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FILE NO. 151180 ' RESOLUTION NO.

[Amended Ten-Year Capital Expenditure Plan - FYs 2016-2025]

Resolution amending the Cify’s ten-year capital expenditure plan for FYs 2016-2025 to
accept an award of $80,000,000 from the California B’oard of State and Community
Corrections for the proposed Rehabilitation and Detention Facility Project and to
reéognize the revised scope thereof; and to advance projects within the Justice
Facilities Improvement Program financed through the Capital Plan’s General Fund Debt

Program.

WHEREAS, This Board of Supervisors (the “Board”) of the City and County of San
Francisco (the “City”) adopted Ordinance No. 216-05 (the “Capitai Planning Ordinance”)
amending San Francisco Administrative Code, Sections 3.20 and 3.21, to authorize the
formation of a Capital Planning Committee (the “Committee”) and the annual preparation and
adoption of a ten-year capital éx'penditure plan for the City, including an assessment of the
City’s capital infrastructure needs, investments required to meet the needs identified through
this assessment, and a plan of finance to fund these investments; and

WHEREAS, The Capital Planning Ordinance requires that the ten-year capital
expenditure plan include all major planned investments to maintain, repair, and improve the
condition of the City’s capital assets, including, but not limited to, Ciiy streets, sidewalks,
parks and rights-of-way; public transit infrastructure; airport and port; water, sewer, and power
utilities; and all City-owned facilities; and

WHEREAS, The Capital Pianhing Ordinance further requires that the ten-year capital
expenditure plan include a plan of finance for all recommended investments, including the

proposed uses of general and enterprise funds to be spent to meet these requirements; and
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the use and timing of long-term debt to fund planned capital expenditures, including general
obligation bond measures; and

WHEREAS, The Capital Ordinance establishes March 1 as the target date for the City
Administrator’s submission of the annual ten year Capital Plan to the Mayor of the City and
the Board, and calls for the Maydr and the Board to review, update, amend and adopt the ten-
year capital plan by May 1 of each year; and ‘

WHEREAS, At the March 2, 2015, meeting the Committee unanimously adopted the
ten-year Capital Plan for FYs 2016-2025 and approved it for submission to the Mayor and the
Board for its consideration (as so adopted, the “Capital Plan”); and

W‘HEREAS, [n Resolution No. 144-15 (the “Resolution”) the Board approved the
Capital Plan on April 21, 2015; and

WHEREAS, The Capital Plan provided for the issuance of approximately $278,000,000
in certificates of participation to finance the proposed Rehabilitation and Detention Facility
Project (the “RDF Project’); and

VVHEREAS, The State Board of State and Community Corrections (the “State”) issued
aiRequest for Proposals on June 10, 2015, in which counties with more than 700,000
residents are eligible to request up to $80,000,000 in [ease revenue bonds, notes or bond
anticipation notes issued by the State to finance the acquisition, design and construction of
adult local criminal justice facilities; and

WHEREAS, The Committee and the Board of Supervisors reduced the scope of the
RDF Project from $278,000,000 to $240,000,000 as a part of the City’s proposal to receive
funding from the State; and

WHEREAS, The City was awarded State funding in the amount of $80,QO0,000 (the
“Award”), thereby reducing the City's RDF Project costs to $160,000,000; and

Mayor Lee Page 2
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WHEREAS, Acceptance of the Award will realize savings in current and future capital
projects and open debt capacity within the Capital Plan Debt Program; and

WHEREAS, The Hall of Justice, a seismically deficient facility, has been a priority of
the Capital Plan since the plan’s inception; and

WHEREAS, The capital project savings and debt capacity realized by the acceptance.
of the Award would be best utilized by accelerating the movement of City departments out of
the Hall of Justice, as part of the Justice Facilities Improvement Project; and

WHEREAS, The Capital Plan anticipates financing the relocation of the following City
Departments (collectively the “City Departments”) out of the Hall of Justice: the District
Attorney’s Offices and San Francisco Police Departrhent in 2021, and the Adult Probation
Department in 2019; and

WHEREAS, At the November 16, 2015, meeting the Committee adopted an amended
ten-year Capital Plan for FYs 2016-2025 to accept the Award and to finance the relocation of
the City Departments; apd

WHEREAS, At the same meeting the Committee approved the Capital Plan as so

amended for submission to the Mayor and the Board for its consideration (as so adopted, the

“Amended Capital Plan”); and

WHEREAS, The Amended Capital Plan and the City Administrator’s transmittal letter
are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors File No. 151180, which is hereby
declared to be a part of this resolution as if set forth fully herein; now, therefore, be it

RESOLVED, That the above recitals are true and correct; and, be it

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Board has reviewed the Amended Capital Plan; and
be it '

FURTHER RESOLVED, That this Board hereby adopts the Amended Capital Plan as .

the City’s ten-year capital expenditure plan for purposes of the Capital Planning Ordinance.

Mayor Lee ' i Page 3
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Youth Commission
City Hall ~ Room 345
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102-4532

(415) B54-6446
(415) 554-6140 FAX
www.sfgov.org/youth_commission

YOUTH COMMISSION
MEMORANDUM

TO: Supervisor Mark Farrell, Chair, Budget & Finance Committee
Honorable Mayor Edwin Lee
Nicole Elliot, Mayor’s Legislative Director

CcC: Board President London Breed
Honorable Members, Budget & Finance Committee
Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
Linda Wong, Clerk, Budget & Finance Committee
Jess Montejano, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Farrell
Margaux Kelly, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Farrell
Catherine Stefani, Legislative Aide to Supervisor Farrell
Cris Plunkett, Youth Commission Legislative Affairs Officer
Cecilia Galeano, Youth Justice Committee co-chair
Jessica Calderon, Youth Justice Committee co-chair
Luis Avalos, Chair, Youth Commission

FROM: Adele Failes-Carpenter, Youth Commission Director

DATE: Monday, November 23, 2015

RE: Youth Voice Scheduling Request for File Numbers: 151187, 151185, 151184,
151174,454:480;:and 151175

Board of Supervisors File numbers 151187 [Accept and Expend State Bond Financing - State
Public Works Board - Construction of Rehabilitation and Detention Facility - $80,000,000],
151185 [Issuance of Tax Exempt and Taxable Commercial Paper Notes - Construction of
Rehabilitation Detention Facility - Not to Exceed $11,310,000}, 151184 [Real Property
Acquisition - 814-820 Bryant Street, 444-6 Street, 450-6 Street, and 470-6 Street - Various
Owners - At Fair Market Value - Not to Exceed $14,500,000], 151174 [Authorizing Certificates
of Participation - Rehabilitation Detention Facility Project - Not to Exceed $215,000,000],
151180 [Amended Ten-Year Capital Expenditure Plan - FYs 2016-2025], and 151175
[Appropriation - Certificates of Participation for Construction of the Rehabilitation Detention
Facility - $215,000,000 - FY2015-2016] were recently referred to the Youth Commission for
comment and recommendation.

| am writing pursuant to Board Rule 2.12.1, to request that discussion on the aforementioned
files be scheduled at a youth-friendly afterschool hour (4:00 pm or later) in order to allow for
young people to hear presentations from city staff and provide input and public comment on
these important pieces of legislation.



Since 2013, Youth commissioners have invested significant effort in working to improve policies
and services for children and youth with incarcerated parents, who made up some 17,993
children and youth in San Francisco at the fime of DCYF’s last Community Needs Assessment.
Their work has included extensive investigation and advising on the topics of children’s jail
visiting rights, phone calls with incarcerated parents, transitions to out-of-county detention, and
reentry services. Questions around the scope and design of the proposed rehabilitation
detention facility and foregoing plans for other county detention facilities are important to young
San Franciscans, and to youth commissioners in particular.

The recently introduced legislation on the Rehabilitation Detention facility is a substantive
legislative package with many still-moving parts. Because the 30-day rule has been waived and
we are entering a holiday week, the Youth Commission’s 12-day report on referred legislation
may not be appropriate to the timeframe associated with this legisiation. Youth commissioners
would like to request an afterschool hearing on these items in order to allow them to hear from
presenters to better discern the proposal's effects on young people and inform their advising to
the Board, as well as to fulfill their chartered duty by providing comment and recommendation
during the public comment period. '

We understand that the invocation of this request does not disqualify the matter from being
heard outside of the requested time frame. We sincerely appreciate your consideration, and
would greatly appreciate your response to this request within 48 hours, if possible.

Please do not hesitate to contact our office at (415) 554-6446 with any questions.

/
s
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Youth Commission Director

November 23, 2105

2015-2016 San Francisco Youth Commission
Adele.Carpenter@sfgov.org




BOARD of SUPERVISORS

TO:

FROM

DATE:

City Hall
Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

MEMORANDUM

Youth Commission

: Victor Young, Assistant Clerk »*##
Board of Supervisors

November 23, 2015

SUBJECT: REFERRAL FROM BOARD OF SUPERVISORS

Budget and Finance Committee

The Board of Supervisors’ Budget and Finance Committee has received the following
proposed legislation, which is being referred to the Youth Commission, per Charter
Section 4.124, for comment and recommendation.

File No. 151174

Ordinance authorizing the execution and delivery of Certificates of
Participation on a tax-exempt or taxable basis evidencing and representing
an aggregate principal amount of not to exceed $215,000,000 to finance the
costs of acquisition, construction, and installation of certain additions and
improvements for a rehabilitation detention facility to be located on
property within the City; authorizing the issuance of commercial paper
notes in advance of the delivery of the Certificates; approving the form of
Trust Agreement between the City and County of San Francisco and the
Trustee (including certain indemnities contained therein); authorizing the
selection of the Trustee by the Director of Public Finance; approving
respective forms of a Property Lease and a Lease Agreement, each
between the City and the Trustee for the lease and lease back of all or a
portion of certain hospital property and facilities; approving the forms of
Purchase Contract, Official Notice of Sale, and Notice of Intention to Sell
Certificates; directing the publication of the Notice of Intention to Sell
Certificates; approving the form of the Preliminary Official Statement and
the form and execution of the Official Statement relating to the sale of the
Certificates; approving the form of the Continuing Disclosure Certificate;
granting general authority to City officials to take necessary actions in
connection with the authorization, execution, sale, and delivery of the
Certificates; approving modifications to documents and agreements;
declaring the City’s intent to reimburse certain expenditures; and ratifying
previous actions taken in connection therewith.



File No. 151175

Ordinance appropriating $215,000,000 in Certificates of Participation for
construction of the Rehabilitation Detention Facility and associated costs
in FY2015-2016, and placing these funds on Controller’s Reserve pending
the sale of the Certificates.

File No. 151180

Resolution amending the City’s ten-year capital expenditure plan for FYs
2016-2025 to accept an award of $80,000,000 from the California Board of
State and Community Corrections for the proposed Rehabilitation and
Detention Facility Project and to recognize the revised scope thereof; and
to advance projects within the Justice Facilities Improvement Program
financed through the Capital Plan’s General Fund Debt Program.

File No. 151184

Resolution authorizing the acquisition of real property at 814-820 Bryant
Street, 444-6 Street, 450-6 Street, and 470-6 Street (Assessor’s Block No.
3759, Lot Nos. 009, 012, 014, 043, and 045) from Lin Trust, Musso Trust, and
Myung Chun, respectively; and the issuance of Commercial Paper Notes in
an aggregate principal amount not to exceed $14,500,000.

File No. 151185 Resolution authorizing the execution and delivery of tax-
exempt and/or taxable commercial paper notes in an aggregate amount of
up to $11,310,000 to provide interim funding for the construction of the
Rehabilitation Detention Facility to replace County Jail No. 3 and County
Jail No. 4; and determining other matters in connection therewith.

File No. 151187

Resolution authorizing the Sheriff’'s Department to accept and expend
$80,000,000 of lease revenue bond financing from the State Public Works
Board to fund the construction of the Rehabilitation and Detention Facility
project to replace County Jail No. 3 and County Jail No. 4.

Please return this cover sheet with the Commission’s response to Linda Wong at the
Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San
Francisco, CA 94102.
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RESPONSE FROM YOUTH COMMISSION  Date:

No Comment

Recommendation Attached

Chairperson, Youth Commission



OFFICE OF THE

CITY ADMINISTRATOR

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor .
Naomi M. Kelly, City Administrator

November 16, 2015

The Honorable Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
City and County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place -

San Francisco, CA 94102

Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Amendment to the Capital Plan FY 2016 — FY 2025
Dear Mayor Lee and Members of the Board of Supervisors:

In compliance with the San Francisco Administrative Code Section 3.20, I am pleased to submit an amendment to the
City and County of San Francisco Fiscal Year 2016 — 2025 Capital Plan (“the Capital Plan”). This amendment
recognizes the California Board of State and Community Corrections award of $80 million in financing for the
Rehabilitation and Detention Facility (RDF), adjusts the project’s total cost to reflect a reduction in the number of
beds, and makes associated adjustments to the Capital Plan’s General Fund Debt program.

On July 21, 2015, the Board of Supervisors approved a resolution to submit an application for SB 863 funds to help
finance the replacement of the jails located in the seismically deficient Hall of Justice, a longstanding priority of the
Capital Plan, On August 28, 2015, the City submitted its application to the California Board of State and Community
Corrections. On November 12, 2015, San Francisco was awarded $80 million for the RDF project. This award in
combination with a smaller facility reduced the City’s project costs from $278 million to $160 million.

If accepted, the award would create capacity in the General Fund Debt program to expedite the relocation of the
District Attorney’s Offices, San Francisco Police Investigations Unit, and Adult Probation Department from the Hall
of Justice. The award would also enable the creation of a new Psychiatric Respite Program to be operated by the
Department of Public Health on the campus of Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital.

On November 16, 2015, the Capital Planning Committee approved the enclosed amendment to the Capital Plan.
Copies of the Capital Plan, along with materials related to the Capital Plan Amendment can be found at
onesanfrancisco.org or by contacting the Capital Planning Program at (415) 558-4515.

Sincerely,

TRty

Naomi M. Kelly
City Administrator

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 362, San Francisco, CA 94102
Telephone (415) 554-4852; Fax (415) 554-4849



Capital Plan Funding Summary

This Plan recommends $23 billion in direct City investments and $9 billion in external
agency investment, which together total $32 billion in capital improvements citywide. These
improvements represent a practical and fiscally constrained set of projects that address critical
capital needs while creating an estimated 240,000 local jobs over the next decade (see Appendix
B for job estimation methodology).

The Plan is a coordinated city-wide approach to long-term
infrastructure planning, covering the City’s General Fund
Departments, as well as Enterprise Departments and
External Agencies. Unlike Enterprise Departments and
External Agencies, General Fund Departments primarily
rely on the General Fund to support their infrastructure
needs. The following tables provide an overview of the
proposed Capital Plan program. The fizst table shows the
breakdown of the Plan’s proposed investments by service
category and department type and the second table
llustrates the proposed program in five year intervals
across service category and department type.

Ashbnry Heights Tank

Capital Plan Summary in Fi
(Dolhrs in N lhons)

Geneml Govemment

3 e —ﬂmsi; s
Total 18,398 13,478 31,876

The table to the right outlines the General Fund Depattment investments as well as projects
deferred from the Plan due to funding limitations. Note this list is not exhaustive; the Emerging
Needs section at the end of most chapters identifies projects that require additional analysis.

4~ Exeennive Summary | CAPYTAL PLAN 2016-2025

General Fund Department Program Summary

(Dollars in Millions)

Funded Deferred

) Subtorst T om
_— Projected for Next Ten Years
CBaelides L [N [ IO -

Ay AsSets

& Safety Imp:
Animal Care and Control Facility Renovation & Seismic Retrofit
i 'arex Supply System Improvements
. DPH Administcation Building Relocation
HOJ Relocation Projects
UV Ad Building Replice

SFFD A Dep Center R

SFFD Neighborhood Stations and Critical Facilities Improvements
SFGH Bldg 5 Renovation & Seismic Retrofit Projects

SEPD Traffic Company & Forensic Sexvices Facility
Improvements & Renewals

SFGH Building 80/90 Renovation 8: Seismic Retrofit

SFFD Training Facility Reloeation and Expansion

Other Earthquake & Safety Improvements

Disability Access Improvements

Facilities 18
e Sievalk Improvements and RepairProgom 85
" Curb Remps (ADA Right-of-Way Transition Plan) o 71
Subtotal 175
Parks, Open Space & ing Imp:
Dacks Sy ide Modemization Program 300
Subtotal 300
Street Infr
Coordi d Safety Imptov:ments T T ”wlié
3 e Irop Progum 451
5 Bayview Transportation Improvements o 52
Jefferson Street pe Eah Project, Phase 2 S
_ Macket Stcet Plaza Enl 122
o 1287
Subtotal ) 1982

Wholesle Produce Market Exy
Public Works Operation Yard Modemization

heast Health Center Expansion and Behavioral Health Integration Project
Public Health Facilities Improvements

Other Projects

Subtotal

General Fund Department — Pay-as-you-go Program

The Plan proposes to fund the majority of its pay-as-you-go or ongoing annual needs with General
Fund dollars. These are typically smaller investrnents to maintain facilities and infrastructure

5« Evantive Swamary | CAPTTAL PLAN 2016-2025



The proposal aligns with the Capital Plan’s rotating bond approach, although the Plan also
recommends a Transportation Bond in 2024. Addressing the City’s transportation capital needs has
been a high priority for the City and the Capital Plan in recent years. The Mayor’s Transportation
2030 Taskforce Report identified $10 billion in need and recommended the City consider using
two G.O. Bonds to help bridge the funding gap. The last Capital Plan recommended a $500
million Transportation Bond (approved by voters in November 2014) and this Plan continues this
commitment by recommending a second Transportation Bond — which was also recommended
in the Transportation 2030 Taskforce Report.

G.O. Bond Debt Program
(Dollars in Millions)
TJun 2016
Nov 2018 Patks and Open Space

Nov 2020 Earthquake Safety & Emergency Response
Nov 2022 Public Health
Nov 2024 Transportation
Jun 2024 Parks and Open Space
G.O. Bond Debt Total

The following chart illustrates the impact on the local tax rate of issued, expected, and proposed
G.O. bond debt. The space between the 2006 tax constraint red line and the chart’s bars illustrates
the projected unused capacity for each year. Capacity is laxgely driven by changes in assessed value
(AV) within the City. The recent economic boom has increased AV growth over the past several
years but there is an expectation that this will level off as the economy cools. This means that less
revenue may be generated should the city expetience a recession without changing the tax rate.

g | Fund Debt P Highlict

Capital Plan Proposed G.O. Bond Program
FY 2016 - 2026
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Unlike G.O. bonds, lease revenue bonds and Certificates of Participation (COPs) are typically
repaid from the City’s General Fund or revenue that would otherwise flow to the General Fund.
The City utilizes lease revenue bonds and COPs to leverage General Fund receipts, such as fees
and charges, to finance capital projects and acquisitions, many of which provide direct revenue
benefit or cost savings. Debt secvice payments for lease revenue bonds and COPs ate typically
paid from revenues of the related project, or fees, taxes ot surcharges imposed by users of the
project. Below is an overview of the Capital Plan Proposed General Fund Debt Program for the
next ten years. Like the G.O. Debt Program, these estimates may need to be adjusted in future
plans to account for new federal and state law; programmatic changes, site acquisition, alternate
delivery methods, changing rates of construction cost escalation and/or newly emesged City
needs.

The following chart illustrates debt service costs of existing and proposed COPs and lease
revenue bonds.

General Fund Debt Program

(Dollars in Millions)
FY 2016 SHEF Rehabilitation and Detention Facility
FY 2016 HOJ Site Acquisition

FY 2018 Adult Probation, DA, and SFPD Relocation from HOJ
FY 2019 DPH Admin Building Relocation
FY 2022 HOJ Land Puschase, Demolition & Enclosure
FY 2024 JUV Admin Building Replacement
FY 2025 Yard Consolidation
General Fund Debt Total

These funds support critical city responsibilities such as project to relocate from the seismically
deficient Hall of Justice, the JUV Probation Administrative Building, and effort to modernize the
Public Works yard. The bottom portion of the columns represents debt setvice commitments
for previously issued and authorized but unissued General Fund Debt, including the debt issued
for the Moscone Centers, San Bruno jail, City office buildings in the Civic Center, and War
Memorial Veteran’s Building, New obligations are represented by the top portion of the columns

Youth Guidarnee Center Adsin Breilding
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* Constructed or in the process of constructing 30 cisterns, 16 will be completed by the fire station in Mission Bay. To date, $387 million in ESER bonds have been sold with the

Summer of 2015 and the remaining 14 in 2016; providing seismic strengthening of the remaining $25 million for Neighborhood Fite Stations to be sold in eady FY 2015. A Jarge
Jones and Ashbury tank houses and the Twin Peaks Reservoir by the Fall of 2015; and portion of these funds will go towrad the Station 35 at Pier 22.5.
designing nine pipeline and tunnel improvement projects across San Irancisco.

+ Completed the Police Department District Station Facility Evaluation and Standards Study + ESER 2014. The second ESER G.O. bond designates $400 million to continue the A\}"SS and
in 2013. The Study evaluates the functional adequacy of police facilities and defines the Neighbothood Fire Station work initiated in ESER 2010, relocates two ‘m:kjor public safety
space, functional, technical, safety, and secuity requirements for the design of new or facilities, and funds critical police station improvements. These projects include moving the
renovated buildings. The evaluations looked at nine district stations, the police acedemy, Office of the Chief Medical Examiner (OCME) and the Police Department’s
and Golden Gate Park Stables. Traffic Company and Forensic Services Divisions from the Hall of Justice and

Building 606 at Hunter’s Point Shipyard to 1 Newhall and 1995 Evan Street

* Finished several renewal projects at Police and Sheriff Department facilities. These included respectively.

, . ” o !
Amednces 12/2015: San Franiso roof replacements, chiller and HVAC upgrades, stable renovations, and various other

was arnarded e 199 sore of 52 counties , tepars.
statentte and tw maodmem posnble

AWSS core facilities (pump stations, storage tanks, and reservoirs),

S80 pllien froom dhe Caiifornia Board = In the process of implementing $2.1 million in facilites upgrades and completing two cisterns, pipes, tunnels, and related items. The work W‘m be guided by the
of State and Commuaipy Corrections facility master planning efforts for the Juvenile Probation Department. AWSS Planning Study along with consideration of alternative water delivery
fo support the tonstruction of the methods. The AWSS projects are also discussed in the SFPUC section of
Rebabibiation and Detention: Facibipy. the Infrastructure and Streets Chapter within this Plan. The bond funds $55
The award of State rereme bonds is million for this effort.
anthorizzd wader Senate Bill §63.
1. Renewal Program
Capital Planning’s Facility Renewal Resource Model (FRRM) projects $129.2 million in renewal * Fire Station and Facility improvements. This continues the work to provide ' Gistern Constrtion
needs for Public Safety facilities over the next ten years not including existing backlogs. Given Seismic, Comprehensive and Focused Scope improvements started in the ESER 2010 bond.
funding constraints, the Plan allocates $48 million in GF dollars to meet the needs. Funding ESER 2014 adds another $85 million to this effort. The work will
from the remaining and future ESER G.O. bonds will also be invested in fire and police facility touch approximately 20 fire houses.
renewals.
* District Police Stations to make seismic and other
Public Safety Facilities improvements. The District Station Facility Evaluation and
6 ) Standards Study prepared in 2013 and currently being updated
matches the impact of future policing needs and trends with current
s X\ ~ . . facilities. This Study will help to define and prioritize the projects to
s12 \ PR be funded by the ESER 2014 bond. The bond provides §30 million
W S0 ‘\‘ ;’ v - : for these improvements.
E 58 \ / \ N o
) * SFPD Traffic Company and Forensic Services Division (FSD) B
* new facility at 1995pEvzns Street. The FSD is curtently located at Foretl Pl Steton
i two facilities; its Administration, Crime Scene Investigations and Identification
82 \ S \_ '\ S \ units at the 10O, and the Forensic Sciences (a.k.a. Crime Lab) Laboratory at
0 LI hd h 2 L3 Building 606 in the Hunters Point Shipyard. The SFPD Traffic Company is
,‘9\" e I~ < & & o g o -\9 also located at the HOJ. Construction is anticipated to start in Summer of
& <& ad < e & & <& < & 2017 end in Iate 2019. The bond funds $165 million for this project.
~~—ActualNeed  e—weAverage Necd Funding Level * Office of the Medical Examiner to relocate from the HOJ to a seismically
safe facility at 1 Newhall Avenue in India Basin Park. Storage for mass
Monthly reports and fatalities after a large disaster as well as an improved autopsy suite and
additional on the toxicology laboratory, will be provided. Construction is planned to begin in ; ”
Earthquake Safety and 2. Enhancement Program (FY 2016 — FYZOZO) May 2015 and end in eady 2017. The bond funds $65 million for this project. ‘News Propased Medival Examiner Builing
Emergency Response Bond . N . .
Program can be found at The projects in the first five years of the Plan are funded through a mixture of G.O. Bonds and . . .
sfea}thqu akesafetyorg COPs. Public Health and Safety Bond Program. The.I?Ian recpxnmends 2 $311 million Public He_alth
g and Safety bond for the June 2016 ballot. Two critical projects funded by the bond are described
Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response Bond Program. The ESER program is below while the remaining facilities are described in the Health and Human Services Chapter.

designed to save lives, protect property and help to assute prompt economic recovery after a
major earthquake or other disaster. Funding for ESER is through G.O. bonds passed in 2010 and

2014 and new bond slated for the ballot in November 2020. * Animal Care and Control Facility Renovation and Seismic Retrofit. The City’s current
animal shelter located at 1200 15th Street is a seismically vulnerable building constructed in

* ESER 2010. This $412.3 million bond addresses core components of AWSS, improves the 1931. Considering the role of Animal Contzol Officers and the importance of providing
neighborhood fire stations, and provides for 2 seismically safe police headquarters and new a safe place for wildlife and pets to be housed for general public safety and especially after

a natural disaster, the replacement of this facility is an important priority. Schematic designs
30 - Public Saféty | CAPTTAL PLAN 2016-2023 31~ Public Sefety | CAPTTAL PLAN 2016-2025 '



Rt 6121
LArea 1 abare shows the proposed
Iocation of the new Rebabilitation and
Dctention Facilpy. Area 2 it for future
sourt-reiated facilies,

Amendraent 12/2015: Based  on
analrade from the Contraller’s Offe, the
sape of the RDF project sas revised
1o a sotal of 384 beds and approred by
the Capital Plarning Committee. This
is 57% foirer han the woral number of
beds correndy af Joiis #5 and 4, @
19% systenniide reduction. Tn dne with
this redueed scope,. the RDF project aost
nas recised down to S240 million. Sunt
Fromisw was aperied S80 million in
rereaue bords from the California Beard
of State and ‘Camnenity Corretions
snder ihe atthorizarien of Sendre Bill
863, Wizh this aard. the RDF project
cast 10 b finded thrangh COPs is $160
aiillion,

and costs models have been completed, recommending facility improvements to increase
seismic safety, enhance workflow and customer experience, strengthen disease control, and
integrate new design standards for animal housing that boost animal adoptability. The bond
funds $49 million for this project.

» Fire Department Ambulance Deployment Center Relocation. The existing ambulancy
deployment facility is located in an overcrowded and outdated wharehouse that can only
restock one ambulance at a time in a single bay. Crew support spaces, such as locker rooms
and showers are currently serving more than twice their capacity and training for ambulance
drivers and other medical personnel have to take place on Treasure Island. All of these
factors limit the rate at which ambulances can be teturned to duty. The new facility will be
built to a higher seismic performance standard, provide four amublance bays, and include
on-site training rooms. It will also provide off-street parking for SFFD fleet vehicles and
re-stocked ambulances awaiting deployment. The bond funds $40 million for this project.

» Treasure Island Neighborhood Fire House Replacement. The current fire station at
Treasure Island was recently evacuated due to mold issues and is slated to be torn down in
accordance with the Island’s tedevalopment plans. While a temporaty station will be constructed

in 2015, a permanent station to serve cutrent and future residents, businesses,

patks and hotels is needed. The new station is proposed to be constructed in

2020 for $20 million. For more information on Treasure Island, please see the

The Treasure Island / Yerba Buena Island Development Project under the

Economic and Neighbothood Development section.

Rehabilitation and Detention Facility (RDF) Project (County Jails #3 and #4
Replacement). A high priosity of the 10-Year Capital Plan since its inception, this
project relocates prisoners housed in Jails #3 and #4 atop the HOJ. The current
jails are in a seismically unsafe building built in the 1950s that offers very little
space for rehabilitation programming. The RDF would provide a secure and
modermn detention center that supports San Francisco’s commitment to inmate
safety and rehabilitation at a location within city lirits and directly adjacent to
the Superior Court. To determine the appropriate size of the new facility, the Controller’s Office
has been examining population trends and issues related to overall inmate population since 2012.

the-980-bedcurrent capacityof-Fadts #3-mvd-#4: (See sidebar. jﬂf‘ amended language.)

The RDF is estimated to costﬁiﬁ’ﬁ-rm]hwn that would be funded thtough the issuance of COPs
begmmngm FY 2016.

milfor-fortargecountiessuchras-San-Franciscor (See Sdebar for amended language.)

Sheriff Department Comprehensive Facility A t. Funded through the FY 2014
capital budget, the City is the studying the Sheriff department’s programs and functions in relation
to their current facilities. The final report will provide information for future capital planning
efforts including the need for major or minor alterations and the potential for consolidation,
relocation, or expansion of Sheriff Department facilities. The Study is expected to be completed
in 2015.

Justice Facilities Improvement Program (JFIP) Plan Update. Originally developed in
2008 to begin the effort to teplace the Hall of Justice, the JFIP has been updated to reflect
current conditions and existing staff levels at the Hall of Justice and 555 7th Street which houses
the Public Defender. The update focused on the relocation of the District Attorney, Police
Investigations Division, and Adult Probation Department that will remain at the Hall of Justice
after the Sheriff’s RDF to replace Jails #3 and #4 is constructed.
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The update found that about 15 petcent of the space at 555 7th Street is occupied by Sheriff
department programs that are expected to be relocated. Once that move takes place, the Public
Defender will have sufficient space for its operations. Since 555 7th Street was constructed in 1985
and does not to require 2 major remodel or seismic upgrade, it is likely to remain in operation for
the foreseeable future. Having said that, the Public Defender operations will be considered along
with other justice related departments as future plans are developed.

For all the departments with space remaining at the Hall of Justice, including the public
defender, a more detailed space program will be developed to reflect speciﬂc workstation sizes
and the common spaces; such as meeting rooms, confidential interview rooms, and evidence
storage rootms, that are required to support effective delivery of the department’s services. This
information will support more refined relocation plans, The update was funded by the 2014
Capital Budget.

Land Purchase for the Hall of Justice Replacement. The Plan proposes $7.5 million in COPs
issues in 2016 to secure property on the site immediately adjacent to the Supetior Cout for City
offices and rehabilitation functions that need to be close to the Superior Court and the new RDE

Adult Probation Relocation from the Hall of Justice. The Adult Probation Department
functions contained in the seismically deficient HOJ are to be relocated to a location near the
Superior Court and the RDE Based on information collected from the JFIP Plan Update, this
project is expected to cost $55.5 million that will be funded through COPs issued in £¥-2619.
(See sidebar for amended langrage.)

District Attorney and San Francisco Police Investigations Relocation from the Hall of
Justice. The District Attorney Office and Police investigations functions housed in the seismically
deficient HOJ ate to be relocated to a location near the Superior Court. Since these two units
work closely together, it is important that are near each other. Based on information collected
from the '[PIP Plan Update this project is expected to cost $227 million that will be funded
through COPs issued in FY-202%. (Ser stdebar for amended langrage.)

Juvenile Probation Facilities Master Plan. The Juvenile Probation Department has multiple
a.gi.ng facilities and related assets with significant capital needs. In response, the department is
in the process of conducting a facilities assessment which will include an in-depth analysis of
current and projected space needs based on anticipated population and future programming
The assessment will also include recommendations on strategies for addressing these needs and
potential funding opportunities to pursue. It was funded through the capital budget.

3. Enhancement Program (FY2021 - FY2025)

Forty percent or $550 million of recommended capital improvements to public safety facilities is
in the second half of the Plan. These include the following projects:

ESER 2020. The third ESER bond program designates a $290 million G.O. bond for the
November 2020 ballot to continue improvements identified in ESER #1 and #2. It includes
$100 million for Neighbothood Fire Stations and key facilities, $110 million for AWSS, and $80
muillion for District Police Stations.

Demolition, and Enclosure of the Hall of Justice. The Plan proposes $48.3 million in COPs
issued in 2022 to tear down the west wing of the current Hall of Justice to free up land for the
State to construct a new Supedior Court. The project also funds enclosing the east wing of the
Hall of Justice so the Supetior Court can function while their new building is in construction.

Youth Guidance Center/JUV Administrative and Service Buildings Replacement. The
Plan proposes $106.6 million in COPs issued in 2024 to replace the current Administrative and

33 - Public Sqfety | CAPYYAL PLAN 2016-2025%

Amendmenr 12/2015: Witk the $80
arillion arard from the California Board
of State and Community Corrections,
the finandng, tciable for the relocation
o Adult  Probation.  the . District
Aworney, and the San Frandisco. Police
Tnvestigations Unit have breir avvelernted.
Firanting for the roloration of ull three
offees will be available for isswane in
FY 2018,



€20T-9102 NVId TVLIEVD | G5 s7gng - 98

$20Z-910 NV1d TVLIAVD | a5 g - Lg

it i =
State of good repalr renewal - Need 10,355 10,873 11,416 11,987 12,588 72,018 128,235 176,698

PLAN DEFERRED
‘State'of Good rapalf renewal - Proposed U ¢ 3 -

ADA Improvements

Entiancements ; ; 12,300 444,800'7::%1,622,700 14 1155,020
TOTAL 548,200 4,382 515,768 4,048 24560 475302 1,672,348 155,020
REVENUES

‘General Find: 279 LR0,402: 1 Ao BB
Earthquake Safely & P Bond 2010 25,000 - - - - - 25,000
‘Earfriquake Satety & Emergene Sree Barnid 2014: “37410,000
Earthquake Safety & Emergency Response Bond 2020 290,000
‘PubliiHealth Facilities Bond -5/ 24 28 ; 589,000
Certificates of Participation 608,700
Stats! 80,000
Developer Funded 20,000 - 20,000
TOTAL: P4 BESS Y 475,30275 1,672,348

154,800

Total Sen Francisco Jobs/Year 4,684 37 4,312 34 205 3,974 13,145

State of goad repalr renewal - Nesd 4,201 4,411 4,632 4,863 29,628 52,842 89,851
PLAN DEFERRED
State of good repair renawal - Proposed Uses 778 8,450 13,368
Auixiliary Water Stipply Systeim limprovaments : L o LS00 : 10,0007 175,000° ;
SFFD ] Center i 40,000 - - - - - 40,000 -
SEED Nelghboriood Staisns and Giibicel Eadilifes improvements ; 0,00 ; : 21210,000¢ ; i
Treasure Island d Fire House - - - - 20,000 - 20,000 -
SEFD Tralning Faclily Relocelion snd Expansion; L Bl © 431,408,
TOTAL 21,269 458,369 134,498

REVENUES
Genera) Fund

43,360 .

Earthquake Safety & Emergency Response Bond 2010 25,000
Earthguake Safety & Eriergency Responss Bond 201 150,000;"
Earthquske Safety & p Bond 2020 210,000

Public Heaith Eacilities Bond -2 ; : i SRR ; b Fub i ap,000: 5
Developer Fundad - - - - 20,000 - 20,000
TOTALE B : ; 124,260} f 468,368

Total San Francisco Jobs/Year 1,804 & 8 9 178 1,826 3,832




£202-9107 NI TVLIIVD | G5 mang - g€

$202-970¢ NV'Id TVLIEVD | G5 mand - 68

SPENDING PLAN

Animal Care and Contral Facllity Renovation & Selsmic Retrofit

Adili Probation - Relocation fram HOWJ: o SRR 53:301 slpi s SRl 68,300

District Attorney - Relacalion from HOJ - - 140,600 - - - 140,600
Od:Land ase; D & ; 7,500 25 65,8007

65,000 - 65,000

21,500 68,700,

P,

H d J;and Enclosur
Office of Chief Medical Examiner (OCME) Facility

REVENUES
Public Health Facilities Bond 49,000 - - - - - 49,000

3 (6. Safety & Emergent sponee Ban B 85,0001
Ceriificates of Participation 255,700
TOTALY k i

Totsl San Francisco Jobs/Year

SPENDING PLAN

Stais of good repalr fehewal - Proposed Uses ™ -
ADA - Juvenile Probation Admin Bullding

JUVAdmi ive Building’ ] : ; ; 106,800
TOTAL 343 1,942 428 497 560 110,335
REVENUES

‘Generst Fund 7
Certificates of Parficipation
TOTAL. i i :
Total Sen Francisco Jobs/Year

106,600

922

State of good repair renewal - Need 1,441 1,188 1,267 1,320 1,386 8,043 14,345 1,883

SPENDING PLAN DEFERRED
' : ! : - ; S 9082 e e
110,000

Stats'of good repair fenewal < Proposad Uses™ | i1
Police Stations Selsmlc Improvements & Renewals

30,000

SEPD Investigations - Refaation from HO: i 88,400
SFPD Traffic Company & Forensic Services Facliity 165,000 - - - - - 166,000 -
TOTAL™;: : 496,280, ; : 86,224
REVENUES
General Fund
Earthitiake Safety & Ermergency Response Boid 2014
quake Safely & ponse Band 2020 - - - 80,000 80,000

86,401
86,748

83,052

3,0625

State of good repair renewal - Nesd 4,305 54,147 40,221
SPENDING PLAN DEFERRED
State of good repair renewal - Proposed Uses 1,391 1,387 1,728 2,097 2,273 15,166 23,953

‘SHF Rehabliitation snd Defentiori Faclily =, S Y ; LU 940,000 1 :
Sheritf's Dept Alternate Programs Facility - -, - ~ - - - 17,747
C#6 Low Seeurtty Detention Facillty D {ssloning-and Facility : : g 55 i X ey S TTSY
TOTAL 2,273 15,156 263,953 23,622
REVENUES

728,083 .

- 146,000 - - - 160,000

3 iE0j000} ! : S T S 0,000

221,728 2,017 2,273 15,156 263,953
G041 & 7. go07

General:Fund

Cerfificates of Participatiol

Total San Francisco Jobs/Year . -




Wong, Linda (BOS)

From: Strong, Brian (311)

Sent: Tuesday, November 24, 2015 1:28 PM

To: Wong, Linda (BOS) :

Cc: Elliott, Nicole (MYR); Kelly, Naomi (ADM); Green, Heather (ADM) (311)

Subject: FW: REQUEST FOR DOCUMENT - File No. 151180 - Amended Capital Plan
Attachments: Executive Summary Amended.pdf; Public Safety Chapter Amended.pdf; City Administrator

Transmittal Letter for Capital Plan Amendment.doc

Hi Linda,

Please find the attached cover letter from Naomi Kelly, City Administrator related to the resolution amending the capital
plan, and the amended capital plan pages reflecting the amendment. The pages with changes are found in the Executive
Summary and the Public Safety Chapter and we are only providing pages with changes rather than the entire Capital
Plan document. Table changes are shown in red, while changes to text in the Public Safety Chapter are shown using
crossed out text and sidebars.

Please let me know if you have any questions.

Thanks,
Brian

Brian Strong, Director

Capital Planning Program

Office of the City Administrator
City and County of San Francisco
415.558.4558

ONESF

Building Our Future

From: Elliott, Nicole (MYR)
Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 4:30 PM

To: Wong, Linda (BOS)

Cc: Tavakoli, Shahde (MYR); Strong, Brian (311)

Subject: RE: REQUEST FOR DOCUMENT - File No. 151180 - Amended Capital Plan

Thanks Linda — looping in Brian Strong to provide this to you.

From: Wong, Linda (BOS)

Sent: Monday, November 23, 2015 4:12 PM

To: Elliott, Nicole (MYR) <nicole.elliott@sfgov.org>

Subject: REQUEST FOR DOCUMENT - File No. 151180 - Amended Capital Plan
Importance: High

Hi Nicole,

The attached legislation has been reviewed to be heard in Budget & Finance Committee. However, we cannot
consider the file complete until the following item is received for inclusion of the file:

e Amended Capital Plan



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER

Ben Rosenfield
Controller

Todd Rydstrom
Deputy Controller

MEMORANDUM

TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: Jessie Rubin, Controller
Kyle Patterson, Controller

DATE: November 20, 2015

SUBJECT: Jail Classification and Housing Options Assessment

Since 2006, the City and County of San Francisco (“the City”) has planned to replace County
Jails #3 and #4, which are located in the seismically deficient Hall of Justice. These two jails
include a total of 828 rated beds. The current proposal before the Board of Supervisors is to
replace these jails with a new 384-bed downtown facility. This proposed reduction in bed count
aligns with the recent jail population forecast produced by the City’s Office of the Controller.!

The Office of the Controller’s jail population forecast also found that the City may not need a
replacement jail if County Jail #6, a 372 bed dormitory-style jail that has been closed since 2010,
is reopened and can be used at capacity. The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (“Sheriff’s
Department”) feels strongly that the dormitory design of County Jail #6 cannot safely house
medium- and maximum-security inmates and other special needs populations, which made up 92
percent of the jail population in 2014. The Sheriff’s Department hopes to decommission County
.Jail #6 and repurpose it for another use (such as a center for training staff and/or for inmate
vocational programming). Meanwhile, other relevant stakeholders in San Francisco’s criminal
justice community have questioned why County Jail #6 could not be used instead of constructing
a new facility.

To help address these questions, the City sought a contractor to provide an objective analysis on
whether County Jail #6 could be used in lieu of constructing a new facility. In choosing an
appropriate contractor, the Office of the Controller consulted with various relevant stakeholders
(including the Adult Probation Department and Office of the District Attorney) for
recommendations on objective experts. The common recommendation among those consulted
was Dr. James Austin of the JFA Institute.

Dr. Austin has over twenty-five years of experience in correctional planning and research. He is
the author of the National Institute of Corrections (NIC)* objective jail classification system.>

! Since 2012, the Office of the Controller has produced three jail population forecasts to inform planning for a
replacement jail,
. 2NIC is part of the U.S. Department of Justice and is the leading national authority on prison and jail classification
systems.
415-554-7500 City Hall + 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place * Room 316 * San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466
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He has served as director for several large U.S. Department of Justice-funded research and
evaluation programs. He has also served as the project director of the Bureau of Justice
Assistance-funded corrections options technical assistance program, which provides a wide
variety of assistance to local jails, probation, parole, and prison systems.

The attached report includes the results of Dr. Austin’s analysis and his expert opinion as to
whether County Jail #6 could be used to satisfactorily house San Francisco’s current and future
jail populations. His conclusion can be summarized as follows:

e The Sheriff’s Department’s inmate classification system is valid, although it is
over-classifying some inmates. Dr. Austin recommends some minor modifications
to the Sheriff’s system to improve its ability to predict inmate misconduct.

e In its current form, County Jail #6 is not a viable replacement for County Jails #3
and #4. From a security and programmatic perspective, there are not enough
inmates in San Francisco’s jail system to fully utilize County Jail #6 without
major renovations and increased security staffing.

o Even if County Jail #6 were renovated and staffed appropriately, opening it would
place 70 percent of San Francisco’s inmate population in San Bruno. Locating
the majority of San Francisco’s inmates out of county creates additional issues
such as:

o Significantly increasing the cost of transporting pretrial inmates to and
from courts

o Adversely impacting inmate access to legal counsel, Adult Probation
assessments, and visits from family and friends

? Objective jail classification is a process of assessing every jail inmate's custody and program needs.



San Ffanciscd Sheriff’s Jail Classification and
‘Housing Options Assessment

Prepared by

James Austin, Ph.D.
Robin Allen
Robert Harris
Michael Mahoney
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Executive Summary

The City and County of San Francisco’s jail population has been steadily declining
since 2008 (from 2,107 to 1,139 by 2015). This remarkable decline has altered the
type of people incarcerated in the jail and the associated need for jail beds. The
2009 drug lab scandal, AB 109 (re-alignment), Proposition 47, and several reforms
designed to reduce jail admissions and length of stay are all responsible for the
decline. The current rates of jail incarceration are well below those of California and
the nation.

The JFA Institute was contracted by the City to determine the efficacy of either re-
opening County Jail (C]) #6 which is located at the San Bruno site next to County Jail
#5 or construct a new jail that would be located next to the Hall of Justice. In order
to make that assessment three basic questions were to be answered:

1. Isthe Sheriff's Department’s inmate classification system valid?
2. Which inmate classification levels can be safely housed in C] #6?
3. How would housing inmates in C] #6 affect the jail system overall?

To answer the questions outlined above, the JFA Institute analyzed current jail
population attributes, inmate classification levels under current classification
criteria, under alternative criteria as recommended by the National Institute of
Corrections (NIC), and jail population trends and projections. JFA Institute also
completed tours of all six jail facilities and reviewed numerous documents on the
security features of each facility.

The findings regarding the three major questions can be summarized as follows:
1. Is The Sheriff’s Department’s Inmate Classification System Valid?

Yes, but it is over-classifying some inmates and needs to be modified. Such
modifications would lower the number of inmates assigned to maximum
custody, increase the number of minimum custody inmates, and improve
institutional safety to staff and inmates.

2. Which Inmate Classifications Can Be Safely Housed In C] #6?

C] #6 should not house any maximum or special management inmates. It can
readily house minimum custody inmates. However, there are not enough
minimum custody inmates in the San Francisco jail system to fill this facility
even when using the NIC classification system. It would be possible to
accommodate some portion of the medium custody inmates in CJ #6, but they
would have to be inmates who have a good disciplinary record, are participating
in a structured program, and/or have a regular work assignment. However, due
to the facility’s lack of programmatic space this is not a viable option.



3. How would housing inmates in C] #6 affect the jail system overall?

If CJ] #6 was opened, 70% of the total jails beds (and inmates) would be located
at the San Bruno site. Over 40% of the jail beds would be in dorms that are best
suited for minimum custody inmates, which is well above the 10-20% figure that
could qualify for minimum custody. There would be a significant increase in the
need and costs for transporting pretrial inmates to and from the courts. Access
to legal counsel, pretrial risk and needs assessment by the Adult Probation
Department, and family visitation would all be adversely impacted.

From a security and programmatic perspective, there are not enough inmates in
the San Francisco Jail System to fully utilize CJ #6 without major renovations and
increased security staffing. There are approximately 110 males who could be
safely housed in two housing units; this means that four units, or 248 beds,
would be unusable. Based on the current credible jail population projections,
losing this amount of bed capacity would create a crowding situation in the other
two facilities (C] #5 and CJ] #2).

San Francisco has dramatically lowered its jail population and has one of the lowest
incarceration rates in the nation for cities of its size. Similarly, it will be significantly
lowering its current bed capacity from 2,436 beds to a projected need as low as
1,358 beds. As the population has declined so too have the special management
needs and security levels of a much smaller jail population. The remaining facilities
that are available to house the current and projected jail population will not be

sufficient to meet their programmatic and security needs.



Introduction

Over the past few years, there has been a significant reduction in the San Francisco
county jail population. As shown in Figure 1, the population peaked in 2008 at
2,107 and has since steadily declined reaching a low of 1, 139 inmates in September
2015. This decline occurred despite the expected effects of AB109 which was
supposed to increase local jail populations with the housing of formerly state
sentenced prisoners. Passage of Prop 47 served to further reduce the jail
population.

The San Francisco jail and other forms of correctional control (probation, parole,
prison and jail) are well below the rates for California and the U.S. (Figure 2). Ina
separate study, the JFA Institute detailed the numerous initiatives that have served
to lower all forms of correctional supervision. This historic effort has also served to
harden the residual jail population which is changing the number and type of
prisoners to be housed.

The San Francisco Sheriff's Department (SFSD) has six facilities that are in various
stages of use (Table 1). All six facilities provide for a total useable bed capacity of
2,436 inmates. Two facilities, County Jail (C]) #3 and County Jail #6, are currently
closed. Both have been closed as the jail population has declined.

The current bed capacity for the remaining four facilities is 1,638 beds. Due to the
seismically deficient conditions at the Hall of Justice, it has been determined that
both C] #3 and C ] #4 must be permanently closed. When CJ#4 closes the resulting
bed capacity W111 be 1,238.



Figure 1. San Francisco Jail Population by Sentence
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Table 1. Summary of Bed Capacity by Type of Beds and Facility

Total
Rated Usable
Facility Beds*** Dorms Cells Med/Psych Beds
Intake
CJ #1 Only 0 0 0 0
CJ #2 . 392 264 200 72%* 464
C] #3* 426 0 426 0 426
C] #4* 402 0 402 0 402
CJ #5 768 0 768 4 772
C] #6* 372 372 0 0 372
Totals 2,360 636 1,796 76 2,436

* Denotes facilities currently closed or expected to be closed.

**These Med/Psych beds are in cells and are included in the 200 bed cell count

Source: SFSD '

*** Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations defines rated beds as those that “[conform]
to the standards and requirements” of the State. Unrated beds are those that are used for
medical and psychiatric patients, or do not conform to state standards.

The scope of the project is to determine the efficacy of either re-opening CJ #6,
which is located at the San Bruno site next to County Jail #5, or construct a new jail
that would be located next to the Hall of Justice. In order to make that assessment
three basic questions should be answered:

1. Is the Sheriff's Department’s inmate classification system valid?

The SFSD utilizes an objective classification system that is modeled after the
system developed by the National Institute of Corrections (NIC).! Is the current
system producing valid custody levels for the current jail population? If not,
what are the correct custody levels?

2. Which inmate classification levels can be safely housed in CJ #6?
As noted below, C] #6 consists exclusively of dormitory style beds. Based on an
evaluation of the facility’s security and program support attributes, what type of
inmates (from a classification perspective) can be safely housed in CJ #6?

3. How would housing inmates in CJ #6 affect the jail system overall?
Should CJ #6 be reopened and inmates be housed there? How would the
remaining inmate population be accommodated in the other two remaining
facilities, County Jail #2 and C] #5? What transportation, programmatic and -

special management issues would have to be addressed?

To answer these three questions, the JFA Institute was retained by the City to

1 NIC which is part of the U.S. Department of Justice is the leading authority on prison and
jail classification systems.



conduct an evaluation of the SFSD inmate classification system and a review of the
three key holding facilities that may be used to house the projected inmate
population in the future.

Projected Inmate Population

As noted earlier, the San Francisco County jail population has been steadily
declining. This decline is the function of a number of diverse events and policy
changes that have cumulatively served to lower the population to historic low
numbers. There have been several attempts to project the jail population, but all
have overestimated the actual population growth. This is largely due to two
external and unplanned events (drug lab scandal and Proposition 47). The most
recent projection was completed by the Office of the Controller (Office of the
Controller, June 16, 2015. Update to the Jail Population Forecast, San Francisco, CA.).

In that report, two scenarios are offered. The forecast also includes an estimate of
actual bed needs that takes into account classification and seasonal peaking effects.
The former recognizes that on any given day all jail beds cannot be occupied due to
the need to house special management inmates in segregated units. Furthermore,
on any given day a number of cells are not usable due to maintenance issues. The
peaking factor takes into account that jail populations have periods of fluctuations
that serve to raise and/or lower the jail population on any given day.

The classification peaking factor set by the Controller ranged from 5.0% to 8.2%
while the peaking factors another 4.7% to 7.5%. The total classification/peaking
factor is between 9.7% and 15.7%. The most optimistic (lowest bed need is 1,358
while the highest bed need is set at 1,631 (Table 2).

With the additional closing of C] #3 and #4, the available bed capacity in terms of
‘raw numbers would be 1,236 beds. Based on an updated population projection and
peaking factor scenario, the SFSD would have a bed deficit of either 122 or 395 beds
by 2020.

Table 2. San Francisco Jail Population Forecasts and Bed Needs

Lower Upper

Item Range Range
Forecast Baseline 1,235 1,402
. | Peaking Factor 4.7% 7.5%
Classification Factor 5.0% 8.2%
Bed Needs 1,358 1,631
CJ # 2 and #5 Capacities 1,236 1,236
Deficits -122 -395

Source: Controller’s Office, Updated Jail Population Forecast, Table 7,
with figures edited to reflect an updated bed count.



Description of the SFSD Objective Classification System

Background

The current inmate classification system is designed to determine the custody level
of inmates and then assign them to the most appropriate housing unit, All inmates
are classified into one of three custody levels (minimum, medium and maximum).
There are also special management inmate populations to consider including
administrative segregation, disciplinary segregation, acute mental health, acute
medical, and protective custody.

The current system is a modified NIC jail classification system that has been widely
adopted by many of the nation’s jails. In its simplest terms, the NIC system is
separated into two classification events, initial intake classification and
reclassification. The first component is the initial or intake classification, in which
newly admitted inmates are screened and assessed an initial classification level of
minimum, medium or maximum custody. The factors used to score the custody level
reflect the severity of the current offense, prior convictions, prior escape history,
prior institutional conduct and a series of stability factors that measure age,
residency and employment. The system allows for staff to override the scored level
by using a set of approved override factors to either decrease or increase the scored
custody level.

The reclassification instrument is designed to shift the focus of the custody from
current offense, prior record, prior institutional conduct, and community stability
factors to the inmate’s behavior since being incarcerated. Reclassification should be
completed on all inmates who have been in custody for 60 or 90 days. It uses the
same offense, prior criminal conviction, prior escape and prior institutional
misconduct, but adds components to measure disciplinary behavior, program and
work conduct since being incarcerated. The same set of overrides can be applied to
the scored reclassification custody level.

SFSD Classification Unit

The SFSD has a centralized classification unit that is well trained in the use of the
objective classification system. The scoring process is fully automated and does not
allow for errors in the calculation process.

Classification Simulation Test Results

Since the current SFSD classification system deviates from the NIC system, a test
was conducted to determine how using the NIC system would impact the custody
designations of the current inmate population. In order to do this, JFA drew a
random sample (using the SPSS random sample function) of 276 inmates which was
25% of the inmates on October 22, 2015 who had a computed classification level.



A comparison was then made between the sampled cases and the entire population
to ensure that the sample was representative of the entire population, in terms of
their current classification levels (Table 3).

Table 3. Comparison between Total SF Jail Population and Sample

Attribute Total Sample
Inmates 1,255 276
Current Class Level

Maximum 55% 54%

Medium 36% 35%

Minimum 9% 11%
Sex

Male 91% 90%

Female 9% 10%
Race

Black 49% 50%

Hispanic 15% 15%

White 25% 23%

Other 11% 12%
Median Age 34 yrs. 34 yrs.
Median Time in Custody 85 days 86 days

As Table 3 shows, the sample was representative of the jail population on October
22, 2015. SFSD classification staff were then trained on the NIC system and asked to
complete either an initial classification instrument (for inmates who had been in
custody for less than 60 days) or a reclassification instrument (for those who have
been in custody for 60 days or more).

JFA staff worked with the SFSD classification staff over a two-day period until all of
the cases were classified. Comparisons were then made between the SFSD
classification level and the NIC version. The results of the simulation test are shown
in Table 4.

Of the original 276 cases sampled, 272 complete classification data were located and
simulated under the NIC system. The four cases that were deleted were inmates
who were in the sample, but had been admitted and released prior to having a
complete classification level completed. In a few cases, the inmate’s current
classification level had been incorrectly computed. In those cases, the current SFSD
classification level was corrected and entered into the database.

Table 4 shows the differences in custody levels based on the initial classification
instrument, reclassification instrument, and the combined sample. In general, the
NIC system produces a higher percentage of minimum custody inmates and a lower



percentage of maximum custody inmates than the current SFSD system. The
differences between the maximum and minimum custody inmates are more
pronounced on the reclassification instrument than on the initial classification
instrument. Overall, the SFSD system classified 10% of inmates as minimum
custody, 28% as medium custody, and 62% as maximum custody. By contrast, the
NIC system classified 20% as minimum custody, 33% as medium custody and 47%
as maximum custody.

The following reasons account for why this is occurring:

1. The NIC classification system uses a range of 6-10 points for the medium
custody range as opposed to the SFSD range of 5-9 points. Similarly, the
NIC minimum range is 5 points and under while the SFSD range is 4
points and under.

2. The SFSD current age factor is a dichotomous item (“under 28 years” or
“28 years and older”) while the NIC system uses an interval scale that
deducts points for older inmates.

3. The NIC system grants credits for satisfactory work and program credits
while the SFSD system does not.

4. The SFSD system continues to score the inmate on the prior felony factor
on reclassification while the NIC system does not.

There are also a number of attributes of the SFSD system that tend to under-classify
inmates which are summarized below:

1. The NIC system employs a “two-step” additive scoring system that
automatically places an inmate in maximum custody if that inmate scores
higher on the first four scoring items. The SFSD system does not include
this component;

2. SFSD inmates are reclassified after 30 days of incarceration while the NIC
system requires 60-90 days of incarceration before a reclassification
event occurs. A shorter period before reclassification event is completed
can allow some inmates to be placed in a lower custody level after 30
days of incarceration. This is not desirable as 30 days is an insufficient
period of time to assess an inmate’s in-custody behavior. It runs the risk
of inmates with recent histories of serious misconduct to be reclassified
as medium or minimum custody after only 30 days of good behavior. Jails
that use the NIC system have a 60-90 day period.

3. The SFSD system does not use a “highest" offense severity rating category

(i.e. has only low, medium, high currently). As a result, some inmates
charged or convicted of homicides, rape and kidnapping are scored the
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same as inmates who are charged or convicted of less severe violent

crimes.
Table 4. Pilot Test Results
Scored Custody Level Total %
Current Maximum [ Medium , Minimum
Level Initial Classification
Maximum 43 13 0 56 58%
Medium 3 21 8 32 33%
Minimum 0 1 8 9 9%
Total 46 35 16 97 100%
% 47% 36% 16% 100%
Reclassification
Maximum 72 35 5 112 64%
Medium 7 18 19 44 25%
Minimum 3 2 14 19 11%
Total 82 55 38 175 100%
% 47% 31% 22% 100%
Total Sample Results
Maximum 115 48 5 168 62%
Medium 10 39 27 76 28%
Minimum 3 3 22 28 10%
Total 128 90 54 272 100%
% 47% 33% 20% 100%

The exercise also required the SFSD classification staff to record how many inmates
had received a disciplinary report (DR) since they had been incarcerated on the
current charge. Using this data we can see the relationship between the current
SFSD classification level and the NIC version. This analysis shows that the NIC
system does a much better job of identifying the inmates by their risk of
institutional misconduct. For example, inmates who are under the initial
classification process, 30% of them under the SFSD system have one or more
disciplinary reports since being incarcerated. The NIC system produced a smaller
number of maximum custody inmates who had a higher percentage of inmates with
at least one disciplinary report. The results for the reclassification instrument are
more significant as a larger number of inmates in the current jail population are
under that component of the classification system Both the percentages of inmates
with at least one disciplinary report and the average number are significantly higher
for NIC classified maximum custody inmates and lower for minimum custody
inmates. While the SFSD’s system also shows a relationship, it is not producing as
strong a relationship as the NIC system.
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Table 5. DRs by Custody Level by Classification System

SFSD System NIC System

% with 1 or | Average # % with 1or | Average DRs

Initial more DRs of DRs more DRs
Maximum 30% 0.6 47% 0.7
. ‘Medium 6% 0.1 6% 0.1
Minimum 0% 0.0 0% 0.0

Reclassification

Maximum 62% 2.7 89% 3.6
Medium 29% 1.1 37% 1.1
Minimum 26% 0.3 8% 0.1

The policy implications of this analysis mean that while the current SFSD
classification system is valid in the sense that it predicts inmate behavior, it is also
over-classifying a significant proportion of the inmate population. A core principle
of the NIC system is that inmates should be placed in the least restrictive custody
level.

This finding has some face validity. The current percentage of inmates assigned to
maximum custody (55-60%) is extremely high for a jail or prison system. Most
prison and jail systems have 15-25% in maximum custody and 20 -30% in minimum
custody.

However, comparing the San Francisco results to other jurisdictions is not advisable
given the significant reduction in its jail population and its low incarceration rates.
The evidence suggests that as the jail population declined, the percentage of high
security inmates in the jail system has increased. This so-called “hardening” of the
jail population can be seen in Table 6, which compares inmate classification in 2008
compared to today. The statistical analysis also showed that a large percentage of
the current inmate population scored a severity level of “high” for the current
offense, prior convictions, and history of institutional violence. Collectively, these
data show that the jail population contains a higher risk group than one would see
in other jail systems. ‘

Table 6. San Francisco County Jail Population Custody Levels

2008 versus 2015
Level 2008 2015
Maximum 46% 59%
Medium 41% 33%
Minimum 9% 8%

Source: Controller Office and SFSD
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Description of the Key Facilities

The second major phase of analysis examined the six facilities under the
management of the SFSD. JFA consultants assigned to this task have considerable
experience in both managing and auditing local jail facilities. Their considerable
years of experiences coupled with the best practices in the field helped to inform the
facility analysis which is also supported and informed by the classification and
population data listed above.

While on site, JFA staff conducted the following activities assess the current facilities
being used by the SFSD:

1. Review of documents including:
a) Jail housing configuration chart;
b) Controller office update to jail population forecast;
c) Current jail population report;
d) Current SFSD Jail Housing Plan; and, ,
e) Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC) inspection
report for 2013 (latest available report).

2. Meetings with key staff including: .
a) Chief Deputy Sherriff Mathew Freeman;
b) Kevin Lyons SFSD Rehabilitation and Detention Facility liaison;
and
¢) Kyle Patterson Controller’s Office.

3. Conducted tours of County Jail facilities 1-6 during which interviews
and conversations were conducted with key facility staff on current
staffing levels within each housing unit, housing unit population
attributes, inmate movement, and available programs.

The six facilities are located on three different sites. County Jails #1 and #2 are
located next to the Hall of Justice (HOJ) on 7t street. County Jails #3 and #4 are in
the Hall of Justice located at Bryant Street. County Jails #5 and #6 are located
outside of San Francisco County near San Bruno. As noted earlier, County Jails #3
and #6 are closed due to the declining jail population.

The type of facilities range from a linear design (CJ #3 and CJ #4) built in 1961 to
more modern direct supervision (C] #2) built in 1994 to new generation direct
supervision (C] #5) built in 2005 and a traditional dormitory style facility (C] #6)
built in 1989. C] #1 was built in 1994 and serves as the intake unit for all bookings
and releases.

Within the SFSD there is a strong core value and emphasis on engaging inmates in
programs and activities during their incarceration. The design of the different
facilities makes some more conducive to implementing these programs and
activities. Jail # 1 is for short term intake and holding, therefore programs are
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nonexistent. The linear design and lack of adequate space in jails #3 and #4 limit
dramatically the ability to provide programs. There is very limited program space in
Jail #6 for these activities. What follows is a more detailed description of each
facility.

COUNTYJAIL #1

This facility is the receiving and holding operation. Inmates are processed in and out
and/or held until they make bail or return from court and are admitted to the
system. This facility does not have any beds rated for capacity nor does it have
programs other than those typically seen in intake units (e.g. medical and
observation).

COUNTY JAIL #2

This facility is a first generation, direct supervision jail with 6 pods. It has a rated
capacity of 464, of which 264 are dormitory and 200 cells?. Inmates assigned to all
three custody levels of minimum, medium and maximum can be housed there.
Currently one of the pods is unoccupied (Pod D).

In addition to general population inmates, there are inmates housed with special
needs which include: lockup, medical, detox, acute mental health and administrative
segregation. Pod C is a 72 bed dedicated medical and mental health unit.

All of the female inmates are kept in C] #2. At the time of a facility tour, the female
pods were half occupied (42 in Pod E and 44 in Pod B).

Inmate programs include the 5 Keys Charter schools which is a certified high school;
Sisters, a substance abuse treatment program for women; and a variety of activities
including yoga, counseling, parenting, and vocational programs. A reentry program
is operated in cooperation with probation and other agencies.

COUNTY JAIL # 4

Inmates in CJ #4 are primarily assigned to maximum custody with a small number
assigned to medium and minimum custody. The rated capacity is 402 and houses
general population, drop outs from gangs, administrative segregation, mental
health, lock-up, medical, and workers. Due to the linear design of the facility, few if
any programs are offered. A large gym is used for recreation.

COUNTY Jail #5
C] #5 is a new generation, direct supervision facility with 16 pods of 48 beds per
pod for a total of 768 rated beds. These beds are all cells with no dorms. Minimum,
medium, and maximum custody inmates are housed. Specialized housing units
consist of lock-up and administrative segregation. There is ample program space to
accommodate the following programs:

2 The 200 beds in cells include 72 medical and psychiatric beds, which are unrated.

14



a) 5 Keys Charter School;

b) RSVP, arestorative justice violence prevention program;

c) COVER, a restorative justice program for veterans;

d) Keys to Change, a post five keys initiative;

e} ROADS to Recovery, drug treatment and reentry effort; and,

f) Psychiatric Sheltered Living Unit provides life skills and mental health

COUNTY JAIL # 6

C] # 6 was built in1989 with six dorm units with a rated capacity of 62 each for a
total of 372 beds. The six dorms surround a control center with the ability to view
each unit. However, distance and height in the control center from the housing unit
makes supervision limited. There are only two cells under the control center for
isolation. There is extremely limited space for medical and rehabilitative programs.
This facility has been opened and closed several times previously as the population
has fluctuated. Currently, it is being used for training purposes. Substantial physical
plant upgrades and new equipment will be necessary prior to re-opening this
facility for housing inmates. It could easily function as training center for new and
existing staff.

Analysis
1. Is The Sheriff’s Department’s Inmate Classification System Valid?

Yes, but it is over-classifying some inmates and needs to be modified. Such
modifications would lower the number of inmates assigned to maximum custody,
increase the number of minimum custody inmates, and improve institutional safety
to staff and inmates. Specifically, it would increase the number of minimum custody
inmates who are disciplinary free but are now assigned to medium custody.
Similarly, inmates who are now assigned to maximum custody and are disciplinary
free would be assigned to medium custody. Conversely, there are inmates who have
been assigned to minimum and medium custody but have disciplinary records who
should be in higher custody levels.

2. Which Inmate Classifications Can Be Safely Housed In C] #6?

The facility should not house any maximum or special management inmates. It can
readily house minimum custody inmates. However, there are not enough minimum
custody inmates in the San Francisco jail system to fill this facility even when using
the recommended NIC classification system. This means that the majority of
inmates assigned to C] #6 would have to be male, pretrial, medium custody inmates.

It would be feasible to accommodate some portion of the medium custody inmates
in C] #6, but they would have to be inmates who have a good disciplinary record, are
participating in a structured program, and/or have a regular work assignment.
There would also be a need to increase the number of deputies to properly
supervise and manage inmates in the large dorm spaces.
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3. How Would Housing Inmates In C] #6 Affect The Jail System Overall?

Re-opening C] #6 would add 372 dormitory beds to the overall jail system. Table 7
summarizes the overall bed capacity for the entire system were this to occur. The
overall capacity would be 1,608 which is well above the current and projected
inmate population. However, the number of beds that are dormitory style beds
would be 636 or 40% of all beds.

Table 7. Summary Bed Capacity with Proposed Use of C] #6

Year Beds in Beds in Types of Types of
Facility | Built | Location Cells Dorms Inmates Programs
C]#1 1961 | Downtown 0 0 | Intake/Releases | None
C] #2 1994 | Downtown 200 264 | All Types Wide Array
CJ] #5 2005 | San Bruno 772 0 | All Types Wide Array
C] #6 1989 | San Bruno 0 372 | Min/Med Limited
Totals 972 cells | 636 dorms 1,608 beds

Table 8 attempts to develop an operational capacity for each of the remaining three
facilities. This was done by assuming that special management housing units need
to be at 85% of their bed capacity to properly function. Units that house general
population inmates were set at 90% (medium and maximum) or 95% (minimum
custody) of their bed capacity. Using these assumptions, the entire jail system
population could not exceed 1,469 inmates at any given time

Using the 4.5% peaking reported in the Controller’s report, these three facilities
would provide sufficient bed space to house both the current and projected jail
populations (Table 9). The question that remains is whether the type of beds in this
configuration would match the security and special population attributes of the
current and projected populations.

To address this issue, we assessed which inmates in the current and projected jail

population could be transferred to CJ] #6 from the other jail facilities. We first looked
at 331 inmates now housed in C] #4.
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Table 8. Detailed Housing Plan by Operational Bed Capacity

Operational

Housing Unit BED TYPE # of Beds % Capacity Capacity

County Jail #5
5M1A WORKERS 48 95% 46
5M1B PSYCH GP 48 85% 41
5M2A LOCK-UP 48 85% 41
5M2B AD SEG 48 85% 41
SM3A AD SEG PSYCH 48 85% 41
5M3B AD SEG LOCK-UP 48 85% 41
5M4A INTAKE GP 48 90% 43
5M4B INTAKE GP 48 90% 43
5M5A KEYS TO CHANGES 48 95% 46
5M5B COVER 48 95% 46
5M6A GP/5KEYS 48 95% 46
5M6B GP/5KEYS 48 95% 46
5M7A ROADS 48 95% 46
5M7B RSVP 48 95% 46
5MBA GP/5KEYS 48 95% 46
5M8B GP/5KEYS .48 95% 46
TOTAL 768 95% 701

County Jail #2
2MA MALE-Re-Entry 56 95% 53
2FB FEMALE - GP 88 95% 84
2MC/SFC MEDICAL/MH 72 - 85% 61
2MD MALE 56 95% 53
2FE FEMALE 88 90% 79
2MF MALE 104 90% 94
TOTAL 464 91% 424

County Jail #6
A GP - Min 62 95% 59
B GP - Min 62 95% 59
C GP - Min 62 95% 59
D GP-Medium 62 90% 56
E GP-Medium 62 90% 56
F GP-Medium 62 90% 56
Totals 372 93% 344
Grand Totals 1,604 92% 1,469

GP = General Population

PSYCH = Acute Mental Health
AD SEG = Administrative Segregation
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Table 9. Summary of Available Beds

Operational
Facility Beds Beds
C] #2 464 424
C] #5 768 701
C] #6 372 344
Totals 1,604 1,469
Projected Populations
Low Projection 1,235
With 4.5 % Peaking 1,291
Surplus(+)/Deficit(-) +178
High Projection 1,402
With 4.5% Peaking 1,465
Surplus/Deficit +4

There are a number of factors that would preclude most of the inmates now housed
in C] #4 to be simply relocated to C] #6. As noted earlier, all of the inmates in C] #4
are now housed in cells and not dorms. Furthermore, of the 331 inmates that are
now housed in CJ #4, 163 (nearly 50%) are in special populations categories
(administrative segregation, medical, mental health) that preclude placement in CJ
#6 (Table 10). Of the remaining 196 inmates who are assigned to the general
population, 106 are classified as maximum custody and could not be assigned to the
CJ #6 dorms. That would leave only 68 inmates who are general population and
are classified as medium or minimum custody. Even if the SFSD modifies its
classification system, it would not produce a sufficient number of inmates to occupy
the C] #6 dormitory beds.

Table 10. Current Inmate Housing Designations for County Jail #4

Housing Inmates %
Total Inmates 331 100%
Special Populations 163 49%
General Population 168 51%
Maximum 106 32%
Medium 58 18%
Minimum 4 1%

Source: SFSD Inmate Data file 10/21/2015
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This would mean that a large number of inmates (approximately 275) now housed
in CJ #2 and CJ #5 would have to be relocated from their current housing units and
placed in C]J #6. Here again there are a number of operational and security factors
that would negate the viability of using the CJ #6 facility.

For CJ #2, it is assumed that the women could not be assigned to C] #6 due to their
diverse security, medical, and mental health needs which are being adequately
served at CJ #2. Furthermore, of the remaining 130 males, there are 56 that are in
the acute medical and mental health unit, 33 are assigned to the re-entry program,
and 23 are assigned to maximum. custody. All of these factors would preclude
assignment to C] #6 (Table 11).

Table 11. Current Inmate Housing Designations for County Jail #2

Housing Inmates %
Total Inmates 252 -100%
Females 122 48%
Males 130 52%
Medical /Mental Health 56 22%
Re-Entry 33 13%
General Population 41 16%
Maximum 23 9%
Medium 13 5%
Minimum 5 2%

Source: SFSD Inmate Data file 10/21/2015

The remaining CJ #5 facility also has sizeable inmate population attributes that
would preclude their placement in C] #6 (Table 12). It has a large administrative
segregation population (111), step down mental health inmates (41) and newly
admitted inmates in the intake unit (21). There is a small group of workers but
placing them in a 62 bed dorm in CJ #6 would be an inefficient use of that space.

Table 12. Current Inmate Housing Designations for County Jail #5

Housing Inmates %
Total Inmates 638 100%
Administrative Segregation 111 17%
GP - Mental Health 41 6%
New Intake 21 3%
Workers 28 4%
Programs 370 58%

Source: SFSD Inmate Data file 10/21/2015
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The inmates now participating in the various programs operated at C] #5 would be
suitable candidates for placement in C] #6 from a pure housing perspective. But, as
noted above, there is virtually no program space at CJ #6; inmates would have to be
transported back and forth between CJ #5 and C] #6 on a daily and even hourly
basis to access the required program space. Such frequent movement would be
costly (requires additional escort officers) and potentially unsafe as inmates from
different housing levels with different custody levels can interact and confront each
other during movement,

Summary

Based on this analysis, from a security and programmatic perspective there are not
enough inmates in the San Francisco Jail System to fully utilize C] #6. It is estimated
that there are approximately 110 males who could be housed in two units, meaning
that four units (or 248 beds) would be unusable. Losing this amount of bed capacity
would result in overcrowding system wide.

* Finally, even if C] #6 could be fully occupied, it would not be a viable option due to
several significant issues.

1. Virtually all of the male population would be in the pretrial status with the need
to continue to make periodic appearances in court, thus increasing the
transportation costs for SFSD. Access by both public and private service groups
which provide services, programs and activities would also be limited.

2. As noted in the Office of the Controller’s June 2015 report (pp. 21-22), the
utilization of dormitories for a predominately pretrial population is highly
discouraged by national correctional organizations such as the National Institute
of Corrections, American Correctional Association and the American Jail
Association. CJ # 6 lacks adequate space for programs. Significant renovation or
new construction to provide program space would be essential to operate this
facility.

3. Re-opening C] #6 would result in approximately 70% of the SFSD Jail population
being housed at the out-of- county San Bruno site.

San Francisco has dramatically lowered its jail population and has one of the lowest
incarceration rates in the nation for cities of its size. Similarly, it will be significantly
lowering its current bed capacity from 2,436 beds to a projected need as low as
1,358 beds. As the population has declined so too have the special management
needs and security levels of a much smaller jail population. The remaining facilities
that are available to house the current and projected jail population will not be
sufficient to meet their programmatic and security needs.
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EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

FROM: Mayor Edwin M. Lee E\\%

RE: Amended Ten-Year Capital Expenditure Plan-FY 2016 through FY 2025
DATE: November 17, 2015 .

TO: /%angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors

Attached for introduction to the Board of Supervisors is a resolution amending the City’s
ten-year capital expenditure plan for FY 2016 through FY 2025 to accept an award of
$80 million from the California Board of State and Community Corrections for the
proposed Rehabilitation and Detention Facility Project and to recognize the revised
scope thereof, and to advance projects within the Justice Facilities Improvement
Program financed through the Capital Plan’'s General Fund Debt Program.

| respectfully request a waiver of the 30-day hold on this legislation.

Should you have any questions, please contact Nicole Elliott (415) 554-7940.

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, Room 200
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141



