees a bureau (Administration, Field 
Operations and Investigations). 

The ranks of Commander and Captain are also considered to be management 
classifications. Persons holding the Lieutenant rank can be ·either first-line or second-

. line supervisors. Persons holding a Sergeant classification are usually the first-line 
supervisors, while persons holding an Inspector classificqtion do not typicqlly have 
supervisory responsibilities. In addition to supervising sworn employees, sworn 
managers and supervisors are often also responsible for super0sing civilian 
administrative staff. · 

The duties of the Sergeant, Lieutenant, Captain and other swqrn classifications are' 
specifically described ·in the Department"s General Orders. In adqition; there are. 
Peace Officer Standards .of Training (POST) mandated training and performance , 
standards which must be met by persons holding the ranks of Sergeant, Lieutenant or 
Captain. One of these requirements is· that sworn members who pass the Civil Service 
exam·for the -Sergeant, Lieutenant or Captain ranks are required to attend a two­
week management/supervision course prior to being promoted to one of these ranks. 

Administration Bureau 

' The Administration Bureau, which is headed by· one of the three Deputy Chiefs,· 
oversees the following divisions. Each division is headed·by a Captain, Lieutenant or a· 
·non-sworn manager who reports directly to the Deputy Chief_ of Administration . 

Division 
Communications 
Consent Decree · 
Fiscal 
Planning and Research 
Property Control 
Staff Services 

. Management Classification 
Communicatipns Manager 
Personnel M~nager · 
Captain 
captain 
Lieutenant 
Captain 

Support Services Captain 
Training Captain 
Each division of the Adininistra~ion Bureau is staffed t;y-a. mixture of Lieutenantsi 
":"r?eants, Inspectors, Police Officers and non-sworl'.l p·ersonnel. Recommendations 
regarding staffing in· the Administration Bureau, including the potential for . 
civilianizing many of the sworn positi0ns1 are included in Sectfon 3 of this report; · 

lnvestigr:-,tions Bureau 

http://www.sf gov .org/ site/budaIJ.alyst _page.asp ?id =5214 

·/ 
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The Investigations Bureau is also headed by a Deputy Chief. There are· four divisions in 
the Investigations ·Bµreau, each ·of-which ·is· headed by a Captain or non-sworn 
manager reporting directly to the Deputy Chief of Investigations. 

Division 

General lnvestfgations 

Narcotics 
Juvenile 
Forensics 

Management Classification 
Captain 

Captain 
·captain 

Director of 'Forensics 

'Each division within.the lnvestigatfrms Btireau is further divided in units or details, 
headed by a Lieutenant and staffed primarily by Inspectors. Staffing of the 
Investigations Bureau is further discussed in Section 1 of this report. 

Field Operations Bureau 

The organizafional structure of Field Operations Bureau is shown on Page 120: The · 
Field Operations Bureau is comprised of two divisfons, Patrol and Special Operations, 
As such, the Field Operations Bureau has two co·mmanders who directly report to the 
Deputy Chief of the Field Operations Bureau. One Commander oversees the Patrol 
Division, which consists of the 10 district stations, each of which is headed by a 
Captain. The other Commander oversees four specialized' units of the Special 
Operations Division, Including: the Crime Prevention Company (Mounted Police,· 
Park/Beach Patrol, Bomb Squad, Canine Unit, TAC Squad, Air-Marine Unit); the Traffic 
Division (Motor~ycles and Traffic Administration); the Housing Detail; and the MUNI 
Detail.- Each of these specialized units is headed by a Captain,· except the Housing 
Detail, which is headed by· a Lieutenant. .. · .. · .. 

The units of the Fjeld Operations Bureau are organized, in a military fashion, into 
platoons ·and squads. A platoon c::onsists of approximately four squads and· is 
supervised by a Lieutenant, the "Platoon Commander." According to the Police 
Department, the optimal staffing level for a squad should be seven or eight Police 
Officers supervised by one Sergeant. The Sergeant has direct responsibility for the 
Police Officers in his or her squad. 

For examp_le, in the Patrol Division; each district has four Platoon Commanders who 
hold the rank of Lieutenant, each of whom oversees appro)(:il'nately fpur squads; Also, 
each district station has between 14 and 17 squads, each consisting of one Sergeant 
and up to eight Police Officers, depending on the number of Police Officers assigned 
to each district station (there are between 60 and 130 Police Officers· per district 
station). in term~ of scheduling, ·there is at least one Ljeutenant on duty at all times 
at ea·ch di'strict station. There· are two Lieutenants. assigned to the day watch (6 am to 
4 pm) and two Lieutenants. assigned to the nig.ht'wa~ch (~pm to 2 am). B~t~~en the 
hours of 2 am and 6 am, a Sergeant ~erves as an actmg Lieutenant. ln.add1t1on; the . 
Police Department advises that Sergeants are assigned to work the same shifts as the 

. Pol~ce Officers whom they directly .supervise. · · . . . 

In the Special Operations Division, each unit .has at least one Li~utenant, each of 
whom oversees between three to six squads. Each 1.1nit also has between three and 13 
squads, each consisting of seven tq eight officers and ~me Sergeant. As in the Patrol 
Division, Sergeants and the Police Offiters in their squads are assigned to the work, 
the.same shifts. , 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/budanalyst_page.asp?id=5214 

' ' . 
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Management Structures of the Si.irveyed Police·Departments 

In order to compare SFPD"s organizatior:ial structure to other police ~epartments, we 
surveyed the police departments of the 10 largest cities in.California (other than San 
Francisco). We received responses from seven of the 10 police departments. Based on 
these responses, we found the management and staffing configurations of the San 
Francisco Police Department to be quite similar to the organizational structures of 
other large California· police depaitm.~nts. 

For example, Table A 1 ·1 below illustrates that the SFPD is within the range of ratios 
of management personnel to other sworn personnel for the six police departments 

. http://wWw.sfgov.org/site/budanalyst_page.asp?id~5214 
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that submitted detailed responses tc:> our survey. Table A 1·1 Ratio of Management 
to Other Sworn Personnel 'iii 'the· SFPD· and· Six Othet' Large California Police 
Departments · 

Rank Los Sao Diego Sao Jose Sa!:[ameoto Santa B.iYC[Side 
Angeles An.a 

Chief 1 1 
Assistant Chief 0 5 0 ·o 
Deputy Chief 10 0. 4 3 0 
Commander 17 0 0 0 O· 

Captain J1 _jl -11 _2·· _3 

Subtotal· 92 18 17.: 13 4 
Management 

.,., 

'.5.2.2. 
.;, __ 

Other Sworn 8.,lli Ufili UZl ~ 
'Positions 

Total Sworn 9,037 2,006 1,28~ .. 612 405 
Positions 

Ratio of Management 
Personnel 
to Other 1:97 1 :110 1:75 1~46 '· 1':100 
Sworn 
Personnel 

.1 .. ,, ,. 

Using the data pro\fided by the surveyed jurisdictions, we also developed Table A 1 ·2, 
on the following page, -whkh·displays--information on district police stations ahd their 
command structures for each of the surveyed police departments and the SFPD. 

. . 

As illustrated in Table A1 ·2, although San Francisco has the highest number of district 
police stations per square mile and the second .lowest population per district station 
compared to the ot~er police departments surveyed, the SFPD is quite similar to the 
other police departments in terms of .its command. structure at district police stations. 

Table A 1-2 District Polk~ Stations, SFPD and Seven Qther Large c;alffornfa 
Police Depar~ments · 

Los San San Sacramento Long Santa R]verside San. 

0 

0 

0 

-6. 
7 

ll2 

336 

1:47 

Aogeles ~ Jose· Beach Ang Eraocisco . 

No. of 466.8 331.0 174.5 98.0 55.0 27.2. 78.5 49.0 
Square Miles 

No. of 
Distrfct 
Police 

Stations" -18 a· 1 4 4 4 5 10 

Average 
Square. Miles 

in District 25.9 41A 174.5 24.5 13.8 .. 6.8 15.7 4.9 

Population 3,618, 10~ 1;183, 100 849,400 384,800 437,soo jos,800 243)too 755,390 
(1996) ' 

Population 
Density 

' ' 
per District 202, 117 147,888 849,400 96,200 109,450 76;450 48;680 75,,530 

San 
f[ancisco 

1 

3 

2 
_15_ 

32 

'2,.Q6Q 

2,092 

1 :64. 
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Station 

Commanding 

Officer(s) of 1 Capt. Ill 1 
each 

3 

District 
Station 

·a 1 Capt. Capt. · Capt.** Capt. 

Maximum 
Annual 

I 
$109;736/ 

1 Com-

mander 1 Lt. 1 Lt. Capt. 

Salary $92,885 .$84,951 $87,905 $77,644 n/p nip sn,864 SB4,n9 

Platoon 1 Lt. II 2 · 4 23 4 
Commanders 

@ each 8: 4 Lt. I Lts. Lts. Lts. 
District 

Squad 8 Sgt. II 8: 15 . · 122 9 
Commanders j 

@ each 27 Sgt. I Sgts. Sgts. sgts. 
District 

n/p = Data was not.provided by agency 
n/a = Not applicable 

3 4 3. 4 

· Lts.. Sgts. Sgts. 

11 . 12 

Sgts. n/a n/a 

* District stations were defined differently by each police agency. For the 
purposes of this survey, we defined "district stations · 

4 

Lts. 

14 - 17 

Sgts. 

as the number of police buildings in a city from which patrol personnel were 
.. deployed. · · 

"* Although San Jose has only one police station, th_e city, is geographically 
divided into three divisions, each of which fS overseen.by a Captain. 

Supervisor to Staff Ratios 

Only six of the 1 o surveyed California police depa'rtments submitted documents listing 
detailed information on authorized staffing by position and program. Using this data, · 
we developed Sergeant to Police Officer,. Lieutenant to Sergeant and Captain to · · 

· Lieutenant ratios- b.ased on ·authorized sworn positions in San Francisco and the 
surveyed jurisdic:tions, bbth department~wide and by program (Administration, 
Investigations -and Field Operations): 

Table A 1-3 exhibits a comparison of supervisor to staff ratios in the Field dpefations 
units of SF'PD and each police department surveyed. Sworn staff assigl)ed to Field 
Operations units comprise the majori.ty of sworn perso~nel who are responsible for . 
responding to calls for service and typically.work.out of the distriet police ·stations. 
Table A 1-3 Comparative Supervisor to Staff Ratios for Field Operations Personnel 

Captain to Lieutenant to Sergeant to 

Lieutenant Sergeant Police Officer 

Police Department Rati.Q.. Ratio. furti.Q 

. Los Angel.es· 

San Diego 

3.0 

3.9 

.10.6* 
/ 5.6 

7.3 

8.0 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/budanalyst_page.asp?id=5214 
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San Jose 5.4 

Sacramento 4.5 

Santa Ana 8.0 
Riv.erside 3.0 

Average of Surveyed 

Departments 4.6 

San Frandsco · 4.3 

5.0 

2.5 

4.1 
4.7 

5.4 

3.1 

5.6 

9.1 
7.5 

7.2 

7.5 

6.7 

• For Los Angeles, this ratio also includes detectives deployed a:t district 
police stations. 

'As illus.trated above, although San Francisco has hjgher supervisor to staff ratios than 
the average of the six other jurisdictions, the SFPD still' falls within the range of 
Sergeant to Police Officer, Lieutenant to Sergeant and Captain to Lieutenant ratios of 
the six other police departments. · · 

In addit'ion, as noted above, the· SFPD indicates that the optimal Sergeant to Police 
Officer ratio is one to seven of eight Police Officers. As reflected in Table A1·3, the 
Sergeant to Police Officer ratio in San Francisco is one to 6.7 Officers,· which is only 
slightly higher than the optimal number. 

As such, it appears that the San Francisco Police Department has suffic;:ient 
supervisory positions to manage line staff, and there does not appear tb be an 
excessive number of higher level manag~ment/supervisory positions relative to line. 
staff, when comparing San Francisco to' other jurisdictions. . . . 

Below, we provide additional tables containing supervisor to staff ratios for the SFPD 
and other jurisdictions by program. 

Because sworn staff are often responsible for supervising civilian administrative staff, 
we requested that the SFPD provide informatior:i on r~porting relationships between 
sworn supervisors and both sworn and non·s1,¥om line staff. We then <;leveloped 
Sergeant to staff, Lieutenant to staff ancl 'Captain to staff r.atios which included both 
sworn. and non-sworn person·nel. These are shown in Table A 1 ·4 b~low. Table .A 1-4 
San Francisco Police. Department Supetvisor to staff ·Ratios by Bure;m/Program 

• • i· • 

Captain Captain Lt. to Lt. to Sergeant Sergeant -
to Lt. to Staff Sgt/lnsp to Staff to Staff 

Polic;:e 
Officer 

Program. ~· R~tio** :~ Ratio** Rati¢. R@tio** · 

Patrol Division 4.5 8.5 2.8 3.9 6:6 . 5.7 
Special Operations Division 3.5 3.0 4.7 2.7 7.2 9.0 
Investigations Bureau .3.2 5.7 18.6 14.8 n/m n/m 
Adminjstration Bureau. 1.6 3.7 3.7 4.5 3.6 3.4 

Total 3.1 6.4 6.1 6, 1 ' 7.1 4.5 

n/m~ Not meaningful, as inv~stigative staff assigned to the Investigations Bureau 
do not typically have supervisory duties. 

htto://www.-sfaov.org/site/budanalvst oage.aso?id=5214 
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•Based on total authorized sworn st~ffing only for FY 1997-98. 

•• Based on actual sworn and non-sworn staffing (q.s. pf September 30, 1997) and 
on data on reporting relationships provided by the Department. 

Table A 1 ·4 illustrates that the. Sergeant to staff ratio based on .actual staffing and 
including non-sworn staff is rather high at one to 3.4 staff in the Administration 
Bureau. Recommendations regarding staffing in the Admin.lstration Bureau, including 
the potential for civilianizing many of the sworn positions; are included in Section 3 of 
this report. 

In addition, Table A 1 ·4 shows that the Lieutenant to staff ratio in the lnv~stigations 
Bureau is rather low (one to 14.8 staff). However, acc·ording to the Police · 
Department, this is because Inspectors, who comprise the ma]ority of line staff 
reporting to Lieutenants in the Investigations Bureau, are more experienced and 
independent and th.erefore need Les~ supervision th ah other line staff, such as patrol . 
officers in the Field Operations Bureau. 

Table A 1 ·5 shows the supervi~or to staff. ratios for each of the 10 district stations in 
San Francisco; based on actual staffing and including 11on-sworn personnel. As 
discussed previously, although the district stations in.San ·Francisco have relatively 
high supervisor to staff ratios, they still fall Ylithin the range of supervisor ~o staff 
ratios in other comparable jurisdictions. Table A 1 ·5 San Francisco Police 
Department Supervisor to Staff .Ratios by District Station 

Distrii:t Statign ·Captain to Li~utenant to Sergeant to 
Staff Ratip Staff R'atio 

Staff ·Ratio 
Central 10.0 3.5 7,1 

Southern 13.0 4.0 6.2 
Potrer.o 9.0' 3.8 6,3 

·Mission 8~0 4.0 7.7 
Northern 10.0 3.8 7.1 
Park 5.0 4.3 4.2 
Richmond 8.0 5.3 3.7 
Ingleside 1.1.0 3~8 5.7 
Tara val 12.0 3.5 5.6 
Tenderloin 5.0 3.8 4,6 

Total 9.1 3.9 5.8 

Supervisor· to Staff Ratios in the Surveyed Police Departments 

Because the California police departments surveyed did not indicate which, if any, 
non-sworn personnel were supervised by sworn staffJ we were unable to include 
civilian staff in the surveyed department supervisor- to staff ratios. Based on the 
number of authorized sworn· positions, we calculated Sergeant .to Police Officer, 
Lieutenant to Sergeant and Captain to Lieutenant ratios, d'epartment·wide and by 
program, for the San Francisco Police; Department and six other California police 

. departments, which are shown in t_he following fables. T~ble A 1 ~6 · Comparative 
Department-wide Supervisor to.Staff Ratios · 

. http://www.sfgov.org/site/budanalyst_page.asp?id=5214 
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Police Departm.ent 

. Los Angeles 
San Diego 
San Jose 
Sacramento 
San.ta Ana 
Riverside. 

Average of Surveyed 
Departments 

Captain to 

Lieutenant 

RatiQ 

3.5 
4.2 
4.J. 
')..9 
5.0 
1.7 

3.6 

Lieutenant to ·Sergeant·· 
to 

Sergeant/Inspector Police 
Officer 

R.atkt: Ra.ti.Q 

10.8 7.0 
5.1 6.6 
5.i 4.3 
2.6 7.4 
4.0 6.6 
9.1 6.2 

6.1 6.4 

San Francisco · 3.1 6.1 7:1 
· * Los Angeles, Riverside and San Francisco have a sp·ecial Detective or Inspector rank 
to perform investigative functions, while this function is performed by·Sergeants fn · 
the remaining jurisdictions. ·. · 

Table .A1-7 shows a comparison of supervisor to staff ratios in the Investigations 
divisions of the SFPD and in each police department surveyed. Table A 1-7 
Comparative Supervisor to Staff Ratios for .Investigative Personnel 

Police Department 

Los Angeles* . 

·Sa~ Die.go 
San Jose . 

. Sacramento 

Santa Ana 
Riverside. 

·- ·Captain to· 

Lieutencmt 

4.3 
5.5 
6.0 
l.5 
4.0 
2.0 

Averii'ge of Surveyed Departments ·-4;·1 

Lieutenant to Sergeant 
to 

Sergeant/Inspector Police 
Officer 

RatiQ Ra.tin 

15.3 17.9 . 
4.6 5.6 
5.4 .2.5 
3.2 ·s.6 
5.0 4.1 
30.0 2.2 

10.6 6.3 

San Francisco 3.2 . 18.6 n/m 
* Los Angeles also has inv~stigative staff assigned to its diStrict police stations·, which 
are reflected in the super.visor to staff ratios sho'vin in·the Introduction. 

As illustrated in Tables A 1-6 and A 1-7, sa'rl Francisco"s .supervis~r to staff ratios fall 
within the range of s.upervisor to staff ratios in other California pqlice departments. 
As such, as noted in the Introduction, ·it appears that the San Francisco Police 
Department has. sufficientsupervjsory positions to manage.line st~ff, and there does 
not appear to be an ~xcessive number of higher level management/supervisory 
positions relative to tine staff, when comparing San Francisco to other jurisdictions. 

. ' 

' I· ~ 
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Although we did not include New York City in our ~urvey,· we were able to obtain 
information on the org~ni:iational structure and staffing of the New York City Police 
Department (NYPD). Based on this research, we learned that the New York City Police 
Department is divided into seveh patrol boroughs (Manhattan North, Manhattan South, 
Bronx, Brooklyn North, Brooklyn South,. Queens North and Queens South), each of 
which is further divided into precincts. There are 76 precincts in total, each of which 
is headed by a Captain or Deputy Inspector and one other executive officer, usually a · 
Captain. The NYPD has approximately 38,000 sworn mem~ers, whi.ch also includes 
swor.n member:s of the Housing Police, School Police, Transit Pol-ice, Social Services 
Police and Fire Department Police Units.· 

http://www.sfgov.org/site/budanalyst_page.asp?id==5214 
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Appendix F 

. -
SFPD 

. \'ehlcle Assioninents• 
Division 11Ue ,. 

1 c hie! Chief 
2 

.. · MCDli 
3 Police Commlslon Sat 
4 Public Affairs Off 
5, Public· Affairs Sat 
6 EEOLI 
7 Chiers Office Lt 
8 Chlers ·office S~I 
9A dmlnlstratlon Denutv Chief 

10 Commander Dot 
11 Caot Fiscal 
12 Cant Sunn 
13 Caal Staff 
14 Cant Academv 
15 Cant Risk Manaaenient 
16 Capt Plannlna 
17 Lt Leoal 
18 . PLES Lt .. 
19 FTPLt 
20 Prooertv Lt 
21 Prooertv Sat · 
22 MISLt 
23 Claims VadlaUon Sat 
24 Claims Validation Sat 
25 Fleet Oneratl~ns Officer 
26 Dlsabllitv Cdordlnatmv Sal 
27 PlannlnoOff 
28 Ranae Sat 
29 AdmlnSof 
30 Behavioral Science Sat 
31 Field Oneralions Deoutv Chief 
32 Commander 
33 Commander 
34 FOBHQ Sot 
35 ACaot 
36 BCaot 
37. CCaot 
38 DCaot 
39 ECaot 
40 FCaot 
41 GCaot. 
42 HCapt 
43 ICaot 
44 ' JCaot 
45 KComnanv 
46 NCant -
47 NCapt 
48 HSULt 
49 lnvestloatlon Deoutv Chief 
50 Cant Invest 
51 Caal Invest 
52 Cant Juvenlie 
63 Caot Narcotics 
64 Fraud Lt 
55 Juvenlie St 
66. Robbervll 
57 CSI Director 
58 CS! Lt 
59 CS! ln$pector 
60 Hdmlclde Lt 
61 Nlahl Invest Lt 
62 Nloht Invest Lt 

. 63 Narcotics Lt -
64 Bumlarvll 
65 Bumhirv lnsoectar 
66 SeKLt 
67 Domestic Viol Lt 
68 Auto Lt 
69 Vice Lt 
70 SIDLt 
71 SID lnsoector 
72. SID 'tnsoector 
73 Sid Inspector 
74 . VCTF Lt 
76 VCTF tnsoector 
76 Arson Inspector 
77 General Work St 
78 Special OoeraUon s Caal 
79 Tacttcal LI 
80 Tactical LI 
81 Tacttcal LI 
82 Soecfalist Sat 
83 Marine Unit Sat 

•Source: SFPD, 12130/04 



Appendix G 

San Jose Police Officers' Memorandum of Agreement 
July 1, 2000 - June 30, 2003 

13.6.1.1 Employees assigned to "pay cars" and/or assigned to work 
on overtime in the programs noted herein shall be paid in 
cash for such overtime worked. The City reserves the right 
to modify the listed functions as necessary. 

Entertainment Zone 
Youth Protection Program 
Youth Services Detail 
Truancy Abatement and Burglary Suppression Program 
Project Crackdown 
Hazardous Escorts 
Programs with Specific Funding Sources (i.e. grant-funded 
or fee-supported programs) 

13.6.2 The outstanding amount of accrued compensatory time owed to an 
employee shall not exceed 240 hours by the end of each calendar 
year. An employee may exceed the 240 limit during the year but shall 
be responsible for bringing the balance back to the 240 hour maximum 
level by taking the time off prior to the end of the calendar year: This 
time off must be pre-approved by the supervisor. 

13.6.3 Once compensatory time off has been approved and scheduled, the 
employee shall be permitted to take such time off, unless emergency 
circumstances necessitate cancellation of such scheduled time off. In 
such event, the employee will remain credited with the compensatory 
time canceled. 

13.6.4 Except as provided in Section 13.6.5 below, overtime worked by the 
employee for compensatory time shall remain compensatory time to be 
taken, subject to provision 13.6.2 and 13.6.3 above, so long as the 
employee continues his/her employment in a classification represented 
by the Organization. Any employee whose employment is terminated 
by reason of resignation, discharge, or retirement, ·and who, at the time 
thereof has accrued unused compensatory time, shall be paid for such 
time at the appropriate rate. In the event of the death of an employee 
who has accrued unused compensatory time, the appropriate payment 
shall Qfl_.made to the executor of the will, the administrator of the estate 
or other representative, as authorized by law; 

13.6.5 Notwithstanding the provisions of section 13.6.4 above, the City shall 
have authority to require employees to immediately take time off to 
reduce the outstanding amount of accrued compensatory time off 
above the 240 hour maximum level, with the following exceptions: 

-Page17-



San Jose Police Officers' Memorandum of Agreement · 
July 1, 2000 - June 30, 2003 

13.6.5.1 If an employee is. unable to reduce his/her comp-time 
balance to 240 hours by the end of the last pay period of the 
calendar year, by December 1 of that year, an employee 
shC311 submit a written plan to his/her immediate supervisor 
outlin.ing how the. excess hours will be reduced. If the 
employee submits a plan by that date, the employee shall 
receive a ninety (90) day carryover (to March 31 of the next 
calendar year) of any accrued compensatory time hours 
above the 240 hour maximum level. The plan shall include 

· the reason(s) for the carryover need and plan of action to 
bring the compensatory time balance back into compliance 
by March 31. · 

13.6.5.2 If an employee's compensatory time balance is above the 
240 maximum level at the end of the last pay period of the 
calendar year and the employee complied with the provision 
of subsection 13.6.5.1 above but earned additional 
compensatory time hours above those previously identified 
for a ninety (90) day carryover or the employee did not 
submit a carryover plan because his/her compensatory time 
balance was at or below the 240 maximum level at the time 
the carryover plan was due for submittal; the employee shall 
submit either an amended or new plan to his/her immediate 
supervisor by the end of the first pay period of the new 
calendar year outlining how the excess hours will be 
reduced. If the employee submits the amended or new plan 
within the specified timeline, the_ employee shall receive a 
ninety (90) day carryover (to March 31 of the new calendar · 
year) of any accrued compensatory time hours above the 
240 hour maximum level. The plan shall include the 

· reason(s) for the carryover need and plan of action to bring · 
the compensatory time balance back into compliance within 
the ninety (90) day time frame. 

13.6.5.3 If emergency circumstances necessitate that an additional 
sixty (60) days (beyond the limits set forth in provision 
13.6~5.1) is needed for an employee to bring his/her 
compensatory time balance into compliance with provision 
13.6.2, the employee shall submit a written request to the 
Chief of Police, again outlining the reason(s) for the 
carryover need and plan of action to bring the compensatory 
time balance back into compliance. The approval of this 
request shall be at the discretion of the Chief of Police. 

-Page18-



San Jose Police Officers' Memorandum of Agreement 
July 1, 2000 - June 30, 2003 

13.6:5.4 No employee shall be required to reduce his/her individual 
number of accrued hours of compensatory time below two 
hundred and forty (240) hours without the approval of the 
individual employee. 

13.6.6 Supervisory approval or disapproval of compensatory time off shall be 
based on scheduling and staffing needs and not on an individual's 
reason for seeking to use the compensatory time. 

13.6. 7 The City reserves the right to buy down any employee's outstanding 
balance of compensatory time, subject to the provision of subsection 
13.6.5.3. Such buy down shall be uniform, by percentage, as to all 
employees within a bureau. 

13.6.8 Disability Leave and Overtime 

An employee who has taken approved time off during his/her regularly 
scheduled shift for medical appointments, treatment or therapy for an 
industrial or non-industrial injury or illness shall not be entitled to count 
said hours taken for such appointment, treatment or therapy as hours 
worked for the purposes of entitlement to overtime unless said 
e,mployee is required by the Chief, or his/her designee, to work 
unscheduled, unplanned hours of an emergency nature (similar to a 
departmental holdover) or when the department issues a specific order 
to an employee on the day of his/her scheduled appointment,. 
treatment, or therapy. 

13.6.9 Deputy Chief Executive Leave 

The classification of Deputy Chief is excluded from rece1vmg paid 
overtime or accruing compensatory time off for hours worked in excess 
of eight hours per day or forty (40) hours per week. In lieu of receiving 
paid overtime and compensatory time off, Deputy Chiefs are entitled to · 
forty (40) hours of Executive Leave per calendar year. Executive 
Leave is not an accrued benefit, and may not be carried over to future 
calendar years. (Note: the calendar year begins the first day'of pay 
period one and ends the last day of pay period 26.) 

13.6.9.1 The Chief of Police may approve up to forty (40) additional 
hours of Executive Leave per calendar year for the 
following circumstances: 

./' 

a) when a Deputy Chief has been required to work an 
extraordinary amount of overtime during a particular 
period, or 
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