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September 23, 2016 File No. 160817

Presiding Judge John K. Stewart
Department 206

400 McAllister St.

San Francisco, CA 94102-4514

Honorable Judge Stewart:

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 933 and 933.05 this letter transmits the San Francisco

Department of Technology’s response to the findings and recommendations in the 2015-16 San

Francisco Grand Jury report, Fire Safety lnspectidns in San Francisco, A Tale of two

Departments: Department of Building Inspection & San Francisco Fire Department issued on

July 21, 2016. We would like to thank the members of the Civil Grand Jury for their interest in

ensuring the fire safety of San Francisco residents in multi-residential buildings throughout the
_City.

Our department is also committed to supporting both the Fire Department and Department of
Building Inspection technology systems that help protect the fire and life safety of San Francisco
residents.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this Civil Grand Jury Report.

City Chief Information Officer (City CIO) | Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee
Executive Director | Department of Technology

City and County of San Francisco



2015-16 Civill Grand Jury
Fire Safety Inspectians in SF
MASTER LIST:FINDINGS Response Template

Hespandent asstgned by
CG) Year Report Title L] Findings cGH 2016 Respanses [Agree/Disagresitise thie drop down menu 2016 Response Text
Fire Salety Inspections in [F.L4. HIS cannot get an accurste lst of A-2s in the City without {DT d with It, wholly (; In naxt column} DT does nat mananage this database,
5F- A Tale of Two the help of DBI Management Informatinn Systems [“DBI .
Depastments: DB & MI5™) because HIS does nat have ageess ta the DBI
2015-16 Igm: database that stores this Infarmation, :
Flre Safety inspectlons in [RI.4 The i icstt and fortthe City [DT d! with it, wholly In next eolumn) DT does not manage an Oracle database that contatns the address, contact
SF-A Tale of Two and County of San Francisco should grant HIS sealor Information and bullding ateributes for R-25 In San Franclsco. DT dies manage

20315-16

Departmeants: DBI &
SFFD

access to and R run reports
from the Oraade database that contalns the address,
contacdl Informatlon and bultding attributes for R-2s1n
San Francisca,

the enterprise addressing system which DBI's Central Permit Bureau utilizes to
enter new addresses into DBI's existing Oradle based systems.
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September 19, 2016 . ‘ \ M)%H

The Honorable John K. vStewart

Presiding Judge

Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco
400 McAllister Street

San Francisco, CA 94102

RE:  Civil Grand Jury Report — Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco - A Tale of
Two Departments: Department of Buﬂdmg Inspection & San Francisco Fire
Department

The Honerable Judge Stewart:

Thank you for the opportunity to provide a response to the Civil Grand Jury’s findings
and recommendations to the 2016 Civil Grand Jury report, entitled Fire Safety
Inspections in San Francisco.

The San Francisco Fire Depértment (SFFD) is continuously seeking ways to improve
upon existing processes and exploring ways of adopting new best practlces to serve the
- citizens of San Francisco and ensure their fire safety.

It is important to note a missed opportunity in the collection of information for this report.
According to Ms. Alison Scott, Foreperson, Pro Tem, the Civil Grand Jury “ran out of
time” and therefore was unable to interview the Fire Marshal and the Chief of
Department for this report. This would have allowed the Civil Grand Jury greater
opportunity to be briefed on historical practices with regard to fire safety inspections, as
well as projects underway that will continue to improve and optimize our current
practices. As Chief of Department, | have always been afforded the opportunity to
provide context and overall perspective to all previous Civil Grand Jury reports.

There are many new and evolved fire safety inspection processes and program
improvements that have been defined, developed and are being implemented. In fact,
these same programs align with many of the recommendations set forth by the Civil
Grand Jury in their 2016 Report as you will see in the Department’s matrix responding
to the Findings and Recommendations of the Civil Grand Jury.

When evaluating the recommendations of the Civil Grand Jury, it is important to
understand that the Department of Building Inspection (DBI) and the Fire Department's
business model are very distinct from the SFFD Fire Suppression’s Truck and Engine
Companies. DBI has staffing dedicated to R2 inspections, whereas the SFFD

698 SECOND STREET * SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107 « 415.558.3400
WWW.SF-FIRE.ORG




Fire Suppression Truck and Engine Companies are first and foremost tasked with first
responder duties.

In addition to the enclosed matrix and corresponding detailed commentary on process
improvements, the Department believes that some of the broader findings outlined in
the Grand Jury report must also be addressed so as to successfully respond to
challenges being faced by the City and County of San Francisco. In particular, the
Grand Jury's assessment that growth and overcrowding are havmg unintended
consequences and an impact on fire safety,

The other foundational finding of the Civil Grand Jury that extends beyond the Fire
and Building Department is the current use of IT Systems. The SFFD recognizes the
need for stronger communication tools and a framework to illustrate how collaboration
between SFFD and DBI can enable an increased level of transparency and an overall
improved IT system. SFFD is working diligently with DBI and the Department of
Technology to achieve thls goal

Thank you for the opportumty to respond to the Civil Grand Jury report. Should you
have any questions, please feel free to contact me at 415-558-3401,

Sincerely,

ms-wmte ‘
Chief of Department

Enclosures

cc: Clerk of the Board, Attn: Government Audit and Oversight Committee




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury .

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016

SFFD Response

CGIYear

esponding Dept. - |-

- 2016 Responses. -

' (AgreeIDlsagree)Use the’f
' ,fdrop down menu

T DfoRespomeTed

20152016

‘ Fire Safety

F.I1.1. Because station house Companies do

[ SFFD Deputy Chisf of

Inspections in San [not inspect all the R-2s in San Francisco every Operations
Francisco twelve months as mandated by Code, San
Franciscans may be exposed to unnecessary
risks.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.Il.2, Station house Companies cannot always Deputy Chief of
Inspections in San |get into R-2s to inspect them because Operations
Francisco Company Captains rarely schedule R-2
inspections in advance.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.l..3. Contact information is not included on the SFFD MIS
Inspections in San |Inspection Worksheets that Company Captains
Francisco take with them to document their R-2
{inspections in advance.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.l.4. R-2 inspections are not conducted on the Deputy Chief of agree with finding - - e We are Iooklng lnto possnbly changlng that practlce Normally on
Inspections in San |weekends. Operations 7 |weekends, the Department holds larger scale drills-and inspect -
Francisco S hydrants Also, there are many special events that occur in the
City on the weekends that we are responsible for covering.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.IL.5. Companies with the ten largest R-2 lists Deputy Chief of disagree with i, partially - The Battalion Chiefs monitor Station House Companies'
Inspections in'San [have most of the largest backlogs because R-2 Operations (explanation in next column) . - [workload, particularly Companies with large R-2 lists. At the time
Francisco inspections are disproportionately distributed ‘ of this writing companies should be able to complete all R-2's
among the Companies and not sufficiently assigned if access to the buildings is possible'and the contact
redistributed to nearby Companies with less information is up to date.
R-2s to inspect.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.IL.6. Company Captains prioritize which R-2s Deputy Chief of disagree with it, wholly Company Officers are directed to complete all R-2's assigned by
Inspections in San [they will inspect based on location of the R-2 Operations (explanation in next column) - [deadline. As described above, access to all buildings may not
Francisco rather than on the deadline for each inspection. be possible by the deadline. The Inspection compliance rate

As a result, some R-2s are not inspected by
their deadline.

was 94% in 2015.




2015-16 Civil Grand

Jury

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, june 2016

SFFD Respense

2015-2016 Fire Safety F.IL.7. Some Battalion Chiefs’ follow-up on Deputy Chief of
Inspections in San |Company inspection backlogs is insufficient Operations
Francisco because it does not hold the Company
accountable for the backlog.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.IL8. Because firefighters’ primary motivation Deputy Chief of
Inspections in San |for inspecting R-2s is to develop building Operations
Francisco awareness, they may not sufficiently give equal
importance to code compliance when
conducting R-2 inspections.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.IL.9. Many Company Captains seem to know | SFFD Deputy Chief of dlsagree w1th tf»par’ually s AII’Compa / OfF cers are tramed in. Flre Preventlon nd Cod’
Inspections in San |little about Fire Prevention or Code Operations i : on ns.
Francisco Enforcement. Since firefighters interact with the
public, this is a missed opportunity to educate
the public about the inspection and enforcement Code and Fire Preventlon
process. wE
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.11.10. A significant number of fire alarm, The Fire Marshall - dlsagree with it, pamally The standard for complamt resolutlon is 30 10 90. days
Inspections in San |blocked exits and sprinkler complaints took (explanatlon in next column) 72% of alifire alarm complalnts were' resolved W|th|n two ] o
Francisco more than two months to be resolved. - |months; 83% of all blocked exit complaints were resolved -
within two months; 52% of all sprinkler complalnts were -
" |resolved within two months The Department is' exploring
- opportunmes to improve the rate at which complamts are
|resolved; including conductmg weekend inspections. In
- |addition; the Department will develop performance -
g benchmarks for tlmely resolution of complaints. Currently,
- |the Department evaluates each open case and unigue
" |circumstances that may cause a delay in resolution.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.IL11. Most fire alarm, blocked exits and The Fire Marshall  [disagree with it, partially - - {The BFP is developing process improvements to reduce
Inspections in San |sprinkler violations took longer to correct than (explanation in next column) _ {the timeframes for inspection corrections. While one can
Francisco the timeframes disfrict inspectors stated for

correction.

postulate about what these are, in the estimation of BFP,
the amended processes set forth earlier in this document
will address this matter moving forward,




Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury

SFFD Response

2015-2016 Fire Safety F.11.12. District inspectors’ workload was oo The Fire Marshall  |disagree with it, wholly -
Inspections in San |heavy for them to investigate all R-2 complaints (explanatlon in next colum
Francisco in a timely manner. :
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.11.13. District inspectors prioritized reviewing The Fire Marshall drsagree with it wholly - It has been a long standrng BFP polrcy to prrorrtlze ﬁr L
Inspections in San |construction projects and phone calls over (explanatron in next column) complarnts The Department follows exrstrng protocol fo ensure
Francisco inspecting R-2 complaints. As a result, some R- ‘ con e that complarnts are address d‘;rn a timely- manner3Addrtronally, :
2 complaints and violations were not corrected 7 [itis the duty of the supervrsrng off icerfo. monrtorthe progress of -
in a timely manner, L the lnspectors in therr section; . it is determrned that the .
volume is too high to address the fire complarnts in an e :
_ : appropnate timeframe; ‘the supervising officer is responsrble for-
c brrngrng this to the attention of the Captain of Administration.” -
B The Captain would then load balance and/or seek addrtronal
- |resources to respond to fire complaints. :
| The SFFD, Bureau of Fire Prevention has establisheda:
- |dedicated Fire Complarnts section:which will consolidate all
- [incoming complarnts (vs. the former model whereby the
* |complaints were taken in, managed and addressed on a disfrict
by district basis). This wrll eliminate the need to balance fire
complaint rnspectrons ‘with construction and referral rnspectrons
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.11.14. Because some district inspectors did The Fire Marshall  |agree with finding This will be addressed through the Bureau's Inbound Training
Inspections in San |not document inspections and code Program: Fire Complaint Process, Inter-departmental referral
Francisco enforcement in sufficient detail, follow up on Process and Fire Complaint Tracking and Life Cycle

violations was hampered.

Management.




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury
Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016

SFFD Response

F.IL15. Some Company Captains do not

2015-2016 Fire Safety SFFD Deputy Chief of |agree with findin Company Offi cers will be mstructed to prov:de more
Inspections in San |document inspections in enough detail for Operations = ’
Francisco district inspectors to easily identify the violation
and conduct code enforcement.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.I118, Ajter the Inspection Worksheet was SFFD Deputy Chief of
Inspections in San made longer in July 2015, some Company ‘ Operations
Francisco . Captains document too many items that are not
violations.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.I1.17. Some Company Captains do not print SFFD Deputy Chief of agr‘ee;‘with finding BEP:is develop' \g.a training- module to address rmprovements i
Inspections in San |the Inspection Worksheet and bring it to the R-2 Operations Gl the nspectron pro‘Cessr he training module’is expected fobe:
Francisco [inspection. Without having the Inspection completed Jan ry; 2017
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.”
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.I1.18, BEP does not have effective code The Fire Marshall  |disagree with it, wholly. - The San Francisco Fire Code has provrsrons for Notrces of
Inspections in San |enforcement tools, such as, an administrative (explanation in next column): Vrolatron Administrative Citations; and Admmlstratrve Heanngs
Francisco hearing. S LU et This report outlines aframework which detarls the fire complaint

: - |process, lifecycle management ‘which all Inspectors shall follow
... |Please referto I. Code Enforcement Process Complarnt

Process. Flowchart ,




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury
Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016
SFFD Response

2015-2016 Fire Safety F.11.19. Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely | The Fire Marshall  {agree-with finding: ACE has been integrated:into the new closed loop fire. complaint
' Inspections in San |used. roc '
A Francisco
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.I1.20, The SFFD website does not include SFFD Management
Inspections in San jenough information about the annual inspection | Information Systems
Francisco and code enforcement processes for property
owners and the public fo understand them.
Being better informed about the process may
result in better compliance by property owners
and increase the publics' confidence in SFFD
enforcement efforts.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.11.21. Inspection records are only available in Chief of SFFD agree with finding-" - The Department is currently workrng on IT enhancements to:;
Inspections in San |person at the Bureau of Fire Prevention after- L A aIIow the publrc access frre reco ' lrne in.con junction wrth
Francisco making an appointment. Department of Burldrng lnspectro and Crty P
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.11.22. Although instructions for reviewing SFFD Management  {agree with finding  IThe. SFFD websrte rncludes alink fo all relevant SFFD numbers ‘
Inspections in San |inspection records is available on the SFFD Information Systems |-t = We, wrll also add the correct number to call to thrs page"“’ e
Francisco. website, the phone number for making S B S L e
appointment is not included with the instructions.
2015-2016 Fire Safety F.11.23. Safety concerns may be reported SFFD Management  |agree with finding - [The SFFD website includes a link to all relevant SFFD. numbers.
Inspections in San |online or by calling the BFP. Although Information Systems |+ o We will also add the correctnumber to call to this page.
Francisco instructions for reporting a safety concern are Lo TR e e

available on the SFFD website, the BFP phone
number is not included on the same page as the
instructions.




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury |
Fire Safety_ Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016
SFFD Response

CGJYear | _Recommendations ‘Responding Dept. 3201 6 Responses 2016 Response Text .
2015-2016 Fire Safety . R.L1. The Deputy Chief of Operations should | SFFD Deputy Chief of [Th tne Uepa A eUe D
Inspections in San |require Battalion Chiefs to closely monitor Operations o ut will: | more closely. This change will be lmplemented in"J
Francisco Company R-2 inspection lists to ensure that :
every R-2 in San Francisco is inspected by its
deadline, - ’
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.IL.2. The Deputy Chief of Operations should | SFFD Deputy Chief of
Inspections in San |require that Company Captains make Operations
Francisco inspection appointments in advance, whenever
they have the property owner’s phone number,
fo ensure that Companies get into all R-2s. The
appointments should have a three hour window.
2015-2016 Fire Safety RIL3. SFFD MIS should ensure property SFFD Management  {The recommendation has: . {This information is now available on the R-2 inspection form. - . -
Inspections in San |{owner contact information is included on the Information Systems ~ |been- lmplemented (summary. [ oo R
Francisco Inspection Worksheets. of how it wasiimplemented.in. |7 -7l Fl s e e D e
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.I.4. The Deputy Chief of Operations should | SFFD Deputy Chief of |The recommendahon has not: ThIS will be lmplemented in January 2017 asa pllot program for
Inspections in San |require Companies to inspect R-2s on the Operations been, but willbe, f e Wthh the Department has sufficient eXIStlng budgetary authonty
Francisco weekend if that Company is going to have a |mplemented in the future . fin the FY 2016 17 and FY 2017 18 budget B
backlog during a particular month. (timeframe for lmplementatlon
noted in next column) ' :




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury
Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016

SFFD Response

conducting R-2 inspections-to ensure code
compliance and gain building awareness—are
lequally important.

2015-2016 Fire Safety R.L5. The Deputy Chief of Operations should | SFFD Deputy Chief of [The:recommendation willnot '{The’ Department drsagrees on this. recommendatron Companres‘
Inspections in San {redistribute R-2 inspection from Companies that Operations be |mplemented because i ~ i
Francisco have a backlog to nearby Companies that have not warranted or reasonab
fewer R-2 inspections so that the number of R-2 (explanatron in next column)’
inspections is more evenly distributed among
neighboring station houses and are conducted
more timely.
12015-2016 Fire Safety R.1L6. The Deputy Chief of Operations should | SFFD Deputy Chief of The recommendatron has - | This has been:the practice and will continue.
Inspections in San |instruct Company Captains to give priority to Operations been |mplemented (summary v B
Francisco R-2 inspections which have exceeded or are | of how it was: rmplemented in-
approaching their deadlines. next column ! o
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.IL7. Battalion Chiefs should review progress | SFFD Deputy Chief of The recommendatron has o Battalron Chrefs currently review progress on Statron House
Inspections in San |on their Companies’ R-2 lists at least once a Operations been rmplemented (summary Companres R-2 lists monthly Should a Company not mspect aII
Francisco month, and if they find a Company has not of how it was implemented in . |the R-2s on their list, the Battalion Chief requires that the:.
inspected alt the R-2s on their list, hold that next column) - Company rnspect all the late R-2s by the end of the followrng »
Company accountable by requiring that they 2w ~ [month, as has been the Departments practlce S
inspect all the late R-2s by the end of the next .
month.
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.L.8. The Deputy Chief of Operations should [ SFFD Deputy Chief of The recommendatron has not - (A trarnrng module is berng developed by the Fire. Marshal and
Inspections in San |ensure that inspection training for firefighters Operations been, but will be, will be implemented in January 2017
Francisco includes stressing the two reasons for implemented in the future

(timeframe for implementation
noted in next column)




2015-16 Civil Grand

Jury

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016

SFFD Response

2015-2016 Fire Safety R.IL9. The Deputy Chief of Operations should | SFFD Deputy Chief of The'recommendatlon ha i
Inspections in San |ensure that all firefighters receive training on the Operations r '
Francisco 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.
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.IL10. The Fire Marshall should require that - The Fire Marshall ~ [The recommendation has - - The Framework hias been developed (Fire Complalnt Process
Inspections in San |complaint response time and code enforcement been lmplemented (summary and Flre Complarnts Sectron) The Lleutenant willbe respo 'rble
Francisco timeframes be more closely monitored so that of how it was rmplemented in:- ffor submrthng a bl—monthly reporton the status of Fire -
resolution time is shortened. next column) L i |Complaints. Please refer to: |. Code’ Enforcement Process &
I Complarnt Process Flowchart ll Code Enforcement Stafﬁng
i Model : : : v
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.IL.11, The Fire Marshall should require that The Fire Marshall The recommendatron has Flre Complalnts Sectlon has been created ‘please refer ol
Inspections in San |code enforcement for NOVs be more closely been lmplemented (summary Code Enforcement Process Complamt process is being -
Francisco monitored so that NOVs are corrected more of how it was lmplemented in_|consolidated under a separate Fire Complaint Section. The

quickly.

next column) .-

- |team'’s, (one Lieutenant and six lnspectors) primary

responsibility is to respond to/process fire complaints. The
Lieutenant will be responsible for submitting a bi-monthly report-
on the status of Fire Complaints.




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury
Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016

SFFD Response

2015-2016 Fire Safety R.I1.12. The Fire Marshall should require that The Fire Marshall  [The recommendatron has. . |Fire Complarnts Section-has'been created; please refertol. .
Inspections in San |BFP inspectors (that work on R-2 complaints) bee; ,mple , _ented (summaryrf Code Enforcement Process.\ Complaint process is berng ;
Francisco have reasonable workloads so they can ensure of how it was imp
timely correction of all complaints and violations. ne),‘(t column)
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.I13. The Fire Marshall should ensure that The Fire Marshall  |The recommendation has
Inspections in San |BFP inspectors (that work on R-2 complaints) béen rmplemented (summary
Francisco not prioritize other work over R-2 complaints if of how it was' lmplemented in7
that means that they cannot investigate all their '
R-2 complaints in a timely manner. ,
responsrble for submrttrng abi month report 0 he status of
Frre Complarnts : B
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.IL14, The Fire Marshall should standardize The Fire Marshall The reoommendatron has ot A_strategy and framework has been develop
Inspections in San |inspection and code enforcement been, but will be VA (Intra Departmental) and “Frre Complarnt Trackmg and
Francisco documentation done by BFP R-2 inspectors. rmplemented in; the future S erecycle Management" Antrcrpated completron trme of 60 to
' (trmeframe for rmplementatron 90 days L T : :
noted in next column) SR
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.I.15. The Deputy Chief of Operations should | SFFD Deputy Chiefof (The recommendation has- : - {This has been the practice, however the current documentation
Inspections in San [standardize inspection documentation done by Operations been implemented (summary - |and: procedures will be enhanced by the Frre Marshal‘s trarnrng
Francisco Company Captains so that BFP inspectors can : of how it was rmplemented in module = : b
easily identify and follow-up on complaints. next column)
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.116. The Deputy Chief of Operations should | SFFD Deputy Chief of [The recommendation has not Company Captains' knowledge will be enhanced by a new
Inspections in San |ensure that Company Captains are trained to Operations been, but will be, - |training module being developed by the Frre Marshal This will
Francisco identify violations and document onIy items that implemented in the future be implemented in January 2017,

are violations.

{timeframe for implementation
noted in next column).




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016

SFFD Response

2015-2016 Fire Safety R.I1.17. Battalion Chiefs should encourage their | SFFD Deputy Chiefof = (The recommendation has not
Inspections in San |Company Captains to bring the Inspection Operations ‘ yut d.
Francisco Worksheet to the inspection site and use it to mplemented in January 201
document R-2 inspections.
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.IL18. The Fire Marshall should finalize the The Fire Marshall The Fire Marshal has developed-a detailed framework forthe
Inspections in San |details of the new code enforcement process : ' ] ] v '
Francisco that is required by recently passed legislation so
that it can be implemented within the next 60
days.
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.I.19. The new BFP Captain that oversees R- ‘The Fire Marshall
Inspections in San |2 Company complaints should refer appropriate :
Francisco cases to the CA every year.

—,:'- cases o, fhe Crty Attomey s Off ce as prescnbed in l Code
: Enforcement Process , .




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury
Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016

SFFD Response

reporting a safety concern.

next column)

2015-2016 Fire Safety R.I.20. SFFD MIS should revise the SFFD SFFD Management
Inspections in San |website to include: (1} details of the R-2 Information Systems
Francisco inspection process, such as; (a) the kinds of ocedure has:beena These websi it
' buildings inspected; (b) who inspects the |anticipated to be available by March 2017 .+
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.
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.11.21. The Chief of the Fire Department Chief of SFFD The recommendabon has: not The Department is worklng wrth new technology to provide fire -
Inspections in San |should instruct SFFD MIS to make inspection ‘ been, but erI be, ' records for easy-online access for the public: The fi rst phase ofj-,
Francisco records available online for greater lmplemented in the: future thls prOJect should be completed in January 2017* "
fransparency. (trmeframe for mplementatron :
noted in next column) S
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.11.22, SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone SFFD Management The recommendatron has not We will also add the correct number to this page by January
Inspections in San |number for record inspection requests on the Information Systems been but will be; = - = 2017 ‘ s \ 5 :
Francisco same SFFD webpage as the instructions for |mplemented rn,_the future "
making an appointment. timeframe for implementation -
noted in next column)
2015-2016 Fire Safety R.11.23. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone SFFD Management | The recommendation has We will also add the correct number to this Ppage by January
Inspections in San {number for reporting a safety concern on the Information Systems  {been implemented (summary (2017.
Francisco same SFFD webpage as the instructions for of how it was implemented in
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SFFD Response

Entry in Fire
Tracking System

Fire Complaint Section

A

Fire Complaint received via: .
-Telephone; email, SFFD.Website,
Walk-in; 311, USPS Mail, Company |.
" Inspection; Other City-Ag

S (referral) ;

Yes—pm:

s
vialation:
~-associated with a >
-t N Y < building, occupancy,
remises, system op-
A Notice of Violation Process ' |. |«——Y ! - | Administrative Citation Process
- |
+ -t
i Continuance:
iiFollow-up 3
AInspection;
| Abated?
< -t P Administrative Hearing

Y

All Fire Hazards ; -
! . Abated?

Accelerated Code Enforcement




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury
Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016
SFFD Response

Notice of Violation Process

v

otice of
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Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Tom C. Hui, 8.E., C.B.0O., Director
Joanne Hayes-White, Fire Chief

City and County-of San Francisco
" Department of Building Inspection
San Francisco Fire Department

) : Received via email
September.19, 2016 9/19/2016
o File Nos. 160817
The Honorable John K. Stewatt
Presiding Judge
Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco
400 MecAllister Street. :
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Judge Stewart:

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 933 and 933.05, this letter transmits the San Francisco’s Fire Department and
Department of Building Inspection's joint responses to the findings and recommendations in the 2015-16 San
Francisco Civil Grand Jury report, Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, A Tale of Two Departments:
Department of Building Inspection & San Francisco Fire Department issued on July 21, 2016. We would like
to thank the members of the Civil Grand Jury for their interest in ensuring the fire safety of San

Francisco residents in multi-residential buildings throughout the City.

Ensuring fire safety in residential buildings has long been, and remains, an important mandate of the San
Franciscao Fire Department-and the Department of Building Inspection’s Housing Inspection Services, Over the
last several years, we have been working diligently to increase coordination and information sharing between
Departments, as well as' condueting public outreach to educate tenants on fire safety. For the new Fiscal Year
2016-2017, DBI and the San Francisco Fire Department will continué to take an active role in addressing fire
safety by partnering to provide increased tenant awateness and education on fire prevention in older, mixed-
use buildings through DBI’s existing Code Enforcement Outreach Program, Through our joint participation

in the Emergency Fire Safety Working Group, three new oidinances related to fire safety will go into effect
later this month, These new ordinances are the result of hard work and coordination by both Departments.

Our Departments are committed to ensuring fire safety in residential buildings throughout the City and will
continue to work together to protect the fire and life safety of residents in these buildings.

A detailed response from the San Francisco Fire Department and the Department of Building Inspection to the
findings and recommendations are being provided in separate covers.

Thank you for the opportunity to commeit on this Civil Grand Jury report,

Sincerely, ,

Tom Hui, S.E., C.B.O. ~White &
Director, Department of Building Tnspection Fire Chief, San Francisco Fire Department

Department of Building Inspection, 1660 Mission Street, San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6088 — FAX (415) 558-6401 '
’ Websife: www.sfdbi.org
San Francisco Fire Department, 698 Second Street, San Francisco, CA 94107
Office (415)-558-3403 — FAX (415)558-3407

Website: www.sf-fire.org




Edwin M. Lee, Mayor

City and County of San Francisco :
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director

Department of Building Irispection

September 19, 2016

The Honorable John K. Stewart

Presiding Judge

Superiot Court of California, County of San Francisco
400 McAllister Street

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Judge Stewart:

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 933 and 933.05, the San Francisco Building Inspection Commission and
the Department of Building Inspection jointly transmit our responses to the findings and
recommendations in the 2015-16 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury report, Fire Safety Inspections in SF, A
Tale of Two Departments: DBl & SFFD issued on July 21, 2016. We would like.to thank the members of

- the Civil Grand Jury for their interest in ensuring the fire safety of San Francisco residents in multi-
residential buildings throughout the City.

Ensuring fire safety in residential Buildings has long been, and remains, an important mandate of the
Department of Building Inspection’s Housing Inspection Services. Over the last year, we have been
working diligently in collaboration with the Fire Department to increase coordination and information
sharing between departments, as well as conducting public outreach to educate tenants on fire safety.
For the new fiscal year 2016-2017, DBl and the Fire- Department will continue to take an active role in
addressing fire safety by partrering to provide incieased tenant awareness and education on fire
prevention in older, mixed-use buildings through DBI's existing Code Enforcement Outreach

Program, Through our joint participation in the Emergency Fire Safety Working Group, three new
ordinances related to fire safety will go into effect later this month, These new ordinances are the result of
hard work and coordination by both departments.

The Housing Inspection Services Division of DBI is tasked with the daily implementation and enforcement
of the San Francisco Housing Code, and pertinent related City Codes, which establish and maintain
minimum maintenance standards for existing residential buildings. DBI Housing Inspection Services
works to safeguard life, health, property, and public welfare by conducting periodic health and safety
inspections and responding to tenant complaints. In fiscal year 2014-2015 alone, over 11,500 inspections
were conducted, with more than 950 inspections coriducted each month, or 45 mspectlons daily, of the
more than 18,000 properties in the City, utilizing current code enforcement tools and inspection protocols
and best practices. DBl Housing Inspection Services has cited over 36,000 habitability violations .over the
last three years, with an 88% rate of abatement.

As a result of our pro-active-and collaborative role with neighborhood-based organizations and the use
of our hearing, assessment and lien processes, DBI performs more follow-up enforcement than any
comparable department in the United States. We utilize an extensive and intensive hands-on code
enforcement process and approach, which results in the public obtaining up-to-date information on their
building by visiting our Permit and Complaint Tracking System, available 24/7 online.

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
1660 Mission Street — San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6131 — FAX (415) 558-6225
Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.org



DBI is committed to ensuring fire safety in residential buildings throughout the City. We'll. continue to
work to protect the fire and life safety of residents in these buildings by maintaining housing habitability
and conducting the requisite inspections to ensure that property owners comply with the required codes.

Thank you, again, for the opportunity to respond to this Civil Grand Jury report. If you have any questions
about this response, please contact us at (415) 558-6131.

Sincerely, - %/ :
Angus cCa hy, ent A Tom Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Diréctor

Building lnspectlon Commission Department of Building Inspection
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2015-2016
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2016 Civil Grand Jury Report: San Francisco Building and Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department

Party

2016:Action Plan {:

DBl Management Information Services

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI HIS knows which R-2s need to be inspected, and has been using current data tools to identify R-2 occupancies
eligible for routine inspections. DBI HIS has a methodology and process in place to do this.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI HIS tracks each round of Focused Code Enforcement inspections, which are updated regularly as part of HIS
ongoinyg business practices,

Disagree with it,
partially

This data is already being provided during the regular HIS update reports at monthly BIC meetings.

DBI Management information Services and information
and Technology Department

Agree

DBI Management Information Services and DBI Chief
Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBl MIS can and does generate R-2 lists to HIS personnel.

DB Chief Housing Inspector, DBl Management
nformation Services and DBJ Director

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI MIS can and does generate R-2 lists for HIS inspectors. Support staff already assists with the pertinent data
gathering. . N

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI HIS has already eliminated backlog in Focused Code Enforcement areas.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI HIS has already impl ions to add appropriate reporting p: as part of the division's
ongoing business practices.

DBl Management Information Services

Agree

GG DB} Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI HIS has aiready implemented this approach as part of the division's ongoing business practices.
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Pla)
Disagree with |t DB! HIS has already implemented this policy as part of the division's ongoing busil practi jated with
wholly routine and complaint inspections.
D8I Chief Housing Inspector Agree

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI HIS inspectors do research properties before they go out and conduct an inspection. Inspectors are requirey

routine inspections on every plaint insp

Building Inspection Commission

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI HIS keeps track of this information using CTS and through the Focused Code Enforcement process. The
property owner is billed for assessment of cost for time it takes to secure access.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

No shows are already captured within the current tracking system, and noted on the Complaint Data Sheet.

DB Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI HIS does take additional steps to schedule subsequent Inspections with property owners. The Department
utilizes available property information it has access to. The current routine inspection letter encourages property
owners to provide their contact details, and we utilize such information when received in processing routine
inspections.

DB! Chief Housing Inspector

Agree

DB Chief Housing Inspector

Agree

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with i,

wholly

The current inspection request pack is a p product of direct customer feedback, and contains
required language per Chapter 3 of the San Fransisco Housing Code, and per advice from the City Attomey. DF
will continue to update this package based upon code requirements and customer needs.

Disagree with it,
'wholly

Disagree with i,
wholly

The Property Owner Maintenance Checklist is not the list of the areas to be i d. As the title indi this is
informational material for all types of residential occupancies. The Checklist is in the current form because DB
customers have requested the Department consolidate all the information into one checklist. The areas subject to a
site inspection are delineated within the content of the request letter, pursuant to the requirements of Chapter 3 of
the San Francisco Housing Code and advice from the City Attorney, N

The Informational Packet has detailed self-contained information for each of the subjects, including owner
responsibilities for appendage and carbon monoxide-smoke alarm affidavits.
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 The informational Packet as ssitated by new legislation. DBI will add a clarifying sentence to the

P Disagree with 9
partially cover letter to coincide with other legislative changes.
DB! Director Agree
DBl Director Agree

DBI Management Information Services

Disagree with it,
wholly

Blank affidavits are available online through the website, and in the Maintenance Packet provided to the public.

DBI Director

Agree

Disagree with it,
partially

within DBI. However, DBI's system is not integrated with other City

CTS is already ir d with
depariments.

Disagree with it,
partially

CTS can track and report on some important attributes, such as types of violations.

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Frangisco Fire Departrent

DBI Chief Housing Inspector Disagree withit,  |All open code enforcement cases are tracked to determine the timeli of foll p and p ial referral to the
partially City Attorney.
DBI Chief Housing Inspector Disagree with it, In the same ti nearly 50% of viclations were abated within 60 days and 70% of viclations within six

partially

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

months. Type of violations vary from every property and may be complex to address, requiring additional time. :
10,000 violations a year are abated through DBI HIS' proactive innovative code enforcement process. The Depu,
Director for Inspection Services, and the Chief Housing Inspector actively monitors all open NOVs, and takes pro-
active steps to work with owners and/or with the City Attorney to bring open cases fo closure through the stipulated
code enforcement process.
This standard is set by Section 201A.3.3 of the San Francisco Building Code. The assigned Inspector has to
document whether substantial progress has cc d on a case -by basis in keeping with the goals of
DBI's Strategic Plan. :
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DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree \}Viﬂ’l it,
wholly

DBI already documents the abatement process after the initial reinspection, and transmits written warningﬁ to the
property owner for failure to comply with a Notice of Violation. If the property owner fails to comply with a Notice of
Violation at the time of the initial pection, all subsequent actions i ing reinspections, are

highlighted on the DB! Complaint Data Sheet which is avallable online, and the case may be sent o a Director's
Hearing and to the City Attorney for litigation, as stipulated in the existing code enforcement process.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI HIS already schedules multiple staff meetings to discuss performance measures and code enforcement cases
which include division wide, and team meetings. These are already scheduled on a regular basis and are highly
productive. The Division will continue to hold staff meetings as indicated above, In addition division staff meeting
will be scheduled so that they do not conflict with other DBI calendar items to the extent possible.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with i,
wholly

DB HIS mandates and performance measures are set by the San Francisce Housing and Building Codes, and by
DBl's Strategic Plan. DBI HIS already performs what is recommended, and utilizes effective tools such as its
"Standard Report" to evaluate case abatement results and the potential need to redeploy or expedite resources as
violation patterns and necessity dictate.

z DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
'wholly

DBI HIS already tracks the time frames accrued before an open code enforcement case is referred to a Director's
Hearing within CTS.

DBl Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

This standard is set by Section 201A.3.3 of the SF Building Code, The i P has to
'whether substantial prog has ced on a case -by basis in k with the goals of DBI's
Strategic Plan. .

P

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Disagree with it,
wholly

inspectors are supervised for quality contro on open cases through DBl HIS' standard reporting process.

Disagree with it,
whelly

The SF Building Code dictates the requirements and steps taken in this referral process for an administrative
hearing. This is labor intensive because inspector needs to assess and update the case, schedule for hearing and
have supervisory review.

Bl Chief Housing Insp and Building insp

Commission

Disagree with i,
wholly

DBI HIS has some of the most effective enforcement tools in the United States. HIS performs more follow-up

er it than any cc ble department in the United States. in addition to a collaborative partnership with
tenant groups through the Code Enforcement Outreach Program, HIS requires non-compliant property owners tr
attend a Director's Hearing where Orders can be recorded on land records and assessmenis of costs can be
collected and aftached to the lien process, which the Board of Supervisors issues annually.

Disagree with it,
partially

Since 2012, the department has undertaken an aggressive hiring plan to increase depatment staffing levels that
were reduced during the downturn. Housing Inspector staffing has increased from 13 to 21, The department
continues to review staffing needs and develop recruitment plans to meet operational needs inciuding hiring
temporary staff and developing a Housing Inspector list.

DBl Management Information Services

Disagree with it,
partially

DBI has already created a Routine Inspection informative page along with providing a direct link from HIS splash
page. This page is not provided as a direct item on the homepage as other items are prioritized in its place. DBI has
updated HIS website inft tion and is i ing content online when changes are needed.

P
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2016 Civil Grand Jury Report: San Francisco Building and Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department

'2016 Action Plan

Disagree with it,
partially

The routine inspection's page on the DBJ website currenty provides an overview of the process, what is expected
during the routine inspection and a copy of the maintenance packet for their reference.

Disagree with it,
partially

The link to Filing a Complaint is found throughout the' erbsi(e and on almost every divison page to aliow the public

easy access to complaint i ion p TS, which is available online, 24/7.

Agree

I ion C ission and Fire C

Disagree with it,
wholly

DBI coordinates with SFFD on fire safety hazards violations when needed. DBI & SFFD have made strides in

code t and on fire safety made possible by the Code t Process
Standardization ordinance and Fire Safety Task Force resolution. Also, both departments participate in the City
Attomey's code enforcement task force and conducts join inspections with other depariments, as needed."
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2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two

Departments: Department of

Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-20186

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

DB! Management Information
Services

Will not be implemented - Not
warranted.

DBI MIS is focused on replacement of Permit Tracking System

(PPTS). DBI HIS already has methodology and process to
identify and act upon R-2 data until the new PPTS is in place.

DB Chief Housing Inspector

Recommendation Implemented

DBI HIS already uses spreadsheets that currently tracks each
round of Focused Code Enforcement inspections and are
updated regularly as part of HiS ongoing business practices.

Building Inspection Commission

Recommendation Implemented

This data is already being provided during the regular HIS
update reports at monthly BIC meetings. HIS continues to
develop further reports fo isolate additional information for the
BIC's monthly meetings.

DBl Management Information
Services and information and
Technology Department

(&) Will Not Be Implemented:
Not Warranted (b) Will Be
Implemented in the Future

- |(a) The Department of Technology is not involved in DBI -

database management and maintenance, which is managed and
maintained by DBl Management Information Services. Also, the
current Oracle database system does not capture the contact
information and property attributes listed in recommendation 1.4.
and DT data does not have these attributes. (b) DBI MIS will
develop a report for HIS personne! to access all R-2 information
captured within DBI's Oracle system. ’

BBl Management Information
Services and DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

Will Be Implemented in the
Future

DBI MIS will develop a report for HIS personnel to access all R-2
information captured within DB!'s Oracle system.

DBI Chief Housing inspector, DBI
Management information
Services and DBI Director

(a-b) Will Not Be implemeénted:
Not Warranted

(a-b) DB!'MIS can and does generate R-2 lists to HIS personne..
Support staff already assists with the pertinent data gathering.
DBI has been in the process of filling staffing vacancies to assist
with this effort.
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7 CGJYear

‘Report Title:s

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections in San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections in San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

t|Responding Party

2016 Action Plan’;

:2016'Response Text

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Recommendation Implemented

DBI HIS has already prioritized and eliminated backlog in these
areas.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Recommendation Implemented

DBI HIS has already implemented solutions to address this as
part of the division's ongoing business practices.

DBl Management Information
Services

Will Not be Implemented: Not
Warranted

DBI MIS is focused on the replacement of Permit Tracking
System and is limiting updates to the current system. DBl HIS
already has methodology and process in place.

1| DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Recommendation Implemented

DBI HIS has already implemented this approach as part of the
division's ongoing business practices.

/|DBI Chief Housing Inspector

(a) Recommendation
Implemented (b) Will Not Be
implemented: Not-Warranted

(&) All available inspectors are currently performing health and
safely "routine” inspections. (b) DBI HIS has already
implemented this approach as part of the division's ongoing
business practices. Inspectors are required to conduct routine
inspections on every complaint inspection.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Will Be Implemented in the
Future

This is already the policy of the Housing Inspection Division
pursuant to written directives (other than the SOP) transmitted
HIS staff. This recommendation will be implemented when the
SOP is updated at the end of 2016.
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S CGJYear: |

“Report:Title

Responding Party -

016 Action Plan_

016°Résponse:Text

2015-2016

* |Fire Safety Inspections In San

Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Recommendation Implemented

This is already the policy of the Housing Inspection Division
pursuant to written directives (other than the SOP) transmitted to
HIS staff. DBI HIS inspectors do research properties before they
go out and conduct an inspection. Inspectors are required to
conduct routine inspections on every complaint inspection.

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building [nspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

Building Inspection Commission

Recormmendation Implemented

The SF Building Code Chapter 1A provides a mechanism for DBI
to bill the property owner through assessment of costs for
additional time taken to secure property access.

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Recommendation Implemented

No shows are already captured within the current tracking
system, and noted on the Complaint Data Sheet.

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections n San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Will Not Be Implemented - Not
Warranted

DBI HIS already has a policy that requires follow-up on cases (on
average within 30 days) where DBI has not obtained access to
properties for purposes of inspection. DBI HIS does take
additional steps to schedule subsequent inspections with
property owners. The Department utilizes available property
information to accomplish this.

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of.
Building inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Will Not Be Implemented: Not
Reasonable

DB} has no source fo update this information if the Tax Assessor
information is in error or not up to date. The San Francisco
Building Code Section 102A mandates that the source be the
last annual tax roll.

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Will Be Implemented in the
Future

DBI has already started the process of updating documents, ar
these are available online with specific documents available in
Spanish and Chinese. Mailed out packets will contain a notation
of available translated copies upon request. Staff also offers
bilingual assistance, upon request.

DBI'Chief Housing Inspector

Recommendation Implemented

The current inspection request package is a comprehensive
product of direct customer feedback, and contains required
language per Chapter 3 of the San Francisco Housing Code, and
per advice from the City Attorney. DBI will continue to update this
package based upon code reguirements and customer needs.
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~CGJ Year:-

(“Report:Title:

2015-2016

Fxre Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building !nspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-20186

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

fio |Résponding Party

%2016 Action Plan:

i2016'Response Text

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

' Will Be Implemented in the

Future

The Property Owner Maintenance Checklist is not the llst of the
areas to be inspected. As the title indicates, this is informational
material for all types of residential occupancies. The Checklist is
in the current form because DBI customers have requested the
Department consolidate all the information into one checklist.
The areas subject to a site inspection are delineated within the
content of the request letter, pursuant to the requirements of
Chapter 3 of the San Francisco Housing Code and advice from
the City Attorney. Refinements to the cover letter are expected
as part of the Department's on-going efforts {o update its
materials.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Will Not be Implemented Not
Warranted

The Informational Packet has detailed self-contained information
for each of the subjects, including owner responsibilities for
appendage and carbon monoxide-smoke alarm affidavits.

DB} Chief Housing Inspector

Will Be Implemented in the
Future

Refinements to cover letter will be made fo coincide with future
legisiation.

DBI Director

Will Be Implemented in the
Future

Remote access for all inspectors is an out of the box function of
the new PPTS.

DBI Director

Will Be Implemented in the
Future

Photo attachment to a record is an out of the box function of the
new PPTS.

DBl Management Information
Services

Recommendation Implemented

Blank affidavits are available online through the website, and ir.
the Maintenance Packet provided to the public.

DBI Director

Requires Further Analysis

DBI MIS is looking into this issue and will research the technical
feasibility of this process io be applied department-wide.
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: CGJ:Year::

Report Title

2015-2018

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San

"|Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

Responding Party:

2016:Response Text:

DBI Director

Reqwres Further Analysis

CTSis already integrated with computer systems within DBl DBl
MIS will ensure that this remains the case for any new systems.
DBl is already coordinating with SF Planning to integrate our
database systems. DBI's systems currently provides access of its
data to other city departments, i.e. Assessor, SF Planning, and
Public Works. Integration with other city department systems will
require citywide initiative and a coordinated effort.

DBI Director

Will Be Implemented in the

|Future

DBI HIS has identified attributes to be captured atthe Complan..
Intake and Site Inspection phase as part of a future phase of the
PPTS.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

(a) Recommendation
Implemented (b) Requires
Further Analysis

(a) DBI HIS currently tracks open NOVs through CTS and thus,
already can see whether a violation is open or closed. DBI is
working with DataSF to provide NOV data to the portal, which
contains the information listed and requested in thIS
recommendation. This data information may be made available
online in 2017. (b) DBI HIS has identified this requirement in a
future phase of the PPTS.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Will Not Be Implemented: Not
Reasonable

The Deputy Director for Inspection Services, and the Chief
Housing Inspector alteady actively monitors all open NOVs, and
takes pro-active steps to work with owners and/or with the City
Attorney 1o bring open cases to closure through the stipulated
code enforcement process. DBI is committed to following the
abatement process set forth in Chapter 1A of the SF Building
Code in a timely fashion and in using all available code
enforcement tools efficiently and expeditiously.




Department of Building Inspection’s Responses to 2015-2016 Civil Grand Jury Report

September 19, 2016

San Francisco Building and Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department

.CGJ:Year:

ik

“Report Title':

|Responding Party

2016:Action Plan’

12016 Response Text'

2015-2016

Flre Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building [nspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

|DBI Chief Housing Inspector 4 Wl" Not Be Implemented: Not

Warranted

The standard is set by Section 201A.3.3 of the San Francrsco

Building Code. In addition, not all DBI HIS code violations require
building, plumbing or electrical permits to abate or the hiring of a
contract to abate.

1 DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Recommendation implemented

DBl already documents the abatement process after the initial
reinspection, and transmits written warnings to the property
owner for failure to comply with a Notice of Violation. If the
property owner fails to comply with a Notice of Violation at the
time of the initial reinspection, all subsequent abatement actions
including reinspections, are highlighted on the DBl Complaint
Data Sheet which is available online, and the case may be sent
to a Director's Hearing and to the City Attorney for litigation, as
stipulated in the existing code enforcement process.

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Recommendation Implemented

DBl HIS already schedules multiple staff meetings to discuss
performance measures and code enforcement cases, which
include division wide, and team meetings. These are already
scheduled on a regular basis and are highly productive. The
Division will continue to hold the staff meetings as indicated
above, In addition, division staff meetings will be scheduled so
that they do not conflict with other DBI calendar items to the
extent possible.

1
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= CGJ-Year:

Report Title Responding Party

2016 Action Plar

'2016°Response. Tex

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San DBI Chief Housing Inspector
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San

Francisco Fire Department

Recorﬁmendation Impleme}lted

DBl HIS mandates and performance measures are set by the
San Francisco Housing and Building Codes, and by DBI's
Strategic Pian. DBI HIS already performs what is recommended,
and utilizes effective tools such as its "Standard Report" to
evaluate case abatement resuits and the potential need to
redeploy or expedite resources as violati+l44on patterns and
necessity dictate.

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San |DBI Chief Housing Inspector
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San

Francisco Fire Department

Recommendation Implemented

DBI HIS already tracks the time frames accrued before an open
code enforcement case is referred to a Director's Hearing within
CTS. This tool is available as a screen query or written report
that the Inspector's Supervisor utilizes to determine if the case is
ripe for referral or other enforcement action based on criteria
established in Chapter 1A of the SF Building Code. DBI HIS is
already utilizing effective tools to address this issue, and further
enhancements will be provided through PPTS.

2015-2016

Fire Safety inspections In San DBI Chief Housing Inspector
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San

Francisco Fire Department

Will Not Be Implemented: Not
Warranted

This standard is set by Section 201A.3.3 of the SF Building
Code. The assigned Inspector has to document whether
substantial progress has commenced on a case -by-case basis
in keeping with the goals of DBI's Strategic Plan. DBI is tracking
the objective standard through the timeliness of Inspector
enforcement activities related to the abatement process set for.
by Chapter 1A of the SF Building Code.

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San {R
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San

DBI Chief Housing Inspector

Francisco Fire Department

Recommendation Implemented

Inspectors are supervised for quality control on open cases
through DBI HIS' standard reporting process.

12
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iCGJ Year: | ®

< 'Report Title

Responding Party

2016:Action Plan’

-22016'Response Text:

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

DBI Director

A Requires Further Analysis

improvéments to automating scheduling and supér\}isory review
and approval of referral of properties to Director's Hearings have
been identified as a requirement in a future phase of the PPTS.

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

Bl Chief Housing Inspector and
1Building Inspection Commission

(a-b) Recommendation
Implemented (c-d) Requires
Further Analysis

(a-b) DBI HIS' use of the FTB tool has not been terminated and it
is currently being used by the division in its code enforcement
process. However, this is not as effective a code enforcement
tool as it once was because the State Franchise Tax Board
stopped auditing the property owners that receive a Notice of
Noncompliance. Their action is beyond DBI's control. (c-d) The
imposition of administrative penalties would require new
legislation adopted by the Board of Supervisors.

2015-2018

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

Will Not be Implemented- Not
Warranted

Since 2012, the department has undertaken an aggressive hiring
plan to increase department staffing levels that were reduced
during the downturn. Housing Inspector staffing has increased
from 13 to 21. The department continues to review staffing
needs and develop recruitment plans to meet operational needs
including hiring temporary staff and developing a Housing
Inspector list.

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

DBI Management Information
Services

Will Be Implemented in the
Future

DBl is continually updating content pages when needed. The HIS
splash page and its sub-pages are part of the department's.
website redesign plans as identified in DBI's Strategic Plan in
2019.

13
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~CGJ Yea

Report Title

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections in San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

2015-2016

Fire Safety Inspections In San
Francisco A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of
Building Inspection & San
Francisco Fire Department

Responding Party '

-2016 Action'Plan’

2016 Response Text

DBI Management Information
Services

Will Be Implemented in the
Future

DBI has already created a Routine [nspection informative page,
along with providing a direct link from the HIS splash page.
Website information is continually updated when changes are
needed.

DBI Management [nformation
Services

Will Not Be Implemented: Not
Warranted

Acronyms and/or abbreviations used are a result of system
design and configuration Thus, it is not easily changeable. DBI
MIS is focused on replacing current system with PPTS,

DBI Director

Requires Further Analysis

DBI MIS is looking into this issue and will require further analysis
on how to incorporate this requirement into the future PPTS
platform.

Building Inspection Commission
and Fire Commission

Recommendation Implemented

DBI & SFFD have made strides in coordinating code
enforcement and outreach on fire safety made possible by the
Code Enforcement Process Standardization ordinance and Fire
Safety Task Force resolution. The Fire Safety Task Force met
over a six-month period and developed findings and
recommendations, which were provided to the Board of
Supervisors for their review and legislative consideration and
passage.
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FIRE COMMISSION s
City ‘a;'dEgo”ﬁYI;Of Sﬁn Francisco FiLe w \(M%H/
zdwin M. Lee, Mayor

© 698 Second Street ]

Brancee Covington, President

Ken Cleaveland, Vice President San Francisco, CA. 94107
Stephen A. Nakajo, Commissioner Telephone 415.558.3451
Michael Hardemar, Comnissioner Fax 415.558.3413

Maiween Conefrey, Secretary

* September 16, 2016

Erica Major

Assistatt Clerk of the Boaid .

Board of Supervisors

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

Attn: Government Audit and Qversight Committee

Re: Civil Grand Juty Report
2015-16 Civil Grand Jury - Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco:
A tale of Two Departments: Department of Building Tnspection and
San Francisco Fire Department

Dear Ms. Major:

Pursuarit to your email dated July 27, 2016, attached is the San Francisco Fite Commission’s
response to the 2015-16-Civil Gtand Fury’s Repott, “Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco: -
A tale of Two Depaﬂments Department of Building Inspection and San Francisco Fire
Department™.

It is our understanding that this matter will be heard at the Government Audit and Qversight
Committes.on Qctober 5, 2016, in, City Hall, Chamber Room 250 at 9:30 a.m. Fite
Commission President, Francee Covington will attend the hearing,

Tt is also our understanding that once this matter has been heard at that meeting; you will
forward the response fo Presiding .Tudge of the Superior Court, Hon. John K. Stewart.




Thank you for your attention to this matter.

cc: Fire Commissioners

Chief Joanne Hayes-White

o
A

Sincerely, :

o

Maureen Conefrey,
San Francisco Fire C is?
Secretary

Jay Cunningham, Foreperson 2016-2016 Civil Grand Jury




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury
Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco
A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department

inspections or code enforcement efforts
including not sharing information.

June 2016
CGJ Report Title Findings Responding Dept. 2016 Responses 2016 Response Text
Year (Agree/Disagree)Use the ‘
drop down menu
2015-  [Fire Safety F.lIL.1. DBI and SFFD inspect multi-unit Fire Commission
2016 |Inspections in San |residential buildings for many of the same fire
Francisco safety hazards but do not coordinate any of their




2015-16 Civil Grand Jury
, Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco
A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department
June 2016
Responding Dept. .-

Fire Safety R.111.1 The Building Inspection Commission  [Fire Commission
2016 }Inspections in San |and Fire Commission should require a task force
Francisco be formed to study DBI and SFFD inspection

: and code enforcement processes and make
recommendations on how they can coordinate

their efforts.




CITY AND CUUNTY OF SAN FRANCILCO
CIVIL. GRAND JURY

July 18, 2016

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

SF Board of Supervisors

City Hall, Room 244

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

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, W|th 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

' ’ , foreperson

2015 —=2016 Civil Grand Jury

City Hall, Room 482
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Pl, San Francisco, CA 94102
Phone: 415-554-6630

\ ( a4



Members of the Civil Grand Jury

Jay Cunningham, Foreperson
_Alison Ileén Scoftt, Esq., Foreperson Pro Tem

Arti M. Sharma, M.S., Recording Secretary

Sheldon Bachus
Richard Baker-Lehne
Mary Lou Bartoletti, M.B.A.
Jean Bogiages
Catherine Covey, M.D.
Libby Dodd, M.B.A.
John Hoskins, Esq.
Margaret Kuo, M.S.
David Lal
Andrew Lynch
Wassim J. Nassif
Patti Schock
' Michael Skahill, Ph.D. -
David Stein
Charles Thompson

Eric S. Vanderpbol, Esq.
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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.

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 2



TABLE OF CONTENTS

SUMMARY

OBJECTIVE, SCOPE, AND METHODOLOGY

INTRODUCTION

I. DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION

A.
B.

Organizational Structure

The Backlog in R-2 Inspections Exposes San Franciscans to Unnecessary
Risks '
DISCUSSION
FINDINGS
RECOMMENDATIONS

Code Enforcement That Doesn’t Always Lead to Timely Correction
of Violations Further Exposes San Franciscans to Risks :
DISCUSSION
FINDINGS
RECOMMENDATIONS

. Insufficient Staffing

DISCUSSION
FINDINGS
RECOMMENDATIONS

Transparency
DISCUSSION
FINDINGS
RECOMMENDATIONS

IL. SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT
A. Organizational Structure

B.

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

DISCUSSION

FINDINGS

RECOMMENDATIONS

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco

10
10
22
24

27
27

36
.37

38

38
39
39

39
39
41
41

42
42

43
43
48
49



C. Delaying Correction of All Violations Further Puts San Franciscans At Risk
DISCUSSION
FINDINGS
RECOMMENDATIONS

D. Transparency
DISCUSSION
FINDINGS
RECOMMENDATIONS

III. LACK OF COORDINATION BETWEEN DBI AND SFFD
DISCUSSION
FINDINGS
RECOMMENDATIONS

'CONCLUSION
REQUEST FOR RESPONSES
ABBREVIATIONS

APPENDIX

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco

50
50
56
57

58
58
59

- 59

60
60
62
62

63

65

79

80



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 if there 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 if there 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 SROs). (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.org/dbips.)

We attended Fire Safety Task Force meetings,! reviewed its final recommendations,? and
analyzed related ordinances (passed® and proposed*) by the Board of Supervisors. We watched®
Building Inspection Commission meetings and reviewed meeting minutes and supporting’
documents.® Additionally, we watched’ Fire Commission meetings and reviewed meeting
minutes and supporting documents.®

! hitp://sfdbi.ore/meetings/9 .

2 http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/Fire%20Safety%20Task%20F orce%20Final%20Report%2001-19-16.pdf
3 http://www.sfbos.org/fip/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances16/00060-16.pdf

4 http://www.sfbos.org/Modules/ShowDocument.aspx?documentid=55782

5 hittp://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=14

§ http:/sfdbi.org/meetings/17

7 http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view_id=180

8 http://sf-fire.org/meetings/s
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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.” 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.!® :

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.”*! 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.” 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."?
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 of this inspection, a notice of violation (“NOV”) was issued for
missing smoke alarms. This violation was corrected six weeks later. A search of DBI’s online
records of the six-unit building next door at 3517 17th Street yielded no records of a routine
inspection having ever been performed there. While the building at 3517 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.* 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. ' ' : o

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

? http://abcTnews.com/news/recent-massive-mission-district-fires-raising-questions/565712/
0 hitp: //www.sfeate.com/bayarea/article/Y ears-of-safety-violations-cited-at-Mission-site-608 1870.php
1 1hid.

15 hitp://sfrb.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1862-sthousingdatabook.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.* However, during
this same time period, only 7,500 new housing units have been added.”” 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

. aresult, 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, 2016.1%

On April 19, 2016, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation aimed at improving code
enforcement conducted by DBI and SFFD.” (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 of R-2 inspectors, under the Bureau of Fire Prevention, to work on
multi-unit residential building (R-2) complaints. (See SFFD Organizational Structure, below.)

16 httn://sf.curbed. com/2015/2/4/9995388/sfs-population-is-srowing-way-faster-than-its-housine-stock .

17 Thid. A

18 http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/Fire%20Safety%20Task%20Force%20Final%20Report%2001-19-16.ndf
1% hitp: //www.sthos.org/fip/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances16/00060-16.pdf
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. 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.” 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.”

- 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.” Inspection
Services “provide timely and quality inspections to meet codes, protect occupants and ensure
quality of life.” Administrative Services provides records management, and internal finance
and personnel functions. (See Appendix, Exhibit 2.)

Inspection Services has five divisions, including the focus of this 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, Plumbmg/Mechamcal and Electrical by mvestlgatmg 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.* 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.”% 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 httn://sfdbi.org/annual-reports, Page 6.

! Ibid, Page 8.

2 Tbid, Page 10.

3 Ibid, Page 10.

2 San Francisco Housing Code, Section 302 (b)

%5 California Building Code, Title 24, Part 2, Section 310.1
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and safety enforcement by DBL.%* 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 Wwithin 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.” :

HIS 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 mspectlon 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

% 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.%7 (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, 2007.22 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

o 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 of R-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

%7 2960 California ;//dbiweb.sfgov.org/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint& ComplaintNo=201068596
28 682 Corbett Ave.

http://dbiweb.sfeov.ore/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&Com 1aintNo=200786911
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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 isa
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.

HIS 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 a2 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, Housiﬁg Inspections Performed and
Routine Inspections are aggregated for 2014 and 2015.

HIS PERFORMANCE MEASURES

HIS Performance Measures R | 1 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

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 12



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 aresult 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 mspectlons are documented;

(3) complaint-generated routine. mspec‘uons 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 Creating R-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.

HIS cannot get an accurate 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 of R-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 lisfs for the first six rounds of Focused Code
Enforcement. As aresult 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

Fire Safety Inépections in San Francisco ‘ 13



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 of R-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 of R-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.

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 14



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 of R-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. Scheduled 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 of 2960 California Street, the inspector
chose “Telephone” as the Source for the routine inspection he conducted on September 6, 2010.
(See Appendix, Exhibit4.) 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 feport 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. Complaint-Generated Routine Inspections Are Not Always Documented in a Way That Caﬁ
- Be Measured by 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 an R-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 Inspectors Do Not Always 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 very 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.”

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 Zistory of complaints on an R-2
while others also research when the Jast routine inspection was performed on an R-2. All

» Housing Inspection Services Policies and Procedures Manual, Page 14, Item 4.
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inspectors have smart phones with internet access so they can be used to access CTS records on
the DBI website.

5. “No Shows” Waste Inspectors’ 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 of R-2s for which inspectors were not able to conduct routine
inspections because they. were unable to enter due to “no shows” and the percentage of R-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 of R-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,* 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/defanlt/files/Checklist%20Enelish.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. CITS 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:

e 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.

e 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.

e 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.

e 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. )

e 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, NOV:s 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).3! 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 of this report because we have not specifically verified them. For
those interested, reasons do appear in the Gartner report issued on June 9, 2016.* 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.l1. 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 of R-2s with an accurate last routine inspection date for each.

F.l2. 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.

F13.  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.l4.  HIS cannot get an accurate list of R-2s in the City without the help of DBI Managemént
Information Systems (“DBI MIS”) because HIS does not have access to the DBI
database that stores this information.

F.I5.  DBIMIS doesn’t always generate the initial list of R-2s, including the property’s
address and property owner’s contact information, for HIS.

F.L6. The ﬁnal list of R-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%2006-15-16%20A cenda%20%23 14.pdf
32 Gartner Report, http:/sfdbi.ore/sites/default/files/BIC%20Meeting%2006-15-16%20A cenda%20%23 14.pdf
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F.L7.

F.1.8.

F.L9.

F.1.10.

F.L11.

F.l12.

F.I13.

F.1L14.

F.115.

F.116.

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.

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.

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™).

“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.

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.

HIS’ Standard Operating Procedure (“SOP”) does not expliciﬂy 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 r(_)utine inspection within the last five years.

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.

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.” ‘ ‘

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.

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.117.

F.1.18.
F.119.
- F.l.20.

F.l.21,

- Fl22
F.1.23.
F.1.24.

F.1.25.
F.1.26.

F.l.27.
F.1.28.

R.I1.

Rl2

R.1.3.

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.

Inspection packets are sent to property owners only in English.
The inspection packet cover letter is confusing and buries vital information in the text.

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

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.

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

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.

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.

Affidavits are not available online.

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.

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

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

RECOMMENDATIONS

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

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.

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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R14.

R.I5.

R.L.6.

RI7.

R.1.8.

RI19.

R..10.

RIL11.

RI112.

(@) 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.

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

(a) If DBI 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.

The Chief Housing Inspector should make ¢liminating the backlog a priority. in the
Mission, Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts when deciding where to conduct the next

round(s) of Focused Code Enforcement.

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

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.

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. '

(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.

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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RI3,
RI.14.
RLL15.
R116.

RI17.

R.1.18.

RI19.
R.1.20,

R1.21.

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.

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. '

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.

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.122, 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..23. The DBI Director shouldlensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality
for inspectors to document inspection remotely.

R..24.  The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality
to upload photos remotely.

R.I.25. DBI MIS should make afﬁdav1ts available online.

RI.26.  The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS includes functionality
. for inspectors to print NOVs in the field and that inspectors are supplied with portable
printers for this purpose.

R..27.  The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS can be integrated with
other computer systems within DBI and other City departments.

RI.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 NOVs, 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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Figure I-1

Table 1-4 below, shows a summary of this report and depicts how many NOVs were abated
within five different timeframes for all NOVs issued in 2013; 2014 and 2015. Table I-4 also
shows the percentage of total NOV's that were corrected within each of these five timeframes
(2013, 2014 and 2015). We calculated the number of NOVs 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 | Notyet
‘Year [ X2 (%) | <=2mos | <=6mos | <=12mos_ | <=18 mos | >18 mos | Abated
2013 1,834 851 1,329 1,608 1,563 1,637 197

(100%) (46%) (72%) (82%) (85%) (89%) (10%)
2014 2,023 933 1,418 1,672 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 of NOV's 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) of NOVSs took more than
one year to correct. It seems that one year is more than enough time to correct most NOVs.
Also, we were surprised to see that ten percent of NOVs 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 NOVs 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.

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 29



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 Of Its C’ode Enforcement Process

According to management gurus, W. Edward Deming and Peter
Drucker, “you can’t manage what you don’t measure.” Success
must be defined and tracked in order to determine whether an
organization is successful. For HIS, the definition of success can
be defined 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 defining 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 of last 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 of this 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 NOVs 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
NOVs5 that were issued in 2015. We reviewed a copy of this report. There were 311 NOVs
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 NOVs had not
been referred to a DH. Although not all of the 311 open NOVs may be appropriate to refer to a
DH, this is a significant number of NOVss 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. Inspectors Take Too Long To vReter Some Open NOVs 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 NOVs to a DH in a timely manner:
(2) 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 NOVs
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 NOVs 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 HEARING

| Number of referrals to Avefage 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 shows, 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 NOVs 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 NOVs.”
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Inspectors are supposed to brief their supervisors when violations have not been corrected after
three reinspections.”® 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 NOVs 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.*

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 nelghbors 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 1A 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 FIB 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 NOV), the FTB would disallow these deductions until the NOVs
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
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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 NOVs, or a vulnerable
population was being affected, along with many more cases.

FINDINGS

F.L29. HIS does not measure how long NOVs take to be abated. Without tracking how long it -
takes for NOVs to be abated, HIS cannot determine whether it’s code enforcement
process is effective for correcting all violations in a timely manner.

F.I.30. For 2013-2015, approximately twenty percent of NOVs took more than one year to
correct.

F.L.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 i 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..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.L.36. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOV's 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.137. Not all inspectors proactively brief their seniors after three reinspections with -
no progress.
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F.1.38.

F.1.39.

R.1.29.

R.1.30.

" RI31.

R.132.

R.133.

R.1.34.

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.

HIS lacks more effective code enforcement tools.

RECOMMENDATIONS

(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.

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

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.

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 remspectlon and
hand it to the property owner at the inspection.

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

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 timeframe 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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R..35.

R.1.36.

R.137.

R.1.38.

R.1.39.

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.

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. -

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.

The Chief Housing Inspector should require that senior inspectors follow-up with
inspectors when there have been three reinspections on an open NOV.

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.

(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 pefsonnel, 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 mspectors 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.40. HIS does not have enough-inspectors to inspect every R-2 in San Francisco at least once
every five years.

RECOMMENDATION

RI140. 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:

e Property owners and tenants know what to expect; and
e 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 HIS routine inspections 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,” 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.>

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,*” 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.*® 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 aifailable 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.

%5 hitp://sfdbi.org/

36 hitp://sfdbi.ore/sites/default/files/Checklist%20English.pdf
57 htlfp://Sfdbi.ore/ROUTINEINSPECTIONS

38 http://dbiweb.sfeov.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.

F.l41.
F.142.

F.143.

F.l.44.

R141.

R.1.42.

R.1.43.

R.1.44.

FINDINGS
Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI website.

Information on routine inspections on the DBI website does not provide enough
information to sufficiently understand the process.

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.”

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

DBI MIS should redesign the DBI website so that information on routine inspections is
easier to find from the DBI homepage. '

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.

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.

The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS can upload NOVs to
the DBI website. '
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Il. 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.® The City Charter authorizes the
Mayor to appoint all five members of the Fire Commission.* 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 southemn 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 43) firehouses also have a truck company.

The trucks carry ladders, ventilators, big tools and the jaws of life. 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 of R-2s for 12 fire safety items (see Appendix, Exhibit 16). The SFFD
charges owners of R-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 of R-2s. This is
no longer the case. :

At the end of 2015, 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

% San Francisco Fire Commission website, “Annual Statement of Purpose: 2016”
0 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 staff restructuring. 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 fiscal year--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 of R-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** 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 of R-2s

in San Francisco.”? It is the Building Code’s definition of R-2s--residential buildings with three
or more units--that applies to SFFD inspections as well as DBI inspections.” However, SFFD

4 hitp:/fwww.stbos.org/fip/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances 16/00060-16.pdf
“2 California Health and Safety Code, sections 13146.2 and 17921 :

4 California Building Code, section 310.1 -
Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 43



adopted a policy that requires its firefighters to inspect only residential buildings that are less
than 75 feet tall and have nine or more units. Therefore, SFFD firefighters only inspéct
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.* 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 75 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 of 200 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 of R-2 that should be inspected each year to the total number of R-2 inspections that
were completed for 2013, 2014 and 2015.

SFFD ANNUAL R-2 BUILDING INSPECTIONS

L LT , 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 of R-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.

“ 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,
howeyver, 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.”™ Property
owner contact information is visible on Company Captains’ computers--sometimes with a phone
number. However, it is not included on the Inspection Worksheéts 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
g0 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 Of R-2 Inspections Is Disportionately Distributed Among The Companies

The inspections performed by engine companies and truck companies are exactly the same. The
only difference is their list of R-2s to inspect. At the beginning of each month, Company
Captains receive their list of R-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 of R-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 of R-2s near their station house

4 SFFD Hotel and Apartment Inspection (R1 & R2) Operating Guide, page 2.1
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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 of R-2s that each Company inspects depends on the number of R-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 of R-2 inspections assigned by Company. “E” means
engine company and “T” means truck company. The station number is included after E or T.*

NUMBER OF R-2 INSPECTIONS ASSIGNED TO EACH COMPANY ANNUALLY
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Figure I1-1
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

% Fire Station List http:/sf-fire.org/fire-station-locations#stations
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in the middle of the inspection or maybe the Company Captaiﬁ 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 o : E - o B
- Truck - R-2s Assigned | Open Inspection | Pending Inspection
Company {Area = . -peryear | asofb/23/16 |  asof5/23M16

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

EO3 Lower Nob Hill 202 5 19

E21 Panhandie / NOPA 189 14 18

T03 | Lower Nob Hill 176 -9 9

E31 Richmond- 139 3 14

E02 Chinatown 1186 18 38

TO2 Chinatown 114 23 64

Table_ II-2

3. R-2 Inspections Are Not Prioritized Based On Their Last Inspection 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 Insufficient

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, if the 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 timeframe 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

FIl.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.

Fll.2.  Station house Companies cannot always get into R-2s to inspect them because
Company Captains rarely schedule R-2 inspections in advance.

F.L3.  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.IL4.
F.IL5.

F.I.6.

FAL7.

F.I1.8.

F.L9.

RUL1.

Rll.2.

R.IL3.
Rl 4.

RI5.

RILS.

R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends.

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.

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.

Some Battalion Chiefs’ follow-up on Company inspection backlogs is insufficient
because it does not hold the Company accountable for the backlog.

Because ﬁreﬁghters primary motivation for mspectlng R-2s is to develop building
awareness, they may not sufficiently give equal importance to code comphance when
conducting R-2 inspections.

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

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.

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.

- SFFD MIS should ensure property owner contact information is included on the

Inspection Worksheets.

.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.

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 of R-2 inspections is more evenly distributed among neighboring station houses
and are conducted more timely.

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



RIL7.  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.

RIL8.  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.

RI.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 of 2,871 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, if the complaint was resolved. The complaints in Table II-3 are from all sources--not just
those referred by Company Captains.
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SFFD COMPLAINT RESOLUTION TIME -——JANUARY 1, 2013 TO MAY 26, 2016

" Complaint | - Total | Within ~ [ Within3to | Within | Within | More Than 6
‘Type ~ |Complaints | 72Hours | 30Days | 1-2Months | 3-6 Months | Months
Fire Alarms 1,222 450 165 124 274 49
(100%) (@Bo%) | (23%) (10%) (22%) (8%)
270 145 53 30 29 13
Blocked Exits
cored =Xt (100%) | (53%) (19%) (11%) (11%) (5%)
Sorinklers 188 5 54 40 78 11
P (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 aresult, 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.

e Sprinklers: ten NOVs were corrected in a range from 14 to 471 days.

e Alarm system: 17 NOVs werg corrected in a range from 1 to 1,166 days.

e Exits/storage pathways: six NOVs were corrected in a range from 4 to 908 days.
e Exits/fire escapes: six NOVs 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 tlme 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 taking too
long for property owners to correct. Because district inspectors no longer work on code
enforcement of R-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. :

Contrlbutmg 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 Heavy

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 complamts) 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, add1t1ona1 Work kept
coming in.
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- 2. Construction Reviews And Phone Calls Were Prioritized Qver 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 II-4 (next page) summarizes the documentation of the fire

- escape violation. The inspection records themselves can be found in the Appendix. (See
Appendix, Exhibit 17.)

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
. o E.xcérpt‘from _ ~
_Date | Inspection |.. . inspectionnotes . ' Comments .
“3 out of 4 fire escape ladders
Company are obstructed by awnings.
41262011 Captain Ladders do not reach the
ground.”
This complaint investigation also included
s the notation "CC", meaning "condition
9/14/2011 Unknown o?;?rjgtf:ips 'Z%S;LS zr’? corrected”. However, subsequent
y gs- 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 . through awning or remove o
. Prevention M corrected”.
awnings.
-1 Annual inspection with no mention of fire .
4/20/2012 Compa.ny N/A escape ladders in inspection
Captain -
: documentation.
. "Install passage for drop ladders S . P
Bureau of Fire ) - This reinspection also noted “Violation not
5/9/2012 Prevention throggh ayllwmng or remove abated".
awnings.
: Compan Annual inspection with no mention of fire
6/12/2013 pany N/A escape ladders in inspection
Captain .
' documentation.
Annual inspection with no mention of fire
8/8/2014 Compa.ny N/A escape ladders in inspection
Captain :
documentation.
. "Hatch in awning was instalied LT
. 21312015 B‘gf;‘;;;‘\re per previous complaint, yet failed LT?LT&?%”?fé'ﬁﬁ ‘J’g‘r’)‘l‘gffzaeﬂez‘g:g
to open when ladder dropped.” , ! )

Table IT-4

4. .District Inspectors Could Not Get Into Every 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

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco

54




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 taking too long to correct include (1) some
Company Captains do not document inspections in msufﬁc1ent detail, and (2) BFP inspectors
have limited code enforcement tools.

1. _Some Company Captains Do Not Document Inspections 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 Captdins 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 ftom 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-mode! similar to the one
DBI uses. Under the new code enforcement model, NOCARs will be eliminated and NOVs
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
NOV's 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

FIL0. A significant number of fire-alarm, blocked exits and spnnkler complaints took more
than two months to be resolved.

F.I.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.12.

F.13.

F.II1.14.
F.I1.15.
F.I116.

F.L.17.

F.I1.18.
F.11.19.

R.11.10.
RIL11.

R.L12.
R.IL13.

R.IL14.

District inspectors’ workload was too heavy for them to investigate all R-2 complaints
in a timely manner.

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.

Because some district inspectors did not document inspections and code enforcement in
sufficient detail, follow up on violations was hampered. :

Some Company Captains do not document inspections in enough detail for district
inspectors to easily identify the violation and conduct code enforcement.

After the Inspection Worksheet was made longer in July 2015, some Company Captains
document too many items that are not violations.

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.”

BFP does not have effective code enforcement tools, such as, an administrative hearing.
Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used.
RECONMENDATIONS

The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time and code enforcement
timeframes be more closely monitored so that resolution time is shortened.

The Fire Marshall should require that code enforcement for NOVs be more closely
monitored so that NOVs are corrected more quickly.

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.

The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work on R-2 complaints) not
prioritize other work over R-2 complaints if that means that they cannot investigate all
their R-2 complaints in a timely manner.

The Fire Marshall should standardize inspection and code enforcement documentation
done by BFP R-2 inspectors.
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RIL15. 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.

RIL16. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that Company Captains are trained to
identify violations and document only items that are violation_s.

RI.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.

RIL18. 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.

RI19. 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, precioué
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.” 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.*®
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.* 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.org/inspections
48 htip://sf-fire.org/property-inspection-violation-permit-history-recor ds -review
9 http://sf-fire.org/report-fire-safety-concern
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F.11.20.

F.lL21.

F.IL22.

F.11.23.

R.I1.20.

RIL21.
RIL22.

R.1.23.

FINDINGS

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.

Inspection records are only available in person at the Bureau of Fire Prevention after
making an appointment.

Although instructions for reviewing inspection records is available on the SFFD
website, the phone number for making an appomtment is not included with the
mstruc’uons

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

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, (¢) 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 penaltles that may be imposed for
uncorrected violations.

This information should be either on the inspections page or Division of Fire
Prevention and Investigation homepage.

The Chief of the Fire Department should instruct SFFD MIS to make the inspection
records available online for greater transparency.

SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone number for record inspection requests on the -
same SFFD webpage as the instructions for making an appointment.

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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lil. 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 of BFP’s new code enforcement process mcludmg DBI sharing
letters and forms it uses.in its code enforcement process.

Table ITI-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

Inspectlon Parameters o | ‘ DBl o v o SFFD - o
Size of building inspected Residential buildings with 3+ units :ﬁ;ig Zr;t'tila:u;lg'?g:t\”ith 9+ units
How often inspected ~ |Atleast once every five years Annually
Who inspects HIS inspectors Engine and Truck Companies
Who does code enforcgment HIS inspectors ' BFP iﬁspectors

NOVs, administrative hearing,

Code enforcement tools . .
special assessment lien

NOCAR or NOV*

*SFFD is creating a new code enforcement process under which NOCARSs will be eliminated and an
administrative hearing will be added.

Table I1I-1

Table III-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

ltem 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 NA Y
Fire Escape Ladders Secure Y Y
Fire Escape Ladders Work Properly Y N
Storage CAlear of Sprinkler Heads and/or Ceiling Y Y
Hazardous Materials Safely Stored Y Y
Fire Extinguishers in Green Y Y
Fire Extinguishers Serviced Annuaily A 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 IIT-2
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FINDING

Fll.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
RIL1.  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 Ofﬁée, or a third party vendor,
conduct a study to determine adequate staffing levels for Housing Inspection Services
(“HIS”) and fund any recommended additional staff.

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.)

. 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. : :

DBI Management Information Services should ascertain why the Complaint Tracking
System cannot generate accurate routine inspection dates and correct the issue. '

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.

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.

The Chief Housing Inspector should develop and support more oversight of inspectors’
case management including regularly scheduled staff meetings between inspectors and
their supervisors. '

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:

L.

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.)

The Deputy Chief of Operations should reassign R-2 inspections from Companies with a
backlog to nelghbormg Companies with fewer R-2s to inspect so that the backlog is
eliminated.

. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Company Captain prioritize R-2

deadlines when selecting R-2s for inspection.

The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time and code enforcement

" timeframes be more closely monitored so that resolution time is shortened.

The Fire Marshall should require all Bureau of Fire Prevention inspectors receive training
on standardized inspection and code enforcement documentation.

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 Inspectlon, 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.L1. 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 of R-2s with an accurate
last routine inspection date for each.

DBI Management
Information Services

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.L.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.L3. 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.14. 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.L5. DBI MIS doesn’t always generate the initial list of R-2s, including | DBI Management
the property’s address and property owner’s contact information, for HIS. | Information Services and
' DBI Chief Housing
Inspector
F.L.6. The final list of R-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.L7. 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.L8. Inspectors do not choose the same “Source” and “Abatement DBI Chief Housing
| Type” when documenting routine inspections. Unless all the possible Inspector
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F.19. 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”).

DBI Management
Information Services

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.I.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.L13. 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.L.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.I.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.L.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.I.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.I.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 willbe  |Inspector
inspected. _
F.I.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
v Information Services
F.J.26. Inspectors are not able to print NOVs 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.I.27. CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other | DBI Director
City departments.
F.J1.28. 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 NOVs take to be abated. Without | DBI Chief Housing_
tracking how long it takes for NOVs 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 of NOV's took DBI Chief Housing
more than one year to correct. » Inspector
F.I.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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website.

F.1.32. When inspectors grant additional time for property owners to DBI Chief Housing

correct an abatement, there is no written documentation (other thanon  |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.L.35. Some inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs 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 inferpretation.

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.L.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.L41. Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI DBI Management

Information Services

F.1.42. Information on routine inspections on the DBI website does not
provide enough information to sufficiently understand the process.

DBI Management
Information Services

F.L43. 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.”

DBI Management
Information Services
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F.1.44. Since the actual NOV is not available on the DBI website and

DBI Director

Franciscans may be exposed to unnecessary risks.

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.IL1. Because station house Companies do not inspect all the R-2sin | SFFD Deputy Chief of
San Francisco every twelve months as mandated by Code, San Operations

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.

Deputy Chief of Operations

SFFD MIS

investigate all R-2 complaints in a timely manner.

FJ1.3. Contact information is not included on the Inspection Worksheets

that Company Captains take with them to document their R-2 inspection.

F.JL4. R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. SFFD Deputy Chief of
Operations

F.IL5. 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.I1.6. 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. i

F.IL7. 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.IL.8. Because firefighters’ primary motivation for inspecting R-2s is to | SEFFD Deputy Chief of

develop building awareness, they may not sufficiently give equal Operations

importance to code compliance when conducting R-2 inspections.

FJL.9. Many Company Captéins 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.IL10. A significant number of fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler | The Fire Marshall

complaints took more than two months to be resolved.

F.IL11. Most fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler violations took The Fire Marshall

longer to correct than the timeframes district inspectors stated for

correction.

F.I1.12. District inspectors’ workload was too heavy for them to The Fire Marshall
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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
mcrease the public’s confidence in SFFD enforcement efforts.

Information Services

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.JL.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.IL.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.I.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.I1.17. Some Company Captaihs 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.IL18. BFP does not have effective code enforcement tools, such as, an | The Fire Marshall
administrative hearing. ‘ ’

F.IL19. Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used. The Fire Marshall -
F.IL.20. The SFFD website does not include enough information about | SFFD Managemént

Although instructions for reporting a safety concem are available on the
SFFD website, the BFP phone number is not included on the same page
as the instructions.

F.I1.21. Inspection records are only available in person at the Burean of | Chief of SFFD

Fire Prevention after making an appointment.

F.I1.22. 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.J1.23. Safety concerns may be reported online or by calling the BFP. SFFD Management

Information Services

F.IIL.1. DBI and SFED 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.

Building Inspection
Commission and
Fire Commission
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Recommendations and Required Response Matrix

RECOMMENDATION

RESPONDER

R.I1. DBI MIS should determine why CTS cannot generate a report
with correct last routine inspection dates for each R-2 and correct the
problem.

DBI Management
Information Services

County of San Francisco should grant HIS senjor management access to
and permission to run-reports from the Oracle database that contains the

R.L2. The Chief Hbusing 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.L3. The BIC should require that HIS report, as part of the HIS Building Inspection
performance measures, the number of “Initial Routine Inspectlons” that | Commission

are conducted to the BIC.

R.J4. (a) The Information and Technology Department for the City and | DBI Management

Information Services and
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.LS5. IfHIS is not granted access and permission to run the list of R-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.L6. (a) If DBI MIS cannot fix CTS (See R.L.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
: ’ Information Servi d

(b) If support staff is not available to look up last routine inspection DB(;r]n)liie(c);r erviees an
dates, then the DBI Director should allocate part of the DBI budget for
hiring temporary personnel to compile this information.
R.I7. 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.I.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.I.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.

DBI Management
Information Services

R.I10. 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.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.L11. (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 Inspeétor should adopt a policy that when district
inspectors are “too busy” or for other reasons cannot conduct a CG

notify their senior inspector in writing,

routine inspection when the R-2 is due for one, the district inspector must '

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector '

R.L12. 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 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.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

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.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.1.14. The Building Inspection Commission (“BIC”) should penalize
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. ’

Building Inspection
Commission

R.I.15. The Chief Housihg 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.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.L16. 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. :

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.I.17. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that support staff
verify contact information for the property owners and resend the

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector ‘
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inspection packet to the new address within two weeks from when the
inspection packet was returned to HIS.

R.L18. 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.I.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.I.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.I.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.L22. 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.X.23. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS | DBI Director
includes functionality for inspectors to document inspection remotely.

R.I.24. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS | DBI Director
includes functionality to upload photos remotely.

R.I.25. DBI MIS should make affidavits available online. DBI Management

Information Services .

R.I1.26. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS
includes functionality for inspectors to print NOVs in the field and that
inspectors are supplied with portable printers for this purpose.

DBI Director

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.

DBI Director

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.

DBI Director

R.L.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

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector
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property owners to correct NOVs.

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

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.L30. The Chjef Housing Inspector should actively monitor cases DBI Chief Housing
using the Open NOVs report to ensure that Iess than five percent of Inspector

NOVs take no more than one year to abate.

R.L31. The Chief Housing Inspector should develop guidelines for DBI Chief Housing
inspectors to use when granting additional time for repairs or abatement. |Inspector

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.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

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.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector .

R.I.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 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.

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector

R.L35. 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. ‘ :

DBI Chief Housing
Inspector
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R.1.36. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt an objective standard

on routine inspections is easier to find from the DBI homepage.

1 { DBI Chief Housing
for inspectors to use in determining when a case should be referred to a | Inspector
Director’s Hearing.

R.137. 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.L38. 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.L39. (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 FIB 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 -

Information Services

R.142. 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. : ‘

DBI Management

Information Services

R.L43. 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.

DBI Management

Information Services

R.L.44. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS
can upload NOVs to the DBI website.

DBI Director

R.JIL1. 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.

SFED Deputy Chief of

Operations
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approaching their deadlines.

R.IL2. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require that Company SFFED 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. v

R.JIL3. SFFD MIS should ensure property owner contact information is | SFFD MIS

included on the Inspection Worksheets. _

R.I1.4. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Companies to SFFD Deputy Chief of
inspect R-2s on the weekend if that Company is going to have a backlog | Operations

during a particular month.

R.ILS. 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 of R-2 inspections is

more evenly distributed among neighboring station houses and are

conducted more timely.

R.JIL.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

~ | 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 thieir role in ensuring code compliance.

RJIL.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.IL8. 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.JL9. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that all SFFD Deputy Chief of

Operations

R.IL10. The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time
and code enforcement timeframes be more closely monitored so that
resolution time is shortened.

The Fire Marshall

. |RJIL11. The Fire Marshall should require that code enforcement for
NOVs be more closely monitored so that NOVSs are corrected more
quickly.

The Fire Marshall

R.IL12. 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. ‘

The Fire Marshall
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details of the R-2 inspection process, such as: (2) the kinds of buildings
inspected; (b) who inspects the buildings; (c) how often R-2s are
inspected; (d) the list of items inspected; and, (¢) 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.IL13. 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 if that
means that they cannot investigate all their R-2 complaints in a timely
manner.
R.JL14. The Fire Marshall should standardize inspection and code The Fire Marshall
enforcement documentation done by BFP R-2 inspectors.
RJIIL15. 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.I1.16. 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.

IR.IL18. 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.IL19. The new BFP Captain that oversees R-2 Company complaints | The Fire Marshall
should refer appropriate cases to the CA every year. '
R.JL.20. SFFD MIS should revise the SFFD website to include: (1) SFFD Management

Information Services

inspection requests on the same SFFD webpage as the instructions for
making an appointment.

R.IL21. The Chief of the Fire Department should instruct SFFD MIS to | Chief of SFFD
make the inspection records available onliné for greater transparency.
R.IL22. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone number for record SFFD Management

Information Services

R.I1.23. 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.

SFFD Management
Information Services
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R.IIL1. 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 Rouﬁne 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 En?er.gency Interagency Fire Safety Task Force for Multi-Unit/Use Residential

: Buildings

FTB California Franchise Tax Board

HIS Housing Inspection Services

HRMS Human Resources Management System

NOoV 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 DBI’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. NOVs 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. NOVs 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 agaiﬁst 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
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Exhibit 5.1

Welcome to our Permit / Complaint Tracking

System!
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Exhibit 5.2
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Exhibit 6.1

sy DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION ,
’ HOUSING INSPECTION SERVICES PROCEDURE GHECKLISTS

City and County of Say Francisce . o
- ys/ 1660 Mission Street, 87 Floor, San Francizreo, California 94103-2414
IS5 Phone: (M15)566.6220 Fax:{ 415) 5586248 Department Wehsite: wiww,sidbi.org

3 &
%

INSPECTOR FIELD CHECKLIST
FOR ROUTINE INSPECTIONS
ROOM-TO-ROOM INSFECTIONS & COMPLAINTS

k>1
% | REVIEW ITEM FOR SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE (SFHC) COMPLIANCE (NCTE: SFRC|  CODE
H * IDENTIFIES APPLICABLE SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE SECTICNS) SECTIONS
3 ,
T |'sEC 605 PROHIBITION ON WOODEN FIXED UTILITY LADDERS 805 SHIC™

Waoder Fixad Uiy Ladrars shali ba prohibied on bullfings which comain B-5, R-2, and R-1
Coeapareies (holals and apariment hiowse fead chwelings), as detined by Chapler 4 of this Code,
*Fixed Uity Loddsr® shall mean any ledder permianesilly attached ta the exteriar of a strociure
<7 butding, bt shall not lnclude lagders raquired By Bus Salifomis Divisian of Oxmpational
Salety and Health for workplacs sahely that have been instalied with 3 groper pennit, or laddsrs
cxpressly authotized by the Teparkment of Snilifng Insgectizn for Building Code o Fire Codz
eolnpliarics piposes. Wkt Figes Wility Eeddzrs shall bz emaved o repiaced with madal
ladders {hal comply with applicatie Bullding, Fire, ang Hausing Code reguiemeants,

WAINTAIN CLEAR & UNOBSTRUCTED MEANS OF EGRESS: Plcase keep all | 610 SFHO
means of egress, primary {front stais, exit comidors}, and secondary (rear stairs,
fire escapes) fras from encumbrances {Such as storage, fiawer pots, housahold
iterng, fawndry Hnes, and-any tripping hazards), Thees paths of trave! are to be
cornpletely clear at all times for emergancy exiting.

5

I3 MAINTAIN FIRE ESCAPES; Chack all Tlre escage adders to ensure that they | 604 BFHC
are fully operational {in particitlar the cabio and all moving parts) and that drog ‘
ladders are nof obetructad. You shovld have a idusiey piofessional inspect
and service your fire eecapas annually,

4 MAINTAIN CENTRAL SMOKE/FRE ALARM SYSTEMS & SMOKE 808 SFHC
DETECTORS: In apartment houses and hotels maintain the cantral smoka/fire
alanm systern with the operationat light indicating on within the supevision panel
box, and annual Fire Depariment cariificafion clearly posled in those buildings
where apglicable. In all residential occupancias chack o canfitm that all required
smoke detectore are installed and fully aparatienal in all slaspling or guest rooms,) .
‘and at the top of every public stalrway, and on evary {hird floor below, Replace
‘batleries annually. Do nof paint over amoke detectors.

5 MAINTAIN & RETAG FIRE EXTINGUISHERS: In all apartment houses and E05 SFRC

holels & Type 24 0BG of equivalsnt Fire Extinguisher is required on every floor
of ait public halways. Reguired Fire Extinguishers must be serviced and
refagned by an indistry prafessionsl annuslly (this includes recently purchasad
fiea extinguishers),, i .

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco



Exhibit 6.2

Residental Bulding OwnenCpassiar
nformialional Maintenanos Checklist
Page 2ol 5

: Rewienied

S L S e

CODE
SECTIONS

BAINTAIN ALL WOOD DECKS, EX[T CORRIDORE, STAIRE, GUARD
RAILS,AND HAND RAILS: Yuu should have sl of these exlsting ftems
inspectsd annvally for dry rof, fungus, detencration or dacay by a licensed '
professional pest contral Gontractor, general building contractor, architect, or

| ergineer to ensure thair safefy.and stability. Have these profizssionals provide
: youl withi a weriften seport of any recommended repairs. Obtain building permits

Tor alf structural repais.

604 SFHC

| MATNTATH VISIBLE PROPERTY ADDRESS NUMBERING: Your residential

bulefing must havs the address numbers mounted atthe fromt of the buitding at
a minimurn size of 4 inches in a eelos condrasting from: the building. The
adiress numbers should be clearly visible from Bhe strest by emamgency
‘uehsicleg.a In addition, sl guestrooms should be dearly identified by name, leier,
QF RUMLET,

T TRR)]
SFHC

MAINTAIN GARAGES & STORAGE AREAS! Inall apariment houses of & unifs
or moss and al) hotels, rermove combusihla stc}ra%e« from all storage areas that
do not have fire sprinklers. Absolistsly no combestible storage may be kept
under stairvells without a proper fira sprinkler sysfam, Garages sre only é'he
used for the vehicle slorage incidental 1o the aparimeant house or hotel use,

803, 504
SFHC

MAIMTAIN GARBAGE ROUMS & GARBAGE RECEFTACLES: Allgarhage
ragrns shall have 26 gauge shest metal wallz and ceilings or approved
alternative, fire sprinklers and must be kept clean of debris and vermin with salf-
closing tight fitfing decrs. All garbage receptacles must be tightfy covered, with

a suificient number to senve the building.

L 707 GFHE T

PROPERLY MAINTAIN SECURITY FROVISIONS SUCH AS SBECURITY
BARS, GATES, ENMTRANCEEXIT DOORS & DOUR SELF CLOSING '
DEVICES: Al secutty bBars in sleeping réorma mwst be openable rom the inside
vtk & fully operationat manusl release (no keys, combipation locks, or special
knowdedge is allowed fo open securily bars of gates). Absolutely o double
cylmder locks (which require a key from the inside and gutside} ame allawsd on
gny apartment unif or building entry or exit deors. Mainfain 135%-degree viswers
&t all agartment unit entry doors mounied no higher than 5§ inches above the
floor. Allenkance and exit doors shal be tight fitting, self closing, and self-
locking. in alf apartment houses and hotels, all public bathroam, community
kitchen, garbage room, soof panthouse, guest room, and dwelling unit entry
doors shail be tight fitting and seifclosing. No padioths or padlock hazsps are
aliowed on guast room or dweliing unit entny ar exit doors.

.:.HA

70B, 801
BFHI

TEAIRTAN SBOTOFE TODL NEAR GAT WETER: [ all apacimes hatses and

hotels keep g shulalf tool near the gas meter and post the instructions disgram
pm;u:ded by the Depaitraant of Buiiding Ingpection in a public area near the gas
meter.

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco
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'Exhibit 6.3

Residential Building OwnepfOperato:
Irformaiional Malstenance Chacklig

Page 3 of 5
3 PR—
2 CODE
K SECTIONS:

12 MAINTAIN HEAT & HOT WATER: If your apariment houss or halefhas a 505, T01{c)
carlral beat sburce such as a boiler or fumace system, vour heal system time | grpe
clock must be s=t to provide heat from %00 am to 112080 am and from 3:06 pm ’
f2 10:00 pm. {13 hours dailyl. Mainigin sl habitable rooms af 68 degrees.

Fahvatiheit during thess time perfods, Your central source heat syslam raust
have a loeking thermostat io inttiale the heat system located in & habliable
roorm olier than an owner or manager's unit {except for an all pwner oonupled
eeaidential sorde buliding). Hot water to all urits must be befwean 105 lo 120
degress Fabienleit, For boller heat systems, obtain annual eerdification per the
San Francisca Plumbing Code. Radiators must be in good working order with
prassure valves operational and valve shut-off handlas in placa.

i MAINTAIN ALL FIREPRODFING, GLAZING, WEATHER PROCLING, 703, 1001
EXTERIOR STUCCQ, EXTERIOR SIDING INTERIOR WALLS/ CEILINGS/ SFHC
CHIMNEYS & FLUES: Maintain thase areas free from hales, decay, missing
miaterials and peeling paint.

14 MANTAIN EXIT SIGNAGE: Common hallway doors & windows feading & fire | 1041, {41 {3)
escapes or exits must hawva the appropriafe signage, with leiering 8 inches in - | gsFRp

! height on confrasting backygraumnd.
. MAINTAIN ALL ROOF AREAS: In all apariment hotses of hotels, keep alt B80S, 810,
|| wiresliopes B jeet above the roof. Remove all fripping hazards, All dears to rest | yop3 SFHC
gireas must be tight fitting and self-cloging and opanable from inside the '
penthouse door leading 1o the roof. This door must ba jockable friam inside the
stairway to the roof if the roof is accessible from an adjacen mof, Keep the
foof ares fras from combustibie sterage. Nothing shotild obstrneet aceess to s
rpuf-mounted fire escape.

18 MAINTAIN ADEQUATE LIGHTING IN ALl PUBLIC AREAS: Provide adequate | 504 {g) SFHC
lighting fo all stairs, pubdic hallways, exit corridors and fire escapes. ’

17  MPAINTAIN FROPER VENTILATION: In garages, penthauses, pubtic halls, 504, 707,
furngce and boifer rooms, gas meler rooms, garbage reams, and &l other 1002 SFHC
paoms with gas appliances, maintain the propet ventilation and vent systems,

18 MAINTAIN SHOKE BARRIER DOORS: All frant entry doors to the apartment 806, 807
house or botel, doors that separate the garmge from the public hallway or lobby, | gpHE
hallway doors befwean flacrs and steinvays (stairvay encloswre doors), H
bedleifsrnacs room daors, garbage mom doors, and penthouss doors st
have self clesing devices and remain closed to be effective smoke bamiers. .

18 MAINTAIN FIRE SPRINKLERS TN GARBAGE & LUINEN CHUTES: \n spariment | 208 SFHC
houses and hotels, maintain fire sprinklers at top and bollom of chules, snd a5

_L. | required by the Housing Code. Do nol paint ovar any sprinkler beads,
MAINTAIN ALL LIGHT WELLS: Keep all l[ight wells clean and iree from the 1001, 1306
¢ accumulation of debris, Keep &l ight well drains clean and operational, BFHE

art
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Exhibit 6.4

Resvtanlial Boilding Damen'Operale
| nfemmadianal Mainienancs Cireckiist

Paged o
g GODE :
W BECTIONS
434
t2x1 MAINTAIN ALL ROOMS [VACANT OR GCCURIED]: In all residentiat buildings, | 703, 1007 (),
all chwelling units and guest rooms shall ke maintained in a clean and funciional | 4308 sEHG
maneaar. Walls, caiings, fioars, windows, doors, lavatory sinks, and private poEEE
battirooms shall be properly maintained, westher proofed and free fom severs
Wiy, mmoisture retention, plumbing fixture or roof leakage, chronic and severs
mcdd and milldew or other ddapidated conditions.

7z MATRTAIWN ALL PUBLIC BATH ROOMS: Tn all hotels, public bafitidahis st 504, 505
b maintained in a clean and functidoal menner. The San Francisce Housing 1308 SFHC.
Ceda requires a mindmum of 2 aperational public bathrooms per floor when ail
guest rooms do not have peivate bathronms.  This number increases by one for

{ every additional 10-guest roorns {or incrament of 10) greater that 20 guest
rootis per floor. Mechanical ventitstion must be capable of dellvering § air
changes per hour. Windows that provide natural ventifafion shall be welt
maintained and fully spesalional, ’ ;
73 MAINTAIN ALL COMMUNITY KITCHENS, I hotels. alf cammunity Kitchens 806, 1308
, shall be mairtained in & clegn and functona] rmanner, Approved cooking SFHC
i  facilitios mest have an eleglical power saurce. Enlty doors 1o the community :
! kitchian shasll be selif-ckosing and tight fitfing, Courntars, flooring and sinks shall
be of nonabsorbentimperviocus materals. instiulionat grade matedals sleh ag
) slainlass stes| counters and (led foors are recarvimanded.
24 MAINTAIN AL L HARNDRAILS & GUARDRAR 3 Bl iéfier and extenior 1802 (o),
| handrails and guardralls shall be propary secured and maintained ina 1001 §f) -
| functional mannsr, ; L
SFHC

26| | MATNTAI ELEVATORS REQUIRED BY THE FIRE CUDE Hotals witht & 713, 1002
building height exseeding 50 feet (as caloulsted by the San Francisca Fire (b} SEHC
Depariment) shall have at least one operating elevator for the residential
gociupants’ uss that Is well maintained and eperates safely,

' 26] | MAINTAIN ADEQUATE GARDAGE PICK-UP. All residential Buildngs shall 7308 8FHC 7
maittain garkage pick-up sendess necessary to prevent the accumtdation of
pashage and debris that would resulf in radent harborage and unsanitary
cohditians. _

i MAINTAIN HOT WATER HEATERS: &l hat water heatars must be properly 1001 {f) (@)
sgeured and double strapped, Pressure refief valves, shut off valves and vent | gpy~
sannactors must be propefly in plécs end operational. Whet located in a
garage the appliance must ba a minknem of 18 inches off the flaor,

128 " MAINTAIN ALL WINDOWS: Al windows shall be well maintained, fight friing 504 (a)

: and fully oparationa!, Broken sash cords shall be replaced, No window shallbe | gg1{a-8)

| paintad or najled shut, Repiacement windows must have sufficient weather- SFHC
stripping atd & minimum 20 inch width and 24 heh height i required for i
escape,

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco
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Exhibit 6.5

Residaadial Sullding GemenCparator
Informiationel Malhiohatice Checkist
Pagi S af 5

Rawigwed

23

COCE

SECTIONS

WAIFTAIN ALL FLOORING & CARPETING THROUGHOUT: Al carpeting or
uther foor covering shall be kept sanifized and free of extersive wearand
{ripping hazawd, Al foor coverings that cannot be sanitized shall be replaced in

: an mppropriale manner o prevent a tripping hazard.

30

1304 SFHC

MATNTAIN ALT MATTRESSES € LINEH Tn all hofele or gueskoara iwhsre the
property swrer or building operator provides mattresses snd linen, thesa tlems
shall ba mahtained in & sanitany condition and free figm insect infestation.

3

1308 SFHGC

REFAIR OR REPLACT TEARING WMINDOWS, FLUMBING FIXTURES &
ROOFS: Investigate and repair leaks from windows, plumbing fixtures or the
raof guickly to pravent motsture redention that can cause mold and mildew. Da
nof cover aver teaking aress until the soures of the leak is proparly repairsd.

32

' DBSERVE REQUIRED REMOVAL PROTOCOLS: Property

703, 1001 (1]
{h) SFHE

PHUVIDE PROPER NOTIFICATION WHEN DISTURBING LEAD FAINT &

X owners peed fo
provide residential ocoupstts with proper notificatiot when digturhing interior
and exlberior lsad based paint, pravide proper skinage, protedy inferiar
flogrsiurnishings, and observe work protogols relsted to lead paint removat,
dedzris containmert and migration, clsan-up, ste.

3425 SFRC

PROPERLY VENT ALL CLOTHES DRYEHS! Wofsture exhaust dicts shall be
propesly maintained, be eguippad with a hack dralt damper and lerminate on
the altside of tha building. -

1601 )
SFHC

DN SITE CARETAKER: Apartment houses of 16 of fmore gaellings oF Nows of
12 of more guest sooms must have an onsite caretaker that can be contacted
by the city in ¢ase of emergency. The name, unit #, and contact informatian of
this individual must be posted ab the front enfrance fe the building.

35

1311 SFHG |

PHOVIDE AND MAINTAIN CARBON MONOXIDE ALARIS: Blarms shall be

instafled in dwelling and sleeping unit lecatians in accordance with the SFBC.

430.4.(2) (3
SFRC i

NOTE:

This checklist is provided for informational usa as @ field guide to the Hoosing Inspector, and
does hot covar all passible viclations of the San Francisco Houslng Code. For further information
the inspector shoukd conselt the Housing Code or confer with thelr stipervisor.
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Source Options:

® CATask Force -
» Gty Attorney Task Force inspe ction (Code 19)
» ity Attorney Task Force Inspection {Code 20)
»  Complaint
= Complaint—Boiler Transfer
&« Complaint—Lead
= Energy Inspection
* Hotel Roorm—Room Insp
= Housing Authority
&« Housing Authority Camplaint
#  llegal Unit Complaint Received R-2
#  llizgal Unit Complaint ReceivedR-3
» License Fee Inspection
# Residential Hote| Room toRoorm
»  Residential HotelRoutines
# Routihe Appointme nt Letter
* Routines
= Soft Story Ordinance
& Tourist Hotel Routine
« 311 Intemet Referral
« 311 Phone Referral
&  BIDReferral
s  CCSFReferral
= DCPReferrsl
=« DPH Referrsl
= DPW Referral
% E-Iail
»  Field Obsepvation
w letter
»  Office Visit
#«  Cther Source
Telephane
» ‘WebForm

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco
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Exhibit 10

Abatement Type Options

Abatement Appeals
Board

Addendum to NOV
Advisement ,
Appointment Letter
Sent

Assessments Due

Bldg Posted & Tenants
Notice

Case Abated

Case Closed

Case Continued

Case Received

Case Returned

Case Update

Certified Appointment
Letter

Correction Not Issued
Director Hearing Notice
Director’s Hearing
Decision .
District Inspector Does
XXX

District Inspector To
Review

Emergency Order
Issued

Final Bill Sent

Final Warning Letter
Sent .
First NOV Sent

Franchise Tax Board
Hearing

FTB Referral
Infraction Violation
Issued

Initial Bill Sent
Inspection Of Premises
Made

Inspection Warrant
Letter/Report—EID
Letter/Report—PID
Misdemeanor Citation
Issued

No Entry

Notice Of Penalty
NOV Compliance
Assessment

NOV Sent—EID
Office/Counter Visit
Order of Abatement
Issued

Order of Abatement
Posted

Permit Research
Permit Work—CFC
Pre-Sched Rtn
Insp—No Entry
Refer Case To City
Attorney

Refer To Compl/Routn
Refer To Director’s

‘Hearing

Refer To Other Agency
Referred To Other Div
Reinsp—Case Abated
Reinspection 1
Reinspection 2
Reinspection 3
Reinspection 4
Reinspection 5
Reinspection 6
Reinspection 7
Reinspection 8
Routine Inspection
Approved

Second NOV Sent
SFHA Notification Sent
Telephone Calls
Unable To Enter
Unknown Type During
XX

Other

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco
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Exhibit 11.1

wy
Jrca
&

Edwelin M. Lua, Magor
Tom €, Hul, 8.E,, C.B.G.. Director

City and County of San Francisca
Oepartment of Building [nspection

HOUSING INSPECTION SERVICES REQUEST FOR INSPECTION APPOINTIENT

1333015
PROPERTY ADDRESS:
Em‘. .
bt .
Tige= of tnapsciica: ROUTINE INSPECTHON
Dhaar Prorerdy Cwaen

Ais ity prewious, pears, your coapersion 18 oW heing requeshed fo facilifats 3 equired peradis el and
gasely mspection of the buding referanced abovs. Qur racords show that s property is due forthis
inapention, and your 2esiztancs < necsseany it provide the Housing Inspestar enlry, Chaplers 1,2, and 3
of fe San Francisco Housing Code reguire that the Denarmant of Building inspection perform zeneds
Vreslthy g safely inspeclices of the Sommon snd public areas of eparment hodses {3 or more dwellings!
arg hotsls (B o more gua& sonms}. Comman aod publ preeg intuds, bist are nt limttad 1o, comman
hisihvavs, reguined merns of egrass, firg estapey, Toofy scoessibla by sfaireays, garages, bzsements,
shorage reomaferess, hollarutiity soors, comman bath roofss, cormLsly Kitchens, aratadfy posimis,
peebrga reomelareas, oourt yards, light wells, and rearyems. Flagss nots that tha inerior of apsnmand
LS OF QUERT neams 2 not 28t oF this revisw lriless requested by an otcimpant 3¢ the ime of inspection.

Arigpostinn of yalir properly o8 sl Bhove Fas bien schaduiad for Novembee 18, 2015 AT
15:00AM Fieass aftend, or have your representative stend, o providte the Department insgector acoasg

A described abova, Plagee condinm this appaintment by cundacling tha Heasing Inspector whose name

and phone simber appears in the lower régh‘r hand cgmer. The nsgachar may be contacied 9y phose, '

email, ¢« i person af 1860 Mission Streat, 8 Floce bebwean £:00 1o %00 a.m, ard 406 1o 55 pm,,

Bfondey Fraugh Friday, You rioy alsq leave & volce mall message. f the sutect property 5 a residervial

cendominim: buiding, please pravide e cantact informetion of e perineat hame cemes's assocation

officer. Afgy, pruviding property manager confact informsation is vary helpful in saving you valuable tima.

Pla-r-e nese fat the inspectorg cannot return ceils ba ocked phare nymbsrs yiless yob have snabiod

thiis Teakia.

I you oF your regxresen(atmé fail to atiend this inapsstion, or you do nof make arameneita ke gnalher
inspaction fime, the Deparimant wif sltemid 1 gain enty 10 your buildisy S raquined by “‘haptevS ofthe  *
Heusing Code through an inspection warant All costs sapaciated wilh ar iz n

respensibillte of e propety cemes,

Yaur Emely cooperasion is imporient to facllitats this inspection which wll survey maintenance, earess
fire profection, sacurity, prapar raden atslernant, and other Saallfy and safaly 182%ures requirad by the
Husing Goda that promcie public welfare. Pleass raview the aftached frfmmafn:a anaiar zontast vy -
Hauslﬂg Inspector for moee information, Thank you for your asgistances.

Enclasuma; Sfamssnng Mabieagany Diaist
EFHC Secfinn &04 Moting £ Alavs
Aol Sat-Caiealion of Carliod Wurdwal doin' Smos Al

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco
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Exhibit 11.2

HEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPEGTION

Housing napection Services

Cify and Courty of San Francisca ) .

4660 Mission Stteet, 6 Floor, San Francisco, Tglifornia $4103-2414

Phone; (415} 558-5220 Fax :( 415) 558-624% Dapartment Webisite: vwww sfdblorg

RESIDENTIAL HABITIBILITY INFORMATION
SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE REGUIREMENTS .
{PROPERTY OWNER MAINTENANCE CHECKLIST]
REVISED FEBRUARY 2§, 2514

ECR ONE £ TWO FAWLY DWELLINGS,

AFARTMENT HOUSES (3 OR MORE DWELLING UNITS} & RESIDENTIALITOURIST HOTELS

e
n

SEG. 605, PRONIEITION ON WOODEN FIXED UTILITY LADDERS

Yiooden Fixed Ulilily Ladders shall be prohibifed on budldings which contain R-1, R2, and -3
Cecupanaies thatets and apariment house [and dweliings), s defined by Chanter £ of this -
Code, “Fixed Dtijlty Ladder shall mean any ladder permanently attachad to the exterior of a
structura ar building, bt shafl not include ladders required hy the Calfornia Devision of
Ucrupational Safety and Healtl for werkplace safely that have been mstallad with & grop&r
oemmit, or laddars sxpresaly authanzed by the Department of Building Inspection for Buikting
Coce or Fira Codz compliance purposes, Woodes Fixed Utility Ladders shall ba removed or
apleoed mE metal ladders that comply with applicable Building, Fies, apd Hogsing Code
reguirements.

2 MAINTAIN CLEAR & UNCBSTRUGCTED MEANS OF EGRESS: Pleass keap all twans of
egress, primary ({reot stairs, exlt coredara), aind gecondary rear stairs, fire esdapes) free from
encumbrances (Such as stesage, flowsr pats, housahold Bams, laundry fines, and any tripping
hazards). These paths of raved ara ko be completaly cfasr at &l §mes for emergancy exiting.

a MAINTAIN FIRE ESCAPES: Cheek all fire escape ladders {o ensure that they s fully
apsrafonat (i pastcular the cable and all moving parls) and that diea faddees are nat.
ol shuﬁtegi: You should fiave an industiy professional inspact and serice your fire escapas
armully.

4. MANTAIN CENTRAL SMOKEFRIRE ALARM SYSTEMS & SMOKE DETECTORS: i1
apariient houses and hotels. malnfalr the candral smokeffire alams system wilh the operational
!f?ht mdicattrg; o withi the supervision penek box, and annual Fre Begadment cedification
gleaty posted In thuse bulldings whese applicablz. In 2 sevidental occupancies chuck to
sonfirm that all required smoeke detectors are installed and fully oparational iy aY siseping or
guest rontng, and at the top of every public stairvay, and on every third floor below. Raplaes
aattarias annuslly. Do nat pairt over smoke detectors, .

-3 MAINTAIN & RETAE FIRE EXTINGIRSHERS! In all spatment houses and hotels a Type 24
108E or equivalent Fire Extingulsher is required on svery fioor of alf public hathvays. Requined
Fire Exfinguishess must he servioed and retagged by an ndustry profassicos! armually {this
includes recently purchased fire extingulshers),

B, MANTAIN ALL WOGD DECKS, EXIT CORRIDORS, STAIRS, GUARD RAL S AND HAND
RANLZ: Yol should have ail of these exfsling lems inspected annually for dry rat, fungus,
deledaration or decay by g licensed professional pest contwl contmetor, ganzral building
sonfracior, architect, or enginesr o ansura theit safely and slability, Hawe these professionals
provids you with a writter rapor of eny recemmended repalts, Obtain building permits for il
Etructural rapains.

bl MATNTAIN VISIBLE PROPERTY ADDRESS NUMBERING: Your rasidantial building st
hiave the address numbers mountsd at the front of the fuilding ot & minimum size of 4 inohes
in a qofor contrasting frarn the bididing, The address numbers should be clearly visile from

PRSIt Lithsigfakmalandall 04 & iR dee Feniazsdd BIZAE, B2RCENY, LHTA008. Manants
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Exhibit 11.3

Reaidential Building OwnerCpsrator Page 2 af4
Inforustional Maintenance Chackdist

§ -MAINTAIN GARBAGE ROOMS X GARBAGE RECEFTAGLESTAIGaage raoms SRal figwe

L

1.

12

13

£

T8

the street by amergengy vehlcles. In addifion, alf guestraams shaould be clearty identified by
nan, leter, or numbst. . ,

MAINTAIN GARAGES & STORAGE AREAS: In all apariment housss of § unils or mars and |
all hotels, remove combustibls storsgs from alf storags Seas that do nof have fire sprinkders.
Absolately no combustible storage may be kept under stalnwells without 3 proper g sprinkler
systgtmi. sarages ane only fo be used for the wehicle slorage incidenisl 1o the spadment hougs
of fadel use,

28 gauge sheet matal walls and callings or approved altemative, fire epinklers and tiist ke
kept clean of dabrlz and vemin with self-ologing tight fitling doars, Al garkage receptacles
must ba tighlly covered, with a suffcient number o serve the budlding. _

PROPERLY MAINTAIN SECURITY PROVISIGNS SUGH AS SECURITY BARS, GATES,
ENTRANCEEMT DEORS & DOOR SELF 0L OSING DEVICES: All sacurity bars in sfeeping
roatns must be openabla fram ths inside with a fully eperational menual releass (1o keys,
rambination lncks, or special knowiedge is allavwed to open seourity bars or gates). Abscludely
re double sylindar koks fahich require a key from e inside and outside) are alfewsd on any
apartment Unit or buiiding antey or exit doors. Malntaln 135-tegree iewers at sl apartment
unif snfry deoges mownied no higher than 88 inches above the fleor. Al entrance and axit dotrs
zlaf] be tight fitting, sslf closing, and self-locking. in all aparmient houses and halals, al public
bathraom, community kitchen, garbags oo, eef penthouse, guest oo, and desHing L
ety doors shall be fight fiithyg and self-closing. No padloclks o padiosk hasps are allowed on
guest raom of dwelling unit ety o sxit doars,

MAINTAIN SHUTOFF TOOL NEAR GAS METER: In all apartrment howses and hotsls kesp a
shutaff fool naar the gas mster and poet the instruelionsl diagram provded by the Departmert
of Bullding Inspestion in & public ansa fear the gas meder,

MAINTAN REAT £ HOT WATER: I your apastment houss or hoted fiss g canfeal hest souncs
such 25 g bolfer or furnace system, your Heat sysbers time clock must ba set fn provide haat
from 5:00 am te 1100 am and from 500 ?m {0 10:00 pra. {13 hours daily), Mairtaln all )
tabitable moms af 68 degrecs Pahrentiell during these fime periods. Your cenlral source heal
sysfem must have a locking fhenmestat b inftlate e heat systemn tacated in & habitable rcom
other than an awrer or manager's unit (except foran 21 owner secipied residential conde
budlldleg). Hotwater fo all unafts miust be between 105 to 120 degeees Fahrenbsit, far boiler
heat systems, abtsin snnual cerffication pes tha San Francisco Plumbing Cods, Radiatory
m’ém b Iy goesd working order with progsure velves operational aid vadve shud-off hardbes in
e, :

MAINTAIN ALL FIREFRDOFNG, GLAZING, WEATHER PROCGANG, EXTERIOR STUCCD,”

EXTERIOR SIDING, INTERIOR WaLLSY CEMINGS, and EHIMNEYS & FLUES: Maintzin
these areas freo frotm boles, dzeay, mizsing materials rnd peefing paint

MAINTAIN EXIT SIGNAGE: Common hallway dows 8 windows leading to firs ssoapes or
exits: must have the approprigle signage, with Isitering S inches inchelght on confresting

backgaund,

MAINTAIR ALL ROOR AREAS: I &l spertment houses or hotals, keep all wirssirnpes § {eet
abuve the roof. Remcvs all ipping hazards, Al doors fo roof arass must bef‘g}n Tiftireg asnd
saif-glozitg and openable from inside the penthcuse door ieading o the roof. This duor must
be [ockabls fram insids the stainuay to the rosf if the roof is acoassible Fam an adjacent roef, -
Keop the roof ared free from combusiiie storags. Nothing shouki ohelruct access o 5 rogf
micunted fire ascape. -

P EVBICHETS Ertird, msmanindind st doc . - Pavissd SIS, RUNERT, 120200
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Exhibit 11.4

Residentist Bullding DwneefOperator . Fape3afd
Infarmaticonal Maintenance Checkiist

T8,

i7.

21,

L]
m

23.

28

27

MAINTAIN ADEQUATE LIGHTING IN ALL PUBLIC AREAS: Provide adaguate lighling o sl
stairs, public hallways, axit coridors and five escepes.

MAINTAIN CROPER VENTILATION: In gerayes, panthaysas, public hiolks, furmace and baolfer
rooms, gas meter ronms, garbege nacmy, and &l other reorms with gas appiiances, mainkain
e proper ventilafon and vent systems. ‘

MAMNTAIN SMOKE BARRIER DQORE: All frard entry daors io the spariment bouss ar hatel,
doors that separate the garage from the publlc hslieay or fohby, hallway doots between Soors «

“mndl stalrwn ys (stalrngy ercloSme doars), BuilEnfufnacd room G656, garbizge room doars, and

‘ c—ntlhoaise duors must have seif cloging devices and remain slosed to be effective smioke
arrlers,

MAINTAIN FIRE SPRINKLERS IN SARBAGE & LINEN CHUTES: In aparimen] hauses and
Tiotels, maindain fire sprinkfers at top and boliom of chules, and as tequirad by the Houslng
Cude. Do noft paint over any sprinkler heads.

MAINTAN ALL LIGHT WELLS: Keap all light walls clean abd feee from the accumulatlen of
dabris, Keep all ighl well drains clesn and operationat.

MANTAIN ALL ROOME {VACANT OR QCCHRIED): In 8l residential buiidings, alt dwalling
fnits and guest rronts 3Ra) be maintained in & dean and funclione) manne. - Walls, ceilings,
faars, vindows, doors, avatery sinks, and private bathreoms shall be progery mamitalned,
weathar proofed and frae from sgvere werr, moisture refantion, plurmbing fixtlire or maf
feakage, chronie and severe mold and rilldew or alfwr diapideted conditions,

MAINTAIN ALL PUBLIC BATH ROORMS: In alt hotels, public bathrooms mus! be maintained
In & chan and furciions] manner. The Sen Frencisco Housing Code requires a minimunt of 2
aperatioral public bathrooms pet fioorwhen a8 guest resms do not have private bathrooms.
This numbet Increases by one for avery addiforal 10-guest rooms [or increrment of 103 greatet
fat 20 guest rooms Jaer flzor. Mechanizal verilation must be cepable of debvering 5 ax
chang?a par haue. Windows that provide netwal vendilalion shall be vl maiktaingd and fuly
operatianal. .

MAINTAIR ALL COMMUNITY ISTCHENS: In halels, all commuendty kitchens shall be
maimtained in & clean and funclonsi manner. Appraved sooking fariliies must have an
sleatrical power sourcs, Entry doors totha comeuniily kitshen shalt ba sel’losing and tight -
fittiryy. Caunters, flooring and sinks shalt be of nonabsorbentitnpenvious materials. Instiutanal
grade materials such a8 stalnkess steel counlers and fhed fioors ane recommerded,

MAINTAIN ALL HANDRANLS & GUARDRAJLS: Al Interior and exterier handralls and
guandegils shall be prapery secured and maintained i a forstional manner.

RMAINTAIN ELEVATORS REQUIRED 8Y THE FIRE CODE: Haotals with g building harght
exceeding ¢ feet (a5 calewated by the San Francisca Fire Deparimenty shall have af lkayt
m;g.' Iapf':\r;a.tlng_ avatar for the residental occuparnis’ usa that is well maintained and operates
safely, : . .

MAINTAIN ADEQUATE GARBAGE FICK-UP: All residentiail buliddinga shall maintain garbage
ﬂiﬁl{-u‘} aenvices necsstary ta prevert fhe accumulation of garbegs and debiis that would
result in rodent harborkge and unsanitary condiiony, :

MIINTAIN HOT WATER HEATERE: Al ot walor Featsrs must b properly secursd and
doubls strapped, Fressure feffef valvas, shul off valves end vent conngciors must be propery
in placa and aperatioral. When locatad in 2 garage the appliancs must be a minlmurn of 18
irches off the Roor

RAAVIZtD% Ly spmabdsadri rd Pdas . Frenbserd RUH0H, BIHGNT 10300
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Exhibit 11.5

Residential Sultding DwnelOperator Fagugafé -
Infomnational Maintsrnatce Checklist

28,
28,

S

31,

r

.
k-4

28,

“HApRng Hazant

MAINTAN ALL WINDOWS: All windows shall Be welt malntalnad, tight ing snd fully
operafional. Broken sash cords shall be replscad. Mo window shel be painted or nalled shut
Roglacement vindows must have suficient weather-siripping and a minimurn 24 inch widiy
and 24 inch kheight i requirsd for egcape, .
MAINTAIN ALL FLOORING & CARPETING THROUGHOUT: AH camsting ar ather flogr
covering shall be kept sanitizad and free of extansive wear and tipping hazard, Alf floor
coverings shat crnnot be sanitized shall be mplaced in an appropriats manner i piewsnt &

fRAINTAIN ALY MATTRESSES £ LINEN: In oll hotels or gusstoams whens the peopery
awnee ar building cperator grovides matresses and fnap, thasa foms shall be maintained b a
sgnitary conditfen and frae from iksect infestation.

HEFAIR OR REFLACE LEAKING WINDDWS, PLUMBING FIXTUREYS § ROOFS:
Inveatigata atid mepar Jeaks Tom windows, plusbing fitures or the radf quickly o prevent
roésiure retention that can causa mold and mildew. Do rot cover aver leaking sreas untll tlre
sothes of the faak is propery repdined.

PROVIDE PROFER ROTIFICATION WHEN DISTURBING LEAL PAINT & OBSERVE
REQUIREL REMUVAL PROTOCOLS: Property awners need to provida residential oemupants
with proper nodification when disturing interior and axterinr lead besed paint, Hnoyide proper
Fignage, protaet Interlor fossAurnishites, ard obwerva work profocols related 1o leed palit
ramana, debris contginment snd migration, tlean-up, ato.

PROPERLY VENT ALL CLOTHES ORYERS: Moislure exfiaust ducts shall be properhy
g"a(lg taired, be equipped with & back draft damper and temninats or the outside of e
wilding. :

ON SITE CARETAKER: Apariment houses of 8 or mare dwal['inags. or hotels of 12 or more
guast reaims must have an onsite caretaker fhet can be eonjacted by ihe city in case of
emargency. The name, unit ¥, and contact information of this indhidual must be posted ot the
front entranam bo the hulfding. -

CARBON MONUKIDE ALARMS: State Fire Marshal approved alamns ard detection systesns
are required In the conmon areas, and slecping rooms of existing rosidaatial bulldings that
eoritaln fusk-buring appilances, sush 8% figetas or gas applisnces, firsplaces, efc., 88
delinssted in the San Francisco Building Code,

LOSS OF BWELLING UNITS: The Planning Dapartrsnt, and Departhent of Buliging

Inspectioa will reviw the proposed loss of any dwelling unlts in & buliding gresler than fao

Emis {f%géat,faélg%g%} pursuant o Exeutive Directive 134K, issued by Mayor Les on
Jecenher 18, 2013, A

NOTE: This inforrsatinmal chacklist s provided for the gerenal ose of residiendial acoupants,
property ownars, operators, managers, and the public, Thiz oriferion dees nol address alf
pofantial Code viglations thal may be debscted during arn on-site inspection and is subiect o
change without notice. Please sontact the Hausing Ihspection Servces Division at {415) 558-
8220 during business haurs if you requirg further information,

PRI Afs L agaleme i ad da e Snveng BEAYE R0y, 19ms
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Exhibit 11.6

ity and Couity of Szn Franelco

Eciudn I Lan, Wsyar
Gepanment of Bullding inapirsion

2
;e] Teom £, Hut, R, .80, Hirector

Hoverbardl, 008 j

» NOTIOE OF NEW HOUSING LAW '
ANMENDS THE SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING Coak .
BANS EXTERIOR WOOREN FIMED UTIITY LADBERS '
Ewerplen of NvaProhilited Wooden Flsed Usility Laddars.

" pesr Fropéry DunerfOperatar

Watiden exforior Hxed utillly ladders —See the coamplas picinesd aboive-- Bre now profibibed on rasldential
Builidings and must inmedlately be ramoved with 2 propar bulidfey permit. Ths sefion [$'2 regult of passans by the
San Frenciees Soard of Bupervisors of Oedinzrioe Fig No, 081018 creating Saction 15 of e Sm Srencoe Husg
Cotte, This riew law takes sffect on Decembar 4, 2008, Dus to the pokerial denger of Sese ricdires, e "*apa‘tmml B
akeaty dling propery osners i encoursge mmedisie rmmoval of Hrese leadors urdar Ihe gensal mmbananue pr’*fwznrxa
ol e Hausng Oxds,

These wooden lsdders may be peplaced with mstal raddm,pmpadg sex.:“ured 15 thé building eomatreicted witl an
appeaved Butlding permit For reslansment sentienisnts see Tille 8 of Laliformia Coda of Repulations Sacdons 3275 &
377 {Cal OSMA) and Sar Franslen: Brilding Sode Adminisadve Buflatin o AB-{18 ammsed Jarmary 1, 2K8 (v |

wmeasfiblom 1 ase s Admwinishative Bruflelin). Fallure fo velunbaslly ramgve the voodan ladders wﬂ! seautin the
Isauanze of & format Motice oF \ioktinn fo the property cwmer requirag mmml within 30 days of fssuinee, For
yaur informadion Se pew law slafes:

SEG m. FRCHETION ON WOODEN FIXED UTILITY LADDERS
Wooncert Fixae Uil dacidura shal b profibited on Eulflags which camitie 81, R 2, wad R acmﬂam‘es {hatals g
apadmant fotiss famd dwellngs] ), ax dafinsd by Chiptar & of S fode. "Feed UNTY Laddor” shall etegn any fadear '
paﬂnamnﬂi' #itached ko tra axhorior of & struckure or Buifding, Sl sl rot inclisde Inddses requlrad Ey e Califarsa
... Dhivisioe of Occtipefiomal S0y Atd Heslifh faryoeknfan safaty it uve Sovir Installod wilh 2 progor neeoid orfaddars orlad'crers b orfadders
wprassly sullioriow by fhe Degarinont of Bulding Inepection for Bulldlig Cude or Fire Cove campliznca prpes
Fraoten Fived Uiy Laddses aihalf he mmadurephmdvdﬂ: mietaf faddecs Sk eovmaly with appfkame ammg, .Fm;,
apd Heusing Gode mgiraments.

If you have quesims of requze Turinor Gmaton fegarding he e fartioval & The weaden 1HHeTs peass t ,w ETE nus‘n-,n
Inspaction Samioes Diviclon ot {415) 558-6220; arthe Technical Services Divigion at44 15} 556-6205 far infurmaton
re;ardmg The code sinndands for metal rapfacemant bddars. Ploase dgit she DBEwet ik, s sftbb arg dic Hau&m
{nspecion Services o see delafsd informatim on e ban on wooden uffity faddess.

Housing inspaction Servicen
] 1860 Misgloq Btreei- San Franciscn OA 36143
O (A18)- 5556220 ~ FAX {915 J55-824% - www.afitlibirg
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Exhibit 11.7

Amendnint of dms Whelx - -
11"27

FILE NO- 051018 ORDINAN"‘I: No. QSS‘-—-&E

s
.

| [Buiiding ~ Ban onWosden Flxed Ublily Ladder}

%
- .
" 3 | Ordinance amending the San Franclsco Houslng Code o add Seation 608 prohibiting | |
4 | wooden Hesd Gty fadtans  R-T, R, and R OnSijamles, mid raking fivdlngy——
B i thie Gaiﬂbmi&ﬁnvl.wnmsnm! ity Act: & ‘
f ° Hois: Addiﬁarm P rmNmﬂ Remmsy
. K delefions are ﬁ—%ﬁﬁgﬁ-@m
- Beard ariendmant addifong e @Eﬁmmg
. 1 Hoard ameniment defetions zm stiketiosdsdnonm -
b-g ] e
' . . Bs B nrdamacf by e Pecpie of the Gity erx Cousity of San Frengism i
E i Suction 1. Finfings, ' ’
2 {5} Genars! Fladbgs. - -
coa 1) Gaela structures and bulidings witdn the Clly 3nd Sosrty of San Franclss
I W § L ["Oiky*} have sxbarorwouden Teed ity lsdders® not raguirsd ursder state, lozal, or
5 Facdeat safaty regilations. .
l Toe b {2) tf not properly mativiained end secured, waesier LRy laddors preser heaith
SR ¥ 4 and safely deks f the public dus i slscspthiEly of wood o rotting and deterargtion over
tow o tme )
© e | {3 The condillon of wooden ftad Lty tadders may be dificult i dlacern except
:+ 20 1 upos cfoss nspaction and, i cortaln instancas, woodsn uiiity ledders may gutwardly

Bt | spoaergals I’orumﬁa;p_@!g}bgb- gum{sd g dangzmua vondiion, )
(4} Many p'wariy awnare are urawars of the safetr igsues ereatsd by failng &

... A8 ] . removawooden fiad uliity ledders or raplace them with matat uiily laddors. Awnal» or
24 faﬂmg ladder puis property mmers. bullslng rasidants, mman!s and guasis sﬁ nsk
25 . :
; _—
| Byoriear MeGalseh - :
: BOARE OF SUPERWIYGRE - ' Pogi§
. . . 1ereE
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Exhibit 1.8

1 {5) Abeont legistative sctior, pmpsﬁymmefs may lack regudainry incentves i 7.
i
2§ inspedl, melhtein, of remove sdhenvize code-compliant wooden ufily Iadders.

v B f (80 i order 0. peciziols genessl welkarn and gafety, e urefore i e public

4 ntvest to requiks maoval of wondar: fineed wtitly ladders or the rpdacoaent of sush
. B ladhdera wikh safir mets! iy iadders,
& (7} Esforesment of Rils fegialaficn wil osear shmuqh the existing muting inspecian
. B o
2
g lenipEn
"o | code

+ {5} Emvronmentsl Findings. The Planring Department bae detarmined thet the
12 || actions contemplsted in s Drdinance ars in cenpllance with fe Cailfomia Envirormental
2  Quslity Ast {Calliomla Public Resources Code secions 21000 at asq ), Sald determisstion i

: 14 | anlle wilt the Chark of the Soand of Sup»smac-rs inFileMy, _ OBIOID andi §
. 15 ‘ineorporated haraln by rafersncs. '
i3 ;
: 17 ; Secfion 2. The San Fransisce Housing Code 15 kereby amended by adding Section
f& '130:: fo remd Az fﬁlfau‘& . . ' ’

mv@f»;g; gty et __Qggr: instoled WK & Broper,

'

: 25 ) ﬁgggrfmgﬂr‘gj‘mm__@‘j_g&ﬁfémgzgw r_giﬁ‘. oF Fine &M‘! faeir) EHLTRZ.‘E ity 2, J
io- . /
f Fpavieqr Malokddck . . :

i BOARD GF SUPERYIZQRI . Poge 2

4 : plodei ]
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Exhibit 11.9

; t
-4
Tk Mo, 051010 Eliaguky csridRy ik e feegolng Ordlvasize
wix FINALLY FASSED gn Navember 4,
JOE By de Busderd of Swpmrvinre of e City
a0l Doty of Sen Franeisen, C

ot Approved '
4 ‘:
il Hix GEL0L0 ' : L
ot Dot B Preitnciocy N Svinead of STHARE 3 TR
Tl Rt
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Exhibit 11.10

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco

l

4 Wendep Roed Unffiy frdiery shall be remotes! av recliced with miet bddors sy somphr l

2 | sith apticabls B, Five ond Hnusioy Gade recrenents. g

) APPROVED AS TO FORM:
© A 1 DENNIS I MERRERA, Cliy Atlomay

SNi=s

B b ﬁﬂdm#w..ésﬂﬁ

7 Depuby Cify Atiomey

B | )

g . i3

o .
4t ] ‘ |
74 -

13

1“4 . |
145 '

18

12| '
18 .

] ’ .

20

- .

25 . i

24

25

Shpanssor HoSisivh
BRI OF SUPERVISORS | » 2?%3
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Exhibit 11.11

. . P Gy Pt
ity anmd County of San Francizes 10k, Cavtoae B, Credls Piask
Fun Bezadony, Gk Foioa-i%

Tails

File Pkl CBING i Date Pagoed: |

o e Ondirane s AmBdby e San Fmarsoe Hotsing Do (o add Secficn RIS prfibling wonden thed ;
LTy lackless bt B4, P2, B T8 Donapanekes, am msking findngs under 18 Cetfarnis :
Envoamenlsl Quadly fct, . .

Cietaber 18, 2008 Rowrd of Sepesvisars — PASSED ON FIRST BEADING
’ Ayax: 10 - Alicto-Piee, (ihs, Dalys Py, Elsbomid, Mezwell, MeQolidek,
v Mirkadeg, Peskin, Sedoval
Alremt: 1 - Aszlane .
Rivveenbes 4, M08 Borrd of Superviscrs — FINALLY PASERD
Aysin 13« Adfinto-Poer, Amminrss, Coe, Dy, Duity, Bisbernd, Mook,
P MiGgbdciek, Midmrimd, Paskin, Sandovet .

) |
:
. !
‘ ;
5
i
!
s
et S A At . bordme g mots 28 ¢ S a Lp b T W A EER SAH S e SOV IR
. - et — fe = ea

i

R —— O e s
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Exhibit 11.12

NEW BAN ON WOODEN
FIED-UTILITY LADDERS

IF YOU HAVE ONE OF THESE LADDERS ON ANY
EUiLﬁIHG YOU OWN, YOU MUST ACT-IMMEDIATELY -
TO REMOVE OR REPLACE IT.

Wooden fixed ulility ladders may be
dangerous, and are now fegal. Thesé
ladders were commonly added to buildings
constructed in the City during the 1230s
and earfier. They were never partof a
buslding's fire escape system; but they often
were Installed &3 & ‘conventences” to building
owners who wanled roof access without
biringing @ porbable ladder to the gite.

- These ladders are now prohibited on
residentiat buildings and must be remaved
with a proper building permit. Action by
property cwners i reguired as a result
of legislation pagsed by the Hoard of
Supesvisors and signed by tha Mayor. The
new law takes effect on Decetmber 8, 2008.
Given the potential danger they pose, DBl is
alteady cifing property owners to encourage
immediate remaval of these ladders.

Frofect your building and those Iving in
it by calling the Departiment of Building
Inspection’s Housing Inspection Services
foday o learn what io de.

Obtain helpful infermation on OBPs

website www.sfgov.orgfdbi or call {415}

558-6220 and comply today with the Cify's
| mew law by remaving these ladders.
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Exhibit 11.13

ity &iel Cotinty of Saa Francisso
Depsrtnent of Buliding Inspection

v Edwin 3 Lae, dsayor
‘Fat O. Hul, §.8, 08,0, Director

I

Nuotics Requiring Compliance Of Szn Francisco Housing Gode Section 884
Fot Apar&hﬁni Buildings/Residential Condos {3 or mora units) and Holels
{Affdavit % on Reverse Sidel

{n Seplamber 17, 2023, fiw Boand of Superviscrs passsd Qnfnines # 15202 whish adsed Saslish 50410 e San
Frafsisto housmg Darie, The pediret part of the Code Sectien i peovided balow far your referancs, The Talkving

"""""" “Intormtaben e e BIRS RS W NEE Maraab o packegs i Zaglel pour Sabrakal gf‘ﬁq“mquireﬁ SiTET g vy and

svary B years hacsalter. Tuls regquiresriint is soparats and will ayda independéatiy fom he pariodi keaits & safly
{roudln] inspsctions requirad by Chiastés 3 af the Ha saing Gode. This lmommhan i bn!ng gm:{j;..m wmg the eautivs
inspaction requast lefiars to give nroparly o tie fi aupslions sbayt the affidavit
HEOGRES,

EEG, 606, AFRUSTURAL EAINTERSGE,

inh AREx L Ropaed. AT ancd 6nd Pyl decks, balnoniss, Lodbps, avdt conkters, shlway ugxi:ms, guare sk, hare ik, Be pagepes, orang
peats thetitgl b weaikes m;wmd mnaé :pnmwml t:u‘ﬁ.thns m‘ﬂ fiimis séull bt rapeind by @ fegiend Senienf ooulracior, of @ shrackak!
jnl wontrok b oz d o , nanfyy Thid W wail syslem, commedoe, Balonng, ovek oF i 4wt Fruewal
iz 1 penee seke Lol madequulaumkzng arder, and g dem, hsERedns dry mt, fungus, doledaralizg, dacgy, o iniopsr Qisyisn,
Propady swiomds st providn prozd of ok oFA e eacdio by aibmizing 2 affidams fong (pesdad 6y me Dsparimond] signad ky s
feppareiaw Capertor i e Heeatly indpaclion Sandoes Dhisdoe rvarg Son g, Py puosinse 61 & poron, mmrm&&sﬁ Andy
s thase aress which o nct (mn:rhms::ng anag

San Fraanglics Houslng &adaﬁﬁ;utmnunt:. Gaciion 644 requires aparpeat holse {relisling residential
cowtaminiin uddings of 3 owailnga of thare} ansdt hotal (& guest moma a2 mire} senes i bave all bujmp,g Epperdigs
bz b dnspeetied by @ licensed genera contraels, or $lruciura! peet contral learger, of losgsod professionsi architact &1
ergiraer, vesifylng et he- st systam, cardet, baltony, deck, orany sart theceof (fhat exisls withln S subject butding
=z Kenlifed shovel i i generd aafa condion, i adequate wasking arder, and fres fraes fasardows dryp rok, fungus,
deteqlarsiion, detay, or npropes siteratian, Appendages = described 83 all woos and fiehi ducks, bakonies, lndings,
exif oeridors, slaloway systems, gussdeats, bandralls, fire aegapas, DF BNy GEIts thera! [t akathor-exzosad arsas
{exetadieny inlsiior buildng ereas). i
Nate for Residential Condaminlama: The Saik Francisen Hasing Code defines reskizatial congorrniums fof thres
dwsllifins o more] do be spanment hogess $nd theréfore sulject 1o this requirement. fesidantial condominiim owrers
ateoakt ke their home ovmnes's aeenciater soinpl te crolesed affidsnit if the bullsyg apséridages descibed sbowve
Hre i i eafmmion or public erear of s BulldIng, If ey stk not pert of @ commen areq, bt i Hled o a speaific
dwilErgizaiio, Ihen Bt sesidentlal condominium ounizr st tnplets the afidevit and raluta it 12 the Dapaﬁment af
Bulising napEsstion ps fie mstructons Indfceted belne

Froof of Complisnics & Majling m;w:ﬁﬂﬂa- Property oraers shall provide proof of srmpiiamz it s Secion by
submiting the anclosed atfidlsit, wii verificstion §f appicabls) compistel and signed by o licensad profesalonal who
{nsperled the subjest Bullding, Compieted aifidactts must be submitted = = the Houging Iaspaction Serdczs Dhvisien as
Sdiated bk, avery 5 yeers. Flaase wend comslatad and signed affidavits ta the;

‘s Fremuiano Dupartnant of Bulliing lrspeciion
Waawng Inapacilan Servieay Diuietan

Abin: Seciion 64 HUC. Aflitnyit Ffog

1901 Mlzsinn Steet_ 2 Aoor

¢t Franclucn, B 241032414

Cods Enfarcimient for Faikora fo File; Code anforoenintd procendings 2s required by the San Francsen Housing Code:
Wi b inRiated againat thosa propeiy sansrs who do nol e somoletod and sgned aftidseds. to the Disarkrent of

Bullting irspaction. ¥y heve any guestians oorthis matisr please aall e Housing irspection Seivitas Divislon at (415)

5685220,
Hausing [nspection Division

+H60 Misian Strost- San Fancico OA 54103
Office (415) BFE-E230 ~ FAX [416) 558-024% — v afgoy.angidld
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Exhibit 11.14

Cléy snvd Courty of San Frangizen
Dapartmett of Bullding Inspestion

Edwin 1. Lee, Nayor
Tomt £, Huj, 5B, 48,0, Timctor

COMPLIANGE AFFIDAVIT
SECTION S0 UFA'FI-‘I‘E SAN FRANCGISCO HOUSIRG CO0E
{Ruguirements are described In the Notize on the reverse side)

Bulding Locatians

Building Addraes:

Agmesroes Blookilot

Baliding Typa of selést aned

L Apartimesd Mok

L3 Hote]

O Residenial Condo Building | Aparimant Houss witli 3 er rare dwalligs « bullling sppsndage in common sraag)
L¥ trtidusl Resdeniial Condo (indfaduat Dwalling Ualz wis building aspendages in privide araa)

Froparty Ceamer InTsmuatiat o sufoct onw & comptats)
2 Narme of Properly Gwress .
1 ¥arme of Resiniisi Condoranium Assozielion Rapresarstive:
Hailing Adcériess for bulfdng contace {pwner or oomds azsaialion]:
Plwsna & 6f Zontact Persom, i

Liendiaed Professional Infermathon of ssbact iypa of profeadlonal & osmpdate}
N oFf Licensor Profassional et roviewed buisng: . :
#daiing Agidress of Litensed Professional: e i
Bhona # of Licensss Professatal _ ! ‘
{iconsa & . e
Type of professionsd . L] Sorural Coabracor

21 Archrect

A Gluil Engineer .

& Struatural Enginear .
0 Gucteral Past Sontrol Inspacior

Affidayit Verificotion: (salect ona, i fret smuare setaeled variicatisy is nol riscazsary).
&£ Exteriar Lailding appendanss {saa ravarss for descripdan) da nat axist &t the subject buildiag,
£ Exterior building appendages do sxist af tha subjact Suiding. [Sorplets veriization oloe)

| A . narehy varlty to the best of my dnovledos et atthe fims of ree
eopglionoon____ Stwopg snd mabsl dseks, beleonies, bisdings, oxit cofrkdorns, stainvey syetemne,
sordidils, handrails, fira escapas, or any paris thareof i weather-expotes pess, {faf salsl st ihe subfect ldirg
wentified sbowg) ame ir general safe condition, adequabe working cder, and e frars deterieeation, dacay, crimprogar
aterdlion that coukd use a safaty hazard. .

Fhatie of Licensed Profassenal ndioalad above Digte Sigoad

Pliagse maka & topy of Ihis Affideit for your resords pror §o submitts! $o e Dapartmert of Bulldiog Irepeslion, 1§ you
- have sy guesiions, plase contert ihe Housing inepeclian Senvices Bhvston st [415] S50-5220. Plrage subiniit
smleted & signod aifidavit ko the Dopariment of Buliding Inspectlon sddressed as follows:

San Francisea Ceprrimant of Building lhspesfon
Henagkng Ingpeation Survidim

Bt Seetlar 804 HC, SidsvIE Filling

1660 Mizslon Streat, 57 Foar

San Erancisao, (4 54163-2414

Haysing Inapaction Divigion
1660 Miwzion Yirzet— San Franclaco SA 94183
_ Officw (415) SE0-6220 ~ FAX (415} S50-524% ~ wwnw.sigov.orgldh

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco ' 110



Exhibit 11.15

Gity and County of San Frantisea

Edwin . Ler Magor
Separtient of Building spection

Tent £Z, Hiel, 5.E., €.8.0., Dirsstar

AFFIDAVIT — SELF CERTIFICATION EOR THE
INSTALLATION OF CARBON MONOXIDE AND SMOKE ALARMS

FOR COMPLIANGE WITH SECTIONS 420.4, 307,211 & 3404,6.1 OF THE SAN FRANCISCO BRHLDING CODE

i PROPERTY ADDRESS;

PERIIT AFPLICATION NG.: BLOCHY SRR £ 3 }

NUMBER OF CARBON MONGYICE ALARMS INSTALLED: . ’ o
| NUMBER OF SMOKE ALARMS INSTALLED: o
| RUMBET: CF MULT-PURPOSE ALARNS INSTALLED:

LARBON MONOWIDE ALARMS: Soe San Eranciaco Bullding Cods S=ctlan 4204
hitpsifpublicerodsz. ciiation. camelicn B I M I Tndachtm 7bu=CA-P-204 5000008

ENMOKE ALARMS: Sea San Prasclace Ruilding Code Section 807241 mpd 340155 ‘
Rttpeipublieaccdes. citition Somiirakb 200 0T ndachim thusGA -8 201 1000008

itpstionms amlagal cominxtigstewsy AINCaN s Ruldinghulidingcede 21 Oedioniaptersdexis
fimgstrreturas¥i=lemplalesifnedacymentframaset himfg=3401 6.1 20 eseraer 3. INLPHH

. FORHOTEL OR MOTEL REQUIREMENTS,
PLEASE CALL HOUSING INSPECTION SERVICES AT (415) 558-6220,

1850 Missior Sirent - San Francieen CA 541032444
Girice [495) S5E-BET0 ~ FAK (415) S50-5481 — www.sldbl.om
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Exhibit 11.16

SMOKE & CARBON MONOXIDE ALARMS ]
Exampla of Loestion for Smuaky & OO Atsrmae '

Leannd I
£ phadgahicioe ﬁmoka &orng shall e estallegan | o s ’ 1 ?
oang or wit al each Saor leval Indluding i ‘Froplnce —— :
sacormant au not Innkicng oot spunes ang X \\G .
anirtiabinble’ @es iy pack bedracen and guigidn | - - Eabhfoge

snch Nleenag ara in tiwe iImmadog vlrifty of the: o i
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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™).If the 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. Evenifa
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
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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

- NOVs, 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
DBI. 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.”® 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.”* (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

0 SOP, Page 61, Ttem 1(a).
*! San Francisco Housing Code, Section 204
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history of NOVs 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 caseis received by the City Attorney, the Chief Attorney for the
Neighborhood and Resident Safety Division will usually assign it to the Deputy City Attorhey
(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 if the 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 lanidlord 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 Spemal
Assessment Llen 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 if the 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 5pm 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

 Howsing Taspeefinn Soevives Dividia
ity nnal Coynty of San Francleo
TEEN Mdtan Streed 625 Finoe, Son Franddses, Califoerida 248052414
{415y 558-8210 Fax: (£15) 558-524% Eynuit: DEIHIDComplnintsi@afpor.erg Welsites www.sidblorg

‘ NOTICE OF VIOLATION COMPLATRT:
OWNERFAGENTY
MATLING BATE:
ADTRESS: i
LOCATION: .
BLOCK: LOT:

ROTICE TYFE: RUUTINE

BUILINNG TYFE: NA USETYFL:  Na
YOO ARK HERKEY ORDERED TO COMFLY WITH THE FOLLOWING REQUIRERENTS:
iTEM RESCRIMTION
1 THIS HOTICE INCLUDES VIDLATIONS FOR, THE AREAS Comenon azeea of seleet prapeiiy.
FOTED, :

2z REMOVE BGRESS OBSTRUCTION AT (561, syl tick Tram: rear gasies 2 firsg fevel,
3 PFEOVIDE BSTRUCTURAL MAINTENAMCE AFFIDAYIT @04 Frovide samspleled complinnce fiidavit for pection 604 o San
: HO) Frarsisou betising code.
4 INSFBECTOR COMMENTS . T ia the peoposty owner's vosponsthility fo be present o Slrect

lislier represtntative 1o stiend, the weirapration as scheduled
ait this Motics of Yioltion for the parpose of providing sty
£ 4l Tnsectoe o thaws areas il noctssis dusing e el
izspeetion as specdfled, and'or s pravide aeeess v gl agess
wiled witkir this Npthes

TF the property owaer cannot atiend e scheduled sebspretion
{2 sqecilind v this Matiee) § iz ister rasponsibifity 1o
agvtire & different Bupection dude and e with fhe eqecios

. ol provide all demangs wilh uotifatlon s roqudied By
Californda Civil Crade Soetion 1944 (S Francisco Houslng
Ceulry Secivan I3, IF ey doredlings, zpnrimens unils or
gl gnms are §i be aecessed during the relyspestion

AL TTEMS MUST BE COMPLETED waTHIN 3} IRAYE, BEINSPECTION DATE: 24 May 3018 5Ra0 A%
IT T8 RECCMMENDED THAT THE DWNER/CHNERS REFRESENTATIVE CORFIRM BEINGPECTION DASE/2IME,
CONTADT HOUSINS I¥EFECTOR ; ‘

FOR EVERLY INSPECTION AFTER THE INITIAL REJWSPECTION, & S5O0 FEX WILL BE CHARGED (INTIL THE
VIFLATIONS ARE ABATED. SFRC 1888
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Exhibit 13.2

P, DEPARTMENT OF BYILDING INSPECTTON

1 Houslng Yosprelion Services Diviston
{;35" Lity aed Cortity of San Francisco
= 1660 Misslon Sirecd $h Froor, Sun Fraseisen, Culifornis 941032414
(415} 558-6220 Fux:z (455) S58.6249 Eanail: BEMIBComplintufshov.org Welshle: wivnsiibiorg

ROTICE OF VIDLSTION WARNINGSE

TO THE PROPERTY QWNER(E), THEIR SUCCESSORS, ANDLALL OTHER PERSONS HAVING
ANY INTEREST IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY LOCATED i THE CITY AND COURTY
OF SAN FRANGISCD PLEASE TAKE NOTICE:

COMeLANCEWITAIN SEECTEIED TINE ERAME REQUIRED: The described premises were
inspocted by nspectar]s) of the Deparimant of Building Inzpecfion. Az a result of the
Inspection{s), viclations were found to exist and were listed In the Notice of Viclafion matied to
the proparfy owner{s), ACCORDINGLY, the awner(s} of the above-described progerty are
ratjUirad, within the timé frame sat forth |1 this Natlce, to make application (if required) for the
necessary permits, o correct the conditions diligently and expeditiausly, and to complate the
viark within the specified tme on the aftached NOTICE(S), fo be verilled by the appmprfat&
!nspacfur through site inspaction.

COST OF COBE ENFORCEMENTIWILE BE BORNE BY THE PROPERTY.OW ’ER { Saetlon
102A.% of the San Franciseo Building Cods provides that in admﬂun to the slvil penaliles

- daseribed thersin, the property owner shall be aszessead ali attandant, administeative, and
Inzpacion’s sosts incurrad by the Depaniment of Bullding spaction for the propedy ownet's
fallure fo comply with this Notice, These casls arlss from daparttoent fime scorued partaining
but not limited to; {1) monthly violatlon monitoring, (2] case inquirles {phone ealls, cotinter
visite, responge to cornespondance, ec.), (3) case wanagement, (4 permit history resaarch,
{5) naflealhearing praparation, (6} inspecticns, (T} staff appesraneesireports at hearings, and
{8) case referrals.

Azsesement of Cosiz will acorue when the property owner fails to gomply vith this Notice

threighs (1) a monthly violation monitoring fes of §52.00, and (2} an howrly rate of $104.00 for

caze managementfadministration, and $170.00 for inspections, ag pravided for in Sections

0243, 102417, and Section 110A, Tables 140, and [4-K of the San Francisce Building Code,

Tha proparty owner will ba notified by (etter of the acerued Agsessment of Costz following - '
failure fo eamply with this Motlee, Failure to pay the Assessmant of Costs shall resilt in: (1)

the case not belng lagally sbated until all assessments are paid, and {2} tax {ien proseedings

agalnst the property ownay purstant fo Sections 10283, 102818, 1024, 17, 102614 of seq.,

HI2A19 et sag.and 1024.20 of tha San Francisco Bullding Code,

and Taxaﬂm Cnda pﬂwiﬁe. mteraha that #fe xpayer whe derives rantal i mnama from hm;:smg
detarmined by the lacal regulatory agency fo be substandard by reason of violation of atafe or
loeat codes dealing with housing, building, health andfor safety, cannof deduct from state
personal income {ax and bank and corporate incoma tax, deductions foy intarast, depraciation
of faxes attributable to such substandard structure where substandand canditions are not
aorrected within six {8) months after Nolice of Wislatlon by the ragulatory sgeney. i
earrections are not complefed or haing diligently and expeditlousty and continuausly
garformed after eix (5} months from tha data of this Notee of Vielation, nalification will e sent
tz the Franchize Tax Board as provided in Section 17274(c) of the Bevenue and TaxaHan Cade,

Pansdof2
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Exhibit 13.3

NOTICE OF VIOLATICH WARNINGS! (Continued from pags 1)

FHBLIG NUISANCES £ MISDEMEANGHS: Section 1824 of the San Francises Building Code
sand Sections 204, 401 and 1004 {d) of the San Franeisso Housing Code provids that
shructures mamtamed in vielation of the Municipal Code sre public nuisances and as such
are subject to the code enforcement action delineated thersin. Soction 204 of the Houslng
Code provides that any perzon, the owner(s) or his authorized agent who vialates, disohays,
omitz, neglects or refuses ta comply with the Helsintl Gode, of sy arder of the Diractar,
made pursuant to this Code, shall be guilty of & mfsd&me&nur. upant sonvietion thareof
punishable by a fine not exceading $1,000.00, or by imprisonment not extyeding six {5}
months, or by both fing and Inprisonment, and shall be deemed guilty of & separata offanse
for every day such viojations continue.

PERMIT-REQUIREMENTS: Any roquired permit application must be applied for within the
fima limit sof forth In the attached Notice(s). Permit applications areto be filed with the
requisite plans, drawings, and spacifications at the Cantral Permit Bureau, Depariment of
Ruilding inspaction, at 1660 Mission Streof, 15t Floor. A post card will be maifed fo you by
the Cantral Peymit Bursau when the building pormit iz ready to be picked sp. Pursnant to
Soacflons T0TAE, mud 1708, Table 1A-K of the San Franaiseo Bullding Coda investigafion
fans, ara chargad for work begun or perfornaed without permits or for work axceading the
scops of permite. Such fees may be appealed to the Board of Permit Appeate within 15 days
of permit issusnce at 1660 Mizsion Strest, Zrd floor, Room 3036 af (415} 5TS-6880.

HOTIFICATIGN. TO Bl DING TENANTSY Pursuant fo Sections 17880.1 and 17980.6 of the
California Health & Safety Code, and Seclion 10243 of the San Frabeisca Building Gods,
whett igauing a Wofice of Violation the local jurisdiction shall post a copy of the Nolice in g
zonspicucus place on the property and make available a copy to sach tonant thereof,

PROPERTY OWNERILESSOR MA"I‘ HOT RETALIATE AGAINST TENANT/LESSEE FOR |
WAKING AGQMPLAEHT* Pursuant fo Seciion 17980.6 of the California Health & Hafofy Sode,
the property owner may not retaliate against the ionantflassee for exorcising rights under the
Soction 1942.5 of the California Civil Cods.

RENSPECTION FEES: For avery inspection, after the Inffial re-inspaction, a $17LLO0 fou will
he charged until the viclalions are abated pursuant o Seetlons 10848 and 1104, Tabla 1A-G
of the San Francisco Building Codo.

VIOLATIONS OF WORICPRACTICES FOR LEAD-BASED PAINT DISTURBANCE!|

Seatisn 3423 of the San Francizes Building Code regulates work that disturhs or ramoves
lead paint. Failure to canaply with these rguirements may result in a ponalty not to excoed
£500.00 per day plus adminiztrativa costs as provided by Seotlon 3423.8 of thiz Code,

Upon completion of all reguired work, you must contact the designated Heusing nepeciar
far & final inspiction, unless otherwiso specified. Plsase cantact the Housing inspection
Sersices Division If you have any gquestions. If you want mora information on the overall code
enforcement process you may rogueast a copy of fhe Dapartinent brochurs enfitlsd What You
Shouid Know About the Department of Buitding Inspection Coda Enforcament Process or
downioad the dosument from the Departmenf wabsite,

NETS _WOV.rdf revised 8122/2011
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Exhibit 14

DEPARTIMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
 Housing nspection Services Divistan
5, Gity and County of San Francisca
1650 Misslon Stroet, 6 Flooy, Szo Francisco, Oplifernia §4153-2474
'M-)] B5B.6220 Fa Wa, HETE 5886245 Emall: DBHIDDenmlaintsg@ s firov.ong
Wibisitos v afdig.org ‘ .

PNOPEWT\I OWMER .. DATE:

PROFERTY ADLRES
SLOCKALTT,

oTa :
NOTICE OF VIOLATION FINAL WARNING

Dagr Proparly Qwnora):

a‘&é&@%@"‘% SR MG 2 :
Vet propaly wag \nopectad “n{! a Muolice of Viefsfion was isgue:
infﬁnﬂlng you of reqlired coda abatement, snd warings | for fa s doocomply Tha e paced b
norrect gl zifce cnia violations indicated In e Mofics has pazsed, and the Dopaliven? iconms
widleate Shat the raguired ceds ghatoment wok 1emains mabstanding,

RSSO COS SO

Thersfore, pursuant lo Sectan H024.5 of the San- f—rar«clsnn Burldmg Coge: j.lull 'mll ba assessed . l
aosts arising from depanment iime acared pertalting bul nat Emited fo; ¢1) sile-inspoctons and |
relnspactions, (2 case management, updato, atd dats entry, (5) case Inquiries {mee@mgs, office ‘
visils, phora calisb tanalls, tesponss fo corrsspondanca i), le) frarenit his!nr[,r feseareh, {51
noficelhen ring preparation, (6) staff appsarsnce&r‘r&pcrﬁa at heayings, (7) case mfetals, and (8]
monibly wielgtion monxtarmg

EP?@D} EREE e R A Y R
To kaap [13%:] asaessmant‘ ui custﬁ am mln!rrﬂzm. ﬁnd avald e accruaf GF Fm-her Erma Eruam m the
actions above suol o zdrinlstialive hegeng preparation, and svonibly vielation meniterng, ke,
pleaza corvplate all work within thidy {30 deys of e inifial relispeciion date dafheated o5 the

Notice of Vinlation referenced abm'e, atx] call Holsing Inspactns___ af (F15]
ter anhedule a sits ngpe: vﬁm o vesifyy 2l requinits repairs have been donpleted
willEdin This tine framie,

R P o e e ;
Plaase nate that you must alse ahéam al? ey at ol permite
and abtaln feal sign-off ko the Bufiding, Flumbing, andier Eﬁnclr?a.al l‘;‘:-an‘ UGS A 3. wrid The
fob cad for Yo ionLid pemmil{s] before the :eqwred ek ] B nonslered corcpleted.

@&ﬁ&&iﬂl@gg% 4&5@1@%@& Sl 4! S

This nase vwili 1ot be closes [ confiiue fo acerize untit (1} all mqunmd

rapsrs are somplatad a5 vum rd h wlb I 1 r¢ct10n uf the asgienad Holsing Inspecior, (2) finet .
gign-affs arn oftained “or il feqitdd pari's, and (3) ull assesement of costs are pald by cashiarns j

v

shaedd of meongy 'nr-.,er. .

YOUR PROWPT A CT 1 SF’“’UEET é’;x.’iéhr I:-.TEZDI;'
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Exhibit 15
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Exhibit 16

Ingpactize Warkshasl -
Dager 1140112018 Slard Ta, End T, fegp ME.  Pandisg 1 [ e

\TEMS #1 THROUGH #5 SHALL BE INSPECTED AKD REFORTES 4 HEMS

1, EXTERICR

 spa sheet norners legible from e sireat 47 Aifisum? IS EENE
* 17 appicaiie, i fire excape "gonsenoey” fadte rensanable sai= and saoune? “{FIY L
2, EXITIRG COMPLIANGE {Salact NOA if not applicable af srcezelfa) NSRS

& g exiting system fres of obstruciions (Including daars, soridors, stars, snd firs escapesi? Blydlos, s, FT L1101
s, furitere, cabisa or similas ferms are nat o e Kloved in the peth of exit frawaly,

= Ara roof mucaes deors operatie from the inside withaul ihe uae of keys or other teals {ne gadiosks)? E1EI L1
3. FIRE PROTEGTIOR SYSTERS {Select NiA I nol spplicsble o sssessibla] ETEY [
& Fire Alsem Coersiizoal? (fn service, powear an, and na rouble ights presant)? SEINN
* Tloes tha fire slarm sysien perel fuvee an inggection and servoa sticker daled weikin {he p asbyar? F1E311
Coale of last semvize:
= frg al fire alam pull slationg unobstresled andg visibie? . : F1Ei @i
* 5 pprinkler sysien aputalional [Presgdra i the spstom|? F1E3 1]
« Dipeg g automatic spriikier spstart figer ar slandpipe fawe &1 l*xspm:hun ang texfing shcker daled witin [ 3 03 [ 1]

the past Eyeam? Defe of el sarviea: .

* A cags inslellsd on Gs Separiment soenections? ’ . F1 LI {1

= Arp caps pagly reriswved? E1 011

v DSY unha Jeeked o rranilarest C E11111

&, HOUSEKESPING (Select MiA I ot applizstie ‘bl‘luCEE-Eiblall F1ET 1]

= |xslarage & minkvai 2 fest kelow the celing b non-spinkiomes bofdings? T1£111

= |3 Sloraga 3 wisimdes 18 Befies below sponkdar heads? : I3 k111

= Do :.-;:’eage b gt lzast 3 feet of alesrance from hes: sources (urnaces, bol water Baslers) laprevent. (1 €] [ 1
wandian

* Ase LPG larks sesuraly stored suwis«de of bullding? 11 E1H1

& r.qa;-g‘:}r_:m cr; weo B-galion LPG sanks allpwed in twidear losatianz {neluding sfschmenis o grill orbestselis [ FT § 3
cormpliance?

& Sog fiammatils lqaids {gaselive; peint Winner} sesurely stored t provant tamperirg (o flling) snd away [ E1E3
I i SeUrses? - C

+ Sga sl arlls o neaters moed tham 10 food from any oo mbuzﬁu: risaberial faally, weeds, owarhamas, (181t
maconies)?

& ELECTRICAL {Sasact {4 iFnot applicahiz ur:r::nsix":zlz;l (T {11}

2 fng glocriced pane! covers 1 place? E1 {112

» {5 there clear seness fo cleslrical pesels and ererganey shul-off devices¥ ET {111

T BE INSFECTED AND FOLLOWED-UR BY FIELD COMPANY

* Have all porisile fire ainguishars been serviced withiz fhe past vear and in the “gresn? . Er i
Dwie of lastservise .

* frg gxsling sxil signs menivned? “EYT I LY

« fye gxisting emergency light fixbiges opsistionsi? . RIS

PADIQ TEST: Sasement, Btairvay,, Hullway: '

REGLHRED COMMENTS (State whather reasénable firs safety axists or offer addiflonal somiments for BEE folfow-upl:

mm,n. .-n}-l; natmon by telsuni shngis B nigta o S0 Em'zau ol Fire Pms-crllcr A4 T '&-‘Qﬁﬂ o ke Py, $15-T34-2105 whanoeer
viciatiorys broviep 1% wedaly arg font, Expinples of 10 sly” didfatons ane duaied sri | epit dﬂ;r‘a ristfipndsp "lm sasm & iphike sysloss,
By ofort shait B made Ip ainds S0 dopahe cordlins balan taving e pumisss,

Company OHiser sial obtaln and update fii responsible party Bifarmation,
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Exhibit 17.1

San Francisco Fire Department Building History
Divisicrt of Fira Prevenfiar sod Investigation ‘

Sddresa ] o I Crosi St
3233 I2MDGT  BANFRANCISCO, CA 94710 B BARTLETY 8F )
EID_!;}E ' Lot 313, gngiﬁa Deeir. Typy Congt Type mn’"{caij . FE. Hebght St Abown £t Belowr

W ol 5 4310 0 al 3 1

st trolingd

DBA Moo

" Unii¥e tosp frex Sq. FL.
~ 05-DISTRICTS o

Erlmary Confact Compstty .. — ~ e PhionE

J & RASSUCIATES

VIRGINIA

[ADDITIoNSL GONTACTS ;
Confaul Natins ~ Phune

- CWMNER (ASSESSOR'S) RANK LING & KEYTY FONS LOU

[EREAG

lnap. Ko, Bohd. Of Areg y Typs . Bisporition laspesior
HOLIEE  SZAIME a5 ' 4 & Pak
Retgos: COMPLAINT 05 - 40 AR08 SYSTERS OCCUPRSKTE REPORT FAILURE OF FIREALARM BY2TER
TOAGTRETE .
Bate From Te iyt Reniks
IEHOMS 1630 Y645 Sparisen Complests s ralitizd dus fo fre. Cramer {n piovids lire slaen mepacfion
rapert i one is mgubred. B
lnap. o, Behd. D Aras TYpR Dizpozikian |n§p¢$§ﬁ;
TSR GeMIN 06 04 ) C Gae '
Romsrks: COMPLANT 03 - BLOCKED BXITS, FIRE ESCAPE LADDERS ARE OBSTRUCTED BY AWHINGS.,
Liata From T Insp, ; Rerrarks
DECIMT R4S 1230 Ges Aseripms shal e abeltructing drg ddars batong lo Popupe’s which: Fas ar
: ofiics ss:idns_ess _r._:{ 2596 Mizshn. v
lrxp, Mo, Schd. DL Arax Type Dlsposlion Inapecior
B38FE 95HAM oG 04 e Goa

Ramarks: COMPLANT 02 - BLOCKED EXITS. Per shallan & - ke 2t ione fies eseaps [rear 319) ' blocied by,
furnitite, Mgy 31 208 was 24 a correctis: form,

J2 200 BT
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Exhibit 17.2

Page Tof 4

: TRy
Mo Liate Camiplain Type Dizp, Tate
Eniter el .
278 2 BLODKED EXITS [aad
Ramatie: Per stalicn & - tha 3rd faoe fire picape faar 316) is Hoakes! S furiibine, Mar in 205 wes iaft = correction
e,
W B 07 BLOCKED EXITS ~ B
Remarks: FIRE EBCAPE LADDERS ARE QESTRUCSTED BY AGRINGS,
et ouRe o 8 ALABR BSTEMS o oS
Remarka: JCCUPANTS REPORT FAILURE CF FIRE ALARK RYSTEM TO AZTIVAIE
pisEana e ELOCKER EXITS i
Remarks: BARE ON YANDOWS 70 ACCESE FIRE BE0ARE,
B12E5 =2 UNCATEGORIZED DOMPLAINT ol

Ramatks: FIRE GRCAPE DROP LARDERS REPORTED NOPERARLE,

3323 ZD 8T
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Exhibit 17.3

Page 3¢%4
DEA Nar o N Unit Mo Enag Aree. 8q. Fi.
o 71 - R1 COMPANY [NSPECTION
Priiasry Contact Sompany e Phome
LOUASRAHA) % HAWK LING & KETTY F LOU

[BEOITIONAL CORTALRTS
_. Conmet Name _ Pt _AIE, Phaste
R4 CONTAZT . Hiawk Eatzkat

OWNER (ASSESSOR'S) HaWWK LING & KETTY FONG 10U

e
levap Mo, Bchd, Dt Bins . Type Disgosifion Rsfected
03605 1S 21 E3) C MoPFartian

Ermarks: Ramarks Reoent fieg boiliirg, Urabis io inspecl,

" Gontact Hawk Loty )

Tein Frem To sy, Rofrarks
024i78 1200 1105 WcPartisn - -
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1B06TE (G224 2 21 ¢ Wallsh

Remarks: 2 story bottor 2 commeralal $8 unlls an 2 fiser, seeees In ool oroonst of bulding, (o siie)
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é&@i"‘iﬂ 1EED T 1mEn Wlsh . S
Insp, ¥o.  Gend, Dt " frew Type Dispesitiod Inspeator
14E155 05112123 21 oM : o D'Coans]

Bemarks: Alsrn paned oo sesond beor heffvay bad no power, Fie exlngishsr sdjscent To alaem poesd v
missing. Unable fo iomats shdl olf walve e spinkies sysiom o basermanl. Lefl message for nspaciss Palt st BFR

by ase vidalisns, .

Bafs Fiom To Insp. Remvarks

A3 1020 1108 Oomnel )

tisp Mo, Schd DL Arca Tpe Biposition  Inspeciar
TIEFT 42817 Ho 21 o G Prcgles ’

- Retnsrks: Commerdal pooupants on Tat snd 2 foars, resideslial sparknesats an 3id v

Data From Ta fnap, Rawmarks.

G4:2512 EEC 1105 Paopes
Insg. M&, Schd, I Krra Ttpe Dispasitiny  Inspector
9Bgn2 e 21 1 S £ Gresmien
322 22KD BT
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Exhibit 17.4
Payedof 4

Remarkst Penthouas door was pad oakesd from:the Inalds, Soutof 4 S eesaps kadkdors are absiricles by
s, Larkdars o6 faf e ihe godns. Oéney Solof soane and notfisd. -

Diata From Yo Insp. Remarka
BatzaM1  $0:60 1A Cremen
(p.No. ScheuBh. A e Btaposliion Inzpottar
7EOTD 021910 21 21 o g Cremen
Remarks: missing miingishor _
Liate Fram To insp. Remaske.
TS0 10:00 1025 Cwomen
fis=p No. Schd. Dt Azza Trpe Disposition Wspentor
E2E57  opRRTR & = ¢ Q'Connel
Butmirkas
ate From To insp. Hrmarks
tHRWOS MO0 11015 OComsl LTIT
. EXTINGUISHERS PAST QUE FOR SERVISING
TOR FLOGR - 20FA BLOCKING HaLDWAY LEADING T FIRE ESCAFE
O 8RAD SIDE OF BLILDING ’
Tesp. No, Schd, Dt fArna Tpe i Disposition fnspector
16736 oiEEEe %l 2t ¢ g
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Db Fram: To Ingp, Ramarks
B4ZENS G5 104E  Gmg LT PEREZ.TH
RBASONABLE FIRE BaPETY 241578
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Exhibit 17.5

LBA Name ) ] ) Unit Ho fasp. Area ) S84 Fr
, 0%~ OISTHICT & D

Primary Confact _Lompany - Phote

LOU HAWK LING .

Coatact Reme . ‘ 2l Ali Photip
BN B) KAWKLING & KETT':' E-'UNG LGt

-

CHNWNER (AEEE

0 |

[IRERECTIGNS:"
Isp. Mo, Scohid, Dt Aran Typd Dieposition Inepories
123465 020315 o5 s & Fall

Remarks: VIDLATION $0SX115 - ExflsTre Eac-ap=s Cizar ALL llems inekidag plevis ard garlsnd locsled oo e
escapes aound shovs rafererned audross ang 2228 22nd Gt Remave ALL sabla wires alieched bz wal k‘dt‘mrﬁ
Wnsks! papsage for dis Bxddars hireugh swnings or remisve sapngs.

Dats From. Ta Inag. Rutnarks

LEU3ME e 10 Fal Harab i aixnin;; was;;;mteﬂ per PreEviols ctmplalm. P fal-’d 1o npatl wihen
‘arsat dropped

TS 1845 (V0D ‘Sgerisan Exting complain nulified dus to Fra,

Bty N EGhIJ Dt Aras Type Dispeaition. Ispesics

129 sz 08 as o Ges

Rarigries: VIOLATION 10EPRES - ExftarFire Eanapes. Char ALL lgms srciuding plants and garens located <n fre
assapes rond aboss referenced nddriss Snd 3222 22nd Sh Rereove ALL eatle wires aitacned o reof 3ddars,
install passags e $rop laddees Brmugh awrngs aF e Eanings.

Date Frain 70 tnsp Remarks

U502 T145 230 Goe ) Wialatizn not shatd,

losp. Mo, Scha B Area Type Olapaaifay  nspoctor

Al L30OM2 28 a c ten -

Remarka: WOLATION 2EX1 3 - ExileFira Escapes, Clesr ALL itsms inchding pania snd gedand krsbaed on fire
a3capes araund shove referented sdivess and 3232 A2 B1, Ramows ALY cabls wies siluehied 40 roof lnddess.
Irstad gaszage bor drop {sdders though sinings of remave senings.

Date Feom Tn [IEFA Remarks

OE rzsuu 1303 H ﬁfﬁ {‘zg,:- i '\-‘iolaﬁdn ngl o, )

ﬂsépg Ho. Schd. bt Aper Typa Dispasltion {hapestor
1ife88 11 s 23 o 2 Tes -

Remarks: VIOLATION 10EA13 - EdtsiFire Escapas, Llear AL iloms ncurfmg pleats and garland localed on fa
eacapes around aboits referenced address and 3227 22w Bt Remove ALL oatia Win:'s alizshes iy poof iadders,
Inxfall passane for drop ladesrs througl sardugs or famos 'vmln?.

 Batn From Te fnsp. Hamarks
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wfiﬂl""l(lr-l &T
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Exhibit 17.6

THIEHT S U516 Gea Ko sorracsiva actizn at this tiens, .
ZEFE MISSIONSY
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Exhibit 18

8an Francisco Fire Department

NOTICE OF CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIRED

DATE:

Kzmls Ba¥  Yaar

T0:

?xcpcﬂy‘s‘:ﬁm.rv T Agsl Fespivsitks Sorly

The prapatly ai has beary inspecied by B Sas Faarizon Firg
Deparment and one or more condilions were observed that are nu’l in compliance with the Soan Frargiien Fire Sode.
Plamse take action witvin hossirg of the date of this notics ta correct. '

Allwirg this condition To confnue sould result in e issvancs of 2 Maliee of Yiolation. If 3 Nolles of Violation is issues,
then reinspaction fees might e assessed.

RENSPECTION OF VICH ATION FEES: 12007 SEFC Section 1123 Aopendix Chaples 1)

IF an inspection by 8 Cesiprled officer or smipiayes of e Fi@ Deparlment disfoses & vioktion of Uvs ade, the Clel shalf determiing
& paried of fena Malis resanaale o remady e wioation ans rainspart e propery o ey mich carsection, Thie degitaent stind
odact 8 Tee 1o contpensale for i cosfz g peronn such feinspaciian b celity coraztion of he emds vidlallzn and sesure 2omplanca
ity e Bplcalis Eeguiraments, InspEckons which requirs morg than ane hiodr o comipisle wilt ba sutiect 10 50 arditisrsl feo e of
far fsach guariorhour irerarment bayord the fest sixly erinuies ol thie depistraid's oregily redaw,

CONDITION: REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION: [Chack sppropriats box)

0 2007 SFFC Section 3041  Combustible Siorage Hazard,

{1 2007 BFEG Sewdion 315.2,7 Collng Clearances Madrtsined,

0O 200 8FFC Saction B01.4.% Sprinklar Syster Maintenancs.

11 2007 SFFC Seclion 801.9  Fire Alars Maistenanoe,

3 2007 SFFG Sectlon 9061 Fire Extingulsher(s) Requlred.

[ 2007 SFFC Seciion 906.2  Fire Extingulsher(s] Maintafrad,

[ 2067 SFPC Sectlan 10043 Pastiag of Oecupant Load in Pubtle Agsembiles,

B 2007 SFFC Seclion 1027.3  Exit Sign Hluminatiomn

1 2007 SFFQ Bochon 10275 Emargency Lighting,

[1 2067 SFEC Saction 10281 Exits Maintalned and Unebstructed.

EJ 2667 SFFC Sedlion 34011 Flasmmabls ahd Combusiibla Liguid Sisrage.

0 2007 SFFC Sectlon 38011 £PG Storape.

£ 2047 SFFC Sedlien 105.6.32, Appendix Chapter ¥ Permit Required far Dpan Flame!/Candlies,
£ 2007 BFFG Saclion 105.6.54, Agpendix Chapter ¢ Pepmlt Reguifred for Placs of Assembly.
1 2007 5FFC Saclion 113.1.1, Agpendix Chapter ¥ Unsafe Sonditions.

o Ciber —
O Ciher
3 Cihar .
ISSUED BY; et

SFER Ofizersinspecins SFED CommanyiDistrict Shgnslur
RESPONSIBLE FARTY! . " R

Fnrg slams . Signalurs Plezira yarihr

Crginzioresponstle pary. Capy I Ouwan of Fre Preseplicn ’ Fxsp GEPNOAR 0418

k St Kot Les
San Prancias 014 2480
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City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689 ]
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 544-5227
DATE: September 28, 2016
TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors

FROM: §y,égela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

SUBJECT:  2015-2016 Civil Grand Jury Report “San Francisco Building and Fire Safety
‘ Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building Inspection and
San Francisco Fire Department”

We are in receipt of the following responses from the Fire Commission received on September
16, 2016, a consolidated response from the Department of Building Inspection and Building
Inspection Commission received on September 19, 2016, Fire Department received on
September 19, 2016, .and Department of Technology received on September 23, 2016, for the
San Francisco Civil Grand Jury report released July 21, 2016, entitled: San Francisco Building
and Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building
Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department. Pursuant to California Penal Code, Sections
933 and 933.05, City Departments shall respond to the report within 60 days of receipt, or no
later than September 19, 2016. .

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

As to each recommendation, the Department shall 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.

These departmental responses are being provided for your information, as received, and may not
conform to the parameters stated in California Penal Code, Sections 933.05,

et seq. The Government Audit and Oversight Committee will consider the subject report, along
with the responses, at an upcoming hearing and will prepare the Board’s official response by

: Resolutlon for the full Board’s consideration.



2015-2016 Civil Grand Jury ™ ~port: San Francisco Building and Fire Safety In¢~ -tion: A Tale of Two
Departments: Department 0.  .ilding Inspection and San Francisco Fire Depan,  at

Office of the Clerk of the Board 60-Day Receipt

September 28, 2016

Page 2

c: Honorable John K. Stewart, Presiding Judge
Kathie Lowry, 2016-2017 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury
Kitsaun King, 2016-2017 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury
Jay Cunningham, 2015-2016 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury
Alison Scott, 2015-2016 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury
Kate Howard, Mayor’s Office
Marie Valdez, Mayor’s Office
Tom Hui, Department of Building Inspection
William Strawn, Department of Building Inspection
Carolyn Jayin, Department of Building Inspection
Sonya Harris, Building Inspection Commission
Miguel Gamino, Jr., Department of Technology
David German, Department of Technology
Chief Joanne Hayes-White, Fire Department
Kelly Alves, Fire Department
Olivia Scanlon, Fire Department
Maureen Conefrey, Fire Commission
Ben Rosenfield, Office of the Controller
Asja Steeves, Office of the Controller
Jon Givner, City Attorney’s Office
Alisa Somera, Office of the Clerk of the Board
Severin Campbell, Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office
Jadie Wasilco, Budget and Legislative Analyst’s Office



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

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227
MEMORANDUM
Date: July 21, 2016
To: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors

From: | %gela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board
Subject: ~ 2015-2016 CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORT

We are in receipt of the San Francisco Civil Grand Jury (CGJ) report released Thursday, July 21,
2016, entitled: San Francisco Building and Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two
Departments: Department of Building Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department
(attached).

Pursuant to California Penal Code, Sections 933 and 933.05, the Board must:

1. Respond to the report within 90 days of receipt, or no later than October 19, 2016.
2. For each finding:
e agree with the finding or
¢ disagree with the finding, wholly or partially, and explain why.
3. For each recommendation indicate:
¢ that the recommendation has been implemented and a summary of how it was
implemented;
e that the recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented in the future, with a
timeframe for implementation;
e that the recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation of the scope of the
analysis and timeframe of ho more than six months; or
¢ that the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or
reasonable, with an explanation.

Pursuant to San Francisco Administrative Code, Section 2.10, in coordination with the Committee
Chair, the Clerk will schedule a public hearing before the Government Audit and Oversight
Committee to allow the Board the necessary time to review and formally respond to the findings
and recommendations.

The Budget and Legislative Analyst will prepare a resolution, outlining the findings and
recommendations for the Committee’s consideration, to be heard at the same time as the hearing
on the report.

Attachment



Public Release for Civil Grand Jury Report

San Francisco Building and Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building
Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department

July 21, 2016 ‘ :

Page 2

c: Honorable John K. Stewart, Presiding Judge
Nicole Elliott, Mayor’'s Office
Ben Rosenfield, Office of the Controller
Asja Steeves, Office of the Controller
Jon Givner, Office of the City Attorney
Alisa Somera, Office of the Clerk of the Board
Debra Newman, Office of the Budget and Legislative Analyst
Severin Campbell, Office of the Budget and Legislative Analyst
Jadie Wasilco, Office of the Budget and Legislative Analyst
Jay Cunningham, Foreperson, San Francisco Civil Grand Jury

2|Page



Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

- | Time stamp
I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): or mecting date

[] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendment)

] 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

L] 4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor N | inquires"
[0 5. City Attorney request.

Il 6. Call File No. from Committee.

] 7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

[1 8. Substitute Legislation File No.

[ 9. Reactivate File No.

[0 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[[1 Small Business Commission [1 Youth Commission [1 Ethics Commission

[] Planning Commission [1 Building Inspection Commission

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

Sponsor(s):

Clerk of the Board

Subject:

Hearing - Civil Grand Jury - San Francisco Building and Fire Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments:
Department of Building Inspection and San Francisco Fire Department

The text is listed below or attached:

Hearing on the recently published 2015-2016 Civil Grand Jury report, entitled "San Francisco Building and Fire
Safety Inspection: A Tale of Two Departments: Department of Building Inspection and San Francisco Fire

Department."
Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: O‘ZQ/PQWQ A
] N/
1‘ AJ

For Clerk's Use Only:



