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MEMORANDUM 
TO: President and Commissioners 
 San Francisco Police Commission 
 

 William Scott, Chief of Police 
 San Francisco Police Department 
 
FROM:  Mark de la Rosa, Director of Audits 
 Audits Division, City Services Auditor 
 
DATE:  January 18, 2024 
 
SUBJECT: The San Francisco Police Department Did Not Adequately Review Expenses and 

Subsequently Approved Ineligible or Unsupported Expenses Incurred Under Its 
Grant Agreement With SF SAFE 

 

 
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
At the request of the San Francisco Police Department (Police Department), the Office of the 
Controller (Controller), City Services Auditor (CSA), Audits Division, presents its memorandum on its 
review of invoices under a five-year grant agreement between the Police Department and San 
Francisco SAFE (SF SAFE). We conducted this assessment in conjunction with the Office of the City 
Attorney (City Attorney). The grant agreement expired on June 30, 2023. 
 
The assessment concluded that the Police Department did not adequately review invoices or 
supporting documentation to determine whether the expenditures incurred by and reimbursed to SF 
SAFE are allowable under the grant agreement. Based on our analysis of a sample of $910,000 in 
grant funds paid to SF SAFE for crime prevention education services from July 2022 through March 
2023, we found at least $79,655 (9 percent) was spent on ineligible and/or excessive expenses, 
including those for luxury gift boxes, a Lake Tahoe symposium trip, recurring parking fees/permits, 
and ride-hailing services. The total amount of ineligible and/or excessive expenses for the entire term 
of the grant agreement is likely significantly higher than what we found for our nine-month 
assessment period. 
 
We recommend that the Police Department review all invoices submitted under its grant agreement 
with SF SAFE to determine whether SF SAFE billed for expenses that are unallowable under the 
agreement and recover any amounts found to be incorrectly paid to SF SAFE.
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BACKGROUND, OBJECTIVE & METHODOLOGY 
 
Background 
 
The Police Department contracts with SF SAFE, a nonprofit organization, to provide community-
based crime prevention and education services to San Francisco residents and employees. CSA 
tested invoices that SF SAFE submitted for reimbursement to the Police Department under a now-
expired1 grant agreement, which had a total not-to-exceed amount of $5,332,791, as shown in 
Exhibit 1.  
 
Exhibit 1: Reimbursements to SF SAFE, July 2018 through March 2023  

Service Performed  Reimbursed Amount 

Crime Prevention Education Services  $4,550,000 

Rent and Tenant Improvements  372,093 

D10 Safety Plan  300,000 

SafeCity Crime Prevention Cameras – West Portal  50,000 

SafeCity Crime Prevention Cameras – Irving  25,000 

Castro Community on Patrol  20,562 

Richmond National Night Out  15,136 
Total  $5,332,791 

Source: Police Department 
 
The Police Department’s current agreement with SF SAFE has a not-to-exceed amount of $1,076,122 
and a term of one year, from July 1, 2023, through June 30, 2024, with an option to extend the term 
for up to four additional years. 
 
Objective 
 
At the Police Department’s request and in conjunction with the City Attorney, CSA reviewed the 
grant funds spent by SF SAFE under its grant agreement with the Police Department to provide crime 
prevention and education services. The scope of our assessment was limited to expense 
reimbursements and did not include a test of whether SF SAFE achieved the program deliverables 
outlined in the grant agreement. 
 
 
  

 
1 After two, one-year extensions, the grant agreement’s term was July 1, 2018, through June 30, 2023. 
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Methodology 
 
To achieve the objective, we: 
 

 Reviewed the Police Department’s grant agreement with SF SAFE and supporting 
documentation provided by SF SAFE to the Police Department. 

 Reviewed the scope of work outlined in the Police Department’s request for proposal and 
in SF SAFE’s written proposal. 

 With City Attorney investigators, interviewed SF SAFE’s executive director. SF SAFE was 
represented at the meeting by legal counsel, Dylan Hackett. 

 Analyzed $976,741 in SF SAFE’s accounting records (general ledger) and $910,000 in 
amounts reimbursed from July 1, 2022, through March 31, 2023, for crime prevention 
education services. 

 Conducted detailed sample testing of $910,000 in grant funds spent by SF SAFE from July 
1, 2022, through March 31, 2023, on crime prevention education services, based on 
accounting records and any invoices SF SAFE provided, to determine whether 
expenditures were allowed by the grant agreement and were reasonable. 

 
This assessment is for a nonaudit service. Generally accepted government auditing standards do not 
cover nonaudit services, which are defined as professional services other than audits or attestation 
engagements. Therefore, the Police Department is responsible for the substantive outcomes of the 
work performed during this assessment and is responsible to be in a position, in fact and 
appearance, to make an informed judgment on the results of the nonaudit service. 
 
RESULTS 
 
Observation – The Police Department does not regularly request or review 
supporting documentation from SF SAFE to ensure that its invoices include only 
eligible expenses. SF SAFE spent at least $79,655 in grant funds on various 
ineligible and/or excessive expenses that are inconsistent with the grant 
agreement’s purpose. 
 
By analyzing supporting documentation provided by the Police Department, we found that the 
Police Department does not regularly request or review supporting documentation to ensure that SF 
SAFE’s invoices include only expenses that are eligible under the grant agreement. Until SF SAFE 
provided additional supporting documentation for our assessment, the Police Department did not 
have documentation to support $3,822,228 (72 percent) of the $5,332,791 spent by and reimbursed 
to SF SAFE from July 2018 through March 2023. Further, according to the Police Department, 
although it reviews a sample of SF SAFE’s expenditures during its annual monitoring site visit, the 
Police Department has not conducted monitoring since 2019 due to limited resources. Thus, without 
our assessment, the Police Department would have been unable to identify the ineligible expenses 
we identified.  
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By analyzing accounting records and invoices provided for a sample of expenses reimbursed from 
July 1, 2022, through March 31, 2023, for crime prevention education services, we found that SF SAFE 
spent $79,655 (9 percent) of $910,000 on ineligible and/or excessive expenses. These expenses 
included the cost of luxury gift boxes, a Lake Tahoe symposium trip, recurring parking fees, and ride-
hailing services. According to the grant agreement, “personal or business-related costs or expenses 
related to meals, catering, transportation, lodging, fundraising or education activities” are ineligible 
expenditures. SF SAFE’s ineligible and/or excessive expenses are summarized in the sections below. 
 
Luxury Gift Boxes for Community Police Advisory Board Symposium and Other Community 
Events 
 
On October 22, 2022, SF SAFE hosted a citywide Community Police Advisory Board (CPAB) 
Symposium and provided some attendees with gift boxes and raffle prizes. At least 100 people 
attended the symposium, including Police Department and District Attorney employees and CPAB 
members. SF SAFE provided a cost breakdown of the $32,482 it spent for 200 gift boxes for the 
symposium purchased from Olive Grey and Company, a known vendor of curated luxury gift boxes. 
Each gift box cost $162 and contained items such as Silver Needle Tea, a portfolio, and a mug. 
However, SF SAFE requested partial reimbursement (and was reimbursed by the Police Department) 
$8,120 for the CPAB symposium. The Police Department also reimbursed SF SAFE for $5,180 in valet 
parking fees it incurred at the CPAB symposium, which is mentioned in Exhibit 4. 
 
On February 25, 2023, a Black History Month and Lunar New Year Celebration event was held at the 
Visitacion Valley neighborhood. SF SAFE provided a cost breakdown of the $228,105 that was spent 
on Olive Grey and Company gift boxes for this event. Each gift box cost approximately $152 and 
contained items such as loose tea, a tea infuser, pins, keychains, and snacks. However, SF SAFE only 
requested (and was reimbursed by the Police Department) $25,000 for the event.  
 
Exhibit 2 summarizes the expenses SF SAFE requested reimbursement, and was reimbursed for, due 
to purchases it made from Olive Grey and Company. 
 
Exhibit 2: Reimbursements to SF SAFE for luxury gift boxes 

Expense Description Vendor Name Amount 

Luxury Gift Boxes for Black History Month 
and Lunar New Year Celebration Event  Olive Grey and Company $25,000 

Luxury Gift Boxes for CPAB Symposium Olive Grey and Company 8,120 

Unknown Purchases Olive Grey and Company 2,921 

Total $36,041 

Source: SF SAFE 
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California Crime Prevention Officers’ Association Symposium at Lake Tahoe 
 
SF SAFE spent $14,525 for its employees to attend a training symposium hosted by the California 
Crime Prevention Officers’ Association (CCPOA) at a resort hotel in South Lake Tahoe, California, for 
four days in September 2022. SF SAFE did not provide any documentation to support the expenses it 
incurred to have staff attend this event, except for the executive director’s registration fee of $350. 
Further, SF SAFE spent an excessive amount—$12,299—on lodging ($7,367) and transportation 
including limo services ($4,933). Although the symposium was held at a hotel that had an estimated 
room cost of approximately $129 per night, SF SAFE staff stayed in another hotel nearby, incurring 
lodging costs of $7,367. Because SF SAFE did not provide the supporting documents to verify its 
hotel expenses, we could not determine the breakdown of the costs and do not know if SF SAFE 
spent more on lodging than it would have at the hotel where the symposium was held.  
 
Exhibit 3 summarizes the expenses SF SAFE incurred, and was reimbursed for, to attend this event. 
 
Exhibit 3: Reimbursements to SF SAFE for September 2022 Lake Tahoe symposium expenses 

Expense Description Vendor Name(s) Amount 

Hotel in South Lake Tahoe, California Hotel Azure $7,367 

Roundtrip Limo Services Mgl Limo 4,514 

Membership/Registration Fees to CCPOA CCPOA 2,225 

Taxis in South Lake Tahoe, California, and 
Stateline, Nevada Tahoe Taxi / Roberto Taxi / Taxi 419 

Total $14,525 

Source: SF SAFE 
 
Parking Expenses 
 
During the nine-month period we reviewed, SF SAFE spent $21,863 on recurring and non-recurring 
parking expenses. SF SAFE had at least three recurring parking expenses, totaling $11,270, two of 
which are under the executive director’s name and outside of San Francisco: one in San Leandro and 
the other in El Cerrito. SF SAFE did not provide supporting documentation for $3,347 (20 percent) of 
the $16,683 reimbursed by the Police Department for recurring parking expenses. SF SAFE also billed 
the Police Department for non-recurring parking expenses, including $5,180 in valet parking services 
for the CPAB symposium, $1,965 in valet parking services at an exclusive private club in San 
Francisco, $1,600 at an unknown location in San Francisco, $1,500 for parking spots at Union Square, 
and $348 in other parking expenses. 
 
Exhibit 4 summarizes the parking expenses SF SAFE incurred, and was reimbursed for, during the 
period we analyzed. 
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Exhibit 4: Reimbursements to SF SAFE for parking expenses, July 2022 through March 2023 

Expense Description Vendor Name Amount 

Recurring Parking Expenses 

Ten Parking Spots for SF SAFE Location Vera Cort $9,660 

Monthly El Cerrito del Norte Parking Permit ($105 each) BART 840 

Monthly San Leandro Parking Fees ($110 each) Marea Alta Garage 770 

Non-Recurring Parking Expenses 

Valet Parking Services for CPAB Symposium ACE Parking 5,180 

Valet Parking Services at The Battery Peninsula Parking 1,965 

Parking at Unknown Location in San Francisco Imperial Parking 1,600 

Six Union Square Parking Spots for February 2023 LAZ Parking 1,500 

Other Parking Expenses Multiple Vendors 348 

Total $21,863 

Source: SF SAFE 
 
Ride-Hailing Services 
 
During the nine-month period we reviewed, SF SAFE was reimbursed for the cost of 156 rides with 
Lyft and Uber, some of which are for rides outside of San Francisco or California. These include rides 
between the executive director’s home in Richmond and San Francisco, rides to or from San Franciso 
International Airport, and rides in Las Vegas, Nevada, and Austin, Texas. SF SAFE did not provide 
supporting documentation for $227 (4 percent) of the $5,927 reimbursed for such rides.  
 
Exhibit 5 summarizes the ride-hailing service expenses SF SAFE incurred and was reimbursed for 
during the period we analyzed. 
 
Exhibit 5: Reimbursements to SF SAFE for ride-hailing service expenses, July 2022 through 
March 2023 

Expense Description Vendor Name Amount 

147 Lyft Rides, 3 Cancellation Fees, 8 Membership Subscriptions Lyft $5,769 

9 Uber Rides Uber 158 

Total $5,927 

Source: SF SAFE  
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Other Ineligible Personal or Office Expenses 
 
SF SAFE also billed $1,299 in personal or office expenses that appear to be inconsistent with the 
grant agreement and may be ineligible. The actual amount of such expenses may be higher because 
we were not provided with all the invoices that would be needed to support the expenses incurred. 
Arriving at the actual total would require a thorough, line-item analysis of each invoice.  
 
Although the grant agreement includes “stationery and office supplies” as eligible expenses, some of 
the supplies seem unrelated to providing community-based crime prevention and education 
services. For example, during the nine-month period we analyzed, SF SAFE billed the Police 
Department for: 
 

• $464 in recurring expenses for water delivery. 
• $223 for household items such as pest control products and rust stain remover. 
• $130 for Amazon prime membership. 
• $60 for an annual Costco membership. 

 
Recommendation 
 
The San Francisco Police Department should review all invoices submitted under its grant agreement 
with SF SAFE to determine whether SF SAFE billed for expenses that are unallowable under the grant 
agreement and recover any amounts found to be incorrectly paid. 
 
 

cc:  Police Department 
 Catherine McGuire 
  
 Controller 
 Ben Rosenfield 
 Todd Rydstrom 
 Amanda Sobrepeña 
 Selena Wong 
 
 City Attorney 
 Keslie Stewart 
 Maureen Robinson 

 SF SAFE 
 Kyra Worthy 
 Dylan Hackett 
 
 Board of Supervisors  
 Budget Analyst  
 Citizens Audit Review Board  
 City Attorney 
 Civil Grand Jury 
 Mayor  
 Public Library

  



8 | The San Francisco Police Department Did Not Adequately Review Expenses and Subsequently 
Approved Ineligible or Unsupported Expenses Incurred Under Its Grant Agreement With SF SAFE 

 

 

Attachment A 
Department Response 
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* Status Determination based on audit team’s review of the agency’s response and proposed corrective action. 
 

Recommendation and Response 
 
For each recommendation, the responsible agency should indicate in the column labeled Agency Response whether it concurs, does not 
concur, or partially concurs and provide a brief explanation. If it concurs with the recommendation, it should indicate the expected 
implementation date and implementation plan. If the responsible agency does not concur or partially concurs, it should provide an 
explanation and an alternate plan of action to address the identified issue. 
 

Recommendation Agency Response CSA Use Only 
Status Determination* 

The San Francisco Police 
Department should review all 
invoices submitted under its  
grant agreement with SF SAFE to 
determine whether SF SAFE billed 
for expenses that are unallowable 
under the grant agreement and 
recover any amounts found to be 
incorrectly paid. 

☒ Concur          ☐ Do Not Concur          ☐ Partially Concur 
 

With a goal to ensure the City's resources were, and will be, properly accounted for, 
SFPD has completed the following steps:  
1. Conducted a site visit. 

a. The site visit found that SFSAFE's general ledger for FY22-23 showed a total 
of $1.58M in eligible expenses. SFSAFE's grant authority totaled $1.17M, the 
entirety of which SFSAFE invoiced and SFPD paid. The original invoices 
included the ineligible expenses identified by the Controller's Office. 
However, the total of those ineligible expenses were less than other expenses 
that SFSAFE could have invoiced legitimately. Nevertheless, SFPD will be 
recovering the payments for ineligible expenditures through SFSAFE's current 
agreement. 

2. Developed a remediation plan for SFSAFE. 
a. SFPD will engage with the SFSAFE Board of Directors and request regular 

updates on the implementation of the corrective action plan. SFPD will work 
with the Board of Directors to determine whether other steps can be taken to 
improve the financial health and literacy of SFSAFE. 

b. SFSAFE will send the General Ledger with invoices for a closer review by 
SFPD finance personnel. 

3. Made improvements to SFSAFE invoice review and other processes. 
a. General Ledger will be (provided by SFSAFE) and reviewed by SFPD 

finance staff for consistency with invoicing/billing from SFSAFE. 

☒ Open 

☐ Closed 

☐ Contested 
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Attachment B 
SF SAFE’s Legal Counsel Response 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

 
 

TO:  Ben Rosenfield, City Controller, Office of the Controller 
                      William Scott, Police Chief, San Francisco Police Department 
                      Sarah Dennis-Phillips, Executive Director, Office of Economic and    
                      Workforce Development 
  
FROM: Monique Crayton, Assistant Clerk, Government Audit and Oversight 

Committee 
 
DATE:  February 2, 2024 
 
SUBJECT: HEARING MATTER INTRODUCED 

 
The Board of Supervisors’ Government Audit and Oversight Committee has received 
the following hearing request, introduced by Supervisor Peskin on January 23, 2024: 
 

File No.  240067 
 
Hearing on the Controller's report on the assessment of invoices reviewed under 
a grant agreement between the San Francisco Police Department and San 
Francisco SAFE (SF SAFE); and requesting the Controller's Office, San Francisco 
Police Department, Mayor's Office of Economic Workforce Development, and SF 
SAFE Board of Directors to report. 

  
If you have any comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to 
me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, 
San Francisco, CA 94102 or by email at: monique.crayton@sfgov.org  
 
cc:  
Todd Rydstrom, Office of the Controller 
Crezia Tano, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Catherine Mcguire, Police Department 
Diana Aroche, Police Department 
Lili Gamero, Police Department 
David Lazar, Police Department 
Rima Malouf, Police Department 
Alesandra Lozano, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Marissa Bloom, Office of Economic and Workforce Development 
Dylan Hackett, The Hackett Law Firm 
SF Safe Board of Directors 
 

mailto:monique.crayton@sfgov.org


GAO Hearing: 10/11/2024
File: 240067 with the action: Continued Call of the Chair. The hearing is designed to follow up on the 
reporting and recommendations from the February 2024 GAO hearing related to SF SAFE by the Controller’s 
Office, the SFPD, and OEWD.

SF SAFE website: 10/5/2024

https://sfgov.legistar.com/LegislationDetail.aspx?ID=6496715&GUID=A6FEEA63-3A59-4C5E-A5BD-EF24C8B0A0EB&Options=ID|Text|&Search=SF+Safe


Controller's Office Audit: 1/18/2024

Audit Scope – partial

The San Francisco Police Department Did 
Not Adequately Review Expenses and 
Subsequently Approved Ineligible or 
Unsupported Expenses Incurred Under Its 
Grant Agreement With SF SAFE



Audit Recommendation – SFPD concurs

Controller's Office Audit: 1/18/2024



Timeline
2019-2022 Separate accounting firms flagged issues with SF Safe’s Board about Worthy’s purchases

2022-2023 San Francisco Safe, Inc. is noncompliant with annual nonprofit reporting, Form 990. SFPD and OEWD disbursements continue.
SFPD performance monitoring meetings with SF Safe not held, citing lack of cooperations from SF Safe

'early 2023' SFPD reports concerns about SF Safe and unpaid bills, and confirm that they needed support from the Controller’s Office

March 2023 SFPD requests supplemental funding / Pres. Peskin asks SFPD to consider cutting the contract

June 2023 SFPD reaches out to Controller about conducting an audit

October 2023 Controller’s audit shared with SFPD with recommendations

January 2024 SFPD responds to Controller’s audit recommendations
SF Safe Board fires Worthy; ceases nonprofit’s operations with inability to pay staff

February 15, 2024 Pres. Peskin holds hearing at GAO on Controller’s audit findings, and agreement with SFPD

July 2024 District Attorney's Office announces arrest of Worthy on 34 felony charges related to misappropriation of public funds, wage theft, 
submission of fraudulent invoices, bank fraud. Illegal misuse of over $700,000

Oct 2, 2024 SFPD Post-Audit Action Deadline 



UPDATE ON SFPD ASSESSMENT 
OF SFSAFE AND 

NON-PROFIT 
CONTRACT COMPLIANCE

October 11, 2024

SAN FRANCISCO POLICE DEPARTMENT 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
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SAN FRANCISCO SAFE, INC (SF SAFE)

Timeline of Key Events

- June 2023: Meeting with Controller’s Office
- June 2023: Chief Scott requested Controller’s Office perform audit 
- September 2023: Controller’s Office assessment 
- November 2023: 

o Draft Controller’s Office report shared with SFPD
o SFPD contract monitoring visit with SF SAFE in response to Controller’s Office 

findings
- December 2023: SFPD developed remediation plan for SF SAFE and was referred to the 

City Controller’s Nonprofit Monitoring and Capacity Building Program
- January 2024: SFPD responds to Controller’s Office, Audit Division findings  
- January 2024: Meeting held with the Controller and Office of Economic Workforce 

Development(OEWD)
- January 24, 2024: Executive Director is fired and SF SAFE closed
- February 2024: 

o Issued joint letter with OEWD sent to SF SAFE Board of Directors to recover funds 
of $79,655 and ultimately deducted from the grant fund.

o SFPD terminates SF SAFE contract 
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SFPD APPROVAL PROCESS: SF SAFE CONTRACT

Step 1: Community Engagement Division under the direction of Assistant 

Chief 

Step 2: Reviewed by Community Engagement Division, Captain 

Step 3: Reviewed by Grants Analyst 

Step 4: Signed by the Chief Financial Officer and processed by Fiscal  
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SFPD AUDIT REQUEST

• SFPD requested for the Controller’s Audit 
Division to perform an independent 
assessment on SF SAFE.

• SFPD requested for additional 
documentation to justify expenditures.

• Receipts submitted to SFPD were within 
the scope of work outlined in our 
request for proposal  and agreement.

• SF SAFE was submitting inaccurate 
expense type by categories (e.g. listing 
food expenditures under 
Community Programming / Events). 

• SF SAFE Board of Directors contacted for 
accountability.
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SF DISTRICT ATTORNEY’S OFFICE

Criminal investigation and D.A. Filing

- Former Executive Director arrested on 34 Felony charges related to financial 
improprieties.

- San Francisco District Attorney’s Office Public Integrity Task Force oversees this on-going 
investigation.

- 25 Search Warrants Executed, Interviewed more than two dozen witnesses, and obtained 
financial and business records.

Summary of complaint alleges the following fraudulent activity*:

- Over $512,500 from Office of Employment and Workforce Development (OEWD) unpaid 
to contract’s subgrantees.

- $100,000 of SF Safe funds spent for personal use.

- $90,000 paid to home healthcare worker for her parents residing out of state, and 
categorized in the general ledger as community meeting expenses for a safety project in 
District 10.

- $8,000 paid with cashier’s checks to a landlord.

- Two counts of “check kiting” by willfully, unlawfully and with intent to defraud.

*Source: www.sfdistrictattorney.org. Accessed 7 October 2024.

https://sfdistrictattorney.org/press-release/former-sf-safe-executive-director-charged-with-dozens-of-felonies-arising-out-of-her-misuse-of-public-funds/
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STATUS OF SF SAFE & SFPD CONTRACT TERMINATION

SF SAFE Grant Agreements since 2018

• Executed agreement with term date of July 18, 2018 to June 30,2021 for $2.73 million

• Amended six (6) times during January 2019 thru June 2023 for a total not to exceed 
amount of $5.43 million

• Last agreement for 1- year term  from July 1, 2023 to June 30, 2024 for $1.08 million.

• Terminated in February 2024

Monitoring Visits

• SFPD conducted a fiscal and compliance monitoring visit in May 2019 and 
November 2023

• FY20 did not occur due to COVID pandemic and several attempts to schedule visits  
made (January 2021, December 2021 and May 2022) were postponed 

• Monitoring visits are based on the availability of documentation available

Impact of the Terminated SF SAFE Contract

- Community Engagement absorbed by SFPD and video retrieval absorbed by AVS
Criminal Investigation

- Executive Director fired on January 24, 2024, and SF SAFE closed operations

- Cooperating with District Attorney investigation
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PREVENTATIVE MEASURES

COMPLIANCE 

Fiscal/Grants unit 
staff, as part of 
their training, 
reviews and 
follows the 
Controller’s 
standards.

DOCUMENTATION

Following the 
Office of Contract 

Administration 
(OCA) templates, 
include explicit 
instructions for 

payment requests 
to SFPD.

ADVANCE 
PAYMENTS

Ensure all SFPD 
Fiscal staff are 

familiar with the 
procedures 

established by 
the Controller’s 

Office and review 
the agreement 

terms and 
conditions.

RECORD 
RETENTION AND 
RECORDKEEPING

Follows CCSF and 
SFPD retention 

policies. Copies of 
executed 

agreements, 
amendments are 

uploaded in 
PeopleSoft.

SOLE SOURCE 
GRANTS AND 

FISCAL SPONSOR

To be developed 
with the City 

Administrator in 
consultation with 

City Attorney. 
Staff will review 

all guidance when 
implementation is 

issued.

*SFPD does not have any active contracts with nonprofit organizations using City general funds. 
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SFPD AND NON-PROFIT CONTRACT 
COMPLIANCE STANDARDS

Safeguards moving forward

• General ledger will be requested and reviewed for consistency 
with invoice/billing.

• SFPD will participate in the City’s joint monitoring program to partner 
with other City agencies to keep a timely grant monitoring schedule.

• SFPD issued department-wide notice reminding of all requirements 
of Statement of Incompatible Activities, which includes a prohibition on 
the acceptance of gifts.

• City Attorney’s office provided Ethics Training to Captains and Command 
Staff on February 29, 2024.

• SFPD staff (Captain level and above) must complete the Ethics 
Commission training on changes to City Ethics Law (Prop D) on gifts 
disclosure.
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Questions?

Safety with Respect



 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Brian Adam
To: Crayton, Monique (BOS)
Subject: Re: Public comment for Government Audit and Oversight Committee, special meeting 10/11/24
Date: Wednesday, October 16, 2024 7:34:46 AM

 

Good morning Madam Crayton,

I hope all is well! I wanted to confirm my comment was received.

Since the minutes were uploaded, I noticed that only comments made in the chambers by city
staff and members of the public were recorded. Do written comments need to be received
before the meeting, or do no written comments get memorialized in the meeting minutes?

Any clarification would be greatly appreciated. 

On Fri, Oct 11, 2024 at 10:42 AM Brian Adam <briansamadam@gmail.com> wrote:
Good morning Madam Crayton,

Please find my public comment I would like added to the file.

Regarding item number 1 (Temporary Shelter and Homeless Services - Behested Payment
Waiver):

I am Brian Adam, a resident of San Francisco and former employee of the San
Francisco government, and I am now working in another city in San Mateo County.
Regarding Chair Preston's comment on private contributions versus taxes -- ballot
propositions up for vote this cycle reflect large businesses attempts to adjust specific
taxes that were designed to target the largest businesses. After a report from the
Controller's Office and the changing economic climate, the current administration is
"willing" to peel back these new taxes, e.g. payroll per capita tax, the overpaid
executive's tax. 
Last year, San Francisco raised 240 million dollars from the overpaid executive alone.
If certain propositions passed, this amount would probably decrease by 80%. 
Thinking about my current jurisdiction, which is home to YouTube, they and Google
granted us 5 million dollars. This paltry when compared to ONE tax San Francisco
applies to target companies whose executives are compensated 100 times the median
salary of an employee in their company.
I hope the members of this committee will encourage their constituents to be
cognizant of these issues when voting or supporting policy proposals.

Regarding item 2 (contract audit by Controller into the SFPD's relationship with SF SAFE):

I am Brian Adam, a resident of San Francisco and former employee of the San
Francisco government, and I am now working in another city in San Mateo County.
SFPD has seen significant reductions in staff as a result of retirement, lagging

mailto:briansamadam@gmail.com
mailto:monique.crayton@sfgov.org
mailto:briansamadam@gmail.com


recruitment / academy training, and COVID-19 restrictions that led to multiple
terminations.
Multiple initiatives designed to appease local businesses and vocal residents have
further stretched limited resources even thinner. 
I hope that the commission will pursue legislation that further
civilianizes administrative functions of the police department.
I hope that the commission will encourage or empower the Government Recovery
taskforce of the City Administrator's Office and the Controller's Office to modernize
departments use of technology, streamline their processes, and implement a
centralized audit process that leverages technology.
As it stands, law enforcement has a history of privileging sworn staff over civilian
staff. It is highly unlikely that significant change will be accomplished without
increasing the number of civilian staff in the department or shifting the administrative
duties of sworn staff to civilian staff.
As it stands, I think it is highly unlikely that outside of additional funding to support
auditing and reform work, nothing will change. It is highly unlikely that initiatives on
the ballot will accomplish much of anything without a stronger, empowered
Controller's Office with the resources and vision to audit and consult internal
departments to improve the way they operate.
As it stands, the overreliance on contracting or granting to private vendors, nonprofits,
or community benefit organizations (1.7 billion dollars of the budget for FY24-25)
can only result in inefficiencies and an increased risk of corruption without the
necessary capacity, knowledge, and expertise on the City & County government side.
As it stands, current regulatory and contracting rules privilege well-established actors
and insiders. These processes hinder the ability of novel, innovative groups to
contribute, and contribute to requests for proposals that have limited bidders -- in the
case of the contract being discussed -- one. 

-- 
Sincerely,
Brian Adam

San Francisco, CA

-- 
Sincerely,
Brian Adam

San Francisco, CA
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I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): ' '·1 .._, +, +--"oi!--. --u--------' 

D I. For reference to Committee (Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Ch°& 'rJ!~~ 
D 2. Request for next printed agenda (For Adoption Without Committee Reference) 

(Routine, non-controversial and/or commendatory matters only) 

~ 3. 

D 4. 

D 5. 

D 6. 

D 7. 

D 8. 

D 9. 

D 10. 

Request for Hearing on a subject matter at Committee 

Request for Letter beginning with "Supervisor 

City Attorney Request 

Call File No. from Committee. 

Budget and Legislative Analyst Request (attached written Motion) 

Substitute Legislation File No. 

Reactivate File No. 

Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the Board on 

inquires . . . 

The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following (please check all appropriate boxes): 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission D Human Resources Department 

General Plan Referral sent to the Planning Department (proposed legislation subject to Charter 4.105 & Admin 2A.53): 

D Yes D No 

(Note: For Imperative Agenda items (a Resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Agenda Form.) 

Sponsor(s): 

I Aaron Peskin 

Subject: 

Hearing on the Controller's report on the assessment of invoices of San Francisco SAFE (SF SAFE) 

Long Title or text listed: 

Hearing on the Controller's report on the assessment of invoices reviewed under a grant agreement 
between the San Francisco Police Department and San Francisco SAFE (SF SAFE); and requesting 
the Controller's Office, the San Francisco Police Department, Mayor's Office of Economic Workforce 
Development, and SF SAFE Board of Directors to report. 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: ~' ---t@--rJ\/--...,~~k--------~ 
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