
FILE NO. 160849 

Petitions and Communications received from July 18, 2016, through July 25, 2016, for 
reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be ordered 
filed by the Clerk on August 2, 2016. 

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

From Board President Breed, submitting requests to notice special meetings of the 
Board of Supervisors on July 28 at 8:30 a.m., July 28 at 8:40 a.m., July 29 at 
10:30 a.m., and July 29 at 10:35 a.m. Copy: Each Supervisor. (1) 

From Office of the City Administrator, submitting Disaster Emergency Response and 
Recovery Fund Annual Report. Copy: Each Supervisor. (2) 

From Clerk of the Board, reporting that the following departments have submitted their 
Sole Source Contracts Report for FY 2015-2016: (3) 

Office of the City Administrator 
Airport 
Adult Probation Department 
Department of Building Inspection 
Department of Child Support Services 
Department of Elections 
Port 
Public Works 
Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector 

From Clerk of the Board, reporting that the following agencies have submitted a 2016 
Local Agency Biennial Conflict of Interest Code Review Report: (4) 

Board of Appeals 
Department of Child Support Services 
Department of Emergency Management 
Department of Elections 
Health Plan 
Citizens Ge11eral Obligation Bond Oversight Committee 
Police Department 

From CCSF Civil Grand Jury, submitting report entitled "Drinking Water Safety in San 
Francisco: A reservoir of good practice". Copy: Each Supervisor. (5) 

From CCSF Civil Grand Jury, submitting report entitled "San Francisco Building and 
Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building Inspection 
and San Francisco Fire Department". Copy: Each Supervisor. (6) 



From Office of the Controller, submitting memorandum on its audit of the Department of 
Public Works' 2011 Road Repaving and Street Safety General Obligation Bond 
Program expenditures. (7) 

From Department of Public Health, Office of Contract Management, regarding FY 2016-
2017 S.F. Admin Code 12B Waiver Request. Copy: Each Supervisor. (8) 

From Office of the Mayor, regarding Mayor's Office Memberships for FY 2016-2017. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (9) 

From Office of the Mayor, pursuant to Charter Section 3.100, designating Supervisor 
Mark Farrell as Acting-Mayor from July 21, 2016 at 2:20 p.m. to July 26, 2016 at 2:00 
p.m., and Supervisor Katy Tang as Acting-Mayor from July 26, 2016 at 2:01 p.m. to July 
29, 2016 at 10:39 a.m. Copy: Each Supervisor. (10) 

From Office of the Mayor, pursuant to Charter Section 3.100(18) submitting Notice of 
Appointment to the following Board: Recreation & Park Commission. (11) 

Gloria Bonilla, term ending June 27, 2020 
Tom Harrison, term ending June 27, 2020 
Kat Anderson, term ending June 27, 2020 

From Police Department, submitting Executive Summary Use of Force and Arrest 
Report January 1, 2016 - March 31, 2016. Copy: Each Supervisor. (12) 

From Public Utilities Commission, regarding CleanPowerSF. Copy: Each Supervisor. 
(13) 

From Recreation and Park Department, submitting pursuant to Admin. Code 10.100-
305, Annual Report on Gifts up to $10,000 FY 2015-2016. Copy: Each Supervisor. 
(14) 

From State Fish and Game Commission, submitting notice of proposed regulatory 
action relating to Nongame Animals General Provisions. Copy: Each Supervisor. (15) 

From State Fish and Game Commission, submitting notice of proposed regulatory 
action relating to Upland Game Bird Special Hunt Drawing and Application Fee. Copy: 
Each Supervisor. (16) 

From State Fish and Game Commission, submitting notice of proposed extension of 
existing emergency regulations relating to Dungeness crab and rock crab fisheries. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (17) 

From West Area California Public Utilities Commission, regarding Notification Letter for 
various Verizon Facilities. Copy: Each Supervisor. (18) 

From Bob Carson, regarding L Taraval. Copy: Each Supervisor. (19) 



From Library Users Association, regarding Library funding on reserve. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (20) 

From concerned citizens, regarding Accessory Dwelling Units. File No. 160252. 6 
letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (21) 

From concerned citizen, regarding maintenance of street trees. File Nos. 160381, 
160582. Copy: Each Supervisor. (22) 

From Michelle Petri, regarding styrofoam recycling. File No. 160383. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (23) 

From Bob Planthold, regarding proposed Charter Amendment for Public Advocate. File 
Nos. 160583, 160824. Copy: Each Supervisor. (24) 

From Amy Crumpacker, regarding proposed Charter Amendment for Housing and 
Development Commission. File No. 160588. Copy: Each Supervisor. (25) 

From concerned citizens, regarding proposed Charter Amendment for Municipal Transit 
Agency. File No. 160589. 3 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (26) 

From concerned citizens, regarding project at 901-16th Street and 1200-17th Street. 
File No. 160683. 6 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (27) 

From concerned citizens, regarding proposed ordinance to be submitted voters 
amending the Planning Code to require Conditional Use authorization for conversion of 
Production, Distribution, and Repair Use, Institutional Community Use, and Arts 
Activities Use and replacement space. File No. 160698. 5 letters. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (28) 

From Health Service System, regarding 2017 Health Service System Rates and 
Benefits package. File No. 160747. Copy: Each Supervisor. (29) 

From concerned citizens, regarding Live Scan and background checks. File No. 
160759. 2 letters. Copy: Each Supervisor. (30) 

From Bay Area Council, regarding November transportation measure. File No. 160796. 
Copy: Each Supervisor. (31) 

From Supervisor Yee, regarding appointment of Judge Quentin I. Kopp to the Ethics 
Commission. File No. 160834. Copy: Each Supervisor. (32) 

From Shadi ,Zughayar, regarding a Type-21 ABC l!cens~ for 507 Columbus Avenue. 
File No. 160836. (33) \ · ·· · 



From concerned citizens, regarding Support at Home program. 2 letters. Copy: Each 
Supervisor. (34) 

From concerned citizens, regarding Public Convenience and Necessity request for a 
Type 48 license at 65 Post Street. File No. 160249. (35) 



President, Board of Supervisor 
District 5 

City and County of San Francisco 

LONDON N. BREED 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 25, 2016 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

FROM: President London Breed 

SUBJECT: Request to Notice A Special Meeting of the Board of Supervisors 

Please be advised that as President of the Board of Supervisors, I have submitted a 
request to notice a special meeting of the Board of Supervisors on July 28th, 2016 at 
8:30 am in the Legislative Chamber room 250 to consider the following items, and any 
duplicated items with similar subject matter, for a majority vote: 

File 160381 - Charter Amendment and Business and Tax Regulations Code -
City Responsibility and Parcel Tax for Street Trees 

File TBD: Modifying Time for Submission of Charter Amendment under Rule 
2.22. 7 - City Responsibility and Parcel Tax for Street Trees (File No. 160381) 

Thank you for ensuring an agenda is posted within 24 hours of the meeting convening and 
noticing all necessary media outlets and the general public. 

Please let me know if there are any questions. 

Sincerely, 

f~~JT?~ 
President London Breed 
Board of Supervisors 
City & County of San Francisco 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • San Francisco, California 94102-4689 • (415) 554-7630 
Fax (415) 554 - 7634 • TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 • E-mail: London.Breed@sfgov.org 0 



President, Board of Supervisor 
District 5 

DATE: July 25, 2016 

LONDON N. BREED 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

FROM: President London Breed 

City and County of San Francisco 

f?.Et,ttVeD 

ll 

SUBJECT: Request to Notice A Special Meeting of the Board of Supervisors 

Please be advised that as President of the Board of Supervisors, I have submitted a 
request to notice a special meeting of the Board of Supervisors on July 28th, 2016 at 
8:40 am in the Legislative Chamber room 250 to consider the following items, and any 
duplicated items with similar subject matter, for a majority vote: 

File 160586 - Charter Amendment - Department of Police Accountability 

File TBD: Modifying Time for Submission of Charter Amendment under Rule 
2.22. 7 - Department of Police Accountability (File No. 160586) 

160583 - Charter Amendment - Public Advocate; Department of Police 
Accountability 

File 160588 - Charter Amendment - Housing and Development Commission 

File 160827 - Agreements - Access to Fiber-Optic Facilities - Bay Bridge 
Consortium and Pacific Bell 

Thank you for ensuring an agenda is posted within 24 hours of the meeting convening and 
noticing all necessary media outlets and the general public. ' 

Please let me know if there are any questions. 

Sincerely, 

£/ov-v~-- ~~ 
President London Breed 
Board of Supervisors 
City & County of San Francisco 

City Hall o 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place o San Francisco, California 94102-4689 o (415) 554-7630 
Fax (415) 554 - 7634 o TDD/TlY (415) 554-5227 o E-mail: London.Breed@sfgov.org 



President, Board of Supervisor 
District 5 

DATE: July 25, 2016 

LONDON N. BREED 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

FROM: President London Breed 

City and County of San Francisco 

SUBJECT: Request to Notice A Special Meeting of the Board of Supervisors 

Please be advised that as President of the Board of Supervisors, I have submitted a 
request to notice a special meeting of the Board of Supervisors on July 29th, 2016 at 
10:30 am in the Legislative Chamber room 250 to consider the following items, and any 
duplicated items with similar subject matter, for a majority vote: 

File 160381 - Charter Amendment and Business and Tax Regulations Code -
City Responsibility and Parcel Tax for Street Tre_es 

File 160582 - Charter Amendment - City Responsibility for Maintaining Street 
Trees 

Thank you for ensuring an agenda is posted within 24 hours of the meeting convening and 
noticing all necessary media outlets and the general public. 

Please let me know if there are any questions. 

Sincerely, 

President London Breed 
Board of Supervisors 
City & County of San Francisco 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place o San Francisco, California 94102-4689 • (415) 554-7630 
Fax (415) 554 - 7634 o TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 o E-mail: London.Breed@sfgov.org 



President, Board of Supervisor 
District 5 

DATE: July 25, 2016 

LONDON N. BREED 

MEMORANDUM 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

FROM: President London Breed 

City and County of San Francisco 

~&IVED 

I 

SUBJECT: Request to Notice A Special Meeting of the Board of Supervisors 

Please be advised that as President of the Board of Supervisors, I have submitted a 
request to notice a special meeting of the Board of Supervisors on July 29th, 2016 at 
10:35 am in the Legislative Chamber room 250 to consider the following items, and any 
duplicated items with similar subject matter, for a majority vote: 

File 160586 - Charter Amendment - Department of Police Accountability 

Thank you for ensuring an agenda is posted within 24 hours of the meeting convening and 
noticing all necessary media outlets and the general public. 

Please let me know if there are any questions. 

Sincerely, 

-f _,, 
/\_,.-Q/L£(_C~"- f?-v~ 

President London Breed 
Board of Supervisors 
City & County of San Francisco 

City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • San Francisco, California 94102-4689 • (415) 554-7630 
Fax (415) 554 - 7634 • TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 o E-mail: London.Breed@sfgov.org 



7.15.16 Report to the Board of Supervisors 

Report from the Controller and City Administrator 

THE SAN FRANCISCO DISASTER AND EMERGENCY RESPONSE AND RECOVERY FUND. 

FY15-16 Ql FY15-16 Q2 FY15-16 Q3 FY15-16 Q4 FY15-16 Total 
Sources Uses Sources Uses Sources Uses Sources Uses Sources Uses 

SF Disaster Fund - Animal Care $0 $0 $115 $0 $0 $0 $10 $0 $125 $0 
SF Disaster Fund - Housing & Relief $0 $0 $115 $0 $0 $0 $50 $0 $165 $0 

SF Disaster Fund - Public Infrastructure $0 $0 $15 $0 $0 $0 $25 $0 $40 $0 
SF Disaster Fund - Unspecified $0 $0 $15 $0 $75 $0 $17 $0 $107 $0 

SF Disaster Fund - Total $0 $0 $260 $0 $75 $0 $102 $0 $437 $0 



ADM FY15-16 Sole Source Contract Report to Board of Supervisors - July 22, 2015 

DPAD1600064501 

DPPR1600010801 

DPPR1600022601 

'POPR1600002001 

DPPR1600021201 

.DPPR1600029601 

DPPR1600014201 

Vendor Name 

1DATAARTS 

!COMCAST OF CA/COLORADO/WASHINGTON I INC 

:PACIFIC GAS & ELECTRIC CO 

!HI-TECH EMERGENCY VEHICLE SERVICE INC 

iGCS ENVIRONMENTAL EQUIPMENT SERVICES INC 
- ___ )_ __________________________________________ - ---

lALTEC INDUSTRIES INC 
l 

!MUNICIPAL MAINTENANCE EQUIPMENT 

95784 

72660 

14087 

09230 

78487 

Purpose 

Online application system 

Business cable subscription !701001 

Central Shops - sole San Francisco supplier of ;701001 
CNG. 
Fire vehicle specialized maintenance 

--------- - -- --- -- __ "' ___ -- ---------------- -

Central Shops specialized parts 

701001 

1701001 
-------- 1_ ------,---------

101764 Central Shops specialized parts 1701001 
------ ------- - --- - - - - ------------

28110 Central Shops OEM parts. J701001 
- --- ------- -~------ --- - ----------------------------------

,DPPR1600024301 __ i~.11ARGEPOINT INC 

DPAD1600040701 !BELL AND HOWELL LLC 

- - -- ---------=- ,---=-----

,DPAD1600040401 !CANON SOLUTIONS AMERICA INC 

:DPAD1600011201 
1DPAD1600069901 

DPRE1600011101 

;DPRE1600124401 

DPRE1600011001 

DPRE1600045301 

DPAD1600003001 

iDPAD1600005101 

:DPCM160000610i 

DPCM1600006301 

1POCM1600000201 

POCM1600000202 

POCM1600000203 

DPCM1600013401 

1DPCM160001S001 

:DPCM1600001901 

lCOMcAST OF CA/COLORADO/WASHINGTON I INC 

jVERINT AMERICAS INC 

!COMCAST OF CA/COLORADO/WASHINGTON I INC 

!SHIP ART INTERNATIONAL 
l 

!CDMCAST OF CA/COLORADO/WASHINGTON i INC 

:CHARGEPOINT INC 

!COMCAST OF CA/COLORADO/WASHINGTON I INC 

JCHARGEPOINT INC 

iRANDOX LABORATORIES-US LTD 

1RANDOX LABORATORIES-US LTD 

!RADIOLOGICAL SPECIALISTS INC 

iRADIOLOGICAL SPECIALISTS INC 

jRADIOLOGICAL SPECIALISTS INC 

iVENTURE LABS INC 

!VENTURE LABS INC 
! 

iNMS LABS INC 

DPCM16000l80Cff- ·--!VENTURE LABS INC 

---· _ 8~26 __ __ __ -~lectric_ve_h~~e_c:_~~~~n_g!t~~~n_s_rl1~in_t_e_n_Clf15~ ;701001 
!84494 'REPROMAIL proprietary equipment maintenance 1701101 

l 

.. 

)83771 

172660 

97790 

72660 

!16960 

:72660 

87936 

72660 

,87936 

85575 

85575 

,93330 

. 93330 
69130 

69130 

33169 

69130 

- REPROMAIL proprietary equipment maintenance jii:ffio:l. 

Business cable subscription 

CRM software maintenance 

Business cable subscription 
1Specialized art transportation 

Business cable subscription 

:7oso29 

:705029 

l70R_E25VN -· .. -· 
j70REELLAHILL 

;70REHOJ 
) 

Electric vehicle charging stations maintenance · !70REPROPMGT 

Business cable subscription J70TIDA 
-- ---

Electric vehicle charging stations maintenance i70TIDA 

Office of Chief Medical Examiner - RANDOX ;?45008 
'EVIDENCE IMMUNASSAY 
'Office of Chief Medical Examiner - RANDOX 
EVIDENCE IMMUNASSAY 
Specialized 3D x-ray equipment 

;Maintenance for proprietary equipment 

Maintenance for proprietary equipment 

Office of ctii~f Medi~al E~arr;lner - ELISA KITS 

,Office of Chief Medical Examiner - ELISA KITS 

-

i745008 
: 

1745008 

1745008 
1745068 
'745008 

745008 

Office of Chief Medical Examiner - specialized 1745008 
to?<icology testing _ _ ; 
Office of Chief Medican~·l<aminer - ELIS.A:kITS !745008 

03571 

.04799 

'02921 

04331 

04331 

04331 

i02999 

!02799 

;02999 

'03571 

.02761 

i03571 

:03521 

03571 

.04921 

i03571 

03599 

04431 

i04431 

'.06071 

;02999 

!02899 

!04431 

]04431 

l02789 

i04431 

38,631 i 

400 

485 

2,000 

840 

39,463 

92,081 

501,438 

60,000 

5,060 

8,156 

10,875 

40,000 

5,438 



August 2, 2016 - Communications Page 

From the Clerk of the Board, the following departments have submitted their reports regarding 
Sole Source Contracts for FY2015-2016: 

Office of the City Administrator 
San Francisco International Airport 
San Francisco Adult Probation Department 
Department of Building Inspection 
Department of Child Support Services 
Department of Elections 
Port of San Francisco 
San Francisco Public Works 
Office of the Treasurer and Tax Collector 

0 



From: Nguyen, Adam (ADM) 
Sent: 
To: 

Tuesday, July 26, 2016 4:29 PM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Cc: Bukowski, Kenneth (ADM); Martinez, Norman 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

FW: 2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts Memo - Response Required 
ADM FY15-16 Sole Source Contract Report to BOS.xlsx 

Importance: High 

Dear Board of Supervisors -

Please find ADM's response attached. 

Adam Nguyen 
Budget and Planning Director 
Office of the City Administrator 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Rm 356 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-4563 
adam.nguven@sfgov.org 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 10:17 AM 
To: MYR-ALL Department Heads 
Cc: MYR-All Department Head Assistant 
Subject: 2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts Memo - Response Required 

Dear Department Heads: 

Please see the attached memo regarding Sunshine Ordinance Section 67.24(e) reporting requirement of Sole Source 
Contracts. 

Regards, 

Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-5184 
(415) 554-5163 fax 
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 

1 



DPCM1600011101 .RANDOX LABORATORIES-US LTD 85575 Office of Chief Medical Examiner - RANDOX ?45008 02941 21,600 
EVIDENCE IMMUNASSAY 

- ------ --- - - - - - - -
DPCM1600002201 AGILENT TECHNOLOGIES INC 52700 Office of Chief Medical Examiner - specialized i745008 :02999 22,026 

: equipment maintenance 
DPAN1600018401 lEARTH ISLAND INSTITUTE .. i4298 Coyote education and outreach !765005 !02751 40,000 



I I 

From: Cynthia Avakian (AIR) 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Tuesday, July 19, 2016 10:57 AM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS) 

Subject: Dept. 27 - Report Sole Source Contracts FY15-16 
Attachments: Dept 27-Airport Sole Source Contracts Annual Report 15-16.pdf 

Ms. Calvillo, 

Attached please find a copy of SFO's Report Sole Source 
Contracts FY15-16. If you have any questions about the 
report, please let me know. 

Thanks, 

Cynthia Avakian 
Director, Contracts 
San Francisco International Airport 

P. 0. Box 8097, San Francisco, CA 94128 
E-mail: cynthia.avakian@flysfo.com 
Phone: (650) 821-2014 

1 



Ms. Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

Dear Ms. Calvillo: 

San Francisco International Airport 

July 19, 2016 

Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code Section 67.24(e), attached is the 
Airport's annual report on sole source contracts for Fiscal Year 2015-2016. This list is 
composed of contracts and agreements that needed sole source waivers from the City's 
Human Rights Commission (HRC), Contract Monitoring Division (CMD) and/or the 
Office of Contract Administration (OCA). 

If you have any questions, please contact Cynthia Avakian of the Airport's Contracts 
Administration Unit at (650) 821-2014. 

Attachment 

AIRPORT COMMISSION CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

LARRY MAZZOLA 
PRESIDENT 

LINDA S. CRAYTON 
VICE PRESIDENT 

ELEANOR JOHNS RICHARD J. GUGGENHIME PETER A. STERN JOHN L. MARTIN 

AIRPORT DIRECTOR 

Post Office Box 8097 San Francisco, California 94128 Tel 650.821.5000 Fax 650.821.5005 www.flysfo.com 



Airport Commission Summary of Sole Source Contracts FY 15-16 

TERM TERM 
START END VENDOR NAME AMOUNT REASON FOR WAIVER 

1 FY 15-16 3M $600.00 Training 
Airport Research & Development 

2 1/30/15 1130/20 Foundation (ARDF) $2,500,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 
3 1/1/15 12/30/20 Airports Council International $479,355.00 Airport Service Quality Survey 
4 FY 15-16 Alibris $2,000.00 seminars) 
5 FY 15-16 AMAC $7,500.00 Membership 

American Institute of Certified Public 
6 FY 15-16 Accountants $1,845.00 Conference, Membership 
7 4/1/16 3/31/17 American Planning Association $2,941.75 Membership 
8 FY 15-16 American Society of Civil Engineers $397.00 Subscriptions 
9 7/1/13 6/30/16 Anderson Audio Visual-East Bay LLC $42,350.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 
10 FY 15-16 APCO International $120.00 Membership 
11 2/15/07 2/15/17 Bank of New York Trust Company NA $1, 700,000.00 Consulting 

Bay Area Air Quality Management 
12 FY 15-16 District $92,592.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 
13 FY 15-16 Bay Area Clean Water Agencies $5,802.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 
14 FY15-16 Bay Area Council $68,100.00 Conference, Membership, Studies 

15 7/1/15 6/30/17 Bay Area Rapid Transit $400,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

16 8/31/06 10115119 Bay Area Toll Authority $2,214,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

17 FY 15-16 BCDC $934.75 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

18 FY15-16 Board of Equalization $434.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

19 11/25/13 11/24/18 Boys and Girls Club San Mateo County $3,900.00 Noise Monitoring Site Permits 

20 7/1/12 6/30/17 Brue! & Kjaer EMS Inc. $1,520,000.00 Agreement 

21 FY 15-16 Bureau of National Affairs $2,000.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

22 FY 15-16 Burton's Fire, Inc. $250,000.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

CA Debt and Investment Advisory 
23 FY 15-16 Commisson $300.00 Conference 

24 FY 15-16 CA Department of Public Health $3,083.75 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

25 9/1/15 6/30/17 CA Department of Transportation $250,000.00 Lease Reimbursement 

26 FY 15-16 CA Department of Transportation $40,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

27 FY 15-16 CA Water Environment Assoc. $160.00 Conference 

28 FY 15-16 Cal CPA Education $399.00 Membership 

29 FY 15-16 Cal Chamber $115.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

30 FY 15-16 CalCPA Education Foundation $4,990.00 Training 

CA-Nevada Section American Water 
31 FY 15-16 Works Association $565.00 Conference 

32 2/15/15 6/30/18 Chevron USA $15,000.00 Credit Card for emerg. Repairs & fueling 

33 FY 15-16 City College of San Francisco $285.00 Training 

34 9/25/13 6/30/18 City of Brisbane $600.00 Noise Monitoring site permits 

35 7/1/14 6/30/15 City of Burlingame-Water/Sewer Fees $5,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

36 9125113 6/30/18 City of Daly City $1,200.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

37 9/25/13 6/30/18 City of Millbrae $1,200.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

38 FY 15-16 City of Millbrae $3,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

39 9/25/13 6/30/18 City of Pacifica $600.00 Noise Monitoring Site Permits 

Page 1of4 



Airport Commission Summary of Sole Source Contracts FY 15-16 

TERM TERM 
START END VENDOR NAME AMOUNT REASON FOR WAIVER 

40 9125113 6/30/18 City of San Bruno $600.00 Noise Monitoring Site Permits 

41 FY 15-16 City of South San Francisco $150,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

42 10/1/15 9/30/17 City of South San Francisco $9,715,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

43 FY 15-16 CLE International $2,780.00 Conference 

44 FY 15-16 Continuing Education of the Bar $3,500.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

45 FY 15-16 County of San Mateo $13,000.00 Online Subscription Services 

46 7/1/13 6/30/18 County of San Mateo (Palcare) $3,450,000.00 Childcare facility 
Department of Homeland Security- Reimbursement Fee Agreement Program 

47 11/1/14 10/31/19 Customs and Border Protection (CBP) $9,000,000.00 and CBP only Contractor 
48 FY 15-16 Department of Motor Vehicles $300.00 Training 

Dept. Health Services (Env. Lab. 
49 FY 15-16 Accreditation Prog.) $3,009.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

Dept. of Consumer Affairs CA Board of 
50 10/1/15 9/30/17 Accountancy $50.00 Membership 

51 FY 15-16 DFW Training Research Center $60,850.00 Training 

52 7/1/15 6/30/17 Diio, LLC $36,000.00 Online Subscription Services 

53 FY 15-16 E&M Electric & Machinery Inc. $16,622.82 Software/Hardware Purchase or Upgrade 

54 6/20/11 12/31/15 Engineereed Arresting Systems Corp. $420,000.00 EMAS Design Services 

55 2116115 2/6/17 Engineering News Record $125.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

56 FY 15-16 Enviance Inc $49,925.00 Agreement 

57 2/15/13 2/14/18 Federal Avation Administration $0.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

58 3/31/11 6130116 Federal Aviation Administration Lease $4,519,373.19 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

59 10/1/12 9130120 Federal Aviation Administration Lease NIA Lease Reimbursement 

60 711115 6/30/35 Federal Aviation Administration Lease $1.00 Lease Reimbursement 
61 12/1/15 11/30/20 Fitch Ratings Inc. $275,000.00 Publications & Subscriptions 
62 FY 15-16 Fred Pryor Seminars/Careertrack $159.00 Conference 

Friends of the Commission on the Status 
63 FY 15-16 of Women $3,500.00 Conference 

64 FY 15-16 · Garratt-Callahan $270,000.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

65 3/1/15 2/28/18 GCRinc. $99,700.00 Agreement 

66 1/1/13 12/30/17 GCRinc. $1,500,000.00 Agreement 

67 FY 15-16 Green Technology $265.00 Conference 

68 FY 15-16 Hach Company $34,092.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

69 FY 15-16 Harvard University $2,275.00 Conference 

70 FY 15-16 Henry Stewart Publication $425.00 Publications & Subscriptions 
71 FY 15-16 HSQ Technology $50,000.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

72 11/25/13 12/31/15 IER Inc. $4,000,000.00 Fabricate and install CUSS kiosks 
73 FY 15-16 Insurance Educational Assn. $1,167.00 Training 
74 211113 6/30/17 Intergraph _Corp. $930,000.00 Agreement 
75 FY 15-16 Intergraph Corp. $111,824.05 Agreement 
76 FY 15-16 Int'l Assoc of Chiefs of Police $150.00 Membership 

Int'l Association of Plumbing and Conference, Membership, Publications & 
77 FY 15-16 Mechanical Officials $710.00 Subscriptions 
78 FY 15-16 Int'l Risk Management Institute $5,036.88 Publications & Subscriptions 

Page 2 of4 



Airport Commission Summary of Sole Source Contracts FY 15-16 

TERM TERM 
START END VENDOR NAME AMOUNT REASON FOR WAIVER 

79 FY 15-16 Int'l. Air Transport Assoc. $10,000.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

80 FY 15-16 IPMA-HR $783.00 Membership 

81 FY 15-16 JB Systems, dba Mainsaver $28,682.00 Agreement 
82 7/2/12 6/30/17 LDM $300,000.00 Agreement 

83 FY 15-16 LeighFisher $925.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

84 311114 2/28/18 Management Concepts $50,000.00 Training 
McGraw Hill-Aviation Week & Space 

85 11125113 11125116 Tech $239.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

86 8/29/13 8/29/16 McGraw Hill - ENR $199.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

87 FY 15-16 Metropolitan Electrical Construction $100,000.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

88 12/1/15 11/30/20 Moody's Investors Service Inc. $500,000.00 Publications & Subscriptions 
National Emergency Number 

89 FY 15-16 Association $137.00 Membership 

90 FY 15-16 National Fire Protection Association $5,656.00 & Training 

91 FY 15-16 Nixon Egli Equipment Company $150,000.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

92 7/1/14 6/30/17 OAG Aviation Worldwide $97,800.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

93 FY 15-16 Office of State Fire Marshall $1,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

94 FY 15-16 Oracle America $4,129,547.23 Software/Hardware Purchase or Upgrade 

95 7/1/11 6/30/17 Passur Aerospace Inc. $923,803.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

96 7/1/14 6/30/17 Passur Aerospace Inc. $575,199.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

97 7/1/15 6/30/17 Pitney Bowes $50,000.00 Postage and Postal Box Fees 

98 FY 15-16 Port of Oakland $1,000.00 Training 

99 4/1/12 4/1/20 Presidio Trust $7,500,000.00 Wetlands Mitigation Program 

100 2/10/14 219117 Quantum Secure $1,294,665.00 Communication Software Upgrade 

101 FY 15-16 Radiation Detection Company $1,000.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

102 FY 15-16 Realm Communications Group $180,000.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

103 FY 15-16 Regional Monitoring Program c/o SFEI $8,886.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

104 FY 15-16 Remotec $48,184.12 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

105 FY 15-16 Risk & Insurance Management Society $1,935.00 Conference, Membership 

106 1011115 9/30/21 Robert Kuo Consulting $600,000.00 Consulting Services 

107 FY 15-16 Safari Books Online $72,643.20 Publications & Subscriptions 

108 7/1/15 6/30/17 SAi $60,000.00 Agreement 

109 FY 15-16 SAM CED A $15,000.00 Membership 

110 5/24/11 5/24/16 San Bruno Park School District $10,000.00 Bus Transportation 

111 1011115 9130116 San Francisco Business Times $3,038.00 Subscriptions 

112 FY 15-16 San Francisco Estuary Institute $7,062.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

113 FY 15-16 San Mateo County Clerk $300.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

114 FY 15-16 San Mateo County DPW $15,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

San Mateo County Environmental 

115 FY 15-16 Health $49,822.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

San Mateo County First Chance 

116 10/1/13 10/1/18 Program $40,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

San Mateo County Mosquito & Vector 

117 FY 15-16 Control District $40,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 
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Airport Commission Summary of Sole Source Contracts FY 15-16 

TERM TERM 
START END VENDOR NAME AMOUNT REASON FOR WAIVER 

118 7/l/08 6/30/18 San Mateo County Transit District $2, 130,000.00 Owl Bus Service 

119 9125113 6/30/18 San Mateo Harbor District $600.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

120 12/1/14 11130/19 Scheidt & Bachmann $3,750,000.00 Agreement 

121 FY 15-16 Schneider Electric $7,194.66 Agreement 

122 3/1/15 2/28/17 Social Bicycles, Inc. $23,680.00 Software 

Society for Human Resource 
123 FY 15-16 Management $3,910.00 Conference, Membership 

124 10/21/14 10/23/15 SourceMedia $3,075.00 Subscriptions 

125 9/25/13 6/30/18 SSF Unified School Distict $600.00 Noise Monitoring site permits 

126 1211115 11130120 Standard & Poor's Rating Services $125,000.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

127 FY 15-16 State Board of Equalization $8,000.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

128 FY 15-16 State Water Resource Control Board $82,245.29 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

129 FY 15-16 Texas A&M Engineering $1,810.00 Training 

130 FY 15-16 The Booth Company $6,750.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

131 FY 15-16 The New York Times $977.60 Online Subscription Services 

132 FY 15-16 The Recorder $503.88 Publications & Subscriptions 

133 9/1/15 9/1/17 The Wall Street Journal $2,715.71 Publications & Subscriptions 

134 FY 15-16 Thomas G Dragges $28,749.14 seminars) 
Thresher Communications Productivity Software/Hardware Maintenance 

135 7/1/15 6/30/18 Inc. $340,323.23 Agreement 

136 9/25/13 6/30/18 Town of Hillsborough $600.00 Noise Monitoring site permits 

137 FY 15-16 Tractel Inc. Swingstage Div. West $50,000.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

138 FY 15-16 Tradewind Scientific Company $10,000.00 Equipment, Maintenance, Repair, Parts 

139 911106 10/15/19 Transportation Corridor Agencies $375,000.00 License for FasTrak Trademark 

140 10/1/15 9/30/20 U.S. Drug Enforcement Administration $2,158,818.00 Lease Reimbursement 

141 111116 12/31/16 U.S. Travel Association $61,550.00 Membership 

142 FY 15-16 UC Regents/UC Berkeley $11,950.00 Training 

143 711115 6/30/17 United Parcel Service $30,000.00 Postage and Postal Box Fees 

144 10/1/12 9/30/21 US Coast Guard Lease $1.00 Government Fees, Fines, Licenses 

145 12130115 12131116 US Government Printing Office $1,804.00 Publications & Subscriptions 

146 10/16/15 10/15/16 US Green Building Council $5,000.00 Membership 
147 6/1/13 5/12/18 US Organization $175,000.00 Grant agreement for 24/7 operation 

148 FY 15-16 US Postal Service $2,257.00 Postage and Postal Box Fees 
149 5/1/15 4/30/18 Ventura County $473,688.00 Publications & Subscriptions 
150 10/l/14 10/31/18 Verint Video Solutions, Inc. $550,000.00 Agreement 
151 4/1112 3130120 VII Pac Shores Holdings, LLC $3,550,000.00 Wetlands Mitigation Program 
152 7/1115 7/1118 Windsor Tel Com Computer Services $150,000.00 Agreement 
153 FY 15-16 Wolters Kluwer Law & Business CCH $5,401.00 Publications & Subscriptions 
154 FY 15-16 WRIPAC $1,700.00 Training 

Total FY 2015-2016 Sole Source 
Contracts $75,348,218.25 

Page 4 of 4 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Lim, Diane (ADP) 
Thursday, July 21, 2016 1:23 PM 
Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
Martinez, Veronica (ADP) 
2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts-Adult Probation Department Response 

Dear Clerk of the Board, 

In compliance with Sunshine Ordinance Section 67.24 (e), the Adult Probation Department 
is reporting that we did not enter into any sole source contracts in Fiscal Year 2015-16. 

Should you have any questions please contact me at 415-553-1058 

Diane Lim 
Director of Finance and Administrative Services 
San Francisco Adult Probation Department 
415-553-1058 Phone 
415-575-8895 Fax 

1 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Hui, Tom (DBI) 
Friday, July 22, 2016 2:41 PM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Cc: Madison, Taras (DBI); Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

RE: 2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts Memo - Response Required 
DBI Sole Source FY2015-16.pdf 

Honorable Board of Supervisors, 

Attached please find the Sole Source Contracts memo for DBI. 

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact my office. 

Thank you. 

Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O. 
Director 

City & County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 
1660 Mission Street, Sixth Floor 
San Francisco CA 94103 
415-558-6131 Phone 
415-558-6225 Fax 
Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.org 
Web: www.sfdbi.org 

~~~~to our DBI e-Newsletter 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} 
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 10:17 AM 
To: MYR-ALL Department Heads <MYR-All.DepartmentHeads@sfgov.org> 
Cc: MYR-All Department Head Assistant <MYR-All.DepartmentHeadAssistant@sfgov.org> 
Subject: 2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts Memo - Response Required 

Dear Department Heads: 

Please see the attached memo regarding Sunshine Ordinance Section 67.24(e} reporting requirement of Sole Source 
Contracts. 

Regards, 

1 



Citi' and County of San Francisco 
Department of Buildi!19 Inspection 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 22, 2016 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

FROM: 
\V . 
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O. 
Director 

SUBJECT: Sole Source Contracts for Fiscal Year 2015-2016 

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director 

Per your request, please see below for Fiscal Year 2015-2016 Sole Source Contracts: 

Term Vendor FY 2015-16 Reason 
Amount 

8/1/14- Oracle $86,559.12 Only vendor that can 
7/31/15 America Inc. provide this particular 

software license and 
maintenance (Per 
Admin Code 21.30) 

8/1/15- Oracle $89,155.90 Only vendor that can 
7/31/16 America, Inc. provide this particular 

software license and 
maintenance (Per 
Admin Code 21.30) 

7/1/15 - Selectron $51,045 Only vendor that can 
6/30/18 Technologies, provide this particular 

Inc. software license and 
maintenance (Per 
Admin Code 21.30) 

If you have any questions, please contact Taras Madison at (415) 558-6239 or via email at 
taras.madison@sfgov.org. 

cc: ~rTaras Madison, Deputy Director of Administrative Services, DBI 

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR 
1660 Mission Street- San Francisco CA 94103 

Office (415) 558-6131 - FAX (415) 558-6225 
Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.org 

CJ 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Arevalo, Rosa (CSS) 
Friday, July 22, 2016 9:52 AM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Cc: Beckett, Caroline (CSS); Ngwe, Mary (CSS) 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

RE: 2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts Memo - Response Required 
SOLE SOURCE CONTRACT LIST.PDF 

Importance: High 

Rachel, 

Please find attached the annual list of Sole Source Contracts list for Fiscal Year 2015-2016. 

Thank you, 

1«Jsa .Jl:revafo 
City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Child Support Services 

Finance Division 
617 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
(415} 356-2879 

From: Beckett, Caroline (CSS) 
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 11:25 AM 
To: Ngwe, Mary (CSS); Arevalo, Rosa (CSS) 
Subject: FW: 2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts Memo - Response Required 

Good morning, 

Please provide me with the requested information regarding sole source. 

Thank you. 

Carol [)eckett j Assistant Director I San fr-ancisco Department ot Child Support Services I 61 7 Mission 

Street, San Francisco, CA 94105 I 415-756-2929 I caroline.beckett@sto-ov.or-a 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. 
It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosme is prohibited and may violate 
applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender 
and destroy all copies of the communication. 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 10:17 AM 
To: MYR-ALL Department Heads 
Cc: MYR-All Department Head Assistant 
Subject: 2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts Memo - Response Required 

1 



Dear Department Heads: 

Please see the attached memo regarding Sunshine Ordinance Section 67.24(e) reporting requirement of Sole Source 
Contracts. 

Regards, 

Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-5184 
(415) 554-5163 fax 
Board.of.Supervisors@sfgov.org 

2 



EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

July 22, 2016 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

DEPARTMENT OF CHILD SUPPORT SERVICES 
617 Mission Street, San Francisco, CA 94105-3503 Tel. {415) 356-2700 

Child Support Automated Information System 1-888-823-2734 

Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
City and County of San Francisco 
City Hall Room 244 
Attn: Rachel Gosiengfiao 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: Sole Source Contracts for Fiscal Year 2015-2016 

KAREN M. ROYE 
DIRECTOR 

As required by San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance Section 67.24(e), I am submitting 
the annual list of Sole Source Contracts list for Fiscal Year 2015-2016. If you have any 
questions on this report, please contact me at (415) 356-2879. 

VENDOR 

CHILD SUPPORT DIRECTORS ASSOCIATION 
NATIONAL CHILD SUPPORT ENFORCEMENT 
ASSOCIATION 

E-OSCAR 

FUHR SOFTWARE, INC. - LOBBY CENTRAL 

SONITROL 

SUPERIOR COURT ALAMEDA COUNTY 

UNITED STATES POSTAL SERVICE 

Rosa Arevalo, Finance Department 
Department of Child Support Services 
617 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
(415) 356-2879 

VENDOR 
NUMBER 

60328 

43307 
78237 
97306 
17323 

C05974 
39275 



From: Arntz, John (REG) 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, July 21, 2016 4:22 PM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Subject: RE: 2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts Memo - Response Required 

Hello. The Department of Elections did not enter into a new sole-source contract during FY 15/16. The Department has 
the following sole-source contract from a previous fiscal year: 

Runbeck Election Services, BPRG 14000003. 

Thanks, 
-John. 

John Arntz, Director 
San Francisco Department of Elections 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 48 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-4375 
sfelections.org 

Follow the San Francisco Department of Elections on Face book and Twitter! 

Your feedback is important to us! Please take our customer service survey. 

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Sent: Friday, June 24, 2016 10:17 AM 
To: MYR-ALL Department Heads <MYR-All.DepartmentHeads@sfgov.org> 
Cc: MYR-All Department Head Assistant <MYR-All.DepartmentHeadAssistant@sfgov.org> 
Subject: 2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts Memo - Response Required 

Dear Department Heads: 

Please see the attached memo regarding Sunshine Ordinance Section 67.24(e) reporting requirement of Sole Source 
Contracts. 

Regards, 

Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-5184 

1 



Date: 

To: 

From: 

Subject: 

July 22, 2016 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

MEMORANDUM 

Elaine Forbes~-~ 
Interim Executiv . i ctor 
Port of San Fr cisco 

Sole Source Contracts for Fiscal Year 2015-16 

SOLE SOURCE CONTRACTS 

Sunshine Ordinance Section 67.24(e) requires that at the end of each fiscal year, each City Department 
provide the Board of Supervisors with a list of all sole source contracts entered into during the past 
fiscal year.· The list shall be made available for inspection and copying. Below is the list of sole source 
contracts that the Port entered into for FY 2015-16: 

Sole Source Agreements Executed in FY 2015-16 

Term Vendor Amount Reason 

8/15-8/16 DLT Solutions $36,609 Auto CAD subscription renewal 

5/16 Cleantec $215,787 Trash compactors and software 

6/16-5/17 Oracle $168,751 Oracle program licenses 
America 

1/16-12/16 Transport IT $39,226 Oracle Financials software support and updates 
Services 

8/16-8/17 DL T Solutions $17,112 AutoDesk Building Design software 

TOTAL $477,485 

Please contact me or Boris Delepine of my staff at 274-0443 should you have any questions. 

cc: John Woo, Acting Port Deputy Director, Finance & Administration 

Cil -

·"1 

--:': 

! 

'" 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Camillo, Stacey (DPW) 
Friday, July 22, 2016 3:27 PM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Beasley, Yolanda (DPW); Dawson, Julia (DPW); Robertson, Bruce (DPW); Alfonso, Carlo 
(DPW); Nuru, Mohammed (DPW) 
2015- 2016 Sole Source Contracts Memo 
Memo to Board and re Sole Source Contracts FY1516.pdf 

Good afternoon, 

Please see the attached. 

Best regards, 

Stacey Camillo, J.D. 
Division Manager Contract Administration 

San Francisco Public Works I City and County of San Francisco 
1155 Market Street, 4th Floor I San Francisco, CA 94103 I (415) 554-4886 (o) I (415) 554-6232 (f) 

1 



Edwin M. Lee 
Mayor 

Mohammed 
Director 

San Francisco Public Works 
i Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl. 
Room 348 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
tel 415-554-6920 

sfpublicworhs.org 
facebook.com/sfpublicworks 
twitter.com/sfpublicworks 
twitter.com/mrcleansf 

Date: July 22, 2016 

To: Board of Supervisors 
Attention Clerk of the Board 

From: Mohammed Nuru, Director 

Subject: Sole Source Contracts for Fiscal Year 2015/2016 

Pursuant to Section 67.24{e) of the Sunshine Ordinance, the San Francisco 
Department of Public Works (DPW) has the following active sole source contracts: 

1. Leica Equipment Maintenance Agreement dated June 3, 2104, with Leica 
Geosystems, Inc. for $454,165; 

2. San Francisco General Hospital Pneumatic Tube System Connectivity 
Project dated November 2, 2015, with Pneumatic Tube Product Company 
for $445, 750.35; 

3. Library Digitizing & Maintenance Services, dated February 8, 2016, with 
Stallworth Enterprises, Inc. for $35,160; and 

4. Design Services related to San Francisco General Hospital Building 5 Seismic 
Retrofit, dated May 24, 2016, with SOHA Engineers for $1,425,000. 

In addition and in conformance with the requirements of Administrative Code 
Section 8.16, the San Francisco Department of Public Works has submitted two 
copies of this report to the San Francisco Public Library. 

ec: Julia Dawson, Deputy Director, Finance Management & Administration 
Stacey Camillo, Division Manager, Contract Administration 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Hi, 

Wu, Kimmie (TTX) 
Thursday, July 21, 2016 10:14 AM 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Shah, Tajel 
TTX - Sole Source Contracts 
Book1.xlsx 

As requested, attached is a list of the Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector's sole source contracts for FY2015-16. 

Regards, 

Kimmie Wu 
Budget Manager 
Office of the Treasurer & Tax Collector 
City & County of San Francisco 
415-554-4513 

1 



I I Additional Sole Source Amount : 
Vendor I Term I ApprovedinFY15-16 

1 

: 
21 Tech 5/31/13 - 6/30/18 $ 506,451.21 
Alarm Program Systems LLC 10/30/15-10/31/16 $ 86,340.00 
Columbia Ultimate Business Systems 7 /1/10 - 6/30/16 $ 258,513.00 
CXM Solutions, Inc 12/24/15 - 12/23/16 $ 27,868.30 
Opex 9/1/11-6/30/20 $ 40,985.06 
Thomson Reuters (Manatron) 6/21/13 - 6/30/18 $ 444,050.00 

C:\Users\RGosiengfiao\AppData\Local\Microsoft\Windows\Temporary Internet Files\Content.Outlook\ETGHHSUZ\ 

Book1.xlsx 

Purpose 

Developer for business tax system and professional services 
Non-professional licensing services subscription and maintenance 
Software support and maintenance for Rrevenue Plus Collection System (RPCS) 
Professional services and software license fee to upgrade Qmatic solution for customer flow management 
Hardware maintenance 
Proprietary tax collection software support 



August 2, 2016 Communications Page 

From the Clerk of the Board, agencies that have submitted a 2016 Local Agency Biennial 
Conflict of Interest Code Review Report: 

Board of Appeals 
Department of Child Support Services 
Department of Emergency 
Department of Elections 
San Francisco Health Plan · 
Citizens General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee 
San Francisco Police Department 

2) 
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From: Roye, Karen (CSS) 
Sent: 
To: 

Wednesday, July 13, 2016 11 :30 AM 
Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS) 

Cc: Beckett, Caroline (CSS) 
Subject: Re: 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review - Response Required 

Good morning Rachel, 

Thank you for reaching out to the department. We do have one change. The department has reorganized its finance 
unit, substituting a "Finance Manager" to a Accounting Supervisor. The position is responsible and oversees contracting 
and all procurement for the department and should therefore be included as required to report. 

Thank you for your service, 
Karen 

Karen M. Roye 

IV-D Director/Department Head 
LCSA- San Francisco Department of Child Support Services 

=-'-'-'-"'-'-'==:.=_.=..:'-"--'="'-"'=""-' Te I: ~::......=:..:"-"---':::..::.::= 

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This communication with its contents may contain confidential and/or legally privileged 
information. It is solely for the use of the intended recipient(s). Unauthorized interception, review, use or disclosure is 
prohibited and may violate applicable laws including the Electronic Communications Privacy Act. If you are not the 
intended recipient, please contact the sender and destroy all copies of the communication. 

Sent from my iPhone 

On Jul 12, 2016, at 8:49 PM, Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS) <rachel.gosiengfiao@sfgov.org> wrote: 

Good evening, Karen, 

Please see attached the 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review Memo, Review Report, 
City Attorney Memo and San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, Section 3.1-158 -
Child Support Services. 

Regards, 

Rachel Gosiengfiao 
Executive Assistant 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Phone: (415) 554-7703 I Fax: (415) 554-5163 
rachel.gosiengfiao@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Goldstein, Cynthia (PAB) 
Wednesday, July 13, 2016 8:23 AM 
Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS) 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

RE: 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review - Response Required 
Conflict of Interest Code Review Report 2016.pdf 

Thanks, Rachel. The Review Report for the Board of Appeals is attached. 

Cynthia 

Cynthia G. Goldstein 
Executive Director 
San Francisco Board of Appeals 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 304 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
Phone:415-575-6881 
Fax: 415-575-6885 
Email: cynthia.goldstein@sfgov.org 

From: Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS} 
Sent: Tuesday, July 12, 2016 5:36 PM 
To: Goldstein, Cynthia (PAB) <cynthia.goldstein@sfgov.org> 
Subject: 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review - Response Required 

Good evening, Cynthia, 

Please see attached the 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review Memo, Review Report, City Attorney 
Memo and San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, Section 3.1-130 - Board of Appeals. 

Regards, 

Rachel Gosiengfiao 
Executive Assistant 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Phone: (415} 554-7703 I Fax: (415} 554-5163 
rachel.gosiengfiao@sfgov.org I www.sfbos.org 

Please complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form by clicking here. 

The legislative Research Center provides 24-hour access to Board of Supervisors legislation, and archived matters 
since August 1998. 

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the 
California Public Records Act and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be 
redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying information when they communicate with the 
Board of Supervisors and its committees. Alf written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the Clerk's Office 
regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's 
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Name of Agency: 

2016 Local Agency Biennial Notice 

Conflict of Interest Code Review Report 

Board of Appeals 

Mailing Address: 1650 Mission Street Suite 304 San Francisco, CA 94103 

Contact Person: Cvnthia Goldstein Title: Executive Director 

Office Phone No: _4_,__,lc!::.5_..-5:..!.7=5-_,,6C!<.88"'"'1,__ _________ _ 

E-mail: cynthia. goldstein@sfgov.org 

This agency has reviewed its conflict-of-interest code and has determined that: 

D An amendment is required. The following amendments are necessary: 
(Check all that apply.) 

o Include new positions (including consultants) that must be designated. 
o Revise disclosure categories. 
o Revise the titles of existing positions. 
o Delete positions that have been abolished. 
o Delete positions that no longer make or participate in making governmental decisions. 
o Other (describe) __________________________ _ 

[2J No amendment is required. 
The agency's code accurately designates all positions that make or participate in the making 
of governmental decisions; the disclosure categories assigned to those positions accurately 
require the disclosure of all investments, business positions, interests in real property, and 
sources of gifts and income that may foreseeably be affected materially by the decisions 
made by those holding the designated positions; and the code includes all other provisions 
required by Government Code Section 87302. 

~I& 

"< Signature of Chief Executive Officer Date 

Complete this notice regardless of how recently your code was approved or amended. 

Please return this notice no later than August 31, 2016, via e-mail (PDF) or inter-office 
mail to: 

Clerk of the Board 
Board of Supervisors 
ATTN: Rachel Gosiengfiao 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
E-mail: rachel.gosiengfiao@sfgov.org 



Name of Agency: 

Mailing Address: 

Contact Person: 

2016 Local Agency Biennial Notice 

Conflict of Interest Code Review Report 

Departme11t-9f Emt::r~ll.J)Y Management 

1011 Turk Street 

William Lee Title: Deputy Director of Ad.min & Support 

Office Phone No: _4_15_-_55_8_-_38~6_6 ______ _ 

E-mail: william.lee(Z4sfgov.org 

This agency has reviewed its conflict-of-interest code and has determined that: 

~ An amendment is required. The following amendments are necessary: 
(Check all that apply.) 

./ Include new positions (including consultants) that must be designated. 
o Revise disclosure categories . 
./ Revise the titles of existing positions. 
o Delete positions that have been abolished. 
o Delete positions that no longer make or participate in making governmental decisions. 
o Other (describe) ___________________________ _ 

D No amendment is required. 
The agency's code accurately designates all positions that make or participate in the making 
of governmental decisions; the disclosure categories assigned to those positions accurately 
require the disclosure of all investments, business positions, interests in real property, and 
sources of gifts and income that may foreseeably be affected materially by the decisions 
made by those holding the designated positions; and the code includes all other provisions 
required by Government Code Section 87302. 

'ilate 

Complete this notice regardless of how recently your code was approved or amended. 

Please return this notice no later than August 31, 2016, via e-mail (PDF) or inter-office 
mail to: 

Clerk of the Board 
Board of Supervisors 
ATTN: Rachel Gosiengfiao 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
E-mail: rachel.gosiengfiao@sfgov.org 



SEC. 3.1-218. EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT, DEPARTMENT OF. 

Executive Director 1 
--- --- -------

QE!puty P_i!~s:tor of Administration and SuppQ~ 1 
Deputy Director of Emergency Communications 1 

De_Quty Dir~tor of_~merg§l_n_c;y Service_s 1 
ssistant DES DE!Pl.lty Director 1 

ssistant Depu!y Director of_hd1!1inistrati2n and St.1pport 
1 

Manager, Project Management Office 1 
Chief Information Officer 1 

Re_silience & Recovery_ M~nager 1 
UASI Assistant General Manager 1 
UASI General Manager 1 

1 
UASI R§l_gional f!ogra111 l\jlanager 1 
UASI Regional Grants Manager 1 
UASI Chief Financial Officer 1 
UASI ~E!silien~y & Rec;overy P!Qject Ma11ager 1 

1 
Public Safety Communication Program Manager 1 
UASI Risk Management and Information Sharing Project Manager = 

1 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Kuzina, Nataliya 
Friday, July 22, 2016 4:01 PM 
Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS) 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

RE: 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review - Response Required 
Elections_ Conflict of Interest Code Review Report.pdf 

Hi, Rachel, 

Attached is a signed copy of the Conflict of Interest Code Review Report completed by Elections. 

Thanks, and have a good weekend! 

-Nataliya 

Nataliya Kuzina, Deputy Director 
San Francisco Department of Elections 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
City Hall, Room 48 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415) 554-5683 
sf elections. org 

Follow the San Francisco Department of Elections on Facebook and Twitter! 

Your feedback is important to us! Please take our customer service survey. 

From: Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS) 
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2016 3:08 PM 
To: Kuzina, Nataliya 
Subject: FW: 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review - Response Required 

Hi, Nataliya, 

Please see attached the 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review Memo, Review Report, City Attorney 
Memo and San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, Section 3.1-215 - Elections 

Regards, 

Rachel Gosiengfiao 
Executive Assistant 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Phone: {415} 554-7703 I Fax: (415} 554-5163 

1 



'j 

Name of Agency: 

Mailing Address: 

Contact Person: 

2016 Local Agency Biennial Notice 

Conflict of Interest Code Review Report 

~ ' 
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This agency has reviewed its conflict-of-interest code and has determined that: 

D An amendment is required. The following amendments are necessary: 
(Check all that apply.) 

o Include new positions (including consultants) that must be designated. 
o Revise disclosure categories. 
o Revise the titles of existing positions. 
o Delete positions that have been abolished. 
o Delete positions that no longer make or participate in making governmental decisions. 
o Other (describe) ___________________________ _ 

lsJ·~o amendment is required. 
/ ·.,The agency's code accurately designates all positions that make or paiiicipate in the making 

( of governmental decisions; the disclosure categories assigned to those positions accurately 
· require the disclosure of all investments, business positions, interests in real prope11y, and 

sources of gifts and income that may foreseeably be affected materially by the decisions 
made by those holding the designated positions; and the code includes all other provisions 
required by Govemment1Code Section 87302. 

__......~1 ! f 
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C?!~natw'e~f:!(ChfofExe~utive ~cer) Date · 

"·~. ·..... '\ ~ \..~/--.; 

Comp lite~ notice r~g;.dl~ss of how recently your code was approved or amended. 

Please retum this notice no later than August 31, 2016, via e-mail (PDF) or inter-office 
mail to: 

Clerk of the Board 
Board of Supervisors 
A TIN: Rachel Gosiengfiao 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
E-mail: rachel.gosiengfiao@sfgov.org 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Huggins, Valerie <vhuggins@sfhp.org> 
Wednesday, July 20, 2016 8:43 AM 
Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS) 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

RE: 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review - Response Required 
Conflict of Interest Code Review Report.pdf 

Good morning, Rachel, 
Please see attached. 

Thank you. 

Valerie Huggins 

SAN r.nAN'LI 

HEALTH PLAN" 

Executive Assistant to John F. Grgurina, Jr., CEO 
San Francisco Health Plan 
Administration 
Main Office Location: 
50 Beale Street, 121h Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
Mailing Address: · 
P.O. Box 194247 
San Francisco, CA 94119-4247 
rx. vhuggins@sfhp.org ii? 1 (415) 615-4235 

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail 

From: Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS) [mailto:rachel.gosiengfiao@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 3:53 PM 
To: Huggins, Valerie 
Subject: FW: 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review - Response Required 

Good afternoon, Valerie Huggins: 

Please see attached the 2016 Biennial Notice - Conflict of Interest Code Review Memo, Review Report, City Attorney 
Memo and San Frandsco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code, Section 3.1-260 - Health Authority 

Regards, 

Rachel Gosiengfiao 
Executive Assistant 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 
Phone: (415) 554-7703 I Fax: {415) 554-5163 

1 



2016 Local Agency Biennial Notice 

Conflict of Interest Code Review Report 

Name of Agency: .~)Cll'I fi/ZU70l~ (i{) · r2 tiJ--{/; {J({()I 

Mailing Address: y)// i?-DX' /({J/6/t/71 .!l7f7 flt(/1(!/JtV, {11/ f/f///Cr 
J ' -/, . I , I '/ ' /'?' , ,,, ' ' I~ •' ~,; -' ,~,/ -;, -

)/

,r . /, • 'f fh .. . V' t) -1;· . ,1 . , -~· I 
Contact Person: 1d I l r llfll {!L Title: · X(lr ~lC l ]/,t, //~:X}(:;) 11._/Cj 

,. I 1;- 1-/I 1 I u'l'" ·· '--" 
Office Phone No: ·7-f/]"t]/ ?fld"" J 

E-mail: i) hfU! () uc; ~\ ,«-hp' D rq 
This agency has reviewed its conflict-of-mterest code and has determined that: 

D An amendment is required. The following amendments are necessary: 
(Check all that apply.) 

o Include new positions (including consultants) that must be designated. 
o Revise disclosure categories. 
o Revise the titles of existing positions. 
o Delete positions that have been abolished. 
o Delete positions that no longer make or participate in malting governmental decisions. 
o Other (describe) ___________________________ _ 

~·No amendment is required. 
' · The agency's code accurately designates all positions that malce or participate in the making 

of governmental decisions; the disclosure categories assigned to those positions accurately 
require the disclosure of all investments, business positions, interests in real property, and 
sources of gifts and income that may foreseeably be affected materially by the decisions 
made by those holding the designated positions; and the code includes all other provisions 
required by Government Code Section 87302. 

7 }:.lo);~ 
,,/ /Signature ofChief E)j/cutive afjfi'cer Date 

V Complete this notice regardless of how recently your code was approved or amended. 

Please return this notice no later than August 31, 2016, via e-mail (PDF) or inter-office 
mail to: 

Clerk of the Board 
Board of Supervisors 
ATTN: Rachel Gosiengfiao 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
E-mail: rachel. gosiengfiao@sf gov .org 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

CGOBOC Notice. Thanks. 

M 

-----Original Message-----

Lane, Maura (CON) 
Friday, July 15, 2016 9:40 AM 
Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS) 
FW: Scanned Document 
biennial notice.pdf 

From: conscanner@sfgov.org [mailto:conscanner@sfgov.org] 
Sent: Friday, July 15, 2016 9:37 AM 
To: Lane, M.aura (CON) 
Subject: Scanned Document 

There are total of 1 page(s) of this scan. 

1 



Name of Agency: 

Mailing Address: 

Contact Person: 

2016 Local Agency Biennial Notice 

Conflict of Interest Code Review Report 

C:.:\. ~--> Ge.""~-\ Cj\\: J;?:r1..._ G) <\ ... } ~v~>~ )J- C__.:~ 
~C>t) ,_ 1 \'°I c,)t ~ \k \) ~~ ~ '-......_ 

/ 

C':>eo.'--r- \_____ Title:k+--<:.~ An+, >r _.}\_ c~lL 
Office Phone No: t.\ \ s_ S'-t'-l- :i ) Cl 2.. 

E-mail: ~\J....C'"" ..... \o......._ :S.. $'A;-:;. .. -.r· eir:::;. 

This agency has reviewed its conflict-of-interest code and has determined that: 

D An amendment is required. The following amendments are necessary: 
(Check all that apply.) 

o Include new positions (including consultants) that must be designated. 
o Revise disclosure categories. 
o Revise the titles of existing positions. 
o Delete positions that have been abolished. 
o Delete positions that no longer make or participate in making governmental decisions. 
o Other (describe) ___________________________ _ 

W No amendment is required. 
The agency's code accurately designates all positions that make or participate in the malcing 
of governmental decisions; the disclosure categories assigned to those positions accurately 
require the disclosure of all investments, business positions, interests in real property, and 
sources of gifts and income that may foreseeably be affected materially by the decisions 
made by those holding the designated positions; and the code includes all other provisions 
required by Government Code Section 87302. 

l \ \.> \ d-. ..:i. \ I.. 
\ nate 

Complete this notice regardless of how recently your code was approved or amended. 

Please return this notice no later than August 31, 2016, via e-mail (PDF) or inter-office 
mail to: 

Clerk of the Board 
Board of Supervisors 
ATTN: Rachel Gosiengfiao 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
E-mail: rachel. gosiengfiao@sf gov .org 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

..... -.. 
Thompson, Bernadette (POL) 
Tuesday, July 26, 2016 2:22 PM 
Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS) 
Waaland, Kathryn (POL) 

Subject: 2016 Local Agency Biennial Notice 
Attachments: 2016 Local Agency Biennial Notice.Signed.pdf 

Ms. Gosiengfiao, 

Please see attached notice from the San Francisco Police Department. 

LEGAL DIVISION 
SAN FRANCISCO POLICE DEPARTMENT 
HEADQUARTERS 
Legal Division 
1245 3rd Street 
San Francisco, CA 94158 
(415) 837-7183 
Bernadette. T. Thompson@sfgov.org 

The information contained in this electronic message may be confidential and may be subject to the attorney
client privilege and/or the attorney work product doctrine. It is intended only for the use of the individual or 
entity to whom it is addressed. If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any use, 
dissemination or copying of this communication is strictly prohibited. If you have received this electronic 
message in error, please delete the original message from your e-mail system. Thank you. 
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Name of Agency: 

Mailing Address: 

Contact Person: 

2016 Local Agency Biennial Notice 

Conflict of Interest Code Review Report 

SAN FRANCISCO POLICE DEPARTMENT 

1245 3RD STREET 

LTWAALAND Title: OIC LEGAL DIVISION 

Office Phone No: -=-4=15"'--=83""""'7'----'-'73=9-"4 __________ _ 

E-mail: KATHRYN.W AALAND@SFGOV.ORG 

This agency has reviewed its conflict-of-interest code and has determined that: 

.O An amendment is required. The following amendments are necessary: 
(Check all that apply.) 

o Include new positions (including consultants) that must be designated. 
o Revise disclosure categories. 
o Revise the titles of existing positions. 
o Delete positions that have been abolished. 
o Delete positions that no longer make or participate in making governmental decisions. 
o Other (describe) ___________________________ _ 

~No amendment is required. · . . 
The agency's code accurately designates all positions that make or participate in the making 
of governmental decisions; the disclosure categories assigned to those positions accurately 
require the disclosure of all investments, business positions, interests in real property, and 
sources of gifts and income that may foreseeably be affected materially by the decisions 
made by those holding the designated positions; and the code includes all other provisions 
require<} by Government Code Section 87302. 

1h,;( 
, ~iJ~te 7 

Complete this notice regardless of how recently your code was approved or amended. 

Please.return this notice no later than August 31, 2016, Via e-mail (PDF) or inter-office 
mail to: 

Clerk of the Board 
Board of Supervisors 
ATTN: Rachel Gosiengfiao 
1 Dr. CarltonB. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
E-mail: rachel.gosieng:fiao@sfgov.org 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
CIVIL GRAND JURY 

July 14, 2016 
'F'j! 

;:i::.;; 

';-t" 

U': '"·' 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 

.-__:, '\ --

\ 

C~ 

c;: 

SF Board of Supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 

..i:::-

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

\ "t> 
\1' ~ 

\ ~~ 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

The 2015 - 2016 Civil Grand Jury will release its report entitled, "Drinking Water Safety 
in San Francisco: A reservoir of good practice" to the public on Tuesday, July 19, 2016. 
Enclosed is an advance copy of this report. Please note that by order of the Presiding 
Judge of the Superior Court, Hon. John K. Stewart, this report is to be kept 
confidential until the date of release {July 19th). 

California Penal Code §933 (c) requires a response to be submitted to the Presiding 
Judge no later than 90 days. California Penal Code §933.5 states that for each finding in 
the report, the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: (1) agree 
with the finding; or (2) disagree with it, wholly or partially, and explain why. 

Further, as to each recommendation, your response must either indicate: 

1) That the recommendation has been implemented, with a summary of how it was 
implemented;. 

2) That the recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented in the future, with a 
timeframe for implementation; 

3) That the recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation of the scope 
of that analysis and a timeframe for discussion, not more than six months from the 
release of the report; or 

4) That the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
reasonable,,with an explanation. 

Please provide your response to Presiding Judge Stewart at the following address: 
400 McAllister Street, Room 008 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4512 

w 

·,\ 

.-

City Hall, Room 482 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl, San Francisco, CA 94102 

Phone: 415-554-6630 

Ci) 



DRINKING WATER SAFETY IN SAN FRANCISCO 

Hetch Hetchy Reservoir 

A RESERVOIR OF GOOD PRACTICE 

June 2016 

City and County of San Francisco 

Civil Grand Jury, 2015-2016 

Photo: Sheldon Bachus 
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THE CIVIL GRAND JURY 

The Civil Grand Jury is a government oversight panel of volunteers who serve for one year. 
· It makes findings and recommendations resulting from its investigations. 

Reports of the Civil Grand Jury do not identify individuals by name. 
Disclosure of information about individuals interviewed by the jury is prohibited. 

California Penal Code, section 929 

STATE LAW REQUIREMENT 

California Penal Code, section 933.05 

Each published report includes a list of those public entities that are required to respond to the 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court within 60 to 90 days as specified. 

A copy must be sent to the Board of Supervisors. All responses are made available to the public. 

For each finding, the response must: 
1) agree with the finding , or 
2) disagree with it, wholly or partially, and explain why. 

As to each recommendation the responding party must report that: 
1) the recommendation has been implemented, with a sUillillary explanation; or 
2) the recommendation has not been implemented but will be within a set timeframe as 

provided; or 
3) the recommendation requires further analysis. The officer or agency head must 

define what additional study is needed. The Grand Jury expects a progress report 
within six months; or 

4). the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
reasonable, with an explanation. 

Drinking Water Safety in San Francisco 2 
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SUMMARY 

This report focuses on San Francisco's water system and its management by the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC). We found a good water supply/demand outlook and a 
low risk of lead and other contaminants. 

The SFPUC collects, test, monitors, treats and distributes our water. It also champions our 
responsible usage. Thanks to excellent practices, the drinking water SFPUC delivers to our 
premises is in adequate supply, well-monitored, high-quality and safe. 

Drinking Water Safety in San Francisco 4 



BACKGROUND 

San Francisco tourists, commuters, and over 2.6 million residents and businesses in the Bay Area 
receive their drinking water from our San Francisco Public Utilitie~ Commission. As our local 
water company, SFPUC delivers 60 million gallons of water per day (mgd) to San Francisco. As 
a regional utility, it has 26 wholesale customers and delivers them an additional 128 mgd through 
a vast gravity-powered infrastructure, greater in square miles than San Francisco itself. Most of 
our drinking water comes from Sierra snowpack flowing down into reservoirs along the 
Tuolumne River, with Hetch Hetchy being the most famous.1 

This Civil Grand Jury toured the entire SFPUC water system and followed the path our water 
takes from Hetch Hetchy reservoir in Yosemite National Park all the way to San Francisco, 
including various key treatment facilities in between. The SFPUC hosted the tour for available 
San Francisco Civil Grand Jury members. 

While the US Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) sets water quality baselines, states 
can and do exceed them. California certainly does set higher standards, and as a result our State 
Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has authority and sets policies for process control and 
monitoring. SFPUC delivers a monthly water quality report to the SWRCB. The SFPUC reports 
that it tested drinking water quality along its transmission and distribution lines over 90,090 
times in 2015.2 It owns and operates a vast array of test equipment in several facilities, including 
a mobile lab. Some contaminants, once measured in parts per million, are now measured in parts 
per quadrillion. 3 

The US EPA regulates at least 87 drinking water contaminants classified as microorganisms, 
disinfection byproducts, disinfectants, inorganic chemicals, organic chemicals, and 
radionuclides.4 The SWRCB further regulates additional contaminants, including monitoring 
contaminants of emerging concern (CECs), unregulated organic and synthetic chemicals 
identified by the US EPA that may potentially pose future threats. 5 However, due to the proven 
quality of San Francisco's water from the Sierra, the SFPUC has received monitoring waivers for 

1 SFPUC Annual Report Fiscal Year 2014-15, 
http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8207 Note: The mgd amounts and customers 
stated have been updated for us by SFPUC. 
2 SFPUC Annual Water Quality Report 2015, http://sf\>,ater.on1:/index.aspx'>pa2c=634 

The stated amount of90,090 tests is in addition to the treatment process control monitoring performed by certified 
operators and online instruments. 
3 One part per million is one part in io-6

• It is equivalent to one drop of water diluted into 50 liters (13.2 gallons). 
One part per quadrillion is 1 in 10-15

• While challenging to comprehend, one part per quadrillion is equivalent 
one-twentieth of a drop of water diluted into 1,000 Olympic-size swimming pools. Source: wikipedia.org 
4 US EPA Table of Regulated Drinking Water Contaminants, 
https://www.epa.gov/ground-water-and-drinking-water/table-regulated-drinking-water-contaminants 
5 For information about the US EPA's Unregulated Contaminant Monitoring Rule (UCMR), see the US EPA web 
page at http://water.epa.gov/lawsregs/rulesregs/sdwa/ucmr/ucmr3/. The intent of the rule is to provide baseline 
occurrence data that US EPA can combine with toxicological research to make decisions about potential future 
drinking water regulations. 

Drinking Water Safety in San Francisco 5 



certain contaminants, because it has been demonstrated they do not occur in our water supply. 6 

We were told there are additional waivers that apply to local area water sources. 

The SFPUC does more than monitor our water, it also treats it. SFPUC reports: 

Water treatment, including disinfection by ultraviolet light and chlorine, 
corrosion control by adjustment of the water pH value, fluoridation for 
dental health protection, and chloramination for maintaining disinfectant 
residual and minimizing disinfection byproduct formation, is in place to 
meet the drinking water regulatory requirements. 7 

SFPUC has again received waivers because of the demonstrated quality and source of the water: 

[Our] pristine, well protected Sierra water source is exempt from 
filtration requirements by the US Environmental Protection Agency (US 
EPA) and State Water Resources Control Board's Division of Drinking 
Water (SWRCB DDW).8 

6 SFPUC Annual Water Quality Report 2015, http://sf-water.org/index.aspx?parre=634 Because a monitoring waiver was 
received from the SWRCB for some contaminants, they can be checked annually or less. 
7 SFPUC Drinking Water Sources and Treatment, 
http://sfvvater.org/modul es/ showdocum ent.aspx? docwnentid=73 8 8 
8 Ibid. 

Drinking Water Safety in San Francisco 6 



OBJECTIVES 

The Civil Grand Jury undertook this investigation to 
• assess SFPUC stewardship of our water resources, 
• assess SFPUC water safety, and 
• identify potential hazards to water safety. 

SCOPE AND METHODOLOGY 

We gathered the information for this report from interviews of SFPUC officials and technicians, 
San Francisco Department of Public Health (SFDPH) officials, various City department heads 
who maintain or monitor our public facilities, and public information. We also visited 
reservoirs, laboratories, and treatment facilities over a period of 10 months, primarily during the 
summer of2015 and the spring of2016. 

We did verify the accreditation of SFPUC laboratories, but we did not audit their proficiency test 
results or logs. However, we did inquire about the measurements of certain contaminants, as well 
as general practices and procedures for maintaining quality lab results. 

Drinking Water Safety in San Francisco 7 



GENERAL DISCUSSION 

The Jury was initially very curious about reconciling our aggressive residential construction with 
our chronic drought. On the supply side, our tour of the San Francisco Public Utilities 
Commission (SFPUC) regional water system coincided with the peak of our current drought, and 
we observed reservoir levels. We also discussed strategic alternatives available. We were 
eventually satisfied when we were told in June, 2016 that SFPUC has plans to manage up to 8.5 
more years of drought without drastic rationing. As well, new drinking water sources are 
coming online. Our City groundwater is currently not used for drinking. Instead it is used for 
watering Golden Gate, Presidio and Harding Parks. That will change when the San Francisco 
Groundwater Supply Project is brought online in the fall of2016, which will provide up to 4 mgd 
of drinking water from local wells tapping the City's western aquifer.9 

On the demand side, we learned the surprising fact that San Francisco has decreased its water 
consumption despite an increase in population.10 Thanks to conservation programs, more 
efficient fixtures and enthusiastic public cooperation, a San Franciscan currently uses less than 
half the water of an average Californian (44 vs. 94 gallons per day).11 The Jury was satisfied 
with SFPUC water stewardship (monitoring, treatment, protection and distribution), as well as 
the near-term supply/demand outlook. 

Flint, Michigan's mass lead water contamination tragedy made headlines in January 2016, 
causing the Jury to wonder whether what happened in Flint could happen here in San Francisco. 
Our investigation revealed that it could not. In Flint, a water supply source was switched, 
sending untreated, corrosive water into their lead-laden distribution system which in tum leached 
lead out of the pipes. The SFPUC reports there are no lead pipes in its main transmission and 
delivery infrastructure, and no known lead pipes in its service lines (the short lines that run from 
the main line to a building's water meter). We were told that there probably remain some 
undiscovered under-street lead service lines and that one or two are found per year. 

In delivering water to our buildings, the main water lines usually run under the street. The 
individual service lines are short runs that branch off from the main line and terminate at the 
customer water meter. We were assured that it is the policy of the SFPUC to immediately 
remove any lead service lines when discovered. Because of this, we see little risk of lead 
contamination to our water supply from SFPUC lines. We discuss lead in water in more detail 
later in this report. 

In fact, due to SFPUC diligent monitoring, treatment, protection and distribution of the water 
supply, we found little threat of contamination in SFPUC water. SFPUC tests for hundreds of 

9 SFPUC San Francisco Groundwater Supply, http://sfwater.org/bids/projectDetail.aspx?prj id=322 
10 SFPUC Water Resources Division Annual Report FY 2014-15, 
http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8207 
"San Francisco reduce( d) total water demand over the last 15 years despite population growth" 
11 Ibid. 
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contaminants, some of which are analyzed using multiple test methods. The list was examined 
by the Jury, and due to regulator security concerns it is left unpublished. 

In Milwaukee in 1993, the parasite Cryptosporidium in drinking water was identified as the 
cause of illness for hundreds of thousands of people. It also caused several deaths, mostly of 
people who had AIDS or otherwise compromised immune systems. Given our large HIV+ 
population, our water quality became of utmost concern. SFDPH confirms the SFPUC water 
system has not been associated with any outbreaks of Cryptosporidiosis (the disease caused by 
the Cryptosporidium parasite). In fact, SFDPH also confirms that SFPUC water has not been 
associated with any outbreaks of waterborne illnesses. Cryptosporidium has been documented to 
State and Federal regulators to be in safe amounts in SFPU C water since 1993. A brief summary 
can be found in Appendix 1. 

In 2008, a national news article generated concern over chemical contaminants in the water 
supply. 12 The American Water Works Association Research Foundation tested 20 of the nation's 
water systems, including San Francisco, for contaminants. Tests were conducted for traces of 
sixty compounds; those found in medicines, household cleaners and cosmetics. The results were 
noteworthy because no trace of any of the tested chemicals was found in our drinking water. 13 

It is difficult to substantiate water contaminant information reported by the SFPUC. In fact, we 
were told that neither the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) nor the US 
Environinental Protection Agency (US EPA) do it. Instead, SWRCB has set policy that SFPUC 
labs be accredited by the Environmental Laboratory Accreditation Program (ELAP). To receive 
accreditation, the labs are regularly inspected. In addition, every six months ELAP uses a third 
party to prepare special water samples (proficiency samples) for each SFPUC lab to test. The 
samples are returned to the third party which analyzes the results, and in turn provides results to 
the SWRCB. Accreditation results are available online. 14 All the labs we inspected are currently 
accredited. 

We inquired about SFPUC lab policies, as well as practices and redundancies to prevent 
erroneous samples. We were told that sample collectors use vehicles with GPS tracking, and 
their samples are correlated to SFPUC real-time monitoring stations located across the system. 
Falsifying a sample is a dismissable offense at SFPUC. All collected samples processed by the 
lab or the real-time stations are automatically logged into the SFPUC monitoring database. We 
visited the lab and a real-time monitoring station, and we received an overview of the automated 
sample logging process. 

12 Associated Press, Pharmaceuticals in Water, 2008 
http:/111osted.ap.orn:/specials/interactives/ national/pharmawater update/index.html 
13 SF's Tap Water Best in Tests, 
http://www. sfgate. com/ green/artic le/S-F-s-tap-water-best-in-tests-chem ists-sav-3291449 .php 
14This PDF has some listings that are/may be out of date: 
http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/drinking water/certlic/Jabs/documents/elap ce1iified all labs.pdf. More current 
listings can be found searching for "SFPUC" on ELAP's certification lab map: 
http:/ /waterboards. maps. arcgis. com/ apps/webappvi ewer/index .htm I ?id=bdO bd8 b42b1 9440 5 8244 3 3 7bd2a4e bfa 
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We inspected the list of analyzed contaminants ( analytes) and inquired about two of the 
contaminants: Cryptosporidium and Dioxin. Cryptosporidium was intriguing because even 
neutralized (dead) parasite are counted in the tests. And with Dioxin we were very impressed 
that chemicals are being monitored at the parts-per-quadrillion sensitivity level (10"15

). 

Currently, contaminants below detection limits for reporting are not shown in the annual report, 
in accord with regulatory guidance. However, the public would benefit ifthe complete list of 
analytes that do not present a security issue could be made available online. It would be 
reassuring if, for example, drugs such as those mentioned in the earlier referenced 2008 news 
article15

, were regularly shown not to be present in our water. 

SFPUC Response To A Backflow Incident 
While it is easy for an outside observ.er to analyze an obvious problem, such as a water main 
break, it is up to the SFPUC to report its water system problems. One such problem occurred in 
March, 2015, when SFPUC operators left a valve open and untreated water was mixed with 
treated water: 

At approximately 4:30 pm on March 3, 2015, raw water derived from San 
Antonio Reservoir was briefly introduced into the potable portion of the Regional 
Water System (RWS) through the Alameda Siphon No. 3 located in the Sunol 
Valley. Within 2 hours the water was conveyed to customer service connections 
on the west side of the Irvington Tunnels. 16 

This 17 minute error created an undertreated "slug" of water that moved through the SFPUC 
regional water system. 

The response to this incident allowed the Jury to observe SFPUC actions, responses and changes 
made in the face of a recent accident. The SFPUC, through its constant monitoring, discovered 
that a problem had occurred and within 17 minutes the problem was contained. The SFPUC 
documented its tracking of the slug, the notification to the downstream customers, problem 
resolution, and reported the incident to the SWRCB along with a clear statement to all parties 
that this was caused by human error. SFPUC outlined steps for improvement which were 
approved by the State. We studied the incident and inquired about each of the following State 
directives, listing them in Table 1. 

15 Associated Press, Pharmaceuticals in Water, 2008 
http://hosted.ap.ondspecials/interactives/ national/pharmawater update/index.html 
16This is the SFPUC response to the first directive of the SWRCB -- to report on the incident. 
http://sfwater.org/ cfapps/wholesale/uploadedF iles/SAR %20 Incident°/o20 Report%2 06-9-15. pdf 
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Table 1. SFPUC March 3, 2015 Backflow Incident Directives and Responses 

State Directive SFPUC Response 

(Develop an) Emergency Response This is currently in place. 
Action Plan 

lmprove modeling procedures This has been done and improvements are ongoing. 

Provide online Data availability This has been done and improvements are ongoing. 
and Training 

Additional Data Two new online monitoring stations are scheduled for 2017. 

Staff Training The primary cause of this incident was an operator's failure to follow 
established procedures. We were told the remedial training has been done. 

Online Data The problem revealed some equipment was not maintained sufficiently to 
Verification/Calibration provide the needed accuracy. This has been addressed. 

This table was compiled by the Jury with information from SFPUC and SWRCB. 

In its report, SFPUC also detailed its communication to customers while the water slug moved 
through its system, as well as additional preventative measures it is pursuing now.17 The 
regulators have shown no further concern regarding this incident. We were satisfied with the 
timely and comprehensive response by the SFPUC not only to the incident, but also to the State's 
directives. 

SFPUC Response to Water Quality Complaints. 
Unlike contaminants, complaints are easy to analyze. The SFPUC, as our local water company, 
receives complaints through our 311 system. People can call 311, visit SF311.org, or use the 311 
mobile app at any time to report all non-emergency issues regarding water. 

We examined SF OpenData 18 and derived a list of complaints that 311 received and referred to 
SFPUC Water Quality Division for 2016. We met with SFPUC officials, and reviewed all 311 
water complaints for April, 2016. Our result are shown in Table 2. 

17 Ibid. See "Additional Preventative Measures" on page 8. 
18 SF OpenData is a repository of the City's published data. http://data.sfgov.org/ 
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Table 2. Water Quality Complaints from 311, April, 2016. 

311 Water Complaint 
Number of 

Causes 
Complaints 

Bad Taste 2 Inconclusive 

Black Particles 5 Customer rubber degradation 

Cloudy/Milky 9 Plumbing shut down, hydrant hit, or inconclusive 

Dirty 16 Nearby construction, water shutdown or SFFD/hydrant activity 

45 SFPUC water main break, water heater, P.G: & E. construction, 
Discolored other construction, street cleaning, hydrant usage, plumbing 

shutdown, customer plumbing issue, or inconclusive 

Illness 1 Inconclusive 

Odor 4 Water heater or internal plumbing issue 

TOTAL 82 Total with Cause Identified: 50 (61 % ) 
Total Inconclusive: 32 (39%) 

This table was compiled by the Jury with information from SF Open Data and SFPUC. 

Of the 82 logged complaints, all were resolved. There were 50 (61 %) cases resolved with causes 
identified as being in or nearby to the customer's premises, including an SFPUC water main 
break. 

The remaining 32 (39%) were deemed inconclusive. The problem might have been resolved, or 
the customer's perception of the problem/cause changed. An inconclusive result means that 
although the problem was addressed, SFPUC could not identify a specific cause of the problem. 
Illness complaints are referred to the SFDPH for investigation. 

As a result of these complaints, the SFPUC collected 27 water samples. We were told that all 
samples met US EPA and SWRCB drinking water standards. 

We were satisfied with SFPUC tracking and resolution of 311 water quality complaints. 

Lead In Drinking Water 
As mentioned earlier, we have little concern about lead in SFPUC water, and here we present the 
technical data to substantiate this. 

SWRCB sets an Action Level for Lead in water at 15 ppb (parts per billion), over which 
corrective action should be taken. The US EPA mandates that lead be tested at consumer taps. 
These taps reside inside buildings with water traveling through local pipes and fixtures. The 
SFPUC regularly tests 59 taps in San Francisco to monitor the level oflead in its water, and 
found none over the Action Level. 

Drinking Water Safety in San Francisco 12 



In 2009, the California Environmental Protection Agency (Cal EPA), which is not a regulator, 
set a public health goal (PHG) of a lead level in our drinking water to be at or less than 0.2 parts 
per billion (ppb). The PHG level is 75 times lower (0.2 vs. 15) than the current SWRCB Action 
Level, showing how ambitious is the goal. Cal EPA states that it sets the PHG down to a level 
"at which no known or anticipated adverse effects on health will occur, with an adequate margin 
of safety."19 

How do SFPUC lead levels compare with regulator and PHG values? 

Every three years the SFPUC releases a report comparing its water to the various PHGs, the most 
recent being 2013.20 In it, SFPUC reports: 

Lead [was] exceeding the PHG [Public Health Goal] in customer tap water 
samples only; it was non-detected in raw and treated water. 

SFPUC source water has non-detectable* levels of lead and meets this stringent public health 
goal for lead safety set by Cal EPA. However, once it travels into our buildings it does not, 
although the tap samples remain under the regulatory Action Level. 

Table 3 shows the various lead levels. 

Again, we have little concern about lead in SFPUC water. The report concludes the "probable 
lead source in these tap samples may be attributed to the plumbing components at these 
residences".21 Now we can discuss our pipes and fixtures. 

Table 3. Lead in SFPUC Drinking Water22 

SWRCBState Cal EPA Lead 
SFPUC Lead in SFPUCTap Number of SFPUC 

Regulator Lead Public Health Goal 
raw or treated Testing monitored taps 

Action Level (PHG) 
water measured at Lead-In-Water that tested above 

the source23 Range the Action Level 

Less than 1 ppb 
15 ppb 0.2 ppb Non-detectable* to 0 

10.3 ppb 

"ppb" is parts per billion. This table was compiled by the Jury using the SFPUC 2015 Annual Water Quality Report 
and the SFPUC 2013 Public Health Goals Report. 

*Non-detectable contaminants were considered to have no PHG exceedance during the reporting period 2010-12.24 

However, lead levels under 1 ppb may be reported as undetected, based on a threshold set by the State regulator. 

19 Cal EPA, Public Health Goals for Chemicals in Drinking Water: Lead, 2009, 
http://oehha.ca.gov/me di a/ down! oads/water I ch em icals/ph g/J eadfinalph g04 2409. pdf 

20 SFPUC 2013 Public Health Goals Report, page 11, 
http://sfwater.ond cfapps/wholesale/uploadedf i les/20 l 3%20PH G%20Repoit°Ai20 Full% ?Ov6-20- l 3 .pdf 
21 Ibid, Page 12, SFPUC Water Sample Results 
22 SFPUC Annual Water Quality Report, 2015 http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=634 
23 SFPUC 2013 Public Health Goals Report, page 12, Table 1 
http://sfwater.org/cfapps/wholesale/uploadedFiles/20 l 3%20PHG%20Repmt%20Full% ?Ov6-20- l 3 .pdf 
24 Ibid, Page 6, Table 1. 
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Lead In Our Pipes And Fixtures 
Water has to travel through our building pipes and fixtures to reach us. While lead piping is no 
longer common in San Francisco, buildings plumbed before 1988 used lead solder to connect 
piping. Old fixtures can also leach lead. Pre-1997 faucets can contain up to 8% lead.25 The 
SFPUC lists "internal corrosion of household water plumbing systems" as the major source of 
lead in drinking water.26 The plumbing components used in drinking water systems for human 
consumption in California have only been "lead-free" since 2010.27 

Even in the presence of these hazards, however, one can obtain safe drinking water by running 
the tap long enough to replace water in the pipes with fresh water. SFDPH instructs: 

If you are concerned about elevated lead levels in your water, flush your tap for 
3 0 seconds to 2 minutes before using the water, whenever the tap has not been 
used for several hours. 28 

No Lead Certification Program 
There are no water quality certification programs for buildings. Without such a program, the 
burden of tap testing falls on the consumer. 

We gave drinking fountains special consideration because our anecdotal evidence kept leading to 
them. We visited City buildings that disabled fountains and provided bottled water. We were 
told of others. We also learned that the longer the drinking water sits in the plumbing, the more 
metals, including lead, can leach into the water. With the combination of long periods between 
usage and small volumes dispensed, older (pre-2010) drinking fountains might deliver water that 
has higher contaminants than a high-volume tap, such as a faucet. 

What can citizens and facilities managers do about testing their tap water? The SFPUC has a 
program whereby residents may request a lead-in-water test of their drinking water for a fee of 
$25.29 Participants in US Department of Agriculture's Women, Infants, and Children (WIC) 
program may request the test for free.30 

25 Massachusetts Water Resources Authority, Do faucets contain lead? 
http://www.mwra.state.ma.us/04water/html/Lead Faucets .htm 
26 SFPUC Annual Water Quality Report 2015, http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=634 
27 The plumbing components are considered "lead-free" ifthe weighted average lead content of the component's 
wetted surface area is not in ore than 0.25%. California AB· 1953 "Lead Plumbing"became State law and effective 
on January 1, 2010. SFPUC Reduction of Lead, Legislative Action 
http://sfwater.org/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid=8732 
28 SFDPH Childhood Lead Prevention Program, https://www.sfdph.org/dph/eh/CEHPiLead/InfoTenant.asp 
29 SFPUC Application for Lead Testing Analysis, http://sfwater.01'g/modules/showdocument.aspx?documentid= 117 5 
30 WIC-enrolled families, access voucher from WIC office and call (415) 551-3000 for scheduling test Cost is free. 
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FINDINGS 

F.A.1. The Jury was satisfied with San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (SFPUC) water 
stewardship as well as the near-term drinking water supply/demand outlook. SFPUC is 
to be commended. 

F.A.2. We.see little risk oflead from SFPUC water lines. 

F.A.3. Currently, drinking water contaminants that are below detection limits for reporting are 
not shown in the annual water quality report, in accord with regulatory guidance. 

F.A.4. There are no water quality certification programs for buildings. Our public buildings, 
especially drinking fountains, would benefit from displaying a dated, lead-safe 
seal/sticker from the SFPUC on our drinking water taps. 

F.A.5. The SFPUC Regional Water System has not been associated with any waterborne 
illnesses, and since 1993 this has been documented monthly. SFPUC is to be 
commended. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.A.1. No recommendation. 

R.A.2. No recommendation. 

R.A.3. In the interest of transparency, all drinking water contaminants analyzed (analytes) that 
do not pose a public security issue should be disclosed in the SFPUC Water Quality 
Annual Report. 

R.A.4. SFPUC should create a water quality certification program for buildings, offering at 
least a dated, lead-safe seal/sticker on/near the fixture and visible to the consumer. 

R.A.5. No recommendation. 

CONCLUSION 

The Jury researched and explored several aspects of our drinking water-quality, safety, supply 
and demand. We found the SFPUC stewardship of the City's water system and supporting 
resources to be more than satisfactory. 

Drinking Water Safety in San Francisco 15 



REQUEST FOR RESPONSES 

Findings and Required Response Matrix 

FINDING RESPONDER 

F.A.1. The Jury was satisfied with San Francisco Public Utilities 
Office of the Mayor, 

Commission (SFPUC) water stewardship as well as the near-term 
BOS 

drinking water supply/demand outlook. SFPUC is to .be commended. 

F.A.2. We see little risk oflead from SFPUC water lines. 
Office of the Mayor, 

BOS 

F.A.3. Currently, drinking water contaminants that are below detection 
SFPUC Water 

limits for reporting are not shown in the annual water quality report, in 
Enterprise 

accord with regulatory guidance. 

F.A.4. There are no water quality certification programs for buildings. 

Our public buildings, especially drinking fountains, would benefit from SFPUC Water 

displaying a dated, lead-safe seal/sticker from the SFPUC on our Enterprise 

drinking water taps. 

F.A.5. The SFPUC Regional Water System has not been associated 
Office of the Mayor, 

with any waterborne illnesses, and since 1993 this has been documented 
. BOS 

monthly. SFPUC is to be commended. 
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Recommendations and Required Response Matrix 

RECOMMENDATION RESPONDER 

R.A.1. No recommendation. 

R.A.2. No recommendation. 

R.A.3. In the interest of transparency, all drinking water contaminants 
SFPUC Water 

analyzed (analytes) that do not pose a public security issue should be 
Enterprise 

disclosed in the SFPUC Water Quality Annual Report. 

R.A.4. SFPUC should create a water quality certification program for 
SFPUC Water 

buildings, offering at least a dated, lead-safe seal/sticker on/near the 
Enterprise 

fixture and visible to the consumer. 

R.A.5. No recommendation. 

Reports issued by the Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal Code 
section 929 requires that reports of the Grand Jury not contain the name of any person or 
facts leading to the identity of any person who provides information to the Grand Jury. 
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APPENDIX 1 - CRYPTOSPORIDIUM 

Cryptosporidium treatment in water is worth understanding, especially in San Francisco. 

In April 1993, approximately 400,000 people in Milwaukee, Wisconsin became ill from drinking 
their city's water. While almost all recovered, it was quickly observed that those with 
compromised immune systems were at serious risk.31 An intestinal parasite called 
Cryptosporidium32 was found to be responsible, and health departments and water utilities had to 
quickly learn how to kill or neutralize this chlorine-resistant organism. 

Cryptosporidium was a known pathogen in the 1950's and first identified in humans in 1976. It 
is easily spread animal-to-human or human-to-human via contaminated hands and/or water. 
First associated with traveler's diarrhea, the US Centers for Disease Control (CDC) documented 
it in 1982 as causing outbreaks of diarrhea in people with compromised immune systems. 

The SFPUC water system is not associated with any outbreaks of Cryptosporidiosis (the disease 
caused by the Cryptosporidium parasite). Since 1993, SFPUC has partnered with health 
agencies which have documented to California Department of Health Services (CDHS) and US 
EPA that Cryptosporidium in SFPUC drinking water is at safe amounts.33 This is impressive 
work by SFPUC in light of the fact that the Cryptosporidium was not regulated at the time-The 
first regulation was in 1996 as an amendment to the US Safe Drinking Water Act (SDWA).34 

The multi-agency Bay Area Cryptosporidiosis Surveillance Project (CSP) was formed in 1996. 
All online CSP quarterly or annual reports confirm "No system-wide, drinking water associated 
cryptosporidiosis outbreaks were detected, nor were any other common exposures identified 
among cases."35 (Wording varies slightly in early reports.) Reports available online begin in 
2004, yet contain information dating back to 1996. 

In 2011, SFPUC installed ultraviolet (UV) light downstream from its Retch Hetchy reservoirs to 
inactivate Cryptosporidium and perform primary disinfection before chlorination. 36 It is useful 
to know that dead (treated and thus non-viable) Cryptosporidilim are not harmful, yet test 
methods often combine the live and dead into one result.. 

31 Minnesota Department of Health website Cryptosporidium, 
http://www.h ealth. state. mn. us/ di vs/ eh/water/factsh eet/ com/ crvptospori di urn .htm I 
32 Ibid. "The principle source ofCryptosporidiuin contamination is believed to be animals, both domestic and wild." 
33 Documenting this in 1993 was performed as a requirement of a filtration waiver application to the California 
Departinent of Health Services, which was approved June 17, 1993. It was subsequently approved by the US EPA 
on October 29, 1993. The SFDPH confirms SFPUC drinking water has had no waterborne outbreaks of disease, and 
also that since 2003 it has sent SFPUC a monthly notice of such. 
34 SFDPH Cryptosporidiosis Fact Sheet. See Page 17 of the PDF. 
After the 1996 SWDA amendment, three subsequent US EPA water treatment rules followed in 1998, 2002 and 
2006. https://www.sfdph.org/ dph/fi Jes/EH Sdocs/ ehs Waterdocs/C1yptosporidiosi s Document Collection .pdf 
35 Cryptosporidiosis Surveillance Project Archive, 
https://www .sfdph.org/dph/files/EHSdocs/ehs Waterdocs/Crvpto/Crvptosporidiosis Surveillance Project Repo1ts A 
rchive.pdf Note: The 2015 report was not online as of this writing, but was confmned verbally at SFDPH. 
36 SFPUC Questions Regarding Drinking Water Disirifection, June 2013 . 
http://www.sfwater.org/modules/showdocurnent.aspx?docurnentid=4 l 3 l 
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Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

The 2015 - 2016 Civil Grand Jury will release its report entitled, "San Francisco Building 
and Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building 
Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department" to the public on Thursday, July 21, 
2016. Enclosed is an advance copy of this report. Please note that by order of the 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court, Hon. John K. Stewart, this report is to be kept 
confidential until the date of release (July 21st). 

California Penal Code §933 (c) requires a response to be submitted to the Presiding 
Judge no later than 90 days. California Penal Code §933.5 states that for each finding in 
the report, the responding person or entity shall indicate one of the following: (1) agree 
with the finding; or (2) disagree with it, wholly or partially, and explain why. 

Further, as to each recommendation, your response must either indicate: 

_1) That the recommendation has been implemented, with a summary of how it was 
implemented; 

2) That the recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented in the future, with a 
timeframe for implementation; 

3) That the recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation of the scope 
of that analysis and a timeframe for discussion, not more than six months from the 
release of the report; or 

4) That the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
reasonable, with an explanation. 

Please provide your response to Presiding Judge Stewart at the following address: 
400 McAllister Street, Room 008 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4512 

City Hall, Room 482 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl, San Francisco; CA 94102 

Phone: 415-554-6630 
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THE CIVIL GRAND JURY 

The Civil Grand Jury is a government oversight panel of volunteers who serve for one year. 
It makes findings and recommendations resulting from its investigations. 

Reports of the Civil Grand Jury do not identify individuals by name. 
Disclosure of information about individuals interviewed by the jury is prohibited. 
California Penal Code, section 929 

STATE LAW REQUIREMENT 

California Penal Code, section 933.05 

Each published report includes a list of those public entities that are required to respond to the 
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court within 60 to 90 days as specified. 

A copy must be sent to the Board of Supervisors. All responses are made available to the public. 

For each finding, the response must: 
1) agree with the finding , or 
2) disagree with it, wholly or partially, and explain why. 

As to each recommendation the responding party must report that: 
1) the recommendation has been implemented, with a summary explanation; or 
2) the recommendation has not been implemented but will be within a set timeframe as 

provided; or 
3) the recommendation requires further analysis. The officer or agency head must define 

what additional study is needed. The Grand Jury expects a progress report within six 
months; or 

4) the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
reasonable, with an explanation. 
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SUMMARY 

This is a tale of two departments, the Department of Building Inspection ("DBI") and the San 
Francisco Fire Department ("SFFD"). These two departments are tasked with safeguarding our 
precious housing stock and residents from fire safety hazards. DBI and SFFD inspect our 
multi-unit residential buildings for compliance with minimum fire safety standards that are 
outlined in various City Codes (the "Codes") and ensure that property owners correct violations 
discovered by these inspections. 

Although these two departments work towards a common goal, they do not coordinate their 
efforts. Between the two, they are unable to inspect all of our multi-unit residential buildings 
within the timeframes mandated by the Codes, nor do they ensure that all fire safety violations 
are corrected in a timely manner. We found that fire safety hazards that go undetected or take 
too long to correct unnecessarily contribute to the risk that our housing stock and its residents 
will suffer from catastrophic fires that take lives, damage property, and displace tenants. We 
have seen this over the last two years when 19 major fires and 119 smaller ones caused 10 
deaths, over $40 million in property damage, and displaced nearly 500 residents. And, these 
figures do not include the five-alarm fire that happened on June 17, 2016, near 29th and Mission 
Streets just as we were finalizing this report. 

We found that DBI and SFFD separately enforce minimum fire safety standards under two 
different City Codes, respectively, the Housing and Fire Codes. These codes have different 
requirements with regard to the size of buildings to be inspected and the timeframe for inspecting 
them. Also, DBI has a well established code enforcement system, whereas the SFFD does not. 
Although there is much overlap in the items these two departments inspect, there is no 
coordination in their efforts. 

The local press has widely reported that several of the buildings in the Mission District that 
experienced major fires had documented fire safety hazards that allegedly went uncorrected. In 
this report, we discuss the reasons for the backlog in routine inspections conducted by DBI and 
SFFD, along with why their enforcement efforts are not leading to abatement of all fire safety 
hazards within a reasonable period of time. We also offer recommendations to help alleviate, if 
not eliminate, some of the inspection backlog and to make enforcement efforts more timely. 
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OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY 

The objectives of our investigation were threefold: (1) to determine ifthere was a backlog in 
inspections of our multi-unit residential buildings conducted by DBI and SFFD, and if so, why; 
(2) to ascertain whether fire safety code violations were being corrected in a timely manner, and 
if not, why; and, (3) to determine ifthere was sufficient transparency in the inspection and 
enforcement processes used by DBI and SFFD so that property owners understand what is 
expected and tenants know the potential risks they face in their homes. 

The scope of our investigation was limited to multi-unit apartment buildings and condominiums. 
We did not investigate inspections and code enforcement related to residential hotels (also 
known as single room occupancies or SR Os). (See Lack of Coordination Between DBI and 
SFFD, Tables III-1 and III-2, below, for a comparison of the scope of DBI and SFFD's 
inspections and code enforcement.) This is because individual units in residential hotels are 
required to have sprinklers. We were told that sprinklers make the possibility of large fires 
occurring in these buildings much less of a concern. Our investigation did not look into the 
causes of fires in our City. 

Our methodology included conducting numerous interviews with DBI, SFFD and the San 
Francisco City Attorney's Office. At DBI, we interviewed employees at all levels in the 
Housing Inspection Services and Management Information Services divisions. At SFFD, we 
interviewed Engine and Truck Captains, Battalion Chiefs, Bureau of Fire Prevention inspectors, 
clerks, and managers and Operations Division management. At the City Attorney's Office, we 
interviewed attorneys who litigate cases against building owners with outstanding violations that 
were not corrected during the DBI or SFFD code enforcement processes. 

Also, we read DBI and SFFD inspection reports and analyzed data related to DBI and SFFD 
inspections and code enforcement processes. (DBI inspection reports are available online at 
http://dbiweb.sfgov.onddbips.) 

We attended Fire Safety Task Force meetings,1 reviewed its fmal recommendations,2 and 
analyzed related ordinances (passed3 and proposed4

) by the Board of Supervisors. We watched5 

Building Inspection Commission meetings and reviewed meeting minutes and supporting 
documents.6 Additionally, we watched7 Fire Commission meetings and reviewed meeting 
minutes and supporting documents. 8 

1 http://sfdbi.ondmeetings/9 
2 http://sfdbi.org/sites/ default/files/Fire%20Safety%20Task%20F orce%20Final%20Report%2001-19-16.pdf 
3 http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ ordinances 16/00060-16.pdf 
4 http://www.sfbos.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=55782 
5 http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view id= 14 
6 http://sfdbi.org/meetirnzs/l 7 
7 http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view id=l80 
8 http://sf-fire.org/meetings/5 
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INTRODUCTION 

Our investigation began after we read about three major fires in the Mission District that 
occurred over a six month period from September 2014 to March 2015. These three fires killed 
three people, displaced over 60 people, shuttered at least 34 businesses, and caused an estimated 
$11.5 million in property damage. We were concerned because local papers reported that the 
property owners of all three buildings had been repeatedly cited for City Code violations.9 The 
building at 22nd and Mission Streets had documented fire safety hazards alleged to have been 
uncorrected prior to the four-alarm inferno that claimed a tenant's life and required firefighters 
to rescue several others who were stranded on fire escape ladders that could not descend to 
the ground. 10 

Shortly after this four-alarm fire, a high ranking member of SFFD said, "there does seem to be a 
lapse in our tracking. The lack of documentation for this building is now evident." 11 A 
spokesman for DBI told SFGate, "building inspectors say they are overworked and behind in 
routine safety inspections." "Because of all the construction activity-the building boom-that's 
been going on for a couple of years, I'm told our inspectors haven't got the ability to get there. 
They've been busy with other inspections."12 As mandated by Code, DBI should inspect 
multi-unit residential buildings at least once every five years and SFFD should conduct 
annual inspections. 

Recently, the Mission District experienced two more fires within a two-day period. On April 21, 
2016, SFFD contained a three-alarm fire at two adjacent residential buildings on 17th Street.13 
Twenty-seven residents were displaced as a result of the fire. According to DBI records, the 
sixteen-unit building at 3525 17th Street had its last routine inspection more than six years ago 
(January 21, 2010). As a result ofthis inspection, a notice of violation ("NOV") was issued for 
missing smoke alarms. This violation was corrected six weeks later. A search ofDBI's online 
records of the six-unit building next door at 3 51 7 17th Street yielded no records of a routine 
inspection having ever been performed there. While the building at 3 517 17th street falls outside 
SFFD's annual inspection program because it has fewer than nine units, the building at 3525 
17th Street has 16 units and was last inspected by SFFD in April 2007. 

The very next day, a fire in a three-unit building at 145 San Jose Avenue left 12 tenants 
homeless. 14 This building had its last routine inspection by DBI almost ten years ago on 
September 6, 2006. Since this building only had three units, it was not on the list for fire 
department inspections. 

Approximately 65 percent of San Franciscans are renters. 15 This means most San Francisco 
residents control neither the overall condition of the buildings they live in nor the quality or 

9 http://abc7news.com/news/recent-massive-mi ssion-district-fires-raising-guestions/565712/ 
10 http://www.sfaate .comibavarea/artic le/Y ears-of-safety-violations-cited-at-M ission-site-6081870. php 
11 Ibid. 
12 Ibid. 
13 h!1p://kron4.com/2016/04/21 /fire-crews-battle-two-alann-fire-in-sfs-mission-district/ 
14 http://www.sfgate.com/bayarea/article/Firefighters-battling-blaze-in-SF-s-Mission-7296134.php 
15 http://sfrb.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1862-sfhousingdatabook.pdf, page 8. 
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extent to which fire safety protections are present in the buildings they call home. Older 
residential buildings constructed of wood are commonplace in our City and unless they have 
been recently upgraded, do not include the latest in fire deterrent materials or fire safety 
equipment. Tenants rely on landlords and the City departments that enforce minimum fire safety 
standards, DBI and SFFD, to ensure their dwellings comply with City Codes. When this does 
not happen, tenants can lodge a complaint with these same City departments or file a lawsuit 
against a recalcitrant landlord. However, sometimes, it's just too late! 

While San Francisco's economy has been growing by leaps and bounds, so has its population. 
Forty-five thousand new residents have moved to San Francisco since 2010.16 However, during 
this same time period, only 7 ,500 new housing units have been added.17 With too many people 
clamoring for too few places to live, the result for some has been skyrocketing rents. For those 
who are struggling to afford to live here, one way to continue to call San Francisco home is by 
crowding into apartments or flats that were intended to house far fewer individuals. Although 
some of these tenants may live in overcrowded units "illegally," there is a push in our City to 
make accommodations for those who want to continue to live here rather than displacing them 
for economic reasons. However commendable these intentions may be, increased fire safety 
risks (as well as other health/safety risks) have become the unintended byproduct of this 
overcrowding. The risks associated with overcrowding are evident when tenants resort to using 
extension cords to bring power to cooking appliances and consumer electronics that are being 
used in areas where it may not be safe to do so. These fire safety risks are exacerbated when 
overcrowded units do not include sufficient closet and/or storage space for the inhabitants. As 

. a result, personal items clutter hallways and block exits. 

As these incendiary factors converged, amidst growing pressure from tenant and low income 
advocates, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance 90-15 on June 9, 2015. That ordinance 
created the Emergency Interagency Fire Safety Task Force for Multi-Unit/Use Residential 
Buildings ("Fire Safety Task Force"). The Fire Safety Task Force was comprised of members 
from DBI, SFFD, the Public Utilities Commission and the Department of Public Health to 
review and make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors. regarding possible legislation 
and other solutions that would improve fire safety in multi-residential and multi-use buildings. 
The Fire Safety Task Force focused on apartment houses containing three or more dwelling 
units. The Fire Safety Task Force held six public meetings and issued its final report with 
findings and recommendations on January 19, 2016.18 

On April 19, 2016, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation aimed at improving code 
enforcement conducted by DBI and SFFD. 19 (See Appendix, Exhibit 1.) In response, SFFD is in 
the process of creating a more robust code enforcement process, modeled on the one DBI uses, 
and staffing a new group ofR-2 inspectors, under the Bureau of Fire Prevention, to work on 
multi-unit residential building (R-2) complaints. (See SFFD Organizational Structure, below.) 

16 http:// sf. curbed. com/2015 /2/ 4/999 5 3 8 8/ sfs-population-is-growing-wav-faster-than-its-housing-stock 
17 Ibid. 
18 http://sfdbi.org/sites/defau lt/files/Fire%20Safety% ?0Task%20Force%20Final% ?0Report%2001- J 9-16.pdf 
19 http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances16/00060-16.pdf 
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I. DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 

A. Organizational Structure 

DBI "oversees the effective, efficient, fair and safe enforcement of the City and County of San 
Francisco's Building, Housing, Plumbing, Electrical, and Mechanical Codes, along with the 
Disability Access Regulations for San Francisco's more than 200,000 buildings.'o20 DBI operates 
under the direction and management of the Building Inspection Commission ("BIC"). The BIC 
sets policy for DBI, hears appeals leading up to the issuance of permits and acts as the 
Abatement Appeals Board to which Orders of Abatement can be appealed. Per a voter 
referendum in 1994, the Mayor appoints four commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors 
appoints three. Each of the seven members represents a particular community interest or 
expertise, including residential builder, residential landlord, licensed structural engineer, 
architect, and representatives of non-profit housing, the general public and tenants.21 

DBI provides three main services: (1) Permit Services; (2) Inspection Services; and (3) 
Administrative Services. Permit Services "review plans and issue permits to ensure safe 
structures, and to protect life and property through building code compliance."22 Inspection 
Services "provide timely and quality inspections to meet codes, protect occupants and ensure 
quality oflife."23 Administrative Services provides records management, and internal finance 
and personnel functions. (See Appendix, Exhibit 2.) 

Inspection Services has five divisions, including the focus ofthis report--Housing Inspection 
Services. The first three (Building, Plumbing/Mechanical and Electrical) inspect 
newly-constructed and existing buildings to ensure the scope of work performed is within the 
scope of permits that have been issued. The fourth division, Code Enforcement, supports 
Building, Plumbing/Mechanical and Electrical by investigating complaints and enforcing 
code compliance. 

The fifth division, Housing Inspection Services ("HIS''), conducts health and safety inspections 
of residential buildings and responds to tenant complaints of code violations (primarily under the 
Housing Code). HIS inspectors also do their own code enforcement of health and safety 
violations. These periodic inspections are "routine inspections" of the common areas of 
residential buildings, and according to the Housing Code, must be conducted at least every five 
years. 24 The category of residential buildings that must be inspected every five years include 
residential apartment and condominium buildings and residential hotels that have three or more 
units. This category of buildings is called "R-2."25 All R-2 property owners must pay a yearly 
license fee which is charged on their annual property tax bills to help defray the cost of health 

20 http://sfdbi.org/annual-reports, Page 6. 
21 Ibid, Page 8. 
22 Ibid, Page 10. 
23 Ibid, Page 10. 
24 San Francisco Housing Code, Section 302 (b) 
25 California Building Code, Title 24, Part 2, Section 310.1 
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and safety enforcement by DBI.26 There are approximately 21,000 multi-unit residential 
apartment and condominium buildings with three or more units in San Francisco. 

Currently, HIS has five senior inspectors, plus three full-time inspectors and one part-time 
inspector who primarily conduct routine inspections ("routine inspectors") and 14 inspectors 
who primarily investigate tenant complaints within their districts ("district inspectors"). In 
accordance with census data, San Francisco is divided into 19 HIS districts. Currently, the 14 
district inspectors cover these 19 districts. HIS has three vacant inspector positions (as of June 
2016). Two inspectors are on leave and another retired at the end of May 2016. 

HIS also has an inspector who works on inter-departmental complaints and one inspector who 
works on the Hotel Conversion Ordinance.("HCO"). In addition, there are the Principal Clerk 
and four support staff. One support staff position is vacant (on leave). (See Appendix, 
Exhibit 3.) 

B. The Backlog in R-2 Inspections Exposes San Franciscans to Unnecessary 
Risks 

DISCUSSION 

It is not unreasonable for San Francisco residents to expect that HIS inspects every R-2 in San 
Francisco for fire safety hazards at least once every five years. After all, the Housing Code 
mandates it. However, HIS readily admits that not every R-2 is being inspected every five 
years--they have a backlog. One HIS inspector went as far as to say that they "cannot humanly 
get to all the R-2s." 

IDS cannot measure its routine inspection backlog. Remarkably, HIS does not know the 
extent of its routine inspection backlog. We were told this is because the Oracle database that 
HIS inspectors use to document routine inspections and code enforcement efforts, the Complaint 
Tracking System ("CTS"), cannot generate reports that include accurate R-2 inspection dates. 
Unless HIS knows when all the R-2s in San Francisco were last inspected, they cannot possibly 
identify which R-2s are due (or past due) for an inspection. Consequently, they cannot quantify 
the routine inspection backlog. 

With the hope of understanding this further, we asked DBI Management Information Systems 
("DBI MIS") for a report listing all the R-2s in San Francisco and the date of the last routine 
inspection for each. (DBI MIS manages all DBI databases including CTS.) In response, we 
received an Excel spreadsheet that contained the information requested. However, when we 
compared twenty last routine inspection dates listed on the DBI MIS generated spreadsheet with 
inspection records available on the DBI website, we found several instances where the 
information did not match. (The records on the DBI website come directly from CTS.) For 
example, 2960 California Street had a last routine inspection date of December 18, 1996 
according to the DBI MIS spreadsheet we received. However, according to inspection records 

26 San Francisco Housing Code, Section 302 (b ); San Francisco Ordinance 107-09 
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on the DBI website, a routine inspection was performed on September 16, 2010.27 (See 
Appendix, Exhibit 4.) 

Another example is 682 Corbett Avenue. According to the DBI MIS spreadsheet, the last 
routine inspection date for this R-2 was November 1, 1995. However, buried in the comments 
section of the inspection records on the DBI website was a narrative describing a routine 
inspection that was performed on January 4, 2007.28 We were told that this 2007 routine 
inspection was not captured by our DBI MIS report because CTS cannot capture routine 
inspection dates that are part of a narrative in the comments section. (See Appendix, Exhibit 5.) 

Focused Code Enforcement R-2 lists show that a significant backlog existed in the Mission, 
Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts in 2015. We received copies of the R-2 lists for all 19 
HIS districts in San Francisco. These lists were created for Focused Code Enforcement. (See 
Considerable Resources Are Wasted Creating R-2 Lists, below.) These R-2 lists included an 
address for every R-2 in each district. However, since they were created manually, not every 
R-2 had a corresponding last routine inspection date listed. Of the 19 R-2 district lists we 
received, only three lists (Mission, Chinatown and Marina) had last routine inspection dates for 
most (if not all) the R-2s listed. We sorted these three R-2 district lists by last inspection date to 
determine which (and how many) R-2s in these three districts had not had a routine inspection 
within the last five years. We provide a summary of our results for those three districts in 
Table I-1 below. 

FOCUSED CODE ENFORCEMENT 2015 

R-2s with documented R-2s with last inspection Percent R-2s not inspected 
District last inspection date date > 5 years ago within last 5 years 

Mission* 822 316 38% 

Chinatown 533 167 31% 

Tenderloin 531 362 68% 

*Does not include Mission Street 

Table I-1 

As Table I-1 clearly shows, before HIS conducted its Focused Code Enforcement in these three 
districts, a substantial number ofR-2s were not inspected within the last five years in the Mission 
(38 percent), Chinatown (31 percent) and the Tenderloin (68 percent). 

Since these R-2 lists were created, HIS has conducted routine inspections in at least 221 R-2s in 
the Mission and 139 R-2s in Chinatown as part of its Focused Code Enforcement. As a result, 
the backlog for these areas, as reflected in Table I-1, has since been substantially reduced. We 
do not know, however, how many R-2s HIS was able to inspect in the Tenderloin because HIS 
has not updated the results for the Tenderloin on the Excel spreadsheet that it uses for this 

27 2960 California ://dbiweb.sfgov.onddbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintN o=20 l 068596 
28 682 Corbett Ave. 
http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=20078691 I 
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purpose. Although documents show that HIS sent out 197 inspection appointment packets to R-2 
owners in the Tenderloin, we do not know how many of these R-2s HIS inspectors were actually 
able to inspect. (See "No Shows" Waste Inspectors' Time, below.) 

Due to the small sample size (three districts) we cannot extrapolate and assume that there is a 
significant inspection backlog in the other 16 districts in the City. At the very least, Table I-1 
does illustrate that a significant inspections backlog did exist in three districts in which some of 
the most vulnerable R-2s with the highest fire safety risks in our City are located. 

ms does not know how many initial routine inspections are conducted each year. In the 
DBI Annual Report for 2012-2013, HIS reported that HIS inspectors conducted 243 initial 
routine inspections on apartment buildings. The subsequent DBI annual reports, however, no 
longer report the number of initial routine inspections that were conducted each year. Instead, 
"Housing Inspections" and "Routine Inspections" are the only performance statistics related to 
routine inspections that are included in the DBI annual reports. 

Similarly, among the seven performance measures HIS reports to the BIC on a monthly basis, 
"Housing Inspections" and "Routine Inspections" are included. "Initial Routine Inspections", 
however, are not. 

In Table I-2 below, two of the HIS performance measures, Housing Inspections Performed and 
Routine Inspections are aggregated for 2014 and 2015. 

ms PERFORMANCE MEASURES 

HIS Performance Measures 2014 2015 

Housing Inspections Performed 11,995 11,981 

Routine Inspections 2,337* 2,311 

*Excludes January and February 2014 

Table I-2 

"Housing Inspections Performed" measures all the documented inspections that were performed 
in 2014 and 2015. This includes initial routine inspections, initial inter-departmental inspections, 
initial complaint inspections and all reinspections. "Routine Inspections" measures all initial 
scheduled routine inspections and initial complaint-generated routine inspections (that can be 
counted in CTS) and all reinspections conducted in 2014 and 2015. 

How HIS defines Routine Inspections is misleading because it includes reinspections. It is the 
number of initial routine inspections that needs to be reported. This is because the initial routine 
inspection is the inspection of an R-2's common areas that must be conducted at least every five 
years. Reinspections are focused on violations to determine whether they have been corrected 
and do not include inspections of the common areas overall. This distinction is important 
because HIS should be performing an average of 4,200 routine inspections per year (21,000 
R-2s/5 years). If, as reported in the 2012-2013 DBI Annual Report, HIS is only conducting 243 
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initial routine inspections, then this is further evidence of a backlog in routine inspections. The 
BIC and the public need to know this! 

Reasons For The Routine Inspection Backlog 

As a result of our investigation, we found that the following factors contributed to the routine 
inspection backlog: 

(1) considerable resources are wasted creating R-2 lists; 

(2) CTS reports do not capture the various ways routine inspections are docillnented; 

(3) complaint-generated routine inspections are not always documented in a way that can 
be measured by CTS; 

( 4) district inspectors do not always conduct complaint-generated routine inspections; 

(5) "no shows" waste inspectors' time; and, 

( 6) CTS is outdated. 

1. Considerable Resources Are Wasted CreatingR-2 Lists 

Because HIS needs to know the last inspection date for R-2s in order to identify which R-2s are 
due for a routine inspection, and CTS cannot generate an accurate report containing this 
information, HIS had to create a "work around" by manually preparing R-2 lists that included 
accurate last inspection dates. The process for creating the R-2 lists begins with getting the list 
of R-2s in the City from DBI MIS. 

ms cannot get an ac~urate list of all the R-2s in the City without the help of DBI MIS. We 
were told that there is one Oracle database that stores information on all the residential buildings 
in our City, including the property address, property owner contact information and some 
building characteristics, such as the number of units in each building. This Oracle database is 
not integrated with any other City department database--including CTS. HIS does not have 
access to this database; however, DBI MIS does. Thus, HIS must ask DBI MIS to generate an 
initial R-2 list that includes all residential buildings with three or more units (R-2s) that are 
located in the specific area( s) of the City in which HIS will be conducting routine inspections. 
The initial R-2 list includes the property addresses and contact information for the the property 
owners. However, it does not list any routine inspection dates. 

The list ofR-2s targeted for routine inspections is created manually. After HIS receives the 
initial R-2 list from DBI MIS, support staff or inspectors must identify the last routine inspection 
date by looking up this information for each property; one property at a time, in CTS. 
Thereafter, the last inspection dates are added to the Excel spreadsheet, which can then be sorted 
by last inspection date, and the R-2s that are due for a routine inspection can be easily identified. 

DBI MIS did not generate the R-2 lists for the first six rounds of Focused Code 
Enforcement. As a result of the series of fires that occurred in the Mission starting in late 2014 
(See·Introduction), the Board of Supervisors, along with other government officials, made 
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inquiries into the causes of these numerous fires and asked how San Franciscans could be better 
protected from harm, property loss and displacement as a result of fires. In response, HIS 
beefed up its code enforcement (including fire safety) by assembling a team of inspectors to 
conduct a blitz of routine inspections along major corridors in the City. This began shortly 
after the catastrophic fire at 22nd and Mission Streets. HIS refers to this program as "Focused 
Code Enforcement." 

This program was a huge departure from how routine inspections had been conducted in the 
past when all HIS inspectors were assigned to specific districts and required to investigate R-2 
complaints in those districts, in addition to conducting routine inspections throughout San 
Francisco. There were no inspectors dedicated to working exclusively on routine inspections 
during this time. Sometimes, these routine inspections were performed at opposite ends of the 
City from each other and nowhere near the inspectors' districts. We were told that investigating 
complaints was prioritized over conducting routine inspections back then. A few years ago, 
a couple of inspectors were taken out of districts and assigned to work strictly on routine 
inspections. After that, Focused Code Enforcement became the model for conducting 
routine inspections. 

We were told that DBI MIS did not create the initial R-2 lists for HIS during the first six rounds 
of Focused Code Enforcement because DBI MIS was fully committed to the Accela project, a 
proposed new computer system. (See CTS Is Outdated, below.) Instead, during that time, an 
inspector volunteered to create the initial list ofR-2s for focused code enforcement himself. He 
did this by combining an old Excel spreadsheet that listed R-2s in districts that were covered by 
another inspector with his own personally developed list ofR-2s located in the districts that he 
covered. Since the property owner contact information for the R-2s may have been outdated on 
the initial R-2 list he created, he then had to go into CTS and look up current property owner 
contact information, one property at a time, for each R-2. After that, he had to go to a different 
screen in CTS to look up each R-2's last inspection date. We were told that this "work around" 
was very labor intensive. 

The first round of focused routine inspections was conducted along the Mission Street Corridor 
(along Mission Street starting at the Embarcadero south to where Mission turns into Daly City). 
Subsequent rounds were performed in targeted areas of the Mission, Chinatown, North Beach, 
the Marina, Pacific Heights, Inner Richmond, Outer Richmond and the Tenderloin. According 
to interviews conducted with DBI staff, these areas were chosen because they included many 
R-2s with high risk characteristics for fire--older wood buildings that contain both residential and 
commercial units (that may also have tenant overcrowding) and are situated along congested 
commercial corridors. 

The focused routine inspections conducted along the Mission Street Corridor, in the Mission, 
Chinatown and the Tenderloin were more extensive (included more buildings) than the focused 
routine inspections conducted in the other five districts listed above. We were told HIS does not 
have enough inspectors to conduct focused routine inspections on all the R-2s due for a routine 
inspection in these districts. 
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HIS will soon begin a seventh round of focused routine inspections targeting 200 R-2s 
throughout San Francisco. We learned that DBI MIS helped create the R-2 list for this seventh 
round of Focused Code Enforcement. 

2. CTS Reports Do Not Capture The Various Ways Routine Inspections Are Documented 

When HIS inspectors conduct routine inspections, they inspect the common areas ofR-2s for 35 
health and safety items. Fifteen of these items are fire safety related. (See Appendix, Exhibit 6.) 
There are two types of routine inspections--scheduled routine inspections and 
complaint-generated routine inspections. Schedu~ed routine inspections are scheduled in 
advance with the property owner and are not performed in connection with any other inspection. 
Typically, they are conducted by inspectors who focus on routine inspections. We will refer to 
these scheduled routine inspections simply as routine inspections. 

Inspectors do not always choose the same "Source" for routine inspections. Inspectors 
document their routine inspections and complaint investigations in two screens in CTS--the 
complaint screen and details screen. (See Appendix, Exhibits 7 and 8.) On the complaint screen, 
inspectors enter basic information such as their name, the R-2's address, the date of the 
inspection and a narrative describing the inspection in the "Description" box. They also 
document the "Source" from a drop-down menu with 33 options. (See Appendix, Exhibit 9.) 
The Source serves a dual purpose of capturing either who referred the inspection to HIS or the 
type of inspection that was performed, such as "Routines" or "Complaint." Based on our 
interviews, we learned that inspectors do not always choose the same Source for documenting 
routine inspections. 

Most inspectors will choose "Routines" as the Source for routine inspections; however, some 
will choose "Routine Appointment Letter." In the case of2960 California Street, the inspector 
chose "Telephone" as the Source for the routine inspection he conducted on September 6, 2010. 
(See Appendix, Exhibit 4.) Since Telephone is not typically used as a Source for routine 
inspections it fell outside the parameters of the report we asked DBI MIS to generate for last 
routine inspection dates. We do not know if Telephone was erroneously chosen or if there was a 
legitimate reason for documenting the routine inspection that way. Regardless, it serves as an 
important example of a CTS report not meeting the needs of the end user because the report 
parameters were not adequately defined and agreed upon by the both the report generator and 
end-user beforehand. 

Inspectors do not always choose the same "Abatement Type" for the initial routine 
inspection. The "Abatement Type" is meant to document the action the inspector took. There 
are 62 choices on the Abatement Type drop-down menu. (See Appendix, Exhibit 10.) Although 
most inspectors told us that they choose "Inspection of Premises Made" for routine inspections, 
some inspectors choose "Case Received." 

From our interviews with HIS inspectors and DBI MIS and seeing many of the standard reports 
that are available in CTS but not used by HIS, we have concluded that CTS report parameters are 
not adequately defined. We think responsibility for this rests with HIS and DBI MIS. 
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3. Comvlaint-Generated Routine Insvections Are Not Always Documented in a Wav That Can 
Be Measured bv CTS 

Scheduled routine inspections and complaint-generated routine inspections ("CG routine 
inspections") are conducted differently. As a result, the way they are documented differs. In 
contrast to routine inspections, CG routine inspections are not scheduled in advance and are 
conducted while a district inspector is already at an R-2 investigating a complaint. Rather 
than having another inspector go back to the R-2 to conduct a separate routine inspection, 
district inspectors have been instructed to conduct a CG routine inspection while they are already 
at anR-2. 

A complaint investigation focuses on the complaint, for example "heat not working at my unit," 
and will not include the common areas of an R-2 unless it is the subject of a complaint. District 
inspectors schedule the complaint investigation with the complainant (usually a tenant). 
However, the CG routine inspection is not scheduled with the property owner. Instead, the CG 
routine inspection can be conducted without prior scheduling because once the district inspector 
has been let into an R-2 to investigate a complaint, he will have access to the common areas of 
the R-2 and can conduct a routine inspection. Since the routine inspection arises from the 
complaint investigation, they are called complaint-generated routine inspections. 

District inspectors do not always choose the same "Source" for the CG routine inspection. 
District inspectors primarily investigate R-2 complaints in their districts. They also conduct CG 
routine inspections. They must document both. When documenting a complaint investigation, 
the Source is "Complaint." However, there is no specific Source for CG routine inspections. 
We were told that that there used to be "Complaint Generated Routine" listed on the Source 
drop-down menu but it was taken out a few years ago. As a result, inspectors document their CG 
routine inspections with different Sources. 

Some inspectors document the Source as "Routines." Other inspectors will choose "Complaint" 
as the Source because a complaint is the reason they went to the R-2 in the first place. We were 
told that inspectors who document their CG routine inspection with "Routines" as the Source do 
so because only then can the complaint investigation and the CG routine inspection both be 
counted in CTS. In this instance, CTS can capture both the complaint investigation and the CG 
routine inspection because they are documented under separate complaint numbers. Also, by 
choosing "Routines" as the Source, the CG routine inspection will be counted as a routine 
inspection, not a complaint inspection. 

We were told that inspectors who use "Complaint" as the Source for their CG routine 
inspections, will use the same inspection number to report their complaint and CG routine 
inspection. Under this scenario, the CG routine inspection--including, the date description-will 
be buried in the "description" section of the inspection report that primarily documents the 
complaint investigation. We were told that some district inspectors do not open a new complaint 
number to document the CG routine inspection because creating a new complaint form takes 
additional time and they are "too busy." 
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When a violation in the common areas is discovered from the CG routine inspection, inspectors 
will document this differently from one another. If there are violations arising out of both the 
complaint and CG routine inspection, some inspectors told us that they will open a new 
complaint number for the violation in the common areas and change the Source from 
"Complaint" to "Routines" to document that violation. However, one inspector told us that he 
will only open a new complaint number and change the Source from "Complaint" to "Routines" 
if the violations arising from the complaint and those discovered in the common areas have a 
different anticipated time for compliance. Otherwise, if there are just a few violations in the 
common area, then he will include them on the same NOV as those arising from the complaint 
and under the same complaint number. 

Yet another inspector said that he will not open a new complaint (and, will not change the Source 
from "Complaint" to "Routines") to document the CG routine inspection even if there are 
violations in the common areas. Instead, he will issue a separate NOV for the different 
violations but will document the the CG routine inspection NOV under the "Description" section 
of the complaint inspection report. 

4. District Insvectors Do Not Alwavs Conduct Complaint-Generated Routine Inspections 

Even though district inspectors are already at the R-2 investigating a complaint, we were told 
that some are "too busy" with their complaint work to find the time to actually conduct a CG 
routine inspection or "research" an R-2 before going out there. Based on our interviews, 
there seems to be an acknowledgement within HIS that district inspectors sometimes are "too 
busy" and that being "too busy" is an acceptable reason for not conducting a CG routine 
inspection. This is problematic because CG routine inspections are a convenient way to conduct 
routine inspections. 

SOP does not explicitly require that CG routine inspections be conducted. The Standard 
Operating Procedure ("SOP") is used to train all HIS staff (including inspectors) and includes 
detailed procedures for conducting inspections and code enforcement. Although we were told 
that district inspectors should be conducting CG routine inspections of the common areas of an 
R-2 when investigating a complaint, the SOP does not explicitly require it. Instead, the SOP 
is yery vague and only requires inspectors to "schedule site inspection appointment." It does 
not mention what kind of "site inspection" should be performed. The SOP also does not 
address whether "the site inspection" should include common areas even if they are not part of 
the complaint. 29 

Inspectors should "research" properties before an inspection. Additionally, we were told 
that district inspectors should be "researching" R-2s in CTS before going out to investigate a 
complaint so that district inspectors will know when an R-2 is due for a CG routine inspection. 
What exactly should be "researched," however, is subject to different interpretations. When 
researching an R-2, some district inspectors only look at the history of complaints on an R-2 
while others also research when the last routine inspeCtion was performed on an R-2. All 

29 Housing Inspection Services Policies and Procedures Manual, Page 14, Item 4. 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 17 



inspectors have smart phones with internet access so they can be used to access CTS records on 
the DBI website. 

5. "No Shows" Waste Insvectors' Time 

A "no show" is when the property owner fails to appear for a scheduled routine inspection 
appointment. Unless the inspector finds another way to get into the R-2 to conduct the routine 
inspection, a "no show" will mean that the inspector wasted precious time going out to the R-2 
and that at least one additional visit to the R-2 will be necessary. Furthermore, the need to still 
perform a routine inspection may get lost and the R-2 in question may not have a routine 
inspection within the mandated five year time period. 

"No shows" are not tracked for follow-up in CTS. Currently, CTS is not being used to track 
"no shows" for HIS. Although CTS can track no shows when inspectors choose either ''No 
Entry" or "Unable to Enter" as the "Abatement Type," we were told that inspectors were 
instructed not to use either of these. We were told this is because by using ''No Entry" or 
"Unable to Enter" the inspector's attempt to make an inspection would not be counted as an 
inspection. Instead, inspectors were instructed to use another "Abatement Type" to reflect the 
type of inspection they made. For example, "Inspection of Premises Made" or "Reinspection 1." 
As a result, inspectors document "no shows" as part of a narrative in the description section of 
the complaint form. However, once "no shows" are buried in the description section, there is no 
way to run a report on "no shows" or flag them for follow-up in CTS. Inspectors have shared 
that, as a result, they may "lose track" of these "no shows" as their workload requires them to 
direct their efforts elsewhere. 

Measuring the extent of "no shows." As part of its Focused Code Enforcement, HIS started to 
track "no shows" (along with other results of its routine inspections) manually on an Excel 
spreadsheet. We have included this data in Table I-3 but only for the three districts for which 
HIS has compiled this information. 

Table I-3 shows the number of routine inspection appointment letters that were sent to property 
owners during 2015, the number ofR-2s for which inspectors were not able to conduct routine 
inspections because they were unable to enter due to "no shows" and the percentage ofR-2s that 
had "no shows" as a percentage of the total inspection appointment letters sent. 

FOCUSED CODE ENFORCEMENT "NO SHOWS" 2015 

District Number of inspection Number of R-2s unable Percent R-2s unable 
appointment letters sent to enter ("no shows") to enter ("no shows") 

Mission St. Corridor 128 20 16% 

Chinatown 167 28 17% 

Mission* 259 38 15% 

*Does not include R-2s on Mission Street 

Table I-3 
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Clearly, the percentage ofR-2s that inspectors were unable to enter ("no shows") during their 
Focused Code Enforcement is significant for all three areas for which this information was 
captured. It's difficult to extrapolate this data and assume similar percentages exist in other 
districts in the City. However, it makes one wonder if these are not the only areas with a 
significant "no show" problem. If this happens time after time, (as we learned it sometimes 
does) these "no shows" and their impact on the inspection backlog really start to add up. 

We were told that "no shows" occur mainly when inspection packets go to an incorrect address. 
From our own observation, we concluded that they also happen because the inspection packets 
can be difficult to understand. 

Inspection packets that are sent to property owners sometimes go to an incorrect address. 
Support staff schedule a group of routine inspections for R-2s that have not been inspected 
within the last five years. As part of the scheduling process, HIS support staff send out 
inspection packets to the property owners of record. This information comes from the Tax 
Assessor database to which HIS has access. Sometimes the inspection packets go to the wrong 
address and are returned to HIS. (We've been told that Tax Assessor records may be outdated by 
as much as 18 months but we have not independently verified this.) 

Inspection packets are only sent to property owners in English. The inspection packet 
includes a cover letter stating that a "periodic health and safety inspection" will be conducted in 
the common areas of their building, the authority for performing the inspection, and the 
scheduled time and date for the inspection. The scheduled inspection date gives the property 
owner two weeks notice and may be changed by contacting the listed inspector by email, phone, 
or in person. The inspection packet also includes the following: (1) Property Owner 
Maintenance Checklist (which is the same as the Inspection Field Checklist); (2) Notice of New 
Housing Law regarding wood fixed utility ladders; (3) Ordinance 255-08; (4) handout on New 
Ban on Wooden Fixed-Utility Ladders; (5) Notice Requiring Compliance of San Francisco 
Housing Code Section 604; (6) Compliance Affidavit; and (7) Affidavit-Self Certification for 
Carbon Monoxide and Smoke Alarms. 

Although the Property Owner Maintenance Checklist is available on the DBI website in Chinese 
and Spanish,30 the inspection packet is only provided in English to property owners. 

The inspection packet is difficult to understand. Although the cover letter contains vital 
information, much of the information is buried in the body of the letter. Also nowhere in the 
letter or packet is it explained what the inspector will be inspecting. Instead the Property Owner 
Maintenance Checklist is merely included with no explanation for its purpose. Furthermore, the 
appendage and carbon monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits are included in the packet without 
instructions on what needs to be done with them--they should be filled out and returned to HIS. 
Lastly, including the Notices, Ordinances and informational flyers is confusing because they are 
not tied in with the rest of the inspection packet. (See Appendix, Exhibit 11.) 

30 Property Owner Maintenance Checklist http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/Checklist%20English.pdf 
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"No shows" frequently are not followed up on. "No shows" are not uncommon and may occur 
scheduled routine after scheduled routine on the same property. On occasion, an inspector may 
be able to get current contact information (including a phone number) for the property owner (or 
property management company) from a tenant at the R-2. In these instances, the inspector will 
try to reschedule the routine inspection using the updated information. We were told that unless 
a property owner calls to reschedule, it is much more common that inspectors and support staff 
will not follow up on the "no shows" because they do not have the time necessary for 
researching the property further. 

6. CTS Is Outdated 

CTS is a legacy system that lacks capabilities that are commonplace in today's workplace. 
Without these capabilities, inspectors and support staff must spend much more time doing tasks 
that would take less time with a more robust computer system. This loss of efficiency 
contributes to the difficulty of not being able to conduct routine inspections on all R-2s in San 
Francisco within the mandated five year timeframe. Also, it results in violations that take longer 
to correct because inspectors do not have the time available or tools necessary to monitor their 
cases sufficiently. We find these capabilities missing: 

• CTS cannot be accessed from the field. Inspectors cannot input data to CTS from 
outside the office. As a result, inspectors must document inspections twice. Inspectors 
document routine inspections at the inspection site by taking handwritten notes--typically 
on their Inspector Field Checklist. When the inspector arrives back at the office he will 
type up the written notes into CTS and upload any photos taken at the inspection site into 
the network "P" drive. The "P" drive is a separate drive that is not connected to CTS nor 
can it be accessed outside the office. 

• Affidavits are not available online. Currently, the appendage and carbon 
monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits are not available on the DBI website. The appendage 
affidavit must be completed by a licensed or certified professional stating that all 
appendages to an R-2 are structurally safe. The affidavit is due every five years. The 
carbon monoxide/smoke alarm affidavit states that carbon monoxide and smoke alarms 
have been installed in compliance with the code and must be signed by the property 
owner. Also, the affidavits cannot be completed by hand, scanned and sent digitally 
to HIS. 

• Notices of Violation ("NOVs") cannot be printed in the field. Inspectors cannot print 
and post the NOV while at the R-2 because CTS cannot be accessed remotely. Also, 
inspectors do not have portable printers. Therefore, the inspector must return to the R-2 
to post the NOV on the building. 

• CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other City departments. 
HIS cannot share data across departments--most importantly within DBI, Department of 
Health ("DPH"), Department of Public Works ("DPW") and SFFD--so that it can 
coordinate its inspection and code enforcement efforts and reduce redundancies. Also, 
HIS cannot know when permits have been filed for and approved and the scope of 
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permits so that inspectors can have insight into property owners' efforts to correct 
violations. In addition, HIS cannot create its R-2 routine inspection lists without having 
to ask DBI MIS for this information. 

• CTS cannot track and report on important attributes. CTS' s ability to track and 
report on important attributes, such as type of violations and building characteristic is 
limited. Currently, inspectors document the type of violation from a drop-down menu 
that offers 83 options in CTS. We were told that, oftentimes, NOVs list multiple 
violations of different types and that CTS cannot track individual violations listed on an 
NOV. CTS only has the capability to track the overall NOV. As a result, when an NOV 
lists multiple violations of different types, inspectors will document the NOV as "General 
Maintenance" for the type of violation, rather than the specific type of violations listed on 
the NOV. 

Similarly, from our review of CTS input screens, we learned that inspectors can document the 
overall condition of an R-2 by ranking it on a scale from one to five. However, CTS cannot 
track factors that are useful in determining which R-2s have higher fire risks. We were told that 
some of the factors that should be to considered when looking at an R-2's fire risk include: (1) 
the age of the building; (2) the materials used to construct the building; (3) the overall condition 
of the building; (4) whether the building has a fireblock; (5) whether the building is particularly 
densely populated due to illegal tenants; (6) whether the building is of mixed use (residential 
and commercial); and, (7) whether the building is located on a major thoroughfare. 

We concluded, from our interviews and review of CTS input screens, that CTS has not been 
updated or revised to better meet HIS' needs because DBI believed Accela, which was initially 
scheduled to be implemented in 2013, would resolve any and all issues HIS had with CTS. 

Accela. In October 2011, the City entered into a $4.5 million contract with two information 
technology companies, Accela and 21 Tech, to build and implement an integrated computer 
system ("Accela") that would replace the Planning Department ("Planning") and DBI's legacy 
systems. In essence, Accela was intended to streamline the permit process by enabling Planning 
and DBI to seamlessly share data across departments and provide online access so that the permit 
process could be conducted online with transparency. After the initial roll-out to Planning and 
DBI, Accela would then replace legacy systems in other City departments, including the SFFD, 
Department of Public Works and Department of Public Health, among others. As part of this 
process, CTS was going to be replaced by Accela which promised to offer (1) integrated data 
sharing across HIS, other DBI divisions and Planning; (2) more tailored and automated report 
functionality; (3) more extensive data point tracking; ( 4) online capabilities; and, ( 5) automation 
of manual processes. 

Accela was first scheduled to go live for Planning and DBI in late 2013. However, this launch 
was postponed. From late 2013 to late 2015, change orders for Accela were numerous and were 
estimated to increase the cost of the Accela roll-out by close to $4 million (which turned out to 
be accurate based on Gartner' s, a third party vendor, finding that change orders raised the cost to 
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$8,174,297).31 Several other launch dates were scheduled and postponed during this time. 
Consequently, in late 2015, DBI put Accela on hold. Third party outside vendors, Cosmo Cloud 
and Gartner, were contracted to perform requirement scoping and determine how much more 
time, money and work would be needed for Accela to be successfully implemented. They also 
were to evaluate whether implementing Accela was viable and the optimal choice. 

The reasons why Accela could not be implemented within its contract price on its original launch 
date are beyond the scope ofthis report because we have not specifically verified them. For 
those interested, reasons do appear in the Gartner report issued on June 9, 2016.32 According to 
the report, implementing Accela will require negotiating a contract amendment, addressing gaps 
in the off-the-shelf system, and strong support from DBI throughout the development process, 
with go-live estimated to occur between August and October 2017. 

FINDINGS 

F.1.1. Housing Inspection Services ("HIS") does not know which R-2s have not been 
inspected within the last five years because the Complaint Tracking System ("CTS") 
cannot generate a list ofR-2s with an accurate last routine inspection date for each. 

F.1.2. The spreadsheet used by HIS to track key inspection statistics has not been updated to 
include all rounds of Focused Code Enforcement completed to date. 

F.1.3. Because "Routine Inspections" that are reported to the Building Inspection Commission 
on a monthly basis include the number of initial routine inspections and reinspections 
that have been conducted, this performance measure is misleading. The total number of 
initial routine inspections that have been conducted is the correct statistic for 
determining how many R-2s have had the Code mandated routine inspection at least 
every five years. 

F.1.4. HIS cannot get an accurate list ofR-2s in the City without the help of DBI Management 
Information Systems ("DBI MIS") because HIS does not have access to the DBI 
database that stores this information. 

F.1.5. DBI MIS doesn't always generate the initial list ofR-2s, including the property's 
address and property owner's contact information, for HIS. 

F.1.6. The final list ofR-2s for routine inspections is created manually because 
inspectors and/ or support staff must look up the date of the last routine inspection for 
each R-2. When inspectors do this, it takes them away from conducting inspections. 

31 Gartner Report, http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/BIC%20Meeting%2006- l 5- l 6%20Agenda%20%2314.pdf 
32 Gartner Report, http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/BIC%20Meeting%2006-15- l6%20Agenda%20%2314.pdf 
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F.1.7. Although the routine inspection backlog that existed in the Mission, Chinatown and 
Tenderloin Districts has been reduced through Focused Code Enforcement, a routine 
inspection backlog still exists in these areas. 

F.1.8. Inspectors do not choose the same "Source" and "Abatement Type" when documenting 
routine inspections. Unless all the possible ways to document a routine inspection 
are known and CTS report parameters are chosen to capture all the possible 
alternatives, some routine inspections will not be captured by a report purported to list 
all routine inspections. 

F.1.9. Since CTS does not have "Complaint Generated Routine" as an option for documenting 
the "Source" for CG routine inspections, CTS cannot separately track and report on 
complaint-generated routine inspections ("CG routine inspections"). 

F.1.10. Inspectors do not choose the same "Source" when documenting CG routine inspections. 
When inspectors choose "Complaint" as the Source, the CG routine inspection will not 
be counted as a routine inspection in CTS, and HIS will not have an accurate last 
routine inspection date for those R-2s. 

F .1.11. District inspectors do not always conduct a CG routine inspection while they are 
investigating a complaint at an R-2 even when the R-2 has not had a routine inspection 
for five years because they are "too busy." HIS accepts inspectors being "too busy" as 
an excuse for not conducting a complaint-generated routine inspection. 

F.1.12. HIS' Standard Operating Procedure ("SOP") does not explicitly require inspectors to 
conduct a CG routine inspection while they are investigating a complaint at an R-2 
when the R-2 has not had a routine inspection within the last five years. 

F.1.13. District inspectors do not always know when an R-2, at which they are investigating a 
complaint, is due for a complaint-generated routine inspection because there is no 
clear requirement to "research" the last routine inspection date before investigating 
a complaint. 

F.1.14. Inspectors cannot always get into an R-2 to perform a scheduled routine inspection 
because of"no shows." Since CTS cannot track "no shows," inspectors sometimes lose 
track of the fact that a routine inspection still needs to be conducted on the R-2s that 
have a "no show." 

F .1.15. HIS has started to manually track "no shows" on an Excel spreadsheet that tracks 
results of their Focused Code Enforcement. However, this spreadsheet has not been 
completed for all routine inspections conducted under Focused Code Enforcement. 

F.1.16. There was a significant number of inspection "no shows" in the Chinatown (17%) and 
Mission (15%) Districts and in the Mission Street Corridor (16%). Oftentimes "no 
shows" are not followed up on because staff is "too busy" to research the property 
owner's correct address or phone number. 
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F .1.17. Inspection packets that are sent to property owners sometimes go to an incorrect 
address because data provided by the Tax Assessor's Office does not have up-to-date 
contact information for the property owner. 

F .1.18. Inspection packets are sent to property owners only in English. 

F .1.19. The inspection packet cover letter is confusing and buries vital information in the text. 

F.1.20. The Property Owner Maintenance Checklist included in the inspection packet is not 
explained as being the list of items that will be inspected. 

F.1.21. Instructions on what the property owner needs to do with the appendage and carbon 
monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits included in the inspection are not included on the 
affidavits or elsewhere in the inspection packet. 

F.1.22. Including notices, ordinances and information flyers in the inspection packet without 
explaining their purpose is confusing. 

F.1.23. Inspection documentation is done twice (first in the field and again into CTS when the 
inspector returns to the office) because there is no online access to CTS. 

F.1.24. Photos cannot be uploaded into CTS because CTS does not have this functionality. 
Instead, they are stored on the network "P" drive which is not connected to CTS. 

F.1.25. Affidavits are not available online. 

F.1.26. Inspectors are not able to print NOVs in the field. Therefore, they must return to 
the property a second time to post the NOV on the R-2. This is a waste of time 
and resources. 

F.1.27. CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other City departments. 

F.1.28. CTS cannot track and report on important attributes, such as types of violations and 
high fire risk building characteristics. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.1.1. DBI MIS should determine why CTS cannot generate a report with correct last routine 
inspection dates for each R-2 and correct the problem. 

R.1.2. The Chief Housing Inspector should insist that the spreadsheet that tracks key statistics 
for routine inspections conducted as part of Focused Code Enforcement be updated to 
include all rounds of Focused Code Enforcement that have been completed to date. 

R.1.3. The BIC should require that HIS report, as part of the HIS performance measures, the 
number of"Initial Routine Inspections" that are conducted to the BIC. 
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R.1.4. (a) The Information and Technology Department for the City and County of San 
Francisco should grant HIS senior management access to and permission to run reports 
from the Oracle database that contains the addresses, contact information and building 
attributes for R-2s in San Francisco. 

(b) DBI MIS should train HIS personnel who will have access to the Oracle database 
containing the R-2 information how to use it before they have permission to run reports. 

R.1.5. IfHIS is not granted access and permission to run the list ofR-2s from the Oracle 
database that contains the necessary R-2 information, then DBI MIS should furnish this 
report to HIS within one week of the request. 

R.1.6. (a) IfDBI MIS cannot fix CTS (See R.I.1) then the Chief Housing Inspector should 
require support staff, rather than the inspectors, to look up last routine inspection dates. 

(b) If support staff is not available to look up last routine inspection dates, then the DBI 
Director should allocate part of the DBI budget for hiring temporary personnel to 
compile this information. 

R.1.7. The Chief Housing Inspector should make eliminating the backlog a priority in the 
Mission, Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts when deciding where to conduct the next 
round( s) of Focused Code Enforcement. 

R.1.8. The Chief Housing Inspector should determine exactly what "Sources" and "Abatement 
Types" should be used for initial routine inspections and communicate this in writing as 
a procedure that every HIS inspector must follow. 

R.1.9. DBI MIS should include "Complaint Generated Routine" as a Source option in CTS so 
that CG routine inspections can be separately tracked and reported in CTS. 

R.1.10. If"Complaint Generated Routine" is not added as a Source option in CTS, then the 
Chief Housing Inspector should make opening a separate complaint number for the CG 
routine inspection and documenting "Routines" as the Source, a mandatory policy 
communicated to all HIS inspectors in writing. 

R.1.11. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy requiring district inspectors to 
conduct complaint-generated routine inspections whenever the R-2 has not had a 
routine inspection within the last five years. 

(b) The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that when district inspectors are 
"too busy" or for other reasons cannot conduct a CG routine inspection when the R-2 is 
due for one, the district inspector must notify their senior inspector in writing. 

R.1.12. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct HIS personnel to update the SOP to include 
the requirement that inspectors conduct a CG routine inspection while they are 
investigating a complaint at an R-2 every time the R-2 has not had a routine inspection 
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within the last five years. And, if the inspector for some legitimate reason cannot do 
this, the inspector must so notify their senior inspector in writing. 

R.1.13. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that district inspectors research the 
date a last routine inspection was performed: either before going to that same R-2 to 
investigate a complaint or via CTS records that are available by smartphone on the 
DBI website. 

R.1.14. The Building Inspection Commission ("BIC") should adopt imposing a penalty for 
property owners who miss their inspection appointment without good cause--as 
determined by the BIC. The notice of penalty should be mailed to the property owner 
and posted on the building. 

R.1.15. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct HIS personnel to complete the "no shows" 
information on the Excel spreadsheet that tracks results of their Focused Code 
enforcement for all the routine inspections conducted under Focused Code Enforcement 
and direct that all "no shows" are followed-up on within two weeks. 

R.1.16. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that all "no shows" must be 
followed up on within two weeks by researching the property owner's correct address 
or phone number and then, contacting the property owner for a scheduled routine 
inspection. This policy should be communicated to all inspectors in writing. 

R.1.17. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that support staff verify contact 
information for the property owners and resend the inspection packet to the new 
address within two weeks from when the inspection packet was returned to HIS. 

R.1.18. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection cover letter indicate 
how non-English speaking property owners can request inspection packets in 
languages other than English and that the inspection packet is made available in 
Chinese and Spanish. 

R.1.19. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection packet cover letter be 
rewritten so that all vital information is available at the top of the letter and the 
language changed so that it is easier to understand. 

R.1.20. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection packet cover letter be 
rewritten so that it explains that inspectors will be inspecting items on the Property 
Owner Maintenance List. 

R.1.21. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection packet cover letter be 
rewritten to include instructions on what the property owner needs to do with the 
appendage and carbon monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits. 
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R.1.22. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection packet cover letter be 
rewritten to include the information contained in the notices and ordinances. Notices 
and ordinances should be removed from the inspection packet. 

R.1.23. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality 
for inspectors to document inspection remotely. 

R.1.24. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality 
to upload photos remotely. 

R.1.25. DBI MIS should make affidavits available online. 

R.1.26. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality 
for inspectors to print NOV s in the field and that inspectors are supplied with portable 
printers for this purpose. 

R.1.27. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS can be integrated with 
other computer systems within DBI and other City departments. 

R.1.28. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality 
for tracking and reporting on types of violations and high fire risk building 
characteristics. 

C. Code Enforcement That Doesn't Always Lead to Timely Correction of 
Violations Further Exposes San Franciscans to Risks 

DISCUSSION 

HIS has a formal and detailed enforcement process with many steps along the way. Figure I-1 
(next page) depicts this process, and Exhibit 12 in the Appendix provides a detailed description. 

Some Violations Are Not Corrected In A Timely Manner 

In order to determine if code enforcement is effective in getting property owners to correct 
violations in a timely manner, we asked HIS for information showing how long violations take to 
be corrected. We were told that CTS does not measure this, and so, HIS could not provide us 
with this information. Determined to locate this information, we asked DBI MIS to create a 
report that would show the length of time it takes for violations to be corrected. In response, we 
received a list of all NOV s, the issuance date for each, the date of abatement for each and the 
date of the Director's Hearing (if there was one) for 2013-2015. The report was generated from 
CTS and downloaded into Excel. DBI MIS told us that they can create this as a standard report 
for HIS. We will refer to this report as "Open NOVs." 
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Table 1-4 below, shows a summary of this report and depicts how many NOV s were abated 
within five different timeframes for all NOVs issued in 2013; 2014 and 2015. Table 1-4 also 
shows the percentage of total NOVs that were corrected within each of these five timeframes 
(2013, 2014 and 2015). We calculated the number ofNOVs in each timeframe by calculating 
the days between the date the NOV was issued and the date the NOV was abated. These dates 
were already part of the spreadsheet DBI MIS ran for us. We merely added a column to the 
spreadsheet in which we made this calculation. We then sorted the spreadsheet by the number of 
days in this calculation column and counted how many NOV s were within each timeframe. 
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LENGTH OF TIME TO CORRECT NOVs 

NOVs Abated Abated Abated Abated Abated Not yet 
Year ~ (%) <= 2 mos <= 6 mos <= 12 mos <= 18 mos > 18 mos Abated 

2013 
1,834 851 1,329 1,508 1,563 1,637 197 

(100%) (46%) (72%) (82%) (85%) (89%) (10%) 

2014 
2,023 933 1,418 1,572 1,635 1,637 359 

(100%) (46%) (70%) (78%) (81%) (81%) (18%) 

2015 
2,394 1,097 1,640 1,761 1,769 

* 
625 

(100%) (46%) (69%) (74%) (74%) (26%) 

* Eighteen months have not passed yet 

Table I-4 

As Table I-4 reflects, for 2013, 2014 and 2015, approximately 70 percent ofNOVs were abated 
within six months. However, after the initial six months, there's little increase in the rate of 
NOV abatement as time goes on. For 2013, 2014 and 2015, only another five to ten percent of 
NOVs are abated within the timeframe from six months to one year. 

We find it alarming that approximately 20 percent (2013-14 average) ofNOVs took more than 
one year to correct. It seems that one year is more than enough time to correct most NOV s. 
Also, we were surprised to see that ten percent ofNOVs issued in 2013 and 18 percent issued in 
2014 were still not abated. Overall, this data is consistent with what we learned anecdotally. 

It's important to note that when an NOV lists more than one violation, the time it takes for an 
NOV to be corrected can differ from the time it takes for each violation listed on an NOV to be 
corrected. This is because CTS can only track NOV s as a whole. It cannot track each individual 
violation that is listed on an NOV. Therefore, CTS can only provide dates than can be used to 
calculate how long an NOV, not each violation, takes to be corrected. 

Reasons Some Violations Take Too Long To Correct 

There are five main reasons HIS code enforcement is not effective in ensuring that all violations 
are corrected in a timely manner, including: 

(1) inspectors have unfettered discretion to grant property owners additional time to 
correct violations; 

(2) code enforcement oversight is insufficient; 

(3) HIS does not measure the effectiveness of its code enforcement process; 

(4) inspectors take too long to refer some open NOVs to Director's Hearing; and 

(5) HIS lacks more effective code enforcement tools. 
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1. Inspectors Have Unfettered Discretion To Grant Property Owners Additional Time To 
Correct Violations 

In general, the code enforcement process is divided into several 30-day windows for 
compliance--there are 30 days from the time an NOV is issued to the first reinspection and 30 
days from that reinspection to either conduct another reinspection or the NOV moves on to the· 
next phase of code enforcement. However, exceptions to the 30-day period are granted when the 
facts and circumstances surrounding the violation support it. 

Additional time for correcting violations can be granted. HIS has a policy to "work with the 
property owner" which means that each 30-day deadline for correcting a violation may be 
extended by an inspector. For example, if permits are required or contractors are needed to 
perform the work necessary to fix the violation, granting additional time may be necessary. We 
were told that HIS believes that strictly enforcing deadlines does not always result in violations 
being corrected; each violation has its own set of unique facts and circumstances that must be 
taken into account in order to encourage property owners to correct violations. 

Based on our interviews, we learned that there is no standard against which inspectors' grant of 
additional time can be measured. Therefore, inspectors determine for themselves, based on their 
own interpretation of the facts and circumstances and personal proclivities, how much additional 
time they will grant and under what circumstances. As a result, how this discretion is exercised 
varies among the inspectors. 

Some inspectors more strictly adhere to the 30 day period while other inspectors are more 
willing to "work with the property owner." We were told that as long as there is an active 
permit, most inspectors are willing to give property owners more time to correct the violations. 
We were told that some inspectors will give property owners additional time if they indicate a 
willingness to correct the violation. We were told that some property owners take advantage of 
this opportunity to manipulate the system. For example, they may file for a permit with no 
intention of starting the work anytime soon or ever doing the work necessary to correct it. 

Many of the variables (facts and circumstances) associated with extensions of time can be 
quantified. Prime examples include measuring the average time it takes to (1) file for and obtain 
an over-the-counter permit; (2) vet and hire a contractor; and, (3) perform the work necessary to 
correct the violation. HIS management can identify the top 20 types of violations by reviewing 
either the violations listed on NOVs or the comment sections of inspection reports in CTS. For 
example, inoperable fire alarm. Average timeframes for correcting violations can be established. 
For example, for unsafe stairs, it may take four weeks to file and obtain a permit to replace the 
stairs, four to six weeks to find a qualified contractor who can perform the work and, another 
four to six weeks to actually perform the work. 

Softer issues, such as the property owners reluctance to perform the work for personal or 
financial reasons, possible displacement of tenants and permits that require plans to be filed, 
approval from other departments or a 311 60-day notice period cannot be easily quantified. 
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Additional time provided to the property owner is not provided in writing. When inspectors 
give property owners additional time to correct a violation, they do not give property owners 
anything in writing letting them know when their next reinspection and subsequent deadline for 
abatement will be (other than on an NOV). Instead, if at the reinspection a violation has not been 
corrected, inspectors will, right then and there, verbally schedule the time and date for the next 
reinspection. At this time, they will verbally advise property owners that they need to have the 
violation abated by the next reinspection date. By not communicating this in writing, it may give 
property owners the impression that they can negotiate with the inspectors more easily. Also, 
some property owners may not completely understand what they are being advised and would 
benefit from written instructions better. 

2. Code enforcement oversight is insufficient 

Although bi-monthly code enforcement staff meetings are scheduled, we were told that they are 
regularly cancelled because inspectors are "too busy." We were told that inspectors should get 
approval from their senior inspectors before granting additional time to correct a violation to the 
property owner. However, none of the inspectors we spoke with get preapproval from their 
senior inspector. 

3. HIS Does Not Measure The Effectiveness Oflts Code En(Orcement Process 

According to management gurus, W. Edward Deming and Peter 
Drucker, "you can't manage what you don't measure." Success 
must be defmed and tracked in order to determine whether an 
organization is successful. For HIS, the definition of success can 
be defmed in two parts. The first part is mandated by Code--that 
HIS conduct routine inspections at least every five years. The 
second part can include ensuring that all violations are corrected 
within a "reasonable time." However, HIS does not track when 
all of the R-2s in our City last had a routine inspection nor does 
HIS track how long violations take to be corrected. 

~ 
' ' 

.~ 

Instead, HIS manages its code enforcement efforts with the goal of moving open violations 
towards correction without defming what successful correction of violations means. Based on 
our interviews, we learned that senior inspectors monitor inspectors' code enforcement efforts by 
spot checking open cases in CTS and by utilizing a review process every four to six months. We 
were told that two or three times a year HIS inspectors and senior inspectors are given two 
management reports, "Complaints Received" and "First NOV Sent," to review. Both reports are 
standard reports that can be generated by CTS by senior inspectors or management without the 
help of DBI MIS. 

Complaints Received. The first report, "Complaints Received," tracks complaints that have 
been received, are still open and for which an NOV has not been issued. The report lists the 
complaint number, the date the complaint was received, the R-2 address, the date oflast activity 
and a comments section. Each inspector gets their own report with their open complaints listed. 
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This report provides information on complaints that are open--it does not include any 
information on routine inspections. 

Recently, HIS distributed this report to its 14 district inspectors for open complaints received in 
2015. We reviewed a copy ofthis report. There are 281 complaints received in 2015 that 
remained open (without an NOV) as of early May 2016. 

First NOV Sent. The second report, "First NOV Sent," tracks cases that have had an NOV 
issued, but, have not been scheduled for a Director's Hearing. The report is distributed to routine 
and district inspectors. It includes open NOV s arising from complaints and routine inspections. 
This report lists the complaint number, the date the first NOV was issued, the R-2 address, the 
date of last activity and a comments section. Each inspector gets individualized reports with their 
cases on it. 

The most recent copy of this report was distributed to inspectors in early May 2016 for open 
NOV s that were issued in 2015. We reviewed a copy of this report. There were 311 NOV s 
issued in 2015 that still have not been referred to a Director's Hearing ("DH") as of May 2016. 
This means that after at least five months (end of 2015 to May 2016), 311 open N 0 Vs had not 
been referred to a DH. Although not all of the 311 open NOV s may be appropriate to refer to a 
DH, this is a significant number of NOV s that are still uncorrected after at least five months. 

Qualitative review. Once inspectors receive the two reports, they have six to eight weeks to 
review their cases. Inspectors provide additional updates on their cases in the comments section 
of the reports. Afterwards, inspectors meet with their senior inspectors to go over the two reports 
one case at a time. We were told that the reports are designed to identify open cases and open 
NOVs that have stalled and encourage inspectors to move the cases along. By the time they 
meet with their senior inspectors, inspectors may have taken additional actions on many of the 
open cases (moved them along) on their lists. Consequently, only the more challenging cases are 
discussed at length with their senior inspector. For these cases, the senior inspectors will help 
their inspectors determine the next course of action. 

4. Insvectors Take Too Long To Refer Some Oven NO Vs to Director's Hearing 

We were told that some inspectors may not be referring open NOVs to a Director's Hearing soon 
enough or at all. 

An NOV that never went to a DH. "1118-1124 Hampshire Street" is an example of a case 
that never went to a Director's Hearing, despite the fact that it took the property owner almost 
three years fix the violation. In April 2011, an inspector issued an NOV for rotted stairs at the 
property, a serious problem that caused the death of a person at another building in San 
Francisco in 2012. The inspector re-inspected the property twice--once in May 2011 and 
again in June 2011--but gave the owner more time, because a permit had been issued for the 
repair work. However, in January 2014--32 months after the NOV was issued--the inspector 
found that the work was still incomplete, so issued a final warning letter. In that case, the 
owner finally completed the work as required. The case was abated in 2014. 
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There are three reasons inspectors may not be referring open NOV s to a DH in a timely manner: 
(a) HIS does not track how long it takes an open NOV to reach a DH; (b) HIS does not have an 
objective standard for determining when a case should go to a DH; and ( c) preparing open NOV s 
for a DH is labor intensive. 

HIS does not track how long it takes an open NOV to reach a Director's Hearing. HIS 
manages referrals to DHs by tracking the outcomes of Director's Hearings on an Excel 
spreadsheet, "Summary of Director's Hearings." This spreadsheet is only an informational 
tool--it lists the R-2 address, the CTS number, the DH hearing date, the inspector who issued the 
NOV and the Director's determination. The NOV issuance date is not listed. Therefore, HIS 
does not measure the time it takes an open NOV to reach a DH. 

In Table I-5 below, we have calculated the average time it takes for NOVs to be heard at a 
Director's Hearing for 2013, 2014 and 2015. We took the date an NOV was issued and the date 
that a Director's Hearing was conducted on each NOV for 2013, 2014 and 2015 from the Open 
NOV spreadsheet we had DBI MIS generate for us. We added a column to this spreadsheet to 
calculate the number of days between the date the NOV was issued and the date that a Director's 
Hearing was conducted on each NOV for 2013, 2014 and 2015. We then added up the total days 
and divided it by the total NOV s that went to a DH. Thus, we arrived at the average number of 
days it takes for an NOV to reach a DH. 

AVERAGE TIME FROM NOV TO DIRECTOR'S BEARING 

Number of referrals to Average time from NOV to 
Year director's hearing director's hearing 

2013 348 160 days 

2014 422 123 days 

2015 303 118 days 

Table I-5 

As Table I-5 ~hows, for 2013-2015, it took between 118 to 160 days, on average, for uncorrected 
NOVs to reach a Director's Hearing. From our interviews, we learned that HIS estimates that 
most uncorrected NOV s go to a DH within 40 to 60 days. The discrepancy between how long 
HIS estimated this time period to be and what the data shows in Table I-5, is significant. It's the 
time it takes the NOV in its entirety to reach a DH that is pertinent and should be measured. 

HIS does not have an objective standard for determining when a case should go to a DH. 
Inspectors use their own judgement to determine when an open NOV should be referred to a DH. 
As a result, some inspectors are more likely to refer cases to a DH; other inspectors .are less 
likely. Some inspectors refer cases when a violation is "particularly egregious" or "if a property 
has three unabated violations on it." Others have said a case is ready for a DH when there are 
"unabated violations with no progress and significant NOV s." 
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Inspectors are supposed to brief their supervisors when violations have not been corrected after 
three reinspections.33 We were told, however, that not all inspectors proactively brief their 
seniors after three reinspections with no progress. Therefore, even when violations have not 
been corrected after three reinspections, those cases may not proceed to a DH. 

Similarly, there is no set period of time after which unabated violations must proceed to a DH. 
Although the Building Code and the SOP allow inspectors to refer unabated NOV s to a DH as 
early as 60 days after the NOV was issued, as a general rule, if building permits have been filed 
many inspectors will not refer the case to a DH even if sixty days have passed.34 

Preparing open NOVs for a DH is labor intensive. In anticipation of referring a case for a 
DH, the inspector reviews CTS to ensure all inspection notes and photos taken of the violation 
are sufficiently detailed and that all enforcement efforts are well documented. This information 
is then printed out and assembled along with the paper based "enforcement file" into a package 
for the senior inspector.to review and decide if a case should proceed to DH. 

We were told that preparing a case for a DH is a labor intensive effort for the inspectors and 
support staff. In fact, the SOP has eight pages of detailed procedures related to the DH including 
preparing the case, scheduling the hearing, preparing the agenda, determining all the interested 
parties and then providing notice to them, posting the notice of the DH and documenting all this 
in CTS, the paper bound file and Excel spreadsheets. 

5. HIS Lacks More Effective Code Enforcement Tools 

Although HIS has a well established code enforcement system that effectuates timely abatement 
in many cases, there is a common belief among HIS inspectors that their code enforcement tools 
often may not be effective enough. When inspectors lack effective tools to motivate the reluctant 
property owner to abate violations more quickly, the enforcement period may be unnecessarily 
extended. This means inspeCtors have to work harder by conducting many more reinspections 
and other tasks in hopes of achieving abatement. There is also the looming possibility that the 
violation will still not be corrected. Furthermore, extending the time for abatement exposes 
our housing stock, its tenants and neighbors to unnecessary risks that should have been 
corrected sooner. 

HIS' most effective tools for incenting abatement include referring cases to a DH or the City 
Attorney and the Special Assessment Lien program. (See Appendix, Exhibit 12, Explanation of 
HIS Code Enforcement.) Their effectiveness is largely due to the high costs and negative 
publicity associated with these programs. City Attorney cases apply further financial incentive 
due to the possibility of multiple civil penalties, punitive penalties and attorney's fees being 
awarded. Even so, these tools may not be effective in every case. 

33 SOP, page 16, Item 9(c). 
34 San Francisco Building Code, Chapter lA and SOP (page 16, item #12(c)). 
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We were told that the most stringent (and effective) determination coming out of a Director's 
Hearing--the Order of Abatement-- may have lost much of its deterrent potential. In the past, 
property owners did not want their property title to be clouded with an Order of Abatement as it 
would make borrowing money and selling the property more difficult. Nowadays, with the 
change in the financial markets, we were told there aren't the same obstacles connected with a 
clouded title as there have been in the past. Additionally, unless a property owner intends to 
borrow money or sell the property, they could choose to defer abatement for many years. 

Cases that are referred to the City Attorney almost always show results--the violations are almost 
always cured. For the period 2010 through 2015, DBI referred 59 cases to the City Attorney. 
Nine of these cases, referred in 2010, were for buildings owned by one firm, Blanding (doing 
business as Bayview Property Managers). The City Attorney obtained an injunction requiring 
Blanding address nuisance conditions at all 30 buildings they own and/or manage and also 
imposed a civil penalty of $800,000. Ten cases dealt with vacant or dilapidated buildings, 
several occupied by elderly owners who are no longer able to care for their homes. Fourteen 
violations referred to the City Attorney ("CA") were for work without permit, including adding 
illegal units. In one case, a parking garage owner turned one floor into a hostel. Eighteen cases 
dealt with multiple violations, including fire safety and structural damage. Almost all were 
abated within a few months of the City Attorney's involvement, although one case took over two 
years. It required a restraining order on the owner, and the bank holding the mortgage placing 
the property in receivership. 

However, the CA pursuing litigation can be a very expensive route, and therefore, it is reserved 
for the most egregious cases. Lastly, the Special Assessment Lien program is also very effective 
but is only available once a year. 

Franchise Tax Board. Years ago the California Franchise Tax Board ("FTB") had a program 
that we were told was very effective in getting property owners to correct violations. Under this 
program, once a violation had gone uncorrected for 180 days after the initial NOV compliance 
period had elapsed (usually thirty days), the inspector could refer the case to the FTB. After the 
inspector received approval to refer a case to the FTB from their senior, they would prepare a 
Notice of Non-Compliance. The Notice of Non-Compliance would be recorded and sent to the 
property owner and the FTB. As a result, when the property owner filed their California tax 
return and attempted to take deductions for expenses incurred in connection with their rental 
property (the R-2 with the N 0 V), the FTB would disallow these deductions until the N 0 Vs 
were abated. In response, property owners would correct the previously unabated violations. 
Thereafter, a Notice of Compliance would be issued and sent to the property owner, the 
Recorder's office and the FTB. 

Administrative penalties. Currently, HIS cannot impose civil penalties on property owners for 
unabated violations because the current administrative hearing HIS uses (the Director's Hearing) 
does not comport with due process requirements that are necessary for civil penalties to be 
awarded. There's a belief within HIS that being able to seek administrative civil penalties would 
create a significant financial incentive for property owners to abate violations. Since a case can 
be referred to a DH as early as sixty days after an NOV is issued, the threat of administrative 
penalties being awarded may encourage property owners to correct violations more quickly. We 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 35 



were told that, in order for administrative civil penalties to be added to the administrative 
hearing, at a minimum, the following would have to change: (i) the hearing officer would have to 
come from outside DBI; (ii) testimony may have to be given under the penalty of perjury; and, 
(iii) the notice of decision would have to have an appeal process that first went to a board, 
comprised of members other than the BIC. HIS could seek administrative civil penalties when 
there were repeat offenders, serious deferred maintenance, numerous NOV s, or a vulnerable 
population was being affected, along with many more cases. 

FINDINGS 

F.1.29. HIS does not measure how long NOV stake to be abated. Without tracking how long it 
takes for NOV s to be abated, HIS cannot determine whether it's code enforcement 
process is effective for correcting all violations in a timely manner. 

F.1.30. For 2013-2015, approximately twenty percent ofNOVs took more than one year to 
correct. 

F.1.31. HIS does not have a standard against which inspectors' grant of additional time can be 
measured. 

F.1.32. When inspectors grant additional time for property owners to correct an abatement, 
there is no written documentation (other than on an NOV) provided to the property 
owner that states when the next reinspection will occur or explains that violations 
must be abated by then. By not communicating this in writing, property owners make 
think that they can negotiate with the inspectors more easily. Also, some property 
owners may not understand what they are being told due to language differences or 
other reasons. 

F.1.33. Although bi-monthly staff meetings are scheduled, they are regularly cancelled because 
inspectors are "too busy." Without a management culture that supports having 
scheduled times to discuss inspectors work, it will be difficult for HIS to optimize its 
code enforcement process for success. 

F.1.34. Based on our investigation, we concluded that HIS does not have an adequate definition 
for success. 

F.1.35. Some inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH. But, HIS does not measure 
how long it takes an open NOV to reach a Director's Hearing. 

F.1.36. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH because the standard for referring 
unabated violations to a Director's Hearing is vague and leaves too much room for 
interpretation. 

F.1.37. Not all inspectors proactively brief their seniors after three reinspections with 
no progress. 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 36 



F.1.38. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH because preparing a case for 
referral to a Director's Hearing is more labor intensive than it should be. 

F.1.39. HIS lacks more effective code enforcement tools. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.1.29. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should ask DBI MIS to create a standard report to 
track how long NOVs take to be corrected (similar to Open NOVs report we used) and 
modify this report to calculate the difference in days between when an NOV is issued 
and the date the NOV is corrected and then use this report to measure the time it takes 
for property owners to correct NOVs. 

(b) The Chief Housing Inspector should report how long NOVs take to be abated, in a 
format similar to Table I-3, to the BIC on a monthly basis. 

R.1.30. The Chief Housing Inspector should actively monitor cases using the Open NOVs 
report to ensure that less than five percent ofNOVs take no more than one year to 
abate. 

R.1.31. The Chief Housing Inspector should develop guidelines for inspectors to use when 
granting additional time for repairs or abatement. The guidelines should be based on 
the average additional time it takes for the top 20 types of violation under each of the 
following common scenarios, including: (1) filing for and obtaining an over-the-counter 
permit; (2) vetting and hiring a contractor; and, (3) performing the work necessary to 
correct the violation. 

R.1.32. The Chief Housing Inspector should ensure a new form letter is drafted to provide 
property owners the date of the next reinspection and warn them that violations must be 
abated by that date. Inspectors can then fill in the time and date of the reinspection and 
hand it to the property owner at the inspection. 

R.1.33. The Chief Housing Inspector should create a culture where staff and management 
meetings are held as scheduled and not canceled unless there is an emergency. 

R.1.34. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a definition of success that includes 
inspecting all R-2s at least every five years and ensuring all violations are corrected 
within a "reasonable period of time." The Chief Housing Inspector should measure a 
"reasonable period of time" for correcting violations by first using the Open NOVs 
report to measure how many days have elapsed since each NOV was issued. Next, the 
Chief Housing Inspector should compare the number of days that an NOV has stayed 
open against specific timeframes. We recommend two months; six months; 12 months; 
and, 18 months. (Two months ( 60 days) is an important time:frame because it is the 
earliest that an NOV can be referred to a DH.) Once an NOV goes uncorrected for one 
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day after each of these timeframes, the NOV can easily be flagged for a closer review of 
the facts and circumstances and steps taken to encourage the NOV be corrected~ 

R.1.35. The Chief Housing Inspector should measure the time it takes for an open NOV to 
reach a Director's Hearing. We recommend using the Open NOV spreadsheet that DBI 
MIS created for us. Incorporating a column that calculates the days between the NOV 
date and the DH date, HIS can determine how many day it takes an open NOV to be 
heard at a Director's Hearing. 

R.1.36. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt an objective standard for inspectors to use in 
determining when a case should be referred to a Director's Hearing. 

R.1.37. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that senior inspectors follow-up with 
inspectors when there have been three reinspections on an open NOV. 

R.1.38. The DBI Director should ensure when CTS is replaced by another system that it 
includes functionality to help automate the Director's Hearing case preparation and 
digital transfer of case files. 

R.1.39. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is required for HIS to reinstate 
the FTB program and then ensure that all necessary steps for making the FTB program 
part of the HIS code enforcement process are taken. 

(b) The BIC should approve that HIS use the FTB program as part of its code 
enforcement process. 

( c) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is required for administrative 
penalties to be available at the HIS administrative hearing and then ensure that all 
necessary steps for making this possible as part of the HIS code enforcement process 
are taken. 

(d) The BIC should approve adding the legal requirements to the HIS administrative · 
hearing so that administrative penalties can be awarded. 

D. Insufficient Staffing 

DISCUSSION 

We were told, throughout our interviews with HIS personnel, that inspectors/support staff were 
either "too busy" and/or there were not enough inspectors/support staff to perform some 
essential tasks. Inspectors and management openly acknowledge that they are short-staffed. 

Inspectors and support staff work hard. As a result of our investigation, we determined that 
HIS inspectors have full schedules. Currently, HIS has 14 district inspectors that investigate 
approximately 4,600 complaints every year. District inspectors are expected to respond to 
complaints within 24-72 hours. Complaints can be very time consuming because they may also 
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involve landlords/tenant disputes. The number of tenant complaints likely will not decrease 
anytime soon. In fact, the number may very well increase, as affordable housing becomes even 
more scarce. 

Although routine inspections are less complicated and take less time, there are only four 
inspectors who focus on routine inspections. Inspectors must conduct routine inspections on 
21,000 R-2s over a five year period. That means 4,200 routine inspections must be conducted 
each year. This is the bare minimum because we do not know how many R-2s are "past due" 
for inspection. 

Additionally, inspectors are pulled away from their routine inspections and complaint work to 
work on special projects or to enforce new regulations and ordinances. Examples include 
enforcement of the Hotel Conversion Ordinance and the ban on wooden fixed utility ladders. 
Inspectors work harder than they should have to because they must rely on computer systems 
that are outdated and lack basic functionality. 

We believe that one of the main reasons a routine inspection backlog exists and some violations 
take too long for property owners to correct is because HIS does not have enough inspectors and 
support staff to fully cover its workload. 

Currently, HIS has two open inspector positions and two other vacancies due to "leave." 
Although HIS has received approval to hire temporary replacements for the two district 
inspectors who are on leave, this still leaves HIS with two open inspector positions. 

FINDING 

F.1.40. HIS does not have enough inspectors to inspect every R-2 in San Francisco at least once 
every five years. 

RECOMMENDATION 

R.1.40. The Director of DBI should request that the Controller's Office conduct a study to 
determine adequate staffing levels for HIS. 

E. Transparency 

DISCUSSION 

Transparency into fire safety code enforcement is necessary so that: 

• Property owners and tenants know what to expect; and 
• The public can understand, in enough detail, what violations have been found and what is 

being done to ensure that those violations are being corrected in a timely manner. 
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Information on IDS routine inspectio,ns is buried in the DBI website. Inspections packets are 
one source of information about the routine inspection and code enforcement process. The DBI 
website is a second source. 

On DBI' s homepage,35 across the top of the page, under "Inspection" there is a drop down menu 
with three links that are related to routine inspections: District Charts and Maps; Inspection 
Scheduling; and, Filing a Complaint. Under Inspection Scheduling, instructions for scheduling 
an inspection with HIS are included. However, routine inspections are not described or 
explained under any of these three links. 

In order to get information about routine inspections, one must follow several links: Starting with 
DBI's homepage, halfway down in the center of the homepage, is Inspection Services (in small 
print). Click thru Inspection Services Divisions. On the Inspection Services Division page, click 
thru Housing Inspections Services (in small print). Then under Helpful Links, click thru the link 
to Routine Inspections. The Inspection Worksheet is included. 36 

Information on routine inspections is not sufficiently detailed. Although information on 
routine inspections is available on the DBI website, it is not detailed enough to sufficiently 
understand the process. On the Routine Inspections page, 37 items missing are: the process for 
when a routine inspection is required, what will be inspected, what affidavits are required to be 
certified by a professional and returned to HIS, what happens if a violation is found and costs 
associated with code enforcement. Or, they are conveyed in a way that no one without prior 
knowledge of the process would understand. The Informational Maintenance Checklist (also 
known as the Inspection Worksheet) is available on the Routine Inspections page but it is not 
described as the list inspectors use for routine inspections. 

Information on violations is not easy to find. There are two ways to get to information about 
violations on the DBI website. The first way is from the Routine Inspections page by clicking 
thru Track Permits and Complaints at the bottom of the page. The second way is from the DBI 
homepage, accross the top of the page, under Permit Services on the drop down menu click thru 
Track Permits and Complaints.38 On the Track Permits and Complaints, click thru "Search for 
documents by Site Address," then enter the property address. Once the property address is 
shown, then click through "Complaints." Next, a list of all inspection records for all DBI 
departments will be shown. Routine inspection and complaints will be found under HIS for 
Div (Division). 

Since the actual NOV is not available online, details on violations are insufficient. R-2 
inspection records located under Track Permits and Complaint include the inspection date, type 
of violation, the inspector's name, status and comment. The "type" of violation oftentimes 
includes a description that is too broad for a sufficient understanding of the violation. For 
example, "General Maintenance." Sometimes an inspector will write more under the comments. 

35 htt_p://sfdbi.orn:/ 
36 http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/Checklist%20Ern.rlish.pdf 
37 http://sfdbi.org/ROUTINEINSPECTIONS 
38 http://dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/ 
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Most of the details of a violation are written on the NOV. However, actual NOVs are not 
available on the DBI website. 

FINDINGS 

F.1.41. Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI website. 

F.1.42. Information on routine inspections on the DBI website does not provide enough 
information to sufficiently understand the process. 

F.1.43. It is not easy to find information on R-2 violations on the DBI website because many 
of the links to get to inspection records are labeled with terms that may not be 
understandable to the public. For example, calling violations "complaints" and needing 
to look under "HIS" for "Div." 

F.1.44. Since the actual NOV is not available on the DBI website and rarely do the 
"comments" provide much detail about violations, the detail available to the public and 
tenants is not sufficient enough to understand the full extent or nature of a violation. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.1.41. DBI MIS should redesign the DBI website so that information on routine inspections is 
easier to find from the DBI homepage. 

R.1.42. DBI MIS should revise the information on routine inspections on the DBI website so 
that: the property owners and the general public understand the process, including 
how often routine inspections take place, what is inspected, what happens when 
violations are found, the time frame for correcting violations and the costs associated 
with code enforcement. 

R.1.43. DBI MIS should change the names on the links for R-2 violations so inspection records 
can be found more easily on the DBI website. 

R.1.44. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS can upload NOVs to 
the DBI website. 
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II. SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT 

A. Organizational Structure 

The Fire Commission sets policy and supports the San Francisco Fire Department ("SFFD") in 
achieving its mission to protect the lives and property of San Franciscans from fires and to 
prevent fires through prevention and education programs.39 The City Charter authorizes the 
Mayor to appoint all five members of the Fire Commission.40 The San Francisco Fire 
Department is divided into three main divisions: Administration, Planning, and Operations. 
Operations has two main functions--fire suppression and fire prevention. Operations is led by 
the Deputy Chief of Operations, who is second in command after the Chief of the Fire 
Department. (See Appendix, Exhibit 15.) 

Firefighters perform the annual R-2 inspections. The fire suppression function is performed 
by four organizational units within the Operations division--Airport, Emergency Medical 
Services, Division 2 and Division 3. Divisions 2 and 3 are further divided into nine Battalions. 
The nine Battalion Chiefs supervise the firefighters and rescue squads in the 43 firehouses 
(or station houses) in San Francisco. Division 2 includes the downtown and financial districts 
and runs through the northwestern part of the City. Division 3 includes the South of Market 
area and runs through the southwestern boundaries of the City, down to the southern part of 
San Francisco. 

Each of the 43 firehouses in San Francisco has an engine company. The engines are the vehicles 
that have hoses and put out fires. Nineteen (of the 4 3) firehouses also have a truck company. 
The trucks carry ladders, ventilators, big tools and the jaws oflife. The truck companies 
primarily perform rescues and medical calls. Each engine or truck company has several 
firefighters and is led by a Captain. In addition to performing their firefighting and/or rescue 
duties, each engine company and truck company ("Company") is required to conduct annual 
inspections of the R-2s within the general vicinity of their station house. Each Company inspects 
the common areas ofR-2s for 12 fire safety items (see Appendix, Exhibit 16). The SFFD 
charges owners ofR-2 Residential Apartments $157 for the annual inspections they perform. 

The Bureau of Fire Prevention inspectors do the code enforcement. The San Francisco Fire 
Marshal oversees the Bureau of Fire Investigation, Plan Check and the Bureau of Fire Prevention 
("BFP"). Currently, the BFP is divided into three areas: (i) high rise inspections; (ii) permits; 
and (iii) district inspections. During the time of our investigation, district inspectors performed 
the code enforcement for violations arising from Company annual inspections ofR-2s. This is 
no longer the case. 

At the end of2015, high rise inspectors began helping district inspectors on R-2 complaints. We 
were told this was because district inspectors needed help with their heavy workload. High-rise 
inspectors also conduct annual inspections and investigate complaints in the 450+ high-rise 

39 San Francisco Fire Commission website, "Annual Statement of Purpose: 2016" 
40 San Francisco City Charter, section 4.108 
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buildings in the City and in San Francisco Housing Authority buildings. High-rise inspectors 
perform code enforcement for violations discovered as a result of their inspections. 

Early in 2016, BFP began a staffrestructuring. R-2 complaints that Company Captains refer to 
BFP for code enforcement were moved from district inspectors to high-rise inspectors. On an 
interim basis, six high-rise inspectors will continue to do code enforcement for R-2 
complaints--but, only those that are referred by Company Captains. District inspectors will 
continue to investigate R-2 complaints from sources other than Company Captains. Also, they 
will continue to investigate fire safety complaints in commercial buildings in their districts and 
review residential and business construction projects from permit issuance to certificate of 
occupancy as they have always done. This change occurred after we completed our fieldwork 
and, therefore, was not considered in our investigation. 

Recently, BFP created a new R-2 group to work solely on R-2 complaints referred by Company 
Captains. Once the new R-2 group is trained and fully staffed, it will handle all R-2 complaints. 
A lieutenant, who has experience working on R-2 complaints as a district inspector, will 
supervise this new group, and a new Captain will lead the group. We were told that the new R-2 
group will be staffed with five inspectors and one clerical person and that it will have a dedicated 
SFFD Management Information Services person to ensure complaints are being documented and 
tracked properly. 

In June 2016, one inspector moved from Plan Check to the new R-2 group and another inspector 
is expected to join soon. Our review of the 2016-17 SFFD budget revealed that BFP plans to add 
three more inspectors to the new group during the next fiscalyear--bringing the total inspectors 
to five. It's not yet known when they will be hired, as candidates still need to go through the 
civil service process. Until this new group is adequately staffed, the six high-rise inspectors will 
continue to handle code enforcement ofR-2 violations arising from Company inspections. 

Furthermore, BFP's code enforcement process will soon become more robust. In April 2016, the 
Board of Supervisors passed legislation that requires BFP to implement an enhanced code 
enforcement process that more closely mirrors the one that DBI Housing Inspection Services 
("HIS") uses--including adding an administrative hearing.41 The effective date of this legislation 
was June 1, 2016. BFP is still developing their new code enforcement process. 

B. The Backlog in R-2 Inspections Exposes San Franciscans To Unnecessary 
Risks 

DISCUSSION 

The California Health and Safety Code mandates that SFFD perform annual inspections ofR-2s 
in San Francisco.42 It is the Building Code's definition ofR-2s--residential buildings with three 
or more units--that applies to SFFD inspections as well as DBI inspections.43 However, SFFD 

il http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances l 6/00060-16.pdf 
42 California Health and Safety Code, sections 13146.2 and 17921 
43 California Building Code, section 310.1 
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adopted a policy that requires its firefighters to inspect only residential buildings that are less 
than 7 5 feet tall and have nine or more units. Therefore, SFFD firefighters only inspect 
approximately 4,000 R-2s that have nine or more units instead of the approximately 21,000 R-2s 
that have three or more units in San Francisco. Property owners with buildings with fewer units 
can voluntarily participate in the annual inspection process.44 Tenants who are concerned about 
fire safety may also call, file a complaint online or go to a fire station to complain about 
conditions at their building. Residential buildings that are 7 5 feet or taller are inspected by the 
high-rise inspectors. 

Companies do not inspect all the R-2s in San Francisco every twelve months. The 
suppression personnel we spoke with told us that some Companies do not inspect all the R-2s on 
their list every month. One Company Captain shared that, in late 2014, his Company had a 
backlog of200 R-2s that accumulated over numerous months that they reduced through 
hard work. 

In Table II-1 below, we show that there was a backlog in R-2 annual inspections for 2013, 2014 
and 2015. Using data from SFFD, we calculated the backlog percentage by comparing the total 
number ofR-2 that should be inspected each year to the total number ofR-2 inspections that 
were completed for 2013, 2014 and 2015. 

SFFD ANNUAL R-2 BUILDING INSPECTIONS 

2013 2014 2015 

Total R-2s requiring an annual inspected 4,031 4,031 4,031 

Total R-22 that were inspected 3,339 3,520 3,791 

Annual backlog 692 510 240 

Percent R-2s without a required inspection 17% 13% 6% 

Table II-1 

Reasons For The R-2 Inspections Backlog 

We identified several factors contributing to the annual inspection backlog, including: 

(1) Companies cannot gain entry into some R-2s; 

(2) the number ofR-2 inspections is disportionately distributed among the Companies; 

(3) R-2 inspections are not prioritized based on their last inspection dates; 

(4) follow-up on inspection backlog is insufficient; and, 

(5) the primary rationale for inspecting R-2s is not to enforce code compliance. 

44 SFFD Hotel and Apartment Inspection Operating Guide, pages 1.1-1.2 
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1. Companies Cannot Gain Entry Into Some R-2s 

We were told that the main reason for the R-2 annual inspection backlog is the inability of 
station house Companies to gain entry into every R-2 to inspect it. 

Company Captains rarely schedule annual inspections in advance. We were told that R-2 
inspections are rarely scheduled with property owners in advance. Instead, the Company will 
show up at an R-2, without prior notice, and ring doorbells hoping someone will let them in. 
Some buildings have a lock box, which allows Companies to gain access. This practice, 
however, is not consistent with procedures delineated in the SFFD Hotel and Apartment 
Inspection Operating Guide (the "Operating Guide"). The Operating Guide provides the 
standards and procedures for conducting R-2 annual inspections and states "(i)f a contact phone 
number is provided, then an attempt should be made to set up an inspection time. "45 Property 
owner contact information is visible on Company Captains' computers--sometimes with a phone 
number. However, it is not included on the Inspection Worksheets that most Company Captains 
print out and bring to the R-2 to document inspections. We were told that even when they have a 
phone number, Company Captains rarely schedule inspections in advance. As a result, 
Companies cannot gain entry into every R-2 to conduct an annual inspection. 

We were told that this can happen repeatedly on the same R-2. In fact, one Captain said "we can 
go back twenty times and never get in." When no one answers, the Company either goes on to 
.their next R-2 inspection or performs other duties. Although Company Captains do not 
specifically track when they cannot get into an R-2, inspections that are not completed will 
remain "open" or "pending" on their R-2 list so they do not lose track of it. If a Company is 
called to an emergency while conducting an R-2 inspection, they will leave in the middle of the 
inspection. After completing the call, the Company will attempt to return to the R-2 to complete 
their inspection. 

R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. Typically, inspections take 30-45 
minutes. However, they could take longer depending on the size of the building, accessibility, 
the number of violations found, among other factors. We were told that Companies do not 
perform R-2 inspections on the weekends because inspectors schedules--at the Bureau of Fire 
Prevention--do not include Saturday & Sunday. We were also told that SFFD does not want 
to bother the public on the weekends. The station house Companies, however, do work on 
the weekends. 

2. The Number OfR-2 Insvections Is Disvortionatelv Distributed Among The Comvanies 

The inspections performed by engine companies and truck companies are exactly the same. The 
only difference is their list ofR-2s to inspect. At the beginning of each month, Company 
Captains receive their list ofR-2s that should be inspected during that month. On that list, there 
is an inspection deadline for each R-2 which is one year from the date of the R-2s last inspection. 
The number ofR-2s that must be inspected each month varies from month to month. If a station 
house has both an engine company and a truck company, the list ofR-2s near their station house 

45 SFFD Hotel and Apartment Inspection (RI & R2) Operating Guide, page 2.1 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 45 



is divided somewhat evenly between the two Companies. Unless new buildings are added to the 
overall database, year after year, the Companies will have the same R-2s on their respective lists. 

The total number ofR-2s that each Company inspects depends on the number ofR-2s located 
within their first response area. We were told that sometimes, R-2s that are on the outskirts of a 
station house's first response area are re-assigned to be inspected by a Company at a neighboring 
station house that has fewer R-2s and/or fewer emergency calls. We were also told that R-2s 
cannot be reassigned to another station house that is too far from the R-2 because Companies 
must still be able to respond quickly to calls in their first response area. 

Figure II-1 illustrates the distribution ofR-2 inspections assigned by Company. "E" means 
engine company and "T" means truck company. The station number is included after E or T.46 

NUMBER OF R-2 INSPECTIONS ASSIGNED TO EACH COMP ANY ANNUALLY 

&#&~~~#&#&¢&#~~~~~~~ 

R2 Inspections 

Figure II-1 

As Figure II-1 shows, many Companies have very few R-2 inspections to complete. 

Companies with the ten largest R-2 lists have the largest backlog. The Companies with the 
longest list of R-2s to inspect are listed below in Table II-2. These Companies also have the 
highest inspection backlog as of May 23, 2016. If the R-2 is not inspected by its deadline, it 
continues on the Company's R-2 list until it has been inspected. It also becomes part of the 
backlog. The backlog consists of both R-2s that are just a day past due and those that are a year 
or more past due. The backlog each Company has is reflected by the number of Open and 
Pending Inspections that they have. An "Open Inspection" means that the Company has already 
made some attempt at inspecting the R-2. It may be open because the Company got called away 

46 Fire Station List http://sf-fire.om:/fire-station-locations#stations 
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in the middle of the inspection or maybe the Company Captain has not finished documenting the 
inspection. "Pending Inspection" means that an inspection has not yet started. 

SFFD COMPANIES WITH TOP TEN LONGEST R-2 LISTS 

Engine or 
Truck R-2s Assigned Open Inspection Pending Inspection 

Company Area per year as of 5/23/16 as of 5/23/16 

E41 Nob Hill 378 25 24 

E38 Pacific Heights 264 11 45 

E16 Cow Hollow 254 12 3 

T16 Cow Hollow 249 12 22 

E36 Hayes Valley 210 7 159 

E03 Lower Nob Hill 202 5 19 

E21 Panhandle I NOPA 189 14 18 

T03 Lower Nob Hill 176 9 9 

E31 Richmond 139 3 14 

E02 Chinatown 116 18 38 

T02 Chinatown 114 23 64 

Table II-2 

3. R-2 Insvections Are Not Prioritized Based On Their Last Insvection Dates 

Although each R-2 on a Company's list includes a deadline for its inspection, we were told that 
Company Captains do not use the deadline dates to prioritize which R-2s they will inspect next. 
R-2s with closer deadlines (or deadlines that have passed) are not prioritized over those with 
more remote deadlines. Instead, Company Captains choose which R-2s they will inspect largely 
based on where the R-2 is located. Sometimes Company Captains choose which R-2s will be 
next based on their proximity to other R-2s on their list. Other times, they will choose R-2s that 
are on the Company's driving route. For example, when they go to buy groceries. 

4. Follow Up On Inspection Backlog Is Insutficient 

Although everyone that we spoke with in Suppression acknowledged that some Companies have 
an inspection backlog, we found that many people in the chain of command do not see a need to 
push hard for a reduction in the backlog. We were told that it is "not that crucial" if the 
Companies miss completing an R-2 inspection by the end of the month, but that, ifthe backlog 
continues, the Division Chief or Battalion Chief will call the Company Captain. We were told 
that Battalion Chiefs have flexibility on how or whether to follow up with their Company 
Captains' R-2 inspection backlog. 
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Although reports are available that show when Company Captains are behind in R-2 inspections, 
we were told that follow up rarely includes discussing the actual extent of the R-2 backlog. 
Instead, Battalion Chiefs may give Company Captains a monthly "pep talk" or tell them they 
need to "knock out a few inspections." We were told that some Battalion Chiefs do not review 
the R-2 lists with their station house Captains because "they do what they can" or, "they catch up 
and then fall behind." Also, we were told that the R-2 inspection backlog was not "that big." 

5. The Primary Rationale For Inspecting R-2s Is Not To EnfOrce Code Compliance 

We were told that when firefighters began inspecting buildings many years ago, the inspections 
were seen as a way to develop "building awareness." By conducting inspections, Companies 
would learn which buildings are detached, below grade or hidden on a street with access issues. 
Inspections also helped firefighters familiarize themselves with fire alarms and other fire 
prevention systems. Firefighters could identify obstacles, consider what might happen if a fire 
started and develop a pre-fire plan. Developing building awareness is still an important aspect of 
annual R-2 inspections today. 

We were told that firefighters today still see developing building awareness as the most 
important reason for inspecting R-2s. We believe that this entrenched mindset may lead to their 
perception that inspecting all their R-2s in order to document fire safety complaints is less 
important. Furthermore, inspecting an R-2 with the objective of creating a pre-fire plan is very 
different from approaching an inspection with an eye towards discovering every violation and 
documenting it in detail. The approach taken when conducting an R-2 inspection may very well 
determine the result of the inspection. For example, we were told that firefighters were "getting 
into" a building to develop a "pre-fire plan" and not to "cause problems for the owners." 

Company Captains know very little about Fire Prevention or Code Enforcement. We were 
told that Company Captains rarely will follow-up on violations because "it is the job of fire 
prevention" inspectors to do so. In our interviews, we learned that Company Captains did not 
know what size building should be inspected or the length of time a property owner has to 
correct a violation. (Although most knew that urgent violations had a much shorter time:frame for 
correction.) Also, we were told that some Company Captains were unfamiliar with the inner 
workings of Fire Prevention and did not know what BFP does to ensure violations are corrected 
or if any fines or penalties were imposed for violations. 

FINDINGS 

F.11.1. Because station house Companies do not inspect all the R-2s in San Francisco every 
twelve months as mandated by Code, San Franciscans may be exposed to 
unnecessary risks. 

F.11.2. Station house Companies cannot always get into R-2s to inspect them because 
Company Captains rarely schedule R-2 inspections in advance. 

F.11.3. Contact information is not included on the Inspection Worksheets that Company 
Captains take with them to document their R-2 inspection. 
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F.11.4. R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. 

F.11.5. Companies with the ten largest R-2 lists have most of the largest backlogs because R-2 
inspections are disportionately distributed among the Companies and not sufficiently 
redistributed to nearby Companies with less R-2s to inspect. 

F.11.6. Company Captains prioritize which R-2s they will inspect based on location of the R-2 
rather than on the deadline for each inspection. As a result, some R-2s are not inspected 
by their deadline. 

F.11.7. Some Battalion Chiefs' follow-up on Company inspection backlogs is insufficient 
because it does not hold the Company accountable for the backlog. 

F.11.8. Because firefighters' primary motivation for inspecting R-2s is to develop building 
awareness, they may not sufficiently give equal importance to code compliance when 
conducting R-2 inspections. 

F.11.9. Many Company Captains seem to know little about Fire Prevention or Code 
Enforcement. Since firefighters interact with the public, this is a missed opportunity to 
educate the public about the inspection and enforcement process. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.11.1. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Battalion Chiefs to closely monitor 
Company R-2 inspection lists to ensure that every R-2 in San Francisco is inspected by 
its deadline. 

R.11.2. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require that Company Captains make inspection 
appointments in advance, whenever they have the property owner's phone number, 
to ensure that Companies get into all R-2s. The appointments should have a three 
hour window. 

R.11.3. SFFD MIS should ensure property owner contact information is included on the 
Inspection Worksheets. 

R.11.4. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Companies to inspect R-2s on the 
weekend if that Company is going to have a backlog during a particular month. 

R.11.5. The Deputy Chief of Operations should redistribute R-2 inspection from Companies 
that have a backlog to nearby Companies that have fewer R-2 inspections so that the 
number ofR-2 inspections is more evenly distributed among neighboring station houses 
and are conducted more timely. 

R.11.6. The Deputy Chief of Operations should instruct Company Captains to give priority to 
R-2 inspections which have exceeded or are approaching their deadlines. 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 49 



R.11.7. Battalion Chiefs should review progress on their Companies' R-2 lists at least once a 
month, and if they find a Company has not inspected all the R-2s on their list, hold that 
Company accountable by requiring that they inspect all the late R-2s by the end of the 
next month. 

R.11.8. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that inspection training for firefighters 
includes stressing the two reasons for conducting R-2 inspections--to ensure code 
compliance and gain building awareness--are equally important. 

R.11.9. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that all firefighters receive training on 
the R-2 inspections process that includes a detailed module on the Bureau of Fire 
Prevention code enforcement process which starts with when a BFP inspector receives a 
complaint from a Company Captain to an NOV being issued and any additional steps. 
The training should occur after BFP implements the new code enforcement process. 
Knowing more about BFP will help firefighters better understand their role in ensuring 
code compliance. 

C. Delaying Correction of All Violations Further Puts San Franciscans At Risk 

DISCUSSION 

We were told that R-2 complaints fall into two categories: life safety complaints and all others. 
Life safety complaints are considered priority and include (1) chained or blocked exit doors; 
and, (2) malfunctioning fire alarms or sprinkler systems. Company Captains make this 
same distinction. 

Once an inspector receives a complaint submitted by a Company Captain or a member of the 
public, he should schedule an complaint inspection. At the inspection, the inspector will 
determine if there is an actual code violation. If a code violation exists, the inspector can issue 
either: a Notice of Violation ("NOV") or a Notice of Corrective Action Required ("NOCAR"). 
We were told that if an NOCAR is issued the inspector can either schedule a follow-up 
inspection or leave the complaint open until it is resolved. 

From January 1, 2013 to May 26, 2016, inspectors received a total of2,871 R-2 complaints. In 
Table II-3 below, the time it took to resolve three types of complaints during this timeframe is 
summarized. We compiled this information from a spreadsheet received from the SFFD that 
listed the 2,871 complaints along with the dates the complaints were received and the disposition 
dates, ifthe complaint was resolved. The complaints in Table II-3 are from all sources--notjust 
those referred by Company Captains. 
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SFFD COMPLAINT RESOLUTION TIME -JANUARY 1, 2013 TO MAY 26, 2016 

Complaint Total Within Within 3 to Within Within More Than 6 

Type Complaints 72 Hours 30 Days 1-2 Months 3-6 Months Months 

1,222 450 165 124 274 49 
Fire Alarms 

(100%) (39%) (23%) (10%) (22%) (8%) 

Blocked Exits 
270 145 53 30 29 13 

(100%) (53%) (19%) (11%) (11%) (5%) 

188 5 54 40 78 11 
Sprinklers 

(100%) (3%) (28%) (21%) (41%) (6%) 

Table II-3 

As Table II-3 reflects, it took more than 2 months for a significant number of complaints to be 
resolved. The spreadsheet we received does not differentiate between complaints that remain 
open because an inspector did not go to the R-2 to inspect the complaint from those for which an 
NOCAR was issued. As a result, we cannot determine why some of these complaints stayed 
open for so long. According to the March 2016 Operations Report for BFP, the number of open 
or pending complaint inspections has been reduced from 525 on February 3, 2016 to 196 (127 
open and 69 pending complaint inspections) as of March 2, 2016. A BFP officer told us the 
reduction in open and pending complaints was largely due to a concerted effort to close out 
complaints that were resolved but remained open in the computer database. We have not 
independently verified this statement. 

We reviewed another SFFD spreadsheet that included information on all 132 R-2 violations for 
which an NOV was issued between between January 1, 2013 and May 26, 2016. The summary 
below, shows the number of sprinkler, alarm systems, exits/storage in pathways and fire escape 
NOVs that were issued and corrected between January 1, 2013 and May 26, 2016 and the 
number of days it took for them to be corrected. 

• Sprinklers: ten NOVs were corrected in a range from 14 to 471 days. 
• Alarm system: 17 NOVs were corrected in a range from 1 to 1,166 days. 
• Exits/storage pathways: six NOVs were corrected in a range from 4 to 908 days. 
• Exits/fire escapes: six NOV s were corrected in a range from 14 to 587 days. 

We were told that BFP has no written standard establishing deadlines for resolving complaints or 
correcting violations. However, there is a distinction between how long before a priority and 
standard complaints/violations should be corrected. We were told that property owners have a 
much shorter time to resolve/correct priority complaints/violations. For example, blocked exits 
(a priority) should be cleared immediately. Alarm panels or sprinkler systems (priorities) that 
are not operational should be fixed within 24 to 48 hours--this can be extended with a signed fire 
watch agreement. 

SFFD sees other complaints/violations such as expired certification stickers on fire alarms, 
sprinkler systems and fire extinguishers as minor (standard) as long as the devices are still 
operational. For these complaints/violations, district inspectors told us one week to 30 days was 
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a reasonable timeframe for resolution. Similar to HIS inspectors, we were told that BFP 
inspectors have discretion to work with the property owners by giving them additional time to 
correct violations depending on the facts and circumstances. 

Reasons Some Complaints and Violations Take Too Long To Correct 

During our investigation, we discovered several factors that contributed to violations talcing too 
long for property owners to correct. Because district inspectors no longer work on code 
enforcement ofR-2 complaints, that are referred by Company Captains, and, we did not 
investigate the group that currently does this work, several of these factors may no longer exist. 
Therefore, they are discussed in past tense. However, we included these factors in our report 
with the hope that providing an understanding of past influences will help ensure that these 
issues are not repeated. 

Additional factors that arise out of the current BFP structure also contribute to longer abatement 
periods. These are discussed in present tense. 

Contributing factors from old BFP structure. When district inspectors worked on R-2 
complaints arising from Company inspections, the factors that contributed to longer resolution of 
complaints (and correction of violations) included: (1) district inspectors' workload was too 
heavy; (2) construction reviews and phone calls were prioritized over R-2 complaints; and (3) 
some district inspectors did not document inspections and code enforcement in sufficient detail. 

1. District Inspectors' Workload Was Too Heavv 

At the time of our investigation, there were twelve district inspectors that responded to R-2 
complaints in 16 BFP districts in San Francisco. District inspectors received R-2 complaints 
from Company Captains either by phone (this was limited to urgent complaints) or by inspection 
reports that were automatically sent via computer. 

During our investigation, district inspectors' work fell into two categories: (1) investigating fire 
safety complaints regarding R-2s and commercial properties located in their districts; and (2) 
reviewing residential and commercial construction projects in their districts. In addition to 
receiving R-2 complaints from Company Captains, complaints came in from the public from 
many sources including: (a) phone calls; (b) walk-ins to the BFP counter; and (c) emails. 
District inspectors also worked on referrals from other City departments. 

Many of the district inspectors, that we spoke with, said that it was challenging to keep up with 
all the construction review requests and complaints due to the sheer volume of work. We were 
told that some district inspectors, upon arrival at work, already had numerous voicemail 
messages. One district inspector said that there could be as many as thirty voicemail messages 
and explained that if only ten of those thirty voicemail messages were complaints, it could take 
him two or three days to resolve just those ten complaints. In the meantime, additional work kept 
coming in. 
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2. Construction Reviews And Phone Calls Were Prioritized Over R-2 Complaints 

Based on our interviews, we concluded that construction review work was prioritized over R-2 
complaint investigations. We were told that construction contractors called district inspectors 
directly to schedule their construction project reviews and that sometimes, district inspectors 
would receive twenty to thirty phone calls a day from contractors. In contrast, Company 
Captains only called once or twice a week. Some district inspectors told us that they did not 
have enough time to respond to all their complaints each and every day. One district inspector 
shared that following up on phone calls meant not having enough time to respond to the 
complaints that were coming in on his computer. 

As a result of our interviews, we concluded that some inspectors prioritized phone calls over 
complaints that came to them via their computers. One district inspector said if "people took the 
time to call, it must be urgent." We were told that unless a Company Captain called with an R-2 
complaint, the complaint might be ignored. 

District inspectors told us that after the fire at 22nd and Mission Streets, management began 
emphasizing complaints. 

3. Some District Inspectors Did Not Document Inspections And Code Enforcement In Sufficient 
Detail 

The detail with which district inspectors documented inspections and code enforcement varied 
significantly from one inspector to another. Some of the inspection records we reviewed did not 
have enough detail about the type of violations, when they occurred, what code enforcement 
steps were being taken and ultimately, whether the violations were ever in fact, corrected. 

The inspection records for the buildings at 22nd and Mission Streets are an example of 
insufficient documentation. This is the building that had a huge fire in January 2015, after which 
the press reported that several violations at the buildings had not been corrected for years. One 
of these violations was fire escapes ladders that could not descend to the ground because they 
were obstructed by awnings. Table 11-4 (next page) summarizes the documentation of the fire 
escape violation. The inspection records themselves can be found in the Appendix. (See 
Appendix, Exhibit 1 7.) 

It was not until after the fire that inspection records reflect the violation was corrected--hatches 
in the awnings were installed so that fire escape ladders could pass through the awnings. We 
reviewed these records with members of various ranks at BFP. Unfortunately none of them 
could determine, based on the inspection records, exactly when the violation was corrected. 
Based on these inspection records, it appears that the violation remained uncorrected from at 
least September 14, 2011 to May 9, 2012. 
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SFFD INSPECTIONS OF BUILDING AT 22ND & MISSION STREET 
Fire Escape Ladders 

Excerpt from 
Date Inspection inspection notes Comments 

"3 out of 4 fire escape ladders 

4/26/2011 
Company are obstructed by awnings. 
Captain Ladders do not reach the 

ground." 

This complaint investigation also included 

"Fire escape ladders are 
the notation "CC", meaning "condition 

9/14/2011 Unknown corrected". However, subsequent 
obstructed by awnings." 

complaints show that the violation 
persisted. 

This reinspection also included the 

Bureau of Fire 
"Install passage for drop ladders notation "C'', indicating the inspection was 

11/29/2011 
Prevention 

through awning or remove "closed". Closed does not mean that the 
awnings." violation was corrected, it means that 

particular inspection was completed. 

Bureau of Fire 
"Install passage for drop ladders This reinspection also noted "Violation not 

3/29/2012 
Prevention 

through awning or remove 
corrected". 

awnings." 

Company 
Annual inspection with no mention of fire 

4/20/2012 N/A escape ladders in inspection 
Captain documentation. 

Bureau of Fire 
"Install passage for drop ladders 

This reinspection also noted "Violation not 
5/9/2012 

Prevention 
through awning or remove 

abated". 
awnings." 

Company 
Annual inspection with no mention of fire 

6/12/2013 N/A escape ladders in inspection 
Captain 

documentation. 

Company 
Annual inspection with no mention of fire 

8/8/2014 N/A escape ladders in inspection 
Captain documentation. 

Bureau of Fire 
"Hatch in awning was installed 

This reinspection occurred after the 
2/3/2015 

Prevention 
per previous complaint, yet failed 

four-alarm fire on January 28, 2015. 
to open when ladder dropped." 

Table II-4 

4. District Insvectors Could Not Get Into Everv R-2s 

After a district inspector received a fire safety complaint from an engine or truck company, the 
district inspector would then attempt to make an appointment with the property owner or 
property manager to inspect the common areas of the R-2. We were told that sometimes district 
inspectors could not reach a contact person. When their call to schedule an inspection would go 
unreturned, some district inspectors would try to get into the R-2 without a scheduled 
appointment. We were told that some district inspectors would try to gain entry to the R-2 a few 
more times. However, after several failed attempts, unless the district inspector received 
additional complaints for that R-2, the original complaint could get lost among the district 
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inspector's other complaints and construction reviews. One district inspector said that 
complaints for which he could not gain entry into the R-2 to inspect, sometimes would "die on 
the vine." 

Contributing factors under current BFP structure. Factors that still exist under the current 
BFP structure and contribute to some violations talcing too long to correct include (1) some 
Company Captains do not document inspections in insufficient detail, and (2) BFP inspectors 
have limited code enforcement tools. 

1. Some Comvanv Cavtains Do Not Document Insvections In Sufficient Detail 

Based on our review of inspection records received from BFP, we conclude that some Company 
Captains do not document R-2 inspections in sufficient detail for BFP inspectors to know enough 
about a complaint. For example, "missing fire extinguisher." 

Other Company Captains document complaints in enough detail for inspectors to easily identify 
the complaint. For example, "alarm panel on second floor hallway had no power .... Left message 
for Inspector ... at BFP noting these violations." 

In July 2015, the Inspection Worksheet, used by Company Captains to document annual 
inspections, was revised and expanded. We were told that before the Inspection Worksheet was 
revised complaints from Company Captains were much less common. After the Inspection 
Worksheet was revised, district inspectors received many more R-2 complaints. We were also 
told that some Company Captains documented complaints that should not have been referred. 
For example, a bedroom window was spotted from the outside with bars on it. Upon inspection, 
the district inspector determined it was in compliance because it could be opened from the inside. 

Some Company Captains do not use Inspection Worksheets to document R-2 inspections. 
Before leaving the station house to inspect an R-2, most Company Captains print out an 
Inspection Worksheet for that R-2. (See Appendix, Exhibit 16.) The Inspection Worksheet lists 
the R-2's address and the items that will be inspected. Company Captains write inspection notes 
on the Inspection Worksheet while at the R-2. When the Company Captain returns to the station 
house, he enters his notes into the computer database, Human Resources Management System. 

We were told that some Company Captains do not use the Inspection Worksheet. Instead, they 
write their inspection notes on a piece of paper. One Company Captain said that he memorized 
the inspection list, therefore, he did not need the Inspection Worksheet. 

2. BFP Inspectors Have Limited Code Enforcement Tools 

Currently BFP inspectors only have two code enforcement tools they use to encourage property 
owners to resolve complaints and correct violations--NOCARs and NOVs. The NOCAR gives 
the property owner a specified number of hours to correct the violation with a warning that if 
they fail to do, a Notice of Violation ("NOV") will be issued. (See Appendix, Exhibit 18.) We 
were told that NOCARs should be issued for standard violations. Company Captains and BFP 
inspectors can issue NOCARs. However, we were also told that some Company Captains do not 
issue NOCARs for standard complaints. One Company Captain told us that he wants to be seen 
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as a "good neighbor" and therefore does not always issue an NOCAR because he does not want 
the property owner to be fined. 

Ordinance 60-16 requires that BFP establish a new code enforcement-model similar to the one 
DBI uses. Under the new code enforcement model, NOCARs will be eliminated and NOV s 
will be issued for all violations. Unfortunately, the new code enforcement has not yet 
been implemented. 

We were told that NOV s should be issued for urgent requests. Also, if a NOCAR already has 
been issued and there has been no compliance or follow-up, an NOV may be issued. When an 
NOV is issued, two copies of the NOV are sent to the property owner, by regular mail and 
certified mail. In the past, some property owners would refuse signing for certified mail, so BFP 
revised procedures to send the NOV by regular mail as well as certified. The NOV is also posted 
on the R-2. 

There are no penalties attached to a NOCAR or NOV. Whether a NOCAR or NOV is issued, the 
follow-up done by the district inspector is the same--with a reinspection. Property owners are not 
charged for follow-up inspections for NOCARs (complaints). Property owners pay $250 for 
each NOV reinspection. Bills can be paid online. 

There is no administrative hearing available for uncorrected violations. BFP does not have 
an administrative hearing for enforcing uncorrected violations. Instead, inspectors only option 
for encouraging compliance is by conducting reinspections. Some district inspectors expressed 
frustration that the $250 reinspection fee does not create sufficient financial incentive for 
property owners to correct violations. 

Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used. We were told that once three uncorrected 
NOVs accumulated on an R-2, that case should be referred to accelerated code enforcement 
("ACE"). However, most of the district inspectors we spoke with never referred a case to ACE. 
In fact, the district inspector whose name was listed on the BFP phone list as the contact person 
for ACE, had never worked on an ACE case. We were told that ACE was a monthly taskforce 
that included the SFFD, DBI, City Attorney's Office ("CA"), the DPH and San Francisco Police 
Department and that it is used mostly for hoarders. Towards the end of our investigation, we 
were told that BFP now has a Captain responsible for SFFD referrals to ACE and that there is a 
plan to use this tool more frequently and effectively. We were told ACE is being used as a way 
to refer cases to the CAO. In the last 5 years, only one case was referred to CAO. 

FINDINGS 

F.11.10. A significant number of fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler complaints took more 
than two months to be resolved. 

F. 11.11. Most fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler violations took longer to correct than the 
timeframes district inspectors stated for correction. 
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F.11.12. District inspectors' workload was too heavy for them to investigate all R-2 complaints 
in a timely manner. 

F.11.13. District inspectors prioritized reviewing construction projects and phone calls over 
inspecting R-2 complaints. As a result, some R-2 complaints and violations were not 
corrected in a timely manner. 

F .11.14. Because some district inspectors did not document inspections and code enforcement in 
sufficient detail, follow up on violations was hampered. 

F.11.15. Some Company Captains do not document inspections in enough detail for district 
inspectors to easily identify the violation and conduct code enforcement. 

F.11.16. After the Inspection Worksheet was made longer in July 2015, some Company Captains 
document too many items that are not violations. 

F .11.17. Some Company Captains do not print the Inspection Worksheet and bring it to the R-2 
inspection. Without having the Inspection Worksheet they may miss something or be 
inclined to document less. For example, the Inspection Worksheet states that "Company 
Officer shall obtain and update the responsible party information." 

F.11.18. BFP does not have effective code enforcement tools, such as, an administrative hearing. 

F .11.19. Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.11.10. The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time and code enforcement 
timeframes be more closely monitored so that resolution time is shortened. 

R.11.11. The Fire Marshall should require that code enforcement for NOVs be more closely 
monitored so that NOVs are corrected more quickly. 

R.11.12. The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work on R-2 complaints) 
have reasonable workloads so they can ensure timely correction of all complaints 
and violations. 

R.11.13. The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work on R-2 complaints) not 
prioritize other work over R-2 complaints ifthat means that they cannot investigate all 
their R-2 complaints in a timely manner. 

R.11.14. The Fire Marshall should standardize inspection and code enforcement documentation 
done by BFP R-2 inspectors. 
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R.11.15. The Deputy Chief of Operations should standardize inspection documentation 
done by Company Captains so that BFP inspectors can easily identify and follow-up 
on complaints. 

R.11.16. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that Company Captains are trained to 
identify violations and document only items that are violations. 

R.11.17. Battalion Chiefs should encourage their Company Captains to bring the Inspection 
Worksheet to the inspection site and use it to document R-2 inspections. 

R.11.18. The Fire Marshall should finalize the details of the new code enforcement process that 
is required by recently passed legislation so that it can be implemented within the next 
60 days. 

R.11.19. The new BFP Captain that oversees R-2 Company complaints should refer appropriate 
cases to the CA every year. 

D. Transparency 

DISCUSSION 

Unless SFFD's code enforcement process is known and easy to understand at the outset, precious 
resources will be wasted trying to educate property owners, tenants and the general public one 
inspection at a time. Tenants and the public also want easy access to inspection records so they 
know when violations exist and what SFFD is doing to ensure the violation are corrected. Our 
residents want to know how to make a complaint. Just how transparent is the process? 

We reviewed the SFFD website and discovered there is very little information about annual R-2 
inspections and the code enforcement process there. 47 In order to view inspection records, an 
appointment must be made with the Bureau of Fire Prevention ("BFP"). The property addresses 
must be disclosed when making an appointment and is limited to two properties per appointment. 
The SFFD website includes instructions for making an appointment to review inspection records, 
however, one must click through Bureau of Fire Prevention link to find their phone number. 48 

Inspection records may only be viewed in person at the Bureau of Fire Prevention. Copies may 
be made and paid for by check or credit card. 

Instructions for reporting a safety concern are also available on SFFD's website.49 Options 
include filing a report or calling the BFP. The BFP phone number is not included next to the 
instructions. Instead, one must click through Bureau of Fire Prevention and scroll down a 
list to find the appropriate number. Safety concerns can be reported online or over the 
phone anonymously. 

47 http://sf-fire.ondinspections 
48 http://sf-fire.on?/property-inspection-violation-pennit-history-records-review 
49 http:/ /sf-fire.org/rep01i-fire-safety-concern 
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FINDINGS 

F.11.20. The SFFD website does not include enough information about the annual inspection 
and code enforcement processes for property owners and the public to understand them. 
Being better informed about the process may result in better compliance by property 
owners and increase the public's confidence in SFFD enforcement efforts. 

F.11.21. Inspection records are only available in person at the Bureau of Fire Prevention after 
making an appointment. 

F.11.22. Although instructions for reviewing inspection records is available on the SFFD 
website, the phone number for making an appointment is not included with the 
instructions. 

F.11.23. Safety concerns may be reported online or by calling the BFP. Although instructions for 
reporting a safety concern are available on the SFFD website, the BFP phone number is 
not included on the same page as the instructions. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.11.20. SFFD MIS should revise the SFFD website to include: 

(1) details of the R-2 inspection process, such as: (a) the kinds of buildings inspected; 
(b) who inspects the buildings; ( c) how often R-2s are inspected; ( d) the list of items 
inspected; and, ( e) how the inspection will be conducted; and, 

(2) details of the code enforcement process, including: (a) what happens when a 
violation is discovered; (b) what happens if a violation goes uncorrected beyond the 
NOV deadline; and (c) any and all fees, fines, or penalties that may be imposed for 
uncorrected violations. 
This information should be either on the inspections page or Division of Fire 
Prevention and Investigation homepage. 

R.11.21. The Chief of the Fire Department should instruct SFFD MIS to make the inspection 
records available online for greater transparency. 

R.11.22. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone number for record inspection requests on the 
same SFFD webpage as the instructions for making an appointment. 

R.11.23. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone number-for reporting a safety concern on the 
same SFFD webpage as the instructions for reporting a safety concern. 
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Ill. LACK OF COORDINATION BETWEEN DBI AND SFFD 

DISCUSSION 

Although DBI and SFFD inspect R-2s for many of the same fire safety hazards, we were told 
that they do not coordinate their inspections nor their code enforcement efforts. Additionally, we 
were told that until recently, they did not share any information related to R-2 inspections, 
violations or code enforcement. SFFD can access DBI's inspection records online, however, 
DBI cannot access SFFD's inspection records online. Currently, DBI and SFFD are 
collaborating on the development ofBFP's new code enforcement process including DBI sharing 
letters and forms it uses in its code enforcement process. 

Table 111-1 below includes a comparison of DBI and SFFD's inspection and code enforcement. 

COMPARISON OF DBI AND SFFD R-2 INSPECTIONS AND CODE ENFORCEMENT 

Inspection Parameters DBI SFFD 

Size of building inspected Residential buildings with 3+ units 
Residential buildings with 9+ units 
and less than 75 feet 

How often inspected At least once every five years Annually 

Who inspects HIS inspectors Engine and Truck Companies 

Who does code enforcement HIS inspectors BFP inspectors 

Code enforcement tools 
NOVs, administrative hearing, 

NOCAR or NOV* 
special assessment lien 

*SFFD is creating a new code enforcement process under which NOCARs will be eliminated and an 
administrative hearing will be added. 

Table 111-1 

Table 111-2, below, shows a comparison of fire safety items inspected by DBI and SFFD. There 
is overlap for most of the items except sprinkler systems, functional fire escape ladders, carbon 
monoxide alarms and smoke alarms. SFFD has sole responsibility for ascertaining if sprinkler 
systems are operational and that certifications are current. Annually, SFFD certifies whether fire . 
alarm systems are operational and have current certification from a licensed professional. DBI 
only checks that current SFFD certification exists. 

Both DBI and SFFD inspect fire escapes to ensure they are not blocked by furniture, flower pots 
or other other items. We were told that SFFD may inspect fire escape ladders to see if they are 
blocked by awnings; DBI also checks this. However, we were told by HIS inspectors that DBI 
Section 604 Affidavit requires professionals to certify that fire escape ladders descend 
properly and without obstruction. SFFD does not require that fire escape ladders' functionality 
be certified. 
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Lastly, DBI requires property owners submit self-certification that carbon monoxide and smoke 
alarms be installed in accordance with the Building Code. SFFD does not require this. 

COMPARISON OF FIRE SAFETY ITEMS INSPECTED BY DBI AND SFFD 

Item Inspected DBI SFFD 

Street Numbers Visible y y 

Exits Unobstructed y y 

Roof Access Doors Operable From Inside y y 

Fire Alarm Operational y y 

Fire Alarm Certification Current y y 

Sprinkler System Operational N y 

Sprinkler System Certification Current N y 

Fire Escape Ladders Secure y y 

Fire Escape Ladders Work Properly y N 

Storage Clear of Sprinkler Heads and/or Ceiling y y 

Hazardous Materials Safely Stored y y 

Fire Extinguishers in Green y y 

Fire Extinguishers Serviced Annually y y 

Carbon Monoxide Alarms y N 

Smoke Alarms y N 

Exit Signs Working y y 

Emergency Lighting Operational y y 

Y =Yes, they inspect 
N = No, they do not inspect 

Table III-2 
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FINDING 

F.111.1. DBI and SFFD inspect multi-unit residential buildings for many of the same fire safety 
hazards but do not coordinate any of their inspections or code enforcement efforts 
including not sharing information. 

RECOMMENDATION 

R.111.1. The Building Inspection Commission and Fire Commission should require a task force 
be formed to study DBI and SFFD inspection and code enforcement processes and 
make recommendations on how they can coordinate their efforts. 
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CONCLUSION 

Our investigation revealed neither the Department of Building Inspection ("DBI") nor the San 
Francisco Fire Department ("SFFD") complete inspections of all our multi-unit residential 
buildings within the timeframes mandated by City Codes. In addition, both departments fail to 
ensure that all' fire safety violations are corrected in a timely manner. As a result, San 
Franciscans, especially those living in or near older less well maintained buildings, are 
unnecessarily exposed to fire safety risks. In conclusion, we offer a highlight of our key 
recommendations. 

We recommend DBI take the following steps to address these issues: 

1. The DBI Director should request that the Controller's Office, or a third party vendor, 
conduct a study to determine adequate staffing levels for Housing Inspection Services 
("HIS") and fund any recommended additional staff. 

2. The Chief Housing Inspector and the Building Inspection Commission together should 
create a definition of success for R-2 code compliance. This definition should require that 
all R-2s are inspected at least every five years and that Housing Inspection Services 
inspector strive for ensuring that all violations are corrected within a reasonable period of 
time. Once "success" is defined, the Chief Housing Inspector should develop 
management tools to measure progress towards achieving "success". (For DBI purposes 
R-2 is defined as residential buildings with three or more units.) 

3. The Chief Housing Inspector should create specific guidelines for documenting routine 
inspections and complaint-generated routine inspections so that every inspector 
documents these consistently. Guidelines should include choosing the correct Source and 
Abatement Type for the initial routine inspection and every code enforcement step 
thereafter. 

4. DBI Management Information Services should ascertain why the Complaint Tracking 
System cannot generate accurate routine inspection dates and correct the issue. 

5. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that all district inspectors conduct 
complaint-generated routine inspections whenever an R-2 has not had a routine 
inspection within the last five years regardless of workload. 

6. The Chief Housing Inspector should create standards for extending additional time to 
property owners for correcting a violation rather than leaving the grant of additional time 
solely to an inspector's discretion. 

7. The Chief Housing Inspector should develop and support more oversight of inspectors' 
case management including regularly scheduled staff meetings between inspectors and 
their supervisors. 

8. The Building Inspection Commission should penalize property owners who do not show 
for their inspection appointment without good cause. 
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We recommend the San Francisco Fire Department take the following steps to address these 
issues: 

1. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require all Company Captains receive training on 
standardized inspection documentation and the code enforcement process conducted by 
the Bureau of Fire Prevention. The training should stress that inspecting R-2s for code 
compliance is equally as important as for creating building awareness. (For SFFD 
purposes, an R-2 is defined as a residential building with nine or more units that is 75 feet 
or less.) 

2. The Deputy Chief of Operations should reassign R-2 inspections from Companies with a 
backlog to neighboring Companies with fewer R-2s to inspect so that the backlog is 
eliminated. 

3. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Company Captain prioritize R-2 
deadlines when selecting R-2s for inspection. 

4. The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time and code enforcement 
timeframes be more closely monitored so that resolution time is shortened. 

5. The Fire Marshall should require all Bureau of Fire Prevention inspectors receive training 
on standardized inspection and code enforcement documentation. 

6. The Fire Marshall should finalize the details of the new code enforcement process so that 
it can be implemented within the next 60 days. 

Lastly, we recommend that the Building Inspection Commission and the Fire Commission 
should require that a task force be formed to study DBI and SFFD inspection and code 
enforcement processes and make recommendations on how they can coordinate their efforts. 

We want to thank the employees of the Department of Building Inspection, the San Francisco 
Fire Department and the City Attorney's Office for taking time out their busy schedules to meet 
with us for interviews and provide us with requested documentations. 
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REQUEST FOR RESPONSES 

Findings and Required Response Matrix 

FINDING RESPONDER 

F.1.1. Housing Inspection Services ("HIS") does not know which R-2s DBI Management 
have not been inspected within the last five years because the Complaint Information Services 
Tracking System ("CTS") cannot generate a list ofR-2s with an accurate 
last routine inspection date for each. 

F.1.2. The spreadsheet used by HIS to track key inspection statistics has DBI Chief Housing 
not been updated to include all rounds of Focused Code Enforcement Inspector 
completed to date. 

F.1.3. Because "Routine Inspections" that are reported to the Building Building Inspection 
Inspection Commission on a monthly basis include the number of initial Commission 
routine inspections and reinspections that have been conducted, this 
performance measure is misleading. The total number of initial routine 
inspections that have been conducted is the correct statistic for 
determining how many R-2s have had the Code mandated routine 
inspection at least every five years. 

F.1.4. HIS cannot get an accurate list of R-2s in the City without the help DBI Management 
of DBI Management Information Systems ("DBI MIS") because HIS Information Services 
does not have access to the DBI database that stores this information. and Information and 

Technology Department of 
the City and County of San 
Francisco 

F.1.5. DBI MIS doesn't always generate the initial list ofR-2s, including DBI Management 
the property's address and property owner's contact information, for HIS. Information Services and 

DBI Chief Housing 
Inspector 

F.1.6. The final list ofR-2s for routine inspections is created manually DBI Chief Housing 
because inspectors and/or support staff must look up the date of the last Inspector, DBI 
routine inspection for each R-2. When inspectors do this, it takes them Management Information 
away from conducting inspections. Services and DBI Director 

F.1.7. Although the routine inspection backlog that existed in the DBI Chief Housing 
Mission, Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts has been reduced through Inspector 
Focused Code Enforcement, a routine inspection backlog still exists in 
these areas. 

F .1.8. Inspectors do not choose the same "Source" and "Abatement DBI Chief Housing 
Type" when documenting routine inspections. Unless all the possible Inspector 
ways to document a routine inspection are known and CTS report 
parameters are chosen to capture all the possible alternatives, some 
routine inspections will not be captured by a report purported to list all 
routine inspections. 
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F.1.9. Since CTS does not have "Complaint Generated Routine" as an DBI Management 
option for documenting the "Source" for CG routine inspections, CTS Information Services 
cannot separately track and report on complaint-generated routine 
inspections ("CG routine inspections"). 

F.1.10. Inspectors do not choose the same "Source" when documenting DBI Chief Housing 
CG routine inspections. When inspectors choose "Complaint" as the Inspector 
Source, the CG routine inspection will not be counted as a routine 
inspection in CTS, and HIS will not have an accurate last routine 
inspection date for those R-2s. 

F.1.11. District inspectors do not always conduct a CG routine DBI Chief Housing 
inspection while they are investigating a complaint at an R-2 even when Inspector 
the R-2 has not had a routine inspection for five years because they are 
"too busy." HIS accepts inspectors being "too busy" as an excuse for not 
conducting a complaint-generated routine inspection. 

F.1.12. HIS' Standard Operating Procedure ("SOP") does not explicitly DBI Chief Housing 
require inspectors to conduct a CG routine inspection while they are Inspector 
investigating a complaint at an R-2 when the R-2 has not had a routine 
inspection within the last five years. 

F.1.13. District inspectors do not always know when an R-2, at which DBI Chief Housing 
they are investigating a complaint, is due for a complaint-generated Inspector 
routine inspection because there is no clear requirement to "research" the 
last routine inspection date before investigating a complaint. 

F.1.14. Inspectors cannot always get into an R-2 to perform a scheduled Building Inspection 
routine inspection because of"no shows." Since CTS cannot track "no Commission 
shows," inspectors sometimes lose track of the fact that a routine 
inspection still needs to be conducted on the R-2s that have a "no show." 

F.1.15. HIS has started to manually track "no shows" on an Excel DBI Chief Housing 
spreadsheet that tracks results of their Focused Code Enforcement. Inspector 
However, this spreadsheet has not been completed for all routine 
inspections conducted under Focused Code Enforcement. 

F.1.16. There was a significant number of inspection "no shows" in the DBI Chief Housing 
Chinatown (17%) and Mission (15%) Districts and in the Mission Street Inspector 
Corridor (16%). Oftentimes "no shows" are not followed up on because 
staff is "too busy" to research the property owner's correct address or 
phone number. 

F.1.17. Inspection packets that are sent to property owners sometimes DBI Chief Housing 
go to an incorrect address because data provided by the Tax Assessor's Inspector 
Office does not have up-to-date contact information for the property 
owner. 

F.1.18. Inspection packets are sent to property owners only in English. DBI Chief Housing 
Inspector 
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F.1.19. The inspection packet cover letter is confusing and buries vital DBI Chief Housing 
information in the text. Inspector 

F.1.20. The Property Owner Maintenance Checklist included in the DBI Chief Housing 
inspection packet is not explained as being the list of items that will be Inspector 
inspected. 

F.1.21. Instructions on what the property owner needs to do with the DBI Chief Housing 
appendage and carbon monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits included in the Inspector 
inspection are not included on the affidavits or elsewhere in the 
inspection packet. 

F.1.22. Including notices, ordinances and information flyers in the DBI Chief Housing 
inspection packet without explaining their purpose is confusing. Inspector 

F.1.23. Inspection documentation is done twice (first in the field and DBI Director 
again into CTS when the inspector returns to the office) because there is 
no online access to CTS. 

F.1.24. Photos cannot be uploaded into CTS because CTS does not have DBI Director 
this functionality. Instead, they are stored on the network "P" drive which 
is not connected to CTS. 

F.1.25. Affidavits are not available online. DBI Management 
Information Services 

F.1.26. Inspectors are not able to print NOV s in the field. Therefore, they DBI Director 
must return to the property a second time to post the NOV on the R-2. 
This is a waste of time and resources. 

F.1.27. CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other DBI Director 
City departments. 

F.1.28. CTS cannot track and report on important attributes, such as DBI Director 
types of violations and high fire risk building characteristics. 

F.1.29. HIS does not measure how long NOV stake to be abated. Without DBI Chief Housing 
tracking how long it takes for NOV s to be abated, HIS cannot determine Inspector 
whether it's code enforcement process is effective for correcting all 
violations in a timely manner. 

F.1.30. For 2013-2015, approximately twenty percent ofNOVs took DBI Chief Housing 
more than one year to correct. Inspector 

F.1.31. HIS does not have a standard against which inspectors' grant of DBI Chief Housing 
additional time can be measured. Inspector 
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F.1.32. When inspectors grant additional time for property owners to DBI Chief Housing 
correct an abatement, there is no written documentation (other than on Inspector 
an NOV) provided to the property owner that states when the next 
reinspection will occur or explains that violations must be abated by then. 
By not communicating this in writing, property owners make think that 
they can negotiate with the inspectors more easily. Also, some property 
owners may not understand what they are being told due to language 
differences or other reasons. 

F.1.33. Although bi-monthly staff meetings are scheduled, they are DBI Chief Housing 
regularly cancelled because inspectors are "too busy." Without a Inspector 
management culture that supports having scheduled times to discuss 
inspectors work, it will be difficult for HIS to optimize its code 
enforcement process for success. 

F.1.34. Based on our investigation, we concluded that HIS does not have DBI Chief Housing 
an adequate definition for success. Inspector 

F.1.35. Some inspectors take too long to refer open NOV s to a DH. But, DBI Chief Housing 
HIS does not measure how long it takes an open NOV to reach a Inspector 
Director's Hearing. 

F.1.36. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH because the DBI Chief Housing 
standard for referring unabated violations to a Director's Hearing is Inspector 
vague and leaves too much room for interpretation. 

F.1.37. Not all inspectors proactively brief their seniors after three DBI Chief Housing 
reinspections with no progress. Inspector 

F.1.38. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH because DBI Director 
preparing a case for referral to a Director's Hearing is more labor 
intensive than it should be. 

F.1.39. HIS lacks more effective code enforcement tools. DBI Chief Housing 
Inspector and 
Building Inspection 
Commission 

F.1.40. HIS does not have enough inspectors to inspect every R-2 in San DBI Director 
Francisco at least once every five years. 

F.1.41. Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI DBI Management 
website. Information Services 

F.1.42 .. Information on routine inspections on the DBI website does not DBI Management 
provide enough information to sufficiently understand the process. Information Services 

F.1.43. It is not easy to find information on R-2 violations on the DBI DBI Management 
website because many of the links to get to inspection records are labeled Information Services 
with terms that may not be understandable to the public. For example, 
calling violations "complaints" and needing to look under "HIS" for 
"Div." 
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F.1.44. Since the actual NOV is not available on the DBI website and DBI Director 
rarely do the "comments" provide much detail about violations, the detail 
available to the public and tenants is not sufficient enough to understand 
the full extent or nature of a violation. 

F.11.1. Because station house Companies do not inspect all the R-2s in SFFD Deputy Chief of 
San Francisco every twelve months as mandated by Code, San Operations 
Franciscans may be exposed to unnecessary risks. 

F.11.2. Station house Companies cannot always get into R-2s to inspect Deputy Chief of Operations 
them because Company Captains rarely schedule R-2 inspections in 
advance. 

F.11.3. Contact information is not included on the Inspection Worksheets SFFDMIS 
that Company Captains take with them to document their R-2 inspection. 

F.11.4. R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

F.11.5. Companies with the ten largest R-2 lists have most of the largest SFFD Deputy Chief of 
backlogs because R-2 inspections are disportionately distributed among Operations 
the Companies and not sufficiently redistributed to nearby Companies 
with less R-2s to inspect. 

F.11.6. Company Captains prioritize which R-2s they will inspect based SFFD Deputy Chief of 
on location of the R-2 rather than on the deadline for each inspection. As Operations 
a result, some R-2s are not inspected by their deadline. 

F.11.7. Some Battalion Chiefs' follow-up on Company inspection SFFD Deputy Chief of 
backlogs is insufficient because it does not hold the Company Operations 
accountable for the backlog. 

F.11.8. Because firefighters' primary motivation for inspecting R-2s is to SFFD Deputy Chief of 
develop building awareness, they may not sufficiently give equal Operations 
importance to code compliance when conducting R-2 inspections. 

F.11.9. Many Company Captains seem to know little about Fire SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Prevention or Code Enforcement. Since firefighters interact with the Operations 
public, this is a missed opportunity to educate the public about the 
inspection and enforcement process. 

F.11.10. A significant number of fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler The Fire Marshall 
complaints took more than two months to be resolved. 

F.11.11. Most fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler violations took The Fire Marshall 
longer to correct than the timeframes district inspectors stated for 
correction. 

F.11.12. District inspectors' workload was too heavy for them to The Fire Marshall 
investigate all R-2 complaints in a timely manner. 
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F.II.13. District inspectors prioritized reviewing construction projects The Fire Marshall 
and phone calls over inspecting R-2 complaints. As a result, some R-2 
complaints and violations were not corrected in a timely manner. 

F.II.14. Because some district inspectors did not document inspections The Fire Marshall 
and code enforcement in sufficient detail, follow up on violations was 
hampered. 

F.II.15. Some Company Captains do not document inspections in SFFD Deputy Chief of 
enough detail for district inspectors to easily identify the violation and Operations 
conduct code enforcement. 

F.II.16. After the Inspection Worksheet was made longer in July 2015, SFFD Deputy Chief of 
some Company Captains document too many items that are not Operations 
violations. 

F .II.17. Some Company Captains do not print the Inspection Worksheet SFFD Deputy Chief of 
and bring it to the R-2 inspection. Without having the Inspection Operations 
Worksheet they may miss something or be inclined to document less. For. 
example, the Inspection Worksheet states that "Company Officer shall 
obtain and update the responsible party information." 

F.II.18. BFP does not have effective code enforcement tools, such as, an The Fire Marshall 
administrative hearing. 

F.II.19. Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used. The Fire Marshall 

F.II.20. The SFFD website does not include enough information about SFFD Management 
the annual inspection and code enforcement processes for property Information Services 
owners and the public to understand them. Being better informed about 
the process may result in better compliance by property owners and 
increase the public's confidence in SFFD enforcement efforts. 

F.II.21. Inspection records are only available in person at the Bureau of Chief of SFFD 
Fire Prevention after making an appointment. 

F.II.22. Although instructions for reviewing inspection records is SFFD Management 
available on the SFFD website, the phone number for making an Information Services 
appointment is not included with the instructions. 

F.II.23. Safety concerns may be reported online or by calling the BFP. SFFD Management 
Although instructions for reporting a safety concern are available on the Information Services 
SFFD website, the BFP phone number is not included on the same page 
as the instructions. 

F.ID.1. DBI and SFFD inspect multi-unit residential buildings for many Building Inspection 
of the same fire safety hazards but do not coordinate any of their Commission and 
inspections or code enforcement efforts including not sharing Fire Commission 
information. 
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Recommendations and Required Response Matrix 

RECOMMENDATION RESPONDER 

R.1.1. DBI MIS should determine why CTS cannot generate a report DBI Management 
with correct last routine inspection dates for each R-2 and correct the Information Services 
problem. 

R.1.2. The Chief Housing Inspector should insist that the spreadsheet DBI Chief Housing 
that tracks key statistics for routine inspections conducted as part of Inspector 
Focused Code Enforcement be updated to include all rounds of Focused 
Code Enforcement that have been completed to date. 

R.1.3. The BIC should require that HIS report, as part of the HIS Building Inspection 
performance measures, the number of "Initial Routine Inspections" that Commission 
are conducted to the BIC. 

R.1.4. (a) The Information and Technology Department for the City and DBI Management 
County of San Francisco should grant HIS senior management access to Information Services and 
and permission to run reports from the Oracle database that contains the Information and 
addresses, contact information and building attributes for R-2s in San Technology Department 
Francisco. 

(b) DBI MIS should train HIS personnel who will have access to the 
Oracle database containing the R-2 information how to use it before they 
have permission to run reports. 

R.1.5. IfHIS is not granted access and permission to run the list ofR-2s DBI Management 
from the Oracle database that contains the necessary R-2 information, Information Services and 
then DBI MIS should furnish this report to HIS within one week of the DBI Chief Housing 
request. Inspector 

R.1.6. (a) IfDBI MIS cannot fix CTS (See R.I.1) then the Chief Housing DBI Chief Housing 
Inspector should require support staff, rather than the inspectors, to look Inspector, 
up last routine inspection dates. DBI Management 

(b) If support staff is not available to look up last routine inspection 
Information Services and 
DBI Director 

dates, then the DBI Director should allocate part of the DBI budget for 
hiring temporary personnel to compile this information. 

R.1.7. The Chief Housing Inspector should make eliminating the DBI Chief Housing 
backlog a priority in the Mission, Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts Inspector 
when deciding where to conduct the next round(s) of Focused Code 
Enforcement. 

R.1.8. The Chief Housing Inspector should determine exactly what DBI Chief Housing 
"Sources" and "Abatement Types" should be used for initial routine Inspector 
inspections and communicate this in writing as a procedure that every 
HIS inspector must follow. 
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R.1.9. DBI MIS should include "Complaint Generated Routine" as a DBI Management 
Source option in CTS so that CG routine inspections can be separately Information Services 
tracked and reported in CTS. 

R.1.10. If"Complaint Generated Routine" is not added as a Source DBI Chief Housing 
option in CTS, then the Chief Housing Inspector should make opening a Inspector 
separate complaint number for the CG routine inspection and 
documenting "Routines" as the Source, a mandatory policy 
communicated to all HIS inspectors in writing. 

R.1.11. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy requiring DBI Chief Housing 
district inspectors to conduct complaint-generated routine inspections Inspector 
whenever the R-2 has not had a routine inspection within the last five 
years. 

(b) The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that when district 
inspectors are "too busy" or for other reasons cannot conduct a CG 
routine inspection when the R-2 is due for one, the district inspector must 
notify their senior inspector in writing. 

R.1.12. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct HIS personnel to DBI Chief Housing 
update the SOP to include the requirement that inspectors conduct a CG Inspector 
routine inspection while they are investigating a complaint at an R-2 
every time the R-2 has not had a routine inspection within the last five 
years. And, if the inspector for some legitimate reason cannot do this, the 
inspector must so notify their senior inspector in writing. 

R.1.13. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that district DBI Chief Housing 
inspectors research the date a last routine inspection was performed: Inspector 
either before going to that same R-2 to investigate a complaint or via 
CTS records that are available by smartphone on the DBI website. 

R.1.14. The Building Inspection Commission ("BIC") should penalize Building Inspection 
property owners who miss their inspection appointment without good Commission 
cause--as determined by the BIC. The notice of penalty should be mailed 
to the property owner and posted on the building. 

R.1.15. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct HIS personnel to DBI Chief Housing 
complete the "no shows" information on the Excel spreadsheet that Inspector 
tracks results of their Focused Code enforcement for all the routine 
inspections conducted under Focused Code Enforcement and direct that 
all "no shows" are followed-up on within two weeks. 

R.1.16. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that all "no DBI Chief Housing 
shows" must be followed up on within two weeks by researching the Inspector 
property owner's correct address or phone number and then, contacting 
the property owner for a scheduled routine inspection. This policy should 
be communicated to all inspectors in writing. 

R.1.17. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that support staff DBI Chief Housing 
verify contact information for the property owners and resend the Inspector 
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inspection packet to the new address within two weeks from when the 
inspection packet was returned to HIS. 

R.1.18. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing 
cover letter indicate how non-English speaking property owners can Inspector 
request inspection packets in languages other than English and that the 
inspection packet is made available in Chinese and Spanish. 

R.1.19. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing 
packet cover letter be rewritten so that all vital information is available at Inspector 
the top of the letter and the language changed so that it is easier to 
understand. 

R.1.20. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing 
packet cover letter be rewritten so that it explains that inspectors will be Inspector 
inspecting items on the Property Owner Maintenance List. 

R.1.21. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing 
packet cover letter be rewritten to include instructions on what the Inspector 
property owner needs to do with the appendage and carbon 
monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits. 

R.1.22. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing 
packet cover letter be rewritten to include the information contained in Inspector 
the notices and ordinances. Notices and ordinances should be removed 
from the inspection packet. 

R.1.23. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS DBI Director 
includes functionality for inspectors to document inspection remotely. 

R.1.24. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS DBI Director 
includes functionality to upload photos remotely. 

R.1.25. DBI MIS should make affidavits available online. DBI Management 
Information Services 

R.1.26. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS DBI Director 
includes functionality for inspectors to print NOVs in the field and that 
inspectors are supplied with portable printers for this purpose. 

R.1.27. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS DBI Director 
can be integrated with other computer systems within DBI and other City 
departments. 

R.1.28. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS DBI Director 
includes functionality for tracking and reporting on types of violations 
and high fire risk building characteristics. 

R.1.29. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should ask DBI MIS to create a DBI Chief Housing 
standard report to track how long NOV s take to be corrected (similar to Inspector 
Open NOV s report we used) and modify this report to calculate the 
difference in days between when an NOV is issued and the date the NOV 
is corrected and then use this report to measure the time it takes for 
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property owners to correct NOV s. 

(b) The Chief Housing Inspector should report how long NOV s take to 
be abated, in a format similar to Table I-3, to the BIC on a monthly basis. 

R.1.30. The Chief Housing Inspector should actively monitor cases DBI Chief Housing 
using the Open NOV s report to ensure that less than five percent of Inspector 
NOV s take no more than one year to abate. 

R.1.31. The Chief Housing Inspector should develop guidelines for DBI Chief Housing 
inspectors to use when granting additional time for repairs or abatement. Inspector 
The guidelines should be based on the average additional time it takes for 
the top 20 types of violation under each of the following common 
scenarios, including: (1) filing for and obtaining an over-the-counter 
permit; (2) vetting and hiring a contractor; and, (3) performing the work 
necessary to correct the violation. 

R.1.32. The Chief Housing Inspector should ensure a new form letter is DBI Chief Housing 
drafted to provide property owners the date of the next re inspection and Inspector 
warn them that violations must be abated by that date. Inspectors can 
then fill in the time and date of the reinspection and hand it to the 
property owner at the inspection. 

R.1.33. The Chief Housing Inspector should create a culture where staff DBI Chief Housing 
and management meetings are held as scheduled and not canceled unless Inspector 
there is an emergency. 

R.1.34. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a definition of DBI Chief Housing 
success that includes inspecting all R-2s at least every five years and Inspector 
ensuring all violations are corrected within a "reasonable period of time." 
The Chief Housing Inspector should measure a "reasonable period of 
time" for correcting violations by first using the Open NOV s report to 
measure how many days have elapsed since each NOV was issued. Next, 
the Chief Housing Inspector should compare the number of days that an 
NOV has stayed open against specific timeframes. We recommend two 
months; six months; 12 months; and, 18 months. (Two months (60 days) 
is an important timeframe because it is the earliest that an NOV can be 
referred to a DH.) Once an NOV goes uncorrected for one day after each 
of these timeframes, the NOV can easily be flagged for a closer review 
of the facts and circumstances and steps taken to encourage the NOV be 
corrected. 

R.1.35. The Chief Housing Inspector should measure the time it takes DBI Chief Housing 
for an open NOV to reach a Director's Hearing. We recommend using Inspector 
the Open NOV spreadsheet that DBI :MIS created for us. Incorporating a 
column that calculates the days between the NOV date and the DH date, 
HIS can determine how many day it takes an open NOV to be heard at a 
Director's Hearing. 
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R.1.36. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt an objective standard DBI Chief Housing 
for inspectors to use in determining when a case should be referred to a Inspector 
Director's Hearing. 

R.1.37. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that senior DBI Chief Housing 
inspectors follow-up with inspectors when there have been three Inspector 
reinspections on an open NOV. 

R.1.38. The DBI Director should ensure when CTS is replaced by DBI Director 
another system that it includes functionality to help automate the 
Director's Hearing case preparation and digital transfer of case files. 

R.1.39. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is DBI Chief Housing 
required for HIS to reinstate the FTB program and then ensure that all Inspector and 
necessary steps for making the FTB program part of the HIS code Building Inspection 
enforcement process are taken. Commission 

(b) The BIC should approve that HIS use the FTB program as part of its 
code enforcement process. 

(c) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is required for 
administrative penalties to be available at the HIS administrative hearing 
and then ensure that all necessary steps for making this possible as part 
of the HIS code enforcement process are taken. 

( d) The BIC should approve adding the legal requirements to the HIS 
administrative hearing so that administrative penalties can be awarded. 

R.1.40. The Director of DBI should request that the Controller's Office DBI Director 
conduct a study to determine adequate staffing levels for HIS. 

R.1.41. DBI MIS should redesign the DBI website so that information DBI Management 
on routine inspections is easier to find from the DBI homepage. Information Services 

R.1.42. DBI MIS should revise the information on routine inspections on DBI Management 
the DBI website so that: the property owners and the general public Information Services 
understand the process, including how often routine inspections take 
place, what is inspected, what happens when violations are found, the 
time frame for correcting violations and the costs associated with code 
enforcement. 

R.1.43. DBI MIS should change the names on the links for R-2 DBI Management 
violations so inspection records can be found more easily on the DBI Information Services 
website. 

R.1.44. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS DBI Director 
can upload NOV s to the DBI website. 

R.II.1. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Battalion Chiefs SFFD Deputy Chief of 
to closely monitor Company R-2 inspection lists to ensure that every R-2 Operations 
in San Francisco is inspected by its deadline. 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 75 



R.II.2. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require that Company SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Captains make inspection appointments in advance, whenever they have Operations 
the property owner's phone number, to ensure that Companies get into 
all R-2s. The appointments should have a three hour window. 

R.II.3. SFFD MIS should ensure property owner contact information is SFFDMIS 
included on the Inspection Worksheets. 

R.II.4. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Companies to SFFD Deputy Chief of 
inspect R-2s on the weekend ifthat Company is going to have a backlog Operations 
during a particular month. 

R.II.5. The Deputy Chief of Operations should redistribute R-2 SFFD Deputy Chief of 
inspection from Companies that have a backlog to nearby Companies Operations 
that have fewer R-2 inspections so that the number ofR-2 inspections is 
more evenly distributed among neighboring station houses and are 
conducted more timely. 

R.II.6. The Deputy Chief of Operations should instruct Company SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Captains to give priority to R-2 inspections which have exceeded or are Operations 
approaching their deadlines. 

R.II.7. Battalion Chiefs should review progress on their Companies' R-2 SFFD Deputy Chief of 
lists at least once a month, and if they find a Company has not inspected Operations 
all the R-2s on their list, hold that Company accountable by requiring 
that they inspect all the late R-2s by the end of the next month. 

R.II.8. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that inspection SFFD Deputy Chief of 
training for firefighters includes stressing the two reasons for conducting Operations 
R-2 inspections--to ensure code compliance and gain building 
awareness--are equally important. 

R.II.9. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that all SFFD Deputy Chief of 
firefighters receive training on the R-2 inspections process that includes a Operations 
detailed module on the Bureau of Fire Prevention code enforcement 
process which starts with when a BFP inspector receives a complaint 
from a Company Captain to an NOV being issued and any additional 
steps. The training should occur after BFP implements the new code 
enforcement process. Knowing more about BFP will help firefighters 
better understand their role in ensuring code compliance. 

R.II.10. The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time The Fire Marshall 
and code enforcement timeframes be more closely monitored so that 
resolution time is shortened. 

R.II.11. The Fire Marshall should require that code enforcement for The Fire Marshall 
NOV s be more closely monitored so that NOV s are corrected more 
quickly. 

R.II.12. The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work The Fire Marshall 
on R-2 complaints) have reasonable workloads so they can ensure timely 
correction of all complaints and violations. 
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R.II.13. The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work The Fire Marshall 
on R-2 complaints) not prioritize other work over R-2 complaints ifthat 
means that they cannot investigate all their R-2 complaints in a timely 
manner. 

R.II.14. The Fire Marshall should standardize inspection and code The Fire Marshall 
enforcement documentation done by BFP R-2 inspectors. 

R.II.15. The Deputy Chief of Operations should standardize inspection SFFD Deputy Chief of 
documentation done by Company Captains so that BFP inspectors can Operations 
easily identify and follow-up on complaints. 

R.II.16. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that Company SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Captains are trained to identify violations and document only items that Operations 
are violations. 

R.II.17. Battalion Chiefs should encourage their Company Captains to SFFD Deputy Chief of 
bring the Inspection Worksheet to the inspection site and use it to Operations 
document R-2 inspections. 

R.II.18. The Fire Marshall should finalize the details of the new code The Fire Marshall 
enforcement process that is required by recently passed legislation so that 
it can be implemented within the next 60 days. 

R.II.19. The new BFP Captain that oversees R-2 Company complaints The Fire Marshall 
should refer appropriate cases to the CA every year. 

R.II.20. SFFD MIS should revise the SFFD website to include: (1) SFFD Management 
details of the R-2 inspection process, such as: (a) the kinds of buildings Information Services 
inspected; (b) who inspects the buildings; (c) how often R-2s are 
inspected; ( d) the list of items inspected; and, ( e) how the inspection will 
be conducted; and, 

(2) details of the code enforcement process, including: (a) what happens 
when a violation is discovered; (b) what happens if a violation goes 
uncorrected beyond the NOV deadline; and ( c) any and all fees, fines, or 
penalties that may be imposed for uncorrected violations. 

This information should be either on the inspections page or Division of 
Fire Prevention and Investigation homepage. 

R.II.21. The Chief of the Fire Department should instruct SFFD MIS to Chief of SFFD 
make the inspection records available online for greater transparency. 

R.II.22. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone number for record SFFD Management 
inspection requests on the same SFFD webpage as the instructions for Information Services 
making an appointment. 

R.II.23. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone number for reporting a SFFD Management 
safety concern on the same SFFD webpage as the instructions for Information Services 
reporting a safety concern. 
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R.ID.1. The Building Inspection Commission and Fire Commission Building Inspection 
should require a task force be formed to study DBI and SFFD inspection Commission and 
and code enforcement processes and make recommendations on how Fire Commission 
they can coordinate their efforts. 

Reports issued by the Grand Jury do not identify individuals interviewed. Penal Code section 
929 requires that reports of the Grand Jury not contain the name of any person or facts 
leading to the identity of any person who provides information to the Grand Jury. 
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ABBREVIATIONS 

Term Definition 

BFP Bureau of Fire Prevention 

BIC Building Inspection Commission 

CA San Francisco City Attorney's Office 

CG Routine Inspection Complaint-Generated Routine Inspections 

City San Francisco 

Codes San Francisco Building, Housing and Fire Codes 

Company SFFD Engine or Truck Company 

CTS Complaint Tracking System 

DBI Department of Building Inspection 

DBI MIS Department of Building Inspection Management Information Systems 

DH Director's Hearing 

Fire Safety Task Force 
Emergency lnteragency Fire Safety Task Force for Multi-Unit/Use Residential 
Buildings 

FTB California Franchise Tax Board 

HIS Housing Inspection Services 

HRMS Human Resources Management System 

NOV Notice of Violation 

R-2 DBI defines as residential Buildings with 3 or more units 

R-2 
SFFD defines as residential Buildings with 9 or more units less than 75 feet 
(approximately 7 stories or less) 

SFFD San Francisco Fire Department 

SOP Housing Inspection Services Policies and Procedures Manual 
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Exhibit 1 

SUMMARY OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

ORDINANCE 60-16 

On April 19, 2016, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation that affects the code enforcement 
done by DBI and SFFD. Effective date was June 1, 2016. The five main aspects of the 
legislation are summarized below. 

1. SFFD will implement a code enforcement process that is similar to DBl's. Under the 
new legislation, the SFFD must issue Notices of Violation ("NOV") for both priority and 
standard complaints as well as add an administrative hearing to their code enforcement 
process. This will dispense with Notices of Corrective Action Required ("NOCAR") and 
will take away some of Company Captains and inspectors' latitude in deciding when to 
issue an NOV. Whether a complaint is urgent or standard will be documented on the 
NOV itself. NOV s with urgent complaints that go uncorrected beyond the date specified 
on the NOV must scheduled for an administrative hearing within sixty days of the NOV 
deadline. NOV s with uncorrected standard complaints have a longer timeframe to be 
referred to an administrative hearing-180 days from expiration of the deadline stated on 
the NOV. The hearing officer can issue one of two determinations (i) there is no 
violation; (ii) there is a violation that must be corrected by a specified deadline. Work on 
correcting the violation must commence within thirty days of the decision. The property 
owner may request an extension of the date to either commence work or complete work. 
However, these dates must not be extended by more than ninety days. If the property 
owner does not comply with the Order of Abatement, may be found guilty of a 
misdemeanor. 

2. DBI is given authority to issue "stop all work" orders. DBI's authority extends to all 
permitted projects that have violations under the Building, Public Works or Planning 
Codes until the violations are corrected to DBI's satisfaction. Before the legislation, DBI 
could only issue stop work orders for violations directly related to the permitted work. 

3. The City Attorney can bring actions against code violators on its own. Currently, the 
City Attorney must wait for city departments to refer delinquent code enforcement cases 
to them. 

4. Requires code enforcement efforts be reported to the Mayor and Board of 
Supervisors quarterly. The departments required to do so include: DBI, SFFD, DPH 
and the Planning Department. The report shall include specific details for every case 
referred to an administrative hearing. It is unclear whether reporting shall go beyond 
administrative hearing cases. 

5. Creates a Code Enforcement Revolving Loan Fund. This fund will provide 
low-interest loans to be used for bringing buildings up to code. Four million dollars has 
been allocated to this fund from DBI's fees. 
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New legislation that would require property owners to provide tenants with an annual notice of 
smoke alarms requirements and to file a statement of compliance with annual fire alarm testing 
and inspection requirements every two years was introduced to the Board of Supervisors on 
April 26, 2016. The proposed legislation would also require property owners to upgrade their fire 
alarm systems and install fire blocks if they perform at least $50,000 in construction. Fire alarm 
systems must be upgraded by July 1, 2021 regardless. 
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Exhibit 4 

WeLcome to our Permit I Complaint Tracking 
Sy.stem! 
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Exhibit5.1 

Welcome to our Permit I Compla,int Trackfng 
System! 
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P.FJNSPR'T'JONl'l""" a:r.""' _'."l"~iTl:d) hi! ''i.il'l .i. "-''-
rt ~n~51et!<n: .:1:-im pt"l"fiJrnu:i ~ 

r<t.'ITIS:i'l'tl101t !)It 1)2/ti&/:.!f.t(I'( .~t 09:30 

!l'.1Jliil1 th1t .;:.11b_i<>~ pri..1p!!1ty a::Jd !111:.nd 
lb.a[ toe fol!,1,;i11~ flcrn;. i:fonti!ktl "" 
tht'! ~:t~ire'i1fV;;ofutic1a i.-;,q1i..--d oo 
111 /14/;R"D/ ,.,'i:rt:: .J)t:ru.L?.t~:i(lin;.; JI:! 6 
ib) cnnpkicl\• """ttt~r:l;ill nlbl'r 
h:k1li.tio'n 1.'.''I i1~:;1laUv. rmrw;;c.h.•.d: 
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Exhibit 5.2 

c.;41~'·"'7 !HF.AT ms lsb.111 

(;4/ lt'1,uTS ms ISlii11 

I ) .. ~"i.1\:--R:,'1Y? t'i1'.iS1LT fHS !Sltb 

Gfi/ n.~.''l:tl !HE..\.":f' Sl!iJJ 

J1a1•mbin§ t:i:~rmlt ·-.·;a~ nr:o~ t•Ma1r1t::i 
1n:;311.~t·.tor Sf.~1.t f:r.~:orn11~] ;r 
E"(!i?1!'<p1!i:tian nr: n:~~/16/:.::110•7a! tn:o11 
a1a,a1 Lh~ ~~ut::i~i:l prl..'J."::!rly iittd 61.':ir.t:t 
~tmt tlf1;- fo111Yi.>ri";J~~ i~c11:~s: ):k"flllfktJ {.lTf 

tb.1.:. Nr>'!i::r f:rf 1t'!::t>fati.:n1 ?.•;;,!..'11e:d ot'~ 
01/1)4/20(£7 •.ott'.fc: ,:,)ott:t:.ttal::'.ldJ.:+1~ fl 6 
bJ ~o:·rn1Jktd~' o:im:ctf•'.L.<11 .:•the:r 

F.J":JNSP;::;L~ONhi~~latiu.n t:J p:s~.:faily i::J·1mx..t1.•.d: &·:it\· 

~·.a,n htat•::r biid Lu::t:r1 ~r,.~;aUed :JJll~ th~ 
1:nv-tr1J10~or did nr•1 lJ.a.;.--i:: a Trimnbb::?. 
permlt aod stm ha,. :mt t~ .:1ht;{:int~d 
(1!).~. ;,;_ pit:tt: i:~(gt . .s.t:lik: l-IJ.i:iU :~'.;1~.::1 bad 
be•~ll ir.stafa'd i:•JJ tll·~ 1 t.~l:lt ,;~k •:rt Hie . 
!11::.i~n. r-nf'l.~e1btk1ri tr:. PJ.J:1, 1\:t:"'~~iJI >not! 
uhti!.hrin,g. ;i pluml:iiag. ~J~!"n:ic !ur 

1 

i~a1Utn1- '111~ rt"t!i.,;;. ·t~<!t {a:rn01~.::t:. 

l:;J.EJ'HOJ.:E 
~..LlS 

RE!'ERTO 
.1DLttLCf\.JR¥;;{ 

HEABJNG 

l'l'JJci•!fOXE 
.:AI.LS 

in-:~'.f'J:X"1(1r $fui1; !~-rioke t0 uqr;.,~ rl'ffd ;'h1:
!;l'lll•,i tha1 lier r;Jhm:ibing ·~;:mtr~<:t:::i~ 
obt:d:t the. permit uniJ~r fr1e. iii;'Tt~ng 
add"t:!'.~ 6~~ C(tillf..:lt A).·~ zicd ~6r:m~-;L 
ba,>:· l:·~t'.w 68:.!. {):irbe·:t. 1\v. 

im;Jite.ctr1T Sht11 ~vol:r- ~o rHn.:t ;mr5 ~-fo~ 
_!'Cc:id fhat h'!~r pf:m:al;frnt. ·::.:.intm.:-tm 
Jr:::r..Lid. 1t1~,1 v:1liL.JLu 1!tn;iU. oer ~n:r..it fo;;- 1lti:· 
~::•;-Tn'.'.'\.1 .'.f.·d:.fh•.::o''i: f(~1.: 1fo:~ l,\!ii:lf. l;.ry:-fr;;h;t 

lh'"""l''i~tlwirH~,.n~!' h;;d l~\li'red. 
[:ispi!t.~l;~r Shi:1 '.old Dim1 t.:b;1t :bi~ 

li;;;.tfoc .... .;11 ht: rt:kr lfr" Otn:d;;~'• 
1m:.a•in)!; .;i1id •!:<il;i11; l'.J Dj!!:a tb•! 

!~-~••-•"o" l~~~~~ll~o~S~:i~-~---~··-----j 
;in~:;tt('ti'Yr Shbi s~mte to Dl mt 2:1:11: 

):HS 

COMPLAINT ACTION SY Tl1Vl8lON 

NOV(HIS); ~llt/u-;../1J7 

_tn~pci:ton.',)JUl!t·l l1tfon!!iHtirn1 j 

011li11<' Prrlth'l,i!JJ!l'l:.imu;ibi!!! '!'f,1dnng il.onw P~f\"'·· 

Tcclulli:-.d Su1>port; fQ!' (:tnJinic S!:l"<'fec;< 

T£tJ-:t•Ho~; I:: 
CAL.I.'> 

C:Mlf\ ,\l\ATf'J) 

NOV(1Hll): 

,;e~;il;i1110 hcrtlBt th~ ~·brnb:il:§ 
.-b~p!:'cb.:il' 5U•k:m:~t ~ba'i ·;be b:-11;1..~ 
i"Jim:•lhur ~irL~TI<:f,;i plumhbp: (.Otltrm:-t-r:-r 
;~lbtalu a :u2·r111 tl lt• J~n.ai i!H.' in-... '!aHa1i:;u 
\1,-rf thi: \ .. ~Jt t'.'i:·atl..':'J f::n' IJt1t ~ 6~2 c.(:HL~tt 

:,1!:t~~:':~~;~;,~·:!1~,~~;~,i:.~~~;~t' ~ 
.f i:r,:11 j h:rl<l ,;m ~!lt.:ir l1t:-~;:i-~~-J:'.., 

'#' t=·P--2C...:)?1:J60 t~:a 4;l 
and :fi.na] •Ht 

<.if:./ :2/~nn7 for th~ ,_.,,.a:J :)eil~i:r i:J rjrti~ 
•t.82 

Tfy~:~1 T~:"!'.:{f help or ha\'{_: ::t qtmslkn:.~br:-u1 I!1i..;.wniP.::. ]l--1'!~~-;:1vf$f( .-,ur·r:\().~n:-...~. 

ConJ.ar:I S:F'(t.;}·t: .~~Z'>f:~::-'"1,itir·, p,;~ii.:res 

Cl~'" ;:..;id (i:_;f.tJltf .:_1f.:tJo F:r-i-lm:i.:i;:,~n -~{'_::.e-:1..11Jt1-~n<="'.J 
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Exhibit 6.1 

DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTtON 
HOUSING INSPECTION SERVICES PROCEDURffiit:H~:cK:us·fs 
City and County of Sa\1, Francisco 
1660 Mission Street, 6 Floor, San Franciscot California 94103-2414 
Phooe: {41S} SSB-6220 Fax:( 415) 558;-6,249' Department Web$i!.e: WWW.$klbi.org 

INSPECTOR FIELD CHECKLIST 
FOR ROUTINE INSPECTIONS 

ROOM-TO-ROOM INSPECTIONS & COMPLl'!JNTS 

I I ~ I REVIEW ITEM FOR SAN FRANc-1sco H~U~ING cooE (S.FriCJ COMPU:..r..Nce: (NGE; SFBC 
I ~ IDE~ffiFlES APPLICABLE SAN FRANCISCO BU~~DtN~ COOE SECirONS) 
! ·~ 

CODE 
SECTIONS 

T-·- . r SE6:6o5. PROHIBITION ON WOODEN FfXH) UTILITY LADDERS I Ems SFAtt 
i Wao:len Fi~d Ulili:y l.sdOOl"s shaM t..:i pmhit~ted ~11 buil:f:rtijS whleh co111a1n R-'.'. R-2, arid ~-3 

CwJpani:les (bates and ar;<~rtmem ~ollOO ;ilnd c.11ellnDs). a~ d~li1:ed by Gh3plEr 4 of this Code. 
'Fi~ed IJ;;li~f looder' sh311 mean arry lllddl!r p&rn21~e.:illy altaehoo !a lhs exteriJr Df a slrudura 

or bii~cling, IM shall 11-0t lnc:l<.M!e laei:!e<1S roqldrsd t:iy n'!!l: California Di»isian of O:xrJpational 
Safely and Hll<11Ih for w:ir~.pla09 salB~11tat .have teen irosl!'.fe-j 'i!.!th a nn:per permit, i:.- IanaErE 
e:<pressly autholiiOO r.y 100 ~p3!1rnen~ r·f 3uilll.'m£ Inspeciil;n for 811ilt!-i'lg Cr>:Je ~,. Frre C-.cre 

I I 
O)tnjiiano:i pJri:oses. \11,'ood:n Flxe:l Ulilify i'..edd;;r. s .sti.11 ~ relilQ•ie:.i {)r rep!<!!».! '""ith mei!il 
Ia:!deiE 1hal oomply •Mt1 a!Jl:lii;atle 8Jihili11g, i'ira. enlli Hat,JSing C!Xle requirernllflts 

2 r-~~STRUCTEO MEIU!JS OF EGREss:-Please-keepaUj810 SFHC-
,means of egress. primary {front stairs, exit corridors}, and secondary (rear stairs, 1 

I fire esi;:;apes) free from encumbrances {such as stora1:1e, ffov.ter pots, hooseihold 
itern$, lti1 .. inciry lir.es, amt any tripping hazards). These paths ottrave~ are ta be 
completely clear llllt all times for emergency e):itin~. 

·-:n--1 MAlNTAINFlRE ESCAPES: Cneck allilre escape ladcii;m; to ensure that they I 604 SFHG 
are ful~/ operational {in particular the cable al'ld <ill molling p<irts) and th;;i.t orop 
ladders are not obstructed. You sho1..dd have ao rnrh,J$1ty professiomil inspect 
and service your fire escapes annuatly. 

4 .. r -rMAJNTAIN GEN J WJ.L SMOKE/FIRE ALARM SYSTEMS & SMOKE' . I gog·s;rnc-
DETECTORS: In apartment houses and hotels maintain the centra.I smoke/fire I 
al~rm system wtth the operational light indicating on wilhin the supe<Nision panel 
ibox, and annual fire Department cemfica!ian clearly posled in those buildlnPS • 
where applicable. In all residential occuµancfi!!S ctiack to confirm thal all requ1lred 
smoke detectors are instalfed and fully aparanonal in alf sleepfng or guest rc-oms, 1 
and at the top of every public staitway, and an every !hlrd floor below. Replace i 
batteries annualty. Do nof paint O"<JB[ smok~ detectors 

5 [· ~M'AffilrAJN /!.; RETAG FJRE EXTINGUISHERS: In ail apartment houses and. rBo!n;Ffic· 
hote Is a Type 2A 1 OBC or equivalent Fire Extinguisher is req llirea on e·l/eiy floor 
of all public iiallways. Required f=ijre Extinguishers ml1st be serviced and 
retagge. d by.an i.nduslry professional a11mrs.l'}' (this i11d!.1des recently purchased 
fire extingulshers),. . 
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Exhibit 6.2 

;i;(et>i;!ent:Si Bui!;ing Ownepnperator 
ltifotrr•alional lllainten3nre Checklist 
Pai;ie 2 of 5 

·e:. 

··r 

i~ 
10 
-~ 
oc 

IVJAJNTAJN ALL VVOOD DECKS. EXIT CORRfDQRS, STAIRS, GUARD 
RAfLS,AND HAND RAILS: You shoi.ikl have all of these existing items 
tnspected amwalfy for dry rot. fuogus, deterioration or decay by a licensed 
professional pest oorrtral oorrtractoL general building contractor. archi!ecl, or 
engineer to ensure their safety and stability. Have these professionals orovide 
ycv.J wJth a written report of any recommended repalra. Obtain building pennits 
for alf structural repairs. 

MA1NtAlN VISIBLE PROPERTY ADDRESS NUJV!BERJNG; Your residential 
building miss~ have the address numbers mounted at the front of the buikling at 
a minimum sire of 4 inches in a color contrasting from the building. The 
address numbers sh-::.mfd be clea.rly •Jisible from me street by emergency 
vehicles, In addition, all guestrooms s.hould be clearly identified by rmme, letl:er. 
or number. 

8 i MAINTAIN GARAGES'&'sfbRAGEAt?EA$Tlri aJrzj:i-ffrtmenfFiousas of 5 l.Jf\iti; 
or more and all note-ls, remo\<e ccmbusti'hle storage frort1 all !>torag-e area:!;. that 
do not have fire sprinklers. Absolutely no comhuslibl:a slotage may be kepct 
uncier stairwells ·withai..it a prop11:r fire sprJnlder system. Garages are 011ly !o be 
used fur the vehicle storage im::idental 10 the apartment house or hotel use. 

CODE 
SECTIONS 

604 SFHC 

706a(9).!:l{11} 
SFHC 

6U3, 904 
SFHC 

i MAFNTAIN GARBAGE ROOMS & GARBAGE RECEPTACLES: All garbage -'foisFHC 

l 
1 rooms shafl have 26' gauge sheet metal walls and ceilings or approved 
altema'"Jve. fire sprinklers and must.be ~ept clean of debris and ve_rm. in v. 1ith self- , 
closing tight frtl:ing doors. All garbage receptacles must be tighfiy oovered, with 1

1

' 
a sufficient number to serve the 13-uifding. · 

1

10 PROPERLY MAINTAIN SECURITY PROVISIONS SUCH AS SECURTTY·---·--1-i66,so1· 
BARS GATES, EMTP.ANCE/EXIT DOORS & DOOR SELF CLOSING . SFHC 
DEVICES: fl.It security bars in sleepir'9 rf.Xmls must be openable 1rorn ttie inside 

I wilti a fully operational manual release {no 1-;e;rs. oombfrlation locks, or special 
knowtedge ls allowed to open securit.I' bars or gates). Absolutely no double 
cylinder locks (which requtre a key from the inside and m.1tsMJe) are allowed on 
any 1:1pa1ment unit or building entry or exit doors. Maintain 135-degree viev1ecrs 
at ail apartment unit entry doors mounted no higher than 58 inclle.S above too 
floor. All entraflce and exit doom shaill be tight fitting, self closing, and self
locking. In all apartment houses and hotels, a~ publfc battlr0<J<m, rommunil'f 
kitchen. garbage room. mof penthouse, guest room, and dw'111ing Ul'lit entry 

! 
doors shall be tight fittin,;i and seff~losing. No padlocks or padloC:.: hasps are 
allowed on guest room or dwelling unit entry or exit dc•ors. 

'l MAINT AlfiJ 'SRUTOFFT0:0[ N.FJJ;;i:rosA"S7i?E'TE'.l;'-lrialfa-paitn1eiillmUies .a11a--l-712·sFHC __ _ 
hotels keep a shutoff tool· near Ule gas mater and post the it1stn.Jt;;tional diagram I 
provided by the Department o~ Building Inspection in a publit:; are;;. near !he gas j 
meter. 1 

I 
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Exhibit 6.3 

ill:esidential Bliikling 0~111~/.Qp*r;11to,
l l'lfoima;ional Maintenance Cileekli$! 
Pagfl! 3 of 5 

:~ 

I

i 'i 
. i2L"'. ffii'7AJN li'EAT & HOT WATER: [f your aparlmenihouse or hotel has a 

cenital heat source such as a boiler or furnace system, ifOUr heat system time 
clock must be set to pro·..Jde tr~at from 5: 00 am to 11 :00 am :imd frnm 3:0(} pm 
'to 10:00 pm. {13 ho~m; doily), Maintain all habitable rooms al 68 degrees 
fahrenheil during these time periods. Ymir central source hea1 syst.em mus( 
have a Jocking thermoi;tat to initiate the heat system located in a habit;;1ble 
mom o1hef than an owner or manager's ooit (except for an al I awner oocupie-::1 

J
. I msidenlial condo building). Hot "" .... ate .. rto .. af.l lm. its must be balween 105 lo 120 degrnes Fahrel'lhert. Fzyr boiler heat systems, ob1ain aruJual certification pe; the 

San Francisco Plumbing Code. Radiatcrs must be in good working atderwith 
pressure valves operalional and vawe shut-off handlles fn place. 

i r-r31 MAINTAIN ALL F!REPROOFlllG; GLAZJN\5, ~ER PROOFING, 
EXTERIOR STUCCO, EXTERJOR SIDING lNfERIOR WALLS/ CEILINGS! 

DODE 
SECTIONS-

1

50. 5,. 701 (c) 
SFHG 

703, 1001 
SFHC +j CHIMNEYS & FLUES: Maintain these areas free from holes,, decay. missing 

materials and peeling paint 

1 .·. MAtiJfA IN EX_JT SIGNA GE:Common-h~Hi.~;a.-¥ da.-Ors-& .wi~n...,.do-w-~-=1.-ea-d"'_in_g_ro,--,f1"'":re-+11 -1-01_1 ___ (1-. )-(-5)-i 
; es~a~ or exits ~ust have the apprcpr1a1e s1gnag.e,. With lefienng 6 mcl:ies in SIFBC 
' lle1gln on contrasting ha.ckground. 

-1 MAfPITAJN ALL ROOF AREAS: l.n all apartment houses'offiOtel:S~lieep-alf 1805. 810, 
wires/t1;1pes 8 f.eet above the roof. Remove all tripping hazari;i:;, All doors to roof 100T SFHC 
areas must be tight fitting and self-closing and openable from it1siide the 
penth~wse door leading to tlle roof. This door must be loi:kable from lnsil1e the 
stairw<1y to the roof if the roof is access[ble from an adjacent roof. Keep ~he 
roof area free from combustible storage. Nothing should obstruct access lo· a 
roof-mounted fire escape. . 

I 
16 ·1 I ~AAlf!T.41t•l/l.v'E[_JuATE_L1GHTtNG .rN ALL Puauc AREAS Pm11ideaifequate· ;·504 {g} SFHc .; 

hghting to all staus, public hal!i.vays, exit ·t:orridots <100 fire escapes_ · 

' ( 

·r11 . MA!NTAJN PROPER VENT/LJl.TJb.t\Clil"gaiages, penthouses., public halls, ' 504, 707, 
. furnace and ooi!er ro::ims. gas meter rooms, garba. gs roams., and all otller I 1002 SFHC 
i rooms with gas appliances, maintain the proper veintilation and ven! s.ystem;;;, I 

'*LI 7vflf{A.'7AlN SMOKE BARRIER DOORS: All tront entry doors·fo-the apartn10nC-+s06, 807 
! house or hotel, doors that sep.ar;;ite t~e garage trom the public halh.vay or lobby, I SFHC 

M!lway doors beh't1eeffl floqr.;. and stairways (sta1rn·ay enclo.sure doors), 
1 boller/furriaice room ciO<:lr-3, garbage room doora, a11d penthouse: do1xs must I 

have setf {;losing dlevices and remain closed to be effective smoka batri@rs. I 
1-1~9+1-r-,!iifA~IN~fA=IN FIRE SfiRlfJRlER'S1l\f'"G7fRlfllG'f & LtNf!lllCHIJil!!S: ln apartrner1t I 90B SFHC 

h. a-uses and hotels, maintain fir.e sprinklers ail top arid bo11om of ctiu. tes. • an .. d as I 
... .. .J€!~!red. ~the Housirtg_Q.ode. Do not oalnt over any sprinkl'Ef_tl~§lg§:. . . . . . _L 

fJ!ilNTAINA[L[}GRT Wt:LLS:Reep all light v1elt5 clean and free from the I -10_0_i_-1_3_06 _ _, _l accumulatio11 of debris. K~ep arl light well drains clean and operatiana'I. I SFHC 
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Re$~nfial B1JHd1ng o.~Tie<.'Oper.ak.'1' 
IM0''11~1i;:mal Maintenance Cr,.,.';l<;li~ 
PagE4 ·~l:;i 

Exhibit6.4 

111 1~ I ' I ' SE<lTIOl<S 01 
0-211· .. ; MAINTAJNAU 'ROOMS(VACANT OR OCCUPJE"l}fTrlaTlri;>sidentia! bu ildings:-1-763-1602 id 

. 
I ail dwelling units a.nd guest room~ s~af:I be ma.intained in ~ dt;an an>;;! fumtJonal 1300 SFHC ' 
,, rnan.ner \/!Jails, ce1fln.gs, .f1oors, ~\lfnCJ1711'15. doors. lavatory ~r,·k· s, and'· rivate 

bathrooms shall be properlv ma1nra1n~d. weather proofea and ftee arom severe 
\'tear. moisture retention. plumlbino fixture or roof leakacie, chronr"' and se\iere 

} 

; i 

H 
1 mold and mikfew or oth.(,!!r diilapidated condmcrns. ,. 

MAINIA!N ALL PUEfLJGBATffROOMS:lii'al~ Flote1S,'pubffiebathrc:loffofnl\Jst 
be maintarned in a cle~rn and functian;1:1! manner. lhe San Frarn::isoo Housing 
Code requires a mitiimum of 2 aperafonal publf;c bathrooms p.er floor when all 
gue.st rooms do not have private b'3throoms. This number fnct·eases by one for 
every additional 10-guest morns (or fncr.;:;ment of 10) greater that. 20 guest 

I rooms per flooL Mechanical ~·entllatio;i must be capa~le_ of deli~•erilig 5 air 
changes per hour. \Nindows th;;I provide namrnl ventilaticm shall be welf 
rnai:ntafned and fully ope1«''lltom;d. 

-MAINTAIN ALL COMMUN11Y KJTCFf.E'~DlelS. all commurfrf~; klfofiefiS--i 506 1306 
sh~i! ~e maintajned in a clea.n and funclltonal rnanner, Approved cooking . SFHC 'I 
facil1t1es must hsi.ve an electrrcal pcw€if oouroo. Entry doors to the commuruty · , 

kitdlE!n··· sr.iall be self;::losinf! and tight ~tting. Coli. n., ters •.. floo:1ng and_sinks. shall .... · .. _J' be of nonaosorbentl1mpervious matenats. lnstlhliitmal graoe matenals sueh as 

I 
I I stainless steel counters and: tiled floors a'e recw1mended. 

~:VTAiN ALIHANl5RA1Ls·&-GUARDRAILS: Au inte.r1.~o-r a-.n-d.,...e-_.xt..,,.e_(,...10-r ---r-ao2(c} 1 

· .. handrails and guardrails shafl be property secured and maintained in a . 1001 (!) 
functional maon;;,r, i SFHC 

2sl "fMAfNTAffil ELEWftOIW F{/EQVJRED BY THE FJRE c'o.DE:":T-lotals witll a 
I building height ex·%'1Bding 50 feet (as caii::u!ated by thi) San Fratu:isca Fire 
I Department) sliall hav;e at. least one operating elava!at toT tile residential 
i occu?;,mts' use that is well mainia.ined and oper.ate-s sal'el;i/'. 
I 

f-j· .. ...,,,,,.,. ' ,,. ·,- .. ~· --
1 26 1 MAINTAIN ADEQUATE GA"A13AGE PlCK-UP: All residential 6uddtngs shall 

rna1ntaio garbage pick-up seNlt>.<!!$ necessary to pre1Joot the accumulation of 
garbage and debris that would resvll in rodent hart>oragq]! and uns.an.itary 
conditions, 

MA!NTAIN'HOTWA TER HEATERS: All oofwater .ooatets must be properly 
se,-::ured and double strapped, Pressure reOef valves, shut off V!lllves and vent 
oo:nnectors must oo properly in place G:nd operational. When locate<l in a 
gal<3ge the appliance must be a minimum Qf 18 inches off th<!:l' floor. 

713, 100:2 
(b)SFHC 

1300 SFHC 

rnoTfo C9)1 
SfHC ' 

Lzat·-.·1~~AtiV1AlN ALL WINDOWS: All windoW'ssl1iifflie: ".'J'Si! m;;;irrtained. tlgfiffilt1rl'!'.J . L5o4(~·~ 
I and: fully of}f!rationa!, Broken sas 11 cords shalJ be rnplaced. No window snal I be 801 ( <:i-5) 
I , pa!nt~ or r1aifect s~ut. Repl~cemer:fwindows l!lust ha,ve: :5~fficie~t w~athar- SfHG 
I j stnppmg and a mmrmum 24J mch 111•1dth and 24 mcl1 oe1gm tr required ror I escape. 
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R~".fden1ial cll!llt:llng OtmeD'(}peralor 
lnfcrmatbnsl M~lntonanD? Ci'lec~st 
P~ge 5 of a 

Exhibit 6.5 

1
11 1 .... i .. ' .· .... ...... ··. - ... . · .. · i ~~gfi~~;I. . Ll_l, +s I 
. 29 ' .. ' MAINTAIN1il1 HOORifllG& Cli'RPETING THROUGHOUT: M carpetirig' Ot 1300 SFHc-· 

, other floor coveting shat! be kepf sanitized and rree of extens1ve ·~•1ear and 
'! I tripping hazard. Ail froor coverings that cannot be sanitized shall be replaoed in ' 

. an approprlam manner ro prevent a trippl11g hazard. . 

, : I I 

r(}'.'"~MAI tAIN ALL MA "f!~ESBF!S ;so LINEN_: In all hot. els o.r guesyoornin/Jfo;ire the I 130.[f SFHC .
1 property OWT!ffi" or bu1ld1ng operator proV1des mattresses am:l lmen, the$e items I 

1 
• silall be maintained in a sanira1y condition and frae from fnsect inf-estation. I 

'I' J1 I I.REPAIR OR REPEACt'IIAKJNG W1NDOW$, PLUMBFNG1=l:X1TJRES& ,., ···
1 

703 1001 (f). \ ~ ROl)F$: fawestigate and r~pair leaks from windows. plumbfr-ig ftxtur~ or the I {h) SFHC ·· · 

J-t. ro.·M. quu::kly to pre .. v .. e·r:i·t· mor.stme ~sl:ent1011 t.ha.· t can ·r:aus~. mord. and mllde:t•J. Da I of cover aver 1-eak~na areas unt1f the source of the leak is prc·perly repaired!. 
' 

·- I PR6VJDE PROPER NO/fFlCAT!ON ·WHEN fjfSTURB.rNG LJ;ATJ PAIN r & ·riitw SFBG -
' OBSERVE REQUIRED REMOVAL PROTOCOLS: Property owners need to ' 
'I provide reskfential ocr.;:upants with proper notification ...... 'hen di$!\Hbirig interi>o. r 
afld exterior read based paint,, provide proper s1911age. proteCI i~tericr 

I flo?r~'fumis~ings, and obs.erv~ work protoools related to la<!d pairnt removal, 
i ! dams coniajnment a11d migration, cfsan--0p, et-G. J 1 

p.t--:PR~AU C[O!HES Dl?YmS'lilo'"""' exh8uSflluell; shall be 

1 

I 'oo1~g) 
··· .... !. properly m. a. intained, be erwippe. ~of wfth a back dra. ft damper and te .. ·r·m· mate on SFHC' . I the outs•lde of the buirding 

1 J 

34, ON SITE Clff?ETAKER: Apartment houses of 16 or more dvvellingsoffiotels o 1 1311-SFKCI 
, 12 or more guest rooms must have an onsite caretaker that can be oontacted _J 
~
: . ' i b. y the city in case of. emergency. The name. unit#, and contact informaficm of .... 
· this incli'Jidua:I must be post-2id at the front entrance to the building. J 

;-s~r -PROVIDE AND MlflfffAfN CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS:Alarmr;;, shall be.. ' 420.4.(2) (3} I 
I in~tatl~d in dwelling an~.$leeping unit lor~~ns in l;!ccon::lanee_with the ~FBC. I S~,E3~-----

NOTE: 

This tJiecklist is provided for informational use as a field guide to the Housing Inspector, and 
d()eS not cover afl possible violations of the San Francis.co Housing Code~ For further information 
the tnspec!or should consult the Housing Code or confer with their supeIVisor. 
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Exhibit 9 

Source Options: 

• CA. Task Force 

• Qty Attorney Task Force Inspection (OJde 19) 

• Qty Attorney Task Force lnspe ction (OJde 20) 

• OJmplaint 

• OJmplaint-BoilerT ransfe r 

• OJmplaint-Lead 

• Energy Inspection 

• Hotel Room-Room lnsp 

• Housing Authority 

• Housing Authority Complaint 

• Illegal Unit Complaint Received R-2 

• Illegal Unit Complaint Receive~ R-3 

• License Fee lnspe ction 

• Residential Hate I Room to Room 

• Residential Hate I RoLltines 

• Routine Appointment Letter 

• Routines 

• Soft Story Ordinance 

• Tourist Hotel Routine 

• 311 Internet Referral 

• 311 Phone R efe tral 

• Bl D Referral 

• CCS F Referral 

• DCP Referral 

• DPH Refe tral 

• DPW R efe tral 

• E-Mail 

• Field Observation 

• Letter 

• Office Vi sit 

• other Source 

• Telephone 

• Web Fotm 
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e Abatement Appeals 
Board 

e Addendum to NOV 
e Advisement 
e Appointment Letter 

Sent 
e Assessments Due 
e Bldg Posted & Tenants 

Notice 
e Case Abated 
e Case Closed 
e Case Continued 
e Case Received 
e Case Returned 
e Case Update 
e Certified Appointment 

Letter 
e Correction Not Issued 
e Director Hearing Notice 
e Director's Hearing 

Decision 
e District Inspector Does 

xxx 
e District Inspector To 

Review 
e Emergency Order 

Issued 
e Final Bill Sent 
e Final Warning Letter 

Sent 
e First NOV Sent 

Exhibit 10 

Abatement Type Options 

e Franchise Tax Board 
Hearing 

e FTB Referral 
e Infraction Violation 

Issued 
e Initial Bill Sent 
e Inspection Of Premises 

Made 
e Inspection Warrant 
e Letter/Report-EID 
e Letter/Report-PIO 
e Misdemeanor Citation 

Issued 
e No Entry 
e Notice Of Penalty 
e NOV Compliance 

Assessment 
• NOV Sent-EID 
e Office/Counter Visit 
e Order of Abatement 

Issued 
e Order of Abatement 

Posted 
e Permit Research 
e Permit Work-CFC 
e Pre-Sched Rtn 

lnsp-No Entry 
e Refer Case To City 

Attorney 
e Refer To Compl/Routn 
e Refer To Director's 

·Hearing 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 

e Refer To Other Agency 
e Referred To Other Div 
e Reinsp-Case Abated 
e Reinspection 1 
e Reinspection 2 
e Reinspection 3 
e Reinspection 4 
e Reinspection 5 
e Reinspection 6 
e Reinspection 7 
e Reinspection 8 
e Routine Inspection 

Approved 
e Second NOV Sent 
e SFHA Notification Sent 
e Telephone Calls 
e Unable To Enter 
e Unknown Type During 

xx 
e Other 
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Exhibit 11.1 

City aml CcH.mty of San fram:isco 
Dcpart~nt gf Buiildin'IJ Jm;pll'Cfion 

Edwin M. Lee, Mayor 
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Direci:or 

HOUSING llJ\!SiPECTION SERVliCES REQUEST FOR INSPECTION APPOINTMENT 

1 '1'.]/2()15 

D-=-3r Property Ol.lff!.er: 

f>ROPEHTY ADDRESS: 
a:~.1<.: 

]fl$J»~·::n': 
Tr·~ ofl11:spec1ie1t ROUTINE '.fllSPEC-rtON 

As ir: i::ie•,1ci.JS, ,.,.srs. ycu' coapera1lcf1 IS '10'.V bel!1g requested ip fa::ili:llte .a •equlrea ;1ert1:i::llt. lie.<itti'1 rmd 
S;tfety iirospecticn of l:i1e oo'i:ding ri:!fer;:m:;ed a!:xt\19. Our racrJds shew that 1ht'5 property· is due :for this 
L':r3pector\ :':!fl~ YQiJF ~~t~;3f!Ce '$ nei:::ess@q To pri::wid~ IM t10Y~ing lrlsl')~t:ir i;r1lt;>. Cht1pm 1 .. 2, and 3 
of the San Franciscn Hcusing Code require 111at the Deµ.mment of Building Inspection perfcrrn ~od:c 
!'l'1!~ltli 11nd safo1y- inspcciic!'§ uf tho ~ommon and public arri:as of e.:;.311fn:1e7'1. houses. (3 or more d'.'1<e.llingsJ 
a::d hotels (o er rr.<ire gu3!il: moms) Cr.!nr,o,:~ ii£',:::! P"'bii:; B7!!'aSI inci.itre, but are n::it llml!ea 10', 00trm1oi1 
h~l>.~)IS. ·~oil"(!d maans ci" E-iif8ss, fire ss::apes, n:aora =-ssibla ~,. s..":lirnays, g3rages, b:;semsra, 
st>;)rage roorns:.•areas. boilerlutllify roon'!S ccmrnon b~th rnon~. 001'!11il'.1Yr't•t)' !<it·:;:rie1•s. la11iw4r~· •·ooms, 
garbag:e roornsiaraas, :::oort yar::is, light well;;;, and raar ~·a~Js. P!aase note triat tr;e interior of a~menl 
umt$ or guest rootn!> ~--.: no: ~rt or this rC\•iew un!t!l$S 1~1Jl!'.sted by an oco;ro~mt a! tr.a lime- of ins::;'2'Ct10ri. 

An irtS~!ort off y<:iur ol'.'.!pel'!y as rw~ ~1>·e h~ ~"' si;;hl3(fl;}:,00 fut l'fov<1rnbii!r t&, :lJ.(i·t.s AT 
;LQ:\I~ AM f'Jease atter,.:::!, or ha11e your repre3ent3.li'P- atl:e~l, m pralild·e ~he Oepartrr.,e.,.,t l!'l$j:l<;Ctor ~~$$ 
;;:iii; cte~<~d abova. P!Base confirm this appointment by cor,taciing th3 HOl!i.-'Si:r.g tn:pe-.br ~...t~e name 
antl phone :'1!.imber appears m ~he iowef ~hl_l'l~M eemer The l~t::>f> 11';;,-iy be cunt<'lcied i::t/ i*!tmt), 
email. Cf' in peraon Bl: 1660 MisEio'l Street. e""· Flaa bettreen 8:00 ;o 9: 00 a. m. and il:OO to :l:C(!' p m., 
Mooi;a.-~ lf'"°"ug?l Ftii;l;ll:f. Y::u..1 ""'iJl' al~ fe~ a •10ioo rnail ml!!!SSage_ <f the S'J'b,:ect pmpsrt:i• ls a res;'derr.ial 
co':l'dcminium bun'>:ling, please pn::re'ide 111e contact intormatlon of ihe pe!ilneJit home C'1,<r1e:"$ ;!l.'1':!~1iot1 
Qffii:a;:r. ;V!:t;.o, ~rn•'idin9 pr.;ipcf'?J' manage'I' contact infurmaticn is 11er.1" helpful in saving j'OU valuable time. 
?lease nOle il'lfil 11".e :ns.::e.."tors car.:001 return C>'!flls l:Q bi(X:kl!tl ph!:tnec numt""'~ unit[!$$ './Qt• hav~ r:mabled 
!h~ fu:;;itl.ro. 

If ;oov IP rour represenrative ·fail to at:end !his in:spec.Oon, or JIOU do no,1 make arrai1'ge'.!ll<!l'1~s tor ;lr.:511'1!!!!' 
inS'~ctoo time. the Oe!)~merra 1t;lll ;;;Hemp1 t1.l 9ai;1 tilnlry tu your buildi>'il as raqu1rw t;y Chapter 3 of tha 
Hc-t;:sii::,g Code thn::ugh an inspectoc:.n 11Jarr?nt All costs aaB1.JCiato!!l1 •.111rn. ar:; l!f9P€Ctlon W8ITT!Ot \o;;ijl be 11E. 
reliPQns.ibilltv ·!'.>f !t!_Gl_prJ'.IR~.r:t,r9'".IJ'.lli!:L 

Your timef!,• •;;ooperaiion is impi:::f1ara 'o fscilitate mi;:; i~SIJ€1.."iion ·wh:ct'! w JI su1ve~· malnt:enarree. egress 
fire protecti::m, securi~J. pre1}er r¢der1~ ~t~~rit. tind Q11'i!!lt l'!~llh Md '*1fel:1• fe;;:it.uras required by !he 
1-iouSins C:idei that p<crnec1e public ·1,•elrare. Plaase revisw the attached :nforrnafk.."{l, ;;!'ndlar q:int,'!;~t ~'01.2 
Housing Inspector tor 'Tc.re in!orma~on. ThattK. you for your ~sistanoo. 

1£nc!o.PJ.""1: .i.,~-'i'\'Mi'~i:11'Wii' .~~!l~i'it~ (;~~:Jt\'~( 
:;;,rr-;c Seci\-,_,1 &'J4 Nctlria :i. A"-ldn<'.t 

_..,..-- '\ 
/ler)· i11,1v,r '11..0'J~. 

( __ ,J_~ 

S:1; 
email: 
Phone: 

Arti!'Ja~~~St1~-l~·fif*::~.\.)n .')f Carboo i\ftim}.<falii tmu' S~\ttt Ara~s 
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Exhibit 11.2 

DEPARTMENT OF 6UILDING INSPECTION 
Housing ln:spe-eti'On S!Jrvlcei----·=·------------
City and Co~nty of Sa/il franci!il(:C 
1660 Mission Street, 6 Floor, San Francisco, C;lfjfarnia 9410'.l-%414 
PhQne~ (415} ~53-6220 Fax:{ 415J 558-6249 Oaparnnent Website: Wl!l'W.sfdbl.of9: 

RESlOENTIAL HABITIBIUTY INFORJlllA i!ON 
SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE REQUIREMENTS 
!P:ROPERTY OWNER MAIN'iENANCE CHECKLIST] 

REVISED FEBRUARY :t!6, 2014 

--····~··· rOA ONE.&_TWQEMlll,,.Y DWELl.INGS, __ 
APARTMENT HOUSES (3 OR MORE OWt::LLING UN'.ITSJ & RESIDENTIAUTOIJRISi HotELs 

1. SEC. 6a5. PROHlemoN ON WOODEN FO<eD UTJUT'f LADDERS 
Wooden Fixed UliJity Ladc!era shall be p:rohil:l'ited on .buildings wt:~'l contain R-1, R-2, aM R-3 
Occupancies ( llQtels and apartm@illi hau&& fand dwellings), :as definedl b~' Chaplet 4 of this · 
Cor,ie. "Fixed 'Utility Laddier" sha11 mean any ladder permanoo!]y atlachsd w tile eXIDl"!ior of a 
strucrure ar building, but sharl not include ladders required l:ly the Caflfomia Division of 
Oot.'{;patiQnal Safety a11d Health fot workpli;;,ce li<ilfely 'lt!at h<'lve bt*!-.n 111stall:d '«it.ti a proper 
pemiit, or ladders BltJ1tei>!:ilY authorized by the Dep.artrrtcnt Of Building lnspdon for Buildirig 
Code or Fire C1Sde oompliance purposes. WoodMJ Fixetli utiritot Ladders shall be remo.,·ed or 
mpl;i,ced with metal ladden; ~ha! campf'!f 1Jrith app:lic:;1ble Buildl11g. Fite, and Hoosirig Code 
requirements. 

2. ~AJNTNN CLSAFt &. UNOBSTRUCTED MEANS OF E.GRIESS: Please keel} all rnt,ians of 
egress, pr!rn.ary ('!root sfillirs, exit corddors), $nd eecomfary (rear stairs, ftts escapes) free from 
enc1J111bram::es {sucti as st;.ota;-ge, flO'Wer pots, oousehofd roams, laundry lines. and any tripping 
haza!·ds). lhe!>e paths of iral.l&i are ID Ile. complete!;• clear ;it all :times for emerget11C)' exiting. 

3. MAINTAIN F1RE ESCAPES: Check all fire escape ladders lo eosu-re that th€!~' a;-e it.:Uy 
apar<itfgnat rm particular !he cable <ind all rno'lin_.g parts) and !hat d•roµ laddel'S ilire not 
obstructed. You should have an i11dus1Jy professJOOat inspect and ;;er.lire '.fOlll ff;e escapes 
annually_ 

4" MAfflTAJN CENTRAL SMOKElRRE .A.LA.RM SYSTI:MS & SMOKE lJt!TECTORS: t.n 
apal"lrnent houses and hotels maintain the ca11!1rai smo'.k:elfire alarm system with the aperai;Qot1! 
light indicating: o_ n 'fl;.iftbin the supe,'Vfa.ion panef oox. and annual Fira Department certffica.tion 
cfGo&1y post~i:l In tfio!'Je buildings v.Tlem appl:icahla: in an res]ci.ential occupancles cl'J001k to 
wnllrm that all required smoke detector:o. are inmUed and fully operational in all sleeping or 
guest r<iorn:s, and at h top ~f eveJY public: srairNay, and on e•rery- third floor belcw. Rapl.am;i 
oatter:-es annua!fl]I'. Do not paint 011er sma.ke detecl:ora, 

5. MAJNTAJN & RETAf; RRE EXTINGUISHERS: In all apartment ttow...es am! hot~ls a ·type 2A 
1 osc or equi1r3Jem Fir& Exooguisher is required orn every ffoor cf alf public !la!lway:s. Reqllired · 
Fire Brnngul:sh@ts must !be sen1li;:ed an<l retagged bv an industry prafessiooal annually (this 
lnctudas recently p1.m:;:'hased ffre extinguisher$). -

5. MA.fHTAIN AU.. WOOO DECKS, EXIT CORRWORS, STAJRS. GUARD RNLS,AN.D HAND 
RAJL~: you should have fill ofthesa exrsu~ llems inspected annually for diy m!, fi~11g1,J:S, 
deienoraMn or der-...a:f by a ficern;etl professooal pest col'l:tfol con1;racti;ir, general bu1lding 
oon.'raciar, arohitect, or engin~r to l!H'!Stmli their -safet-1 and 10~at;.ility. Ha:.re these profesSirmals 
pmV.de you with ~ written report af sny recommended repaifs. O!:italri building permit-i;; fQr all 
structural repairs. 

7_ MA.INT AIN 111S!BLE PROPERTY ADD!*SS N!JMBERJ."IG~ Yol.ff ras;dantial building mm;t 
have !he addn;os!i m1mbers moonted at !he front of Ille t:n.Hk:.11119 ;iit a minimum size of 4 ioohes 
in 1.1 CD-i<>r o::mtras.ting 'ram the building, The add~$ numbers should be clearly \•isitlle from 

f!F..~'ih;:Nt~s L!.1P-I~t~srn:lm!ni51S-il.t ,\ R~·ad.~<= R!:-11\m:f B}l1JX:fi. f!.~.rl~Or. tZ'21'Z:ij.5_ ~\'1tiW1::. 
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Exhibit 11.3 
~--~ ,.;..,.--''~~-----· 

Resi\del'!~i:al Building Owner/Ope-r<11to-r 
lnfQrmationa:J Mainte'!tl'!!nC:Q Checidist 

Paga2 of4 

the stcee1 by emergency vehh::tes. !n :;i.dolftlon, all gue:sfrooms should be ~arf~.- :dentif~1:! by 
name, letter. or number. 

if. AfAINTAJN GARAGES & STORAGE AREAS: lri afl apartrnern hooses of 5 uruls t<r mnre and 
al I hotels, remove combustible storage :from all storage a~s th3t db not have fin;. sprinklers. · 
Absolufety no corn bu$lible storage may be kept Ullder stairNBlfs without :l!I p.roper lire sprinkteir 
system. G.;;irages ,.re only to be used for the vef\lci0 storag; inciclenral to tl'9 aparirne..nt i'fcuse 
or notel use. 

9. MAlJV"fAIH GARBAGE-ROOMS & GARBAGE REC'EPTAGCES:f>;ll garoa·ge rooms srni!ina•.'eH 
26 gauge sheet metal walls and ceilings or approved alte-mative, fim sprtnklers and must l::e 
kept clean of debris and vermin with self-closing tight fittlicig do:;m;, All garbage te ceptacles 
must be tightly ooV£Jed, wlm a suificie11t numbe-r li:! seri.-e !he bVilding .. 

10. PROPERl Y MAJNTAfN SECURJTY PROVISIONS SUCH AS SECURITY BARS, GA TES_. 
ENTRANCEIEXIT DOORS & DOOR SELF CLDSJNG Qfil/ICES: All sscurity bar,, In sfeeping 
rooms must be openabfe ·fi'om the tnsid'e wi'lh a tut rs- operational mam;;il re!GE!se {no keys, 
combinffiion locks, o.r specf:;;I lmowledge Is allall•'ed to open :security bars or gates}. Absolu1ely 
no double cylinder looks (which 1'$1'.:!luire a key from !he inside and outlide) are allo'we-0 on any 
apartmen~ unit or buikf:ing anEry or exit doors. Mainlam r 35-degree vl-ewi:!rs at all <iparfrnent 
uni& entry doors mo1J111e<;! no higher than 5B inches above the floor. Ari en~nce and exit doors 
shall bei tight fitting, iielf closing, and s~ff-lo--oking:. mall apartment h;;iuses and ho.tels, .aB pJJblic: 
bathroom, eommJJnity kltcilen, garbage room, rt:lOf penthouse, guest rnom, and dwelling ur1tt . 
entry" doom shall be tighf:fr.tfng and self-ch::i$ing. No ,oad!locks ·:::.t padlock hasps are .allmYed on 
guest room or dwelling unit s.n1ry or E!:xit doo~s. 

H. MAINTAIN SHUTOFF TOOL NEAR GAS METER: Jn all epartme;orit houses and ho!el:o keep a 
shutoff tool near th@ gas rneter arid post ths instru~onal diagram pro:ll'ided by the Depiuhnf<llnl 
of Building lrrs~iori in a public area near ttie g.as meter. 

11. MAINTAIN HEAT & HOT WATER: If :i-ouir apartment ho!.1$0 or ho~ n:os a oontml he<;1twurce 
such as a. boiler orfumace ~. ~'our heat system time clock m~t be set~ proYide heat . 
from 5:00 am to 11;00 am and from 3:00 pm to Ht:OQ pm. (13 hours daily). Main!aln ail 
h;;ibitable 11l(lll1!ii at 68 ~roos .FahrerJiiert during these time periods, Your cenira! so~ he!iil 
system ITH.J!3t hav!i!' a h'.lckllll9 !h.errnostat to inffia te tfie heat s)'-stem ['OCi!lied in e 11.abitable room 
other than ail o'Wner Oi' rr.-anager's unfl (except for an all owoor ocwpied resOC!efltial condo 
buJldlng). I-lot water to all units must be betv.-een 105 to ~ 20 degrnes Fahret1hefl For boiler 
heat systems.. cbtafn annual cer.~fication per the San Frii!ncisco Prurnbirtg Code-. Ra-diators 
must be ln good working ordenl.lnh pressure val'o'e-11. operational am:! valve shut-off handles in 
place. 

13. MAINTAIN ALL FIREPROOFING, GLAZING, 1.4'"EATHER PROOFING, EXTERIOR STUCCO, . 
EXTERIOR Sfl)ING, INTERIOR WAUSI CEIUNGS, and CHIMNEYS & PLUES: Mainrail" 
the:s.e areas fooo from holes, decay, mi~sl!!lg materials ard peelln:g paint 

14. MAJNTAJN EXIT SIGNAGE: Common h@llway dC.'!XS & wihdO'o'l'R leading to fire escapes or 
exits mU:St ha•;e the. appropriate sig.nage, viith lettering. 6 irictJ0s in height Qi! contrasting 
baekgrour.d, 

15. MAINTAIN AU ROOF AREAS: In all aparn"lent houses or hotels. keep all wires/roiQeS 6 feel 
above the roof. Remove all tripping hazards. All doors to roof areas rnlJSt be tight fitting and 
self-closing <i!lld opeflahle from. in;;ide the peffih,qi.ise1 door. Feadln9 tp the mof. !hi~ -::k1or must 
be lockable from 11ts1de the stanw,;iy to the roo-f if the roof m accessible. from an adJacent roof. 
K©ep the roof area free from corni:Ju:;;.m:i,.:e storaye. Nothit19 shOutf Ob<>trnct acoess tu s m-of· 
mounted fire es.ca~. 

P'i'l'i5\Cr.lersLcil.:rs'.1os~rr:a-J~:•tir;; . .:\K R::~;:s~ tr,'·d .. )iL"-::1" !;,~2~'f.:m, ~11~(m.rn 
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ResidenEE!li! Sulldh'19 Owner:<Oper-ator 
lnf<C;>rmi.1t1onal Maint-e:n.ance Ohecldi!:t 

Exhibit 11.4 

PageloU 

1'$. MAINTAIN ADEQUATE UGHTlNG IN ALL PUBLJC ARI;AS: Pro1Jide ~equate lt;;Jhfing to all 
:>tat rs. public ha:llw<iys, exit corridors and fise e$Ca:pes. 

11. MAlNTAJN PROPER 11!ENTJLATJON: In garages, peinthOi,,!ses, IJ<.lblic h~lf!S, fumaw and boiier 
rooms, ~as me;ter rooms, garbage roC<ms, and all otller l'OOms. -.vilh gas app~i:;inres, maintain 
the proper ventilaoon anc: vant systems. 

1 lt MAJNT A!N SMOKE BARRIER DOORS,'. All front entry doors tc;i the .1;1omtment house t:1 haii;!I, 
doors that separate fue garage from th~.!?~ll~h$(!y•a;r gr tobbJ. hallway_ doms ~t~e'iill lJofilS · 

·aoo·stair.vays·(stall'Wa}l'1IDCl'l'.lsme do;irs1',li~ilerlfurnace ro?m ~.:irbage f?Oll1 doors .. (Ind 
penthoose doors rm.1st have self ctosmg devices 311d remain closed to oo effsemie smoke 
b~rriers. 

19. MAINTAIN FIRE SPRINKLERS JN ~GE & UNEN CHUTES: In aparlrl'll!!nt houses an;:J 
hotels, .maintain !ire $prinklers a~ top .and bcltom of ch1;.1fes, <1lmi as :required by !he Ho\lsing 
Gede- Oo not paint O'l©r any sprmkler h~~ 

20, MAINTAIN All UCiHT WELLS: K'<*lfl all ligttt wells clean alid free frnm 1.he accumLdatlon .of 
debris. Keep all light w0ll drains c;lean and operation at 

11. MAJfilTAJN AL..t ROOMS (VACANT OR OCCUPIED}: .In all r€'siden'liel i;:uildtngs, alt d'll'etlirtg 
unil.$ ~nd guest rocms shall be maintai\nea Jn a clea!'l and fu~ional manna~.VJ-cir~. ceilings, 
!Y.iors. 1,1Jlt'idows, doora. a11atory sinks. and priVl'!te bathrooms shall be properly rna.iTitained', 
il'te31her proofed and Free rrom seVeiec Vfell.r .. mO!Stwe rlW!nfi<m, ph;.1mbrng fixture or raa~ 
leakage, chronic and severe mold and mlld0"1't or atlier dilapitiated conditions. 

22_ MAINTAIN .All PUBLJC BAffl RODlllS: In all hotel$, p1.1bfic bathrooms m'l.l~ be maintained 
i1:1 a clean and fi.Jncfiom1d manner. Too San Francisco Ht>ll$k1g Code requires a minimum o.f 2 
operational public bamroom1;; ~r ffoorwhen al Qtiest rooms do not have pri\r<it& ba!hroorns. 
Th.is number Increases by C<rie few ·eveiy .addlefana! ·1,0-guest roams (ar ir1:creme11~ of 10) gre-<!lter 
t'lat 20 guest rooms per Floor. Mt!tcti?il'!tca! wntHmron m1.1st be capable or: dellivermg 5 air 
c:hang.es per nour. Wind:YNS that provide natura:l 1i'enb1ati0l1 lllhall zye v/181 maihtlililned and fully 
operatlanar. 

23. MAlNTA.IN ALL COMMUNITY l<ITCHENS: lri holela, all Ct.1mmur1*ty kiEchens shell be 
mairrlained1 in a clean and Functional manner. Approved cooking f;;lli;:ilities 1rrn.IBt l'Jaw!: an 
electrical power sot.1rce. Entry doom to ttOO community kitchen shall! be sel~-ciC1Sing <ind tight · 
fltl:ing. Caunters, flooring and Sin.ks shall be af normbsorbenf/lmpervioui;; materials. lnstitl.Jli:onal 
gra.de materials such as: stainless steel counters and 1tled fiDOrs are reromrmmded. 

M. MAINTAIN ALL HANDRAILS & GUARDRAILS: A.ID interior and alderior rnu1draiis and 
guairdre;ifl!o stJaJI, !tie property secured and malntainedl In a funi;OOnal manner. 

25. MAINTAIN ELEVATORS REQUIRED BY THE RR:E CODE: Ho!;els with~ buihfing hcigr.t 
exceetf!ng 60 feet (as calculated by the San Francisro Hrs Department} shall have· a! least 
ooe operating elevator for the residenlfal oi::cupa$' 1Jse that ls well mainta1neci .anti opefates 
saf!ll'l'.f. 

28. .MA/NT AJN ADEQUATE GARBAGE PICK ... IJP: All resi:::!entrai buildings silsll msimrun garbage 
plek:-up 5ervices necessary 1n prevent 1he aceumulal:ian of garbege ;;11nd deb-ri:s I.fl.at \VOuld 
resL<lt 1n rodsrit i1a~e and unsarnitary oonditions 

27. MAINTAIN HOT WATER HEATERS: A.II hot 1,11alor healers must be properly SCC"l.lred and 
doutJge straippe.::t. Pressure relief valv@s, shut off ...al...es end vent conriee.!Ora rnust be properly 
in place and operational. \!\'hen fooaited iri a garage Iha, appliance mJJSt be a mlrdmum qf 1 S 
Inches off tile f'IO-:Jf 

f''<'{';i:(i:;:kli~ l_l)'flPI. '.!00''11'i!o!Lil!l2.f'1).j'jl.lb; ~!!ilk..::-d $,t2:,1~l)::fi ;;~:H!J-!£7 ·f~_f.Ji'ZG·:iB 
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Exhibit 11.5 

RC$fd.sntial Suillcl'ing Owne!'!Operator 
1m011ru1fiona• Main~ll'IC::O Chei::kr!$t 

i::>aga 4 of.41 

28. 

29. 

JV, 

11. 

. n. 

1l 

34. 

J5_ 

J(J:_ 

MAJNTAJN ALL IMNDQWS: 1\ll 'liirxlows shall be well malntalood, tight fil'!ilig and 'P.11ly 
operational. Broken sash airds shall be repliaced. Na 111indaw shall be painted! or naL!ed sh.:il 
Raplacili-nent windows mus.t have suffiqientwe~theM~t'ipping :Jnd a milllmum 20 in;;;h width 
and 24 inch heig;ht if required fe<r escape 

MAINTAIN ALL FLOORING 1$. CARPETING THROUGHOUT:~ carpeting at olher ni;:..x 
covering shall be k:Eijlt sanitized and free ol' extensrve wear and tripping hai:ard, All floor 
eo-i1e1iflgs mm canf'IOt be sanft!zed shall be repla()ed rn an appropriare manner 1.o ptevenla 
tnppt119·h"3if.i!'il 

MAJNTAIN ALL MATTRESSES & UNEN: In all hotels or guest'O<lms whem the Pf'Ci)erly 
O\\fner er !Jllilding cperator provides maUr~li!S and :)]nan, the$ ife~ ll'ha!I be maintained in a 
san"taty oondition and free fr.::tm in.sect infestation 

REPAIR OR REPl..ACE lE.AKJNG WINDOWS, PUJMBIN~ RXTURES & ROOFS: 
l nVM>tigatt;r !i!nd repai.r leal'ts from 'o\~nd'ows. piumblng fixtures or the roof quoc:kfy to prevent 
mrnmure retenl:iion that oon cause mold and rnilosw. Do not np•;<!i- oYer t-eaki ng areas ur.til th•:lt 
s.01.iroa of tr.e teak is pre.per!';• tepairedi . 

PRO'lltJJE PROPER: NOTIFFCA TION WHEN ()IS'fUR8JNG LEAD PAlNT & OBSERVE 
REQUIRED nEMOVAL PROTDCDLS; Property owners need to provide ms~oon'!iai o;;~par.ts 
with Pf'Qpef nOOficmion woon drs.turbing interior and ex.t..orlcr lead based. paint provide prope; 
ll<ignage, protect lnlerior floet~tf1.1rri'5nirtg:a, aind ol)i;erl'e work p·wtocols. relate-cl to lead paint 
rern01fal, debris containment and migr~ion:, cleain-U!p, etc.. 

PROPERL V VENT ALL CLOTHES DRYERS: Moisture exh:;.ilJ$t duc;-ts shall be property 
mainteirt.00, he equipped v.m a back draft dmnpe:r 1md ~erminate or the- outside of tne 
building. 

ON SfTE CARET AKER; Apartrmmt houses of 1!l or more dwellmgs or hotels or t2 or more 
guest rooms must have an om;;ite caral:i;lker fuait •:::an bl;! contacted' by 'ihe city in case of 
emergency. The name,. unit#, and contact information of !his iiodlvldual must be posted at the 
front entrance lo the bulrdiing. 

CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS: State Fire Marshal approved alamis and detecllon Sj•Stems 
are reqwred In the common areas_ ard sleeping fl}Orrts of exlS!itlg: residert'!Eal bUiih::lings that 
contain fuel-burning appliances, such ~ neate:ri;; or ga:o. a;ipliMces, fireplaces, etc., as 
defin~teU in ~he S~n Francisco 6~1ilding Cooe. 

L DSS OF DW'El..UNG UNITS: TI'ie Planning Department, anrl Department or Building 
lnspedioti will review the proposed loss of any dwelling units in a i:mikling g;reater than two 
units (fega ~or illegal) 1:nil'5u.an.t to Execvlive Directli;e ·13.m. issued t:ry· Ma-y'{>r Lee or 
De:::eml:Jer 18, 2013. 

NOTE· ·rh1s infmmational cMdtlist i:; ptov1d~d for the geriernl use of res.ii:i!ln4iial ·::iccuµants, 
pn;op~rti( ovmero, operntorn, mamige:rs_ and 'he pt_iblf-:: This oritenon dres nc~ '31ddre.~s air 
r;mential Code \riolaLlons mat may oo oet.;,-ctoo during an or:i-.~tfit it'l'SpeciirJn and is s.ub;@Cl to 
d1 ange W'ithaut notice. Please con!act !he Hau sing Inspection SerJi<:Je.s DrJisioo at ( 415) 558. 
6220 durin1J lmsine$S ho01.1rs if '(()1J req'IJire further lnfurrn~ticm. 

..::·J~~·H.~.Dni!.f~ t ~r~i .~111,~·nhi;,r;t;..7:.J.1. rm: ~nv~r.:: ii_i,t1';;1K~:, :·i':.!Btn:r ·l~~~i~R 
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Clfy and COOii.ty o~ Sillft Fl'\l!M<:i'!lteo 
DeP..rtment Df BorikUng rmpa.:lir;m 

Exhibit 11.6 

N11~~r 21, WOO 

Edllrin ~. bee, ll'lllyor 
TQ\111 C. tlu[, S.ii;,, C.B.O. IJiret:ior 

NiOTicE OF NEW HOO:SIH'G lAW 
AMENDSTt!E SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING COOE 

BANS EXTER;JOR WOODEN FllCEO UIIUTY LA!)DER:S 

Dear ~!f OwnerJOpmtor:-

Woodem merlor fixed LdUlfy flddcra ~e tile: wmp:!H pre.lured abtNB-- are oow prohibited on T'.1$ldel'ltl;il 
bufkllngs and must ~irtWy bl ramo'led ~ta a simper building p111rmtt~ Tti$ s.cfi:in is a ta&tlt af pa~"l& by ih!? 
Sar· Fr~u;:l~oo ~oard cf &.-)')e111i5ora ·::if On:llr~e Fili No. 0011)10 ~ S;nctio.'!< l>\15 of ~iie Sil!I Frer,;::i3:Jo H::iam9 
Code. Thi$. fll;!'!l law flllres effect on Deoombar a, 4008. Due ti :the pomi;U da'lger of tier~ lirueiurer;, fue: Jepllrt!Tu}tll ~ 
aready ciUng ~1Jerl1J ~a~ \lt1 ellCl:lLI~& irnrneclala rerooval of lhese I~ tm:lar Iii;; gen.."ffil rt1e£d:enanoo prn'>mns 
!:;t'.l!e ~s:ng C;:,;,te. · 

Tnue woo~ ladders may be replaced with m~ fadders.prnpal'ly secured to l'M building: c011sf~med with alll 
appwved buildi11g perm:I~ for reµla~t ~enm see· Title 8 af Catitornl111 O:lde of R~JlaliO!\$ ${l~oflll 3276 & 
am \Cal CSE-IA) a:r.d Sru! Fral'9'.:lsoo Blildil\1 Cede . .!.drni'ii~ !lui~n No AS.019 a~ January 1, '1JC'8: (\":!ii 
1wJ1~.st]:iJ&m ta $;;e tis ~'P. eiJileUr,J. Fiiillmf 'kl voluntill:IE)' l'lillllillve the WC!Man l~m will fi!!iuft in tile 
l~e of 11i fotma£ Notice of Viatatio11t to the property owner requiting ranJqll!lil wiilftm 3ll da:r,i: of fas:11a:ooe-. Far 
y::ur irrfarmaikm !.'!~ ne1'11 fa!,'£ siafus: 

SEC. ~6. PROli!BmON CHWO®EN ~ Umm' LADDERS 
~ Rxlld ~ l.1ttr:fBm saelI bl! pm,f!fltftml oo bil1kH$ whim~ ff.1, R·2, mli R-.l ~i1f,1£'fes iJi>:$t' wra 
~~t horJ&" [B1fd rm-eJJrJPgsJ), Ill di!dlll«I by Chllpt9r 4 61 thit Cr.11die. "Rxed ~ ~ sbaN m.Nli say~ 
permanatti!f)' altil!ibed m !111! ~ of.1 BIMtrn orbti.lll:friy, bill $lWf riot m~ llldder$ l"Bq1l.{rad 1ly Mc Cm'ifalJllVI 

.. Dil'i'si!M1<;Jf~amt $~.11!91Heaftfltor1M'lri'o~ll<ifet:vlml~.i2Gwril'IS!a.ir~W!_l[r~l!'-Pl!fm~JWl'id'de.s_ 
~y~tllotirtdbytfutDepmm.o11!cf&tlkling~fur~C1;ul41arf1raC'«te~purpi;i$uw, 
l'>'ilodimffndlMlry/.addmsltalllit~ormpl~wttli·mB'tallao'di!rstl'ii!tWt1Tpiy'IV!rll11ppl/CabteBll'IJllWly,Fifrl. 
1•1111D'HotnlngCi!dl~. . 

-if yCiUlfaw qu~ims o.r reqm ruf.hor iiiformaikiii'.regarding ll'iiifi.ilio..c31 ~,Hfi0':i;i:)~ li:dElfs,p'*ise ~1001 flie Ho~"iflll-
ln'Spac;b,~ Ser~ ~·lislon at f4'16) 558-tmD; or!h:>TMmical Servi:Jes 01\1\slcn at f415J 556452:15 rt:r infor:r,:at!-0n 
re{lat'.dlr.g lhe ~ sillfldan:fa fur metal r111placeme.:1t OO<lers-. f!Ba::;r;; '1i$it :fm DB! Wet• Sil.e, •i.\\IW.:;lri!:i.iJ!y cfick Hrnl~ 
:.nspeditll1 Sef\'ires to ~ delaled :mformatM! on fie !Jan Oli woo:fa1 ulilil'/ f~. 

Housing Inspection &!fvi<:es 
1Glill MISafM SW.t- Sim F'ratt¢i$eo CA 941\'il 

Offic111 f41S) ~21! -FAX{415j 5Q~49~Mvw~f.(>(g 
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Exhibit 11. 7 

il"'""""""'" of 'f.be 11'hl>l'l-
1':f(21/0& 

F'ILE NQ-. 0::.1011} . ORDINANGI:: NO. ,;:'.2 SS--og 

[!:Meling - Ban en 1Nooden Fixi!d Utlllty Laddera.I 

ornr111i11ce arnendrng !M &!in Fra11cfsw Hcn.1sl11g ~ to a4d Seclion 605 prohibl~ng 

woockin fl:©d utllltii l;mrJeril in R='r,~R;;fO&ii;Jpimttlrs;·mnd rnakingfimifngr· ·· -·-·---, 

umror ttw C3.lffornla Snvlronrnaotal Qua!J:ty Aet. 

Ni:>iB: M:fttions are $ir;g!....wttl.,,.!~ tla!f.:s '.C'"""' N""' R..,num.; 
cle.'!eiiona: ars.sb :,• "= 1Ie.Re5 Timeo-l'>~~ 
Board mri'ilrnlmerrt tbns ar1'l eli!fa llh:lerjjn~. 
Saam amendment deletkms ere "tril""-'ll:imt 1clo .,c,,trd 

Be rt ordained b't :he People Qf the C~f and Goimty· of S:sn Francisel): 

section 1. Hmtlngs. 

(ii) Genati,>! find!\'igts. 

{1} C9'!'1aln structures and ooitamgs w.lhln the City and Co!.lrity of San F rani;;:i!ll;c 

. ("City"} hava axterlor WO(ld~ f.mQ ·11-mlty rooct"ra• not requiteld under stat0. local. or 

fudeta! ~1 r;,gi.dalforis. 

(2) If not JJropsrly ma!n~ed ood s~ W!:!Odan L-bl~· ladders prai;snt heaifrt 

anti s::ifoty rlsks IO 1he pub® due to s~plib-i8'ly llf wood to rottl:1g ~d cfff:e~a\lon O'ISlf I 
time, :_l (3) -:'he roi'IDi!!Cfl ofWQQd'en flxad LJ:ility taddet$. may~ dlffiC!lltto discern exce;:.t 

upcn ofo-l*l ;nape::fu:in and. ll'l certain lris!Mces., woodan !lfifrl:y toodsrs may oot.v.~m:ily 

appear safs for u~~!it~ deferjg@i'!!d mru3 iial'gcm~ cC11dt!k1n. _ _ _ .. . 

(4} Mariy propertyowf1'!Fs are titE!Wl!lffl of the~· iaSUE?i> creafEd by fail\ng tri 

remove wooden :l!xBd u1llity 1edd!l1S or rapl'ai::e them wn::i mslai' ~"lily ladd6'ci;. A. wuak r.1r 
---·-- -..., .--.~'--· ~--------~-----

fair-119 lad.d!)J" f:!\M. ~t'\')I m...oors, b<.illdlng residcn!G, leMnflf. Md !;Ji.ie$i:a. st risk: 

Sq'.:nr.blrl~~ 
001\00 0<' S\l!'eff\'l!iCRS ?.o.;:>;: 

11),12~ 
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Exhibit 11.8 

(5} Atisent legislative edlatt, po::perty cli/Mecs ma:y lac!'; re.g1:,::laml".!' mcemi\•e1> to 

· 2: ~ il'lsp.;ot, malnttin. or remC¥e o.':he!Wlse ~ei;nnp!tant y.iooden o!liit1 l~lier;i. 

- -3-- (6.)JnJ.)J'.d~.k!c~im>4ooeml; '"·~l'i~~Jl~ ~~.!!ls tharerore-iri th1:3,1µUblh:: 

4 intarest to require rsmo\'2£ of ·.i;i:;iadan ~xed ullity ladd&:-s or lt:.e rap!accrr.ent 1Jf su:m 

5 lai:kli;;ra wffh sa!et ~1 ~iii Jadtiers. 

6 (7) !:.mo :i:emant of Ehls legistaticn ·.vill occur !hfOJ.lgli me i;.:;:iefing r::iutine jn::jpertion 

7 program i,_Titl lbrougll otiar ~OJlnJ woc...wrey.as.d§Y~ hV the Of!mnttmnt W 

a ~ 101 R·1 ant:l lt-2 Occi..~~ Ch¢tilfs ard apanmcnt houses) 1;1nd R~ 

g 

10 

11 

Qi;;qrrumcles rnns-- Elf!!1 tw.farnl!1Jiwelljrn:J unit§'} clelineifited in Chapt.;;.r 3 of tte HQJ,Ja.lng 

Cede. 

(h) Etwimnmental. Finiings. Too Pl:anr,lng; Oep.;irtrnem has determi:noo that fu~ 

t2 II i:icl:ion.s c:;mtempfstecf 'i1 :his Orrlirillllre lllre in ar•mpilanoo- with H"ie Callfurrda Erwtronmernal 
11 . 

13 t Quirilw1 Am (CBll~la Pullll.C ReS>:;iurcea Gode $~ 2to00 at ae.q. ). Said ri>S!erm~"'tlon Is 

14 I ::in fll~ wr.h ~13' CteOi; ·;:;f tho-~«! of St!perilisO!!S in File NCI. Oli:lO 10 Std \is 

·rs I lnoorpotaeod hereln by rr;!'fgrance. 

-$ 

f1' 

rn 
rGi 

m 

~111 2 The San 1--!'ar!ci~ ~!Mg: Code Is oornby amended by adding Seciion 

eoo. fu read as (olflill'i'S:: 

~ 6fi.S. fkOHJBII'IO?(Ql:f:~k~ 

W"'-''tlel'l J[tuJillr.iI!tJ.• !&1.al'rl'S .mall &-sm~~ (.zl lmildl"f'l' .... 'lliili <--witai.<t 2-l.,.f;Wr:!-~-i, 
-c--···------~--·--~~--

,i{t!d B-3 Ck~ il;i~<ii!m.ifiT~m~i:'iiiiiel!r:idli,;ctr;:izj1p) 'l[i'iift,f:il.~"PTiei 

22 Q'~~~ . .....-tl.qd.;/P'J' r11".:ritri!iJ'la"t#:t!!Jlg;f1f4lto ti't!< ~.qr ¢;f(U:ru.c:t:w-e or biitldi.'lfk 

-~-----23-~· ·11r.ts.1iiil~ot m~£~7'1!lfl<in£iiltilM<':tllilamia DM:Ji<:ttt~9"f!1,~afotv1m1-l:llp;;ltl1..for. 
. ' 

i,F- ! ~,,~fusifr:t-t rlial h~~r:~t,l;r]mldi!i:fl!XJ»'e&l'l!'t~~ 

25 I: hepartm&'lr_pf!l1!!Wf&[Jf;ml!.r:livf;.f.~·rlbrif4irw: (9de OY !'IN!: !z·,f!!,~pp.m;x: Wfrpp.ru. 

~rlA<l~aldrfu;I; 

J BCARO OF Stn"ERVJalJ~9 
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Pi[~ N'o, OlflOlO 

_ u/ o-:+ /?c.o& 

F.llt.Ni>.88100!} 

~=4~·'1f81MPr>nd= 

:!ld!t~ 

ll'il'IB/l.s:prm<ed . 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 

Exhibit 11.9 

IltcJ:l!l>:l'~ 121lltdiill'M~~e;O~., 
.,...,. llJNALLY PA.SSID o:n Nn'lomboi: 4, 
:lf.1118' by tm. &!mi i!l'S~ oil i:lie Cify 
mid C-0imt.r of 5*n ~. 

;!°•'1Wf<•i»<l51Sl!A.lf.., !F!.'!\'I 
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Exhibit 11.10 

Wood"§[! Ftrd LW!{ry_ [p44eq .rfw!l be T~ m· J-~sli:rc.•rl Wl't~~~ ltt<Merx /j,"1:£W!Pfv 

~fk1'bk Ji:uUdln& Fil"l!i (ll1t[ I!w.ripg Gp.:fe ro;tg!l)!'ilfer.~ 

lf~~~·.:-r .. y 

By: wl.l~ 
Ant!mwW.Garlrl 
l:JepUl.'f City N!Drrtey 

::supQrMDr McGoii:ii;;. 
.!!>OARD OF ~JSO:R$ 
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f'ileN'i:lm~: i:JBW!O 

Exhibit 11.11 

City and. Collnty 0>fSan Franci!i¢o 

Tails 

OrdinaD1Ce 

l)afl!!i?B!O~ 

Ci:-1fhtt 
~'Dt..C~I1 .. 0!.U..ft.~l'!itl~ 
r~n A:;.~"'-"\ t:Jt 141~~ 

.... Ofdlrat:Oil a1nll<"rlh!t':!!B Se!IE:B.'l!Pill~~.~;Ci::i~IJ?J;1;.l~~~J~.fl?Jir.:1t1!!lli!IR ?<'~~ff;:~ 
uurlfy laddi!<E i't l'l-1, R•2. arn;: R-3 ~- ;m\1 making !llldn~ mi:::.i;.r tiii~ C8<1'tirn.ia 
5"vnmmMilal Qi.;eaty Ad. 
~~·~--.~~~~--

(.trn~ :i.S, 2008 Il=d olf St.11it."'li!>:ll\1> ~ PAS-SP:P ON FlRS'l'" !'!.:E..4.l}J!'G 
. A)'<tt:: lG- Alk~o-?l.er, Cho. Dacy, Duiry. EisOOm(!. Muwtlt.. Mt-Gi:&!tld:, 

Mirnri'mi, ?Micin •. ~(!V~.I 

A~t: 1 • P..L!ii:tlano 

NIJ"l•tmt.-e:: 4, ;i.o;;a ll1;1ud Q:t 5".rj!cfviacrn - Ji'JNAUY E'AS5fil> 

C\J}'W~•/~~~ 

Ar~ l l ·· .~"l:~I"!tt, Amm'.i11r.o, 011!:. OC}', Ilutty, B!Zbr:t1:1:1, &f.i.x'llr.il, 
:Mtilitlit'.¢}:;, Mk;i;i.,imi, P«stki.. .!ial!lt..'Y\'l't 

~~.:sl& • .YA!ta'. &).%: Ji/$i.5t. 
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Exhibit 11.12 

NEW BAN O'N WOODEN 
FllE'l-ITllln lAIDERS 

IF YOU HAVE ONE OF THESE LADDERS ON ANY 
BUILDING YOU OWN, YOU-MUST ACT-IMMEPIAT-ELY 

TO REMOVE OR, REPLACE IT. 
Wooden fixed utility ladders may be 
dangerous. and are now mega!. lhese 
ladders were commonly added to buildings 
constr:ucied in the City during the 1930s 
and earlier. They were never part of a 
building's fire escape system; but they often 
were insta~ed as a 'oonven1ence' to building 
owners who V'ianled roof ac::cess without 
bringing a portablie ladder to the site. 

These ladders are now prohibited on 
resldent!al buildings and must be removed 
with a proper building permit Action by 
property owners is required as a result 
of leglslatlon passed by the Board of 
Supervisora and signed by the Mayor. The 
new law takes effect on December 8, 2008. 
Given the potential danger they pose, DBI is 
already citing property owners to encourage 
immi:ldlate removal of these ladders_ 

Protect your building and those li'vingi in 
it by camng the Department of B-ullding 
Inspection's Housing Inspection Services 
today to leam what to do. 

Obtain helpful information on DBl's 
website www.sfgov.org/dbi or call (415} 
55M220 and comply today with: the City's 
new law by removing these l.eddem. 
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Cttj .and C"'44n•)' of San Francie.ea 
i:>ep:r111nient Df f!;yllldin11 lnspecflott 

Exhibit 11.13 

!.!ld\~·ln .i\I' Lee, \hyor 
Tom c. Htai, s,11:,, c.e. o, Oirecror 

Notice Requiring Complianc:a Of Sa.11 Francisco Housing Code Sootion 6:-04 
For Apartment 61.1ildings}Residentfal Candor:;. (3 or mom units~ and Hotels

IAflida"rt ii< r;JR ~rse Sil'.lil} 

{m SeplarrllEr 1-r. '.ZOCJ. 1hit Bwrd ufSYpen.<tscra pa~ O~·:fffl;tm:;:e# 1'12-()2 ·.rlt.l~h acfa<!<i se::lio~ 1){;41Dlhe Saci 
Fr;m;;iS<;o Hr::.islng. Cade. 111" ~ir;'llfll part of foe Colle Sectiefl ;;i; p:'\W1;Ji;id tiel'Jili tor \'C'i.'T ref.;:rel':~. ~ ~ .. ing 

· tnroi:,.1alll:ln ~it~~ pacle;;a a;; a:selSt:youiS:~i:'imrJ.f<ll ift'ie raqwreu a11iaat•iidu111 ,..m~·
e11eiy 5 yeal'li: hereafter. 1'1l!> tequil!!l'rnior! is ,.;cparab3 an;:J wil! ::ycie kldepena11:rit:y frcm tiiB pgfioo::c ~l!h .s, 5ufli!~f 
(!UL1Jne) in;;p1,1(:funs ~u;red t:c~· Cila~!l)'T 3 nf !Pe 1'101,;Sil:-; COOo. This lr.lorrrratian ii; biliria dii;,'r\b,~ With 1n~ 
i$J2e"@~J!Ki.lle[l:i,O'.•'/O!:!!'!! lhl'l Ol'.lpgrt\Jnnv· m ;;i,skJne IJe!i.f itt•QeBfar" .,u.,,,fip.n~ eoogt._J!)~ al!"rla~it 
~§~ 

~.&a<:. !11ril:UCTUl'Ul 11.'INtEKAllGE. 
·:-ll) J.i.f-~:l:r,r._P.Jl=t.d'G(!· .ll.-i'h:f.r.::s} ~~ht\ riero, t'Zb:.fJ.IM, ~miµ. .c:d! a.in~. ~l'Y ti~"'$-ttr.tJS. ~era.ts.. hiit"~ r:flifi.. ~ l"s.G!l<'e:;... ~ra!'I~· 
~ !h(dd~rif, ~fh!!":"c~RL:I Z:i!QSI 1:( ri1I>f:jrtrf'~I bu~!n;Jt; If~ tnn~-:!l stia.!ltu ~:i:::-:led tr,· i1 i~:tl!Dd 5F-Ot~t11' tt...'*tilrat!£.f. or ill -Str~·.iii 

i~trl·~;r::m~ ke""!li!XI,- 3 lt" liCCr!OiP-.d ~1'.:,t .XIC·".1~ .:<i"er!Q111'>!:f, '.111:'.ft/TI;} U~ 1.t11) r.:J1i! ~JN.em, ;::;:irr~:kf'_ t:ilk!i'rtj, o$C-~ zy!' A:f'I'/ ~ i~V:Q! 

1!- :n ~!Vt'T:t· ~ 1~1)fl;fij:r~ in ¥f~ •1nt..nij cmrer" .;;nd f~ ~- ~~~!!l dry n:t. fur.!JUS.. i:!ti~·aJl:!11. ~. T1tn~~~ >elff:-zt,5'i 

f'r(lp•ll't '"""''" •111<1 prml:I• ~"""'or <OOJP'.r- ,.r,, !JU> "'"'j"' ilf .:ltm,,.lr>;i"" •lfl.::!<•Jt ll>rm ~"'"' ~~!JI" IJ•l'l!lim•rlll •li;r.•d ty ~. 
~:,!\?:bl! ~a-rtei lhR H~4f~W"J:ser-,i~IJ;~1sf!i-. i:n;ar~ 1:''12 ) .. ~::;. FQr ~1t1~,, ¢!-~ 5~-cn, wa~r-~~ if'~?= 
merara lhar.e 91'$.;J:n '/ll'hir;;:J sn ;ct tribir1:t"':Ofiiking idSJ!Ot!!. 

San Fdft(:l$i;O HOO!lln9 Cod& Requlnm1111n~; $0:;:lfori ('t\;"1 reqU!ra!I sparn-r.e·1~ hti~i(i (in~lt.<;ling re.stJenfu31 
Xi00001friium ooijdin;s cof ,31]'..ve~.nga or mQr'9} and h01al (S IJ.il35'! rooms a~ !ti~} :n.·n~lli ro ha«•e aP bl!Jdlfl9: ~.p,m:l"S':'"
to be ifi:S~c;;t ti}' a !k:ensed generai coo!rnelet, ilr ">lrut:tllra' pe<;:t cootra! li:l!!1".See, o:it lk:~d pt1ifw3io:Jal are'lltect l:IJ 
engit'leer, verif\.'lr>.;l met the '?Xit syS'!efii, c:>tidt:lt balcony. !ilE!r.il, er any '.~rt lherecl (1ha'. E!<i!i."li: ... il:bln C'le sli11ject be fr.llngi 
as KS:inur>e<;1 ?bo\<Q/ I,. ir. genera! 3efe l:l~di1fon. lt1 ;idc:qllatD ·oornbJ.1 on:ler, and tree fFot'l '>.n:ardl:ru'S dry rat fungus, 
aeterlorallon, d!l!:<l'./'. c;; ":mprof'=I' altaT:lnl:ll'l, p;ppenoos~ iirtl dssmbtd sa. all 'II'=' {1111d mi;o!i!i ;li::t-ks. !tak:oniea. famFng!i; 
e:.ti :;ortidQI'.$, stamvay eystems, 9ua,,"d1'3!'"', """cil<!u~. f~ G$\;ap3S .• er :my @arts th:<f~eor i'.' ·•roatticr~Ql!ed area~ 
(ex~~.ld..,g i~rbuikftlg areas}. 

NGte r<>t Rl!sld1mtiaE Coorlornlntums: n;e; Slltn Fr.m;;iso-;;i H~n9 Code defines r!!!ll!lEflt~I i;:()m:l:im'niLi:ns {of thre;; 
ct•s.>i!!!ll!ig:;. r;:r rncm) 1" be a,'.lai:trnooc ~,r;~ <iml 11ar~"or& $'Jtjt?!7.1o tills raq-ulre~t Re$l:.ientlal cof'<:!om;nrJm own;ira 
s.tl:a'Jio: t<q~ lhll<ir horns 011m0ta B!!Sool!i'.IOI! ~liit>k:llc: t:u:: crokx;cd affid:\•it lt ihe l:lUll®g ;iip:;>md!11iJ% da~bed ab:"~ 
are <n ine <:il111J:11or- or flllblic a'ea& et tre b"'ITdlng, If ~,c-1 ;;l'!l: 11i:it Jl'Brl of 'it'9 ccrnmcll .areo. but I'll mod ro ,a i;p&~ilic 
d.reliirqG;;inQ...,, thcri thst ~ential roooominlun1 {f~lflll!I m1.n;t :;l)'np!~ '!he> af'!!;;!a'~it E!'ld rallJm It f::C !he DcpEl>r:Jn&nt of 
Bul~ln;j ll!o!!pe;;ti::m pi:;: Jh<ii iil!SfnltOO'.lJ> lr.::lfG9'ted ~O•'t 

Proof of C0:mplilmc11 & l'mliltng !nsmiclkins: Prq::erf¥ O'N11ers srall prtivid" ;m:JOf ·::>f ::::o.'TlllOBloe- with lhl!!, see:ien ~'I 
submitting lha ene\o'seC:fillldl)lllit W'th"'3rilital'Jon (r:ep~eable:i<:omp>.eted lirlo i:igrii:d by7'-e lk:anae::iproles3!ooal 1>.f10 
ii!l~per.:led 1t-i<i subject wlltlil'lll, CO!l1P~ affide:r.•its m0Jst be SJ,Jbrnitted ':D tlla i-t.N3iri;;i l11$!)00Cn ~"«'.1rea D111s1C11 ru; 
,.,_1;:;e1~00 bebs. every 5 J"'llr&. Please ~d com;ll!lled and :;ign.."".i affidavil5 tc me: 

~ Frmn:l!IGt> IJ<!i:m<tlll••I ol:S..Udlflt>l_.I.., 
Fla•,.;,;,D:l~n Scr•bao a;;.;s~; 
,4.dn; Se<tit>'1 ~ H.C. At!llllloil F;;,.,g 
14® Mtsola'1 Sl:!ef!t;. s'' !'i...,.. 
!l:'!ti F1¥1&lOtD, CA 3H{>l--2Ci4 

COde Enfun;:..,,m11<nt for Failuff to rile: Calfe etife<(:im1ef~ pr<:<:>Jolfifl(lS .;;; roqLiroo b)' d'l<i Sai; Fn!1lcis>::!J Hol,ll:lin~ C~ 
t~'i: b~ inflii¥illd again&! toose prop!!oltl ::r.1""""" "''!to en rim Iii'<! t;1;);:ntlettld and !Kgnec atlidst.·~s ~o 1hll Dt!tartmailt ;:,(( 
Buildin!j (q;peotion. rl y.:iu ~1B11e any qu~~;,,..,:; >;>n !his rnat'~ ;al8!16!! ceu ttie HD.JSlr.g !rs~i¢ri Serv'oel; or.i-;lon at (416) 
55fi...{122C• 

Housing f1'1$pection DiviaiQn 
1ti6!l l!li!!isiein Strei:t- S~ll! Fr.m~ CA $41 l)l 

Olfllle (411>1 !iifi!l.62211 - FAX (41!S) S5<1-1>24!ii-v~ww,afga.,..orgidbl 
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Clty .aoo Coot'll;y of $;in Ft;it'lc;i$c;o 
Dll'JHl'ltnent Df ~uJJdliig lniiJ~n 

Exhibit 11.14 

COMPLIANCE AFFIDAVIT 

!Sitfcin I!. l..H, rtliiY'J' 
Tom C. !ilui, S.E:.,. C.E!,.0, l)irootor 

SECTION 604 OF THE SAN FRANCISCO HOU$4NG CODE 
(Rfl'(l1.1irements are clescrib~a lrt the Nonce on the reverse side) 

81Jilding li..oealkm: 
9Yildi~-Addre1>a: 
~(>~ Sl·ookil~.t 

BuifdU!ig T~•plil :( <;ll!lt..;;l ;:mil} 
0: Apal'!ltle..~ H;;ui:i;re 
DI Hotel 
U Re3ide111;i~ ~.,do l:ih.iildil"'SJ •:A?artrnent Hoi.;9e \\'tn 3 or m::;re a..;em-;g:;; " l:n..1il:fmg "'l'P""':lage il1' romman areas) 
U !ooMdual ~ll''l'idr:nlj;il C1Jr<:k• (t:;:.di•;idual Dwelling ii.mi~~ t:<Jildlrg a~~ilt!$ In pri\•<;1Q area) 

Prnp!l'rty <>Nner lM'Mmatkm :;: wfo~ ona & rorruifereJ 
:I Nar.:e !)f PfQJ.l\lll't~·awoor.: ___ ..... . 
Q Kane of Res~tiai Ccnd::rr.'niUrr-. il.sso::iallon RepreeertlElli~-..;-------~. 
Malling Mci.~1;1.5s fm b;,Jfctng contott .:ov.ner or OO'ldf) ~!i;l.!h:in1• ---.. ----···~ -------
Pl>::!!!e :ii' ef Contoc:t Pl!lr&a'I: 

1..ie11n11-&d Pl"Qf~Qfl'.ill lnformallon :( &:!ect. type of p:®e:!lsional & 00Jr1p~~} 
Naf'il~ .::of l.~~oo Prvfel>l!i~"Jal ~.at reviewed bl:li}!illg: -------------
1.iail!".g A-d:J~ •;;fl!c:en500 Profu5Si;;.nal: ___________________ ~--
Phone 1t or Lh:e.r~ Pt¢!fs;$i()reai~ --------------------
Llce."~e ~ ------~~-~-------------------Type al prafaak:ir.•1L · o Gi:ir<mll (~'"ra';;ti:ir 
\J . .lirobrlect 
·;J C!i.if Err;ineer 
(J S~al ;E.11g1neer 
o Slt1.-'d:t.ral P'3Sl: Cor.1rol Inspector 

Amtfll!VitVii'Ol'fijgtli;n1: (i;.;ioc.tooe. ifrrstscyuare sasctec l!larHkati:li'l ,e; nritrieces:r.;iry). 
CJ E>.1eTi<~r bi.tildinq ;;i~dii!l'!'IS (:see re•.rero.e fur descr:;:.do:i) do net exist lilt t.>:e tubjei:t buih;lhtg. 
u !if:<;;eriot !;;r,;Jl:Ji~ aj)plindazym;. {io e~ist at fua s!.l.."j:ci b!llldlrg.jC.:.:npfete 1',;,rifl(:;!lt\:;n. b<.:lmv:• 

I. • nereby '<P-rlf.I' to I~ i;e$l ;::.r rfri' <~•led~ l'lrat atthe timE< :if li'rf 
ir.!Jp;<;iror. oo , ai.: wooo &J1lj metal! deck~ bll!oooi~ l11J1di~. ex.it t;J;ltr!dor!J,. sl;airway s)'E-ten:s, 
St;;'.lfQrtlil:;, hmncirail!i, fire SS.'CillES, Ol" ai'!)' parts. fuere::>f !fl '!llB!ltr'l:!f·!!lep0$i:;e j!.~, {~ l!!Xj~ at 1tilll: SL!b/ect l:Juidil';J' 
ic.~l;jfjer.J i1100•-e'} are: illi 9eneral safe OQ{;d!J;!On, a::tl.;!(luate ...,Llfl:lng c<der, and ffef! frt:irn. <iell!!r~l::m, ~ca).', or impr;;.:;er 
-~~lion 1h6t i;:ou);I i;at-1&9 a safe!:].• hazard. 

Slgriat~ra of t.,i~~ P~-Or.ai indlcat.eel abo~·e DalaSig-ned 

Pie~ tn<':ke a oopY i:if lhiS Affii:IE111!t fur your ·rero."l:!s prior ti:- submlllEl lo tne 05µ3r"J1'len1 of BuilcfJ:'lg E1:spa:;lh;n, If l'tt•J 
c i!are 31\)' ~tie$l!Ql'!ll, pl~ Ollni;;!t!t thi: Hoosfn(l !mipe®'l Service& Division st (·Vi SJ 5~.fil2Ci. P!d\Ss:e S:llllt:ltit 
campte~ & ~gpnd i!fQl:!11.vtt t1;1 thli! tl<!!paTlment of 611.dldlllg' Jnspectlcm 11.'lldrMSed as t<>lf.ll'Wl!i: 

s .. " Fl:i!f'i;i:!o(;Q ~l~>f fl<.itldfaia lnQ>i:<itii!lll1 
H9•.•$>!~!1111'!!.1""1~~ ~rv~ 
Attn: S<l>lltlorliiiM lf.C, A.ffil19Vlt Fllill&! 
1~!1 Ul~IQ!l Wi!:~, e" ~ 
s.... !'r;m!!IS<lo, CA 941!!~-i4H 

l-loua.li11g 11"16~.r;,tfon Divr:e..iori 
169111 l't'lfii'on Stm!t- San. Franelsco C'A !IM103 

Offl\;:111 (4·15) !558-112:20 - FAX(4t:5) $4-$2~ -mwt.sfg1Y<.org/dbi 
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Ci!'J' "nd CQL!ll'ltj <;if S"1n F'ra:ni;i!i@ 
O&partmettt c)f BUifditlgi &!.spJ1cl;ii;m 

Exhibit 11.15 

Edwin PL Lee,, Ma1m
T<>rn C, Hwl, S.E:., CJ!l.O~ Oiredor 

AFFIDAVIT - SELF CERTIFICAT10N FOR THE 
INSTALLATrON OF CARBON MONOXIDE AND SMOKE ALARMS 

FOO COMPLIANCE WITH SECTIOJllS 420.4, !!01.2:11 & 3401.6:1 Of' THE SAN f'RANC!SCO BIJll.OING CODE 

,! PftOPt'Rl'Y ADDRESS:-------------

PERMIT Af>l"UCAii!ON NO •. ; _ llLOCK: _ . LOT~----

NUMBER OF C:AAOON MONOXlt:JE ALARMS INSTALLED:~-~-·-· -------
NUMEiER OF SMOKE Ai.ARMS l.tfSTAU...EO: --··· ·····-· .. --------
NU1'1BER OF MUl.TI-f'U~POS!ii ALARMS INSTA.LLEIJ; ---------

.CAm!ON MONOXJEIE ALARllA.~: S6<1t $aD !'mm::t:aeo Building Cl:idrt 5et;tr1;1n 4W,4! 

http~l/p-o.1btlcK>Odes.cifstloJ1.C<:ilflislf<;;aif:;itlb:?OOV101illdlox.hem?bu=CA-P-Zll1 B.OODOOS: 

SMOKE Al.ARM$; See S.m Fra:Rc:i!l1.:G Bt1ilriing C1;11;fu Sll!ctlon 907,:l. H 11a11dl 34!l'Ui. 1 

!mp:f/ptllbll~des..~Qn.<;t>f!fif$1J'<i;a/!;l;i'b;!OQv10ilndllX.trtm?hu:CA.P-21.111HlOOOOS 

hitp:Nwww.amlegaU:amtn:ic!f~.dlllCallfornf.;i.'ii;ftiui'.Jdl.r1g:.ioolldi!ngcode?IHClef!l~tfQni\i;bapt&rliie:xle 
tln~ru00ira&?r""'lalJ11>1abl$$fn'"ckicumm11t-hllwm.htmSq=34il1,~.1 %2o~sei-.rer$3,0#L.PHit1 

FOR HOTEL OR MOTEL REQUIREMENTS, 
PLEASE CALL HOUSfNG INSPECTION SERVICES AT (415) 558-6220. 

----~........--,, 

!nspoction Services Olvia.fon 
1B6'il Mi!;:~ltil'I Sll'll11t-Sa01 Frairu;?!sdo CA 94103-241.4 

Ottlca (415) 55lil.SS7() -fAX (4f1i) S!J.e:-1Mtli1 -wwwafdbl.ott!J 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 111 



Exhibit 11.16 

SMOKE & CARBON UONOXl'OE ALARMS 

eit:ampl" ol ~1lon for SiJ>J>~ &. co A.1:9rfl>ll. 

l"9'1P(l' 

I'.} i"!Jm~<>"'•~Ji::1<"1Qk'9 1!:0"""8 GIR!ll 00 iflS19.118'1 •:00 

<:RtlfY:! or ,..11iff "' "'91':11 '!'io"' la•.4!1 lriel!J(ijpg 
:i;e,an<ml' ~P'I rra1 1!11'.Jm:js~.; cr.nir "9~00" """1 

~ ,.---- ------- <2f.' Eludi'""""' 

----; Fln!plnw - .... _ -. "'(:? 

I 
/ 

,....,""""' ~nlnhnbila.b!!> ~ •n ""'"" b:.:f;M<'l ~nd o'11tll~o 

L- -~.~.-~.-ll""'.-"in .. loo. hra .... ".".<i'.::.:a .. vkmll!'<::.f~-+ I ······~. r·· ..... --.... I I i 
S;Jlhfc<:m 

® Dul!l • ..,l'lZ<' \Plicrol!!lemfo,q~l;m) 1'make I I l!1111!<0~ 
tt= •ha1 be cr•ed ii' bca!led ~!flan 2fr ft gt:i 
fmrn kih:h!m,. fiteplpce '.ll"W:JP':i-lurrin~ $1!ll.ll): • ~ LI 
"''Did la::ati:l!! ·d=l -=r =aim -l!l;irm~ h:; ~~· •iii' 
fo<lowmg IOG>timt1'C 
a:. ou11;~;J~~- ~ t~!;tr,;»~m 

b. 1.1 ~ lo;itcirr~n Qr ¥<.>Ith·~ 2Q rt or ;m ~to~ 
<ltdlan. 

:. liil 11 rnl?f7, '.'i.'lt.ti a Mi'Cmif lmrril'lg applta~ r.:ir 

Wltl'il!T 20 ~ !:-f ~""• R:ntrtt!j.;;. f!lff"ii U,:~ifliiit .. 
woo.ol "'1\'ilt~ ~ppfl; •><~. 

<!. In a~"'mW'-"··1o;i,l..,,,,r',,ld.""'J;, 

D Carton ~i:n!:Oillk! (C•:'.!') ~ shail t.. ri~llCI 
ll<Jf!:ifo cf "D<lh D~ d\iml!h161 imit sJ""J'ln!f "'"°' b fr.e :rn1'1e<:lkile vidnitf of 111'!! 1'edro<>-n1;>) 
,.,ND on C'.-.S-/~M!l ofth:! d...,,.H"lf unftiru:i:udn~ 
baseli'IOO!S. 

Sp<:11;[;;il C::Qm;.ldel1JtiC1ns< 

Llltmdr;noam 

il<llll'lllnfl ) 

.::2Jl'o i /\ 

V ~D' ~1"ing,~ 
I \ 1X1!1'-6~"""it 

L;. i :;["~ 
I 1 I ·Cd 

Sodronm 

0 q,,.T 

Kl-

~!!Wl!.ys;; over 40 ft In 1"11!~ n@lld :ii 1$11'1Ql<R- :iili!~ ;iC-a- 1>1Jtl. Srn• ~Q~Pi' o:l!!"I' eitl:!N w bl!' ool!fr:ig al!' wa41 
m1;u.11$d. Wlill l\\'!Qt111ter;I !l'm~lll l!l!!'ilt!mi ;ii;ri; mn to II# l!:i~d lower ttt.in 1i il'foC:~ ~!CPI? ~1'111< rwilmiJ. Smoke 
alal':tt'I$ are 'llOt ti:. b11 m11un~ w".thflli 4 ~<::hi=!!P cf" ';lfalli"c:aoiffl!l!!l !Alml<f. 

FOR li-UJ!;'OAATIC>'il ONL_V. TiilS PL'.Gl<A!'J. 1$ JliQT?M'W CFTHE S.V-l FRAl<C-JilllO ElUTLD~ C{)llt[ 

.Al; c\'lll'lar of me abcrve-refl!ftlnced props!ty, I he!'i©y ;:&ilfy f.!;at i::.aror,in ll10l!OlddEit'srm:ikll E!ll!rm(.•) ns:1e oeei.111netaie!l Ir. 
S100Qroim;:e with the T1arufa~s: !ni;tJT.Jlt.ion; arid ir: i;i;irnpli;n~ with ~i;>C$ 420.4. 907,2:1' and :l-'101.6.1 of 100 S91!c 
F'ancrapo Bc1ttdil">:ij Code. The c;;;OOn m;)f'IO:i<idei$J'p;;f~B i1fl<trm!!' h- l:>OOn ies'ied a:id ;;.re oi;::eralfursL 

__ .d-:n.t-111an:-1!~-- · __;_-::--. . -.. ------ ----~~·· 

Si\JnaMs: ~- ~, 

Date: 

ilils e111rttftoiltioo mYSt !>9 mi:imed to tbit E!:uf!d!tig l'1$~::>t poor ti> ftnilil $1gn..off 1;1f alt buifdingo permit:> n:ii;ruh'ins 
c;ornpllan.:e whh Sm!Om; 42.0A-, 907 .l.:f-1 and 3401.M of th\I $il'l l'R~l$c:o !3J11.lldf119 Code. Thi!; ft>tm rn-.:i- b!F rrmiir,1;! 
!o illswciion Seroit;e& at tile addres& pltl';i;J!OO ooltrl'• 

Inspection Services Dfmkm 
11illi!I M".asioo Stteet-San Fl"B.llCl!IOO CA 941113-2414 

Offl~ (-'lt5)553;..S57<1- FAic (4t5) 5~1>1-www.&fdb!.org 
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Exhibit 12 
EXPLANATION OF DBI CODE ENFORCEMENT PROCESS 

The following is a detailed explanation of the DBI code enforcement process. 

Notice of Violation. Once an inspector discovers a code violation (either from a routine 
inspection or from a complaint investigation) the inspector will write up a Notice of Violation 
("NOV").Ifthe violation is abated right then and there, they will not issue an NOV; technically 
the violation no longer exists. For example, this may happen when an exit is padlocked and the 
padlock is cut-off when the inspector brings it to the property owner's attention. Problems may 
arise if the immediately abated violation is not documented by the inspector because the 
violation may recur right after the inspector leaves. For example, a new padlock may be put 
back on the exit door or personal items that were blocking an exit that were removed could be 
put right back after the inspector leaves. We've been told that this is not uncommon and that 
inspectors rarely document the immediately abated violations. 

An NOV may include one or many violations and should be issued within three days of the site 
inspection. When an NOV is issued, a copy of it is sent to the property owner. If there is a 
complainant, they also get a copy. The NOV will also be posted on the R-2. An NOV usually 
gives the property owner 30 days to fix a violation and will specify the date for reinspection. If a 
property owner cannot make the scheduled reinspection date, they can contact HIS to reschedule. 
Life/safety violations, such as lack of heat or hot water, illegal occupancy, inoperable fire alarms 
or blocked exits, property owners only have 24-48 hours to correct these violations. (See 
Appendix, Exhibit 13) 

Reinspections. If, upon reinspection, the inspector finds that the violation(s) has not been 
corrected, he/she can give the property owner additional time to fix the violation(s) or issue a 
Final Warning Letter ("FWL"). At this point, some violations listed on the NOV may be abated 
while others may not. Reinspections will occur throughout the code enforcement process as long 
as a violation goes without abatement. 

Final Warning Letter. A FWL warns the property owner that he has a maximum of 30 
additional days from the date of the initial reinspection to abate the violation, otherwise, the case 
will proceed to an administrative hearing called a Director's Hearing ("DH"). For unabated 
life/safety violations, the inspector may go straight to the DH and not issue a FWL. Even if a 
FWL has been issued to the property owner and the FWL warns about the possibility of unabated 
violations being referred to a DH, not all uncorrected violations automatically proceed to a DH. 
(See Appendix, Exhibit 14.) 

If a case has not been referred to a DH, HIS will encourage compliance through continued 
reinspections and assessment of costs (discussed below). Inspectors have shared that these cases 
sometimes "fall through the cracks." 

Administrative hearing-the Director's Hearing. In anticipation of referring a case for a DH, 
the inspector reviews CTS to ensure all inspection notes and photos taken of the violation are 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 113 



sufficiently detailed and all enforcement efforts well documented. This information is then 
printed out and assembled along with the paper based "enforcement file" into a package for the 
the senior inspector to review and decide if the case should proceed to DH. 

If the case proceeds to a DH, it is assigned to a senior for presentation at the DH. Since there are 
a limited number of slots for a DH and there is a 14-day advance notice requirement that 
property owners, not all cases are promptly scheduled. A DH case may include one or more 
NOV s, and each NOV may include one or more unabated violations. 

The DH is conducted by a hearing officer who is usually the chief of another division within 
DBL Currently, HIS cases are being heard by the Chief of the Plumbing Division. HIS 
Director's Hearings occur every Thursday at 9:30 a.m. and are open to the public. DHs are 
designed to give the property owner the opportunity to show cause for the continued lack of 
abatement. As such, property owners are encouraged to bring in evidence of permits that have 
been obtained or filed for, contracts for work that will be performed, and other pertinent 
evidence. 

The hearing officer typically renders a decision at the hearing. The DH decision will be one of 
the following: (1) return to staff; (2) issue a continuance; 3) issue an advisement; or ( 4) issue an 
Order of Abatement. If the case is returned to staff this may mean that the NOV is not valid, the 
case needs further documentation, or a City Attorney Task Force inspection is needed. Only one 
30-day continuance can be issued per case. An advisement gives the property owner additional 
time and one last chance to abate the violations without an Order of Abatement being issued. If 
the time for advisement passes without abatement, an Order of Abatement will be issued. 

Order of Abatement. An Order of Abatement (OA) specifies that a property owner must fix the 
violation(s) within a set time frame. Otherwise, the OA is recorded and becomes part of the 
property's title until the violation(s) is corrected and the outstanding assessed costs of 
enforcement are paid in full. Orders of Abatement may be appealed to the Appeals Abatement 
Board ("AAB") within 15 days after the Order was posted or served. 50 The AAB is comprised of 
the same individuals who sit on the Building Inspection Commission ("BIC''). 

After the time for appeal has passed (15 days after the OA has been served or posted), the OA 
will be recorded with the property's title. All banks and financial institutions with an interest in 
the property will be notified that the OA has been recorded. If an OA has been issued on a case 
that proceeds to litigation or is subject to a stipulated agreement, then punitive penalties may be 
awarded in addition to civil penalties.51 (See City Attorney Code Enforcement, below) 

City Attorney Code Enforcement. If the NOV has not been corrected after an OA has been 
recorded, the case may be referred to the City Attorney's Code Enforcement division ("City 
Attorney"). A case will be "ripe" for referral if it meets the following criteria: (1) a property 
owner who has a history of unabated violations; (2) there are several open NOVs; (3) there is a 

50 SOP, Page 61, Item l(a). 
51 San Francisco Housing Code, Section 204 
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history ofNOVs at the same R-2; and/or (4) there is significant deferred maintenance and/or lack 
of cleanliness at the R-2. 

Once a case has been approved for referral to the City Attorney by a senior inspector, the 
inspector will conduct another inspection and take current photos. A minimum of 15 days notice 
will be given to the property owner before the case proceeds to the Litigation Committee of the 
BIC. The Chief Housing Inspector or a senior inspector will present the case to the Litigation 
Committee, which meets every two months. The Litigation Committee will ultimately decide 
whether the case is referred to the City Attorney. 

Shortly after the HIS case is received by the City Attorney, the Chief Attorney for the 
Neighborhood and Resident Safety Division will usually assign it to the Deputy City Attorney 
(the "attorney") who covers the district in which the subject R-2 is located. Initially, the attorney 
will pursue options other than litigation. Usually the process starts with a demand letter asking 
the property owner to correct the unabated violations within a short period of time - oftentimes, 
two weeks. Alternatively, cases may be sent back to HIS ifthe attorney doesn't think the case is 
strong enough to pursue. Or, the case may be a limited referral where litigation is not the right 
tool and working with the property owner with more of a social worker mindset may be more 
effective. In hoarding cases, for example, it may be more effective to bring in a family member, 
or others, to help deal with the mental health aspects surrounding the violation. 

The attorney assigned to the case will meet with property owners and inspect the building shortly 
after being assigned to the case. If they cannot get into the building, the attorney will seek a 
warrant allowing the attorney to gain entrance and inspect the building. Depending on the facts 
and circumstances, if there is no movement towards compliance, the attorney may file a lawsuit 
against the property owner. 

Relief sought by the City Attorney for these cases may include: ( 1) injunctive relief requiring 
NOV abatement and maintaining the property for a probationary period after the cure; (2) civil 
penalties up to $1,000 per day for failure to fix a public nuisance; (3) civil penalties up to $2,500 
per violation which is determined as every time the landlord collects rent; ( 4) civil penalties up to 
$500 for each NOV; (5) punitive penalties if an Order of Abatement was issued; and, (6) 
attorney fees when there's a finding that tenants were substantially endangered. The attorney 
rarely seeks recovery of DBI assessed costs as there is another mechanism for this. (See Special 
Assessment Lien, below.) 

When issuing a decision, the judge considers the financial condition of the property owner, facts 
and circumstances of the case, the number of people affected and the severity and duration of the 
violation. Attorneys may also seek the appointment of a receiver to take over management of the 
R-2 and oversee the abatement process. We were told that judges may be reluctant to provide 
immediate relief or award attorneys fees in cases where HIS inspectors took too many years to 
refer a case to the City Attorney for litigation. 

Also, we were told that CA code enforcement must be weighed against the possibility of 
displacing tenants (even ifthe tenants are there illegally). Therefore, there may be instances 
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where only the egregious violations are fixed while the less significant violations go unabated 
because fixing them may displace tenants. 

Assessment of Costs. Assessment of costs is not a penalty but a way for HIS to recover costs of 
enforcement. HIS bills only for its time ("costs") and does not charge penalties for unabated 
violations. The initial inspection and one reinspection are included in the property owner's 
annual R-2 fee so there is no additional cost. After that, almost everything that is done on a case 
by the inspector and support staff is billed. This includes time spent on reinspections, writing up 
the NOV, preparing a case for a DH, title search, sending copies to the property owner, etc. Time 
is billed at the inspector rate of currently $158 per hour and support staff rate of roughly $96 per 
hour. In addition, a monthly monitoring fee of roughly $48 may be assessed after sixty days 
from when the NOV was issued. 

Typically, HIS only bills the property owner twice. The initial bill is sent shortly after sixty days 
of noncompliance (from when the NOV was issued). The final billed is issued after the NOV has 
been abated. We've been told that HIS billing is labor intensive and that HIS doesn't have 
sufficient staff to bill more frequently. If there is a Special Assessment Lien (discussed below), 
property owners will be billed one additional time. 

Special Assessment Lien. We learned from our interviews with HIS personnel, that it is not 
uncommon for property owners to neglect paying the costs that have been assessed, even when 
violations have been abated. Every year, usually in May, HIS examines its cases from the 
previous twelve months for unpaid costs. A case with unpaid costs will be reviewed and updated 
in preparation for the possibility of going before a hearing with the San Francisco Board of 
Supervisors ("BOS"). At the BOS hearing, DBI will ask that a Special Assessment Lien be 
placed on the R-2 for which the assessed costs have gone unpaid. 

The property owner is given sixty days notice of the BOS hearing and an opportunity to schedule 
a hearing with DBI twice. The first hearing occurs approximately twelve business days into the 
sixty day notice period. The second opportunity for a hearing comes one day before the BOS 
hearing. Interest starts accruing on the assessed costs if they are not paid by Spm the evening 
before the BOS hearing. Cases that are eligible to go to the BOS hearing include those where the 
violations were abated but the assessed costs have not yet been paid, in addition to those for 
which the violations are still unabated. 

If a case has not been settled at one of the DBI hearings, the case will proceed to the BOS 
hearing, which usually occurs sometime in late July. At the BOS hearing, DBI will seek a 
Special Assessment Lien be put on the subject property's tax bill. The amount of the Special 
Assessment Lien will include the delinquent assessed costs, an interest penalty and recording 
fees. Property owners must pay the entire tax bill (including the Special Assessment Lien) or 
they will be delinquent on paying their property taxes. They cannot choose to pay only one part 
of the property tax bill. Failure to pay property taxes will result in the Tax Collector pursuing the 
property owner for unpaid property taxes. This process can take up to five years. We were told 
that most property owners pay the outstanding assessed costs before the Tax Collector gets 
involved and abates the violations during this process. 
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Exhibit 13.1 

DEPARTMENT OF BUil.DING INSPECTION 
Jl!ltl!Sil!g l11~pcctia.1L &rYitit~ llivis.imn 
City nnd Ce1111 ty o,f &i.11 F11111ntl!>N 
Ii!IMI Mlnfum Sfre~ .Sib F"1i:>~, S~!li Fran.et~, (:~,fll'1lor1tla 9411}3-c:Ml-4 
Hl 5) 558-6111) Fu: (<115} Ss!l-62>l9 E1n1Iil: nnmIDCam!l~nints@;;fg!:rr.org Wf;b1itll! www.ddlili..1ng 

NOTICl: Of·' VIOLATIO~ 

OWNER/AGJ:NT: 

'.MAILING 
Al>DIU:SS1 

BUILDING TYPE: NA m:u~ TY.1'1£.; NA 

COl\JPI ..,,.!\ C'l'fi 

DATE~ 

tOGATJO~: 

BLOCK: LOTt 

NOTICE TYPEt ROUTINE 

YOU ARR HKRKBY ORDl':;RED TO COMPLY WITH THE FOUJ)WING R~;QUUU:M R~'rS; 
ITE1lt'l JlESCRIPTION 

TI1JS NOTICE INCLUDES VIDLATIONS FOR THE AREAS 
NOTED, 
IU!MOVE EGRESS ORST1\UCrfON ll'f (801, tOOt{I} HC} 
J>ROV mil STRlfCTIJRAJ, MAl}."TEN t.NCB AFF!l'lAVU (604 
H{j . 
lNSPECIOR COMMENTS 

Common a::~-<1 •?f ~l*er pmpc1ty. 

From rear -'4•tirs ~1 fir~4 if:\"¢1, 
l'to::!vitlc .;;.;:unplt:t~d Oilmpriam;e 11ITTdJOvit fo1 ~i<1u IJQ4 of Sm; 
Frm.,;;i:si;xi hoo~iug code_ 
.le ;,. tl!11> property O\\'l'lt:f'$ r>Mp;ru;iibiley to Ile p.,"l:s;;nL ix' .:lire.:>. 
!li.·111:,er repre::;~r.e.11h~ to Mtemf, thc:o r¢illS~ll.(ion aa S>r;beduJcd 
tiit!his, NIJ!l:ce of"Vlr>latirut f<:Jr~l;ep!.:trp-OS<: ofpT1Jvh:!f!'lg~i1!y 
(;> lliX' ltl!lpt:cttl<' <1tfd:xil12 at'!!~~ oot uc;:=.,d dming Iii•· initial 
lnspcctkl!l as SJll.'C~f11.'<I, sud.lot ll(> provi'le ui:e1<~ m i!U a= 
cit~d wilhir: tlif~ S~i..'l!:. 

ff ihe ~:r <}Wi:i~r (-i\nr .. :R lltlcr..d th¢ schedwoo !.:oin:spectiol! 
(.u i:pecil'ied "° tlli• Notk~) ii i~ lli~·'lm ~1i5ibi!ity 10 
secure :a :!:ftenmE [m,']!tt"l!ii<!n W.~c a.'ltl i:n"' with '.lit!> l::rn;.ecio:, 
~"Ill ~1ro¥ld~ ll>l! 1ruan~s wit!) ootift>:a~ltln l'I! re·qtt!r~d ·n)' 
C;ilifumJi'l Civil Co~ S;ction ! 9S4 (San Fll:MlCfacc Housfaig 
Cmfe S"cii:.m JllJ{l>), if ;my dvfllllin~, lil:j!llltTl!i:l"#. 1.m!I~ or 
8w;,,-st ::'O<mt.~ are ii> be 1itcos.•~d dudng Iii~ r~!:i~-;ti!Jo 

.!\1~, TI'EMS l'll!JST BE ~LB1'ED WJ:THIN 2 l DAYS. :!UUNSPECTION UKl'E: W ~!>iy 2f}]6 Hl'JJO AM 

7T :r:s il:J>C~rNDE[l TMAT TJ:ll& Ol<fNER/C'miiERS ni:l'REl!;IBNTATI"i'E OONFliflM REINSPEG'i'.:101:1' IlA~~fl!lMIL 

OONTACr HO'JiHOO z:rsilPECTQli • 

FOR E:'\/EK'z' lNSl'l:f,(;rJO:'f AFTrut nm IN!llAt !l-'E-INSPf'CI!ON. A i17{L(U} Fcl\ WlL:L BECHAS!:(;UIJ) l!NTLL JRF. 
VfOJ-1\TlONS AKE ABAl'f:J)_ SFEC 168.8 
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Exhibit 13.2 

DET'ARTMKNl' OF HIDLDI..l\l"f; INSPECTION 

H.-msi"g ln~Liu·.u Ser•'icc~ lli\Moia 
City >imdi {~1.111.ty &t S-an Firattclsco 
1,<il\l l'l'lis~lom S!n:ct 6H1 Hoor, Silo Fnoo~iM-!J, Ciilifor11i" !141 lil-14l.4 
(41S} S$!Mi22fl Vn: (4l5) $$8·6249 Rm,,il: D.iHlllDComplaimbi@5I:j;!'A'.org W<!<hsit1'~ Wl'm'.Y'dlM.~rg 

NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGSf 

TO :rttE PROPERTY OWNER(S), THEIR SUCCESSORS, ANO All OTHER PERSONS HAVIN13 
ANY INTEREST IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY lOCA TED IN THE CITY ANIO COUNTY 
OF SAN FRANCISCO PLEASE TAKE NOTICE: 

'coMPt1Alllce~wi'i'HiNSFiECiFiffiTiME·rRAMEl'fecuJ1R:EO;i Tho d~scnbed premis~s were; 
inspedoo by ht$pe(ltor($) of th~ Department of Building Inspection. As a result of the 
inspeetion(s), vkilatlollS were found t¢ "'xis{ and were listed In the Notice of Vialaf.lon mailed to 
the property owoer(a). ACCORDINGLY, Ute 1;1wner(s} of the above described property are 
required, with iri the time frame li.iet forth In this Notice, to make a ppltcatton. (lf requl rod), for the 
neceuary permits, to -correct fue conditions diligently and expeditiously, and to complete tho 
work within the specified tlme on the attached NOTICE(S), to be verified by the apµroprfatG 
Inspector thrcmgh site inspection. 

;ruts;T~O.!J:'.::O_PS'ENFOR.¢:EMENTWIL( ,agBQRNEJWil:'.IE:ERP5>EBJX:OW~"ER:1, Sadlon 
102A..3 of the S<!in Fran1;;isci;;i Building Code provld!i!s that in aqditiQn to the clvil penaltlss 
deseribed the ran, the pf(lperty owner $hall h-e assessed :atl att111t1dant, admlnistratlve, and 
Itispeetlon's c0$t$ incurred by the Department of Building h1spectfM far the. p;roperty owner's 
failure ta comply with this Notii::e. These co.sis arise from department tlme accrued pertainin-g 
but not limited ti;i; (1} monthly vit;Jlation monitoring, {2) case inqulrl(l$ (pl1QM r;a:ll$, c;oi.mter 
visil:i;, resp-onse tQ correspomlem::e, et<:.), {3} case management, (41 permit hi$tory re$earch, 
(S) notice.llieiliring preparatiol'l, {6) inspections, (7) staff appearances/reports at hearings, and 
{8) case referrals. 

Assessment of Costs wlll accrue when tile property owner fails to ct>mply with this Notice 
tilro1.19h: (1) a moofuly vki-lation m1;1nitortngi fe-e of $52.00, an-d (l} an hourly r.i1e of $104.00 fur 
cas,e manageriientl'administrat1on, and $17Cl.OO for insper;:tfons, as provided for in Sections 
102.A.3, 1Cl2,A.17, ll!IHI Sec;tlon 110A, T<1!bf.es IA·O, and IA·K of the San Francisco Eluflding Code. 
The property owner will be notified by letter of the acerued Ass4"!ssm!i!nt of Costa folkiwlng 
failurn to comply wHh this Notlc.e. failure to pay the As:;;e:;;sment of Costs shall result in: (1} 
tho case not being lega11y aba.ted until atl 8$Sei>sments are pa.id, ~nd (Z) tax lien proceedinss 
agains.tthe property i:iwne~ p1;;1rs1:u1.nUr;i Sei;:tion$1Q-2A.3, 102A.1S-, 1oiA.17,"HIZA,18 et seq., 
1 02A:19 et se.q.,and 102A-20 of the San Fra ocis~o Bl.liild il:ig Code. 

iREFER:RAl:;(ro:st:Afi!l FRANCHISE tJi.X B6ARD:I Sect1on 17274 and 24436.S _Qfthe Rtwemie 
and TaxatlM Code provide, int&rali.a, that a t~xpayerwho derives rental incQm-e from housing 
determined by the loi::al regulatory agency to be substandard by mason of violation ofstafo or 
Coe.al codes dealing with housing, bujJding, health andlorsafety, cannofcfoduct from stato 
persona I iocome tax and bank and corporato incomll tax, deductions fo;r. i ntere,st, deprecEatiorl 
of taxes attributable to such su bstrndard structL1re whern substandiard condf!.lons are not 
corrected within six {6) months after Notice ofVIolatlon by the r-egul:atory agency. If 
corrections are not complctccl or being diligent!)! and exp<e·ditk1usly and conttnuo·usly 
performed after six (6) months from the dakl of this Notice ~fViolation, na.tjfl~;i:Uon 1.11m be sent 
to thl:l Franchisi:i Tax Board as prcvidod in Sad.ion 172.74(c) oHhe Revs-r111e and Taxation Code. 
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Exhibit 13.3 

NOTICE OF VIOl-ATION WARNINGS! (Continued from page 1) 

P!J.BLICNUISANCES &M1$DEl't1EANOBS::: Section 102A of the Sari Fr~meli;;.co Building Coda 
and Se<:tions 204, 401 and 1001ld) pf the Sa,r1 Fra"clst:o Housing Code provide that 
strnctures maintained in violation of the M~nl.cipal Code illlil po bile nl.lisances and as such 
are subject to the code enforcement action. deHneated 1herein. Section W4 of the Houslns 
Code provides that any person, the ovmer(s) or his authorized a.gent whn violates, disobeys, 
omits, neglects or refuses to comply with the 1-fousirig-Code, or any order of the 01 recQtor, 
made pursuantto this Code, sh.all oo guilty of a· mrsdemeanor, upon convittion thereof 
punishable by a flno not cxcHding $1,CIOO.OO, or by imprisonment not ex.~ding $iX ($} 
months, or by both fine and imprisonment; and shall be dHmed guilty of a separate offerise
for every day such vrolatlon.s continue. 

,PERMIT REQUIREMENTS:; Any required permit applicatlon must be appUed for within the 
time !limit siait forth fn the attached Noticc(s). Permit applications are to be filed with the 
mqulsil:e plans, drawings, and spriteifications at the Ctmtral Permit Bureau, Department of 
Buildins Inspection, at 1660 Mission Strcot, 1st Floor, A post card will be mailed to you by 
the Central Permit Bureau when the building permit is ready to be picked up. Pursuant to 
Sections 107A.S, and 1 HtA, Table 1A·K of the San Franciis.cn Build1ng Code investigation 
fcMi~, are c.l'!iargad for work begun or performed without pennits or for work exceeding the 
scope of pGrmits. Such fees may bB appoaled to 1he Bo.ard of Permit Appeals within '15 days 
oJ permit issuance at 1660 Mission Street, 3rd floe>r, Room 3036 at (415) 575.eS:BO. 

NOTIFICATION TO BUil...DING TENANTS~ Pursuant to Sections 179SiJ.1 and 179'60.6 of ttie 
Ciil!liwmia Health & S~futy Code, and Section 102A.3 of the San fraoeise-0 Suilding Code, 
when lsHjn9 a Notice of Violation the local jurr'i:sdicticm shall post a copy of the Notice io a 
conspicmous pface on ttm property a.nd make available a copy to each mmmt thereof. 

PROPERTY'OWNERJLESSOR MAY NOT RETALIATE AGAINST TENANT/leSSEE FOR' 
MAKINtfA.'coMPl.AiNTj Purauant to Soctcon 17980.6 of the California Health & Safuty Code, 
the property owner may not retaliate against tho tonantllessoo for f.l:xorcislng rights under the 
Section 1942:.5 ofthe California Civil Code. 

RElNSPECTION FEES:l For QVGJY inspection, aftm· tho initial !'@·-inspection, a $170.00 fee wiU 
be charged until th>9 violations am abated pursuant to Sections 1DBA.8 and 11 OA, Tab!& IA..G 
of the S.an Francisco Building Codo. 

:VmLAT10N8ofiwoRKPRACTiCE:s FOR; LE~Ast!o PAINT DISTURBANCE:i 
Settio11 3423 oHhe San Francisco Building Code regulates work that disturbs or removes 
le<td parnt. Failure to comply with thoso roquiremonts may result in a ponalty not to &xcood 
SS00.01) per day plus administrativit costs as provided by s,crction 342~UJ of this Code. 

Upon completion of all requimd work, you must contact the d&signalfHI Hooslng Inspector 
fot a final inspecUon, unless othenviso spi:tcified. Piaas:e contact the Housing Inspection 
Services Division if you have any .questions. If you want more information on the overall code 
enforcement process you may request a copy of the Department brochure entitled What YoL.I 
Should Know About the Department of Building lnsp&ction Code Enforcement Process or 
d~woload the document from tho Deparlmantwobsite. 
NCTS_NOV.rtff revised 6!2212011 
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Exhibit 14 

DEPARTMENT OF BUfUll~~G INSPECTfON 
Uoi.1sing- !ns.paction Setvrcos Dlvlsiim 
City ::inn County of Sa11 f:'ran~f&~o 
166{) :,liss.ion Sb-Be~, 6111 Ffooti San Francisco, CalH,,m1ra 94103-2.&.'. 4 
{415) !i5D·'3220 Fa:~ 11.''1. NH::I .5=!!·'324& Email! f1B!HID:.0.n1::ili:1?1r~s@s1tr::.1'~.crg 
1.'.'f,iJ.';iCo; ww-.·u.rdb1.or;:i · 

P::;;.OPE:=i. TY 0'0/Nt::R .. - DATE: 

PROr'::'.iFY P..DqKFS.S.: 

3UJCl(lL :rr: 

.::~~rs t.c· 

NOTICE OF VJOLATION FINAL VVARNING 

De<-J:t Dtop8il}" Q~•lnl1t{.:!): 

~~1~~~w~~l!!t~~mc6rJ~i~~t~~~w~11{ii~£~~t~1~~?~~:t~:~~~~\~~~~~~,~j~~~~~~r~::·~;;¥::~~~::~!:~~~:tz~·ii-1~ 
On " . . your properlyvta$ hsp8!Ctsd ar.d ::i N::::ic':! cJViol'i;iUon ·:,•;:i1; issJe:J 
lnfurmJng 'f;:;u of required oo.::ls abmeme11t, and wa:·1:112s ior faJow 'io cumpiy· -:l·.::i ti1~~e pu·ir:.:J t:·:-, 
~::irrn·::.t aill dtLt: crx::;! v:olath:it1s iho'Jcated Jn !his 'fofic;e hais µa~5e-:L and th.:: Dc:p-Hlffien'. tccc:n:l:::: 
:nrilcal~ '.h,)t ihe r<iquircd cede nb<>t;::·m;n~ VIC'k 1i:m.;.iDS 01..t~t«r·:lhg. 

. . . . . . . "''""'"'~°''~=,~~,.Ml~i!t~~~r~t~~itii&~~!;t#~i~~~~~f~~~~~ 
herefQfe, p:utSlJ!iltit 1o Seett\J n 'ii02A.3 of the San· Fran:ciscG BUHd'ing (~ode :tou will be assessed 

costs a~ising from departmerit 'ifme oor:rued pstiain Ing bul not fimirod to: (1} sile inspoctluns and 
relnspectfoos, (2) ®Se m.;:magei:nent, upda!!I, and data S;"il:ry, (3) ease lnqt1ilies (meelings, office 
11!slts, pbor:e oaUs, emall!'J, .resporise.to CDrfl'l:Spt:ind~nce etc), (4) permit hfaCof'j r~earcii, (5) 
Mli:;ell:eatingJ preparallon, (6) ata:ff ?!ppearan®siraports at OO!ill'ings, (7) case refe:rraAs, and \~) 
rnonthfi 11rdaltloo monitoring. 

~'&l1~1i~·~~il~f~}~[~§.s];~~Si\1.~Nf~~~~Aft}~~,~~ki;~~~~~~~L~~~~~ft:t~~Wi~~~t~!:':'.:f:{:~~:Z'::~V:-~;~·!··~~·~.~.:·: 
TO f<.;ep 111.rl i>sressment Qf i::osts. at a minimum, and .avoid U-11t aQCTU:QL oFfl!rther tfme ep.en1 on ifll".' 
actiona; al:l(l\/e; such as adrr~nlstralive t:ieaiflng prepa:r.i6on, and mon;hl!i' '\il0<latlo..:i fr'l{:inito1i119, etc .. 
plai;i:;ie OOJ'l'lplee all •Nork withfti llifrty {3-0) da)rs of ihi1' initial relnspecth::.n crate tf.alineate~ or. the 
Nr>iJoo of Vi1;1lation tsferenced above. aM call Housing lns~ctoc . .. ·El± (415) 
-..,-.___,...,..--....-to sclleduie a site lnspecoon to Verify rud re(;ujs.,ite repairs ha\.'$ been completed 
wltMn this time frame. 

·~1.:.l:!i:it::'~EJ'.i:f~l.~11 i.5~~l;~'j'IF.1:l;;'.lf:'.;;;,~M~I_~.t~1li?-",~"'i~~M>!,;<S&'j~1',\f;;of.71~f ;.'~ili;:.;;:;;f;~(J1);Q~J~:'~:r;:'i:~~,\ 
r~14~~~µ_~St:!J.~}f.:~lit,« {;1.f11~l()7f"'~·ild'."~·~:i~_2-~~~~::£1}~ .. ~,"'!"!t~<•iJ:'.'f:.~/~~H~r·-:!•~.•.H·,~:1:.~-:~";.-,'Y_~ '0<>!•":"·-:·~:-.2 '!. 

o~l!i lh(lt you mYm also iJbtmn an neeie.ssary l:iulfdlng, plumbing, anct/or Elec~:\i::DI permits 
and ·;lbtain ffn:al sfgn-olf fam::- tile l::!:JPdln~, Pll.lll!IDlrig, and-'cr Eli$cirlcal r:1lipec.'.or(s~ .a!'lsigl":Od lhe 
job asid for ~aur issued ;;Erm it(s) b.=fore !he 1equirttd ·s::;!.; w:H ti'~ r.i;:ns ;j(,r~c! ~::in:pleted. 

~~~NJJ~~~@A:C:W~~~~!0J~~-m~~¥~~~~~~§J*§.MS.N~"t~~fJJ,~~~ms1t?At~J;~1,2l;1 
Thi::: r.<!~i! wli ·1.;;·t l;e d:J:;G:.i and asses~nv:ircl ·:.Jt .-::;:isr.s wi41 conrli1u~ to a.come un1il (1} all required 
r~pairs am ;;or;ip;eteci !'!S ·•erifl'.10 h::r etc h::.r:ection of the assigned Housing rnsp~-.tor, (2) fln$ 
2ign..:)ffa Rlt'l ol::.taineci 'o~ ti!l ,·t:j . .JinJd :.i•:;ir::lli:s, i'lr:d (:SJ Cill assessmem i:::•f o::is!i> !i.re pall'.i1 O)tca&'liets 
:::t:ec.:{ ot 111.::;1,.J;• :m;!er •. 

\"C(J~ PHDMFT p.,cr :ON :s RECUES~t:D & ;\; )f·T::[(:.1/1, rt::.DI 
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Exhibit 16 

l~;:~ct-k;-n V'i.'crks'neet -
Da~e: 11!()1.'~W1~ St:>:t T<r,: End 'f'T1~ l~!S;:>Na. Pendif'lg1 

ITEMS ili1 THROUOH ~SHAU. I;!!; !NSPE:CTED AN:D REPORTEu 11'4 HRMS 

1. EXTERIOR 

• A~e stteet n~rriOers leg Tole {r·:im l:!ie ,:;~r~t (4 • minimum;.? 

• lfapi:~.:;a'!lle, s3 f:re e::cape "goi;>;eru;:i;:l!:' T;;u;IW tea2-0ri2ble sa-1:: aM' secure? 
2. EX:mUG COMPLIANCE (Se!Bct WA if not applli;:.:ibli:> Cl<" ;>c<:O!!;!!!oi~I!!<. 

• Is etil!ft9 syet;:m m ·;;f obst:>Ji;.1ii;>ns (lni;h,.1ding ·::ioors, eor4idors, sts.."S, .and f>:.:e J!',5Gaps;i'1' BJ;;~·.;:(<::.. i:;-t~. 
g;ri:ls, 11.!rmtalB, ~al\Jse Qf i;irnili\i itew-i ¥e ru;it lo ~e slored in me pS'Si of e::i:lt trar!/efi. 

• ."-.~e f.),::Jf acces:e d;;ors cpcr.;i'.:;l~ fn:mi the inside v.it.'l!::ut ~ i.:ae of keys or IJ!her t;.;iJ5 ('lg iili!dh;n;k~:·? 

J. ff RE PROTE·CTION $'l'$iE MS {Sel!lli;t N•'A if nc( ;;!!ppllt:i!!ble or acces:sib!;:) 
~ fire: .Alsrm O;;eraii;;m!I? l]n :S(n•i:;e, p1;1••-et M, arid no 1£out<IE hg:its present'..-? 
• Qoec;; til.;i lire E111<!1T11 !S)'s';~-n p;t.f:i:;f ha:"e an ir1~et.oen an::l s.erlio:i slfcker di!rted y;.o?,h:n :l!i~ p;;:$l yi;;:i.ri 

Date of lai;t se:vi;~: _______ _ 
~ Aro al! fJrii: ;!!'.;irr:l i:ull st2~i"1~S unD5stfwote::l am:' visible!' 
• '; i;prin>llw ~Y~!l'=n c.;:.eralioru;J (P!e-!!;S>Jre in th& system;."? 
• 0;;.ss ttie a'Jtcrn;;iti;: sprJ:1ld!!r sy!!ileru riser or :Silaooplpe. t,~,.,·;; 8'1 i:i'5p1Jo\..-iion <in:;l t~~ir.;i s~3=:kt;'r d:::ded ""'t~in 

the p.i!:St 5' yc:l:-:;? P:rle: or !a;:t ~:~lee.-~=~,~---
• Arc c;;;:<; in\<l<ill~ •:ti f1te deparhT~t"!t eorileelionsi 

• Ars c;;is r;il$t)• rem:;:ro•!!-ci? 

m OSY •,;iJ"-e '~i:ki:d ~t m:::ril!Dre~? 
4, H:OUSE.KEEPJNG ($1l'lll'i;:t N1'A. If n<>C ap;pli(;3tli:& or ac~ce-s.S!lble) 
• h; ~Ql"i>';;<! .i. rnir..m.:mi 2 feet i::elow lhe eetl!:lg in :"On-sp.:inkl.erc;;! bl>'&;Jing5'> 

• 1$ :;;tar;>;;<:: a mit1Im'"1rn 13 itlenes bfilD\li :Sip.r.C1k!ilr heaclsr 

• !Joe::t sV.:r.!!ge h3•"e a:; least 3 feet of ciearanoe from heat &;;i<Jri;c:'!I. (f1,1rn;..;;~. hct v.;)IJ:er' Mi;f!!ers-) lo pr!?!~er.~ 
ignili<:m? 

• ..s.re LPG tanks S!!'~urel~· mre:i: ou'.mllc of i;:fJih;ling" 

• MaX:rrr.r.,,-, oft""" 5i1alf::;o1 LPG ~;;1r.a:s <ill~wi;::;f in i;i"~i;f:;:.or lce.9t,i:!ns (iilel!lding atts.::M1ema 10 grlfl or he.3:e,r1 i'I 
c.orrplian::a? 

• ArJ1J.1l;;1rru·n.il:li~ li~:.1ii:!$ 1:9~s0Hte. paint ltiinfl2f} se:::urei~· sb~red t;; P'E!'ii!nt taniporin;i ((:;:- ft!lliroe;) ;,;,d ;;r"""l' 
from i;;nit'On •cur:es? 

~ A!"·2 ell ·gr lls c,• r..eaters irn:z-e 1hii1111 1 () f~m frQ<TI <'171' i:::=mb1,1~t'!:l., i'l'~~:ial fAoalls, •;/%ds. 0•1erhar:>gs, 
b-af1:;o:Ues)! 

5. ELEClRIOAL (SsSBct NIA if n:;il ai;;ipHc;;i.bl41 or ;ic;ci?ssllile) 

• A.re ;:lac.1r!;;E!f1 p.anel DY.rots n ~tace? 
• ls there- cieorr ;;,;;:;ass ~o cl~~trit:<:J! Pil"°'l:'il:; ;;in;; elri'1!f;;ency shut-off dir~ices? 

TO EE IN:SPECTED AND fOU..OWeD-UP BY FllEl.C COMPANY 
• 1-i!il!~e all por:a~!e :!re extingYi:;hcn; bi;-,en ~~r;;i<;:~ within the paiot year ar.~ ifl· the "gre::r."7 

D«.e of la:stHf'iic!t: ---------
• Are e:mi"1ing ~:.;il ::;i;rn~ m;i;i:'.i(&'::ied? 

• An;: ;;;i<;!;!in;; i:;r.;;g~11c;:~· !igh1 fl>:t:=i;s cper2'1ional? 

RADIO TE'.ST; sasemer:.t .. Stairwar 1'!all11o\lly-.. ____ _ 

N [NJ [f\IJJ..j 

n [ 1 n 
u [ J [J 
u [] [] 
n [l [ i 

u n r 1 
[][![] 

[] i:I [] 
[] [J [ l 

[ J n cl 
[] El t l 
I] u [] 
[JIIIl 
[][![] 

[][JI] 

[ 1 n I l 
r 1 n u 
[] [] [J 

n u n 
n n u 
[][Jil 

r J r 1 n 

[] [ l 'J 
tJ [J [] 
[][J[I 

u [J [ l 

n n n 
tl n t 1 
n n r 1 

REOLJ!IREfil COMMENTS (5itate whether n.a:sona•bllil fiir11; s~fc:y e;icisls or o1ho:r addiflot1al e<:>mmer;ts- ror Bf P rolr-ow-upl': 

~:r"Teth!"-" ni:dJfrJ2t.ll.'r'I lir '·'"~~:ir,·~-~Tti:l;J1';:, ~ rn:u.1~ ~ r:-c ELrmu :.1 ~;re P.7e'1'CntK.,-, at~ 1t-.!w!~:.!=)J)O, ·;.c: at~~~'l~. ~1:;-7:!4-21~ _ ""mr.~"'er 
•,N;lati:>"1l: hl>t1¥roa I~"""-'!;·~·• f(••"1il- F.a;un~li>I of ire ""-1'!f ,1:t.Jt'<llllf aro cr..ihe<t ~r t;l:>:<<.-.d -9'.~ Q.c.<.:(~. ,,-,,.Jk,.,,1i~!i.°" r,,., ;t1mn -::.:- spri:!l:!1» ey~l!>.7.S. 
!£.,...,. efC<"l <hzJI i;,, m!de l;:i ol••lt! ~" 1.1n;i'(ll~ *(E'l\fli::>'· ll<lfnra l<!a.;n~ tl:e IL'""''"'" 

Company ·Ol'l'icer s:.halt obtain .ind 11pd'.;!~ ~ 111':t?pcn$ible part~· trifortt'lstlon. 
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Exhibit 17.1 

San Francisco ffre Department Building History 
IJr.rlsion of Fira Ptov:enlion and fnvestig&tion 

~miotucr<:' ':::_·, ...... , ···<· • 0'.'~''' \.;.,,;/· ,-.·":.·':. ·:;_:.:3::.,..,·' ,_.: ;.;.:_· ::::.. · :: .. ·,:::.·,: <;".?i;J 
At:h:lt-es'EI Crc<is Sl 

,_-~-'~ 

312:2 '22ND ST S,11,N FRANCISCO, CA 9Wi~ aA.!:;!T :.ET7 ST 
--------------------~·=·="• .. __ _ 

~~~~- _ _§:!,gini: ac:eu. l)•pti Const. 't~ 
3$~6 t'.!O!l ~3 07 5 

YiiJ;i,r -~·Ft. 
'1i,'t1() £! 

He&gbt SI, Ab~vre St. B.e!iOW 
4() 3 1 

§~ful?:filitb:·~~::·;:: .. , ,.;.~,,f:'.:,· .. ·:··::c:·, "'"" ·' 5;;; , .. .:;• ... ··~-~~: :·'.{:~··-~; . .-:' .r . ::•· '~ :·, ... , __ . "STI 
OBA Mamo 

PTirn¥V Coni:a<:t C:.pmpafly 

J & R.ASS'XlATES 

IJnit '!11<1;> tpi;,p. Are~"'-----
f)S - DiSTHiCT 6 

C1mbc:f Name Pooni! A!L PtiODl!o 
----------- -=·· ~-, ...... = .. =-- .. 

. 01NNEr~ (A$SJ:SSOR'S) H.:..WK UNG & Kt:l'TY FON•3 tOU 

Sq.FL 

0 

Pilit>m1 

~T10t{$f'-.· :··,·-· . .:···:.:.·: , . .::· •'.:. : .. : ... :.:·· :. :>,.. .. <• '..':.·- :·.· ·:_;.-, .:=;:·:~,•-:. ·,·,: ·,(:'~'.!::''.{1""·,-'j.LJ 

lnsp. No, Sc'.!>(J, Ot. k'.ea Type tJis)M)sition lttspl!{;!ar 

:l:·D.S 199 ~·2,fi [)!15 1J5 04 c P-alt 

Retnll.r~! C0MPLJ!.J1'T 05 -ALA.RM s.vsn:.MS OCCUPAITTS REPOR'f r•A1llJ"l£ 0:; FIRE AW.Iv. $.YS:TE.1.11 
TO.ACTIVATE 

Date From~ To lnsp. 
. ~ 

D2i10!15 1f!::ID ~6:45 $psrise11 

111>-s>p. No. Se~uL Dt. Area 

11750::1 ~11;].)11 06 

Riornt1rks 

C=p11)i'rlts ;;re nulli~r.:d due• to 'Ve. Oi'/"ler ii:> pt.:;,..id!!o fire '2!:11rm u1sp&:::!ion 
fili'.)C!t ;f on<.> iJ: r(.~tlif!S'.L 

Tylil".it Elispo:titi'On llll<;;p~at 

04 c t-<!,;, 

Ri;irrmr',c;~ CO}l.J'LAJl'.I Ol • BL{l{Y.E'.D E:Xli'S. FlRE ESCWE: L.f\OO;;oRS ARE OBSiRUC'f::D sv AWN!NG:S, 

Pate From io ln:;;p. Rem.ans 

DW13rl1 11:<'.5 12:;JO ~ 

lnsp. Ha. Schd. D!. Area 

£;~, .. ?, :!l~U1::.J11 06 

Awru..,gs I.Im( l!lfe 002tfl.Jctti'lg drl:jl '.adders. b&''>:Jng k1 Pop!J'1ef!i Whlci'i hss an 
{lftica addrnss <:~ 2!!-98 Mi$;;iol'I. 

iype Olspos:J~n tl!Spe~ 

04 c G-Be 

Rem2'r!ts: CO\ti"LAD .. ff 02 -BLO~D EXITS. P~ o;l;;ll_lctt 6 , IM &d 11oc.r 11ra escape f'le~.r :ml) ':!; b~:;t;r.~~ 1:r1 
flJrnil.tir-¢. !V,gr Ji 201i 'h'!!S ;;,,~1 a rorrl.!ci!ott form. 

~122: :Z:tYO ST 
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Exhibit 17 .2 

P;i91~ 2 or 4 

&~M~t;ri.JN'fs<,,·,;•.;::·::·~:s .... , ... .,." ·•·• .. ,_,. ; .. ~= .. c.·- •.. ".· ).·-.-I 
No 

9;75 

16232 

:37261 

O<Jte 
Entered 

Compl.il1ln~ Type 

f12: BLOCKED EXITS 

Ofsp. l);l;;.p. Dame 

--
cc 

Remarks! Per" sl:'1iii.:fl 6 - lt!e 3rr:l noor fir~ e.sc::i?E fraar 3'16) 1;;. tlo:-:k;a:t ~Y l\,J1i:#:\Jl"C. ~r In 3t'5 was iefi: a corr~:i 
1e.nn. 

O!t.t14.'~1 Oi BLOCK&; EXITS cc 
Rimi.a\1;1.>; Fr.RE E.3CAPF LADDERS ARI;; O~b!lJCTi:D B'l'' AWMINGS. 

G1.129i15 ~ 1\l_;.,t::.J<.1. S'fSlEl.45 cc 02.111!15 

Remarks! OCCIJP.~TS REJ'ORTFAILLIRE OF F1REALARM SYSTEMTOACnVATE 

O~l2@.'15 02 5t0CKE1P EXITS cc 
Rern;:ir~> BARS ON V\f!NDD\'i.fS TO ACCESS :PIR 1? t::SCAPE: 

(lli~.19.!'15 ~ liJNCAlEGORllt:D CCMJV.INf cc 
A.1!tml!.tks~ FIR)': ESC~;PE DROP LA(lil}.ERS >;:Ef"tlfffEJ::• INOFERl\BLE. 

~--------~-------------~-.-~ 

:!-?,:;;? 22~.\D ST 
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Exhibit 17.3 

Page~ ·~'·t 

PCt1!J,~ii;r.J.,t:J ::{:. ·--.:·;,;.;,.~;,;~· .. c·c. ·'·' •': •. :. ·::~;".:;~~~;~:_~7"~::?~-~;--,7;~- 7·:~".'0:"'"~ 
OBANanw. Umit No [llS~ tiff'& Sq.Fl. 

n . R~ CCM~ ... IPr1NY IXSJ>eC7!0N 
--------·-·---~···---------------------------------------

~!)' Ctitlta.;t Company __ .-;,.P.;.:lic:::o:::. .. i;=. __ .. _ .•. -· _ 

L.OU.:.f!RAHllJi;I % li.o!.JJVK mm & ilEi'iY F !.OU 

IADot'rlof.l.ri;J.;:ooNl'.AsfE~~ · · ' · , • .;:: :..:.:-~. - , ' '":-t '~,: (•: ·':'":~·. ·::::. l 
Contact Nami! Ph@~ Alt. Pft(!r.n 

R 1 CONT.A.Ct tjrawl: ln[Jl:;Q 

O'NNER (ASSES!30R'SJ H;>.~\1K UNG & KE.1TY FON(3 .~ou 

littsPi:mti§i$,;S-.::·•c~:L,·::.. .: ·:·· · ~". ·~:.: ":·.~.;~-~ ·:.:.::::;~-~ ~ O:~: ··-::. - .:: i :-o:··~;~ '<.- · · ·•· o.' ~i:::<~· .' ... ! 
li:t!>p. No. S..:hc!. Dt. AtH; lypa Ci'ss;ooi:tkm lnspe.etot .. ~- .. ~-----------------------------------
2>;;,3£.f.:16 1C'l2+1t~5 21 ;r-1 c l~:Partlan 

Ri;marks: Rerru3rks.: i'!er:l!:!nl fir!'.! !;uik;1n;l llnalie 1o in~peGl 

C<:>nia:::t Hawk Lauk:L 
Datei From to [»S;;:t. (;1'1'f!PVk'l' 

1Ul.241Hi 11:im 11:05 M:::P<lrot;;,n 

l'nsp. No. Sc:hcL D!. Ara3 TYPI! IOii>pt1$lfion lmpee:tor 
-·---.,,·=,::.· 

190876 1)612£/14 21 21 c 1Nii!f.;.h 

R~m"lrk!.<; 3· sb.Jrt oot:orn :2 e::.murH?oc"11 ~a :;mils. or. ::.:rd 11::.::r. "'"'-"""so lo ruof ill" ":.st-~ t)Liltli'!g. {;ttF..~br1 :!it~e) 

D;;ita From To lh!rp. Rim1li!ir'.'""' 

l!~4'22i14 10:3::l 10;50 'A'<Jk.h 
-----------------------· ~·~· ·-··~-

lnsp. \No. Schd. Dt. Ara;; Type Di5pe.;:i:l:ic111 lnsp9::tor 

146155 (!(!1~:2113 21 21 c o·eorw.cll 

Ri;.m~i~l<;s; Al;,'111 parl!l'' C<ll .s&:::.o!':I 1 .. -oor talWay t1a:::t n::. p::11>-er. Fire exl·:ig~Jict :>djxe;1L lo :!l!atr:t .ptmel ~ 
missing. Ur;able to locale ,;;J;<.Jt t;>ll 11~1~e t:x ~pr'clik~ !S%t<:""I> in b<i:;i;:mer;,t left rnas.sa;;e- lr.~ :nsp;iC:!:::JF Pa1t at 8FP 
flOt;flg Z!!<!!<e ·,•>;:,.lr<lbm•. 

Elate> F.tg.m T-o ln:sp. ~tl'JSl'k!:I 
--------~~---------------------~·--~--··~= .. --.. ·~--~. ·-~ ... ~· -· ·-· -·----
Ofi•'1?J'13 10:20 11:1:r;;. · o•c:::.i.r.r1ell 

l1!1$i;;. No. Sc.he!'• m .. Arn.- 'I:i'j:l(l D~!'.-'llSitioJ~ lm;pecror 
--~··-"--==~- ---~,,--~· 

~1877·a '[4.~$.ft2 21 21 c Pl'.!~1~5 

Rem .. rlq.;; Co.-nm;:ircisl oox;ien!s •Jn 1 ~t ~t1d :?oo fiocrs, f1'olidl;Ol'Jli;J! <!i;<iir\•rwf!'1> t;m ~1ci flt>::{', 

Pa~ From To i.nSp • R~1119.rks. 
.c><==-~ 

OttJrt5lt2 1 a- m:· 11:05 Pe opes ---.. ~---.--.. ·· .. ---- ..... "'•~· 

lnsp. No. S.::hd, Dt Jl.rll'a ty-pl!' Dlsposl~n fll<lipr;ii:.for 
-.-,,-" .. --;~,·-·-~" ,,--=-,·-=·- ,.~-, 

96992 04.•':W.•11 :21 :21 c C1e.~ 

::.222 22tm sr 
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Exhibit 17.4 

P;;ge,4~ 4 

Re1narlls.: Pefllhouse docr <&-as ~<:id IOO!:M from 100 IMioo. 3 ou'l of.<: :fir<:: (!!;.;;'.i;;;g l;u;:dgrs <lri• <,>l...,,!ructsi!i ty 
:-~.•'<lings. L.,cl:f>ers ·=*'not re;:;i;ti ~he grr>uh;i. O..m;o· :!<Ol1 ·l)1'l !11."!!ne and no!lii3d. 

O<rto From fo lnsp. R11<ma11\$ 

G<1/Zeil11 ~a:ao 1o::ro Cre:nen 
----·· ... -·-·-· ·---· ...... -~ ........ ---···· ........ ~.------------------------
!m;p. !N-0. Schd. m. A11>a 
--- .rfil'!l 

UIJsposJtlon lnsp<1i:tot 

76970 (12f19l10 21 

H1>m;;;rl<.$; mi~llll oxu;;gC:~Jior 

Oate From To lnsp. 

l);?,l'f91!0 10·00 t0:25 G"1rren 

l!tsp, Ne. Si;hd. Dt. Area 

52557 01.f27Jte 21 

Rem::i.rJ<;i: 

Date From ·ro irn;p. 
·~ 

Oil.27/0S 11:(!0 11:15 oi::.c,~nel 

Jr,!;p. Ne. S<:l>d. Di. Area 

~G739 ,04/26f.:6 21 

Ramarks: 

D"'t"' From Ti;i l;r~p. 

°'1125.'00· ~·'.l:~<i 1D:4S G::.19 

J:tll 2tl'>ID 5T 

21 c ·Cr:eman 

Remarlls 

Typ<? Orapo5fl:Jo;m lllspe~lcr 

21 c O'ConneB 

R:sm;;.rks 

• TH 
EXflOOUISHERS PP.ST DUE FOF!: SENJC!NG 
TDf' FLOOR - Si:JFA BLC.;;.Kt~G :l.O..Ll:hAr' LEADING TO i"lRE ESCAFJE 
Ot4 BRA'</Q SIOE' OF Bl,Jll,DING 

Typi;o btspooltli;in fill:Spe<:tor 

21 c C-.on!l 

iR~ma;l\$ 

'LT PE=i:EZ • Tf ~ 
ru:AsaNAf:.'!.i:!. flru:'. SAPET'i EXISTS 
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Exhibit 17.5 

e~Y:1,.1~rr.:.. •. -· :-. . .. ~·-· . ·~·... :"... --
:t>aA. tfarnc IJnLt Ni;. bt-!!p. Area. Sq. J!t 

00 ·· OISTR1Cl.:; 0 

Priim;gy Conh!i;.t COJ!l_~ny Pooni!: 

V::)U HA'l't'K LIM2' 

[@Qrr[6N~com,\C:rs· : .. ··. ".~:.:.:~·:""..,;::<- ... ::':.:-'·;.·~;-c::~·:··=,< '·. ::: .~:c.~::·~ •.,_,::· ·.· . .:. ····<J 
COO.tact Ma.me P!lona AltPbfJOO 

OWNER {ASSESSOR'S) f'.AVv'K llNG t KETN fONG LOU 

hNsee;i;;n"GJ\!s:-:-:,;.~:. -~::·~--"'~·;·..:S,.:;it·:.,, ... , ·.... ' ··/'~·-.,. . ::c ·,~·-·:·-.:J-: . _ .. d 
lnsp. No. Sehd. l'.J1. Ara a Typ;i 

_:_: _____ 'a;\! 
l'.Hs~ltfan lne.pi;;i;.l<>t 

·23..;153 li:21'03!'1i;i .. 
·~ F"1t •JO 

Ri;::~rks: V\01..ATION ~ 0-=XI 13 - E°.l>;il!i/f~e E9cap:-:;.. (;1.<>;;ir ALL iler.i!!. i::<;kldl'lg plams '1!r>:l ',lfilli:ittd lo;:;<;il.i:o:;l >CT1 ~i<e 
ese.apcs ;;iro•iml' "b:>«e referencea addres.,o;_ ;;ifi¢ :!:222 2:1.i!d St Rcc\T""''lt:i ALL -~"tie •,;,m:1E a!t;;<;:J-.-eci le f&~f 13dwrs 
ln!ll:i:fl ,;:;assage for drv? i<o.dder!; thmJg~. 13' ... nwgs ;;;r r-1>m~»·e fl<.'l('f'Og5. 

Date Frnrn .To !nap. Ri!tr-d!rks. 

02.iiJ3f1E· O&:-f;;l) ICJ:I)'.? Patt 

,-;~ .. -.--
O'll101l5 H\4S H:Ol:' Slp.grisen 

---- ,.,,,...,, 

~;;,r<:b ·:fr SI.lining w;;;i; ins.J;;-Jlec per l)fe'!lw:::<J~. ~1::.mplair..~. )'!: !ailed 111 o:;.:i;i1t • ...,-r,en 
\>rl:):-lr drq:i~ 

0:61g oornpla;~i ni,d.if!O!;;l d~ to f>"a. 

Rn!>p. Nci~ Send. Dt. Area ~ Ohsp-0;;ition IF•BP&::~Of 

l214Ul-
--- --------~·--·------

05/0!;1.'12 05 :):;; G ·3~ 

R1Jmllrk!i: VICLo?oJ"l()N 1 OE>:.<~:! - E:lill;!l.•l"lre E:s~a:::es. C:li:;ir ALL Jerri!!- illc:u:::ing pli;nt;;; <i~t:! :;iartan::i ioc.a1r>;l. '"'" fre 
e;;.:;;;ij::es. ;Jru1.1ia:J aocv;: r;:ferimaad <1rjdri:.5'1 ;!ifici 3222: 22.nd St. Rcn:ri~·<= ,II.LL ;:::;:.!:le vii~ atl;ai:;l1ed la !C-01 '<!tl,h:irll. 
lntall p;r.ss<~ fr.i' .;;n;ip ladi:Set& ltir;:;•Jgh .31-.r;11gs or rerr>::>'.'!:' E!/i;'illr.'JS. 

O;U¢- Fte•n 'io lnsp. Remar1'1a 

;)6.'C•B.112 11.45 12:-30 •:.tee V"11a11:::.'l not '"'batad. 

lnsp. ~"- S<:lid. llt. Area Type Olspcsit5ein ll!lspat:l:i:.t 

114'i83 

Da!& 

03'•'2911:1: 

lfl9'!1- No. 

'11115.5$ 

02.11! 

t1-3l.2.~·1 "LG :s 33 (; G-"'B 

Rl?ma!i!J'; \ 110LATION •ot:XI 1 $ - EJ<itE1Fir;; E:it:il~e!i Clear ,!\LL it:;:;:ns in~l•,dir•.:! i;lar:12 ani;i g&rJa~d 1':.x:l!Ci!t:l on fir€' 
i?"SC-<!pes sr·J<Jn:l abnv~ ref.;rnrr-""..i arlt:r"ess and 32.22 nn~ $1. R~n~"'" AL'... cab It· ...,;,<:s 1'lth.;1ti·1i;;.1 i:::o rocef 1;.:idi;,"'1'. 
lnM .. ~ {:(issage r.::ir drop l;,dders lr"1;1l.-gh 1!1W~drigcs or ramcvo .;wning~ 
Fmm Tc msp. Re-marks 

1.3J);j '14 :();) ~~ \Ciolaoori ni;;-; i:;o; . ..,...,r:le<J. 
----~~·-==--" ·~~ 

Schd •. Dt. AreiJ 'i'y",..e i)il!!~s.ltk::r, Jr.e.pl!"~ 
·--·-==--- -----~~--

'111291'11 05 3:;5 C- Gee 

Rilm1>rks: VIOU.T!ON 1 OE..X:13· - E:.it'>Flft'! E;s:::ap!!S. Cle<ar PLL ilerri:; hi;,'lu:fn!;l i:ila::1ta a11d :;iarl3n.'.:i h;icr.Je:): Cll1 1i"e 
esc2o)les aroc!l'ld ;;itx:we refr;:f,2.::1t:"'d address ard. :1222' n1~:l st Ren:a•;e ?LL •:i:lt·lo 1~ir"s allm:;!1ec ID. m-0f iad~i;:r.;, 
lr!;lall pl!Ssage tc< ·::mp lack.iiars ihr-;J1Ji;r1 ;;•:.r>l11g~ er rerncvi; O.\\'!;lin~. 

from lo !nsf]. R.em<ili:~ 

zi:;.re M1$:51CN s: 
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Exhibit 17.6 

1H2~111 14:sJ ~5·Hi Gee N1;1 corrao:'f.13 ;;c,t:;n fil L'll:i. 1irna. 

:z&7fl, MISSION :ll"i' 
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Exhibit 18 

San Francisco Fire Department 

NOTICE OF CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIRED 

DATE: _____ _ 
U~;lill•, C~'.1 Y~r 

TO: 
'PXJ:-er!)'='::."'.~"" Qccr,>~nl Fi.gem P.e"St:~m!tlle =•.-:!<fiy 

ihe properi:jl at has boeri im;pm;led b;· !hl' S.;J1'> Fr.1ux:i;o::i1 Fir!\! 
Dop~rtment and one or rnore •:ondnions Wllre observed !hat are ncl in complianoo wil"r' thrJ S.:111 Fr;;1m::h;£:1) Fire Cr.1de 
Please take act!Dn within h°'-irs •:if 1l'le date of thiis notlc,;: t:. correct 

l>.lh:)win!J lh"> •;ondilion lo r.onhnvc ci:xll•;P rusult in lh•~ i$~.v"'1m;e or ~ Nh:1li<;e <)1 Viol;lti::n II ~ N nlt•:e of Violatl(ifl is 1s»ueq., 
1hel1 re1nspe::n:m iet;!s. might oo asse!>sed. 

REINSF'!tp10N DF VICLAllON i"''fi'l!l.$: f2DCl1 Sf'l"C Sed1on 1'1:.U> Aooendl~: Chaple! 11 
If .-an in!iJ=<:!dJCn by?: rle.sigrlale:f o~fir:er ::r. ernpUyee Cf llie fr;e D~-.ar{r:)~!"it ·ti£.l".:fr)~~S i!i 1Ji!i<a1I0.'.1 Of tl't>:S C-Otli?, tne Clr~e1shaJI1jEttrrmoo 
;1 ~-'E!fti:Jid Of ~~JPB 7i'f0t I~ !8~!:;Qno2<':Jle to rBfn~idY t~e 1{!Ql3bl)f! in~ r<ijin;r~i:J: lhlJ' prQ~(:r;!f ~tJ 'l.~rif';I ~l(..h l'.:Qli\(.if'JiOrL Th~ d~'1art:T~nl s.f.101] 
t..1.-rt:~tt ~1 let! !Ct ~en:pet·;:-;aie for i!s {;~4:!S--:.:::. perfi>111 e:Jth rfis·1~µec:n.s:s.t1 tr:i ~11i!~· C£'if{i?tlioo er 1re i:~:;de ·ih;}faiioo afrd s00tare· ·[;.?f'tlpha~· 
.. dt'i the .a;r;ph:;3b1'3 ~~;Juireme:~1t:.. 1nr;i:aec.t:-0r;:. 1i•...rxrn re-cu!r~ mor-0 1tian one hoJr to 1~Jrnffiet.0 wH: t.:~ ~..JJb.~9; tn ~· ;:u:drti::nilf foe rn1E- °'f 
for cm::h qu:.rtcr,hD'.Jr ir.ccrmmt OOytmd ~h~ t?.st si:d~· ff'.tTIL11!!'!i DJ th~ O~p:SctJrertr!:i 01'ri:1.:iCl!.'l rerr.'V2w. 

CONDITION REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION; {Cooi;k iJPi'roprlal!i! l;m;r;) 

D 2007 SFFC Section '.l;[).t 1 Combustible Storage Hazard. 
Cl 2007 SFFC %c.!i!Jl'1J15.2, ~ Ceiling Clnr.tn<::e=> Mai~inedl, 
D 200'.' SFFC S,:;clion ·301.4. t Sprlnlkler System Maintenance. 
!:! 2007 SFFC Sc:;,iion ~01.6 fir!l! Af<>rm M~ii'lt@oonte. 
D 2007 SfFC S"c~lon !;IOl'i 1 rlre Extlng1.1ls.her(s) Required. 
D 2007 SFFC Sec.lion 91)1). 2 Fire Exti!!!>gufs.her(s) Mairrta~ncd. 
Cl 2007 Elf'f'G Ser:!lon 1Oll43 Posting of Oteupam Lc:tad In Public Assemb.Ues. 
D 20G? SF=FC Seelion 1027.3 Exit Sign llliumination, 
0 20!J7 s;:-F<; Section 1027 5 5m~f'11\:y Lighting, 
D 2G'V7 SfFC Sec1ion 1028.. 1 Exits Maintained andi Unobstructed. 
D 2GQ' SfFC Sticiion 3.:01 .1 F1a.Rlmi1b!1i1 illnd Combus1ibl¢ l..iQuii:i Slor:!9~
o 2CAJ1 SfFC Secilon 380 L1 LPG Storage. 
0 2G07 SFFC Seciian 105.6 32, A;Dw.ndi;< Chaptt:r 1 Permit Rfl'..qt,rred fur Op-on Flame1C<iindf'1ic~. 
ti :ZG".l7 f;FF"C Sli!!:li(m 1CTfHi 34. N>1l#ntlix Ch;;;pter t Permit Require<! for P'laee of Assembly. 
0 2007 SFFC Secb::m 110. 1. 1, Aopem:lix Chapr.4"r ' Um;af.a- Condfltiol'!s. 
0 G1har 
rJ 01f1er ___ :==----· 
[f()iher ____________ _ 

ISSUED ElY: l>Fl'D Otb:relrs~cctcr Sf:FD 1~rr~·.'!Ji:J.ri.:f. 

RESPONSIBLE: PARTY: __________ _ 
Fr::rJ:~·hrne 

·°'1g1,a to ·••il<in•b:c P""'"· CO:J!""l Ii:- fh ... reau cf f rn P~~,11f!r:ti;w 

;·Ii:. 1 ::;:,~.-~YMi 

f.t1:-r15517i~:r=~2:-: i:.:•7 n<~1 
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F1.i"'11 "BFPt~GAR 01 i7Ct3 

~'J:-; Sv,;Tn:. si.~ .. :c;l"' J{~::,1111 ~I r·.4 

~;ln .,.:-r:tr..::i.-£1-c C/. 9.1r;:i: 

129 



-,. 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Reports, Controller (CON) 
Monday, July 25, 2016 8:47 AM 
Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Gosiengfiao, Rachel (BOS); BOS-Supervisors; Kawa, Steve (MYR); 
Howard, Kate (MYR); Steeves, Asja (CON); Campbell, Severin (BUD); Newman, Debra 
(BUD); Rose, Harvey (BUD); SF Docs (LIB); CON-EVERYONE; Nuru, Mohammed (DPW); 
Lopez, Edgar (DPW); Dawson, Julia (DPW); Spielman, Kenneth (DPW); Robertson, Bruce 
(DPW); dbader@ccorpusa.com; adewulf@ccorpusa.com; ogacevska@ccorpusa.com 
Issued: Bond Expenditure Audit: 2011 Road Repaving Bond Program 

The Office of the Controller's City Services Auditor Division (CSA) today issued a memorandum on its audit of 
the Department of Public Works' 2011 Road Repaving and Street Safety (2011 RRSS) General Obligation 
Bond Program expenditures. The audit found that expenditures for the 2011 RRSS bond program were in 
accordance with the ballot measure and that funds were not used for any administrative salaries or other 
general governmental operating expenses other than those specifically authorized in the ballot measure for 
such bonds. 

To view the full memorandum, please visit our website at: 
http://openbook.sfgov.org/webreports/details3.aspx?id=2335 

This is a send-only e-mail address. For questions about the memorandum, please contact Director of City 
Audits Tonia Lediju at tonia.lediju@sfgov.org or 415-554-5393 or the CSA Audits Unit at 415-554-7469. 

Follow us on Twitter @SFController 

1 0 



TO: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

MEMORANDUM 

Mohammed Nuru, Director 
Department of Public Works 

Tonia Lediju, Director of City Audi~ (J '! • 
City Services Auditor Division lJ V '-----
July 25, 2016 

Ben Rosenfield 
Controller 

Todd Rydstrom 
Deputy Controller 

SUBJECT: Expenditures at the Department of Public Works for the 2011 Road Repaving 
and Street Safety Bond Program Were in Accordance With the Ballot Measure 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The City Service Auditor Division (CSA) of the Office of the Controller (Controller) engaged 
Cumming Construction Management (Cumming) to audit the expenditures of the 2011 Road 
Repaving and Street Safety (2011 RRSS) General Obligation (GO) Bond program of the City 
and County of San Francisco (City) to determine whether bond revenues were spent in 
accordance with the ballot measure. The City's Department of Public Works (Public Works) has 
led the implementation of this bond program's scope of work related to repaving and 
reconstruction of roads, rehabilitation and seismic improvement of street structures, 
replacement of sidewalks, installation and renovation of curb ramps, and redesign of 
streetscapes to include pedestrian and bicycle safety improvements. 

Cumming found that audited expenditures under the 2011 RRSS Bond program were in 
accordance with the ballot measure and that funds were not used for any administrative 
salaries or other general governmental operating expenses other than those specifically 
authorized in the ballot measure for such bonds. Cumming tested $86 million (64 percent) of 
the $135 million that had been spent through 2015 and found that all audited expenditures 
complied with the voter-approved requirements. However, Public Works does not have written 
policies and procedures for the pre-bond reimbursement process. Cumming recommends that 
Public Works finalize and implement the Pre-Bond Reimbursement Guidelines for all current 
and future GO bond programs to ensure that pre-bond expenditures and related scopes of 
work are clearly and appropriately described and assigned. 

415-554-7 500 City Hall• 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place· Room 316 ·San Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466 
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BACKGROUND, OBJECTIVE, AND METHODOLOGY 

Background 

This audit was conducted under the authority of the City's Proposition F, adopted by San 
Francisco voters in March 2002. The proposition established the Citizens' General Obligation 
Bond Oversight Committee (CGOBOC) to inform the public about the expenditure of GO bond 
proceeds. CSA engaged Cumming to conduct a performance audit of expenditures to fulfill the 
CGOBOC Bylaws, Article I, Section 3, which state: 

The Committee shall actively review and report on the expenditure of taxpayers' 
money in accordance with the voter authorization. The Committee shall convene 
to provide oversight for ensuring that: (1) general obligation bond revenues are 
spent only in accordance with the ballot measure, and (2) no general obligation 
bond funds are used for any administrative salaries or other general 
governmental operating expenses, unless specifically authorized in the ballot 
measure for such general obligation bonds. 

The 2011 RRSS GO Bond program includes six projects with an original bond amount of $248 
million. Through two bond sales, $202 million was appropriated, and $135 million had been 
spent through 2015. The exhibit below shows the bond program projects by scope, budget, and 
status. 

Project Project Scope 
Original 

Appropriated 
Project Completion Dates 

Budget 
Expended ------------·----------··· ···-·-···- · -· 

Original Revised Completed 

Street Pavement resurfacing, $146.5M $122.7M $97.5M 01/2016 06/2017 
Repaving sidewalk, bus pad, curb 
and ramp, and roadway striping 
Reconstruction Reduced scope from 1,389 to 

1,275 blocks 

Streetscapes, • 51 Follow the Paving (FTP) $49.2M $35.2M $22.8M 01/2016 06/2017 
Bike and projects 
Pedestrian • 24 large-scale project 
Safety Reduced from 75 to 66 

Traffic Signal Replace and upgrade $19.7M $15.5M $14.8M 05/2016 
and Street signal hardware for more 
lmprovement8 than 1, 100 intersections 

Installation Provide better accessibility $13.8M $13.8M $13.5M 12/2014 10/2015 
and compliant to the Americans 
Renovation With Disabilities Act 
of Curb Ramps Reduced scope from 1 JOO to 

1.563 curb ramps 
··-----------~----·----··----~-------~--------·------·- ··----·-----

Sidewalk Sidewalk Inspection and $7.9M $7.9M $7.7M 12/2014 10/2015 
Accessibility Repair Program (SIRP) 

Accelerated Sidewalk 
Abatef!l~~t i:~()qraf!l (/>.?_/>.!=') 

Street Complete 36 of 350 street $6.9M $6.9M $6.8M 06/2015 03/2016 

Structures structures 

Total $244.0Mb $202.0Mc $163.1M 

Notes 
a Project is managed by San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency (SFMTA) and was excluded from the audit. 
b Amount excludes Accounting and Cost of Insurance budget of $4 million. 
' The audit drew its sample of tested expenditures from only $135 million of this amount. The additional $28.1 million was expended 
by SFMTA or-was expended by Public Works in 2016, after the audit period. 
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Objective 

The purpose of the audit was to determine whether 2011 RRSS GO Bond funds were spent in 
accordance with the ballot measure, including whether funds were used for any administrative 
salaries or other general governmental operating expenses, which is impermissible unless 
specifically authorized in the ballot measure for such bonds. 

Methodology 

To achieve the objective, Cumming collected and reviewed the following documents: 

• Construction agreements and change orders 
• Design agreements and amendments 
• Work authorizations to city departments 
• Public Works direct labor and non-labor costs 
• Vendors invoices with citywide contracts for which project-specific contracts do not exist 

Cumming reviewed expenditures totaling $86 million, or approximately 64 percent of the $135 
million that Public Works had spent under the 2011 RRSS GO Bond program through 
December 31, 2015. 

This performance audit was conducted by Cumming and performed in accordance with 
generally accepted government auditing standards. These standards require planning and 
performing the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate evidence to provide a reasonable basis for 
the findings and conclusions based on the audit objectives. Cumming believes that the evidence 
obtained provides a reasonable basis for the findings and conclusions based on the audit 
objectives. 

RESULTS 

Finding 1 - Audited expenditures under the 2011 RRSS GO Bond program were spent in 
accordance with the ballot measure, and funds were not used for any administrative 
salaries or other general governmental operating expenses other than those specifically 
authorized in the ballot measure. 

Public Works provided supporting documentation for all of the $86,632,601 in bond 
expenditures audited, and Cumming found that all the funds were spent in accordance with the 
ballot measure. The majority of the bond expenditures, $56, 171,570 or 64 percent of 
expenditures reviewed, consisted of construction costs from contracts for sewer and water main 
replacement/installation. Cumming reviewed the design documents Public Works used for these 
contractor solicitations and found that the documents were appropriately prepared, with the 
project scope and funds clearly segregated for funding purposes. 

There is no recommendation for this finding, Public Works should continue to ensure bond 
expenditures are spent in accordance with the ballot measure and funds are not used for any 
administrative salaries or other general governmental operating expenses. 
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Finding 2 - Public Works has no written policies or procedures for the 2011 RRSS 
GO Bond pre-bond cost reimbursements. 

Public Works does not have guidelines for the 2011 RRSS GO Bond program pre-bond 
reimbursement process. Public Works established Pre-Bond Reimbursement Guidelines for the 
2014 Earthquake Safety and Emergency Response (ESER) GO Bond program, but has yet to 
develop and implement guidelines for other bond programs, including the 2011 RRSS Bond 
program. 

The objectives of the guidelines for the 2014 ESER GO Bond program are to establish 
procedures and define the documents needed to process a pre-bond reimbursement. The 
guidelines also stipulate the required oversight from the Controller's director of public finance 
and director of Accounting Operations and Systems Division, City Attorney's Office, bond 
counsel, and the City's director of city planning. 

Cumming found that expenditures on project codes that had exceeded budget were reallocated 
to the general fund for re-appropriation to other capital projects. Because no applicable written 
policies exist, Cumming could not determine whether this practice is allowable. Also, the Labor 
Charge Abatement Authorization Form showed that the same employee requested and 
authorized the expenditures transfer without a second level of review or any review by the 
oversight entities mentioned above. This demonstrates a lack of proper segregation of duties 
and a lack of proper oversight. 

Adequate segregation of duties is critical to effective internal control because it reduces the 
likelihood that errors, both intentional and unintentional, will remain undetected by providing for 
separate processing by different individuals at various stages of a transaction and for 
independent reviews of work performed. Written policies and procedures should address the 
proper system entries and approval process to prevent the above instances from occurring. 

Public Works' guidelines for the 2014 ESER GO Bond program are appropriate and valuable. 
Similar written policies and procedures for the 2011 RRSS GO Bond program would formally 
communicate to employees management's commitment to protecting the City's assets and 
instruct employees on how to carry out management's directives. Written procedures are also 
essential to ensure that staff can effectively and consistently perform its duties in adherence 
with documented policies. 

Recommendation 

The Department of Public Works should finalize and implement pre-bond reimbursement 
guidelines for all current and future general obligation bond programs to ensure that pre-bond 
expenditures and related scopes of work are clearly and appropriately described and assigned. 
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cc: Public Works 
Edgar Lopez 
Julia Dawson 
Bruce Robertson 
Kenneth Spielman 

Controller 
Ben Rosenfield 
Todd Rydstrom 
Mark de la Rosa 
Cherry Bobis 

Board of Supervisors 
Budget Analyst 
Citizens Audit Review Board 
City Attorney 
Civil Grand Jury 
Mayor 
Public Library 
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ATTACHMENT: DEPARTMENT RESPONSE 

EdwfnM~lce 
Mayor 

Mohammed Nuru 
Director 

Brm:i;, Rob!?rl:SOfl 
Finan~ Manager 

Gener.al Administration/Finance 
nss Market St., 4th floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
tel .p5.554.5418 

sfpub[tcv«or J\s.org 
facebO-Ok.comjsfpublicwor ks 
twitter.com/sfpublicwork5 

July 12, 2016 

Ms. Tonia Lediju 

DirectorofCity Audits 

City Services Auditor Division 

City Hall, Room 476 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

Subject: Expenditures at the Department of Public Works for the 2011 Road Repaving 

and Street Safety Bond Program Were in Accordance With the Ballot Measure 

Dear Ms. Lediju, 

Jn response to your memo dated June 24, 2016, San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) 

concurs with your recommendation and plans to complete and implement the Pre-Bond 

Reimbursement Guidelines by December 31, 2016. This ls consistent with your 

recommendation and our response to the 2010 Earthquake Safety and Emergency 

Response Bond Program memo. SFPW will implement these guidelines for all current 

and future general obligation bond programs to ensure that pre-bond expenditures and 

related scope of work is clearly described and appropriately assigned. 

Sincerely, 

Bruce Robertson 

Finance Manager 

CC: Mohammed Nuru, Edgar Lopez, Julia Dawson, John Thomas, Kenneth Spielman 
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For each recommendation, the responsible agency should indicate whether it concurs, does not concur, or partially concurs. 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 AND RESPONSE 

Expected 
Recommendation Response Implementation 

·Date 

The Department of Public Works should 0 Concur D Do Not Concur D Partially Concur December 31, 2016 
finalize and implement pre-bond 
reimbursement guidelines for all current San Francisco Public Works (SFPW) concurs with your 

and future general obligation bond recommendation and plans to complete and finalize the Pre-

programs to ensure that pre-bond Bond Reimbursement Guidelines by December 31, 2016. 

expenditures and related scopes of work Further, SFPW agrees to implement these guidelines on all 

are clearly and appropriately described and current and future general obligation bond programs to ensure 

assigned. that pre-bond expenditures and related scope of work is clearly 
described and appropriately assigned. 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

. ~---
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 
FW: United States Postal Service, v#58047 - 12(b) Waiver Request 
United States Postal Service (12b) - $5,000.pdf 

From: Hon, Stephanie (DPH) 
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2016 11:52 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Winchester, Tamra (ADM) <tamra.winchester@sfgov.org>; Folmar, David (DPH) <david.folmar@sfdph.org> 
Subject: United States Postal Service, v#58047 - 12(b) Waiver Request 

Board of Supervisor Required: Copy of Waiver Request Sent to Board of Supervisors 

Attached 12b Waiver Request - United States Postal Service, (v#58047), $5,000. 
Purchase rental of PO boxes for Community Behavioral Health Services, Mental Health Plan Claims Unit and City Clinics. 
July 15, 2016 through June 30, 2017 

No Potential Contractors Comply. 
Administrative Code 12B.5-1(d) 

Thank you, 

StephcwuAv ff.o-vv 

Office of Contract Management 
1380 Howard Street, Rm 419a 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
415-255-3796 (Voice) 

1 0 



City and County of San Francisco Department of Public Health 

Barbara A. Garcia, MPA 

Director of Health 

Edwin M. Lee 

TO: 

THROUGH: 

FROM: 

DATE: 

SUBJECT: 

Mayor 

MEMORANDUM 

Veronica Ng, Director, Contracts Monitoring Division 

Barbara A. Garcia, MPA, Director of Health ~ .. _fJJ.1---
Jacquie Hale, Director, DPH Office of Contra~ts Management ~ . 
July 14, 2016 

126 Waiver 

The Department of Public Health (DPH) respectfully requests approval of the attached 12B Waiver for the following: 

United States Postal Service (vendor# 58047) 

Commodity /Service: Rental of PO Boxes for Community Behavioral Health Services, Mental Health Plan Claims Unit 
and City Clinics. The PO Boxes are used by dients, providers, insurance companies, Medicare, 
Medi-Cal, and fiscal intermediaries,. PO Box numbers and addresses are printed on all return 
envelopes sent to dients in monthly billing statements, letterhead, and correspondence sent by 
departments. 

Amount: 

Funding Source: 

Term: 

DPH departments and clinics requires use of a PO Box address, not the Clinic addresses, so 
correspondence Is not identifiable as being from or to the clinics. A PO box address provides 
anonymity to assure the privacy of individuals (particularly adolescents and sexual partners) who 
are receiving health care services at City Clinics. 

These services require a high level of security for checks and confidential patient correspondence. 
They also require a locations close to DPH offices and clinics and on short route between offices. 

$5000 

General Funds 

July 15, 2016 through June 30, 2017 

**Exempt from 148 consideration when State or Federal funds are involved. 

Rationale for this sole source waiver: 

DPH did a survey of mail box businesses located in the Civic Center and South of Market areas which yielded 4 possible vendors 
that meet the location requirements: US Postal Service at Civic Center/Fox Plaza, The UPS Store at 77 Van Ness Ave., Mailboxes 4U 
at 1230 Market Street and A&T Mail Center at 1072 Folsom Street {location only for City Clinic requirements). USPS and UPS are 
currently city vendors, Mailboxes 4U and A& T Mail Center are not. None of the vendors are 12B compliant. 

USPS has the best rates for mailbox rental. UPS Mailbox rentals are more expensive than USPS, e.g. Small box for one year is $320, 
USPS is $94. A&T Mail Center pricing is more than USPS; a small box is $130 a year. Several phone calls to Mailboxes 4U went 
unanswered. · 

USPS has better security than the other vendors, using USPS PO boxes minimizes the amount of handling of check and confidential 
mail by people other than USPS and DPH staff. 

DPH departments have been using USPS mail boxes since 1998. PO Box addresses are printed on all return billing envelopes, 
letterhead, and other correspondence. All patients, insurance companies, Medic.are, Medical, doctors, and other providers have 
these PO Box numbers as the mailing addresses for CBHS, Mental Health and City Clinics. · 

Since no vendors are compliant, USPS meets location and security requirements, is less expensive, and changing the mailing 
address of the billing offices and clinics would be costly to the departments and create confusion with patients and providers, DPH 
requests a sole source waiver for USPS PO Boxes. 

For questions concerning this waiver request, please call the Office of Contract Management at 554-3621. Thank you for your 
consideration. 

Central Office 101 Grove Street San Francisco, CA 94102 



CITY AND COUNTY OF. SAN FRANCISCO 
CONTRACT MONITORING DIVISION 

S.F. ADMINISTRATIVE. CODE CHAPTERS 128 and 148 
WAIVER REQUEST FORM 

(CMD-201) 

Send completed waiver requests to: 
and.waiverrequest@sfgov.org or 

CMD, 30Van Ness Avenue, Suite 200, San Francisco, CA 
94102 

>Section 1. Department lnfonnalion Q ~ 
Department Head Signature: • .. 

Nane of Department Department of Public Health 

DepartmentAddress: 101 Grove St. Rm 307 San Francisco CA 94102 

Contact Person: Jacquie Hale, Director, Contract Management and Compliance 

Phone Number: 554-2609 E-mail: Jacquie.Hale@sfdph.org 

> Section 2. Contractor lnfonnation 

Contractor Name: United States Postal Service 

FOR CMD USE ONLY 

Request Number. 

Vendor No.: 5804 7 

Contractor Address: PO Box 4715 Los Angeles, CA 90096 

ConmctPerson: _______________ _ 
Contact Phone No.: --------------

> Section 3. Transaction Information 

Date Waiver Request Submitted: ------- TypeofContract ------------

Contract SmrtDate: 07/15/2016 End Date: 06/30/2017 DollarAmountofConlract:$ $ 5,000.00 

> Section 4. Administrative Code Chapter to be Waived (please check all that apply) 

~ Cha .. 12B 

__ Chapter 148 Note: Employment and LBE subcontracting requiremen1s may still be in force even Vlklen a 
14B waiver (type A or B) is granted. 

> Section 5. Waver Type (Letter of Justification must be attached, see Check List on back of page.) 

A. Sole Source 

__ B. Emergency (pursuant to Administrative Code §6.60 or 21.15) 

__ C. Public Entity 

~ D. No Potential Contractors Comply (Required)Copyofwaiverrequestsentto Board of Supervisors on: ____ _ 

__ E. Government Bulk Purchasing Arrangement (Required) Copy of waiver request sent to Board of Supervisors on: ____ _ 

__ F. Sham/Shell Entity {Required) Copy of waiver request sent to Bciard of Supervisors on: ____ _ 

__ G. Subcontracting Goals 

__ H. Local Business Enterprise (LBE) 

Reason for Action: 

128 Waver Granted: 
128 Waiver Denied: 

CMDIHRC ACTION 
148 Waiver Granted: 
148 Waiver Denied: 

CMDStaff: -~-~~---~-~-~-~~~-~---
CMDDirector. ---------------------
HRC Director (128 Only): 

CMD-201 (June2014) 

Date: ---------
Date: ________ _ 

Date: 
This form available at: httc:fOntraneU. 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

From: Lu, Carol (MYR) 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 
FW: Memberships Office Memberships for FY 2016-17 
Memberships_7.21.2016.pdf 

Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2016 8:46 AM 
To: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Alvarado, Orealis (CON) <orealis.alvarado@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Whitehouse, Melissa (MYR) <melissa.whitehouse@sfgov.org>; Tan, Vicky (ECN) <vicky.tan@sfgov.org> 

Subject: Memberships Office Memberships for FY 2016-17 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

July 21, 2016 

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Orealis M. Alvarado, Office of the Controller 

Carol Lu, Director of Administration & Finance, Mayor's Office 

Mayor's Office Memberships for Fiscal Year 2016-17 

Per San Francisco Administrative Code 16.6, the Office of the Mayor is requesting appropriation for the 
memberships listed below in the next Annual Appropriation Ordinance for Fiscal year 2016-17. No 
memberships have been added or deleted from the previous year's listing: 

Vendor Name 
US Conference of Mayors / MyvMA 
League of California Cities Peninsula Div~ Mayor's Office Due 
League of California Cities Peninsula Div- Mayor's Office Membership Dues 
National League of Cities 

Carol Lu 

Administration and Finance 

Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee 
415-554-6486 

ca ro I.I u@sfgov. o rg 

1 

Amount 
26,216 

102,486 
100 
35 

@ 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

MEMORANDUM 

DATE: July 21, 2016 

TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 
Orealis M. Alvarado, Office of the Controller 

FROM: Carol Lu, Director of Administration & Finance, Mayor's Office 

SUBJECT: Mayor's Office Memberships for Fiscal Year 2016-17 

Per San Francisco Administrative Code 16.6, the Office of the Mayor is requesting 
appropriation for the memberships listed below in the next Annual Appropriation 
Ordinance for Fiscal year 2016-17. No memberships have been added or deleted from 
the previous year's listing: 

Vendor Name 
•US Conference of May<:)r~j MWMA 
Le9g1:1e of California Cities Peninsula Div - flt1C1Y()~'s()ffice Due 
League of California Cities Peninsula Div - M9yor's Office Membersh.ilJ Dues 
National ~~(lgue of Cities 

1 DR. CARL TON 8. GOODLETI PLACE, ROOM 200, SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141 

Amount 
... 2~,216 
102,486 

100 
35 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO 

July 20, 2016 

Ms. Angela Calvillo 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

;J3oS-tt ti1d~, COJ3 / I 4)Sftt;L'ir ci-h-i~ (IS () u 
EDWIN . ~ E Dp1ttf

MAYOR 

Pursuant to Charter Section 3.100, I hereby designate Supervisor Mark Farrell as Acting-Mayor 
from the time I leave the State of California on Thursday, July 21, at 2:20 p.m., until Tuesday, 
July 26, at 2:00 p.m. and Supervisor Katy Tang from Tuesday, July 26, at 2:01 p.m. until I return 
on Friday, July 29, at 10:39 a.m. 

In the event I am delayed, I designate Supervisor Katy Tang to continue to be the Acting-Mayor 
until my return to California. 

Sincerely, 

~L~ 
Mayor 

cc: Mr. Dennis Herrera, City Attorney 

1 DR. CARL TON 8. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: ( 415) 554-6141 

(,,.) 

G 



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

July 20, 2016 

Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall 
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

MAYOR 

Pursuant to Section 3.100(18) of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, I hereby 
make the following appointments: 

Gloria Bonilla, to the Recreation & Park Commission, for a four-year term ending June 27, 
2020 

Tom Harrison, to the Recreation & Park Commission, for a four-year term ending June 27, 
2020 

Kat Anderson to the Recreation & Park Commission, assuming the seat formerly held by 
Meagan Levitan, for a term ending June 27, 2020 

I am confident that Ms. Bonilla, Mr. Harrison and Ms. Anderson, electors of the City and 
County, will serve our community well. Attached herein for your reference are their 
qualifications to serve. 

Should you have any questions related to these appointments, please contact my Director of 
Appointments, Nicole Elliott, at ( 415) 5 54-7940. 

s~ffi,i/& 
Edwi~'i:'~-c. 
Mayor 

1 DR. CARLTON 8. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM.200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: ( 415) 554-6141 

('_~ {/'). 

1J;z;.; 

® 



Gloria Bonilla Biography 

Since moving to San Francisco in 1976, Gloria Bonilla has been active in the Mission District 

community. For the past 30 years, she has served in top leadership positions at Centro Latino 

de San Francisco, Inc. From 1985 to the present she has held the position of Executive 

Director. In this capacity she has developed and implemented services (on-site and home 

delivered meals, paratransit, recreation and education activities, English as a second language 

classes, naturalization classes, and health care advocacy) that address the essential needs of 

low-income, at-risk seniors, immigrants, youth and families. 

Prior to her current role as Executive Director, Ms. Bonilla was an administrator for youth 

programs. During her tenure at CYO she oversaw the implementation of programs that offered 

year-round and summer employment training for youth, 14-21 years of age; a daycare program 

for elementary school age children; and an after school recreation and sports program for teens. 

Commissioner Bonilla has provided leadership to community groups in various capacities and 

served on distinguished nonprofit boards. Some of these include: San Francisco Giants 

Community Fund, UCSF Community Advisory Group, and Mission Housing Development 

Corporation. 

Born in San Luis Obispo, CA and raised in Fresno, CA, Ms. Bonilla holds a degree in 

government from University of San Francisco. 



Tom Harrison Biography 

Tom Harrison, born and raised in San Francisco, was appointed to the Recreation and 
Park Commission in October 2004 by Mayor Gavin Newsom. He was sworn into office 
by Mayor Newsom in November 2004. 

Mr. Harrison worked for the Recreation and Park Department beginning in 1964 as an 
Assistant Gardener and was promoted to Gardener in 1972. After 28 years of service 
and many assignments after, he was then hired by Laborers Local 261 as a Union 
Representative. Mr. Harrison was appointed to serve the Gardeners and Laborers of the 
City. In 2002 he was promoted to Assistant Business Manager of Local 261. He retired 
from City Employment in 2004 completing 30 years of service to the City and County of 
San Francisco. 

Commissioner Harrison take great personal pride in his appointment to the Recreation 
and Parks Commission, "I have a great respect for the people of San Francisco for 
whom I serve." 



Persona! Surn:n1ary' 

S-hFeng'fhs and 
Cxpedise 

P(o'i·esslonal 
tx~::Jerienc1~1 

Educoi·ion 

65 Avila Street Son Froncisco, CA 94123 
(41 SJ 420-7 503; k:otoncle1·son63@me.corr1 

A savvy oncl collaboro1ive civic leader wilh lifelong dedicoHon to public service and grassroo1s 
advocacy. /o, lawyer by !raining and current labor union leader drive11 to improve the lives of 
women, fomilies and tl"1ose most in need in San Francisco. Seeking oppmtuni1ies to apply skills and 
experience to prese1·ving Son Froncisco's porks ond outdoor activities for youth, adults ond families. 

Exe cu live Leadership 
Legal Analysis 
Govemmenl· Relations 
Media Relofons 
Stmlegic Communications: Print one/ Digitol 

Building Relationships 
t·~onprofit Advococy 
Fundraising 
Youlh Menlol"ing 
Grassroots Organizing 

Pacific Media Workers Guild - Union Representative/Administrative Officer 2011-present 

Secure fair rnlary and benefil·s from employers for journalists and ot·her communications workers 
th1·ougl1 colledive bargaining and contract enforcemeni'. Orgonize and mobilize members to 
fight unfair practices and protect 1'11e integrity or locol news medic1 organizai'ions. 

Developed ancl founded Boy l'.lews Rising, o program tlloi gives journalism studenis occess to 
mentoring, !raining and networking opportunities to ossist them in finding meaningful employment 
ofter gmduolion. Conl'inue to builcl and moinloin portne1·ships wiih San Francisco Stole University 
ond City College of Son Fmncisco with a focus on mGuiting wornen and si·uclents from diverse 
comniunities lo porticipote in the progrom. 

Administer· guild scholarship program. Monoge ond mentor· studenl·s and o CORO Fellow. Assist in 
other odrninistrotive motters, including hurnon resou1·ces, executive committee rneelings, building 
corporation 'issues, fundraising, outreach lo un'1ons ond public officials, developing all-member 
email comrnu11ications. Serve os tnJstee of Heallh ond Welfare Trust ond adviso1· on various legal 
motters. 

Law Office of Kathleen Stewart Anderson 1998-2011 

Pmvided full range of legol services to inclividuols, pul)lic entities ond r1onprofits. Speciolized in 
employment and labor relolions, personal injury, eslote planning and contract motlers, Pmt clients 
include: Cities of Fren1ont and Ooklcmd, A,C Tronsit, Dioblo Volley College and Bishop's Ronch. 
Worked wil·h union leaders oncl lawyers, business ogenis and generol 111embe1·ship. 

Deputy Distrid Director, California State Senate, 3rd District (Carole Migden) 2008 

Managed district office employees, responded to constituent requests, drafted speeches, hondled 
correspondence, facilitated resolulions io conslii·uenl concerns and 1·ep1·esented Senator at 
community even1s. 

Heller Ehrman White & McAuliffe and Baker & McKenzie 1990-1998 

Hcrnclled all c1spects of employmenl· litigotion from discovery to summory judgment or 
arbilrotion/mediol'ion/lriol. Counseled officers and employees in lobar and employmenl matters. 

UC Hastings College of the Law, Juris Doctor 1991 

Speciolizecl in contrc1cls, employment low and mediation. Senior l'.lote Editor of 1he Hastings 
Communicotions ond Enlertoinmenr Law Journol. 1n1·erned for .Justice Carl W. Anderson, California 
Cou1·t of /\ppeal, dmflecJ 1·en proposed legc1I opinions (one published). 

Stanford University, Bachelor of Arts 1986 

Gmduc11·ec1 with Distinction with a mojor in Polii'icol Science oncl minor in Economics. Studied low 
at S 1·anforc1-in-Oxford du1·ing summer of 1985. [Tronsferr·ed from UC Irvine 1984.] 



Cngagerr12n)· 
San Francisco Demo erotic County Centro! Commili'ee, Recording Secreiary 2012 - 2016 
Registered new voters, increased voter education and engagement, campaigned for endmsed 
candidai·es and ballot· measures through phone banking, door knocking and fundraising. 
Advocated ror condidat·es and ballot measure that put forth practical solutions to San Francisco's 
most pressing issues. Recmded ond kep1" m'1nules and attendance of oil meetings. 

Shared Schoolyard Projed, t<ey Partner 2010 - Current· 
One of the lead funders at project re-launch in 2010. Involvement includes ongoing fundmising 
and neighborhood oulread1. 

Bishop's Ranch, Board Member 2010- Current 
Episcopal conference center in Healdsburg that focuses on environmental education and 
recreational aclivities for youth and families. Stewardship of 500 acres of land in Healdsburg, 
including cm organic orchard, summer comps, cmcl environmental education programs For the 
public. 

City Democratic Club, President 2010 - Current 
Plan public fom featuring speakers to increase awareness of local political issues. Endorse local 
candidates and ini1iotives in every eledion and pmduce slate mailer to support endorsed 
individuals and measures. 

Florence Critl-enton Services, President 1993 - 2001 
JoinecJ os a Board Member ·rn 1993 and moved through different leadership roles. Set policy and 
ossistecl slaff in running progrorns to support pregr1ant and parenting teens ond provide childcare 
for low income fomilies. Led fundmising effods, strengthened community relations, ond did event 
planning and granl writing. 

Marina Community Association, Vice President 2010 - 2013 
Worked with neighbors and city departmenis 1·0 address issues of concern among residents, such 
as parking, trnffic and small business diversity. Solicited community input· on changes hoppening in 
the Morino. Helped lounch the fir·st onnuol Marina Family Fest. 

Unii·ed Way Women's Leadership Council, Founding Co-Chair 2011- 2014 
Launched cou11cil t·o build community omong women leaders thl'Oughout the Boy Area 1"o 
increme engogement in the Unit·ed Way's efforl"s to help those most in need. Assis1ed in the design 
of economic empowerment programs (SparkPoint Centers Boy Area) and family assistance 
initial·ives. Engaged major donors and grew donor· pool, participated in networking events to 
educat·e other·s about the United Way. 

Bay News Rising, Founder and Program Director 2012 - Cun·ent 
Provide journalism students with the tools ond trnining to launch fulfilling ond econornicolly sound 
careers. 

Foundaifon o! Cii"y College ol San Francisco, Board Member 2010 Current 
Work with colleagues lo di1·ect the responsible allocation and spending of$ l 7M in scholmship 
funds. 

Kat i.\nderso11 Media Workers Support Fund Scholarship 2012 - Current 
Crecil·ed annuol scholarship or San Francisco State University to support students seeking careers in 
journalism and communications. 
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
To: BOS-Supervisors . 
Subject: FW: San Francisco Police Department - Report - Admin Code Section 96A 
Attachments: 2016 First Quarter-Executive Summary Final.pdf; 2016_06_30_Chapter 96A Report JanMar 

2016 Data Final.pdf; 2016_07 _26_Ltr Cover Chapter 96A JanMar 2016.pdf 

From: Chaplin, Toney (POL) 
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2016 4:52 PM 

To: Nicita, Carl (MYR) <carl.nicita@sfgov.org>; Elliott, Jason (MYR) <jason.elliott@sfgov.org>; Jacobson, Caitlin (MYR) 
<caitlin.jacobson@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) 
<breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Suzy Loftus <suzyloftus@hotmail.com>; 
SFPD, Commission (POL) <SFPD.Commission@sfgov.org>; Info, HRC (HRC) <hrc.info@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Sainez, Hector (POL) <hector.sainez@sfgov.org>; Chaplin, Toney (POL) 
<toney.chaplin@sfgov.org> 
Subject: San Francisco Police Department - Report - Adm in Code Section 96A 

Honorable Mayor, Honorable Breed, Commissioner Loftus, and Commissioner Christian; 

Attached is the San Francisco Police Department's first report required by Administrative Code Section 96A, Law 
Enforcement Reporting Requirements. 

We apologize for the delay in its release. 

The report will be posted on the Department's website on Wednesday, July 27. 

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 

Thank you. 

Toney D. Chaplin 
Acting Chief of Police 
San Francisco Police Department 
1245 3rd Street 
San Francisco, CA 94158 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
Use of Force and Arrest Report-January 1, 2016-March 31, 2016 

(First Quarter) 

SUMMARY 
This is the first report by the San Francisco Police Department as required under Administrative 
Code 96A, Law Enforcement Reporting Requirements. As per the requirements of Sec. 96A.3, 
the first quarterly report contains information relating to Arrests and Use of Force, which 
includes the following information: 

Sec. 96A.3. 
(b) For Use of Force 

(1) The total number of Uses of Force; 
(2) The total number of Uses of Force that resulted in death to the person on whom an 

Officer used force; and 
(3) The total number of Uses of Force broken down by race or ethnicity, age, and sex. 

(c) For arrests: 
(1) The total number; and 
(2) The total number broken down by race or ethnicity, age, and sex. 

COMPARABLE DATA 
At this time, a statistical comparison has not been done between the San Francisco Police 
Department and other jurisdictions with similar population and police staffing due to the lack of 
national reporting standards. 

However, pointing a firearm as a reportable use of force is becoming the pattern of practice for 
many agencies throughout the country. It will be a recommendation for cities that are part of the 
Department of Justice review process to include pointing of a firearm as a reportable use of force 
as part of their policy. Therefore, future reports may allow for some comparisons. 

USE OF FORCE 
It is important to provide some background on the use of force, its definition, policies and 
procedures relating to its use, and the collection of data. 

Policy: 
Beginning in April 2015, the Department began to reassess the way members are trained to 
determine if improvements can/should be made with an emphasis on safeguarding the life, 
dignity, and liberty of all persons. The Department was invited by the Police Executive Research 
Forum (PERF) to participate in a nationwide effort to reengineer the use of force - from policy 
changes to training. 

The use of force by members of the San Francisco Police Department is regulated through 
policies which are established according to local, state, and federal mandates. Since the end of 
2015, the Department's policies relating to the use of force have been under review and are being 



reformed with input from community members, private and public organizations, and other 
stakeholders. The final draft was approved by the Police Commission on June 22, 2016, and is in 
the final stages of implementation. In the spirit of transparency, documents relating to this reform 
process, including copies of drafts and discussion notes, are available on our website at 
www.sanfranciscopolice.org/use-force-documents. 

The improvements to our use of force policy will emphasize several key principles including the 
safeguarding of human life and dignity, de-escalation techniques, proportionality of force, crisis 
intervention, and ensuring members are acting in a manner that is fair and impartial. These 
changes make it clear as to when, what level, and what type of force is allowed, and equally, 
when force is not allowed. 

It is important to note that the updated Department General Order has not been finalized. 
However, there were key principles in this updated policy which needed to be implemented. As 
such, a directive was issued by the Chief of Police via a Department Bulletin to immediately 
adopt these principles as policy. In addition, the following policies governing the use of force 
have been issued to amend and/or augment the current use of force policies. 

• Department General Order 
o DGO 5.01: Use of Force 
o DGO 5.02: Use of Firearms 

• Department Bulletins - Use of Force 
o 16-116: Principles to Consider Regarding the Use and Application of Force 
o 16-046: Updating Bi-Annual Force Options Training 
o 16-082: Reminder Regarding DGO 5.02, Use of Firearms: Discharge of Firearm 

at Operator or Occupant of Moving Vehicles 
o 15-255: Pointing of Firearms 
o 15-237: Amended Use of Force Log 
o 15-051: Use of Force Options: Reporting and Medical Assessment Requirements 
o 15-106: Avoiding the "Lawful but Awful" Use of Force (Time/Distance) 
o 14-015: Reminder Regarding DGO 5.02, Use of Firearms: Permissible 

Circumstances to Discharge Firearm 
o 14-111: Documenting Use of Force 

• Department Bulletins - Equipment 
o 16-071: Department Issued Impact Weapon 
o 15-234: Extended Range Impact Weapon Guide Sheet 
o 15-188: Extended Range Impact Weapon (ERIW) 
o 15-142: Extended Range Impact Weapon (Superseded by 15-188) 
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Definition of Use of Force: 
The use of force must be for a lawful purpose. Officers may use reasonable force options in the 
performance of their duties in the following circumstances: 

• To effect a lawful arrest, detention, or search. 
• To overcome resistance or to prevent escape. 
• To prevent the commission of a public offense. 
• In defense of others or in self-defense. 
• To gain compliance with a lawful order. 
• To prevent a person from injuring himself/herself. However, an officer is prohibited from 

using lethal force against a person who presents only a danger to himself/herself and does 
not pose an immediate threat of death or serious bodily injury to another person or 
officer. 

Levels of Force: 
It is the policy of the Department that the degree of force shall be restricted to circumstances 
authorized by law and to the degree minimally necessary to accomplish a lawful police task. The 
current force options are: 

• Verbal Persuasion 
• Physical Control (e.g., passive resister, bent wrist control, excluding the carotid restraint) 
• Liquid Chemical Agent (Mace/Oleoresin Capsicum/Pepper Spray) 
• Carotid Restraint 
• Department Issued Impact Weapons 
• Firearm Intentionally Pointed at a Person 
• Firearm 

Documenting the Use of Force: 
Members are directed to immediately notify supervisors following a use of force incident, which 
is then documented and investigated by the supervisor on scene. In addition to improving and 
reengineering the use of force through training, beginning in December 2015, the pointing of a 
firearm was designated through Department Bulletin 15-255 as a "reportable" use of force. Prior 
to this time, only the discharge of a firearm was considered reportable. 

Compiling the use of force data up to this point has been done manually. With the enactment of 
this reporting requirement, the Department had to reconfigure software programs in order to 
collect the mandated information at the time of an encounter, arrest, and/or use of force. This has 
been a major undertaking as our systems required re-tooling in order to include the data fields 
that are mandated to be collected. That project is expected to be complete by the end of the year, 
and all future reports should include the expanded information mandated by this Section. 
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Futiher, in order to better analyze uses of force, the Department centralized where this data is 
collected. The Risk Management Office (RMO) now tracks and maintains all data relating to use 
of force incidents reported by each district station and specialized units. RMO, which includes 
staff assigned to the Early Intervention System (EIS) Unit, will review and generate reports 
relating to the use of force, i.e., under what circumstance was it used, type/level of force, and 
subject/officer identifiers. 

Use of force rep01is will be generated monthly and reviewed by staff in the Professional 
Standards and Principled Policing Bureau prior to being forwarded to the Chief of Police. The 
final reports will be provided to commanding officers for review with all supervisors at the 
district station level as a means to monitor and identify concerns immediately. The reports will 
be posted online and made available to the public as part of our ongoing commitment to 
transparency. 

USE OF FORCE REPORT/ANALYSIS 
It is important to note that the majority of police contacts with members of the public do not 
result in the use of force. In the first quarter of 2016, the Department responded to 157,740 calls 
for service - 99,461 calls that were dispatched and 58,279 self-initiated or "on view" encounters. 

On 
Month Dispatch Percent View Percent Total 
January 2016 32,834 62% 20,577 38% 53,411 

February 2016 32,438 65% 17,147 35% 49,585 

March 2016 34,189 62% 20,555 38% 54,744 

Total 99,461 63% 58,279 37% 157,740 

Of the 157,740 contacts during this timeframe, force was used in 341 encounters which 
represents .20 percent of the Department's total contacts. During these 341 incidents, one or 
more officers reported using force resulting in 94 7 total individual documented uses of force. 

Month 
Number of Uses of 

Force Percent 
January 2016 293 31% 

February 2016 400 42% 

March 2016 254 27% 

Total 947 100% 
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The number of officers employing force options during this reporting period was 44 7. 

Age of Officer # Using Force Percent 
22-29 126 28% 

30-39 200 45% 

40-49 91 20% 

50-59 28 6% 

60 and Over 2 <1% 

Total 447 100% 

This illustrates that more than one officer employed a reportable force option on one or more 
subjects in a single event. For example, during a felony stop on an armed robbery vehicle with 
three subjects inside, three officers respond. Two officers point their firearms at the three 
subjects and order them to exit the vehicle. One officer handcuffs each of the subjects, and the 
last subject resists arrests. Force is used by that officer to overcome the resistance and the subject 
makes a complaint of pain. This one scenario involving three officers would result in a total of 
seven reportable uses of force. 

Number of Officers # oflncidents Percent 
1 Officer 168 49% 

2 Officers 108 32% 

3 Officers 30 9% 

4 Officers 18 5% 

5 Officers 8 2% 

6 or More Officers 9 3% 

Total 341 100% 

Force Options Employed: 
Pointing of firearms became a reportable use of force beginning in December 2015, which 
accounted for 648 or 68 percent of the type of force used. The Department currently is analyzing 
the incidents involving the pointing of a firearm to ensure members are meeting the reporting 
criteria. Members may be over cautious in reporting this type of force including documenting 
each time a firearm is unholstered in the "low-ready" position, such as prior to search a building 
on an alarm call, which is not a reportable use of force. 

Type of Force Used Number Percent 
Pointing of Firearms 648 68% 

Physical Control 191 20% 

Strike by Object/Fist 60 6% 
Chemical Agent {OC) 21 2% 
Impact Weapon 18 2% 

ERIW 1 <1% 

Carotid 6 <1% 

Other*• Strike with door 2 <1% 

Quarterly Total 947 100% 
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Use of Force Resulting in Death: 
During this reporting period, there were no firearm discharges resulting in death to a member of 
the public or a sworn officer. 

Type of Call: 
Part I property-related calls were the most common type of call resulting in a reportable use of 
force. Pati I property-related calls made up 22 percent of the incidents. Other common types of 
calls resulting in force included suspicious person, violent crime, person with a gun, and traffic
related incidents. 

The remaining calls for service varied and included classifications such as person with a knife, 
search warrant, mental health related, check on well-being, vandalism, homeless related, terrorist 
threat, restraining order violation, alarm, fraud, and prostitution. 

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent 
January January February February of March of March of Total 

Call Type Incidents Incidents Incidents Incidents Incidents Incidents Incidents 
Part I Property 22.9% 25 21.8% 27 21.3% 23 22.0% 
Suspicious Person 13.8% 15 16.1% 20 33.3% 36 20.8% 
Part I Violent 22.9% 25 24.2% 30 13.9% 15 20.5% 

Person with a Gun 5.5% 6 12.1% 15 7.4% 8 8.5% 
Traffic-Related 7.3% 8 6.5% 8 6.5% 7 6.7% 

Alarm/Well-being 
4.6% 5 1.6% 2 5.6% 6 3.8% 

Check 
Person with a Knife 3.7% 4 6.5% 8 0.9% 1 3.8% 

Mental Health Related 3.7% 4 3.2% 4 3.7% 4 3.5% 

Search Warrant 2.8% 3 3.2% 4 4.6% 5 3.5% 

Vandalism 3.7% 4 0.8% 1 1.9% 2 2.1% 

Homeless Related Call 3.7% 4 1.6% 2 0.0% 1.8% 

Terrorist Threats 0.9% 1 0.8% 1 0~0% 0.6% 

Prostitution 0.9% 1 0.8% 1 0.0% 0.6% 

Restraining Order 
0.0% 0.8% 1 0.9% 1 0.6% 

Violation 
Citizen Holding a 

1.8% 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 
Prisoner 

Fraud 1.8% 2 0.0% 0.0% 0.6% 

Total 100.0% 109 100.0% 124 100.0% 108 100.0% 
Data Source: AIMS 
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Incident Report/Offender Data: 
During this time period, the Department listed 15,192 individuals in the offender section of incident 
reports. When a report is filed, whether an arrest is made, citation issued, or the subject is gone on arrival, 
offender data is captured and recorded. Below are the demographics of the offender data captured in these 
incident reports in the Crime Data Warehouse. 

Asian I Pacific Islander 1020 7% 
Black 6783 45% 
Hispanic 2864 19% 
White 4464 29% 
Native American 61 0% 

Data Source: Crime Data Warehouse 

Reason Force Options Were Employed: 
Force is used most often to effect a lawful arrest, 71.4 percent of the 947 reportable uses of force. 

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number 
,January January February February March March of Total ofTotal 

Reason Uses Uses Uses Uses Uses Uses Uses Uses 
In defense of others or in 

0.7% 2 1.3% 
self- defense 

5 0.0% 0 0.7% 7 

To effect a lawful arrest, 
detention, or search, or to 73.7% 216 75;5% 302 62.2% 158 71.4% 676 

prevent escape 
To gain compliance with a 

22.9% 67 22.0% 88 34.3% 87 25.6% 242 
lawful order 

To prevent a person from 
Injuring himself /herself, 

when the person also poses 
2.4% 7 0.5% 2 3.1% 8 1.8% 17 

an imminent danger of 
death or serious bodily 
injury to another life 

Not Specified 0.3% 1 0.8% 3 0.4% 1 0.5% 5 
Total 100.0% 293 100.0% 400 100.0% 254 100.0% 947 

Data Source: AIMS 
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Force Options Employed-Race/Ethnicity: 
The use of force breakdown by race is outlined below. Unknown subjects includes race/ethnicity 
which was not documented in the report for various reasons, i.e., subject fled. 

Type of Force Used Asian Black Hispanic White Unknown 
Quarterly 

Percent 
Total 

Pointing of Firearms 37 307 170 121 13 648 68% 

Physical Control 13 73 40 61 4 191 20% 

Strike by Object/Fist 6 33 15 6 60 6% 

OC 12 5 4 21 2% 

Impact Weapon 2 10 4 2 18 2% 

ERIW 1 1 <1% 

Carotid 1 3 1 1 6 <1% 

Other 1 1 2 <1% 

Quarterly Total 59 439 235 197 17 947 100% 

Percent 6% 46% 25% 21% 2% 

In comparing the race/ethnicity and gender of officers who used force during this period against 
the demographics of the Police Department, there is little variance. 

Officers Using Force Department Demographics 
Race/Gender Number Percent Total Number Percent 

Asian Female*** 6 1% 43 2% 

Asian Male*** 88 20% 429 20% 
Black Female 5 1% 41 2% 

Black Male 23 5% 149 7% 
Hispanic Female 9 2% 54 3% 

Hispanic Male 70 16% 277 13% 

Other Female** 2 <1% 6 <1% 

Other Male** 8 2% 22 1% 

White Female 25 6% 177 8% 

White Male 211 47% 916 43% 

Total 447 100% 2114 100% 
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Use of Force -Age of Subject: 
The data indicates that force is used more often on persons between the age of 18 and 29. Force 
was used 86 times on persons under the age of 18, a statistic the Department will analyze more 
closely to ensure the appropriate level of force was used in relation to the age of the subject and 
they type of incident. 

Type of Force Under 
18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 

60 and 
Unknown 

Quarterly 
Used 18 Over Total 
Pointing of 

67 289 161 80 37 7 7 648 
Firearms 

Physical Control 19 70 53 29 16 4 191 

Strike by 
25 21 8 6 60 

Object/Fist 

oc 7 6 2 6 21 
Impact Weapon 6 6 6 18 
ERIW 1 1 

Carotid 3 2 1 6 

Other 1 1 2 

Quarterly Total 86 401 250 125 67 
.. 

11 7 947 

Percent 9% 42% 26% 13% 7% 1% <1% 100% 

Use of force - Gender of Subject: 
Males are more likely to be involved in an incident in which force is used, accounting for 83 
percent of the uses of force. 

Type of Force Used Female Male Unknown 
Quarterly 

Percent 
Total 

Pointing of Firearms 127 518 3 648 68% 
Physical Control ' 24 167 191 20% 
Strike by Object/Fist 2 58 60 6% 
QC 1 20 21 2% 

Impact Weapon 18 18 2% 
ERIW 1 1 <1% 
Carotid 6 6 <1% 

Other 2 2 <1% 
Quarterly Total 154 790 3 947 100% 
Percent 16% 83% <1% 1 

Percent 

68% 

20% 

6% 

2% 

2% 

<1% 

<1% 

<1% 

100% 
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ARRESTS 
The San Francisco Police Department made a total of 5,416 arrests between January 1 and March 
31, 2016. 

Month Arrests Percent 

January 1887 35% 

February 1716 32% 

March 1813 33% 

Total 5416 100% 

Arrest by Race, Sex, and Age: 
The arrest breakdown by race is as follow. 

Race Number Percent Sex Number Percent Age Number Percent 

Asian/ 
Pacific 364 7% Female 981 18% Under 18 58 3% 
Islander 
Black 2149 40% Male 4422 82% 18-29 1915 35% 
Hispanic 1058 20% Unknown* 13 <1% 30-39 1504 28% 

White 1678 31% 40-49 1000 18% 

Unknown* 167 3% 50-59 610 11% 

*Subject refused or 60 and 

information was unavailable Over 223 4% 
Unknown* 13 <1% 
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Total Number of Uses of Force by Month, January-March 2016 

Month Number of Uses of Force Percent 

January 293 31% 

February 400 42% 

March 254 27% 

Total 947 100% 

Number of Uses of Force by Month 
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Uses of Force by Type, January - March 2016 

Type offorce Used Number Percent 
Pointing of Firearms 648 68% 

Physical Control 191 20% 

Strike by Object/Fist 60 6% 
oc 21 2% 
Impact Weapon 18 2% 
ERIW 1 <1% 

Carotid 6 <1% 

Other* 2 <1% 
Quarterly Total 947 100% 

* Strike with door 

Type of Force Used, January-March 2016 
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Uses of Force by Type, January 2016 

Type of Force Number Percent 

Pointing of Firearms 196 67% 

Physical Control 65 22% 

Strike by 
19 6% 

Object/Fist 

oc 6 2% 

Impact Weapon 5 2% 

ERIW 1 <1% 

Carotid 1 <1% 

Total 293 100% 
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Uses of Force by Type, February 2016 

Type of Force Number Percent 

Pointing of Firearms 297 74% 

Physical Control 67 17% 

Strike by Object/Fist 20 5% 

oc 8 2% 

Impact Weapon 3 <1% 

Carotid 4 1% 

Other* 1 <1% 

Total 400 100% 

* Strike with door 
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Uses of Force by Type, March 2016 

Type of Force Number Percent 

Pointing of Firearms 155 61% 
Physical Control 59 23% 
Strike by Object/Fist 21 8% 
oc 7 3% 
Impact Weapon 10 4% 
Carotid 1 <1% 
Other* 1 <1% 
Total 254 100% 

* Strike with door 
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Uses of Force Resulting in Death 

During this reporting period, there were no firearm discharges resulting in death to a member of the public or a sworn officer. 
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Type of Force Used by Race, January-March 2016 

Race Carotid ERIW 
Impact oc Other 

Physical Pointing of Strike by 
Total 

Weapon Control Firearms Object/Fist 

A - Asian or Pacific 
1 2 13 37 6 59 

Islander 

B - Black 3 10 12 1 73 307 33 439 

H - Hispanic 1 4 5 40 170 15 235 

W-White 1 1 2 4 1 61 121 6 197 

U- Unknown* 4 13 17 

Total 6 1 18 21 2 191 648 60 947 
Percent 1% <1% 2% 2% 0% 20% 68% 6% 

* Unknown race or ethnicity was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect fled and race was not known) 
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Type of Force Used by Race, January 2016 

Race Carotid ERIW 
Impact 

OC Other 
Physical Pointing of Strike by 

Total Percent 
Weapon Control Firearms Object/Fist 

A - Asian or Pacific Islander 6 9 1 16 S% 

B - Black 1 3 2 20 98 14 138 47% 

H - Hispanic 1 16 35 3 SS 19% 

W-White 1 2 3 23 47 1 77 26% 

U - Unknown 7 7 2% 

Total 1 1 s 6 0 6S 196 19 293 100% 
Percent <1% <1% 2% 2% 0% 22% 67% 6% 

* Unknown race or ethnicity was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect fled and race was not known) 
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Type of Force Used by Race, February 2016 

Race Carotid ERIW 
Impact oc Other 

Physical Pointing of Strike by 
Total Percent 

Weapon Control Firearms Object/Fist 
A - Asian or Pacific 

1 1 6 18 3 29 7% 
Islander 

B - Black 2 5 1 26 158 8 200 50% 
H - Hispanic 1 2 2 18 82 6 111 28% 
W-White 1 16 36 3 56 14% 
U - Unknown 1 3 4 1% 
Total 4 0 3 8 1 67 297 20 400 100% 
Percent 1% 0% <1% 2% <1% 17% 74% 5% 

* Unknown race or ethnicity was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect fled and race was not known) 
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Type of Force Used by Race, March 2016 

Impact Physical Pointing of Strike by 
Race Carotid ERIW 

Weapon 
oc Other 

Control Firearms Object/Fist 
Total Percent 

A - Asian or Pacific 
1 1 10 2 

Islander 
B - Black 7 5 27 51 11 
H - Hispanic 2 2 6 53 6 
W-White 1 1 22 38 2 
U - Unknown 3 3 
Total 1 0 10 7 1 59 155 21 
Percent <1% 0% 4% 3% <1% 23% 61% 8% 

* Unknown race or ethnicity was not documented in report for various reasons (i.e. suspect fled and race was not known) 
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Sex 
Carotid ERIW 

Female 

Male 6 1 
Unknown 

Total 6 1 
Percent <1% <1% 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

Female 

Type of Force Used by Sex, January-March 2016 

Impact oc Other 
Physical Pointing of 

Weapon Control Firearms 
1 24 127 

18 20 2 167 518 
3 

18 21 2 191 648 
2% 2% <1% 20% 68% 
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Type of Force Used by Sex, January 2016 

Sex of Subject Carotid ERIW 
Impact oc Other 

Physical Pointing of Strike by 
Weapon Control Firearms Object/Fist 

Female 4 22 1 

Male 1 1 5 6 61 174 18 

Total 1 1 5 6 0 65 196 19 

Percent <1% <1% 2% 2% 0% 22% 67% 6% 
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Sex of Subject Carotid ERIW 

Female 

Male 4 

Unknown 

Total 4 0 

Percent 1% 0% 
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Type of Force Used by Sex, February 2016 

Impact oc Other 
Physical Pointing of 

Weapon Control Firearms 

1 14 77 

3 7 1 53 217 

3 

3 8 1 67 297 

<1% 2% <1% 17% 74% 

Type of Force Used by Sex, February 
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20 
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Total 
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400 
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Data Source: Use of Force- AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 
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Type of Force Used by Sex, March 2016 

Sex of Subject Carotid ERIW 
Impact oc Other 

Physical Pointing of 
Weapon Control Firearms 

Female 6 28 
Male 1 10 7 1 53 127 
Total 1 0 10 7 1 59 155 
Percent <1% 0% 4% 3% 0% 23% 61% 
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Age Group 

Under 18 
18-29 

30-39 
40-49 
50-59 
60 and Over 

Unknown 

Total 
Percent 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 
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40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

Type of Force Used by Age, January-March 2016 

Carotid ERIW 
Impact oc Other 

Physical Pointing of 
Weapon Control Firearms 

19 67 
3 6 7 1 70 289 
2 6 6 1 53 161 

6 2 29 80 
1 1 6 16 37 

4 7 
7 

6 1 18 21 2 191 648 
<1% <1% 2% 2% <1% 20% 68% 

Type of Force Used by Age, January-March 2016 
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Type of Force Used by Age, January 2016 

Age Group Carotid ERIW 
Impact oc Other Physical Control 

Pointing of Strike by 
Total 

Under 18 
18-29 
30-39 
40-49 
50-59 

60 and Over 

Unknown 
Total 
Percent 

100% 

90% 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

1 

1 
<1% 

1 

1 
<1% 

Weapon 
9 

3 3 23 
1 16 
1 2 9 

1 5 
3 

5 6 0 65 
2% 2% 0% 22% 

Type of Force Used by Age, January 
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Firearms 
22 

96 
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14 
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4 
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2 
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31 
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Percent 

11% 

47% 
23% 
10% 
6% 
2% 
1% 
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Type of Force Used by Age, February 2016 

Age Group Carotid ERIW 
Impact oc Other 

Physical Pointing of 
Weapon Control Firearms 

Under18 10 24 

18-29 2 2 3 27 162 

30-39 1 2 1 15 63 

40-49 1 6 25 

50-59 1 3 9 19 

Unknown 4 

Total 4 0 3 8 1 67 297 

Percent 1% 0% <1% 2% <1% 17% 74% 

Type of Force Used by Age, February 

:-.:_~i-···-··· 
100% 

90% 
2 

80% 

70% 

60% 

50% 

40% 

30% 

20% 

10% 

0% 

Under 18 18-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 Unknown 

Prepared by SFPD Crime Analysis Unit, June 30th, 2016 
Data Source: Use of Force-AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 

Strike by 
Object/Fist 

10 

5 

3 

2 

20 
5% 

•Other 

•Carotid 

Total 

34 
206 

87 
35 
34 
4 

400 

Impact Weapon 

•OC 

Strike by Object/Fist 

•Physical Control 

11111 Pointing of Firearms 

Percent 

9% 
52% 

22% 
9% 
9% 
1% 

18 



Age Group 

Under 18 

18-29 

30-39 

40-49 

50-59 

60 and Over 

Total 

Percent 

Type of Force Used by Age, March 2016 

Carotid ERIW 
Impact 

OC Other 
Physical Pointing of Strike by 

Weapon Control Firearms Object/Fist 

21 

1 1 1 20 31 3 

1 5 4 22 so 14 

4 14 41 3 

2 2 9 1 

1 3 

1 0 10 7 1 59 155 21 

<1% 0% 4% 3% 0% 23% 61% 8% 
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Total Percent 

21 8% 

57 22% 

96 38% 

62 24% 

14 6% 

4 2% 

254 100% 

19 



Officers Using Force by Race and Sex, January-March 2016* 

Race & Gender # Using Force Percent #Total Percent 

Asian Female*** 6 1% 43 2% 
Asian Male*** 88 20% 429 20% 
Black Female 5 1% 41 2% 
Black Male 23 5% 149 7% 

Hispanic Female 9 2% 54 3% 
Hispanic Male 70 16% 277 13% 

Other Female** 2 <1% 6 <1% 
Other Male** 8 2% 22 1% 
White Female 25 6% 177 8% 
White Male 211 47% 916 43% 

Total 447 100% 2114 100% 
*January, February, and March Numbers will not total to January-March because individual officers may use force in more than one month. 

** Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and American Indian 

***Asian includes Asian and Pacific Islander 
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Officers Using Force by Race and Sex, January 2016 

Race & Gender # Using Force Percent #Total Percent 

Asian Female 0 0% 43 2% 
Asian Male 31 18% 429 20% 

Black Female 2 1% 41 2% 
Black Male 7 4% 149 7% 

Hispanic Female 1 <1% 54 3% 
Hispanic Male 29 17% 277 13% 
Other Female* 0 0% 6 <1% 
Other Male* 3 2% 22 1% 

White Female 6 4% 177 8% 
White Male 92 54% 916 43% 

Total 171 100% 2114 100% 
* Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and American Indian 
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Officers Using Force by Race and Sex, February 2016 

Race & Gender # Using Force Percent #Total Percent 

Asian Female 4 2% 43 2% 
Asian Male 42 19% 429 20% 

Black Female 1 <1% 41 2% 
Black Male 14 6% 149 7% 

Hispanic Female 5 2% 54 3% 
Hispanic Male 31 14% 277 13% 
Other Female* 2 <1% 6 <1% 
Other Male* 4 2% 22 1% 
White Female 13 6% 177 8% 
White Male 108 48% 916 43% 

Total 224 100% 2114 100% 
* Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and American Indian 
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Officers Using Force by Race and Sex, March 2016 

Race & Gender # Using Force Percent #Total Percent 

Asian Female 2 1% 43 2% 
Asian Male 35 19% 429 20% 

Black Female 2 1% 41 2% 
Black Male 8 4% 149 7% 

Hispanic Female 4 2% 54 3% 
Hispanic Male 29 16% 277 13% 
Other Female* 0 0% 6 <1%. 
Other Male* 3 2% 22 1% 

White Female 9 5% 177 8% 
White Male 91 50% 916 43% 

Total 183 100% 2114 100% 
* Includes ethnicity outside DOJ definitions and American Indian 
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Officers Using Force by Age, January-March 2016* 

Age # Using Force Percent #Total Percent 

22-29 126 28% 265 13% 
30-39 200 45% 636 30% 
40-49 91 20% 738 35% 
50-59 28 6% 445 21% 

60 and Over 2 <1% 30 1% 
Total 447 100% 2114 100% 

*January, February, and March Numbers will not total to January-March because individual officers may use force in more than one month. 
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Officers Using Force by Age, January 2016 

Age # Using Force Percent #Total Percent 

22-29 44 26% 265 13% 
30-39 86 50% 636 30% 
40-49 31 18% 738 35% 
50-59 8 5% 445 21% 

60 and Over 2 1% 30 1% 
Total 171 100% 2114 100% 
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Officers Using Force by Age, February 2016 

Age # Using Force Percent #Total Percent 
22-29 69 31% 265 13% 
30-39 98 44% 636 30% 
40-49 42 19% 738 35% 

50-59 14 6% 445 21% 
60 and Over 1 <1% 30 1% 

Total 224 100% 2114 100% 
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Officers Using Force by Age, March 2016 

Age # Using Force Percent #Total Percent 
22-29 63 34% 265 13% 
30-39 77 42% 636 30% 
40-49 36 20% 738 35% 
50-59 7 4% 445 21% 

60 and Over 0 0% 30 1% 
Total 183 100% 2114 100% 

45% 

40% 

35% 

30% 

25% 
21% 

20% 

15% 

10% 

5% 

0% 

22-29 30-39 40-49 50-59 60 and Over 

• Officers Using Force ~All SFPD Sworn Officers 

Prepared by SFPD Crime Analysis Unit, June 30th, 2016 27 
Data Source: Use of Force-AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 



Use of Force Incidents by Number of Officers Involved, January- March 2016 

Number of Officers # of Incidents 

1 Officer 168 
2 Officers 108 
3 Officers 30 
4 Officers 18 
5 Officers 8 
6 or More Officers 9 
Total 341 
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Use of Force Incidents by Number of Officers Involved, January 2016 

Number of 
#of Incidents Percent 

Officers 

1 Officer 55 50% 

2 Officers 36 33% 

3 Officers 9 8% 

4 Officers 6 6% 

5 Officers 2 2% 

6 or More Officers 1 1% 

Total 109 100% 

60 55~···~ 

50 

40 

30 

20 

9 
10 6 

2 1 
0 -· -

1 Officer 2 Officers 3 Officers 4 Officers 5 Officers 6 or More 
Officers 

Prepared by SFPD Crime Analysis Unit, June 30th, 2016 29 
Data Source: Use of Force-AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 



Use of Force Incidents by Number of Officers Involved, February 2016 

Number of 
# of Incidents Percent 

Officers 

1 Officer 62 50% 

2 Officers 36 29% 

3 Officers 13 10% 

4 Officers 7 6% 

5 Officers 3 2% 

6 or More Officers 4 3% 

Total 125 100% 
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Use of Force Incidents by Number of Officers Involved, March 2016 

Number of 
# of Incidents Percent 

Officers 

1 Officer 51 48% 

2 Officers 36 34% 

3 Officers 8 7% 

4 Officers 5 5% 

5 Officers 3 3% 

6 or More Officers 4 4% 

Total 107 100% 
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Use of Force Incidents by Number of Subjects Involved, January-March 2016 

Number of 
#of Incidents Percent 

Subjects 

1 Subject 280 82% 

2 Subjects 39 11% 

3 Subjects 15 4% 

4 Subjects 4 1% 

5 Subjects 2 <1% 

6 Subjects 1 <1% 

Total 341 100% 
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Use of Force Incidents by Number of Subjects Involved, January 2016 

Number of 
# of Incidents Percent 

Subjects 

1 Subject 90 83% 

2 Subjects 12 11% 

3 Subjects 5 5% 

4 Subjects 1 <1% 

5 Subjects 1 <1% 

Total 109 100% 
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Use of Force Incidents by Number of Subjects Involved, February 2016 

Number of 
# of Incidents 

Subjects 
Percent 

1 Subject 99 79% 

2 Subjects 15 12% 

3 Subjects 7 6% 

4 Subjects 2 2% 

5 Subjects 1 <1% 

6 Subjects 1 <1% 

Total 125 100% 

Number of Incidents by Number of Subjects Involved, February 
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Use of Force Incidents by Number of Subjects Involved, March 2016 

Number of Subjects # of Incidents Percent 

1 Subject 91 85% 

2 Subjects 12 11% 

3 Subjects 3 3% 

4 Subjects 1 <1% 

Total 107 100% 
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Data Source: Use of Force-AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 



Incident Report/Offender Data, January- March 2016 

Race Total Percent 

Asian I Pacific Islander 1020 7% 

Black 6783 45% 

Hispanic 2864 19% 

White 4464 29% 

Native American 61 0% 

Total 15192 100% 

Incident Report/Offender Data - January - March 2016 
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Incident Report/Offender Data, January 2016 

Race Total Percent 

Asian I Pacific Islander 352 7% 
Black 2335 45% 
Hispanic 996 19% 
White 1512 29% 
Native American 15 0% 
Total 5230 100% 
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Incident Report/Offender Data, February 2016 

Race Total Percent 

Asian I Pacific Islander 337 7% 

Black 2127 44% 

Hispanic 894 19% 

White 1415 29% 

Native American 24 1% 

Total 4797 100% 

Incident Report/Offender Data, February 2016 
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Prepared by SFPD Crime Analysis Unit, June 30th, 2016 
Data Source: Use of Force-AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 
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Incident Report/Offender Data, March 2016 

Race Total Percent 

Asian I Pacific Islander 331 6% 
Black 2301 45% 
Hispanic 974 19% 
White 1537 30% 
Native American 22 0% 
Total 5165 100% 

Incident Report/Offender Data, March 2016 
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Prepared by SFPD Crime Analysis Unit, June 30th, 2016 
Data Source: Use of Force-AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 
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All Arrests, January-March 2016 

Month Arrests Percent 

January 1887 35% 

February 1716 32% 

March 1813 33% 

Total 5416 100% 

Prepared by SFPD Crime Analysis Unit, June 30th, 2016 40 
Data Source: Use of Force-AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 



Arrests by Race, January-March 2016 

Race Number 

Asian I Pacific Islander 364 
Black 2149 
Hispanic 1058 
White 1678 
Unknown* 167 
Total 5416 

* Subject refused or information was unavailable 

2500 

2000 

1500 

1000 

500 . ~364-

0 
Asian/Pacific 

Islander 

Prepared by SFPD Crime Analysis Unit, June 30th, 2016 

2149 

Black Hispanic 

Data Source: Use of Force-AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 

White 

Percent 

7% 
40% 
20% 
31% 
3% 

100% 

167 

Unknown 

41 



Arrests by Race, January 2016 

Race Number Percent 

Asian I Pacific Islander 133 7% 

Black 748 40% 

Hispanic 385 20% 

White 559 30% 

Unknown* 62 3% 

Total 1887 100% 
*Subject refused or information was unavailable 

800 
700 
600 
500 
400 
300 
200 

100 

0 

··-·-133 

Asian/Pacific 
Islander 

Prepared by SFPD Crime Analysis Unit, June 30th, 2016 

January Arrests by Race 

.748 .... 

Black Hispanic White 

Data Source: Use of Force- AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 

.E>Z. 

Unknown 

42 



Arrests by Race, February 2016 

Race Number Percent 

Asian/Pacific Islander 121 7% 
Black 705 41% 

Hispanic 313 18% 
White 528 31% 

Unknown* 49 3% 
Total 1716 100% 
*Subject refused or information was unavailable 
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Arrests by Race, March 2016 

Race Number Percent 

Asian/Pacific Islander 110 6% 
Black 696 38% 

Hispanic 360 20% 
White 591 33% 

Unknown* 56 3% 
Total 1813 100% 

*Subject refused or information was unavailable 
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Arrests by Sex, January-March 2016 

Sex Number ·Percent 

Female 981 18% 

Male 4422 82% 

Unknown* 13 <1% 

Total 5416 100% 
*Subject refused or information was unavailable 

4422 

Male Unknown 
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Arrests by Sex, January 2016 

Sex Number Percent 

Female 348 18% 

Male 1534 81% 

Unknown* 5 <1% 

Total 1887 100% 
*Subject refused or information was unavailable 
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Arrests by Sex, February 2016 

Sex Number Percent 

Female 313 18% 

Male 1399 82% 

Unknown* 4 <1% 

Total 1716 100% 
*Subject refused or information was unavailable 
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Arrests by Sex, March 2016 

Sex Number Percent 

Female 320 18% 

Male 1489 82% 

Unknown* 2 <1% 

Total 1813 100% 
*Subject refused or information was unavailable 
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Arrests by Age, January-March 2016 

Age Number Percent 

Under 18 151 3% 
18-29 1915 35% 
30-39 1504 28% 
40-49 1000 18% 
50-59 610 11% 
60 and Over 223 4% 
Unknown* 13 <1% 
Total 5416 100% 

* Subject refused or information was unavailable 
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Arrests by Age, January 2016 

Age Number Percent 

Under 18 47 2% 

18-29 721 38% 
30-39 507 27% 
40-49 330 17% 
50-59 189 10% 

60 and Over 87 5% 

Unknown* 6 <1% 
Total 1887 100% 

*Subject refused or information was unavailable 

January Arrests by Age 

Prepared by SFPD Crime Analysis Unit, June 30th, 2016 
Data Source: Use of Force-AIMS; Arrest Data - California DOJ; Incident Data - CDW 
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Arrests by Age, February 2016 

Age Number Percent 

Under 18 58 3% 
18-29 578 34% 
30-39 489 28% 
40-49 316 18% 
50-59 212 12% 

60 and Over 61 4% 
Unknown* 2 <1% 

Total 1716 100% 
* Subject refused or information was unavailable 
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Arrests by Age, March 2016 

Age Number Percent 

Under 18 46 3% 
18-29 616 34% 
30-39 508 28% 
40-49 354 20% 
50-59 209 12% 

60 and Over 75 4% 
Unknown* 5 <1% 

Total 1813 100% 
*Subject refUsed or information was unavailable 
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POLICE DEPARTMENT 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
HEADQUARTERS 

1245 3Ro STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94158 
EDWIN M. LEE 

MAYOR 

The Honorable Edwin M. Lee 
Mayor 
City and County of San Francisco 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

The Honorable Suzy Loftus 
President 
Police Commission 
1245 3rd Street 
San Francisco, CA 94158 

July 26, 2016 

The Honorable London Breed 
President 
Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Cadton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

The Honorable Susan Clu:istian 
Chail' 
San Francisco Human Rights 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 800 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Mayor, Supervisor, and Commissioners; 

RE: First Quarter 2016 Report in Compliance with Administrative Code 96A 

TONEY D. CHAPLIN 
ACTING CHIEF OF POLICE 

Earlier this year, the City and County of San Francisco passed an ordinance establishing 
Administrative Code Sec. 96A, Law Enforcement Reporting Requirements. 

Per this requirement, the following report is being provided to comply with this statute as stated; 
The first repo1t shall be due on June 30, 2016, and shall include datarequired by this Section 
96A.3 for Arrests and Use of Force only, which includes the following information: 

Sec. 96A.3. 
(b) For Use of Force 

(1) The total number of Uses of Force; 
(2) The total number of Uses of Force that resulted in death to the person on whom an 

Officer used force; and 
(3) The total number of Uses of Force broken down by race or ethnicity, age, and sex. 

( c) For anests: 
(1) The total number; and 
(2) The total number broken down by race or etlmicity, age, and sex. 

Since its implementation, the Department has actively been developing the systems and 
reconfiguring software programs to capture all of the required information for foture rep01ting. 
In addition to providing all foture data in writing per the requirement, the Depaitment will make 
the infonnation available on line as part of our ongoing eff01ts in support of the reconunendations 
of the President's 21st Century Policing, including Pillai- One, Building Trust and Legitimacy, 
Pillar Two, Policy and Oversight, and Pillar Five, Training and Education. 



San Francisco Police Department 
Admin. Code Sec. 96A Quarterly Repott 
Page 2 

Bottom line - our goal is to be able to provide the info1mation required of Administrative Code 
Sec. 96A not only as a means to build trust through transparency, but more importantly, as a tool 
to analyze patterns of behavior to ensure fair and impartial policing is delivered to our 
community. 

Attached to this cover letter is the analysis of the data collected during the quarter that may be of 
interest to the public. Additional detailed data extracted for the report also is attached. This 
repo1t will be posted online at san:franciscopolice.org. 

If I can be of further assistance, please do not hesitate to contact me at (415) 837-7000. 

AO/cf 
Attaclunents 

Executive Summary 
2016 Quarter 1 Use of Force Report 

Sincerely, 

~) ('/' j 
TONE'(/D.--C~ 
Acting Chief of Police 



From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Monday, July 25, 2016 4:42 PM 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

FW: CleanPowerSF - enrollment and informational opportunities 
CleanPowerSF1 .pdf 

From: Kelly Jr, Harlan [mailto:HKelly@sfwater.org] 
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2016 3:18 PM 
To: MYR-ALL Department Heads <MYR-All.DepartmentHeads@sfgov.org>; MYR-All Department Head Assistant <MYR
All.DepartmentHeadAssistant@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Lee, Mayor (MYR) <mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: CleanPowerSF - enrollment and informational opportunities 

Please see the attached letter regarding CleanPowerSF. Thank you. 

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. 
General Manager 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
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OFFICE OF THE GENERAL MANAGER 

S11rv!e¢1 QI lhu Sun Fronclsw 
Pu\llic ummc'. eornmlulon 

525 Golden Gate Avenue, 13th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94102-3220 

T 415.554.0740 
F 415.554.3161 

TTY 415.554.3488 

July 25, 2016 

Dear Colleagues, 

Cleaner energy is here/ In May, 2016, the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
(SFPUC} launched CleanPowerSF, an unprecedented opportunity for our City to 
significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions in the near-term and eradicate them 
permanently over the long-term While the SFPUC works diligently to launch what I 
believe will be the best Community Choice Aggregation program in the state, I am 
seeking your help as City leaders, and urge you to become a City Ambassador for this 
new program. 

CleanPowerSF is for everyone. We're poised to enroll additional customers starting in 
August. If you're a San Francisco resident you can sign up for service at 
http://sfwater.org/index.aspx?page=963 for this upcoming enrollment. 

Every customer will also have the option to take a bold step toward combatting 
climate change by enrolling in CleanPowerSF's 100% renewable energy option. We're 
calling that product SuperGreen. I personally have signed up for this option, and if 
you're a resident of San Francisco, I hope you will consider doing so as well. It costs a 
little more than our basic Green product, but the environmental benefits are worth it. 
This is how we, as a City, reduce greenhouse gas emissions from our electricity supply 
to zero. 

Whether you go Green or SuperGreen, both our products offer cleaner energy that 
costs less than the equivalent PG&E offering. 

Please help us spread the word at your staff meetings, through brown-bag luncheons 
and in your internal newsletters and announcements. I would appreciate anything 
you can do to help us get the message out. We will also be happy to arrange 
informational sessions at your worksites. Finally, I urge all of you who reside in San 
Francisco to sign up for Green or SuperGreen today. All of your City facilities are 
already 100% greenhouse gas-free because of your Hetch Hetchy Power supply. Why 
should you expect anything less for your own home? 

As the program expands, please visit cleanpowersf.org for updates. In the meantime, 
let me know if you have questions. You can also contact Charles Sheehan 
(CSheehan@sfwater.org) or Amy Sinclair (ASinclair@sfwater.org) in SFPUC 
Communications for more information or if you would like to discuss and schedule 
informational sessions with your teams. Thank you for your continuing support. 

Sincerely, 

Harlan L. Kelly, Jr. 
General Manager 
San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

Edwin M. Lee 
Mayor 

Francesca Vietor 
President 

Anson Mornn 
Vice President 

Ann Moller Caen 
Commissioner 

Vince Courtney 
Commissioner 

Ike l<won 
Cnrnrnissioner 

Harlan l. l{efty, Jr. 
General Manager 



Edwin M. lee, Mayor 
Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager 

TO: Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: Katie Petrucione °"'r;;.t 
Director, Administration and Finance 

RE: Annual Report on Gifts Received up to $10,000 

DATE: July 19, 2016 

In accordance with Administrative Code Section 10.100-305, this memo serves to 
provide the Board of Supervisors with the enclosed Annual Report on Gifts up to 
$10,000 received by the Department during the past fiscal year. 

Please let me know if you have any questions about the information on the report. 

cc: Philip A. Ginsburg, General Manager 

Enclosure 
5 .·, 
U'1 
CD ,;,;;, 

Mclaren Lodge in Golden Gate Park I 501 Stan.yan street I San Francisco, CA 94117 I PHONE: (415) 831-2700 I WEB: sfrecpark.org 



Gift Descriotion 
Roaers- Scholarships- $1 O 
Carolyn Hutchinson- Scholarships- $18 
Chinahiu Chan- Scholarships- $20 
Aceves- Scholarships- $20 
Strietelmeier- Scholarshios- $25 
Ratner- Scholarshios- $25 
Nichols- Scholarshios- $25 
Hioa- Scholarshios - $25 
Luckv Suoermarket- RPO Health Fair- $25 
Anne Gates- Scholarshios - $30 
Devil's Teeth - Kezar Trianale Volunteer Pastries - $30 
Lobel- Scholarshios- $40 
Marv Allen- Scholarshins - $50 
Ross Anolim Anaelini- Schalarshios-$50 
Lofaren- Scholarshios- $50 
Foxman- Scholarships- $50 
Stuart- Scholarshios- $50 
Thomason- Scholarshios- $50 
Demartini- Scholarships - $50 
Quan- Scholarshias- $50 
Lem- Sunnyside Conservatory- $60 

La Vaz Latina- Strine Liehtina Sat Macaulav- $90 
Matt Buchwitz- Scholarshios - $100 
Russell Breslauer- Scholarshios- $100 
Duderstadt- Bench and Print - $xx 
Kyllo- Scholarships- 100 
Catanzariti- Scholarshins- $100 
Charlene Son Rinbv- Scholarshios- 100 
Bernstein- Scholarshins- $100 
Hua- Scholarshins- $100 
Williams- Scholarshios- $100 
Yu- Scholarships - $100 
Vol ken- Scholarships- $100 
Gutfreund- Tank Hill COF - $150 
Bi-Rite Market- Eaastravaaanza- $192 
SFCFC-Kezar Triangle-$200 

Kathy Kleinhans- Photo Center-$225.00 
San Francisco Fire Fiahters-Local 798- Scholarshios - $250 
Philz Coffee- Coffee for Tree Liahtine - $250 
Hafner Vineyard- Tree Liahtina 2015- $250 
Spoonhower- Scholarships- $250 
Aden- Scholarships- $250 
Benevity Community Jmoact Fund- St Marv's Rec Center- $275 
Benevitv - St Marv's Rec Center- $275 
Judoe Auffinaer- Photo Center-$300.00 
Benevitv - St Marv's Rec Center - $300 
BenevitY - St Marv's Rec Center - $350 
Benevitv - Saint Marv's Rec Center - $350 
Benevitv - St Marv's Rec Center - $350 
Benevitv Communitv lmoact Fund- St Marv's Rec Center - $418.50 
Benevitv - Saint Marv's Recreation Center - $450 
Benevitv - St Marv's Rec Center - $450 
Philio Meza- Photo Center-$500 
Paul Culver-Photo Center-$500 
Ginsburq- Scholarshins- $500 
Guaaenheim- Scholarships- $500 
Gaanon- Scholarships- $500 
Wu- Scholarshios- $500 

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
Gifts - $10,000 and Under 

Fiscal Year 2015-16 
Source Value Disnosition 
Cherlvnne Jorden Roaers $10.00 To suooort the scholarships proaram. 
Carolvn Hutchinson $18.00 To suooort the scholarship proaram, in honor of Lisa Eltinae 
China Hiu Chan $20.00 To suooort the scholarships proaram. 
Oscar E Aceves $20.00 To sunnort the scholarships proaram 

Laura Strietelmeier $25.00 To sunnort the scholarships Proaram, in honor of Jonathan Wolverton. 
Jovce S Ratner $25.00 To sunnort the scholarshios Proaram. 

Marilvn Y Nichols $25.00 To support the scholarships program. 
Patricia A Hioa $25.00 To support the scholarships program. 
Luckv Suoermarket $25.00 $25 oift card to Purchase snacks for 2016 Employee Health Fair 
Anne Gates $30.00 To support the scholarships program. 
Devil's Teeth Bakina Comoanv $30.00 Jn-kind donation of pastries for June 4, 2016 Volunteer Work Day at Kezar Trianale. 
Julia Lobel $40.00 To suooort the scholarships program. 
Marv Allen $50.00 To suooort the scholarships proqram. 
Ross, Analim, Anaelini & Ca. LLP $50.00 To suooort recreation scholarships. 
Michelle Lofaren $50.00 To sunnort the scholarshios oroaram. 
Drew Foxman $50.00 To sunnort the scholarships Praaram 
Crain Stuart $50.00 To supnort the scholarships oroaram 

Brooke Thomnson $50.00 To sunnort the scholarships oroaram 

Antonella Demartini $50.00 To sunnort the scholarships Proaram. 

Trisha Quan $50.00 To sunnort the scholarshios oroaram. 
Lewison Lem $60.00 In kind donation of two Kina Protea olants for Sunnvside Conservatarv. 
La Vaz Latina $90.00 Strine iiehtine for Sgt Macaulay Park 
Matt Buchwitz $100.00 To suooort the scholarship proqram 
Russell Breslauer $100.00 To suooort the scholarship prooram. 
California Outdoor Rollersoorts Association $100.00 Donation of a bench and print honoring William Hammond Hall. 
Kimberlv Kvllo $100.00 To suooort the scholarships proaram. 
Sereio Catanzariti $100.00 To suooort the scholarships proaram. 
Charlene Son Riebv $100.00 To suooort the scholarships proaram. 
Rachel Bernstein $100.00 To suooort the scholarships proaram. 
Inez Hua $100.00 To suooort the scholarships proaram. 
Abra Williams $100.00 To suooort the scholarships proaram. 
Doris M Yu $100.00 To suooort the scholarships proaram. 
Marv Torres Volken $100.00 To suooort the scholarships proaram. 
Minette Gutfreund $150.00 To sunnort the Tank Hill Community Opportunity Fund oroiect. 

Bi-Rite Market $192.00 Donation of snacks for RPO emoloyees at 2016 Eaastravaganza. 
San Francisco City Football Club $200.00 In kind donation of ticket vouchers to a SF City FC game for Golden Gate Park 

volunteers. 
Kathv Kleinhans $225.00 In kind donation of eauipment to the Harvey Milk Photoaraphy Center. 
San Francisco Fire Fiehters-Local 798 $250.00 To suooort the scholarships oroaram 
Philz Coffee $250.00 Donation of coffee for 2015 Holiday Tree Liahtina Event. 
Hafner Vinevard $250.00 Donation of one case of wine for the 2015 Holiday Tree Liahtine. 
Daniel Snoonhower $250.00 To suooort the scholarships oroaram 
Grenorv Aden $250.00 To sunnort the scholarships oroaram, in honor of Cindy. 
Benevitv Communitv lmoact Fund $275.00 To suooort Saint Marv's Rec Center. 
Benevitv Communitv lmoact Fund $275.00 To suooort St Marv's Rec Center. 
Judoe Auffinaer $300.00 In kind donation of equipment to the Harvey Milk Photography Center. 
Benevitv Communitv Impact Fund $300.00 To supoort St Mary's Recreation Center. 
Benevitv Communitv Impact Fund $300.00 To suooort St Mary's Recreation Center. 
Benevitv Communitv lmoact Fund $350.00 To suooort Saint Marv's Recreation Center. 
Benevitv Communitv lmoact Fund $350.00 To suooort St Marv's Recreation Center. 
Benevitv Communitv lmoact Fund $418.50 To suooort Saint Marv's Rec Center. 
Benevitv Communitv lmoact Fund $450.00 To sunnort St Marv's Recreation Center 
Benevitv Communitv lmnact Fund $450.00 To suooort St Marv's Recreation Center. 
Philio Meza $500.00 In kind donation of eauioment to the Harvev Milk Photoaraphv Center. 
Paul Culver $500.00 In-kind donation of ohoto oaoer to the Harvev Milk Photo Center. 
Phil Ginsburn $500.00 To sunnort RPD's Scholarshio Fund. 
Ralnh Gunnenheim $500.00 To sunnort the scholarshios oroaram 
Brianne Gaanon $500.00 To suooort the scholarships program. 
Justin Wu $500.00 To suooort the scholarships proqram. 
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Gift Descriotion 

The San Francisco Day School- Scholarships-$540.81 
Benevitv- Saint Marv's Rec Center- $700 
Maureen Gonzalez- St Marv's Tree Maintenance - $760 
Bi-Rite Market- Holidav Tree Liahtina- $780 
Lorraine Bader- Photo Center-$835 
The Hertz Corooration-McKinlev Sauare Park-$850.00 
Red Umbrellas-$1 K-Art Proarams 
Gabrev Means-ScholarshiPs- $1,000 
San Francisco Association of Realtors- Scarearove 2015- $1000 
The Gelfand Familv Foundation, Inc.- Recreation ScholarshiPs-$1 K 
Brad Post-Grattan Plavaround-$1 K 
Recoloav- Eaastravaaanza 2016- $1,285 
Microsoft Volunteer Match-.Scholarshios- $1 338.00 
Peter Thoshinskv-Photo Center-$1 K 
Red and White Fleet- Eaastravaaanza 2016-$1500 
Sunday Morning Soccer-Soccer Equipment-$1,500 

NHA-Huntington Park-$1 K 

Pamakid Runners- Scholarships- $2500 
Recoloav- NBA Finals Screenina- $2544 
Recoloav- Scarearove 2015 -$2 587.99 
San Francisco Garden Ciub-GGP-$12K 
Paige Dorian (for Adidas\-$3,000-For Potrero Recreation Center 
California Historical Society- $3,500 - PPIE Floral Plaque at Conservatory 
Vallev 
Cole Vallev Improvement Association- Tank Hill COF- $3900 
Devil's Teeth - Tree Liahtina Cookies - $4000 
SF 49ers Fndtn-Scholarshios-$4K 
Salesforce Foundation-Volunteer Division $5 000 
WSJF-Palace of Fine Arts-$5K 

San Francisco Mavor's Cuo-ScholarshiP-$5K 
SF Foster Youth Fund-Scholarshios-$5,262 
Good Tidinas Foundation- Excelsior Field Maintenance- $6,500 
WSJF-Palace of Fine Arts-$7K 
Geneva Car Barn-Geneva Car Barn-$7500 
SFPA-Esprit Park-$9K 

BASHOF-Joe DiMaggio Playground-$9K 

TOTAL 

San Francisco Recreation and Park Department 
Gifts - $10,000 and Under 

Fiscal Year 2015-16 
Source Value Disposition 

The San Francisco Dav School $540.81 To support the scholarships proqram. 
Benevitv Communitv lmoact Fund $700.00 To supoort Saint Marv's Recreation Center. 
Maureen Gonzalez $760.00 To prune a tree at St. Marv's Park 
Bi-Rite Market $780.00 Donation of four cheese and fruit clatters for Holiday Tree Lighting 2015 
Lorraine Bader $835.00 In kind donation of equipment to the Harvey Milk Photoqraphy Center. 
The Hertz Corooration $850.00 In kind donation of forklift to support volunteer work day in·McKinley Square Park. 
Red Umbrellas $1,000.00 To support art proqrams at Garfield Clubhouse. 
Gabrev Means $1,000.00 To support the scholarships proqram. 
San Francisco Association of Realtors $1,000.00 Sponsorship of Scareqrove 2015 event. 
The Gelfand Familv Foundation Inc. $1 000.00 To support RPD's Scholarships proqram. 
Friends of Grattan Plavaround $1 047.05 To fund the cost of new sand and deliverv to Grattan Plavaround. 
Recoloav $1,285.27 In-kind sponsorship of Eqqstravaganza 2016. 
Microsoft Volunteer Match $1,338.00 Volunteer gift match to support the Department's scholarships program. 
Peter Thoshinsky $1,400.00 In-kind donation of a camera and equipment to the Harvey Milk Photo Center. 
Red and White Fleet $1,500.00 Sponsorship of the 2016 Eggstravaganza event. 
Sunday Morning Soccer $1,500.00 To support provide field maintenance and soccer equipment. This donation was made 

possible by a group of regular Sunday soccer players, called Sunday Morning Soccer. 

Nob Hill Association and Foundation $1,710.00 To support the removal of two stumps from two fallen trees and prune cherry trees 
around the Fountain. 

Pamakid Runners $2 500.00 To support the scholarships program. 
Recoloav $2 544.00 In-kind donation of waste collection services for NBA Finals screenina. 
RecoJoav $2,587.99 In-kind donation of waste collection services for Scarearove 2015 event. 
San Francisco Garden Club $2,975.34 To support 90 trees in Golden Gate Park. 
Paiae Dorian Inc $3,000.00 To support Potrero Hill Recreation Center 
California Historical Society $3,500.00 To support a installation of a PP IE-themed floral plaque planting at Conservatory Valley 

Cole Valley Improvement Association $3,900.00 To support the Tank Hill Community Opportunity Fund project. 
Devil's Teeth Bakina Companv $4,000.00 In-kind donation of cookies and icina for 2015 Holiday Tree Liahtina 
San Francisco 49ers Foundation $4,000.00 To support RPD's Scholarship Fund. 
Salesforce $5,000.00 To support Volunteer Program 
Walter S. Johnson Foundation $5,000.00 To support grounds maintenance at the Walter S. Johnson Park, Palace of Fine Arts. 

San Francisco Mavor's Guo $5,000.00 To support the Recreation Scholarship Fund 
San Francisco Foster Youth Fund $5,262.94 To support RPD's Scholarships program. 
Good Tidinas Foundation $6 500.00 To repair the infield turf at the Excelsior Plavaround athletic field. 
Walter S. Johnson Foundation $7,000.00 To support structure maintenance at the Palace of Fine Arts. 
Friends of the Geneva Car Barn and Powerr $7 500.00 To support the Geneva Car Barn and Powerhouse. 
San Francisco Parks Alliance (SFPA) $9,000.00 To support new benches in Esprit Park. This project is generously supported by the 

Friends of Esorit Park throuah a arant from UCSF. 
Bay Area Sports Hall of Fame (BASH OF) $9,200.00 In kind donation of two bronze plaques in honor of Joe and Dominic DiMaggio at Joe 

DiMaaaio Plavaround. 
$117,144.90 

Page2of2 



Commissioners STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
Eric Sklar, President Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor 

Saint Helena 
Jacque Hostler-Carmesin, Vice President 

McKinleyville Fish and Game Commission 
Anthony C. Williams, Member 

Huntington Beach 
Russell E. Burns, Member 

Napa 
Peter S. Silva, Member 

Chula Vista 

July 18, 2016 

Wildlife Heritage and Conservation 

Since 1870 

TO ALL INTERESTED AND AFFECTED PARTIES: 

Valerie Termini, Executive Director 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 653-4899 
www.fgc.ca. gov 

This is to provide you with a copy of the notice of proposed regulatory action to amend 
Section 472, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, relating to Nongame Animals 
General Provisions, which will be published in the California Regulatory Notice Register 
on July 15, 2016. 

Please note the dates of the public hearings related to this matter and associated 
deadlines for receipt of written comments. Additional information and all associated 
documents may be found on the Fish and Game Commission website at 
www.fgc.ca.gov. 

Karen Fothergill, Department of Fish and Wildlife, phone 916-716-1461, has been 
designated to respond to questions on the substance of the proposed regulations. 

Sincerely, 

Caren Woodson 
Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

Attachment 



TITLE 14. Fish and Game Commission 
Notice of Proposed Changes in Regulations 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Fish and Game Commission (Commission), 
pursuant to the authority vested by Sections 3800 and 4150 of the Fish and Game 
Code and to implement, interpret or make specific Sections 3800 and 4150 of said 
Code, proposes to amend Section 472, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, 
relating nongame animals general provisions. 

Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview 

The status of domestic pigeons is uncertain under existing law. Fish and Game Code 
(FGC) Section 3680 implies that the shooting or taking of domestic pigeons is lawful. 
However, since their status (e.g. as the feral progeny of domestic birds) in the Code is 
unclear, the actual conditions under which they can be shot or taken is also unclear. 
FGC Section 3800 makes it unlawful to take nongame birds except as authorized by 
code or regulation. 

Increasing populations of nonnative species have developed in many areas of 
California to the detriment of our native wildlife. Nonnative deer species compete with 
native species for the limited resources, forage, and habitat necessary for survival. 
They may also transmit diseases or parasites for which native species have no natural 
immunity or defenses. Current regulation permits the take of nonnative deer during the 
general deer season in the deer zone where they are found. 

PROPOSED REGULATION 
In order to clarify the status of domestic pigeons, the proposed amendment to 
subsection 472(a) specifies domestic pigeons are a nongame species which may be 
taken at any time and in any number except as specified. 

In order to extend hunting opportunity and reduce populations of nonnative deer 
species, the proposed amendments to subsection 4 72(b) are necessary: 

• (b) Extend the season for nonnative deer, of either sex, to include the deer, elk, 
and antelope seasons on any properties enrolled in Private Lands Management 
Programs authorized for hunting, and add that there is no bag or possession limit 
for nonnative species. 

• (b)(1) Clarify that the possession of a valid hunting license is required for taking 
nonnative species; however, no tag, stamp, or additional endorsement of any 
kind is required. 

• (b)(2) Clarify that it is unlawful to needlessly waste the edible flesh of nonnative 
deer. 



BENEFITS OF THE PROPOSED REGULATIONS 

The Commission anticipates benefits to the health and welfare of California residents. 
Establishing specific regulations regarding the take of nonnative deer species will 
create new hunting opportunities and help reduce negative impacts on native species 
populations and habitats by reducing populations of competing nonnative species. 

The Commission anticipates benefits to the State's environment in the sustainable 
management of natural resources. The regulation will clarify the conditions for take of 
domestic pigeons to provide consistency in application on a statewide basis and create 
new hunting opportunities for nonnative deer. Hunting provides opportunities for multi
generational family activities and promotes respect for the continued existence of 
California's natural resources by the future stewards of the State's resources. 

The Commission does not anticipate non-monetary benefits to the protection of public 
health and safety, worker safety, the prevention of discrimination, the promotion of 
fairness or social equity, and the increase in openness and transparency in business 
and government. 

EVALUATION OF INCOMPATIBILITY WITH EXISTING REGULATIONS: 

Section 20, Article IV, of the State Constitution specifies that the Legislature may 
delegate to the Fish and Game Commission such powers relating to the protection and 
propagation of fish and game as the Legislature sees fit. The Legislature has delegated 
to the Commission the power to regulate the take of nongame birds and mammals 
(Sections 3800 and 4150, Fish and Game Code). No other State agency has the 
authority to promulgate nongame hunting regulations. The Commission has searched 
the California Code of Regulations and has found the proposed changes pertaining to 
the general provisions of the nongame section consistent with the provisions of Title 14; 
therefore, the Commission has determined that the proposed amendments are neither 
inconsistent nor incompatible with existing State regulations. 

NOTICE IS ALSO GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orall~ or 
in writing, relevant to this action at a hearing to be held at the Red Lion Inn, 1929 4t 
Street, Eureka, California, on Wednesday, October 20, 2016, at 8:00 a.m., or as soon 
thereafter as the matter may be heard. It is requested, but not required, that written 
comments be submitted on or before October 6, 2016, at the address given below, or 
by email to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Written comments mailed, or emailed to the 
Commission office, must be received before 5:00 p.m. on October 14, 2016. All 
comments must be received no later than October 20, 2016, at the hearing in Eureka, 
California. If you would like copies of any modifications to this proposal, please include 
your name and mailing address. 
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The regulations as proposed in strikeout-underline format, as well as an initial 
statement of reasons, including environmental considerations and all information upon 
which the proposal is based (rulemaking file), are on file and available for public review 
from the agency representative, Valerie Termini, Executive Director, Fish and Game 
Commission, 1416 Ninth Street, Box 944209, Sacramento, California 94244-2090, 
phone (916) 653-4899. Please direct requests for the above mentioned documents and 
inquiries concerning the regulatory process to Valerie Termini or Caren Woodson at the 
preceding address or phone number. Karen Fothergill, Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, phone (916) 716-1461 or email Karen.Fothergill@wildlife.ca.gov, has 
been designated to respond to questions on the substance of the proposed 
regulations. Copies of the Initial Statement of Reasons, the regulatory language, the 
Notice, and other rulemaking documents, may be obtained from either the address 
above or on the Commission's website at http://www.fgc.ca.gov. 

Availability of Modified Text 

If the regulations adopted by the Commission differ from but are sufficiently related to 
the action proposed, they will be available to the public for at least 15 days prior to the 
date of adoption. Any person interested may obtain a copy of said regulations prior to 
the date of adoption by contacting the agency representative named herein. 

If the regulatory proposal is adopted, the final statement of reasons may be obtained 
from the address above when it has been received from the agency program staff. 

Impact of Regulatory Action/Results of the Economic Impact Assessment 

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result from 
the proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following initial 
determinations relative to the required statutory categories have been made: 

(a) Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Business, 
Including the Ability of California Businesses to Compete with Businesses in 
Other States: 

The proposed action will not have a significant statewide adverse economic 
impact directly affecting business, including the ability of California businesses to 
compete with businesses in other states. The proposed regulations are unlikely 
to increase or decrease current levels of hunting effort in California. 

(b) Impact on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs Within the State, the Creation of 
New Businesses or the Elimination of Existing Businesses, or the Expansion of 
Businesses in California; Benefits of the Regulation to the Health and Welfare of 
California Residents, Worker Safety, and the State's Environment: 
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The Commission anticipates benefits to the health and welfare of California 
residents. Establishing specific regulations regarding the take of nonnative deer 
species will create new hunting opportunities and help reduce negative impacts 
on native species populations and habitats by reducing populations of competing 
nonnative species. 

The Commission anticipates benefits to the State's environment in the 
sustainable management of natural resources. The regulation will clarify the 
conditions for take of domestic pigeons to provide consistency in application on a 
statewide basis and create new hunting opportunities for nonnative deer. Hunting 
provides opportunities for multi-generational family activities and promotes 
respect for the continued existence of California's natural resources by the future 
stewards of the State's resources. 

The Commission does not anticipate any impacts on the creation or elimination 
of jobs, the creation of new business, the elimination of businesses, or the 
expansion of businesses in California. The Commission does not anticipate any 
benefit to worker safety. 

(c) Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business: 

The Commission is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private 
person or business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with the 
proposed action. 

(d) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the 
State: None. 

(e) Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: None. 

(f) Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: None. 

(g) Costs Imposed on any Local Agency or School District that is Required to be 
Reimbursed Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4, 
Government Code: None. 

(h) Effect on Housing Costs: None. 

Effect on Small Business 

It has been determined that the adoption of these regulations will not affect small 
business. The Commission has drafted the regulations in Plain English pursuant to 
Government Code Sections 11342.580 and 11346.2(a)(1 ). 
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Consideration of Alternatives 

The Commission must determine that no reasonable alternative considered by the 
Commission, or that has otherwise been identified and brought to the attention of the 
Commission, would be more effective in carrying out the purpose for which the action is 
proposed, would be as effective and less burdensome to affected private persons than 
the proposed action, or would be more cost effective to affected private persons and 
equally effective in implementing the statutory policy or other provision of law. 

Dated:July 5, 2016 
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FISH AND GAME COMMISSION 

Valerie Termini 
Executive Director 



Commissioners STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
Eric Sklar, President Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor 

Saint Helena 
Jacque Hostler-Carmesin, Vice President 

McKinleyville Fish and Game Commission 
Anthony C. Williams, Member 

Huntington Beach 
Russell E. Burns, Member 

Napa 
Peter S. Silva, Member 

Chula Vista 

July 18, 2016 

Wildlife Heritage and Conservation 

Since 1870 

TO ALL INTERESTED AND AFFECTED PARTIES: 

Valerie Termini, Executive Director 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 653-4899 
www.fgc.ca.gov 
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This is to provide you with a copy of the notice of proposed regulatory action to add 
Section 715 and amend Section 702, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, relating 
to Upland Game Bird Special Hunt Drawing and Application Fee, which will be 
published in the California Regulatory Notice Register on July 15, 2016. 

Please note the dates of the public hearings related to this matter and associated 
deadlines for receipt of written comments. Additional information and all associated 
documents may be found on the Fish and Game Commission website at 
www.fgc.ca.gov. 

Karen Fothergill, Department of Fish and Wildlife, phone 916-716-1461, has been 
designated to respond to questions on the substance of the proposed regulations. 

Sincerely, 

Caren Woodson 
Associate Governmental Program Analyst 

Attachment 



TITLE 14. Fish and Game Commission 
Notice of Proposed Changes in Regulations 

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Fish and Game Commission (Commission), 
pursuant to the authority vested by Sections 200, 202, 203, 215, 220, 331, 332 and 
1050 of the Fish and Game Code and to implement, interpret or make specific Sections 
200,202,203,203.1, 207,215, 219, 220, 331, 332, 713, 1050, 1055, 1055.1, 1570, 
1571, 1572, 1573,3500,3682.1,3683, 3950,3951,4302,4330,4331,4332,4333, 
4336,4340,4341,4652,4653,4654,4655,4657,4750,4751,4752,4753,4754,4755, 
4902, 10500 and 10502 of said Code, proposes to amend Section 702 and add Section 
715, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, relating to Upland Game Bird Special 
Hunt Drawing and Application Fee. 

Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview 

A new Section 715, Upland Game Bird Special Hunt Drawing, is proposed to establish 
the application and drawing procedures for wild upland game bird hunt reservations in 
the Automated License Data System (ALDS). ALDS is the central location for the 
public to apply for all Department licenses and hunting opportunities. The ALDS 
drawing process provides more accuracy and flexibility to the public and allows 
applicants to easily select their first, second and third choice wild bird hunts. A fee of 
$5.00 per application for the Upland Game Bird Special Hunt Drawing is proposed to be 
added in Section 702. 

Benefits of the regulations 

The Commission anticipates benefits to the health and welfare of California residents. 
ALDS provides a single location for the public to apply for all department hunts 
including big game and waterfowl hunting opportunities. Data collected and compiled 
through ALDS will be accessible in a consistent format for the Department's use. 
Adding the Upland Game Bird Special Hunt Drawing to ALDS will provide the same 
benefits of fairness and flexibility as well as important information necessary to properly 
manage upland game bird populations. 

The Commission anticipates benefits to the State's environment in the sustainable 
management of natural resources. The proposed regulation could reduce the time 
required to apply for Upland Game special hunting opportunities and will improve the 
accuracy of the data collection. Adoption of regulations to increase sustainable hunting 
opportunity provides for the maintenance of sufficient populations of upland game birds 
to ensure their continued existence. 

Non-monetary benefits to the public 

The Commission does not anticipate non-monetary benefits to the protection of public 
health and safety, worker safety, the prevention of discrimination, the promotion of 
fairness or social equity and the increase in openness and transparency in business 



and government. 

Consistency with State or Federal Regulations 

The Fish and Game Commission, pursuant to Fish and Game Code Sections 200, 202 
and 203, has the sole authority to regulate hunting in California. Commission staff has 
searched the California Code of Regulations and has found the proposed changes 
pertaining to reservation drawing selection for wild upland game bird hunting 
opportunities through ALDS to be consistent with the provisions of Title 14. Therefore 
the Commission has determined that the proposed amendments are neither 
inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state regulations. 

NOTICE IS GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in 
writing, relevant to this action at a hearing to be held at the Lake Natoma Inn Hotel & 
Conference Center, 702 Gold Lake Drive, in Folsom, California, on Wednesday August 
25, 2016, at 8:00 a.m., or as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard. 

NOTICE IS ALSO GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orall~ or 
in writing, relevant to this action at a hearing to be held at the Red Lion Inn, 1929 4t 
Street, Eureka, California, on Wednesday, October 20, 2016, at 8:00 a.m., or as soon 
thereafter as the matter may be heard. It is requested, but not required, that written 
comments be submitted on or before October 6, 2016, at the address given below, or 
by email to FGC@fgc.ca.gov. Written comments mailed, or emailed to the 
Commission office, must be received before 5:00 p.m. on October 14, 2016. All 
comments must be received no later than October 20, 2016, at the hearing in Eureka, 
California. If you would like copies of any modifications to this proposal, please include 
your name and mailing address. 

The regulations as proposed in strikeout-underline format, as well as an initial 
statement of reasons, including environmental considerations and all information upon 
which the proposal is based (rulemaking file), are on file and available for public review 
from the agency representative, Valerie Termini, Executive Director, Fish and Game 
Commission, 1416 Ninth Street, Box 944209, Sacramento, California 94244-2090, 
phone (916) 653-4899. Please direct requests for the above mentioned documents and 
inquiries concerning the regulatory process to Valerie Termini or Caren Woodson at the 
preceding address or phone number. Karen Fothergill, Department of Fish and 
Wildlife, phone (916) 716-1461 or email Karen.Fothergill@wildlife.ca.gov, has 
been designated to respond to questions on the substance of the proposed 
regulations. Copies of the Initial Statement of Reasons, the regulatory language, the 
Notice, and other rulemaking documents, may be obtained from either the address 
above or on the Commission's website at http://www.fgc.ca.gov. 

Availability of Modified Text 

2 



If the regulations adopted by the Commission differ from but are sufficiently related to 
the action proposed, they will be available to the public for at least 15 days prior to the 
date of adoption. Any person interested may obtain a copy of said regulations prior to 
the date of adoption by contacting the agency representative named herein. 

If the regulatory proposal is adopted, the final statement of reasons may be obtained 
from the address above when it has been received from the agency program staff. 

Impact of Regulatory Action/Results of the Economic Impact Assessment 

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result from 
the proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following initial 
determinations relative to the required statutory categories have been made: 

(a) Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Business, 
Including the Ability of California Businesses to Compete with Businesses in 
Other States: 

The proposed action will not have a significant statewide adverse economic 
impact directly affecting business, including the ability of California businesses to 
compete with businesses in other states. The proposed action automates an 
existing hunt drawing process through the use of ALDS. This proposal is 
economically neutral to business. 

{b) Impact on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs Within the State, the Creation of 
New Businesses or the Elimination of Existing Businesses, or the Expansion of 
Businesses in California; Benefits of the Regulation to the Health and Welfare of 
California Residents, Worker Safety, and the State's Environment: 

The Commission anticipates benefits to the health and welfare of California 
residents. ALDS provides a single location for the public to apply for all 
department hunts including big game and waterfowl hunting opportunities. Data 
collected and compiled through ALDS will be accessible in a consistent format 
for the Department's use. Adding the Upland Game Bird Special Hunt Drawing 
to ALDS will provide the same benefits of fairness and flexibility as well as 
important information necessary to properly manage upland game bird 
populations. 

The Commission anticipates benefits to the State's environment in the 
sustainable management of natural resources. The proposed regulation could 
reduce the time required to apply for Upland Game special hunting opportunities 
and will improve the accuracy of the data collection. Adoption of regulations to 
increase sustainable hunting opportunity provides for the maintenance of 
sufficient populations of upland game birds to ensure their continued existence. 

3 



The Commission does not anticipate any impacts on the Greation or elimination 
of jobs, the creation of new business, the elimination of existing businesses, or 
the expansion of businesses in California. The Commission does not anticipate 
any benefits to worker safety. 

(c) Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business: 

The Department proposes a modest fee to recover reasonable costs of the 
drawing as required by statute. The Commission is not aware of any cost 
impacts that a representative private person or business would necessarily incur 
in reasonable compliance with the proposed action. 

(d) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the 
State: None. 

( e) Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: None. 

(f) Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: None. 

(g) Costs Imposed on any Local Agency or School District that is Required to be 
Reimbursed Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4, 
Government Code: None. 

(h) Effect on Housing Costs: None. 

Effect on Small Business 

It has been determined that the adoption of these regulations will not affect small 
business. The Commission has drafted the regulations in Plain English pursuant to 
Government Code Sections 11342.580 and 11346.2(a)(1 ). 
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Consideration of Alternatives 

The Commission must determine that no reasonable alternative considered by the 
Commission, or that has otherwise been identified and brought to the attention of the 
Commission, would be more effective in carrying out the purpose for which the action is 
proposed, would be as effective and less burdensome to affected private persons than 
the proposed action, or would be more cost effective to affected private persons and 
equally effective in implementing the statutory policy or other provision of law .. 

Dated:July 5, 2016 
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FISH AND GAME COMMISSION 

Valerie Termini 
Executive Director 



Commissioners STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
Eric Sklar, President Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor 

Saint Helena 
Jacque Hostler-Carmesin, Vice President 

McKin1eyvi11e Fish and Game Commission 
Anthony C. Williams, Member 

Huntington Beach 
Russell E. Burns, Member 

Napa 
Peter S. Silva, Member 

Chula Vista 

Wildlife Heritage and Conservation 
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July 19, 2016 

Valerie Termini, Executive Director 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320 

Sacramento, CA 95814 
(916) 653-4899 
www.fgc.ca.gov 

NOTICE OF PROPOSED 90-DAY EXTENSION OF EMERGENCY AC ,10~ 
Emergency Closure of Recreational Dungeness Crab and Rock Crab Fisheriss Due to 

Elevated Levels of Domoic Acid 

Reference OAL File #2015-1105-01 E and OAL File #2016-0421-02EE 

Pursuant to the requirements of Government Code subsections 11346.1 (a)(2) and 
11346.1 (h), the Fish and Game Commission (Commission) is providing notice of 
proposed extension of existing emergency regulations, establishing emergency closures 
of recreational Dungeness crab and rock crab fisheries due to elevated levels of domoic 
acid. 

The objective of this re-adoption is to protect the public from consuming Dungeness 
crab and rock crab caught in areas with persistently high levels of domoic acid that pose 
a risk to public health as determined by the director of the Office of Environmental 
Health Hazard Assessment in consultation with the director of the California Department 
of Public Health. 

The Commission initially adopted the emergency regulations on November 5, 2015, and 
re-adopted them on April 25, 2016; the first 90-day extension will expire on August 3, 
2016. The Commission adopted the second 90-day extension on July 19, 2016. 

The adopted 90-day extension of emergency action is substantially equivalent to 
the emergency regulation adopted by the Commission on November 5, 2015. 

SUBMISSION OF COMMENTS 

Government Code Section 11346.1 (a)(2) requires that, at least five working days prior 
to submission of the proposed emergency action to the Office of Administrative Law 
(OAL), the adopting agency provide a Notice of the Proposed Emergency Action to 
every person who has filed a request for notice of regulatory action with the agency. 
After submission of the proposed emergency to OAL, OAL shall allow interested 
persons five calendar days to submit comments on the proposed emergency 
regulations as set forth in Government Code Section 11349.6. 



Any interested person may present statements, arguments or contentions, in writing, 
submitted via U.S. mail, e-mail or fax, relevant to the proposed emergency regulatory 
action. Written comments submitted via U.S. mail, e-mail or fax must be received at 
OAL within five days after the Commission submits the emergency regulations to OAL 
for review. 

Please reference submitted comments as regarding "Emergency Closure of Crab 
Fisheries" addressed to: 

Mailing Address: Reference Attorney 
Office of Administrative Law 
300 Capitol Mall, Suite 1250 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

E-mail Address: staff@oal.ca.gov 
Fax No.: 916-323-6826 

California State 
Fish and Game Commission 
Attn: Sheri Tiemann 
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320 
Sacramento, CA 95814 

fgc@fgc.ca.gov 

For the status of the Commission's submittal to OAL for review, and the end of the five
day written submittal period, please consult OAL's website at http://www.oal.ca.gov 
under the heading "Emergency Regulations." 



CALIFORNIA FISH AND GAME COMMISSION 
STATEMENT OF PROPOSED EMERGENCY REGULATORY ACTION 

FOR RE-ADOPTION OF EMERGENCY REGULATIONS 

Emergency Action to Re-adopt Amendments to Section 29.85, 
Title 14, California Code of Regulations 

Re: Emergency closure of recreational Dungeness and rock crab fisheries 
due to elevated levels of domoic acid 

I. Statement of Facts Constituting Need for Emergency Regulatory Action 

The Fish and Game Commission (Commission) is re-adopting amendments to 
Section 29.85, Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR) [Office of 
Administrative Law (OAL) file numbers 2015-1105-01 E and 2016-0421-02EE]. 

The Commission submitted an emergency rulemaking that was approved by the 
Office of Administrative Law (OAL) and filed with the Secretary of State on 
November 5, 2015, after samples of Dungeness and rock crabs were found to 
contain high domoic acid levels. The emergency rulemaking closed the 
recreational rock crab fishery north of the Ventura/Santa Barbara county line and 
delayed the opening of the recreational Dungeness crab fishery statewide. 

In April 2016 the Commission re-adopted the substantially equivalent emergency 
regulations, which were filed with OAL on April 21, after samples of Dungeness 
and rock crabs in some areas were found to still contain high domoic acid levels. 

The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), in 
cooperation with the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department), 
has continued to regularly monitor domoic acid levels in rock crab and 
Dungeness crab along the California coast since the emergency regulations were 
filed. Pursuant to the emergency regulations adopted in November 2015 and re
adopted in April 2016, the following state waters have been reopened for 
recreational fishing based on the recommendations of OEHHA in consultation 
with the director of the California Department of Public Health (CDPH): 

1. On December 31, 2015, the recreational Dungeness crab and rock crab 
fisheries were reopened in state waters south of 35° 40' N. Latitude 
(near Piedras Blancas Light Station). 

2. On February 11, 2016, the recreational Dungeness crab fishery was 
reopened in state waters south of 38° 00' N. Latitude (near Point Reyes). 

3. On March 18, 2016, the recreational Dungeness crab fishery was 
reopened in state waters south of the Mendocino/Sonoma county line 
(near Gualala). 

4. On March 28, 2016, the recreational rock crab fishery was reopened in 
the Channel Islands, with the exception of state waters between Santa 
Cruz and Santa Rosa islands. 

5. On April 22, 2016 state waters were reopened for the recreational rock 
crab fishery south of Sand Hill Bluff in Santa Cruz County (36° 58.72' N. 
Latitude) and the recreational Dungeness crab fishery was opened south 



of the northern jetty of Humboldt Bay in Humboldt County (40° 46.15' N. 
Latitude). 

6. On May 2, 2016 the recreational Dungeness crab fishery was reopened 
statewide except for one area within Humboldt County; the area north of 
40°46.15' N. Latitude (a line extending due west from the west end of the 
north jetty at the entrance of Humboldt Bay) and south of 41° 17.60' N. 
Latitude (a line extending due west from the mouth of Redwood Creek, 
Humboldt County) remained closed. 

7. On May 19, 2016, the recreational Dungeness crab fishery was 
reopened statewide. 

8. On June 3, 2016, state waters were reopened for the recreational rock 
crab fishery around the Channel Islands between Santa Cruz and Santa 
Rosa Islands. 

9. On July 6, 2016, the recreational rock crab fishery was reopened in state 
waters south of Pigeon Point in San Mateo County (37° 11' N. Latitude). 

Past history with such situations suggested that the emergency would resolve 
itself within the original 180 days as domoic acid levels naturally subsided. 
However, high domoic acid levels are persisting in some areas of the state as 
indicated by ongoing sampling. Therefore, the Commission re-adopted the 
emergency regulations for an additional period of 90 days following the first re
adoption 90-day effective time period, which ends on August 3. The second re
adoption is necessary to continue the emergency closures in those ocean waters 
of the state with persistently high levels of domoic acid. 

Consuming crab from areas with persistently high levels of domoic acid poses a 
significant risk to public health as determined by the Director of OEHHA, in 
consultation with the Director of CDPH. Thus readopting the emergency closure 
for an additional period of 90 days beyond the initial 180-day period and the first 
re-adoption 90-day period is necessary for the preservation of public health and 
safety. 

Identification of Reports or Documents Supporting Factual Emergency 

The Commission relied on the following documents in proposing this emergency 
rulemaking action: 

• Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Memorandum to 
Charlton H. Bonham, Director, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
and Sonke Mastrup, Executive Director, California Fish and Game 
Commission, Recommendations on Opening Dungeness and Rock Crab 
From Mainland Coasts of San Luis Obispo County and Counties to the 
South, dated December 31, 2015. 

• Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Memorandum to 
Charlton H. Bonham, Director, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
and Michael Yaun, Interim Executive Director, California Fish and Game 
Commission, Recommendation Regarding Opening of Dungeness Crab 
Fishery in State Waters South of 38 ° 00' N Latitude, dated February 11, 
2016. 



• Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Memorandum to 
Charlton H. Bonham, Director, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
and Michael Yaun, Interim Executive Director, California Fish and Game 
Commission, Recommendation on Opening of Dungeness Crab Fishery in 
State Waters South of the Sonoma/Mendocino County Line, dated March 
18, 2016. 

• Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Memorandum to 
Charlton H. Bonham, Director, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
and Michael Yaun, Interim Executive Director, California Fish and Game 
Commission, Recommendation on Opening Rock Crab Fishery near 
Channel Islands, with the Exception of One Area, dated March 28, 2016. 

• Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Memorandum to 
Charlton H. Bonham, Director, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
and Michael Yaun, Interim Executive Director, California Fish and Game 
Commission, Recommendation on Opening of Dungeness Crab Fishery in 
State Waters of Mendocino and Portions of Humboldt Counties, dated 
April 22, 2016. 

• Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Memorandum to 
Charlton H. Bonham, Director, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
and Michael Yaun, Interim Executive Director, California Fish and Game 
Commission, Recommendation on opening of Dungeness Crab Fishery in 
State Waters Between the California/Oregon Border and 41° 17.60' N 
Latitude, dated May 2, 2016 

• Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Memorandum to 
Charlton H. Bonham, Director, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
and Michael Yaun, Interim Executive Director, California Fish and Game 
Commission, Recommendation on Opening of the Last Remaining Area 
Closed to Dungeness Crab Fishing, dated May 19. 2016 

• Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Memorandum to 
Charlton H. Bonham, Director, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
and Valerie Termini, Executive Director, California Fish and Game 
Commission, Recommendation on Opening of Rock Crab Fishery Near 
Channel Islands, dated June 3, 2016 

• Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, Memorandum to 
Charlton H. Bonham, Director, California Department of Fish and Wildlife, 
and Valerie Termini, Executive Director, California Fish and Game 
Commission, Recommendation of Opening of Rock Crab Fishery in 
Portions of San Mateo County, dated July 6, 2016 

II. Regulatory Proposal 

In response to the high domoic acid levels persisting in some areas of state 
ocean waters as indicated by continued sampling, the Commission re-adopted 
the emergency closure for an additional period of 90 days beyond the initial 180-
day period and first re-adoption 90-day period as it is necessary for the 
preservation of the public health and safety. 



Emergency recreational fishing closures would remain in effect for rock crabs 
caught in state waters north of 37° 11' N. Latitude at Pigeon Point in San Mateo 
County. 

Closure of the recreational fishery shall remain in effect until the director of 
OEHHA, in consultation with the director of CDPH, determines that domoic acid 
levels in rock crab no longer pose a significant risk to public health and no longer 
recommends the fishery be closed. 

The Department shall maintain a list of closed ocean waters of the state and 
update that list on Wednesday of each week by 1 :00 pm. It shall be the 
responsibility of any person taking rock crab to call the Department's hotline or 
visit the Department's website to obtain the current status of any ocean water. 

Ill. Impact of Regulatory Action 

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result 
from the proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following 
determinations relative to the required statutory categories have been made: 

(a) Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding 
to the State: 

None. 

(b) Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: 

None. 

(c) Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: 

None. 

(d) Costs Imposed on Any Local Agency or School District that is Required to 
be Reimbursed Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of 
Division 4, Government Code: 

None. 

( e) Effect on Housing Costs: 

None. 

IV. Re-adoption Criteria 

Pursuant to Government Code Section 11346.1 (h), the text of a re-adopted 
regulation must be the "same or substantially equivalent" to the text of the 
original emergency regulation. The language for the re-adopted regulatory 



amendment is substantially equivalent to the language of the original emergency 
regulation. 

In addition, Government Code Section 11346.1 (h) specifies that the emergency 
rulemaking agency must demonstrate that it is making "substantial progress and 
has proceeded with due diligence" to comply with standard rulemaking 
provisions. At its July 19, 2016 meeting, the Commission received an update on 
testing and sampling levels and an overview of state ocean waters that have 
been reopened as well as those that remain closed due to elevated levels of 
domoic acid. Past history with such situations suggested that the emergency 
would resolve itself within the original 180 days as domoic acid levels naturally 
subsided. However, the Commission determined that an emergency situation still 
exists and re-adopted the emergency closure for an additional period of 90 days 
beyond the initial 180-day period and first 90-day extension, as it is necessary for 
the preservation of public health and safety. Given this unique situation, a state 
interagency task force that includes the Commission has been created to 
proactively address harmful algal blooms that result in high levels of domoic acid 
and is working to identify solutions for more quickly addressing public health and 
safety. In addition, legislation has been introduced to grant authority for 
immediately closing fisheries due to harmful algal blooms. 

V. Authority and Reference 

The Commission proposes this emergency action pursuant to the authority 
vested by sections 200, 202, 205, 220, and 240 of the Fish and Game Code and 
to implement, interpret, or make specific sections 200, 202, 205, 206, 220, and 
240 of said code. 

VI. Section 240 Finding 

Pursuant to Section 240 of the Fish and Game Code, the Commission finds that 
the adoption of this regulation is necessary for the immediate protection of public 
health and safety from elevated levels of domoic acid detected in samples of 
Dungeness and rock crab in ocean waters of the state. 



Informative Digest (Plain English Overview) 

The Fish and Game Commission (Commission) is re-adopting amendments to 
Section 29.85, Title 14, California Code of Regulations (CCR) [Office of Administrative 
Law (OAL) file numbers 2015-1105-01E and 2016-0421-02EE]. 

The Commission submitted an emergency rulemaking that was approved by the Office 
of Administrative Law (OAL) on November 5, 2015, after samples of Dungeness and 
rock crabs were found to contain high domoic acid levels. The emergency rulemaking 
closed the recreational rock crab fishery north of the Ventura/Santa Barbara county line 
and delayed the opening of the recreational Dungeness crab fishery statewide. 

In April 2016 the Commission re-adopted the substantially equivalent emergency 
regulations, which were filed with OAL on April 21, after samples of Dungeness and 
rock crabs in some areas were found to still contain high domoic acid levels. 

The Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment (OEHHA), in cooperation with 
the California Department of Fish and Wildlife (Department), has continued to regularly 
monitor domoic acid levels in rock crab and Dungeness crab along the California coast 
since the emergency regulations were filed. Pursuant to the emergency regulations 
adopted in November 2015 and re-adopted in April 2016, the following state waters 
have been reopened for recreational fishing based on the recommendations of OEHHA 
in consultation with the director of the California Department of Public Health (CDPH): 

1. On December 31, 2015, the recreational Dungeness crab and rock crab 
fisheries were reopened in state waters south of 35° 40' N. Latitude (near 
Piedras Blancas Light Station). 

2. On February 11, 2016, the recreational Dungeness crab fishery was reopened 
in state waters south of 38° 00' N. Latitude (near Point Reyes). 

3. On March 18, 2016, the recreational Dungeness crab fishery was reopened in 
state waters south of the Mendocino/Sonoma county line (near Gualala). 

4. On March 28, 2016, the recreational rock crab fishery was reopened in the 
Channel Islands, with the exception of state waters between Santa Cruz and 
Santa Rosa islands. 

5. On April 22, 2016 state waters were reopened for the recreational rock crab 
fishery south of Sand Hill Bluff in Santa Cruz County (36° 58.72' N. Latitude) 
and the recreational Dungeness crab fishery was opened south of the northern 
jetty of Humboldt Bay in Humboldt County (40° 46.15' N. Latitude). 

6. On May 2, 2016 the recreational Dungeness crab fishery was reopened 
statewide except for one area within Humboldt County; the area north of 
40°46.15' N. Latitude (a line extending due west from the west end of the north 
jetty at the entrance of Humboldt Bay) and south of 41° 17.60' N. Latitude (a 
line extending due west from the mouth of Redwood Creek, Humboldt County) 
remained closed. 

7. On May 19, 2016, the recreational Dungeness crab fishery was reopened 
statewide. 



8. On June 3, 2016, state waters were reopened for the recreational rock crab 
fishery around the Channel Islands between Santa Cruz and Santa Rosa 
Islands. 

9. On July 6, 2016, the recreational rock crab fishery was reopened in state 
waters south of Pigeon Point in San Mateo County (37° 11' N. Latitude). 

Past history with such situations suggested that the emergency would resolve itself 
within the original 180 days as domoic acid levels naturally subsided. However, high 
domoic acid levels are persisting in some areas of the state as indicated by ongoing 
sampling. Therefore, the Commission re-adopted the emergency regulations for an 
additional period of 90 days following the first re-adoption 90-day effective time period, 
which ends on August 3. The second re-adoption is necessary to continue the 
emergency closures in those ocean waters of the state with persistently high levels of 
domoic acid. 

Consuming crab from areas with persistently high levels of domoic acid poses a 
significant risk to public health as determined by the Director of OEHHA, in consultation 
with the Director of CDPH. Thus readopting the emergency closure for an additional 
period of 90 days beyond the initial 180-day period and the first re-adoption 90-day 
period is necessary for the preservation of public health and safety. 

Regulatory Action: Following the initial 180-day effective time period, the Commission 
re-adopted emergency regulations for an additional period of 90 days, which ends on 
August 3. The second re-adoption is necessary to continue the emergency closures in 
those state ocean waters with persistently high levels of domoic acid as it is necessary 
for preserving public health and safety. 

The Department shall maintain a list of closed ocean waters of the state and update that 
list on Wednesday of each week by 1 :00 pm. It shall be the responsibility of any person 
taking Dungeness or rock crab to call the Department's hotline or visit to the 
Department's website to obtain the current status of any ocean water. 

Benefits: The regulation will protect public health and safety by prohibiting possession 
of Dungeness and rock crab containing elevated levels of domoic acid. 

The adopted regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing state 
regulations. The Legislature has delegated authority to the Commission to promulgate 
sport fishing regulations (sections 200, 202, 205, 220, and 240, Fish and Game Code). 



Regulatory Language 

Section 29.85, Title 14, CCR, is amended to read: 

29.85. Crab. 
(a) Dungeness crabs (Cancer magister) 

(1) Closure: Closures: 
.(ill Dungeness crab may not be taken from or possessed if taken from San 

Francisco Bay and San Pablo Bay, plus all their tidal bays, sloughs and 
estuaries between the Golden Gate Bridge and Carquinez Bridge. 

(B) Dungeness crab may not be taken from or possessed if taken from ocean 
waters. including bays and estuaries, north of the Ventura/Santa Barbara 
County line where the Director of the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment, in consultation with the Director of the California Department of 
Public Health. has determined that Dungeness crab contain unhealthy domoic 
acid levels and recommends closing the fishery until such time as the Director 
of the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment, in consultation 
with the Director of the California Department of Public Health, determines 
that domoic acid levels in Dungeness crab no longer pose a significant risk to 
public health and no longer recommends the fishery be closed. Areas may be 
opened on a county-by-county basis. The department shall maintain a list of 
closed ocean waters of the state and update that list on Wednesday of each 
week by 1 :00 pm. It shall be the responsibility of any person prior to taking 
Dungeness crab to call (831) 649-2883 or go to the department's website at 
www.wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Ocean/Health-Advisories to obtain the current 
.status of any ocean water. 

(2) Open season: 
(A) Del Norte, Humboldt and Mendocino counties: From the first Saturday in 

November opening date determined through subsection (a)(1 )(B) through July 
30. 

(B) All other counties: From the first Saturday in November opening date 
determined through subsection (a)(1)(B) through June 30. 

(3) Limit: Ten. 
(4) Not more than 60 crab traps are authorized to be used to take Dungeness crab 

from a vessel operating under authority of a Commercial Passenger Fishing 
Vessel License issued pursuant to Fish and Game Code Section 7920. 

(5) Traps and trap buoys by a commercial passenger fishing vessel to take 
Dungeness crab under authority of this Section and Section 29.80 shall have the 
commercial boat registration number of that vessel affixed to each trap and buoy. 

(6) No vessel that takes Dungeness crabs under authority of this section, or Section 
29.80, shall be used to take Dungeness crabs for commercial purposes. 

(7) Minimum size: Five and three-quarter inches measured by the shortest distance 
through the body from edge of shell to edge of shell directly in front of and 
excluding the points (lateral spines). 

(b) All crabs of the Cancer genus except Dungeness crabs, but including: yellow crabs, 
rock crabs, red crabs and slender crabs: 
(1) Rock crab closure: 

(A) Rock crab may not be taken from or possessed if taken from ocean waters, 
including bays and estuaries, north of the Ventura/Santa Barbara County line 
in state waters north of Pigeon Point in San Mateo County (Latitude 37° 11' 



N) where the Director of the Office of Environmental Health Hazard 
Assessment. in consultation with the Director of the California Department of 
Public Health, has determined that rock crab contain unhealthy domoic acid 
levels and recommends closing the fishery until such time as the Director of 
the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment. in consultation with 
the Director of the California Department of Public Health, determines that 
domoic acid levels in rock crab no longer pose a significant risk to public 
health and no longer recommends the fishery be closed. Areas may be 
opened on a county-by-county basis. The department shall maintain a list of 
closed ocean waters of the state and update that list on Wednesday of each 
week by 1 :00 pm. It shall be the responsibility of any person prior to taking 
rock crab to call (831) 649-2883 or go to the department's website at 
www.wildlife.ca.gov/Fishing/Ocean/Health-Advisories to obtain the current 
status of any ocean water. 

+Bill Open season: 
(A) Rock crab: The rock crab season will open on the date determined through 

subsection (b )( 1 )(A) and will remain open until [OAL to insert end date of 
emergency regulation]. 

(B) All other species: All year. 
f21.Ql Limit: Thirty-five. 
~.(11 Minimum size: Four inches measured by the shortest distance through the 

body, from edge of shell to edge of shell at the widest part, except there is no 
minimum size in Fish and Game districts 8 and 9. 

(c) All crabs of the genus Cancer, including Dungeness crabs, yellow crabs, rock crabs, 
red crabs and slender crabs, may be brought to the surface of the water for 
measuring, but no undersize crabs may be placed in any type of receiver, kept on 
the person or retained in any person's possession or under his direct control; all 
crabs shall be measured immediately and any undersize crabs shall be released 
immediately into the water. 

(d) Sand crabs (Emerita analoga): Limit: Fifty. 

Note: Authority cited: Sections 200, 202, 205 and 220205, 220 and 240, Fish and Game 
Code; Reference: Sections 200, 202, 205, 206 and 220206, 220 and 240, Fish and 
Game Code 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 
FW: CPUC Notification - Verizon Wireless - Verizon Facilities 
CPUC Notification -Verizon - SF UM Bulk 7-19-2016.pdf 

From: West Area CPUC [mailto:WestAreaCPUC@VerizonWireless.com] 
Sent: Friday, 'July 22, 2016 3:50 PM 
To: Masry, Omar (CPC} <omar.masry@sfgov.org>; Administrator, City (ADM) <city.administrator@sfgov.org>; Board of 
Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: West Area CPUC <WestAreaCPUC@VerizonWireless.com> 
Subject: CPUC Notification - Verizon Wireless - Verizon Facilities 

This is to provide your agency with notice according to the provisions of General Order No. 159A of the Public Utilities 
Commission of the State of California ("CPUC"). This notice is being provided pursuant to Section IV.C.2. 

If you prefer to receive these notices by US Mail, please reply to this email stating your jurisdiction's preference. 

Thank You 
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July 22, 2016 

Ms. Anna Hom 
Utilities Enforcement Branch 
Consumer Protection and Enforcement Division 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

alh@cpuc.ca.gov 

RE: Notification Letter for Various Verizon Facilities 

verizon" 

San Francisco-Oakland, CA I GTE Mobilnet of California Limited Partnership I U-3002-C 

This is to provide the Commission with notice according to the provisions of General Order 
No. 159A of the Public Utilities Commission of the State of California ("CPUC") for the project 
described in Attachment A. 

A copy of this notification letter is also being provided to the appropriate local government 
agency for its information. Should there be any questions regarding this project, or if you 
disagree with any of the information contained herein, please contact the representative below. 

Sincerely, 

Ruth Concepcion 
Engr II Spec-RE/Regulatory 
15505 Sand Canyon Avenue, Irvine, CA 92618 
WestAreaCPUC@VerizonWireless.com 



CPUC Attachment A 
Initial Build (new presence for Verizon Wireless) 

verizonv' 
VZ!// LEGAL ENTITY JURISDICTION PLANNING DIRECTOR CITY ADMINISTRATOR CLERK OF THE BOARD COUNTY 

GTE Mobilnet of City of San Francisco 
San 

California Limited 1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett omar.masa@sfgov.org ci!Y.administrator@sfgov.org Board.of.SuQervisors@sfgov.org 
Francisco ..., _ _. ____ .:-

Pl 

...... 

Number & Size of Approval Approval 
Site Name I Site Address I SiteAPN I Site Coordinates (NAO 83) I Project Description I type of Tower Design 

Tower Tower Height 
Building or 

Type of Approval 
Effective Permit r Resolution 

Antenna~ 
Appearance (in feet) 

NA 
Approval Issue Date 

Date Number 
Number 

799 Market Street, San I I 1 

Installation of one 7.5" diameterx24" tall canister 1 panel existing SFPUC 
Panel ParsonalWiraless 

SF UM PH3 SC 3 I NIA- public right-of-way 37°47'8.54"N 122"24'20.27''W antenna, two 16.5" x9.8" x 5.7'' MRR~'s on to antenna@ 31' 9" AGL NIA Service Facility 71812016 81712016 15WR-0361 I NIA Francisco CA 94103 
existing {29' AGL) SFPUC steel streetlight pole. 

antenna steel pole 
30'9" RAD Permit 

SF UM PH3 SC 16 1201 Van Ness, San Francisco\ 
I I Installation of one 7.5" diameterx 24" tall canister 1 panel existing SFMTA 

Panel Personal Wireless 
N/A - public right-of-way 3r46'41.29"N 122c25'12.46''W antenna, two 16.5" x9.B" x5.7'' MRRU's on to antenna@ 32' 5" AGL NIA Servico Facifity I 6/21/2016 I 7/20/2016 I 15WR-0402 I NIA CA 94102 

existinq (29' 6" AGL) SFMTA steel street!inht pole. 
antenna steel pole 

31'5" 0 .o.n Permit 

810 Hyde Street, San I I 1 

Installation of one 7.5" diameter x24'' tall canister 
1 panel existing SFPUC 

Panel Personal Wireless 
SF UM PH3 SC 243 I NIA- public right-of-way 3r47'17.BS'N 122"25'0.44"W an~enna, two 16.5" x 9.8" x 5.7'' MRRU's on to antenna@ 31'6" AGL NIA ServicoFaciUty I 7/12/2016 I 8111/2016 I 1SWR-0254 I NIA Francisco CA 94109 

existing (28' 8" AGL) SFPUC steel streetlight pole. 
antenna steel pole 

30' 6" RAD Permit 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Defending Norman Yee's position on L Taraval transit 

From: bob carson [mailto:bobcarson@earthlink.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 4:35 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Defending Norman Yee's position on L Taraval transit 

Leaders of our City: 

I recently read a letter that Sean Kennedy (SFMTA) sent to Norman Yee. The letter is fraught with 
inconsistencies, inaccuracies and contradictions. Its tone is somewhat flippant and bordering on arrogant. No 
wonder Supervisor Yee (my supervisor) called for a review of MTA Board appointments and practices. 

The data points in the letter are based on an outmoded and very outdated survey. 

The stop spacing (proposed) is touted as "mirroring" the N Judah. (I didn't know that there was a Safeway at 17th 
and Judah, a Library at 22nd and Judah and a Post Office at 28th and Judah) 

The proposed stops keep many of the least used stops and remove many of the most used stops. 

The proposal ignores service to the merchants and residents and supplants it with a presumed saving of 2-3 
minutes (from the Beach to West Portal). The time saving is speculation and may not even happen. The 
additional burden of walking an extra 2-5 minutes between old and new stops will be put on the residents. That 
new distance will be a maximum of 490 feet, according to Kennedy. However - and this is really important - the 
490 ft. figure is wrong. There are many additional walks that will be well over 490 feet. This is based on actual 
GPS stop-to-stop coordinates and confirmed by other engineering methods. 

If this sloppy methodology were put before a judge he would likely throw the MT A's proposal out of court. 

This is why I support Norman Yee's effort, and, additionally, I support the efforts of 1 OO's who have signed a 
petition to keep the L stops. 

Thanks for your indulgence, 
Bob Carson 
Resident of District 7 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 

-----Original Message-----

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 
FW: Please Place Some Library Funding on Reserve--Until Library Deals With Massive Public 
Exclusions 

From: Library Users Association [mailto:libraryusers2004@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 8:40 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Please Place Some Library Funding on Reserve--Until Library Deals With Massive Public Exclusions 

Dear Supervisors: 

We have spoken repeatedly about ways in which the San Francisco Public Library unreasonably excludes the public from 
receiving public services and participating in what should be public decision-making -- most recently last Friday and the 
Tuesday before that. 

Please insist that the Library be accountable to those paying for its very generous allocations -- more than triple the 
average North American library serving its patron base -- by placing on reserve -- not denying -- part of its funding until it 
develops a satisfactory plan to stop unreasonably and unjustly denying services to tens of thousands of its cardholders, 
including thousands of children/teens under 18, adults, and seniors. Below we provide some details. 

Thank you for your attention to this. 

Sincerely yours, 

Peter Warfield 
Executive Director 
Library Users Association 
415/ 7 5 3 - 2 1 8 0 

Some ways the Library denies services to the public (figures current as of Spring, 2016): 

1. More than 57,000 cardholders cannot borrow books, eds, dvds, magazines etc. ('physical items') -- because they owe 
more than $10.01 in fines and fees. 

2. Some 157,000 cardholders cannot borrow materials from outside the library, using Interlibrary Loan (ILL) or LINK+ -
because they owe ONE PENNY or more. 

3. Library visitors are being suspended for weeks and even years -- without any independent-of-the-library due process 
or appeal mechanism. 

4. Library hours are scheduled to be changed -- and there was ZERO public input. This despite provisions of Prop.D 
(2007) requiring extensive public input before hours are changed. 

1 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 
FW: File No. 160252, Item #61 

From: Ozzie Rohm [mailto:ozzierohm@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 11:09 AM 
To: Mar, Eric (BOS} <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS} <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS} 
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS} <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS} <breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Kim, 
Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS} <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott 
<scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS} 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS} <john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Noeneighborhoodcouncil Info 
<info@noeneighborhoodcouncil.com> 
Subject: File No. 160252, Item #61 

Honorable President Breed and 
Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

I am writing to you to convey our gratitude for the compromise legislation between the Wiener/Farrell 
and Peskin ordinances involving city-wide ADUs. 

We hope that in making decisions about these ADUs, the Zoning Administrator will not use the 
allowed waiver in Section 307(1) too broadly and to the detriment of the liveability factor. 

Your today's vote will have a lasting effect on current and future residents of San Francisco. That is 
why we urge you to keep in mind the quality of life and liveability factors when it comes to allowing 
more units per lot. 

Contrary to what is stated by the "Build, baby build" movement, which is nothing but a shill for the 
developers and real estate speculators, the mid-block open space is a community resource that 
should be preserved in an urban landscape. Yes, we do need to add more affordable units to our 
housing stock and smaller units are naturally more affordable than larger ones but the occupants of 
these new ADUs also deserve a similar quality of life and open space that currently exist for non-ADU 
residents. This is in particular important for houses in RH-1, RH-2, and RH-3 zoning districts. 

That is why we urge you to balance the need for creating more affordable housing with the need to 
maintain the quality of life and liveability in an urban setting such as our City. 

Very truly yours, 

Ozzie Rohm 
On behalf of the 250+ members of Noe Neighborhood Council 
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
To: 
Subject: 

BOS Legislation (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
FW: ADU Legislation File Nos. 160252/160657 

From: Kathy Devincenzi [mailto:krdevincenzi@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 11:56 AM 
To: Aaron Peskin <aaron.peskin@earthlink.net>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Farrell, 
Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) 
<eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Hepner, 

Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@SFGOVl.onmicrosoft.com> 
Subject: ADU Legislation File Nos. 160252/160657 

The Honorable Aaron Peskin, 
San Francisco Supervisor 

Dear Supervisor Peskin, 

Neighborhood residents appreciate your leadership in crafting amendments that acknowledge the importance of 
mid-block open space and seek to minimize intrusions into those green open space areas. 

While Section 307(1) requires that a waiver by the Zoning Administrator must meet the requirements of Section 
207(c)(4) of this Code, which sets fo11h the controlling construction standards thatthe ADU be constructed within "built envelope of an 
existing building," with a few specified exceptions limited to spaces existing as of July 11, 2016, I remain 
concerned that the limitations on the scope of the waiver authority will not be observed in practice. I urge 
addition of the further clarifying language that "The Zoning Administrator shall not be authorized to grant a 
waiver of any construction which is not specifically authorized in Section 207(c)(4)(C)(ii)." Such a clarification 
should be helpful in practice. 

We recognize that your capable staff spent a considerable amount of time negotiating the compromise version 
that is before the Board today. 

We will be following the reports produced under the monitoring requirements and the nature of the ADUs 
actually built to provide constructive feedback on the implementation of this measure. 

Very truly yours, 

Kathryn Devincenzi 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: FW: Thanks for passing ADU legislation! 

From: Rafael Solari [mailto:rafsolari@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2016 9:06 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Thanks for passing ADU legislation! 

Members of the Board of Supervisors, 

I'm writing to express my happiness that you passed citywide ADU legislation yesterday. Thank you! 

I also want to express my support of future tweaks and improvements to the ADU program. I'm glad that there's 
a plan to collect 12 months of data on ADUs and revisit it next year. 

I appreciate all your hard work on this issue. As a renter in San Francisco who would love to be able to stay 
here, I'm looking forward to the implementation of this program! 

Rafael Solari 
281 14th street 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 

Subject: FW: ADU legislation #160252/ Code Enforcement 

From: anastasia Yovanopoulos [mailto:shashacooks@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2016 12:31 PM 
To: Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) 

<mark.farrell@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Re: ADU legislation #160252/ Code Enforcement 

Good day Supervisors, 

I am glad the issue of built vs. buildable envelope is resolved, and ADU legislation #160252 
is moving forward. 

Re: Code Enforcement of Accessory Dwelling Units 

It is important that: Language be added to guarantee an ADU is not being used as short 
term rental by a property owner or platform, like Air BnB, ... and that follow-up of ADUs by 
the city be strictly imposed. 

1. Will the city institute a central tracking? 
2. What will the penalties amount to? 
3. Will Code Enforcement be employed? 

If the legislation is to accomplish it's purpose, of creating more housing for San 
Franciscans, the public needs to be assured that follow-up measures regulating ADUs are 
in place. · 

Yours truly, 
Anastasia Y ovanopoulos 
District #8 

From: "Wiener, Scott" <scott.wiener@sfgov.org> 
To: anastasia Yovanopoulos <shashacooks@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 7:51 PM 
Subject: RE: Proposed Accessory Dwelling Unit legislation #160252 and #160657 

Hi Anastasia. We worked out a resolution on this legislation that will allow housing to be added, while 
protecting the rear-yards that we all hold dear. 
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-------------------------------------------------------
From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
To: BOS Legislation (BOS); Somera, Alisa (BOS) 
Subject: FW: BOS 7/19 Meeting: Citywide Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Legislative Proposals 

(Peskin: File 160252, Wiener/Farrell: File 160657) 

From: :) [mailto:gumby5@att.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 8:30 PM 
To: Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS} 
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Tang, 
Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Vee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; 
Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: BOS 7 /19 Meeting: Citywide Accessory Dwelling Unit (ADU) Legislative Proposals (Peskin: File 160252, 

Wiener/Farrell: File 160657) 

Dear Board of Supervisors, 
I thank the BOS-LU&HC Supervisors Scott Wiener, Mark Farrell and Aaron Peskin for working very hard on 
compromises to the proposed subject-referenced legislations. 
As I stated today at the BOS-LUC meeting, I believe there should be a unit size minimum to be inserted into 
the legislation prior to adoption. 
Also, even with all the amendments, Section 307(1) ("Other Powers and Duties of the Zoning 
Administrator") which contains the "complete or partial relief from density limits and from the parking, rear 
yard, exposure, and/or open space requirements of this Code when modification of the requirement would 
facilitate the construction of an Accessory Dwelling Unit, as defined in Section 102 and meeting the 
requirements of Section 207 ( c )( 4) of this Code" is still overly broad and *may* have unintentional 
consequences for the RH-l{D) lots that abut the RH-2 & RM-zoned lots in Jordan Park & in a very few 
other areas of the City that have this similar setup. 
I want to thank very much Supervisors Scott Wiener, Mark Farrell and Aaron Peskin for the opportunity 
afforded me to comment at today's BOS-LUC hearing and for their latest ame,ndments. 
Sincerely, 
Rose (Hillson) 
Member, Jordan Park Improvement Association 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 

Subject: FW: ADU Legislation at Board today Item #61 File No. 160252 

From: Thomas Schuttish [mailto:schuttishtr@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 8:39 AM 
To: Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia 
(BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; 
Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) 
<eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; 

Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Hepner, Lee (BOS) <lee.hepner@SFGOVl.onmicrosoft.com>; Ang, April (BOS) <april.ang@sfgov.org>; Johnston, 
Conor (BOS) <conor.johnston@sfgov.org>; Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) <sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org>; Board of 

· Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: ADU Legislation at Board today Item #61 File No. 160252 

Dear Supervisors Peskin, Wiener, Farrell, President Breed and Fellow Members of the 
Board of Supervisors: 

Thank you for the compromise legislation between the Wiener/ Farrell and Peskin 
ordinances involving city-wide ADUs and for the chance to testify yesterday at the Land Use 
Committee hearing. 

I hope that the allowed waiver in Section 307 (1) (that is a small L, not a 1) will not be too 
broad when the Zoning Administrator is making a decision concerning these ADUs. 

Since you as decision makers will be allowing for the potential of new units in the 
residential neighborhoods and increasing the occupancy per lot, please remember that the 
livability of these more densely occupied lots will need to be maintained .... whether they are 
rent controlled or condos .... More people occupying a structure on a lot will be sharing the 
open space, the yard space ..... . 

Many lots together create the Mid Block Open Space which is the collective private open 
space for all of the City's property owners and residents. These Rear Yards and the Mid 
Block Open Space provide not only livability but, sustainability to our environment. And 
the occupants of these new units will deserve a standard of livability that is the same or as 
close to the same as what currently exists for the residents and property owners. 

It is a positive that there will be new units added to the housing stock, but at the same time 
we must do everything possible to preserve existing units. Just this weekend there were 
three high-end properties that hit the market where there had formerly been 2 to 3 units on 
each site, but now are basically a single family home ... as best I can tell there was no 
Mandatory DR for unit merger .. .! am still looking into it.. .. but what may have been lost are 
4 units, possibly rent controlled ... you could also really think that it is 7 units since the 
three remaining are high end, high priced single family homes .... this is not an isolated 
event, but this is an issue for another letter and another day. 
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Congratulations on this legislation given the history of in-law apartments in SF. Have a 
nice day. 

Sincerely, 

Georgia Schuttish 
Resident of District 8 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Evans, Derek 

Subject: File 160381 and 160582 FW: Compromise on Street Tree Enforcement - Idea 

From: Roland Salvato [mailto:rolandsalvato@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2016 10:48 AM 
To: Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; 
norman.yee.bos@sfgov.org; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Aaron Peskin 
<aaron.peskin@earthlink.net>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) 
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; 
katie.tang@sfgov.org; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

<board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Compromise on Street Tree Enforcement - Idea 

Supervisors, 

Every good piece of legislation comes from thoughtful compromise. 

Here are two ideas about resolving the 'ballot solution' proposal. These emanated from 
a Nextdoor discussion: 

1) 
This debate's probably a little bigger than a ND post about trees, but the BOS is necessary where direct 
democracy and the "majority rule" won't solve a problem. For trees, there is a problem (sidewalk damage; 
inconsistent maintenance) that isn't working well with the status quo. It's financially better to wait until the 
city fixes the problem itself. But waiting can create hazards. We've seen both sides of this coin in this thread. 

The city could fine tree owners for lack of maintenance/repair, but I'm betting this will result in a lot of trees 
removed for liability reasons. Another option is putting the burden on the city, and paying for it through a 
universal parcel tax. However, the majority of taxpayers probably don't have street trees, so they won't vote 
in favor of the tax. Thus, the BOS steps in to deal with an externality imposed by street trees. 

I think the easy solution to this is for the city to provide sidewalk repair and trimming services to street tree 
owners at cost, or allow owners to hire private services, with some sort of enforcement mechanism to ensure 
that tree maintenance is performed as needed (and that acts more quickly on sidewalk repair). 

AND 

2) 
I think Andrew's compromise idea is better than both the current ordinance and the proposed ballot 
"solution" because it would achieve a shared responsibility between homeowners and the City. 

The only piece missing is determining the cost that homeowners would be willing to pay (that wouldn't make 
them just topple the tree) and the mechanisms for enforcement for a city that cannot even check the work its 
street repair contractors have done. 
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For that, I propose instituting a rule that requires putting all jobs out to bid (instead of awarding contracts to 
the last company that did the work, which is how its dont now!), and including a performance clause in each 
contract. 

Identifying trees and sidewalks that need attention can be based on a) reports from 311 and other resident 
reports; b) planning department surveys taken whenever a construction project is proposed -- should be 
worked into the plans; c) agency leads that are incentivized employees and not political appointees. 

Good luck and good work. 

"Action speaks louder than words but not nearly as often." 
-Mark Twain 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Evans, Derek 

Subject: FW: Friends of Ethics --support putting Item 56 [File 160583] on November, 2016 ballot 

-----Original Message-----
From: Bob Planthold [mailto:political_bob@att.net] 
Sent: Sunday, July 24, 2016 7:24 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; 
Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) 
<katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Wiener, 
Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Bob Planthold <political_bob@att.net>; Larry Bush <sfwtrail@mac.com>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS) 
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; BreedStaff, (BOS) <breedstaff@sfgov.org>; Johnston, Conor (BOS) 
<conor.johnston@sfgov.org>; Roxas, Samantha (BOS) <samantha.roxas@sfgov.org>; Wong, Iris (BOS) 
<iris.wong@sfgov.org>; Lim, Victor (BOS) <victor.lim@sfgov.org>; Yu, Angelina (BOS) <angelina.yu@sfgov.org>; 
Pagoulatos, Nickolas (BOS) <nickolas.pagoulatos@sfgov.org>; Kelly, Margaux (BOS) <margaux.kelly@sfgov.org>; 
Montejano, Jess (BOS) <jess.montejano@sfgov.org>; Karunaratne, Kanishka (BOS) <kanishka.karunaratne@sfgov.org>; 
Angulo, Sunny (BOS) <sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>; Chan, Connie (BOS) <connie.chan@sfgov.org>; Hepner, Lee (BOS) 
<lee.hepner@SFGOV1.onmicrosoft.com>; Summers, Ashley (BOS) <ashley.summers@sfgov.org>; Quizon, Dyanna (BOS) 
<dyanna.quizon@sfgov.org>; Law, Ray (BOS) <ray.law@sfgov.org>; Ang, April (BOS) <april.ang@sfgov.org>; Lopez, 
Barbara (BOS) <barbara.lopez@sfgov.org>; Lee, Ivy (BOS) <ivy.lee@sfgov.org>; Maybaum, Erica (BOS) 
<erica.maybaum@sfgov.org>; Choy, Jarlene (BOS) <jarlene.choy@sfgov.org>; Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; 
Taylor, Adam (BOS) <adam.taylor@sfgov.org>; Cretan, Jeff (BOS) <jeff.cretan@sfgov.org>; Power, Andres 
<andres.power@sfgov.org>; Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) <sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org>; Carolyn Goossen 
<carolyn.goossenl@gmail.com>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>; Bruss, Andrea (BOS) 
<andrea.bruss@sfgov.org>; Chan, Yoyo (BOS) <yoyo.chan@sfgov.org>; Tugbenyoh, Mawuli (BOS) 
<mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org>; Hsieh, Frances (BOS) <frances.hsieh@sfgov.org>; Pollock, Jeremy (BOS) 
<jeremy.pollock@sfgov.org>; Rubenstein, Beth (BOS) <beth.rubenstein@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Friends of Ethics --support putting Item 56 [ File 160583] on November, 2016 ballot 

On behalf of Friends of Ethics, regarding Item 55 [ File 160824] and Item 56 [ File 160583] on the 25 July 2016 agenda, 

I am authorized to request that the Board of Supervisors, sitting as a "Committee oftheWhole", DO favorably 
recommend to the full Board of Supervisors this combined and amended measure for a Public Advocate and 

then vote to put this combined and amended measure on the November, 2016 ballot. 

Friends of Ethics recognizes that some may question or differ with various parts of the text of the ballot measure that is 
Item 56. 

Item 56 can be a remedy to San Francisco issues that, though often discussed, have never been resolved. 

Friends of Ethics believes these issues NEED be addressed--promptly, 

rather than continue to be the subject of prolonged but ineffective talk. 

Putting Item 56 on the November, 2016 ballot focuses the attention of the electorate on these issues and 
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further requests the entire electorate to consider and make a decision. 

Whatever any current SF Supervisor thinks about these issues and/ or about Item 56, 

Friends of Ethics asks our elected Supervisors to put aside any personal doubts and 

instead seek a decision by the ultimate authority in San Francisco, the voters. 

In the hopes for a better and more responsive San Francisco government, 

we remain 

Friends of Ethics. 

Bob Planthold 
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From: 
To: 

......... _ 
Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors; Evans, Derek 

Subject: FW: Charter Amendment - Housing and Development Commission, File# 160588/Don't 
change what is working just fine. 

From: Amy Crumpacker [mailto:amycrumpacker@live.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2016 9:57 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Charter Amendment - Housing and Development Commission, File# 160588/Don't change what is working just 

fine. 

Dear Board of Supervisors: 

This email is in reference to 6.30.16 Rules Committee Agenda Item #1 Charter Amendment - Housing and 
Development Commission, File# 160588. I hope this email is still relevant, but I believe things are a bit 
behind schedule and you've not yet voted on this proposal. 

As a small theater organization, we are concerned about the new proposed splitting into separate committees to 
oversee and approve the ways finances are dispersed to community arts events and arts and community pop 
ups. There isn't much clarity to the new proposal on division of labor between the extra committees. This will 
slow down the process of how we as a small arts organization are hired, get commissions, and paid. 

The system works as is for such small arts groups as ours, 3rd Street Playhouse. We are beneficiaries of free 
and low cost use of facilities (specifically the 3rd ST Village Gallery), for workshops, in exchange for civic 
performance shares. We use the space 4 times a week, bringing together a broad spectrum of people in our 
district for writing and performance-people who probably wouldn't ever be in the same room together if not 
for the opportunities provided currently. 

As far as the events financial procedures, as it is now, ifthere is a need for a program, we are often hired or 
commissioned at the last minute. We don't cost as much or have as much resources as the larger outside of the 
district theater organizations, so ifthere were delays in payment, it would definitely mean that we can't work on 
these projects, and would have to work outside of the Bayview. As it is, we have trained many of the local 
Bayview people used by the larger incoming arts organizations, benefiting both the organizations and the 
community. If these participants hadn't been trained and paid for through the current system, then the larger 
arts organizations would have to bring in people, and what's the benefit for our locals then? None at all. 

Our current leaders and organizers are up to the task, actually live in the district, and care about individual 
organizations of our district, and are open to one and all getting chances to work and be trained to be good 
citizens as well as better artists, up their skills, personal and professional. The current financial dispersments 
are timely now. All of that will change, and then there will be no more arts training or work for me or my 
participants. 

There are too many questions unanswered by this new proposal. Please vote against Housing and Development 
Commission, File# 160588. 

Amy Crumpacker 
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artistic team leader 
3rd Street Playhouse 
POB 884843 
SF, CA 94188 
415 846 7959 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Evans, Derek 

Subject: FW: Item 38: 160589 Charter Amendment On SFMTA On November Ballot - URGING YOU 
TO SUPPORT IT 

From: Diana Scott [mailto:dmscott01@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 6:06 PM 
To: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) 
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) 
<london.breed@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, 
David (BOS} <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS} 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; 
Summers, Ashley (BOS} <ashley.summers@sfgov.org>; Choy, Jarlene (BOS) <jarlene.choy@sfgov.org>; Maybaum, Erica 
(BOS) <erica.maybaum@sfgov.org>; Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) <sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RE: Item 38: 160589 Charter Amendment On SFMTA On November Ballot - URGING YOU TO SUPPORT IT 

July 18, 2016 

Dear Supervisors: 

I strongly urge you to support placing the Charter Amendment concerning appointments to the SFMTA 
Board of Directors and Budget Process (Item 38 - #160589 on your July 19th meeting agenda) on the 
November ballot. I am grateful to Supervisor Yee for proposing it, to Supervisors Kim, Peskin, and 
Campos for co-sponsoring it, and to Supervisors Mar and Cohen for passing it along to the full Board of 
Supervisors for approval. 

Splitting the power of appointment and budget approval is clearly in order, given that the SFMTA Board 
has not been responsive to input from neighborhood residents who strenuously oppose specific changes 
that affect key S.F. transit corridors, and that the SFMTA, as an "enterprise agency," is not directly 
accountable to the Board of Supervisors, as representatives of San Francisco residents. 

I have written previously to object to approving the SFMTA's budget for projects that many transit users 
object to -- including reduction of services that disproportionately affect seniors and those with disabilities, 
like removing stops on the Van Ness and Taraval corridors, and lack of transparency in its budget process. 

I would like the Board of Supervisors to have more of a voice in approving the MTA budget than it does 
currently, as well as a greater opportunity to be proactive before the SFMTA approves its own project 
recommendations (after conducting the requisite public meetings, at its own convenience and then refuses 
to alter plans it has originally proposed!). 

Moreover, the SFMTA Board meetings overlap with those of the BOS, which often creates a conflict for 
testifying on important issues before the respective Boards. (This is a separate issue, which I hope you 
will consider, as well.) 

The SFMTA seems to choose the most expensive, least user-friendly solutions for projects it deems 
necessary; while this may net that agency more government monies, it is NOT IMPROVING PUBLIC 
TRANSIT in San Francisco, but causing the quality of life to deteriorate here. I speak as a resident of 24 
years who uses public transit whenever possible (going downtown, for example, from the end of the L
Taraval line). The system works -- and where speed is an issue, can be more easily improved more 
efficiently by measures proposed by many residents (including express buses), to which the MTA has 
turned a deaf ear. Instead, available grants and cookie-cutter trends seem to determine MTA priorities. 
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I speak as an early advocate of eco-friendly cities, here and on the east coast, and a supporter of green 
building. I believe that what the MTA proposes for San Francisco is at beset greenwash, not greening 
transportation. 

Why else would an environmentally aware agency propose clear-cutting hundreds of trees on major transit 
corridors, when the urban canopy is our best protection against pollution and global warming, and the 
climate tipping point is sooner than the decades it will take -- with luck -- to restore the urban forest?! 

And why stall traffic deliberately on these same corridors, by removing vehicle lanes and eliminating left 
turns, which congestion it admits it cannot "mitigate," and then claim that this will get people out of their 
[increasingly hybrid] cars, when no such thing will happen in inclement weather, or when transporting 
whole families, or for many other reasons including weight of grocery transport? Not everyone in S.F. can 
afford to have groceries delivered. 

The agency needs more public oversight and to become more responsive to public input; a November 
ballot measure dividing appointments between the mayor and the BOS, and changing the threshold for 
budget approval can accomplish that. 

I URGE YOU TO LET THE RESIDENTS OF SAN FRANCISCO SPEAK about transit changes, by placing this 
measure on the November ballot. The SFMTA needs to work for all the people of San Francisco, not just 
the latest arrivals, which it has stopped doing by removing ("consolidating") bus stops, eliminating vehicle 
lanes on heavily traveled corridors like Van Ness -- the route to the Golden Gate Bridge, and removing 
parking in areas where small businesses will die, based on experience in other cities. 

PLEASE VOTE UNANIMOUSLY TO RESTORE THE SFMTA TO THE VOTERS OF SAN FRANCISCO. 

Thank you, sincerely, 

Diana Scott 
3657 Wawona 
SF, CA 94116 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Evans, Derek 

Subject: FW: Support putting Item 38: 160589 [Charter Amendment- Municipal Transportation Agency 
-Appointments to Board of Directors and Budget Process] on the November ballot 

From: George Sery [mailto:georgesery@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 5:17 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; 
Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) 
<john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Breed, 
London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Norman.Yee.Bos@sfgov.org; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, 
Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Support putting Item 38: 160589 [Charter Amendment - Municipal Transportation Agency-Appointments to 
Board of Directors and Budget Process] on the November ballot 

7/18/2016 

Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org, David.Campos@sfgov.org, Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org, 
Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org,John.Avalos@sfgov.org,Jane.Kim@sfgov.org,Katy.Tang@sfgov.org,London.Breed@sfg 
ov.org,Norman.Yee.Bos@sfgov.org,Eric.L.Mar@sfgov.org,Mark.Farrell@sfgov.org,Scott.Wiener@sfgov.org 

re: July 19 Board of Supervisors Meeting Item 38 

We Support putting Item 38: 160589 [Charter Amendment - Municipal Transportation Agency -
Appointments to Board of Directors and Budget Process] Sponsored by Yee; Kim, Peskin and Campos, on the 
November ballot. 

We understand the above referenced Charter Amendment would split the MTA Board appointments between 
the Mayor and the Supervisors, 4 to 3. The board currently needs seven votes to reject the SFMTA's budget. 
This measure would lower that requirement to six votes. 

We thank Supervisors Yee, Campos, Kim, and Peskin for co-sponsoring this amendment and appreciate the 
support from Supervisors Mar and Cohen for putting this Amendment on the November ballot and hope we 
can depend on the rest of you to support this effort. The public has the right to determine how our money is 
spent and how our transportation system is run. The SFMTA is the one that needs to shift policies and goals. 

They work for us. We don't work for them. San Francisco needs a transportation system that works today, not 
a plan for the future. We need directors who listen to the public and follow our suggestions. Taking seats out 
of buses and removing bus stops will not help an aging population, families with children, or merchants and 
businesses who are finding it impossible to function with the changes that the SFMTA is forcing on us against 
our will. 

Sincerely, 

George Sery 

Concerned SF resident 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Jani Musse <janimusse@gmail.com> 
Tuesday, July 26, 2016 1:13 PM 
BOS Legislation, (BOS) 
BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS-Supervisors 
Appeal of the certification of the EIR for the 901 16th Street and 1200 17th Street Mixed Use 
Project 

To all of the supervisors of San Francisco, 

I support the appeal of certification of the EIR for the 90116th Street and 1200 17th Street Mixed Use Project. I strongly 
suggest you do as well. This eastern neighborhood has been insanely developed and without any real infrastructure for 
traffic, parking, public transportation etc ... Yes, you built Owens Street, but it still remains closed. It seems it remains 
closed because THERE IS A NEW DEVELOPMENT BEING BUILT!!!!! God, forbid any traffic would impede that!! 

We are just asking for a more neighborhood friendly design. You know what we want. An adaptive reuse of a historical 
building. Have you ever been in it?? Actually, go inside and look at it? IT"S REALLY COOL!!!!! 

Thank you, 
Jani Mussetter 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

Catherine Lee <videovision_cml@yahoo.com> 
Monday, July 25, 2016 11 :57 PM 
BOS Legislation, (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides; BOS-Supervisors; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
Mar, Eric (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Tang, Katy (BOS); Breed, London 
(BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Wiener, Scott; Campos, David (BOS); Avalos, 
John (BOS) 
Please reject EIR for "Corovan" site/ accept appeal attached 
901_ 16th_Street_appeal letter-2_2016July.pdf 

Regarding the EIR for the "Corovan" Site (901 16th/ 1200 17th Streets) 

Many of us have organized our neighborhood in opposition to the current proposed 
development at the former "Corovan" site, and we oppose the approval of the faulty EIR 
and it's shoddy conclusions. 

We are tired of going to community meetings held by developers and not being heard. 
Attached is our legitimate appeal to the approval of the EIR - we have done this "by the 
book" and there are many many of us who oppose this project as proposed. 

It is a terrible threat to neighborhood character - and there has been so much housing 
built in the neighborhood, that there's no way the impacts of THIS .development can be 
evaluated until the full impacts are felt from the others that are in process. 

The key issue though is that the current EIR is flawed and does not accurately account 
for impact to the cultural resources of: Bottom of the Hill (an essential community space 
for the beginning arts and music members), and urban views: it blocks a key entry point 
to the P. Hill neighborhood which you must see to appreciate. No map on paper will 
do that. Finally, the neighborhood preferred alternative was not given adequate 
consideration. 

There are many more reasons why their EIR is flawed, but this email should remain 
short. 

Please help us put a pause in the process and help us save the places we love. 

This is not just 010 issue - this will impact all of us, so please view it as part of our city
wide response, and not just a P-Hill issue! 

I cannot be at the BOS meeting today but I hope you can help the thousands of us 
who care and live in the area; and you can value our input - since the developers have 
not. Do the right thing - accept our appeal. 
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Sincerely, 
Catherine Lee 
contact: 415-647-2304 
Voter District 10/Community Organizer 
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PROVENCHER & FLATT, LLP 
823 Sonoma Ave. Santa Rosa, CA 95404 
Phone: 707-284.2380 Fax: 707-284.2387 

City of San Francisco 
Board of Supervisors 
#1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
Room#244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

July 15, 2016 

ATTORNEYS AT LAW 
Douglas B. Provencher 

Gail F. Flatt 

OF COUNSEL 
Janis H. Grattan 

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett 
Roz Bateman Smith 

Via Hand and Electronic Delivery 

RE: Appeal of the certification of the EIR for the 90116th Street and 
120017th Street Mixed Use Project 

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors, 

These comments are submitted on behalf of Appellants, Grow Potrero 
Responsibly and Save the Hill ("Citizens", hereafter). 

The proposed Project is one of the largest projects to be proposed in the 
history of Potrero Hill; it is positioned at the gateway of the Potrero Hill 
community and covers 3.5 acres; and it has the capacity to alter the very nature 
of the Potrero Hill community. 

The Environmental Impact Report (EIR) fails to adequately analyze 
impacts in the areas of cumulative impacts, traffic and circulation, transportation, 
aesthetics and views, shadows, land use, cultural and historic, and consistency 
with area plans and policies; fails to adequately review alternatives; and the Final 
EIR (sometimes referred to as the RTC or Responses to Comments) fails to 
respond adequately to substantive comments made on the Draft EIR. The Project 
EIR and Community Plan Exemption (CPE) tiers off of and relies upon the EIR 
prepared for the Eastern Neighborhoods Area Plan (PEIR; sometimes referred to 
as the EN Plan EIR). The PEIR did not provide for the impacts of a project at this 
site at this height and scale and with these traffic impacts; and it underestimated 
the level of development of residential units and the loss of Production, 
Distribution and Repair (PDR) uses throughout the Potrero Hill I Showplace 
Areas. The EIR is defective in its reliance on the PEIR in the areas that affect these 
issues. 
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Potrero Hill is poorly served by area transit, yet the developer asserts the 
Project's addition of 395 residential units, with admitted impacts to traffic and 
loss of PDR, is a transit friendly project merely because the site is located within 
a Transit Priority Area. Citizens will show that the EIR' s reliance on this assertion 
is misplaced. 

The Project admittedly results in impacts to traffic and circulation and loss 
of PDR. Two of the alternatives reviewed in the EIR substantially lessen or avoid 
these impacts and comment letters in the Final EIR show that there is 
overwhelming support for the adoption of this alternative. Planning' s Findings 
assert alternatives are infeasible based upon a flawed developer study that used 
land value instead of land acquisition costs, which artificially reduced profits and 
skewed the feasibility analysis; neglected to include data about the Project that 
would allow a fair comparison of the costs and profits of the Project to the 
alternatives; and unnecessarily burdened alternatives with flaws that made them 
appear to result in more severe traffic impacts and less profit. When considering 
a project with admitted impacts, as here, the City is required to fairly consider 
and adopt feasible alternatives that would substantially reduce Project impacts 
prior to considering adoption of a Statement of Overriding Considerations and 
did not. 

For ease of review, this letter summarizes the main facts and legal issues 
at stake in the appeal. The attached Memos augment the facts cited herein and 
offer extensive analysis on the issues of concern. Exhibit E, Memos 1-7: 1 
Transportation; 2, Cumulative Impacts; 3, Public Views; 4, Loss of PDR; 5, 
Historic Resources; 6, Objectivity; 7, Shadows and Open Space; and 8, 
Alternatives. Citizens include the Draft Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring 
Report, the TSF Nexus Study and the TIS traffic study, 2/20/15 Ed Lee letter, 
2015 State of Local Manufacturing (SFMade), and evidence regarding historic 
resources and view corridors, in Exhibit F and information received from the 
City via a Public Records Act Record in Exhibit G. 

Alternatives Analysis 
If a project will result in significant environmental impacts that will not be 

avoided or substantially lessened by mitigation measures, the agency must 
consider the environmentally superior alternatives identified in the EIR and find 
that they are "infeasible" before approving the project. (Pub. Res. Code§ 
2108l(a)(3), See also CEQA Guidelines 14 Cal. Code Regs.§ 1509l(a)(3).) Feasible 
means capable of being accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable 
period of time, taking into account economic, environmental, social, 
technologicat and legal factors. (Pub. Res. Code§ 21061.1; Guidelines §15364.) 
The requirement for an infeasibility finding flows from the public policy that 
states: 

Page 2of18 



It is the policy of the state that public agencies should not approve projects 
as proposed if there are feasible alternatives or feasible mitigation 
measures available which would substantially lessen the significant 
environmental effects of such projects ... the Legislature further finds and 
declares that in the event specific economic, social, or other conditions 
make infeasible such project alternatives or such mitigation measures, 
individual projects may be approved in spite of one or more significant 
effects thereof. 

(Pub. Res. Code§ 21002.) Reflecting this policy, Public Resources Code section 
21081(a)(l)-(3) provides that if one or more significant impacts will not be 
avoided or substantially lessened by adopting mitigation measures, alternatives 
described in the EIR that can avoid or reduce the impact must be found infeasible 
if they are not adopted. Under this scheme, a public agency must avoid or reduce 
a project's significant environmental effects when it is feasible to do so. (Pub. Res. 
Code§§ 21002, 21002.l(b); 14 Cal. Code Regs §§s 15021(a) and 15091(a)(l).) As 
explained by the California Supreme Court in Mountain Lion Foundation v. Fish & 
Game Commission (1997) 16Cal.4th105, 124, "Under CEQA, a public agency must . 
. . consider measures that might mitigate a project's adverse environmental 
impact and adopt them if feasible. (Pub. Res. Code§§ 21002, 21081.)" The Court 
reiterated "CEQA's substantive mandate that public agencies refrain from 
approving projects for which there are feasible alternatives or mitigation 
measures." (Id. at 134.) CEQA's substantive mandate was again underscored by 
the California Supreme Court in Vineyard Area Citizens v. City of Rancho Cordova 
(2007) 40 Cal.4th 412; City of Marina v. Board of Trustees of the California State 
University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341, and by the Court of Appeal in County of San Diego 
v. Grossmont-Cuyamaca Community College District (2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 86 and 
Preservation Action Council v. City of San Jose (2006) 141Cal.App.41h1336. 

Increased costs of an alternative do not equate to economic infeasibility: 
"[t]he fact that an alternative may be more expensive or less profitable is not 
sufficient to show that the alternative is financially infeasible. What is required is 
evidence that the additional costs or lost profitability are sufficiently severe as to 
render it impractical to proceed with the project." (Citizens of Goleta Valley v. 
Board of Supervisors (Goleta I) (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, 1181. See also Kings 
County Farm Bureau v. City of Hanford (1990) 221Cal.App.3d692, 736; City of 
Fremont v. San Francisco Bay Area Rapid Transit District (1995) 34 Cal.App.3d 1780 
(addition of $60 million in costs rendered subterranean alternative for BART 
extension infeasible.) In Citizens of Goleta Valley v. County of Santa Barbara (Goleta 
I) (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167, the court found that the record included no 
analy~is of the comparative costs, profits, or economic benefits of scaled down 
project alternative and was insufficient to support finding of economic 
infeasibility. In Uphold Our Heritage v. Town of Woodside (2007) 147 Cal.App.4th 
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587, a project applicant's preference against an alternative does not render it 
infeasible. In County of San Diego v. Grossmont Cuyamaca Community College Dist. 
(2006) 141 Cal.App.4th 86, 108, the court found that a community college's 
proportional share of cost of off-campus traffic mitigation measures could not be 
found economically infeasible in absence of cost estimates. In Burger v. County of 
Mendocino (1975) 45 Cal.App.3d 322, the court found that an infeasiblity finding 
based on economic factors cannot be made without estimate of income or 
expenditures to support conclusion that reduction of motel project or relocation 
of some units would make project unprofitable. 

Here, the EIR has conceded significant traffic and circulation impacts and 
the Project's contribution to the cumulative loss of PDR; the EIR is thus required 
to adequately analyze a reasonable range of alternatives that reduce all 
potentially significant environmental impacts. Citizens assert that substantive 
comments on the Draft EIR provide the bases for finding substantial 
environmental impacts due to aesthetics and views, inconsistency with area 
plans, land use, growth inducing and cumulative impacts and shade and shadow 
of area parks. 

When a project results in admitted environmental impacts, a lead agency 
cannot merely adopt a statement of overriding considerations and approve it; the 
agency must first adopt feasible alternatives and mitigation measures. (Friends of 
Sierra Madre v. City of Sierra Madre (2001) 25Cal.4th165, 185; City of Marina v. 
Board of Trustees of the California State University (2006) 39 Cal.4th 341 ["CEQA does 
not authorize an agency to proceed with a project that will have significant, 
unmitigated effects on the environment, based simply on a weighing of those 
effects against the project's benefits, unless the measures necessary to mitigate 
those effects are truly infeasible." 

Metal Shed Reuse Alternative 
The EIR identified a feasible alternative that Citizens argue, would reduce 

impacts to traffic and loss of PDR and yield sufficient profits, yet the EIR 
determined that the Metal Shed Reuse alternative is infeasible, asserting 
additional costs and loss of profit. Numerous residents and the Historic 
Preservation Commission offered extensive comments on the advantages of the 
alternative and recommended its adoption. (RTC pgs. 131-157; Memo 8; see also 
Memo 5, recommending adoption of the alternative as it relates to historic 
resources.) Citizens concur with this recommendation and encourage the Board 
to adopt the Metal Shed Reuse alternative. 

The determination of infeasibility is based upon the recently submitted 
developer prepared financial study. Citizens reference Memo 3 that details the 
reasons why the alternative is feasible and shows how the developer's study is 
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inadequate and incomplete and fails to show that that additional costs or loss of 
profits would render the project impractical to proceed. 

The developer's study cites to a targeted range of margins of profit but 
fails to provide actual cost and profit information. It is impossible to make an 
effective comparison without this information and runs counter to the 
requirements set forth for feasibility findings in Citizens of Goleta Valley v. County 
of Santa Barbara (Goleta I) (1988) 197 Cal.App.3d 1167. 

Even using the target profit margin asserted by the developer, the 
alternative should be found feasible. The Planning Department stated that 
assessing feasibility was based upon land acquisition costs, whereas the 
developer's study used current "land value" instead of land cost data, thereby 
inflating the costs of the Project considerably. Utilizing land cost data, the Metal 
Shed Alternative meets the targeted 18%-25% profit margin cited by the 
developer. Other errors in the study include the use of outdated information 
regarding the value of rental square footage in PDR uses. The study assumed a 
$2.50 per square foot value, whereas current figures are estimated at nearly twice 
that, at $4.00 / square foot, thereby considerably devaluing the alternative's 
profit. 

The EIR also fails to support its allegation that the greater percentage of 
PDR in the Metal Shed alternative would render higher traffic counts. The Final 
EIR does not adequately respond to comments asking why a lower density, PDR
focused project would not result in significantly lower traffic impacts. Planning 
inexplicably chose to use "office" rather than "manufacturing" rates from the 
Transportation Impact Analysis Guidelines, even though the PEIR specifically 
stated that "PDR" was less impactful than "office" using the same Guidelines. 
The analysis using TSF Nexus Rates appears to cherry pick data, rather than 
doing the complete analysis. The Planning Department also chose the most 
intensive commercial use (restaurant) for nearly half of the non-PDR commercial 
space in the Metal Shed Alternative. The calculations are therefore unfairly 
skewed to make the Metal Shed Alternative appear more impactful under 
Transportation Impact Analysis rates when they would be actually be 
substantially less. Using the full set of motorized TSF rates for PDR, non-PDR 
commercial and residential shows that the Metal Shed Alternative will have the 
lowest impact on traffic. Without this impediment, the alternative would have 
been considered the environmentally superior alternative. For the foregoing 
reasons, the determination that the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative is infeasible 
and results in the same or higher traffic impacts is not supported by substantial 
evidence. 
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Reduced Density Alternative 
The EIR states 
The Reduced Density Alternative is identified as the environmentally 
superior alternative because it would "to some extent" meet the project 
sponsor's basic objectives, while avoiding all but one of the traffic-related 
significant unavoidable impacts of the proposed project. This impact 
reduction would be achieved because the alternative would have fewer 
residential units and commercial space at the site compared to the 
proposed Project, and therefore have associated reductions in vehicle 
traffic compared to the proposed project. (DEIR pg. S-22.) 

The EIR states that this alternative would include 273 residential units, 
16,880 square feet of commercial space and have more open space that would 
total 56,850 square feet. (DEIR pg. S-23.) The Project would have 395 residential 
units, 24,968 square feet of commercial/ public space and 50,932 square feet of 
open space. A reduction of 122 residential units and 8,088 square feet of 
commercial space would mitigate the traffic impact to insignificance and 
produce 5,918 more square feet of open space. (RTC pgs. 131-157; Memo 8.) The 
chart at page S-25 also shows that the Reduced Density Alternative would 
mitigate the traffic impacts to insignificance. The EIR states that the financial 
feasibility of the Reduced Density Alternative is unknown. (DEIR pg. S-24.) As 
noted, an alternative need not meet every project objective to be considered 
feasible. Similar to the analysis of the Metal Shed Reuse Alternative, the 
developer's study asserts the alternative would not yield sufficient profits to be 
considered feasible. As noted, the developer's study utilized a flawed analysis to 
determine infeasibility and the determination of infeasibility is not supported. 

Failure to Respond Adequately to Comments 
Responses should explain any rejections of the com.mentors' proposed 

mitigations and alternatives. Evasive, conclusory responses and mere excuses are 
not legally sufficient. (Cleary v. County of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 348, 
355-360 (failure to adequately respond to any significant public comment is an 
abuse of discretion); Guideline §15088(b).) A general response to a specific 
question is usually insufficient. (People v. County of Kern (1976) 62 Cal.App.3d 
761 [when a comment questioned the availability of water, a response was ruled 
inadequate when it stated that "all available data" showed underground water 
supplies to be sufficient]; Friends of the Eel River v. Sonoma County Water 
Agency (2003) 108 Cal.App.4th 859 [specific comments regarding Eel River 
environmental setting and pending diversions required additional responses.].) 
Comments from responsible experts or sister agencies that disclose new or 
conflicting data, or opinions that the agency may not have fully evaluated the 
project and its alternatives, may not be ignored and there must be a good faith, 
reasoned analysis in response. (Berkeley Keep Jets over the Bay Committee v. Board of 
Port Commissioners of the City of Oakland (2001) 91 Cal.App.41

h 1344, citing Cleary v. 
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County of Stanislaus (1981) 118 Cal.App.3d 348, 357.) The FEIR fails to conform to 
these requirements in responding to comments in the areas discussed below. 

Cumulative Impacts 

The EIR' s cumulative impacts analysis relies on the information regarding 
projected growth in the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan EIR (PEIR) cumulative 
impacts analysis that is eight years old and is now shown to be outdated. (Memo 
2, Cumulative impacts and 4, PDR loss; Exhibit F [Monitoring Report]; RTC pgs. 
158-164.) Given the unanticipated level of development in the Showplace 
Square/ Potrero Hill Area, the assumption that cumulative impacts were 
addressed in the PEIR is no longer true. As a result, the EIR's analysis and 
determinations are materially flawed. In fact, the City already has more 
residential units constructed, entitled or in the pipeline for the Showplace 
Square/Potrero Area than were anticipated to be built in the area by the year 
2025. 

In 2008, the PEIR adopted a 3180 residential unit scenario for the 
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill area. (FEIR I.2-3.) The Project EIR states that as of 
February 23, 2016, 3315 units have been completed or are planned to complete 
environmental review within the area, whereas, additional analysis conducted 
for the 2010-2015 Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring Report reveals that the 
Showplace I Potrero Hill Area actually had 4526 residential units under 
construction, entitled or under review. (FEIR IV.55) This is well in excess of the 
numbers analyzed in the PEIR and the figures used in the EIR. Notably, the 
Monitoring Report indicates that the entire Eastern Neighborhoods Area has 
exceeded those estimated in the PEIR (9785) by nearly 2000 units. (Exhibit F, 
Eastern Neighborhoods Monitoring Report 2011-2015 Draft Executive Summary 
pg. 7) 

The Project EIR erroneously concludes: 

Growth that has occurred within the Plan area since adoption of the 
Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR has been planned for and the effects of that 
growth were anticipated and considered in the Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR. 

(FEIR IV.54) 

The Project EIR claims that although the residential land use category is 
approaching projected levels, non-residential uses have not been exceeded. (RTC 
IV.54) However, the residential levels have been exceeded and the primary goal 
of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan is to provide a balance between land uses, 
therefore, it is critical that the environmental review consider the impacts of this 
exceedence. 
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At their core, the Eastern Neighborhoods Plans 
try to accomplish two key policy goals: 

1) They attempt to ensure a stable future for 
Production, Distribution and Repair (PDR) 
businesses in the city, mainly by reserving 
a certain amount of land for this purpose; 
and 

2) they strive to provide a significant amount 
of new housing affordable to low, moderate 
and middle income families and individuals, 
along with "complete neighborhoods" that 
provide appropriate amenities for these new 
residents. 

(Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan, pg. v.) 

Because many of the assumptions regarding cumulative impacts in the 
underlying PEIR were based on unanticipated levels of residential development, 
the project EIR fails to adequately examine cumulative impacts. 

Perhaps the most devastating failure of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan 
for the Potrero Hill and Showplace Square residents has been the failure to 
provide the Community Benefits asserted in the PEIR and that are needed to 
enable, what amounts to, a near doubling of population. The Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan tookthe long view, seeking to balance growth over a period 
of 25 years, but instead, growth is being compressed into several short years with 
almost no support for that growth. By relying on inaccurate assumptions 
regarding cumulative growth and together with the gap in adequate 
infrastructure provisions and benefits, the EIR does not address the level of 
development Potrero Hill has undergone and it's cumulative analysis fails as an 
informational document for this reason. 

A Nexus Study was prepared in 2007 to determine the cost of the impacts 
identified in the PEIR with the idea that developers would pay impact fees to 
fund infrastructure improvements. Unfortunately, due to concerns that 
development would lag during the 2008 recession, impact fees were set at only 
1/3 of the actual amount needed and adequate alternative funding sources have 
never been identified. The Showplace Square Potrero Plan included a mandate to 
provide four acres of new open space to accommodate expected growth. 
(Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan, pg. 51.) To date only one acre of 
public open space has been provided at Daggett Park, which is just enough to 
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provide open space for the 1000 new residents moving into 1010 Potrero. Finally, 
transit improvements were studied for an inadequate system that was already at 
capacity. Despite the Eastern Neighborhood Transit Implementation Planning 
Study (ENTRIPS) and the subsequent Transit Effectiveness Plan (TEP), the area 
has never received the transit improvements it needs. 

A draft version of the EIR noted that the analysis in the EIR on this issue 
was based upon a "soft site" analysis and "not based upon the created capacity 
of the rezoning options (the total potential for development that would be 
created indefinitely." The City attorney noted the legal vulnerability in that 
statement and proposed its deletion, stating that the EIR must consider the most 
conservative estimate of those effects and must also consider direct and indirect 
impacts of the Project. Citizens concur that the most conservative standard must 
be considered for review of indirect and cumulative impacts in order to satisfy 
CEQA' s full disclosure requirements and was not. 

Regarding the issues relating to the cumulative loss of PDR, please refer to 
Memo4. 

Inconsistency with Area Plans and Policies 
The FEIR fails to respond adequately to comments made about the 

Project's inconsistency with area plans and policies, including the Showplace 
Square /Potrero Area Plan and the Urban Design and Housing Elements of the 
City's General Plan. The EIR disregards established City policies and fails to 
adequately respond to comments regarding the Project's conflicts with 
neighborhood scale and character, the requirement to provide adequate 
infrastructure, and the preservation of PDR uses. (RTC pgs. 38-44.) 

Objective 3 of the San Francisco General Plan's Urban Design Element 
requires: "Moderation of major new development to complement the city 
pattern, the resources to be conserved, and the neighborhood environment." The 
scale and density of the Project are substantially greater than existing 
surrounding Potrero Hill land uses and the project would be inconsistent with 
the established land use character of the neighborhood. 

The Project conflicts with a number of Area Plan objectives including 
Objective 1.2 of the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan, which promotes 
development in keeping with neighborhood character. This project is 
inconsistent with the established neighborhood character of Potrero Hill. Policy 
3.1.6 of the Showplace Square I Potrero Hill Area Plan, states, "new buildings 
should epitomize the best in contemporary architecture, but should do so with a 
full awareness of, and respect for, the height, mass, articulation and materials of 
the best of the older buildings that surrounds them." As proposed, the Project's 
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16th Street building is inconsistent with the height, mass, and articul~tion of 
existing buildings in the Potrero Hill vicinity and provides little awareness of 
surrounding neighborhood structures. 

Policy 2 of the City's General Plan states, "existing housing and 
neighborhood character be conserved and protected in order to preserve the 
cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods." The Project is not 
consistent with this policy because its scale, mass, bulk and height are 
inconsistent with and will negatively impact established neighborhood 
development patterns and character. The proposed development is dramatically 
out of scale with nearby residences and small businesses. 

The FEIR brushes off these and like comments on these critically 
important issues by broadly claiming that inconsistency with area plans does not 
relate to environmental impacts. (RTC pg. 43.) This is false; the reason EIRs are 
required to analyze a project's consistency with area plans is that inconsistency 
may result in impacts to, among other things, land use, traffic and circulation 
and influence the consideration of cumulative impacts. The FEIR fails to 
adequately respond to comments made about the inconsistency of the Project 
with area plans and policies concerning these issues. 

Scale I Height I Density 
The scale, height, and density of the proposed Project (72 to 83 feet and 

395 residential units) is inconsistent with numerous provisions of the 
Showplace/ Potrero Hill Area Plan and the Final EIR fails to adequately respond 
to comments on this issue. (Memo 3; RTC pgs. 35-38.) 

Prior analysis in the PEIR, relied upon by City Planning for all new 
development in the Eastern Neighborhoods, is now eight years old and did not 
adequately evaluate or anticipate a project of commensurate size, height, or 
density as the Project. All of the analyses completed for the PEIR anticipated a 
height on the Project parcel of 68 feet - not 72 to 83 feet as proposed by the 
Project. As shown in height maps, the PEIR actually anticipated and analyzed 
lower heights at the site of 40 feet to 45 feet. 

In accordance with the Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan policy 
that calls for lowered heights on the south side of 16th Street, the underlying PEIR 
addresses heights rising 65 feet to 68 feet - but only on the north side of 16th 
Street - not the south side of 16th where the Project is proposed. Objective 
3.1/Policies 3.1.1 & 3.1.2 state that heights should be adopted that respect, "the 
residential character of Potrero Hill", "Respect the natural topography of Potrero 
Hill", and that "Lowering heights from the north to the south side of 16th Street 
would help accentuate Potrero Hill." The Final EIR fails to adequately respond to 
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comments that the size and scope of the Project conflicts with policies that 
provide a mechanism to avoid land use impacts. 

Assertions by City Planning that the density and height for the Projed 
were adequately evaluated in the PEIR are inaccurate and misleading. In July of 
2014, senior City Planner Wade Wietgrefe inaccurately cited information in the 
PEIR. Wietgrefe claimed the following . 

... As noted on page C&R-5, the preferred project changed between 
publication of the Draft EIR and publication of the C&R 
document. Therefore, the C&R document analyzed the environmental 
effects from the proposed changes, as well as responding to comments 
received on the Draft EIR. Figure C&R-2 identifies the heights for the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, which includes 68-foot designations along 
16th Street. 

In actuality, the PEIR addressed heights rising to 65-68 feet on the north side of 
16th but not the south side of 16th Street, consistent with the Showplace 
Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan policy calling for lowered heights on the south 
side of 16th Street. The PEIR cited a map showing frontages along 16th Street had 
been raised to 65 feet in comparison to Option B (one of the iterations of the 
project proposed for consideration in the PEIR) yet the analysis emphasized that 
the added height would remain on the north side of 16th Street (Showplace 
Square) and not the south side of 161

" (Potrero Hill). As stated in "Changes by 
Neighborhood- Showplace Square/Potrero Hill" page 12: 

No changes in height limits are proposed on Potrero Hill. The Preferred 
Project would establish height limits of 65 - 68 feet within the core of 
Showplace Square between US-101 and I-280, north of 16th and south of 
Bryant Streets." This statement is repeated on page C&R-21: "In 
Showplace Square/Potrero Hill plan area, height limits would be similar 
to those analyzed for Options B, with minor height increases (to 45 feet as 
opposed to 40 feet in the DEIR) proposed to areas north of Mariposa 
Street, between De Haro Street and Seventh/Pennsylvania Streets. Height 
limits in the established residential areas of Potrero Hill would remain 
unchanged at 40 feet. The Preferred Project establishes heights of 65-68 
feet within the core of Showplace Square between U.S. 101 and I-280, 
north of 16th and south of Bryant Streets. 

The PEIR repeatedly uses the above phrasing regarding limiting the height 
increase to the north side of 16th and not the south side of 16th Street. 

The PEIR did not address or analyze issues about heights or zoning at the 
Project site. As stated on page 147: 
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A number of comments were directed at the proposed rezoning and area 
plans, and do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR. Because 
these comments do not address the adequacy or accuracy of the EIR, no 
responses are required. 

As shown in the PEIR, the Project sponsor lobbied to overturn the proposed 40 to 
45 foot height at the Project site stating: 

Sixteenth Street should be designated a "transit corridor" with a height 
limit of 65 feet near Mission Bay and Interstate 280. Seventh Street should 
have a height limit of 55 feet. 

Aesthetics I Public View Corridors and Scenic Vistas 
The EIR acknowledges that "views from surrounding public vantage 

points would be altered" but claims the Project need not consider aesthetic or 
views impacts because it meets the definition of a mixed-use residential project 
on an infill site within a transit priority area as defined by Public Resources Code 
section 21099(a). Nonetheless the EIR provided a curtailed analysis of aesthetics 
and views impacts. (Draft EIR S-2; RTC 36-38; 42-44; Memo 3.) While the Project 
is identified as being within a transit priority area, the area is admittedly 
underserved by transit and proposed upgrades to transit are tenuous, such that, 
the Project should not be exempted from review of aesthetics and views impacts. 
The PEIR noted that in the Potrero Hill/Showplace area, transit was subject to 
"relatively long headways between buses and indirect lines limits the usability of 
service" and that "steep topography of Potrero Hill and the discontinuous street 
network in some parts of the subarea can also be limiting in terms of 
accessibility, as the closest stop may not be easily reached by a direct route." 
(PEIR, IV. Environmental Setting and Impacts E. Transportation, pg. 257; Exhibit 
F.) 

The Project's single massive structure positioned at the base of Potrero 
Hill, along with its height, bulk, and massing will obscure a cherished landmark 
of Potrero Hill - scenic public views of downtown San Francisco. Potrero Hill, 
like San Francisco as a whole, is known for its dramatic City views and 
sweeping vistas. The height, bulk, and mass of the proposed Project would 
effectively wall off a large portion of lower Potrero Hill from public views of 
downtown enjoyed by neighborhood visitors for generations. Just like the 
recent campaign against "walling off" the waterfront, we believe Potrero Hill 
should be protected from "walls" of out-of-scale development. 

This conflicts with long-standing City and state policies regarding 
protection of public scenic vistas. The Project is inconsistent with multiple Area 
Plan principles including provisions to "respect the natural topography of 
Potrero Hill", to lower building "heights from the north to south side of 16th 
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Street" and to "promote preservation of other buildings and features that 
provide continuity with past development." Policy 3.1.5 of the Showplace 
Square/Potrero Hill Area Plan states: 

San Francisco's natural topography provides important way finding cues 
for residents and visitors alike, and views towards the hills or the bay 
enable all users to orient themselves vis-a-vis natural landmarks. Further, 
the city's striking location between the ocean and the bay, and on either 
side of the ridgeline running down the peninsula, remains one of its 
defining characteristics and should be celebrated by the city's built form. 

As noted, the scale, height, and density of the Project (72 feet to 83 feet, 
including parapet and mechanical penthouses, and 395 residential units) are 
inconsistent with numerous terms set out in the Showplace I Potrero Hill Area 
Plan. Prior study contained in the PEIR, produced and relied upon by City 
Planning for all new development, is now eight-years old and did not adequately 
evaluate, analyze, consider or anticipate a specific project of the size, height, or 
density proposed by the developer at this location. All of the analyses 
completed for the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan anticipated a height on this 
parcel of 40 to 45-feet, not 83-feet as proposed by the Project. 

The EIR failed to provide accurate and adequate 3-D modeling visual 
simulations on the impacts of the project (including stair, elevator, mechanical 
penthouses) to public scenic views of downtown. The visual simulations offered 
by the Project sponsor for the EIR remain inadequate and do not accurately 
reflect the impact on scenic public vistas of a 72 to 83 foot high building in lower 
Potrero Hill. The visual simulations were effectively limited to a single North
South Street (Texas Street) and failed to include other North-South streets as well 
including Mississippi, Pennsylvania Streets, and Missouri Streets. (DEIR Chapter 
II, Project Description, pages II.26- II.36.) Moreover, the Texas Street visuals are 
misleading because they are framed from a single vantage point in the middle of 
the roadway looking directly north and do not capture varied and wider angles, 
for example, from the north west). The significant impacts of added height due to 
roof top mechanical penthouses and massing are not presented. 

The Project would also contribute to the cumulative loss of public view 
corridors. Review of photo simulations of building development in Potrero Hill 
over the past several years shows the significant and destructive impact on 
Potrero Hill's cherished public view corridors. The continuing loss of public view 
corridors due to Mission Bay and 1010 16th Street Daggett/Equity Residential 
developments has been incremental but dramatic. The Project would contribute 
significantly to this continuing erosion of Potrero Hill's public scenic view 
corridors. 
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The significant impacts on aesthetics, public views and cumulatively 
significant impacts have not been adequately evaluated in the EIR and the FEIR 
inadequately responds to comments on this issue. 

Traffic. I Transportation 
The PEIR, upon which the EIR relies, did not fully consider the traffic 

impacts of a residential project of this size at this location, thus the EIR' s traffic 
analysis of direct and cumulatively significant impacts is inadequate and 
incomplete; the EIR fails to adequately consider or adopt feasible mitigation 
measures; and the findings are not supported by substantial evidence. (Memo 1; 
Exhibit F; RTC pgs. 59-63; 71-98; 101-107) 

The PEIR' s evaluation of traffic impacts extending to the year 2025, upon 
which the FEIR relies, were based on assumptions about the level of 
development that is now outdated. Most of the traffic counts studied in the TIS 
were from 2013 and 2014, before the UCSF hospital had opened. 14 intersections 
were studied but key intersections were left out along Mariposa Street and 17th 
Streets. Additional studies, completed in 2015 (FEIR, Appendix C) for five of the 
intersections also omitted the intersections along Mariposa and 17th Streets. 

Although the proposed project is in a Transit Priority area, public transit 
service is inadequate with most commuters have to rely on other modes of travel. 
Traffic congestion in the immediate area of the project is already a fact of life, 
with multiple intersections operating at F levels. Contrary to the principles of the 
City's Transit First Policy, the project was granted an exception to the parking 
maximum requirement of .75. The TIS studies extrapolated 2025 cumulative 
conditions based on outdated growth assumptions and neglected to consider 
large projects such as the Warriors Arena. (Exhibit F.) Four intersections were 
identified in the DEIR as impacted, with no identified mitigations, while 
mitigations for a fifth were based on reasonable assumptions, with no supporting 
evidence. 

As the record shows, Potrero Hill is poorly served by area transit, yet the 
EIR claims that the Project's traffic impacts are offset because the Project is 
located within a transit area and is "within close proximity to numerous transit 
routes."(DEIR III.11.) 

The draft Showplace/Potrero Monitoring Report shows that transit use in 
the area is at 24%, lagging well behind the City as a whole. The PEIR noted that 
in the Potrero Hill/Showplace area, transit was subject to "relatively long 
headways between buses and indirect lines limits the usability of service" and 
that "steep topography of Potrero Hill and the discontinuous street network in 
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some parts of the subarea can also be limiting in terms of accessibility, as the 
closest stop may not be easily reached by a direct route." (PEIR, IV. 
Environmental Setting and Impacts E. Transportation, pg. 2S7; Exhibit F.) 

The only transit that is currently within a S-minute walk from 901-16th 
Street is the temporary SS-16th route (which will eventually be replaced with the 
re-routed 22) and all other routes are nearly a half-mile or more away. The 10-
Townsend (currently operating at or above capacity) and 19-Polk (which is 
expected to stop service to this area) are .4 miles away. Caltrain is .7 miles away 
and involves a walk over a steep hill (not the half mile claimed in the DEIR) and 
the T-Third is .5 miles away, a 9-minute walk. The 2.2 mile Transit to downtown 
(Montgomery and Market) takes an average of 30 minutes, excluding headways 
of 9-10 minutes or more; walking the route would take 43 minutes. While the 22 
Fillmore will eventually become a BRT route and there are streetscape 
improvements slated for 16th Street, there is currently no other targeted funding 
to directly improve transit in the area or fill the need for better transit to serve a 
growing population. Impact fees have been reduced and partially replaced by 
the TSP (Transit Sustainability Program) that benefits the city as a whole but are 
inadequate to fully fund SFMTA deficits. 

Open Space I Recreation I Shadow 
The Showplace Square / Potrero Hill Area is underserved in terms of 

open space. Citizens assert additional shadow on Daggett Park, the only area of 
new open space identified in the PEIR that serves this area, will add to the 
incremental shadowing of the park and compromise the neighborhood's limited 
recreational opportunities. At 68+ feet, the proposed Project will individually 
and cumulatively cast shadow on the park; 1010 Potrero which surrounds 
Daggett park on the north, east and west sides, also casts shadows on Daggett 
Park. (RTC pgs. 17S-179; Memo 7.) 

Because of unanticipated growth in the Showplace/Potrero Area, 
cumulative impacts on Recreation were not anticipated in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Plan. The studies in the PEIR were based on outdated 
population data, with acquisition policies based on need using population levels 
in the 2000 census. (PEIR IV.H. pg. 370.) The PEIR did not identify adequate 
funding sources to meet the needs of the Eastern Neighborhoods for either 
maintenance of existing parks and recreation facilities or for the acquisition of 
new open space. The Showplace Square/Potrero Hill Plan specifically called for 
four acres of new space for the Area: "Analysis reveals that a total of about 4.0 
acres of new space should be provided in this area to accommodate expected 
growth." But only one acre of new space has been provided, Daggett Park, so far. 
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A shadow study dated October 13, 2014 prepared by Environmental 
Vision found that the Project would cast shadows on nearby Daggett Park but 
determined that the amount of area shadowed by the Project is minimal, the 
duration of shadow is limited, and the amount of the sunlight to this type of 
open space is acceptable. (Motion 19645, pg. 31.) 

L---- 2?0 
SrolelnFeel 

Propose<! Project Poter'\lfal Project Shndow:_ Area or polen!int project shadOW 
oet. 21, sumse + 1 tiour from 1 hour after stmnse to 1 hour 
~:~~:=et- 11100r before sunset, U1roughoul the year. 
Jun. 21, sunrise -1 1 hour 
Jun. 21, sunset-1 hoUr 

Area of Potential Project Shadow 
901 16th Street, San Francisco 

The CPE Checklist identified new net shadow from the Project in the 
mornings between mid-fall and mid-winter. (CPE, pg. 44) It also identified 
cumulative shadowing that would result in the Park being "largely" shadowed 
from 8:00 to 11:00 AM between mid-fall and mid-winter and notes that the 
Project related net new shadowing would impact lawn areas during the morning 
hours but the Project would not "substantially" contribute to shadowing in the 
afternoon. The conclusion was made that the lack of substantial afternoon 
shadowing, would result in overall less than significant impacts despite the 
addition of substantial morning shadowing. The impact of cumulative shadow 
was not considered. 

Because the Project adds new net and cumulative shadow to Daggett 
Park, the City should consider adoption of an alternative that reduces the height 
of the building along 16th Street and increases setbacks. Additionally the rooftop 
mechanical structures should be designed to minimize shadow and reduce 
overall height. 
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On the topic of Recreation, the Community Plan Exemption (CPE) 
Checklist states that the project is within the development projected under the 
Eastern Neighborhoods Plan and that there would be no unanticipated impacts. 
(CPE Checklist pg. 49.) The Final EIR reiterates this without adequately 
responding to concerns about excessive residential growth. The Final EIR states 
"Recreation was addressed in the CPE Checklist which determined that the 
proposed project would be within the development projected in the Eastern 
Neighborhoods Rezoning and Area Plans." 

The shadowing of Daggett Park is in conflict with the General Plan 
provision, which protects open space from shadowing including the 
recommendation that "our parks and open space and their access to sunlight and 
vistas be protected from development." The Final EIR doesn't respond directly to 
stated concerns about this inconsistency, claiming that, "project related policy 
conflicts and inconsistencies do not constitute, in and of themselves, significant 
environmental impacts." (RTC pg. 179; P0-2.) 

Cultural and Historic Resources 
The DEIR does not adequately or accurately address issues related to the 

historic merit and integrity of the existing metal warehouses. (RTC pgs. 113-126; 
Memo 5; 7I11/16 letter from historic expert Katherine Petrin.) The EIR rejects 
arguments supporting historic integrity of the metal buildings, including the 
research and opinion of highly respected architectural historian, Katherine 
Petrin. Petrin' s expert testimony demonstrates these buildings remain historic 
despite alterations and company mergers over the years. In her compelling 
report, Petrin documents a strong case for finding historic integrity, among other 
things, she stated the Period of Significance was longer than City Planning' s 
claim of 1906-1928, it should be extended through at least to mid 1947. While 
the steel warehouses may have been altered to some degree over the years, 
modifications in industrial spaces are to be expected given the utilitarian purpose 
of these buildings and the need for flexible space. Collectively, the Potrero Hill 
industrial complex contains the last remaining structures of the Pacific Rolling 
Mill, which began operating in the Central Waterfront in 1868 before 
reorganizing and relocating to Potrero Hill in the early 1900s. The buildings are 
also the last remaining extant structures of the merged companies, Judson Pacific 
Company (1928), and Judson Pacific Company (1945) in San Francisco. Petrin, 
along with numerous others, urged the adoption of the Metal Shed Reuse 
Alternative. 

For the foregoing reasons, Citizens request the Board uphold the appeal. 
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Thank you for your consideration, 

Rachel Mansfield-Howlett 
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~, __________ ..;..;.. __________________________________________ __ 
From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors; BOS Legislation (BOS) 
FW: Case 2011, 1300E - 601 16th street project. - BOS File Number 160683 (July 26, 2016 
meeting agenda #49) 

From: Dennis Hong [mailto:dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2016 12:58 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Jones, Sarah (CPC} <sarah.b.jones@sfgov.org>; Lee, 
Mayor (MYR) <mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org>; Thomas, Christopher (CPC} <christopher.thomas@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Secretary, Commissions {CPC} <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Fw: Case 2011.1300E - 60116th street project. - BOS File Number 160683 (July 26, 2016 meeting agenda #49) 

Good afternoon Honorable Members of the Board of SF 
Supervisors, 

Per you request of July 12, 2016, subject File Number 160683, 901 
16th Street, I'm attaching my original comments (Oct 5, 2015) to 
both the SF Planning Department and the SF Planning Commission 
in support of this project. As of this date I still fully support this 
development. The only one regret I see, it is taking too long in 
getting these approvals, permits - processed. It is delaying the 
housing supply process up by taking additional time to build out our 
housing needs including the Mayors established housing program. 
Granted the sponsor/s can't meet everyone's request, that's a 
given. 

So let me continue on with this extended email. According to the 
RTC on this DEIR it appears that the developer and the sponsor 
has met with the community and the San Francisco Planning 
Commission on several occasions and presented this development 
and has received both favorable and negative comments, including 
responses to my Comments to this project. 

With all that said, I look forward to your approval on this project 
and recommend it to be expedited in the planning/permit process 
so it can be build out - so the City's housing goals can be met. This 
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is just another fine project that will help meet the city housing 
problems. 

If anyone has any comments or question to my comments on this 
project/subject you can reach me at dennisi.gov88@yahoo.com 

Best Regards, 

Dennis 

On Monday, October 5, 2015 2:45 PM, Dennis Hong <dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com> wrote: 

Dennis J. Hong 
101 Marietta Drive 
San Francisco, CA. 94127 

October 5, 2015 

San Francisco Planning Department 
Atten: Miss. Sarah B. Jones, Environmental Review Officer 
1650 Mission Street, Suite 400 
San Francisco, CA. 94103 

Subject: Case Number: 2011.1300E - 901 161h Street Project 

Good afternoon Miss. Sarah Jones, 
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I am writing in full support .of the 901 - 161h Street Project. This 
Project will revitalize this blighted industrial area and add great 
value to the cities current housing issues. The sponsor has done a 
wonderful job. 

I have been a resident of San Francisco all my life - Sixty years
plus. Currently retired. Thank you for letting me have the 
opportunity to review and comment on this Project and several 
others in the past. It's always a pleasure reviewing and commenting 
on these professional EIR's. I appreciate all the professional efforts 
that are made in producing these documents. 

My following comments are based on the above Draft 
Environmental Impact Report dated August 12, 2015. I understand 
the due date for submitting my comments were extended to 
October 5, 2015 at 5pm (today) and trust I did not miss a deadline 
to submit my comments. 

Working with the community and the stakeholders are a key factor 
to any project. This Project shows all that. 

It looks like this is mostly an industrial area and construction issues 
in this case are minimum, mostly - construction; work hours of 
construction, staging of materials, dust control, noise, vibration, 
safety barriers, street closures and etc .. However the project should 
still have a phone number with a contact names to call for 
concerns. This Project is also at the border line between the UCSF 
complex and makes a wonderful transition even if the 280 Freeway 
is not removed. · 

Include any comments made during any of the public Planning 
Commission meetings, especially ones made on September 17, 
2015 (?). 
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Construction Phase, request that the Final EIR provide time lines of 
this Project with any other; proposed, concurrent or future projects 
that may impact this Project. 

a. A construction time line showing all ongoing/current or 
upcoming projects in the vicinity of this project, especially in 
the Mission Bay/UCSF complex. 

b. How will the possible tear down of the 280 Freeway impact this 
Project? 

c. The project has done an excellent job with the court yard/s and 
pedestrian promenade. 

d. I understand that CEQA does not require; any exterior visions, 
color, material or even a photosynthesis of the project. But I 
personally feel that this item helps sell a project to the 
community and should be included. As Architecture/design, 
color, material and etc is personal, but adds enormous value to 
any project. In this case the elevations and street views of this 
project does a good job with this issue. 

X. In Conclusion: Based on my comments and evaluation of the 
DEIR I have concluded 
there is sufficient information and I fully support this Project and the 
DEIR. 
I request that my comments be included in the Final EIR and be 
sent a hard copy of the "Comments and Responses (RTC). 

Thanks to you, the Planning Department and the Board of 
Supervisors for working so hard on these projects. As requested, I 
will continue to review and comment on future projects as needed. 
Thank you for your consideration of my comments as part of the 
DEIR process. Should you have any questions regarding this 
email/letter, please do not hesitate to contact me at 
dennisj.gov88@yahoo.com. 
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PS: If there are compelling reasons why this project should not 
continue or be delayed, I would be interested to understand why. 

Sincerely, 

Dennis Hong 

Cc: C. Thomas, Planning Commission, BoS 

5 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 

Subject: FW: Special 3 PM Order Caravan Project 

From: mari eliza [mailto:mari.eliza@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2016 4:03 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) 
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) 
<london.breed@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, 
David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) <sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia 
(BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Ang, April (BOS) <april.ang@sfgov.org>; 

Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Special 3 PM Order Caravan Project 

July 25, 2016 

Supervisors: 

re: Special 3 PM Order 901-16th Street/1200-17th Street 

We support the appeal of the project because we believe the EIR was inadequate and seriously flawed. An 
environmentally superior alternative that would have mitigated some of the negative effects was rejected by 
Planning. Please reconsider these other options. 

The EIR was based on old data that does not take into account the cmTent conditions, especially where traffic 
and transit options are concerned. 

The removal of PDR businesses has resulted in a huge uptick in incoming traffic as the construction workers, 
contractors and other service industries are forced to drive back into the city to work in the neighborhoods they 
formerly resided in. We have added hundreds of hours to their commutes as created a monster that has given us 
the dubious recognition as the city with the third worst traffic in the country. We are fast losing tolerance and 
civility on the streets. Our citizens are filled with anger and frustration as we are forced to deal with somebody 
else's idea of success. 

The profound negative consequences on regional traffic we are experiencing today are the result of a head-in
the-sands approach to social engineering for a glorious future based on total denial of the bad circumstances we 
find ourselves in today. Warnings from a number of voices that this day would come have been ignored long 
enough. 

How much longer will we pretend that the current transit options are sufficient, or that the traffic and parking 
problems causing major headaches and stress on our society is not the fault of bad planning and execution by 
the authorities in charge? 
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Here you have a chance to send back a bad project to the developers and demand some real changes that will 
start to correct some of the problems we see coming if this project is allowed to progress in its current form. 
Please listen to the public that is screaming for relief and a slower pace of change so we can adapt in a more 
graceful fashion. Tone this one down, do not allow the removal of another 109,000 square feet of PDR space 
and send a message to the voters that they can expect more from their city government than a rubber stamp on 
every project that comes before them for approval, regardless of the consequences. 

I know at least one architect who only takes on projects that do not require CUs or variances so it is possible to 
build a project that meets all legal constraints and code requirements. 

Thank you for your time and attention to this important issue. 

Sincerely, 

Mari Eliza 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

SF Judith <fogcitycomments@gmail.com> 
Monday, July 25, 2016 8:17 PM 
Campos, David (BOS); BOS-Supervisors 
BOS Legislation, (BOS); BOS-Legislative Aides 
July 26 Meeting Agenda Item 49: Support Appeal of EIR. Urge adoption of Motion 51 
reversing certification due to inaccurate, inadequate analysis and lack of objective support of 
public interest in critical transportation thoroughfare (Caltrain, Warrior ... 

Supervisor Campos and other members of the Board, 

I urge you to reverse the final EIR certification of the Coro van site/ 901 16th St/ 1200 17th Street. The EIR is 
flawed and limited in scope and relies on an Eastern Neighborhoods PEIR which is inadequate for the project 
proposed, fails to account for site specific conditions, and ignores reasonably foreseeable major changes 
adjacent to the site. The community in this case engaged in a deep and meaningful way with presentation of the 
Metal Shed Reuse Alternative which better supports the public interest and community values. 

Metal Shed Reuse Alternative should have been adopted in FEIR as it would mitigate impacts related to the site 
and is feasible. This Metal Shed Reuse Alternative was studied in the EIR and was environmentally preferred 
and supports the heritage of the site. The Planning Department provided an inadequate basis for deeming it 
infeasible. A minimal financial analysis overseen by a staff member at the planning department for less than a 
year and working directly with the developer resulted in deeming the environmentally superior alternative 
infeasible. However the analysis failed to include documentation of methodology. Elements such as the Federal 
subsidy Facade Easement Preservation Tax Credit per IRS were not incorporated. The alternative should be 
deemed feasible. 

Eastern Neighborhood PEIR did not adequately study or provide mitigation for this project as the number of 
housing units studied has been exceeded, and transit and recreation are inadequate. The number of housing units 
studied under the EN PEIR has been exceeded per appellants brief. Recreation in the area available to children 
(not private adult-only gyms) is extremely scarce and is being degraded by shadow casting development and 
increased use due to growth. Nearby Jackson Playground is visually degraded and shadowed by multiple 
projects. Daggett Open Space would be significantly shadowed by the project as proposed. 

The FEIR was inadequate and inaccurate regarding transportation resources and impairment of critical transit 
and emergency service elements. Transportation for the surrounding area would be further impaired and was not 
adequately studied in the FEIR or EN PEIR. 

- Major At Grade Caltrain crossing is at 16th and Mississippi immediately adjacent to the project. This area 
already has major back ups and zero tolerance for vehicles getting stuck on the tracks. 

- Caltrain will electrify within the next few years ( less than five) in order to eliminate diesel emissions for air 
quality reasons. This added infrastructure may require wider crossing area. 

- 16th Street is slated for transit/bus lane. Project developer proposed to widen the sidewalk (for Better Streets 
Compliance/Vision Zero) and narrow the street width 5 feet. Instead the developer should move the building 
back so an adequate loading/turning area can be provided and the sidewalk needs to be widened by pushing 
back the building from the property line as this may become a major pedestrian thoroughfare to go from 16th St 
BART to the Warriors Stadium. The widening the sidewalk and narrowing the street was not adequately treated 
with regard to the public interest. Developers need to provide adequate pedestrian passages not takeover public 
right of ways such as 16th Street. Planning Department needs better MOUs with MTA and DPW to effectively 
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provide proper management of the public right of way and adjacent private space needed for public benefit and 
safety such as wider sidewalks. 

-17th Street is a proposed bike lane and will support the Blueway to Greenway. Impacts were not adequately 
studied. 

- Truck Routes are marked and used on 17th and Mississippi. Impacts were not adequately mitigated or studied. 
Large and extra large trucks regularly use this route. For example, State Department of Toxics is routing trucks 
with contaminated soils on this route from Related California Mariposa St. project site. Even though the truck 
route is plainly marked and used, Planning Department claimed these routes weren't noted in general plan. 

- One can regularly witness commercial vehicles going into oncoming traffic lanes at the 17th and Mississippi 
intersection due to severe congestion especially in the morning. 

-The Bomb Squad for CCSF is a few blocks to the West between 16th and 17th. The new UCSF Children's 
Hospital is a few blocks to the East of the site. Impacts on emergency services were not accurately analyzed. 

I urge you to adopt Motion 51 reversing the Final EIR Certification. The FEIR is not accurate or objective. 

As a District 9 resident, I have seen the consequences of processes that ignored and discounted community 
input. 

Thanks for your consideration and I hope you will reverse the certification of the EIR, 
Judith 

Sent from my iPad 
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. FAX: (4'15) 863-1334 

·SAN FRANCISCO SCRAP METAL CO. 
99 MISSISSIPPI STREET 

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94107 
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May 4, 2016 

Re: Case# 2011-1300 I 901 l6th / 1200 17th Streets 
from: .Pat Curtis I Ownei:, Sao Francisco Scrap Mctat 

99 Mississippi Street · 

Dear Planni.og Commissioners, 

The above referenced proposal has been a continuing battle for the l'e$ide.nts and business owners of 
Potrero Hill for more than tlu·ee years. Our community (citizens) continue to be ovei:looked and unheard 
during th~s battle .. There are frnportant issues that must be addressed by the Planning Commi.ssion
Valuable rnformat1on has been researched, gathered and presented to the Planning Commission, number 
one being hazardous materials and toxins at the Corovan slte - - whlch has not been addressed. · 

We urge the Planning Commission to d9 more extensive research on the affects of coal tar toxins and the 
long tel'm effects and exposul'e these toxins will have on our citiZens in lhe future. Our children, parks, 
and schools. 

Im;in 
A- Coa,l tar and heavy metals·~ Coal tar ten feet thick and cont~ins up to 8900 mg/kg of hazardous 
volatile petroleum hydrocarbons which are cont.aminatlng the soil and water (OSHA documentation 
attached): 

- Coal tar has extremely high viscosity 
- Coal tar can be injurious to ·health 
- 5% of cnide coal tar ate Group I carcinogens 
- Levels of 80 mg/m3 coal tar pitch are immediately dangerous to life and health. 

Several states have banned the m;e of coal lar. It is imperatlve that California join these ·sri.tes and protect 

the. citjzens. 

B - Pollution - Additional vehicles will create more airborne pollution. The Planning Commission needs 
to inspect existing conditions and provide in depth study. . 

c. Small Business; PDR - Small businesses are being forced out, the backbone of San Francisco. These 
businesses provjde a valuable service to the residents. . 

p ·_, fraffic _ Vehicle traffic is gridlocked at the inter$ections oft 6th and 17~h Streets. More. cars wi11 
create more pollution imposing a .. danger to pedestrians and 1;yclists. The City of S~ Francisco has to 
provide a safe environment by cbnducting an extensive study and research aJtemat1ves. 

E _ J?ad<l _ There is not enough parking for cunent residc.oJ.s and businesses. ~?ding more cars is£ not 
feasible~ there is no space. Garages are not the answer. Butlders are not providing enough space or 

tenants - where will they park? 

Sincerely, 

Pat Curtis . 
Owner I San Francisco Scrap Metal. 

It; 
0 

99 Mississippi Street 
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Uses 

Pavement sealeoat 

Coal tar is lnoorpomted into .som~ parlting-lot sealcoat products, which qro used to protect and ·~fY the 
~denying pawmetlt.00 ~products !fiat are ooa!-tm- base4 !YJ?!cayy contain 20 to JS pen:ent ~ 

·.rutsiJ1.Pl R~Jt C4l shows it i§ used it! Un.it0d SWS>~ .fiym Al. to Ftgrig NM!~ E!1M have 
Jxumed its use !A ooa!ooat prodoots "1[6JD'J indudiy: Th& Di~ of Co1umbi~ the C1ty of AUS%,_~ Dane 
. Coon~ Wisconsin; Washin,fil?n Sl!Ue; ltJl~ ooverru r.mmiciprdides in M'lnnes<>m Md othm,l'.8lC!t} 

Industrial 

Being flmnmable. cOuJ tBr is sometimes used fur heating or to flt¢ boilers~ Like most heavy oils. it must be 
heated betO:re it will flow easily. 

Coal tar was a com~erit of the first sealed roadS. Io it$ original development by Edgar Pµmell Hooley, larnlac 
was Ult covered with gnmite chirm. Later Ute filler used was indtJStrial slag.. Tud!'lY~ petrolewn derived binders 
and scalers are more commonly usie<J. ~ SOQ!cro ore u8¢d to extend tM lifu and muce m&inten1SJWe cost 
assooiated with asphalt pavements, pi~ly in asphalt road paving, car pm-ks and walkways, 

~large part Qfthe binders used in ilie gmphi~ indU8t1y 1.br m~g "~ bl~' a.re coke ovcm volatiles 

Jf 
lll00016·l2:38 PM 

Received Time Ju1. 20. 2016 12:22PM No. 3742 



·~ .. 
.Jan 22 lS 02:29.a 

~· •'/ ,, .... __ _,~,.... ,_..";!'''o1•• .... ~\.'"·-:l"'""" ... >iN~'°l"'° .... .,._._,,.._ .. t, .. -

Cool tar~ w~ thoeeo~.n 

' 

(COV). A OOMickrable pomon ott&ese COV used as bhldem Js c:W ter. During d.c baking~ of tbe ~ 
blocl<s as a part ~f commercla.I ~ prodocdon. most oftheooal w b~ • v~ llM am ge.ftfDUy 
burmd In an i~ 10 prevent release int.o the atn\~ 118 COV and "81 •mi~ injurious to bcaltb; 

Coo\I w i$ also used 1o nuinufitctnr& ~ ~thetfo dytcf. wld pb~ ~Ii;. 

Medical 

Aho known 6$ liq'W)t' caroona d~ (!.CD),Cl01 $Id ltqw>r pids carbJmls (~ {LPC) Jnt{lll it oon, be used 
in modiam:d sbampoo. soap and ointment. 8$ a treatment fut dandruff mid p$ll'i~ as ~en as being used to kill 
and repel Mad lice: When used es u 1JlCdJeation In the U.s~ coal tar preparations are considered 01100-the-. 
counter drug pharmticeu&a.ls and are subjeot to reguluticm by the USFl>A. Named bonds incll.ldc ~ 
Bal.IJet.ar, Psariwn. i'egrtn. T/OeJ> and Neumr. When used in tbe ~poomoous ~on of topical 
medications, it is supplied bl the ftmn of coal tar tnpfoal solution USP, whi.ch consists of a 20% w/v 801ulion of 
coal tBT in altoh<il. with an a.dditkmal 5% w/v ofpolysorbate 80 USP; this must then be diluted in an ointnient 
base such as petn>latwn. -

(Pine tar has historfoa.lly also been used fb.- this pmposo. but htl!il OOet1 blmDed as a medical product by the FDA 
s~ no evidence was submitWd ~ing It is efftictiw.£121) · 

Various phenollc coal tar deriv3tives l1ave analg0$i<~ (pain-killer) properties.. These Included ttcetanilide, 
p~n. and paracetamoJ (acetamino~}J1JJ Patae•ol is 1be only wal-tar derived 8Mlgesic still In use 

~ • • mday, bul industrial phtmol is now usually tynthesi:led ftom trude oil rathei- than coal tw. . 

~··· .. · 
\ \.{..,. Acc:ording to the Int.ematiobal Ageru;y fur Research on Cence.t;. ~ons that_ fnclude more than five ~t 
'r-. ,of crude COG\I till' me Group l OD.l'clnQe. . ' ' 1~-

The residue &om th~·di~UUation ofbi~~~-W', privrumly a compJeot miJmm: oftfu&'i or liJ1'Jri! -,_ , ~., .. 
*membered c;ondensed ring aromatic hydr~ wu list.od on 2& October 2008 as a su~ ofvezy high 
I coocern by the European Chem.foals ~Y-

l, People CIDl ~ ~ tO coal m pftclr \folatiles ~-the WOfkplace by breathing them tn. skin - or eye 
h,tconblct Tho ~Uparlomd Safety ~d Health A~inis~. · · _(OS~ffi\U- set the legal limit (permissible 
f.f\ e>q>o.sure Uwut) 1.0r coa1 m ~ volattlen ~e h1theW6fijif&ecas0.2 mg,tm3 benzme-solubre &ooti°°' I ovor an 8-hour workd.aY,. Tho Natiobal 1~ fur ~patlortal &~ and rteahh (NIOSU) has set a . 

l , reoommended ~limit (REL) of0.1 ~ c)'Qlo~ traction over lill s-hollf wo,ybley. ,l\t , 

\ 
- .. . 

' . . 
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Coal tar distillers 

In th& coal~ el'ft, there w~i:e ma.tty wmpimlfl:'l hs Britain 'Who&e bustne$$ was to &tiJl ooaJ w-u. ~ tbe 
higber.-velue fractions, such as t\&l>htha, w:cosoto and p«cb. These~ fncl,uded:(1S'J 

a British Tar .Products 
1111 ~hire Tur Dfstillcm; 
• Mldland 'f llr Distiller$ 
11 Newtoo. Chmnbets & Compr:my (owriers ofhaJ bm\d dl~t) 
• Sadlent Chemicals 

See also 

II Creosote 
• Cresotene 
1111 Preservative 
1111 Red40 
Ill Tar 
• Seitlcoat 

·Notes 

a. La1in: 4'00l tar solution • 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Evans, Derek 

Subject: FW: PDR Initiative Ordinance 160698 

-----Original Message-----
From: mari eliza [mailto:mari.eliza@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2016 4:23 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Tang, Katy (BOS} <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS} <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS} 
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS} <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS} 
<london.breed@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, 
David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) <sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia 
(BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Ang, April (BOS) <april.ang@sfgov.org>; 

Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org> 
Subject: re: PDR Initiative Ordinance 160698 

July 25, 2016 

Supervisors: 

re: [Initiative Ordinance - Planning Code - Requiring Conditional Use Authorization for Replacement of Production, 
Distribution, Repair, Institutional Community, and Arts Activities Uses] Sponsors: Kim; Peskin 

I've been promoting artists and musicians in San Francisco for a long time and I know a lot of people who have left. I 
joined a group of artists and activists who were trying to protect Cell Space and we eventually formed the Artists 
Displacement Task Force. We worked on many campaigns, projects and events to try to spread awareness about the 
state of the arts in San Francisco and we succeeded in getting a lot of attention and press. 

While our main goal is to protect PDR space for artists, many other essential PDR businesses have also been forced out 
of San Francisco and that has resulted in more in-coming traffic and freeway congestion. 

On my way to a party in Burlingame I experienced some really bad traffic at 4 PM on Saturday and when we got off the 
freeway in Burlingame I saw proof that displacement of PD Rs is a major contributor to the increase in regional traffic. 

We drove past acres of shops and warehouses with electrical engineers, plumbing contractors, auto-body repair shops 
and party rentals that used to reside in the city but now must drive in to work. 

If you have a leak and call a plumber, chances are that plumber will be driving into town to fix your leak, and it may take 
a while for them to get there. The bill will probably be higher and your insurance rates may rise to reflect the increased 
costs. The increased insurance rates will raise the cost of everything, including rents, which contributes to inflation. 

These are just a few of the unintended consequences that can and should be avoided by keeping a reasonable balance 
of zoning and property uses within city neighborhoods. Why not consider turning empty retail into PDR? 

For this and many other reasons I believe we need a ballot initiative to bring these issues to the attention of the voting 
public. We need a dialogue about the importance of keeping a balance between the various types of housing, office and 
PDR spaces in the city. This is why I support the ballot initiative that Supervisor Kim is sponsoring. 

Sincerely, 
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Mari Eliza 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Evans, Derek 

Subject: File 160698 FW: We DO need strong PDR protections:This is NOT the way. 

From: Kate Sofis [mailto:kate@sfmade.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2016 2:19 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Fwd: We DO need strong PDR protections:This is NOT the way. 

For today's Board of Supervisors Meeting. 

From: Kate Sofis <kate@sfmade.org> 
Date: July 26, 2016 at 2:10:05 PM PDT 
To: david.campos@sfgov.org, Malia Cohen <Malia.Cohen@sfgov.org>, Katy Tang 
<Katy. Tang@sfgov.org>, scott. wiener@sfgov.org, norman.yee@sfgov.org, 
london.breed@sfgov.org, John Avalos <John.Avalos@,sfgov.org>, Eric Mar 
<eric.L.marlal,sf gov.org>, mark.farrelllal,sf gov .org, j ane.kim@sfgov.org, aaron.peskin@sfgov.org 
Cc: Sarah Dennis-Phillips <sarah.dennis-phillips@sfgov.org>, Ken Rich 
<Ken.Rich@sfgov.org>, Todd Rufo <todd.rufo@sfgov.org>, Laurel Arvanitidis 
<laurel.arvanitidis@sfgov.org>, John Rahaim <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>, Andrea Bruss 
<andrea.bruss@sfgov.org>, "Sheila. Chung. Chung. Hagen" <sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org> 
Subject: We DO need strong PDR protections: This is not the way. 

Dear Supervisors -

Today you have before you a proposal from Supervisor's Kim and Campos to add strong controls 
to protect Production, Distribution, and Repair (PDR) spaces across SOMA and the Mission via 
a ballot initiative in November. 

As the Executive Director and co-founder of 7-year old SFMade- a non-profit tirelessly working 
to sustain and grow manufacturing and blue collar jobs across the city and now representing 
more than 650 companies and more than 5000 workers, 70% of whom are minorities and come 
from low-in me households- we are invested in both protecting and even growing our industrial 
building stock. Almost 30% of our manufacturers and close to 1500 jobs are in SOMA and the 
Mission. We care deeply about the loss of PDR space from conversions of mixed use zoned 
parcels and share similar concerns you have heard expressed by coalitions of artists and 
neighborhood activists about finding ways to balance the need for more housing with keeping as 
much industrial/arts spaces as possible. 

However, the proposal you have before you is flawed on many levels: 

1. It contains provisions so limiting (such as on-site or nearby replacement requirements) as to 
almost guarantee that the "new" stock built will be unaffordable and small, 

2. It neglects what we are hearing directly from our manufacturers, that they would strongly 
prefer a city-wide solution that provides a mechanism to aggregate resources/fees and construct 
new, larger, multi-tenant PDR in areas less constrained than some of the proposed sites, 
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3. Some propose to make this initiative apply to projects already well down the planning pipeline 
-post Environmental Review and financing -many which have already received significant 
community input, 

4. It provides no mechanism to balance creating below market housing with replacing PDR on a 
specific site, totally neglecting the fact that both PDR and affordable housing are "below market" 
and frankly- in this construction market- below cost propositions that require significant internal 
cross-subsidization to pencil on a given project, 

5. It proposes arbitrary percentages for different zoning, without any rationale based on real data 
as to why SAU and UMU, for example, have different replacement requirements when the 
neighborhoods with these typologies are within blocks of each other, 

6. It proposes an incentive- that developers who commit to charging 50% of market get to 
replace a smaller%- that in our experience (we are actually now building the city's first 
permanently affordable new PDR at Hundred Hooper) is neither viable nor enforceable as long 
as projects stay in the hands of for-profit entities. 

I could go on. But above all, the fact that this has been advanced as a ballot initiative and not 
pushed forward with great speed as legislation is an AFFRONT to the community process we 
ALL believe in. We have great respect for those artists and activists who have rallied behind 
many of these ideas put forth in this proposal. In light of the strong sentiments, we simply cannot 
thus understand why neither of their supervisors actually PUT FORTH LEGISLATION, and 
instead just waited to go directly to the ballot. In fact, we understand that Interim Controls could 
be enacted NOW, with many if not all of the concepts contained in the proposed initiative. So 
why are we insisting this go to the ballot, risking a delay and potential defeat?? 

This initiative frankly smacks of an un-inclusive and non-transparent process. SFMade, as the 
city's leading PDR advocate and with more indistrial real estate and zoning experience than 
most, was only consulted a week ago. The citizens Eastern Neighborhoods CAC, entrusted with 
the evolution of the Eastern Neighborhoods Plan, was not consulted at all. 

I strongly urge you to not move forward with a flawed ballot proposition and in doing so, an 
affront to many who have worked so tirelessly for the past 10 years to implement solutions for 
PDR that work. I ask that you instead enact interim controls now, and send the strong message to 
ALL that we must work expeditiously TOGETHER to implement lasting change. 

Sincerely, 
Kate Sofis 
Founding Executive Director 
SFMade 

Sent from my iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 

-----Original Message-----
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From: s ssteuer [mailto:culturalspacecoalition(Zil,gmail.com] 

Sent: Monday, July 25, 2016 10:04 PM 

To: Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Christensen, Julie (BOS) 
<julie.christensen@,sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; 
Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) 
<jane.kirn@,sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Breed, 
London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Norman.Yee.Bos@sfgov.org; Lee, 
Mayor (MYR) <mayoredwinlee(@,sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) 
<eric.mar@,sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <rnark.farrell(@,sfgov.org>; Wiener, 
Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org> 

Cc: Ang, April (BOS) <april.ang(@,sfgov.org>; Bruss, Andrea (BOS) 
<andrea.bruss@sfgov.org>; Dennis-Phillips, Sarah (ECN) <sarah.dennis
phillips@sfgov.org>; Pagoulatos, Nickolas (BOS) 
<nickolas.pagoulatos(@,sfgov.org>; Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) 
<sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org>; Angulo, Sunny (BOS) 
<sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>; Pollock, Jeremy (BOS) 

Dear Supervisors and Mayor Lee, 

• All projects that haven't been approved as of June 14, 2016 should be exempt 
from grandfathering. NO GRANDFATHERING THE PIPELINE. 

• Affordable housing projects must replace PDR in PDR zones at 1: 1. We know 
this is financially feasible and this is critical to the protection of working-class 
jobs and arts. 

• NO replacement of 1 :1 PDR zone in the Mission. We don't want to encourage 
converting the Mission's old, cheap PDR warehouses into new, expensive PDR 
(with tech offices above it, etc.) 

• "Off site Replacement" must be defined as within 1/3 mile of the project and 
can't utilize this provision again for 10 years. We don't want to ship away old 
PDR that is currently integrated into the neighborhood and replace it with more 
white wealth ghettos like the one evolving on 20th St. 

• Any "Prior Use" must be defined as prior PDR, Institutional Community, or 
Arts space in active use at this location within the last 5 years. This will prevent 
developers from clearing lots or replacing them with short-term retail in order to 
avoid the requirements of this measure. 

• "Developer agreements" for subsidized PDR at 50% market rate must be 
permanent. 

• "Unsound" to be defined as a building that has been condemned by the city. 
The current definition of unsound incentivizes buying and !mocking down old 
PDR buildings by simply proving they have high renovation costs. 

• No pooling among replacement uses between PDR, Institutional Community, 
Arts. This would cause the lowest-resourced to be squeezed out by the highest 
resourced. 
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Other important provisions that we sincerely hope will be addressed include: 

• Exemptions granted for projects with 3,500 sf PDR, 2,500 sflnstitutional 
Community, or any sized Arts Activities. 

• NO In Lieu Fee. This is a gentrifying out for developers. 

• Projects that have their appeals upheld are subject to the terms of this 
measure. 

• Relocation reimbursement needs to be included. 

We are at a critical juncture in determining the future of this city. In order for San 
Francisco to remain a living, vibrant, creative, and diverse city, then alongside 
preserving and increasing our stock of affordable housing, we must also fully 
invest in the preservation, expansion, and enforcement of our PDR-zoned 
workspaces. 

Therefore, please join our many art groups in supporting the baseline parameters 
for strong PDR protection detailed in this letter. 

Sincerely, 

The Cultural Space Coalition 

The Cultural Action Network 

Flora Davis, evicted Soma artist (now at risk of losing Mission studio) Dairo 
Romero, Mission resident David Brenkus, evicted artist Jesse Schlenker Skooter 
Fein Colette Crutcher, public artist Coro Hispano de San Francisco Maria De La 
Mora, Volunteer Calle 24 Reddy Lieb Aaron Bustamante Denise Sullivan, United 
Booksellers of San Francisco Sue Vaughan Tracy Rosenberg, Executive Director, 
Media Alliance Skot Kuiper, WSoMa Planning Task Force, artspace at risk of 
losing studio. 

Lisa Knoop, artist at risk of losing Mission studio Joen Madonna, Executive 
Director of ArtSpan Ed and Maureen Whiteman Denise Doyle Jackie Barshak, 
CAN Gary Gregerson Betty Mero Shirley Huey Harry S. Pariser, Artist Lori 
Shantzis a.Muse Gallery, priced-out as of 2017 Sharon Steuer, artist at risk of 
losing Mission studio 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Evans, Derek 

Subject: file 160698 FW: Save SF Art and Culture 

From: mari eliza [mailto:mari.eliza@sbcglobal.net] 
Sent: Monday, July 18, 2016 11:14 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Summers, Ashley (BOS) <ashley.summers@sfgov.org>; Yee, Norman (BOS) 
<norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Choy, Jarlene (BOS) <jarlene.choy@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Farrell, 
Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) 
<london.breed@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Campos, 
David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Chung Hagen, Sheila (BOS) <sheila.chung.hagen@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia 
(BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Ang, April (BOS) <april.ang@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Save SF Art and Culture 

JULY 18, 2016 

San Francisco Supervisors and staff: 

San Francisco is fast losing its place in the world as one the leading art-friendly cities in the world as art and 
cultural spaces are converted to other more lucrative uses at an alarming rate. The artist community has joined 
with other cultural entities and small businesses that share the same zoning and uses to request protection under 
new codes in the parts of the city that are most at risk. 

We request your support of the motion to place the following initiative ordinance on the November ballot to 
allow the voters an opportunity to voice their opinion on the importance of preserving space for art and cultural 
institutions, non-profits and diverse small business opportunities in San Francisco's at risk communities. 

File no. 160698: [Initiative Ordinance - Planning Code - Conditional Use Requiring Replacement of Production, 
Distribution, Repair, Institutional Community; and Arts Activities Uses] 

Thanks for your support. 

Mari Eliza, Concerned Citizen 
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From: 
To: 
Subject: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Evans, Derek 
File 160698 W: Mission Perspective on Ballot Measure - PDR, Arts Activities, Institutional 
Community Uses 

From: Peter Papadopoulos [mailto:peter@mojotheatre.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2016 11:05 PM 
To: Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS) <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron (BOS) 
<aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS) <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) 
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Kim, 
Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; 
Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Mission Perspective on Ballot Measure - PDR, Arts Activities, Institutional Community Uses 

Dear Board President London Breed and Supervisors, 

Mission groups have been working for the last year to try to establish protections for light industrial 
zones that generate blue-collar living wage jobs, primarily in the Production, Distribution, and Repair 
and Urban Mixed Use zones. 

In conjunction with Arts groups, who rely on PDR zoning, and other stakeholders throughout the city, 
we ask you to please put forward a PDR ballot measure that will truly protect our vulnerable light 
industry, arts, and nonprofit spaces. 

We, the undersigned, urge you to remove the loopholes and vulnerabilities from this measure that 
have the potential to increase the negative impacts in the Mission, and put forward a measure that 
will help protect our vulnerable communities and keep the Mission a diverse and inclusive 
neighborhood. 

In order to provide actual safety benefits to the Mission, this ballot measure and any potential 
interim controls versions of it that precede a permanent measure, need to contain the 
following: 

• This measure should exempt only those projects that have been approved by the 
Planning Commission before June 14, 2016. This does not create an undue hardship on 
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developers, and protects our communities from the gentrifying effects of high-speed erasure of 
arts and light industry space that we are currently seeing. 

• Affordable housing projects must replace PDR in true PDR zones at 1:1. We know this is 
financially feasible and this is critical to the protection of working-class jobs and the arts. 

• Leave existing PDR zone protections in place. It is dangerous to encourage converting the 
Mission's older, inexpensive PDR warehouses into new, expensive PDR and office buildings. 

• "Offsite Replacement" should be defined as within 1 /3 mile of the project and can't utilize this 
provision again for 10 years. We don't want to ship away older PDR that is currently integrated 
into the neighborhood and in the absence create new wealth ghettos like the one rapidly 
evolving on 20th St. 

• "Prior Use" must be defined as prior PDR, Institutional Community, or Arts space in active 
use at this location within the last 5 years. This will prevent developers from clearing lots or 
replacing them with short-term retail in order to avoid the requirements of this measure. 

• "Developer agreements" for subsidized PDR at 50% market rate must be permanent. 

• "Unsound" should be defined as a building that has been condemned by the city. The current 
definition of unsound incentivizes buying and knocking down older PDR buildings by simply 
"proving" they have high renovation costs. This would qualify many old Mission buildings and 
will increase gentrification. 

• No pooling among replacement uses between PDR and Institutional Community uses. This 
would cause the lowest-resourced groups to be squeezed out by the highest resourced. No 
pooling among replacement uses between PDR and Arts uses except when subsidized 
permanently at 50% market rate. 

Other important provisions that we sincerely hope will be addressed include: 

• Exemptions granted for .projects with 3,500 sf PDR, 2,500 sf Institutional Community, or any 
sized Arts Activities. 

• NO In Lieu Fee. This is a gentrifying out for developers. 

• Projects that have their appeals upheld are subject to the terms of this measure. 

• Relocation reimbursement needs to be included so organizations will not be forced out of 
business while there buildings are renovated per the terms of this measure. 

We urge you to please include these provisions and thereby meet the safety and health needs of our 
community during this time of crisis. 

Sincerely, 
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Erick Arguello, 

Calle 24 Latino Cultural District 

Gabriel Medina, 

Mission Economic Development Agency 

Sam Ruiz, 

Mission Neighborhood Centers 

Laura Guzman, 

Mission Neighborhood Health Center 

Roberto Hernandez, 

Our Mission No Eviction 

Peter Papadopoulos, 

Cultural Action Network 

Spike Kahn, 

Pacific Felt Factory 

United to Save the Mission Legislative Committee 
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From: Peter Papadopoulos <peter@mojotheatre.com> 
Monday, July 25, 2016 11 :05 PM Sent: 

To: Breed, London (BOS); Avalos, John (BOS); Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Campos, David (BOS); 
Farrell, Mark (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Mar, Eric (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Wiener, Scott; 
Tang, Katy (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 

Subject: Mission Perspective on Ballot Measure - PDR, Arts Activities, Institutional Community Uses 

Dear Board President London Breed and Supervisors, 

Mission groups have been working for the last year to try to establish protections for light industrial 
zones that generate blue-collar living wage jobs, primarily in the Production, Distribution, and Repair 
and Urban Mixed Use zones. 

In conjunction with Arts groups, who rely on PDR zoning, and other stakeholders throughout the city, 
we ask you to please put forward a PDR ballot measure that will truly protect our vulnerable light 
industry, arts, and nonprofit spaces. 

We, the undersigned, urge you to remove the loopholes and vulnerabilities from this measure that 
have the potential to increase the negative impacts in the Mission, and put forward a measure that 
will help protect our vulnerable communities and keep the Mission a diverse and inclusive 
neighborhood. 

In order to provide actual safety benefits to the Mission, this ballot measure and any potential 
interim controls versions of it that precede a permanent measure, need to contain the 
following: 

• This measure should exempt only those projects that have been approved by the 
Planning Commission before June 14, 2016. This does not create an undue hardship on 
developers, and protects our communities from the gentrifying effects of high-speed erasure of 
arts and light industry space that we are currently seeing. 

• Affordable housing projects must replace PDR in true PDR zones at 1 :1. We know this is 
financially feasible and this is critical to the protection of working-class jobs and the arts. 

• Leave existing PDR zone protections in place. It is dangerous to encourage converting the 
Mission's older, inexpensive PDR warehouses into new, expensive PDR and office buildings. 

• "Offsite Replacement" should be defined as within 1/3 mile of the project and can't utilize this 
provision again for 10 years. We don't want to ship away older PDR that is currently integrated 

1 



into the neighborhood and in the absence create new wealth ghettos like the one rapidly 
evolving on 20th St. 

• "Prior Use" must be defined as prior PDR, Institutional Community, or Arts space in active 
use at this location within the last 5 years. This will prevent developers from clearing lots or 
replacing them with short-term retail in order to avoid the requirements of this measure. 

• "Developer agreements" for subsidized PDR at 50% market rate must be permanent. 

• "Unsound" should be defined as a building that has been condemned by the city. The current 
definition of unsound incentivizes buying and knocking down older PDR buildings by simply 
"proving" they have high renovation costs. This would qualify many old Mission buildings and 
will increase gentrification. 

• No pooling among replacement uses between PDR and Institutional Community uses. This 
would cause the lowest-resourced groups to be squeezed out by the highest resourced. No 
pooling among replacement uses between PDR and Arts uses except when subsidized 
permanently at 50% market rate. 

Other important provisions that we sincerely hope will be addressed include: 

• Exemptions granted for projects with 3,500 sf PDR, 2,500 sf Institutional Community, or any 
sized Arts Activities. · 

• NO In Lieu Fee. This is a gentrifying out for developers. 

• Projects that have their appeals upheld are subject to the terms of this measure. 

• Relocation reimbursement needs to be included so organizations will not be forced out of 
business while there buildings are renovated per the terms of this measure. 

We urge you to please include these provisions and thereby meet the safety and health needs of our 
community during this time of crisis. 

Sincerely, 

Erick Arguello, 

Calle 24 Latino Cultural District 

Gabriel Medina, 

Mission Economic Development Agency 
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Sam Ruiz, 

Mission Neighborhood Centers 

Laura Guzman, 

Mission Neighborhood Health Center 

Roberto Hernandez, 

Our Mission No Eviction 

Peter Papadopoulos, 

Cultural Action Network 

Spike Kahn, 

Pacific Felt Factory 

United to Save the Mission Legislative Committee 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors; Wong, Linda (BOS) 

Subject: File 160747 FW: memo to President Breed re: HSS Rates & Benefits item on July 26 Board 
Agenda 

Attachments: Breed 2017 Rates and Beneftis Overview full Bos explanation.docx 

From: Dodd, Catherine (HSS) 
Sent: Friday, July 22, 2016 1:43 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: memo to President Breed re: HSS Rates & Benefits item on July 26 Board Agenda 

Dear Supervisor Breed, 
Please find attached a summary of the HSS item on next Tuesday's board calendar. The Budget and 
Finance Committee passed it out with a yes recommendation. There were some concerns raised by 
some retirees which are addressed at the end of the attached summary. 
Thank you for your support. 

Warmest Regards, 
Catherine Dodd PhD, RN 
Director, SF Health Service System 
Catherine.dodd@sfgov.org 
Seretha Gallaread 
Administrative Services Manager 
415-554-0660 
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

RE: 

HEALTH SERVICE SYSTEM 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Memorandum 

July 22, 2016 

Supervisor London Breed 
President of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 

Catherine Dodd, RN, PhD 
Director, Health Service System 

Board of Supervisors Consideration of 2017 Rates and Benefits: Overview 

The 2017 Health Service System Rates and Benefits package, as approved by the 
Health Service Board (HSB), and passed at the July 20 Budget and Finance Committee 
meeting is on calendar for first reading at the July 26, 2016 Board of Supervisors 
meeting. The second reading will be on Aug 2, 2016. 

In order to facilitate your review, and to help your staff respond to calls and emails with 
confusing information which you may be receiving from Medicare eligible retirees, the 
following summarizes the major changes in both benefits and rates for actives, early 
retirees and Medicare eligible retirees. The 2017 premiums are compared to the current 
2016 rates. 

I will make myself or our Deputy Director Mitchell Griggs available by phone or in 
person before the Board of Supervisors' meeting. Please call Seretha Gallaread to 
schedule meeting 415-554-1727 or me directly: 415-554-1703. 

Benefit changes for 2017 

Addition of medical second opinion service. It is estimated that 44% of medical 
diagnosis are incorrect adding both a financial and human cost. Beginning in 2017, all 
members and their dependents will be able to request a second medical opinion from 
"Best Doctors" an organization with hundreds of nationally renowned experts with 
extensive and specific expertise in particular areas. This review will help address the 
limited second option currently offered to the 90% of HSS members who are enrolled in 
an HMO plan. The rate is $1.40 per member per month. An evaluation of the benefit 
will include avoided costs due to misdiagnoses and incorrect treatment plans. 

Kaiser Permanente (Kaiser) is adding a new acupuncture benefit in 2017. Kaiser is also 
adding a third tier of copays for specialty drugs with the exception of HIV drugs. The 

1145 Markel Street, 3rd Floor San Francisco, CA 94103 

Phone: (415) 554-1750 or 1-800-541-2266 Fax: (415) 554-1721 
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drug co-pays tiers are now the same as Blue Shield. This change resulted in no 
premium change. 

Vision 

Vision Services for actives, early retirees, and retirees are provided by VSP. For 2017, 
VSP proposed a 2% reduction in premiums and a rate guarantee through December 31, 
2019. Computer Vision Care (VDT) benefits will continue to be covered for certain union 
groups. 

Dental 

Three dental plans will continue to be offered: Delta Dental PPO, Delta Care USA, and 
Pacific Union Dental. The rates for Delta Dental for actives and early retirees will 
increase by 0.8%. The premiums for Delta Dental PPO for retirees, DeltaCare plans for 
actives and retirees and Pacific Union plans for actives and retirees will not change from 
2016 rates. Additional benefits were added to the latter plans. 

Actives and Early Retirees 

Blue Shield of California (Blue Shield), Kaiser Permanente (Kaiser) and United Health 
Care (UHC City Plan) will continue to provide medical benefits for actives and early 
retirees. 

Blue Shield 

The Blue Shield (Flex-funded) premium increase for actives and early retirees is 3.97%. 
When Best Doctors, Vision and the charge for the Healthcare Sustainability Fund are 
taken into account the premiums are increasing by 4.26%. There are no benefit 
changes. 

Kaiser 

Kaiser rates are currently under a two-year guarantee that expires December 31, 2016. 
The 2017 premiums increase is 4. 79%. When Best Doctors, Vision and the charge for 
the Healthcare Sustainability Fund are taken into account the premiums are increasing 
by approximately 5%. 

UHC City Plan 

In June of 2016, the HSB used additional funding from the stabilization reserve to 
decrease the active and early retiree premiums because the initial rates for 2017 were 
calculated at 48.8%. The Health Service Board applied additional funding from the rate 
stabilization reserve to further buy down the premium increase to 12.96% with funds 
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made available from the transition to fully funding Medicare retirees in City Plan (UHC). 
When Best Doctors, Vision and the charge for the Healthcare Sustainability Fund are 
taken into account the premiums are increasing by approximately 13.18%. 

Medicare Retirees 

Medicare retirees will have two plan choices in 2017: Kaiser Permanente Senior 
Advantage and the 'New City Plan PPO' (UHC Medicare Advantage PPO). The Blue 
Shield Medicare Advantage and Coordination of Benefits Plans are being eliminated 
because of extraordinarily high renewal rate proposals and because many members 
have had difficulty with the Blue Shield plans. Retirees currently in Blue Shield will need 
to choose between Kaiser Permanente Senior Advantage and the 'New City Plan PPO' 
(UHC Medicare Advantage PPO) plans in 2017. 

Kaiser 

The Kaiser Medicare Advantage Prescription Drug Retiree rates increase by 8.02% in 
2017 primarily due to an adjustment resulting from CMS rates. When Best Doctors, 
Vision and the charge for the Healthcare Sustainability Fund are taken into account the 
premiums are increasing 8. 76%. A new Wellness program is added called Silver & Fit 
Exercise and HealthyAging Program is added. 

UHC 'New City Plan' 

The Health Service Board (HSB) made changes in the plan options for 2017 Medicare 
retirees not enrolled in Kaiser. These plan changes are to keep the Medicare plans 
affordable. Blue Shield's proposed increase for 2017 was 10.2% (with substantial 
decreased choices in the pharmacy formulary) and City Plan's increase was 29%. 

The overall increase in 2017 premium rates for Blue Shield, Kaiser, City Plan and the 
United Health Care National PPO would have totaled 13.8%at a cost of $14.9 million. In 
the view of the HSB, a different health plan alternative was required. As a result of 
adopting the 'New City Plan' the increase is reduced to 4.5% at a cost of $5.3 million. 
The savings to the City is $9.6 million and nearly $1 million to retirees in premiums 
alone. 

The change the Board adopted eliminates the Blue Shield plan for Medicare retirees 
(early retirees will be able to stay in Blue Shield until they turn 65 - provisions will be 
made for spouses who are over and under 65). Retirees will be able to keep their 
physicians because all physicians who accept Medicare are paid covered by United 
Health Care. 

The Board also voted to change the funding of City Plan PPO for Medicare retirees. 
City Plan is currently administered by United HealthCare (UHC) and funded directly by 
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the employers (City and County, Unified School District, City College and the Courts. 
The "New City Plan PPO" will be funded by UHC as a Medicare Advantage PPO. This 
is an insurance financing decision, it will not affect plan benefits and it will save money 
for retirees with lower copays and no deductibles. It also saves the City over $8 million. 

Retirees living outside the Bay Area or California will have a greater choice physicians 
because both currently, Blue Shield and the current City Plan have "networks" from 
which to select physicians. (The current City Plan allows members to go "out of 
Network" if they pay 50% of the cost). The 'New City Plan' UHC PPO includes any 
physician or hospital in the United States that accepts Medicare. If retirees are having 
difficulty finding a physician, UHC will assist in outreach and making initial 
appointments. This is especially helpful for retirees relocating to rural areas. Retirees 
will continue the health coverage they now have without disruption. They will have lower 
or simple co-pays rather than cost sharing based on percentages. They will also have 
no deductibles, no balance billing, no referrals required to see specialists, and additional 
benefits like Silver Sneakers, and decreased cost of diabetic supplies. 

City Plan retiree couples with one Medicare member and one pre-Medicare member 
would remain in City Plan just as they do today except the Medicare member would 
have copays instead of coinsurance, (no cost increase) no provider changes and a 
broader network nationwide. For the current Blue Shield couples in the same 
circumstances, the pre-sixty five retiree or spouse will stay in Blue Shield until they 
reach 65 and then move to the "New City Plan" or both could move to Kaiser 
Permanente Senior Advantage. 

Retiree concerns: 

The Health Service Board received 35 emails from retirees and testimony from seven 
individuals at the June 21st meeting (some testified and emailed) expressing concern 
about these changes. The majority were from retirees concerned that somehow the new 
financing of the City Plan PPO (through the UHC Medicare Advantage Plan (MAPD)) 
would mean they would lose their physician. Some Blue Shield retirees expressed the 
same concern. The Health Service Board president responded to every email and 
testimony by explaining that they will not lose their physician or hospital because the 
"New City Plan" United Health Care MAPD PPO pays any physician or hospital that 
accepts Medicare nationwide. 

Some members just did not want change and some members believed that the decision 
was made to hastily without retiree input. It was explained that the rising cost of retiree 
coverage has been discussed by the Health Service Board for some years. In addition, 
in 2016 when the UHC MAPD PPO was introduced as a lower cost option, members 
who chose that option have been very satisfied. 

A couple of members said this vote was rushed through. This concept was first 
discussed last year and the HSB agreed to add this option for the current plan year to 
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see if it was feasible. So far there have been only a couple of complaints that were 
easily resolved. This is not a new idea. The hearing for this plan change (eliminating 
Blue Shield for Medicare retirees), and for changing the financing of City Plan, was 
properly noticed with more than 72 hours pursuant to meeting requirements. The 
Health Service Board is made up of three elected members elected from the HSS 
membership (currently two retirees and one active member) and four appointees (1-
BOS: Sup Farrell, 1-Controller: Randolph Scott, 1 MD appointed by the Mayor: Dr.· 
Follansbee and 1 expert in health care financing: Gregg Sass - former CCSF DPH CFO 
retired). These members are elected and appointed to represent the interests of all the 
retirees and they took the decision seriously. 

The HSB vote was 4:2 in favor of adopting the changes which broaden the network of 
physicians and hospitals for Medicare retirees to choose from and which lowers costs. 
Two retirees (elected) opposed, one active elected voted in favor and the three 
appointed members voted in favor (the fourth appointed was absent). 

At the July 20 Budget and Finance Committee meeting concerns were expressed that 
retirees living outside of the country would lose their City Plan coverage. This is not 
true. Retirees living outside the country must give up their Medicare coverage and will 
be enrolled in the non-Medicare City Plan coverage and pay out of network co
insurance just as they do today. 
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From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors; Wong, Linda (BOS) 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

File 160747 FW: BOS Approval of HSS Rates Package - UHC Medicare Advantage PPO Plan 
Sass Letter supporting rates-benefits legislation.pdf 

From: Scott, Laini (HSS) 
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2016 3:20 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: BOS Approval of HSS Rates Package - UHC Medicare Advantage PPO Plan 

Good Afternoon, 

Please see the attached letter to Board President London Breed from Gregg Sass, Health Service Board 
Member, regarding legislation for BOS approval on July 26, 2016. 

Thank you. 

Laini I<. Scott 
Health Service Board Secretary 
1145 Market Street, Suite 300 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
(415) 554-0662 - telephone 
(415) 554-1735 - fax 
Board email: health.service.board@sfgov.org 
Website: www.myhss.org 

HEALTH SERVICE SYSTEM 
CITY & COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Confidentiality Notice: This email message, including any attachments, is for the sole use of the intended recipient(s) and may contain 
confidential and/ or privileged information. Any review, use, disclosme or distribution by persons or entities other than the intended 
recipient(s) is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender by reply and destroy all copies (electronic or 
otherwise) of the original message. Thank you. 
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VIA EMAIL 

July 21, 2016 

3336 SCOTT STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94123 

Members of the Board of Supervisors 

Subject: Approval of the fully-funded UHC Medicare Advantage PPO Plan 

On Tuesday, July 26, you will be voting on the Rates and Benefit package approved by the 
Health Service Board and recommended by the BOS Budget and Finance Committee. Included 
in this legislation is a fully-funded UHC Medicare Advantage PPO Plan, which replaces the Blue 
Shield 65-Plus Plan and the Self-insured City Plan for Medicare retirees. I am writing this letter 
to encourage your approval of this Plan. 

As a Health Service Board Commissioner, and former CFO for the Department of Public Health, 
(and former acting CFO for the Health Service System), I studied this issue thoroughly, and took 
time for a meeting with our AON actuary before voting to approve this Plan. I remain convinced 
that the Plan will provide broader geographic coverage at a lower cost than the plans it will 
replace. 

I certainly understand the concerns of our retired members who worry about losing access to 
their physicians and hospitals. I too am a Medicare eligible retiree, and I will also be losing my 
Blue Shield coverage. I was also concerned about losing my access. However, I am satisfied 
that this will not be an issue. UHC presented data that indicates 94.5% of physicians already 
participate in this plan and those physicians currently provide 97 .5% of services to patients. 

In addition, there are no changes in covered services, member copays are lower, the coverage 
area is broader, and importantly, the total monthly cost of this plan is lower than the Blue Shield 
65-Plus Plan, City Plan, and even the Kaiser Medicare Advantage Plan. And, as a fully-insured 
plan, there is no risk of underfunding that would require retention reserves required for self
insured plans. 

Adoption of this Plan results in a 4.5% increase in cost to the overall Medicare population versus 
a 13.8% increase from continuation of the pre-existing plans. There is a two-year commitment 
that locks in rate increases in year two. 

In terms of cost containment, it reduces the City's projected liability for post-employment 
retirement benefits. 

I encourage the Members of the Board of Supervisors to support this plan. Please feel free to 
call me at (415) 602-1150 if you have any questions or concerns. 

Sincerely, 

Gregg Sass, Commissioner 
Health Service Board 



From: 
To: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors; BOS Legislation (BOS) 
File 160759 FW: Live Scan /Background Checks 
Dorsey Nunn Letter.docx; 2016.07.15 Letter from ACLU Opposing Resolution 160759.pdf; 
CPUC Letter (July 18 2016) (1 ).pdf; Fingerprint objection Letter.pdf; IA SF Fingerprint 
Resolution Oppose Ltr (1).pdf; SFAACC Opposition to Fingerprint Resolution.pdf; SPUR ltr to 
Bos re 160759 7.7.16 (1).pdf 

From: Dorsey Nunn [mailto:dorsey@prisonerswithchildren.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 11:17 AM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Live Scan /Background Checks 

Dear Clerk, 

Could you please provide this information to Board of Supervisor Members? I know that they will be 
considering this as an agenda item. I wanted them to know that it is more than just one organization that have 
feelings about background checks and Live Scans. 

Dorsey Nunn, Executive Director 
Legal Services for Prisoners with Children 
1540 Market Street, #490 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
415-255-7036 x312 I fax 415-552-3150 
Dorsey@prisonerswithchildren.org 
www.prisonerswithchildren.org 
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From: Dorsey Nunn <dorsey@prisonerswithchildren.org> 
Date: Fri, Jul 1, 2016 at 6:35 PM 
Subject: Live-Scans 
To: cric.mar@sfgov.org, mark.farrell@sfgov.org, aaron.peskin@sfgov.org, katy.tang@sfgov.org,london.br 
ced@sfgov.org, jane.ldm@sfgov.org, norman.yee@sfgov.org, scott. wiener@sfgov.org,david.campos@sf g 
ov.org, malia.cohen@sfgov.org, john.avalos@,sfgov.org 

Dear Supervisors, 

I am writing regarding the proposed requirement that Transportation Network Companies (TNC) such as Uber 
and Lyft complete live-scan background checks on all their current and future drivers. As the Executive Director 
of Legal Services for Prisoners with Children and a proud and founding member of All of Us or None. All of Us 
or None is a grassroots civil and human rights organization comprised of and fighting for the rights offormerly
and currently- incarcerated people and our families. I am writing to express my opposition to this proposed 
requirement that TN C's expand their use of conviction background checks via the use of livescan. This is a step 
backwards for San Francisco. 

San Francisco Should Continue to Fight Discrimination. 

This city led the nation in implementing Ban the Box, which gives people with convictions a fair shot at getting 
jobs. San Francisco passed Ban the Box because the city understands that the criminal justice system ' 
disproportionately arrests, tries, and convicts people of color. We then face all the collateral consequences of 
having a conviction such as being denied jobs solely because of conviction histories. Expanding conviction 
background checks for drivers will not improve public safety because denying fathers, mothers, and other 
members of our community jobs has never been shown to do so; in fact, lack of good paying jobs decreases 
public safety. Rather, increasing training, accountability, and supervision of current taxi and TNC drivers will 
promote public safety and economic stability for all communities within our city . 

. Currently, TNC can use private companies to perform conviction histories on applicant drivers. Taxis must use 
the California Live Scan process to request a full R.A.P. sheet. R.A.P. is an acronym for Record of Arrest and 
Prosecution. These records will, by definition, include more than convictions; they are records ofarrest and 
prosecution. By using Live Scan services instead of private companies, arrest records which did not lead to a 
conviction may be available to these companies. This would lead to less privacy for driver applicants added to 
the stigma of being arrested, this could lead to a chilling effect on applications. This stigma attaches even when 
that arrest was unjustified and did not lead to a conviction. Likely, you are aware that the nation has a problem of 
disprop01iionately arresting people of color; San Francisco has the same problem, as explained in this SF 
Chronical A1iicle. Black people in our progressive city are 7.1 times more likely to be arrested than white people. 
This means that Black people have those arrests on their R.A.P. sheets and are therefore disprop01iionately likely 
to be barred from even the possibility of driving for with these companies or accessing other jobs that utilize the 
Live Scan. 

The Current Law Can Be Improved to Increase Access to Jobs for People with Conviction Histories. 

The state already requires TNCs to perform background checks on driver applicants. As seen on the San 
Francisco Budget and Legislative Analyst's memo to Supervisor Mar dated June 9, 2014 on the topic, TNC's are 
required to perform DMV and conviction histories for the previous seven years. The city regulates the taxi 
industry and has a different standard that taxi drivers must meet. Taxi companies are required to review the entire 
length of a conviction history for a person, and look back ten years on their driving record. 

This is a ridiculous standard for taxi companies. This means that for a person who is 52 (like supervisor Avalos) 
or 45 (like supervisor Campos) who applies to drive for a taxi company, the background check will go back at 
least 34 years and 27 years, respectively, to their 181h birthdays. This creates a system where a person can never 
move past a conviction; even it that incident was more than two decades ago. 



San Francisco can partially level the playing field between taxi companies and TNC's by modifying the look
back period for taxi driver applicants to seven years. This will increase economic opportunities for people who 
were previously barred from driving taxis due to old, old convictions or arrests .. 

Find Solutions that Fit the Problems; Don't Let Fear Misguide Policies 

The city should focus on solutions that are tailored to the real problems it seeks to address instead of creating and 
blaming a boogie-man figure. Looking at what a person was convicted of years ago does not predict future 
behavior. Instead, the city/county should focus on regulating all the companies to improve driver safety training 
and develop ways to monitor individual rides so both the rider and the driver are secure. Knowing that one is 
being monitored and can be later quickly and easily identified changes a person's behavior and decreases the 
risks of that person committing a crime. This is the case generally and also with TNC's that monitor the location 
of their drivers, who they pick-up, the route they choose to take. This available information protects drivers and 
riders because both know that they can identify the other, or be identified by the other, if something 
happens. Monitoring rides deters crime and violence without discriminating against individuals with prior 
convictions. 

For the above reasons, I ask you to not further discriminate against people with criminal convictions, and instead 
focus your policy efforts that address the real and underlying concerns you have. 



SAN FRANCISCO BRANCH 

July 15, 2016 

Supervisor John Avalos 
President of the Board of Supervisors London Breed 
Supervisor David Campos 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Supervisor Mark Farrell 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
Supervisor Eric Mar 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
Supervisor Scott Wiener 
Supervisor Norman Yee 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Opposition to Resolution 160759 

Dear President Breed and Supervisors: 

NMCP 

As a leader for our community at Third Baptist Church and Executive Director of the San Francisco chapter of the NAACP, I 

respectfully ask for your opposition to Resolution 160759, which calls upon the City & County of San Francisco to file comments 

with the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regarding ridesharing Transportation Network Companies (TNC), like 

Lyft and Uber. 

We feel that fingerprint-based background checks impose undue burdens on under-represented groups, including individuals 

reentering society, and that requiring fingerprint-based background checks for non-law enforcement purposes such as 

employment can have a disproportionate and discriminatory impact on communitie,s of color - a precedent that we do not 

want set in San Francisco. 

Even with recent amendments having been offered to Resolution 160759, we still implore you to vote in opposition. These 

amendments to the ordinance are simply window-dressing and do not change the substance of this resolution which still calls 

for discriminatory fingerprint-based background checks for TNCs. 

Community Benefits 
Since ridesharing became a phenomenon in San Francisco, mobility has been transformed for our community members. Not 
only are there new economic earning opportunities as ridesharing drivers, but there are also more reliable transportation 
options connecting our neighborhoods. In the past, our community has had to struggle with limited and inconvenient 
transportation options. Fortunately, ridesharing services have changed that status quo and now provides our communities a 
reliable, safe and convenient way of getting around. 

Just as importantly, ridesharing has also provided members of our communities with greater economic mobility-turning 
vehicles that can be a financial burden into an economic asset to be used to earn extra income. With ridesharing, people who 
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want to work and who have a reliable car and good driving record can build a better life. TNCs are opening new doors of 
opportunity for our community with access to supplemental income. 

CPUC's Current Statewide Regulations 
This is why we are very concerned about the misinformed push for fingerprint-based background checks of ridesharing drivers. 

The CPUC has worked to ensure that these services are already regulated in a safe and sustainable way for the entire State of 

California. The CPUC has struck a careful balance in ensuring that ridesharing is available as a transportation option and an 

economic opportunity for as many Californians as possible. Adding additional and unnecessary hurdles for individuals to 

become rideshare drivers is a wrong-headed approach and makes it harder for members of our community to access 

supplemental income. 

Deterrent and Detrimental Impact of Fingerprinting 
To be clear, fingerprint-based background checks threaten these economic opportunities afforded by ridesharing because they 
rely on state and federal database records that are incomplete and inaccurate. These inaccuracies result in ineligibility for 
many people who should qualify to provide ride-sharing services. The National Employment Law Project reported in 2013 that 
600,000 workers a year are affected by errors and omissions in fingerprint-based background checks. In California, just 57% of 
arrests have recorded dispositions. According to the U.S. Justice Department, roughly half of the records in the FBl's database 
are inaccurate or incomplete. 

The criminal justice system's racial biases often means our communities are subject to higher arrest rates than other groups, 
even where the actual commission of crimes is no higher. Fingerprint-based background checks therefore, disproportionately 
affect our communities and deprive hard-working people of the right to earn an income. Even worse, correcting inaccuracies 
in a record can be a long and expensive process and delay or deny otherwise qualified drivers of income opportunities. Why 
would we add these increased burdens when there is no demonstrated trend showing that there should be a change to the 
existing CPUC criminal background check requirements? 

San Francisco's Values 
San Francisco is a leader in efforts like the Fair Chance Ordinance, which demonstrates our community's shared commitment 
to allowing individuals to redeem themselves and build better lives. We are concerned that reliance on fingerprint-based 
background checks would undermine our City's progress and individuals' attempts to return to society's good graces. 

With this ridesharing model, an individual with a safe vehicle, a clean record and a will to work can quickly take control of their 

lives and reach for goals that might otherwise be beyond their means. Requiring background checks for drivers makes sense, 

and the current requirements are fair and accurate. Adding an additional fingerprint-based background checks is no guarantee 

of safety but is guaranteed to discourage broad participation in this new economic opportunity. 

We ask that you remain focused on making these new resources an option for as many people as possible and 
reject efforts to undermine the industry. Please decline to support Resolution 160759. 

Sincerely, 

Pastor, Dr. Amos C. Brown, President of the San Francisco NAACP, 
on behalf ofthe Executive Team at Third Baptist Church: 
Preston Turner, Deacon Al Campbell (Chairman Deacon's Ministry), and Deacon Anthony 
Wagner (Chairman Third Baptist Gardens Inc.) 
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()SPUR 
San Francisco I San Jose I Oakland 

July 7, 2016 

Supervisor John Avalos 
President of the Board of Supervisors London Breed 
Supervisor David Campos 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Supervisor Mark Farrell 
Supervisor Jane Kim 
Supervisor Eric Mar 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
Supervisor Scott Wiener 
Supervisor Norman Yee 

San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Re: Opposition to Resolution 160759 

Dear President Breed and Supervisors: 

I'm writing to express our concerns about the proposed resolution about fingerprinting and background 
checks for TNC drivers. 

We are living through a time of extraordinary change in our transportation system, perhaps more dramatic 
than anything we have seen since mass adoption of the automobile a century ago. The new technologies 
and the cultural changes that go along with them will require us to develop the right rnles and regulations. 
So it is entirely appropriate for elected officials to be thinking about what we need as a regulatory 
framework for new mobility services. 

Unfortunately, the proposal to add fingerprinting and background checks would be a step in the wrong 
direction. Ridesharing companies already require drivers to undergo background checks, in-person 
screenings and vehicle inspections, all of which are requirements enforced by the CPUC. The CPUC 
already subjects ride-sharing companies to continuing review, requiring these companies to report annual 
on accidents, service levels and other criteria. 

The main effect of the proposed resolution is not going to be to increase the safety of passengers, but 
rather to reduce the ability of people to go to work as a TNC driver. By introducing the duplicative and 
intrusive process, we expect part time drivers, in particular to be deterred from joining the driving 
platforms. (The average TNC driver drives around 15 hours per month.) 

SAN FRANCISCO 

654 Mission Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 
(415) 781-8726 

SAN JOSE 

76 South First Street 
San .Jose, CA 95113 
(408) 638-0083 

OAKLAND 

1544 Broadway 
Oaklancl, CA 94612 
(510) 827-1900 

spur.org 



These regulations would bring into the world of TN Cs some of the problematic regulations of the taxi 
industry. It should be abundantly clear by now that one of the reasons that so many residents of San 
Francisco have chosen to use Uber and Lyft is because the old system for regulating taxis did not work. 
By all means, there should be a "level playing field." But our goal should be to reform the regulations on 
the taxi industry to make taxis more useful to the public, not to hamstring a part of our transportation mix 
that is actually working well for many people. 

The new transportation services are still evolving quickly. We are especially interested in the growing 
adoption of shared rides, and the potential to use these services as a substitute for the private automobile 
and a first/last mile connection to fixed line transit. We believe the City of San Francisco should be 
working in a constructive way to expand the use of these services in ways that are good for the city. 

Thank you for considering our views on this matter. 

Sincerely, 

Gabriel Metcalf 
President & CEO, SPUR 



July 15, 2016 

Via Email 

Members of the Board 

AMERICAN CIVIL LIBERTIES UNION 
of IH!RTHIH'tH CALUHHUllA 

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

Dear Members of the Board of Supervisors: 

The ACLU of Northern California respectfully urges you not.to approve or adopt proposed amended 
Resolution 160759, which would require transportation network companies (TNC) to submit 
prospective drivers to inaccurate and invasive fingerprint-based criminal background checks. 

Fingerprint-based background checks rely on state and federal criminal record databases, which can 
be inaccurate and incomplete. The FBI database in particular does not contain disposition 
information for a significant percentage of arrests and felony charges, which means in many cases, 
the database does not show whether an arrest never led to a prosecution or whether a person was 
tried, but acquitted, of a felony charge. Mandating that employers use these background checks 
increases the risk that a job applicant will be unfairly disqualified based on this inaccurate 
information. Even if the employer does not purport to use this information in making hiring 
decisions, subjecting applicants to this invasion of privacy fmiher stigmatizes persons with criminal 
records and may discourage people from applying for jobs. 

The proposed resolution also runs counter to San Francisco's commitment to address the detrimental 
impact criminal records can have on employment prospects, patiicularly for communities of color. 
Specifying that employers would have to comply with the Fair Chance Ordinance would not change 
the fact that through this resolution, the Board would be putting its stamp of approval on fingerprint
based background checks as a fair and accurate tool. 

Rather than engaging in a race to the bottom in the name of uniform regulation, we urge the Board to 
address any problems with the current regulat01y framework governing TN Cs and taxis in a way that 
expands, rather than limits, employment opportunities for people with criminal records. 

Sincerely, 

Micaela Davis 
Staff Attorney 



Internet Association 

July 7, 2016 

The Honorable Aaron Peskin 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett Pl #244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: Internet Association Opposition to Mandated TNC Fingerprint Background Checks 

Dear Supervisor Peskin, 

On behalf of the Internet Association, I respectfully submit this letter to express our opposition to your proposed 
resolution urging the California Public Utilities Commission to adopt mandated fingerprint background checks for 
transportation network company drivers. The Internet Association is concerned about the adverse impacts such a 
mandate would have on the ability for low/moderate income individuals and/or minorities to access and benefit 
from ridesharing. 

The Internet Association represents nearly 40 of the world's leading internet companies, and advances public 
policy solutions that foster innovation, promote economic growth, and empower people through the free and 
open internet. 

We are concerned that forcing ridesharing companies to utilize a system with demonstrated biases and 
discriminatory applications would unfairly and unevenly result in the denial of a significant number of minorities 
and/or low-moderate income individuals looking to supplement their income through ridesharing. According to 
reports,1 the suggested fingerprint background system has proven consistent in providing inaccurate information -
with an overwhelming percentage of minorities and low-income individuals regularly negatively impacted by such 
falsities. For example, a study conducted by the National Employment Law Center found that erroneous fingerprint 
background check results "seriously prejudice" the employment opportunities for an estimated 600,000 people a 
year. 

The Internet Association and our member companies are committed to providing safe, affordable and reliable 
services, regardless if it's sharing a ride, your home or selling goods online. Internet-enabled innovation increases 
quality and choice, while decreasing costs, and must be allowed to compete and grow in an open market. This 
value proposition, along with the seamless connection of supply and demand, is unique to the internet and is 
reflective of all our member companies. 

One of the primary reasons consumers have flocked to ridesharing services is the internet-enabled innovation that 
has set a new standard for rider and driver safety. With TNC technology, every ride is a real-time safety checkpoint. 
For example: 

· Removing anonymity by giving riders their driver's name, photo, and vehicle information in advance 
· Tracking all trips using GPS and letting riders share their route live on a map with loved ones 
· Promoting accountability through a two-way feedback system for every ride, which protects both drivers and 
riders 

1 Orson Aguilar, "Fingerprinting Lyft drivers hurts disadvantaged communities," San Jose Mercury News, July 16, 2015, http://bayareane.ws/29kJbx7 
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Internet Association 

On top of these innovations, TNCs perform robust national criminal background checks on their drivers. In 
California, the CPUC currently mandates and regulates the list of disqualifying offenses. Any person who has been 
convicted, within the past seven years, of driving under the influence of drugs or alcohol, fraud, sexual offenses, 
use of a motor vehicle to commit a felony, a crime involving property damage and/or theft, acts of violence, or acts 
of terror are not permitted to drive for TN Cs. Drivers with convictions for reckless driving, driving under the 
influence, hit and run, or driving with a suspended or revoked license are also not permitted to be a TNC driver. 

For the reasons stated above and more, the Internet Association must respectfully OPPOSE the proposed 
resolution and urges its rejection. The Internet Association stands ready and willing to work with you and your 
colleagues to find an effective solution that addresses community needs and allows this growing industry to 
continue flourishing. 

Should you have any questions regarding our position, please feel free to contact me at (916) 498-3316 or 
callahan@internetassociation.org. Thank you. 

Sincerely, 

Robert Callahan 
Director, State Government Affairs, Western Region 

CC: San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
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COVINGTON 
BEIJING BRUSSELS LONDON LOS ANGELES 

NEW YORK SAN FRANCISCO SEOUL 

SHANGHAI SILICON VALLEY WASHINGTON 

By Email 

Mr. Michael Picker, President 
California Public Utilities Commission 
505 Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear President Michael Picker: 

July 18, 2016 

Eric H. Holder, Jr. 

Covington & Burling LLP 
One CityCenter 
850 Tenth Street, NW 
Washington, DC 20001-4956 
T + 1202 662 6000 

I write regarding the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) recent invitation for 
public comment on background checks for prospective Transportation Network Company 
drivers. 

When I served as U.S. Attorney General, I asked every state Attorney General and all my 
fellow Cabinet secretaries to consider how they could eliminate policies and regulations that 
impose unnecessary burdens on people with criminal records who have fulfilled their debts to 
society. 

For many non-law enforcement purposes, fingerprint-based background checks are just 
such a practice. The FBI's Criminal Justice Information System (CJIS), as the FBI has 
acknowledged, is incomplete and lacks information about the final outcomes of a significant 
percentage of cases. That means that its records may not indicate whether a person who was 
arrested was even charged or ultimately convicted of any offense. Because of these issues with 
law enforcement databases, a fingerprint-based check can prevent people from getting a job 
even if they were never found guilty of a crime. 

Moreover, fingerprint-based background checks for non-law enforcement purposes can 
have a discriminatory impact on communities of color. Nearly 50 percent of African-American 
men and 44 percent of Latino men across the U.S. have been arrested by age 23; therefore, the 
practice of denying work based on law enforcement records with incomplete and inaccurate 
information disproportionately disadvantages people who have been arrested. The impact 
becomes even more acute when looking at communities such as Chicago, where So percent of 
working age African-American men have arrest records and nearly half of young black men are 
unemployed. 

DC: 6123303-1 



COVINGTON 

July 18, 2016 
Page2 

The FBI and other law enforcement databases have a clearly-defined purpose: to aid law 
enforcement during investigations. These checks enable investigators, who are then expected to 
follow up on information found in the database, to determine whether the information included 
is complete or not. These databases were not designed to be used to determine whether or not 
someone is eligible for a work oppo1tunity. Relying on it for that purpose is both unwise and 
unfair. 

The better course of action would be to enact practices that can ensure safety without 
limiting economic opportunities for those Californians who need them most. 

Sincerely, 

~~} 
Eric H. Holder, Jr. 

CC: Commissioner Mike Florio 
Commissioner Carla J. Peterman 
Commissioner Liane M. Randolph 
Commissioner Catherine JK Sandoval 



July 15, 2016 

President of the Board of Supervisors London Breed 
Supervisor Malia Cohen 
Supervisor Eric Mar 
Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
Supervisor Katy Tang 
Supervisor Scott Wiener 
Supervisor Norman Yee 
Supervisor John Avalos 
Supervisor David Campos 
Supervisor Mark Fa.rrell 
Supervisor Jane Kim 

To the San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
1 Dr. Carlton B Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: Oppose Resolution 160759 

Dear Board President Breed, Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors: 

The San Francisco African American Chamber of Commerce respectfully request that you oppose 
Resolution 160759, which unduly urges the City & County of San Francisco to file comments with the 
California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) regarding ridesharing Transportation Network 
Companies or TN Cs. 

It is the understanding of our local business community and the few African American entrepreneurs 
remaining in San Francisco, that finger print-based background checks impose an undue burden on 
under-represented groups, including individuals reentering society, and that requiring fingerprint
based background checks for non-law enforcement purposes can have a disproportionate and 
discriminatory impact on communities of color. 

Though recent amendments offered on this resolution may recognize the Fair Chance Ordinance in 
SF, which prohibits consideration of arrests and convictions more than 7 years old, they still subject 
TN Cs to the same fingerprint-based background checks with lifetime look-backs. Several members of 
the SFAACC are employed by TN C's, and many consider this to be their business. We implore you to 
not set unnecessary barriers that jeopardize our members the opportunity of doing business in San 
Francisco. 

With ridesharing having taken off in San Francisco, greater access to both mobility and economic 
opportunity has been a real boon for our community. Not only have we seen new earning power 
energizing our entrepreneurs as a result of ridesharing, but with more safe, affordable and reliable 
transportation options our neighborhoods are becoming even more connected too. 

When talking about economic opportunity, ridesharing has provided people a platform totransform 
their vehicles into assets that create supplemental income in an economic environment that has 



provided few options for people of color. Individuals who want to work, who have a reliable car and a 
good driving record can build a better life - the last thing they need is another hurdle to jump over. 

We believe this current push around fingerprint-based background checks for ridesharing drivers to 
be misguided in nature given that the CPUC has already been working to ensure that these services 
are well regulated in a safe and sustainable way throughout all of California. The CPUC has struck a 
careful balance in ensuring that ridesharing is available as a transportation option and an economic 
opportunity for as many Californians as possible. 

Fingerprint-based background checks are based on state and federal database records that are 
incomplete and inaccurate. These inaccuracies results have had a detrimental impact on community. 
The National Employment Law Project reported in 2013 that 600,000 workers a year are affected by 
errors and omissions in fingerprint-based background checks. In California, just 57% of arrests have 
recorded dispositions. According to the U.S. Justice Department, roughly half of the records in the 
FBI's database are inaccurate or incomplete. 

You're well aware that the criminal justice. system's racial biases continues to have an extremely 
negative impact on my community. Implementing fingerprint-based background checks will only 
continue to deprive hard-working people of the right to earn an income. Attempting to correct 
inaccuracies in a record can be a long and expensive process and delay or deny otherwise qualified 
drivers of income opportunities. 

With the TNC ridesharing model, an individual with a safe vehicle, a clean record and a will to work 
can quickly take control of their lives and achieve goals that might otherwise be beyond their means. 
The current requirements of background checks are fair and equitable. Adding an additional 
fingerprint-based background check will simply discourage broad participation in this new economic 
opportunity, and drive more of our members out of San Francisco. 

We ask for your support in helping to stop the out migration of African Americans from San 
Francisco and reject this misinformed approach and decline any support for Resolution 160759. 

Sincerely, 

(signed Matt Thomas) 

Matthew Thomas 
Vice President & Chair, Banking Committee 
San Francisco African American Chamber of Commerce 
1006 Webster Street 
San Francisco, CA 94115 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS Legislation (BOS) 

Subject: File 160759 FW: TNC driver fingerprinting and general safety rules 

From: David Kiely [mailto:david@roadshowservices.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2016 7:14 PM 
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS} <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Avalos, John (BOS} <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) 
<london.breed@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS} <david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) 
<malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS} <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Mar, 
Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; 
Yee, Norman (BOS} <norman.yee@sfgov.org> 
Subject: TNC driver fingerprinting and general safety rules 

Dear Supervisors, 
As a parent who uses Uber and Lyft as well as Flywheel for taxis, I think that all public transport 
companies and dispatch services should all be on the same platform for safety and security. I believe 
that all drivers who serve the citizens of San Francisco, whether taxi, TNC or Limo should be 
fingerprinted and drug tested. I also strongly feel that all TNC's should have a city issued sticker on 
their car, similar to a neighborhood parking pass, that has an easily identifiable unit number which is 
proof that they have filed a business tax certificate with the city and have the proper insurance from 
their carrier. The exposure is sometimes scary. 

If they are going to come to San Francisco to earn a living then the city should earn revenue for use 
of the city infrastructure. It is also my understanding that taxi drivers must take some type of training 
class for the rules regarding driving in the city and with so many TNC's in the city right now that just 
stop where they want, make U turns, illegal left turns, etc. I think that a class explain the laws and 
rules of the city would be beneficial to all of the general public. The city mandated training for all taxi 
drivers that are essentially doing the same job, picking up and dropping off people, so the training and 
rules should be the same as well. Thank you very much, 
Regards, 
David Kiely 

1 



---, 
----------~~~~- -------------------------------------------------------------
From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
Wong, Linda (BOS) 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

File 160796 FW: Bay Area Council letter regarding November transportation measure 
PCEP MOU SF BOS letter.pdf 

From: Michael Cunningham [mailto:mcunningham@bayareacouncil.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 26, 2016 8:55 AM 
To: Avalos, John (BOS} <john.avalos@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS) <london.breed@sfgov.org>; Campos, David (BOS} 
<david.campos@sfgov.org>; Cohen, Malia (BOS) <malia.cohen@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS} 
<mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Kim, Jane (BOS) <jane.kim@sfgov.org>; Mar, Eric (BOS) <eric.mar@sfgov.org>; Peskin, Aaron 
(BOS} <aaron.peskin@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Wiener, Scott <scott.wiener@sfgov.org>; 
Yee, Norman (BOS} <norman.yee@sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS} <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Emily Loper <eloper@bayareacouncil.org> 
Subject: Bay Area Council letter regarding November transportation measure 

Please see the attached letter from the Bay Area Council regarding the Budget and Finance Sub-Committee action on 
the Seven-Party Supplement to the 2012 MOU for the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project. 

Regards, 

Michael Cunningham I Senior Vice President, Public Policy 
BA YAREA COUNCIL 
353 Sacramento Street, 10th Floor I San Francisco, CA 94111 
415-946-8706 I mcunningham@bayareacouncil.org I www.bayareacouncil.org 
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COUNCIL 

July 25, 2016 

Budget and Finance Sub-Committee Chairman Mark Farrell and Members 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
One Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

RE: Seven-Party Supplement to the 2012 MOU - Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project 

Dear Chairman Farrell and Supervisors: 

On behalf of the Bay Area Council, I am writing to express our appreciation for your continued 
efforts to advance the Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project (PCEP). We are looking forward to 
the finalization of funding agreements and the award of contracts that will allow the project to 
proceed. 

Today, Caltrain is struggling to accommodate unprecedented regional growth, with six consecutive 
years of record-setting ridership. As Highway 101 and Interstate 280 have become increasingly 
congested, workers have turned to Caltrain as a preferred commute option between San Francisco 
and Silicon Valley. As a result, peak hour service is well over 100 percent capacity with ridership on 
some trains exceeding 125 percent of available seats. 

This corridor is arguably the most economically productive area in the State. The communities and 
businesses served by the 51-mile railroad are responsible for 14 percent of California's economic 
output, 20 percent of state income tax revenue, and are the birthplace of over half of California 
patents. However, the region cannot continue to thrive without equipping the 150-year-old rail 
corridor with a modernized transit system capable of accommodating current and future ridership 
demand. 

Fortunately, the strong leadership from local, regional, state and federal partners has advanced the 
transformational Peninsula Corridor Electrification Project. The Project will replace the current 
diesel operations with a system that features high-performance electric trains capable of delivering 
cleaner, faster, more frequent service to San Francisco residents and employers. 

The PCEP cannot come soon enough and we encourage you to support the Seven Party 
Supplemental Memorandum of Understanding. 

Regards, 

C-t-
~ -x---~ 
Michael Cunningham V 
Senior Vice President, Public Policy 

415.946.8777 

F 415.981.6403 

353 Sacramento Street, I oth Floor 

San Francisco, California 94111 
1215 K Street, Suite 2220 

''"'''"""'ntn Ci!lifornia 95814 



cc: Board President Breed and Supervisors 



From: 
To: 

Board of Supervisors, (BOS) 
BOS-Supervisors 

Subject: 
Attachments: 

File 160834 FW: Letter of Support for Quentin Kopp, July 28 meeting 
Quentin Kopp-Ethics Commission appointment.pdf 

From: Choy, Jarlene (BOS} 
Sent: Monday, July 25, 2016 4:42 PM 
To: Evans, Derek <derek.evans@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Low, Jen (BOS} <jen.low@sfgov.org> 
Subject: Letter of Support for Quentin Kopp, July 28 meeting 

Hi Derek, 

Supervisor Yee would like to submit the attached letter of support for Judge Kopp. Please confirm. 

Thanks and best, 

Jarlene Choy 
Legislative Aide 
Supervisor Norman Yee I District 7 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
P 1415.554.6519 FI 415.554.6546 
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Member, Board of Supervisors 
District 7 

July 25, 2016 

Dear Colleagues, 

City and County of San Francisco 

NORMAN YEE 

I write in support for Judge Quentin L. Kopp's appointment to the vacant seat on the San 
Francisco Ethics Commission. As a former Board of Supervisor member, California State 
Senator, Superior Court Judge and Board member of many civic organizations, Judge 
Kopp will be a knowledgeable, judicious and experienced addition to the Ethics 
Commission. 

I encourage you to support Judge Kopp's timely appointment to the Ethics Commission 
so he can commence work leading up to the fall elections. 

Sincerely, 

Norman Yee 

City Hall · 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place , Room 244 · San Francisco, California 94102-4689 · (415) 554-6516 
Fax (415) 554-6546 · TDD!ITY (415) 554-5227 · E-mail: Norman.Yee@sfgov.org 



Clerk of the Board, 
San Francisco Board of Supervisors, 

I""'.~ 

·:) 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 ~/1 :·: .. ~ 

Re: Liquor License Request - Alimento 
Najwa Corporation dba Alimento, 507 Columbus Ave, San Francisco, CA, 94107 

Dear Deputy Clerk: 
. 1•,.-, 

The purpose of this letter is to respectfully request to be placed on the Board's calendar fo; Puli.Hc :;, 
Convenience and Necessity approval with regard to our pending application to transfer anlexisting (/' 
Type-21 ABC license from San Francisco News and Gifts, 350 California St, San Francisco, CA 94104 
to Alimento, 507 Columbus Ave, San Francisco, CA, 94107. 

Our company, Najwa Corporation, operates two long-established off-sale sites - Coit Liquors and 
Alimento. We are currently applying for a Type-21 license to be transferred from SF News and Gifts to 
Alimento. 

Alimento is a delicatessen that serves sandwiches, gelato, and other foods as well as non-alcoholic 
beverages and beer and wine. We are located along the busy Columbus Avenue corridor in the North 
Beach neighborhood of San Francisco. The purpose of this license transfer is to give our customers a 
better and more convenient selection of beverages at their request. The Najwa Corporation has been in 
the business of selling alcohol-related products for almost 9 years and has done so in a manner that is 
safe and not a nuisance to the local community. We are very diligent and vigilant to ensure the safety of 
our employees and customers and to comply to the laws under which we must operate. Our employees 
will oversee the premises to prevent loitering and any instances of drinking in public or over
intoxication. Any and all incidents or infractions will be immediately reported to local law 
enforcement. Approval of this PCN request will provide nearby residents, visitors, and workers with a 
convenient location to purchase alcoholic and non-alcoholic beverages to compliment the high-quality 
food items that they are used to getting from us. We feel this would be a great addition to the high
traffic area in which we operate and be a great compliment to the existing businesses in this area. 

As part of the license transfer process, every resident within 500 feet of the address was informed of 
our proposed license change. All protests received by the ABC pertaining to the license transfer were 
addressed and have been withdrawn. Vie seek the Board of Supervisor's affirmative ruling that our 
application serves the public convenience and necessity of our City. 

If you have any questions, please call me at 415-609-2793 for approval to proceed with Alimento. 

. --· .. --·~·-·-·~ 
Smcerel~~r-: ·"""~:.~;::. 

/~:::-.~~· _,~~-/ 
( ~ ,,_..\:.--- "' 

I ~--;:---~ . 0 - j"2.. VVI - s ~;~Zughayar ·1 / t 

President, Najwa Corporation @ 



Dear Supervisor, 

Thousands of middle-income seniors and people with 

disabilities in San Francisco need home tare to stay safely in 

our homes, but can't afford it! Please launch the new Support 

at Home program to subsidize h:ome care for those who 
need it. 

tt 

Sincerely, ! ~ -

Dear Supervisor, 

Thousands of middle-income seniors and people with 

disabilities in San Francisco need home care to stay safely in 

our homes, but can't afford it! Please launch t~e new SiWpport 

at Home program to subsidize home care 

need it. 

Sincerely, 

~""th~e w~ 
ui-' 
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QsJ> 
To: Board of Supervisors July 26, 2016 
San Francisco City Hall, 1 Dr Carlton 8 Goodlett Pl #244, San Francisco, CA 94102 

·~1\~ ~,\. I loo :l..'il\ 
Regarding: July 26 meeting, Agenda #43. 1~ [Liquor License Transfer - 65 Post Street} 

Sixteen residents attended the July 14 2016 Public Safety and Neighborhood Services Committee (PS&N) hearing 
about this matter, listed for the Board of Supervisors hearing today, July 26, 2016. 
We would respectfully like to address, for the record, the false accusations directed at us during that PS&N hearing 
and the subsequent atmosphere of hate that was generated. 

These are the points we wish to enter into record: 

1. The hearing about the 65 Post Street matter was treated as a "yes/no" issue; i.e., whether to approve or deny 
the DaDa bar application. The fact that we were seeking the addition of conditions to enforce the "no noise" 
and "no loitering" Conditions that were already in the approval documents before the PS&N committee was 
ignored. This fact was ignored even though we had made it expressly clear to Supervisor Peskin's Legislative 
Aide Sunny Angulo at a meeting prior to the committee hearing and during each of our speaking segments at 
the meeting itself. 

Attached are the conditions we are respectfully requesting, and the reasons why. 

2. We had demonstrated our fairness by negotiating about these conditions in prior meetings/correspondence 
with the DaDa bar owners. The DaDa bar owners had already agreed in substance to the first of our 
conditions to slightly reduce the hours for Sundays through Wednesdays, and to the second of these 
conditions requesting a security person to manage loitering on Thursdays through Saturdays. 
The DaDa owners broke off negotiations the day before the PS&N committee hearing. 

3. The July 14 hearing was fatally tainted by false accusations and appeals to prejudicial anti-rich-people 
stereotypes, made by the applicants' two principal advocates, and repeated references to the Ritz-Carlton 
Residences as bastions of wealthy privilege. (One of the bar owners falsely and scurrilously claimed that the 
protest was motivated by animus toward "brown-skinned people and Latinos", and a representative of the 
bar's landlord decried "this elitist, arbitrary and biased campaign"). The members of the PS&N Committee not 
only condoned these remarks, playing to the large crowd of DaDa supporters with repetitions of the "brown
skinned people and Latinos" canard, a snide remark that higher crime rate in our area was "probably corporate 
crime", and allusions to the wealth of the Ritz residents. (In fact, the owners/residents in our building are very 
diverse, and include African-American, Trinidadian, Mexican, Indian, Russian, Armenian, Japanese, Chinese, 
Libyan, Australian, Korean, and Indonesian individuals, as well as people who have historically not been 
considered part of the white "social elite", e.g., our Jewish, Italian and gay and bisexual neighbors.) These 
various remarks at the hearing tainted the hearing and prejudiced the outcome. We opponents were smeared 
and deprived of a fair hearing. We were also intensely disappointed in this derailment of the public process 
that we value so highly. Our concerns would be the same, because we are local residents, and do not c:fepend 
on the type of building we live in. 
(After these repeated appeals to hostility against us, it came as no surprise that one of the DaDa supporters 
approached the lead opponent after the hearing and told her that now we could hold our Ku Klux Klan 
meetings at the DaDa bar.) 

4. Although we'd been assured that our case would not be heard before the PS&N Committee in July, causing us 
to pace our preparation accordingly, we received 6 days notice (over a weekend) that our case would be 
heard on July 14. Many of our other supporters who wished to attend and testify were unable to change their 
commitments on such short notice and do so. Moreover, this rush to hearing derailed the negptiations •. 
between the parties that the SFPD had urged and that were on a productive track. According ~b in~cfmatio!l 
and belief, the PS&N Committee was in such a hurry, driven by the lobbying of the DaDa bar ipwnE[~ ang,their 
supporters, that it would have scheduled the meeting even if the SFPD filed to make any reco[nmet;liJatic;?n~; _ 

• • - (. --... >·1 
We were thus denied a fair process. r": - ,,,, ~:', 

N 

Sincerely, 
er-, 

16 attending residents on behalf of 35 residents who have submitted letters of protest and concern ::De~ 
Leanne Williams, Stephen Perlman, Joanne Perlman, Norman Cheung, Darryl Quan, Sam Sriniva 11. ~ 
Rita Channon, Ying-sun Ho, Rebecca Folio, Tony Melucci, Kathilee Fong, Michael Mayer, Susan ang,9 
Diane Xu, Anna Gatti, Lisa Li c) 

°' 

' ; _,_-;:-· I~ ... 

';:-_.=' 


