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City & County of San Fraricisco 

Department of 
Technology 
Powe1ed by Innovation 

September 23, 2016 

Presiding Judge John K. Stewart 
Department 206 
400 McAllister St. 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4514 

Honorable Judge Stewart: 

One South Van Ness Avenue, 2nd Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103-0948 
Office: 415-581-4001 •Fax: 415-581-4002 

Received via email 
9/23/2016 
File No. 160817 

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

Department of Technology's respm:ise to the findings and recommendations in the 201~-16 San 

Francisco 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 Francisca residents in multi-residential buildings throughout the 

. City. · 

Our department is also committed ta supporting bath the Fire Department and Department of 

Building Inspection technotogy systems that help protect the fire and life safety of San Francisca 

residents. 

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

i ·-aJr. llilliM 
City Chief Information Officer {City CIO) I Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee 
Executive Director I Department of Technology 
City and County of San Francisco 



CG,IYear AitpartTltle • 
Fin: Safety lnspecthtns In F.~4. 

SF-A T•le olTwo 
Departments: DBI & 

2015·16 SFFD 
Fire Skfety lnspectlaru in RJ.4 

SF· A Tale orTwo 
Departments: DBI & 

SFFD 

2015·16 

Respandent au:li:;ned by 
Findings Clil 

HIS canngt get an accurilte list af R-2s In the City withDut DT 

1he help af DBI Management lnform:.llan Systems (·cs1 

MIS•) bKause HIS does nat have a~s ~the DE!t 
database that :i.toru this lnrormatlon. 
The infannatian ilnd TechnalaC'I Depanment fan the Cly DT 
and County of San Francisco shauld grant HIS nnlar 
manaaemt:nt access ta ind permhsfon ta run reports 
from the OnJde datilbilse lhilt cantillns lhl! address, 
cantacdt lnfarmallan and bulldln&ilttrlbutes for R·hln 
S:1n Francisca. 

2015-16 OvD Grimd Jury 
Fire Safety Jnspl!:ctlans in SF 

MASTER UST!FINOINGS Response Template 

2DUi Responses IA1R:ll!/Dlsa1ree)Use the drap dawn menu 
disagree wllh u. VJ holly (eaplanatlon In next cclumn) 

disagree with It. whDlly (oplanatlon In next column) 

201& Respanse Tot 
OT does ngt mana.nase this database. 

DT does nat mana1c an Or.1de database that mntalns the address, canuct 
lnfonnallon and bulldln11: awibutes for R·2s In San Fran ti~. OT daes m1na1e 
the enterprise i1ddressln1 system which oers Centrar'Permlt Bureau utlllres ta 
enter new iiddresses Into DBl's ulstinc Otide biised systems. 
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EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
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September 19, 2016 

The Honorable John K. ·Stewart 
Presiding Judge 
Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 
400 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

\ lJ~l1 

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

The Honorable 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 Department (SFFD) is continuously seeking ways to improve 
upon existing processes and exploring ways of adopting new best practices 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 Tern, the Civil Grand Jury nran 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, I 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 thatthe 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 
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Fire Suppression Truck and Engine Companies are first ahd 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 t9 
challenges being faced by the City and County of San Francisco. In particular, the 
Grand Jury's assessment that growth and overcrowding are having 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 this goal. 

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

Sincerely, . 

Gf.::.~;:t~ 
Chief of Department 

Enclosures 

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



CGJ'(ear ·· 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

I ReportTiUe 

I Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

I Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

I Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 

SFFD Response 

1 ·. Findings · 

F.11:1. Because station house Companies do 
not inspect all the R-2s in San Francisco every 
twelve months as mandated by Code, San 
Franciscans may be exposed to unnecessary 
risks. 

F.11.2. Station house Companies cannot always 
get into R-2s to inspect them because 
Company Captains rarely schedule R-2 
inspections ·in advance. 

F.11.3. Contact information is not included on the 
Inspection Worksheets that Company Captains 
take with them to document their R-2 
inspections in advance. 

F.11.4. R-2 inspections are not conducted on the 
weekends. 

F.11.5. Companies with the ten largest R-2 lists 
have most of the largest backlogs because R-2 
inspections are disproportionately distributed 
among the Companies and not sufficiently 
redistributed to nearby Companies with less 
R-2s to inspect. 

F.11.6. Company Captains prioritize which R-2s 
they will inspect based on location of the R-2 
rather than on the deadline for each inspection. 
As a result, some R-2s are not inspected by 
their deadline. 

l 'Responding Dept. I 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

SFFD MIS 

Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

I 

2.01.6 Responses 
(Agree/Disagree)Us.e.the 

drqp down menu·· 

agree with finding 

agree with finding 

disagree with it, partially 
(explanation in next column) 

disagree with it, wholly 
(explanation in next column) 

I 20.16 Response T.e){t 

We are looking into possibly changing that practice: Normally on 
weekends, the Department holds larger scale drills and inspect 
hydrants. Also, there are many special events that occur in the 
CitY on the weekends thatwe are responsible for covering, 

The Battalion Chiefs monitor Station House Companies' 
workload, particularly Companies with large R-2 lists. At the timL 
of this writing companies should be able to complete all R-2's 
assigned if access to the buildings is possible and the contact 
information is up to date. 

Company Officers are directed to complete all R-2's assigned by 
deadline. As described above, access to all buildings may not 
be possible by the deadline. The Inspection compliance rate 
was 94% in 2015. 



2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 

SFFD Response 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

F.11.7. Some Battalion Chiefs' follow-up on 
Company inspection backlogs is insufficient 
because it does not hold the Company 
accountable for the backlog. 

F.11.8. Because firefighters' primary motivation 
for inspecting R-2s is to develop building 
awareness, they may not sufficiently give equal 
importance to code compliance when 
conducting R-2 inspections. 

Fire Safety F.11.9. Many Company Captains seem to know 
Inspections in San little about Fire Prevention or Code 
Francisco Enforcement. Since firefighters interact with the 

public, this is a missed opportunity to educate 
the public about the inspection and enforcement 
process. 

Fire Safety F .11.10. A significant number of fire alarm, 
Inspections in San blocked exits and sprinkler complaints took 
Francisco more than two months to be resolved. 

Fire Safety F.11.11. Most fire alarm, blocked exits and 
Inspections in San sprinkler violations took longer to correct than 
Francisco the timeframes district inspectors stated for 

correction. 

Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

The Fire Marshall · 

The Fire Marshall 

·•1Battalion···chi~tSifollow, up •... Vl'ith Statioll House. Companies· 
regardipg. ipspec(iqn.l>acklogson a regular bas.ls/ '. ··.•:; ·' ·.·. 

disagree with it, partially ; A)I Company Qfficers are trained in Fire Pre.veotio[l antjGode 
(explanation in ne~t colurrm)" • Enfor~erpent,as weUa~ identification. ofcod.e violations. In . : 
. · ... • - .·... . ... ,· , , ·.\ ''. additiriri,;~e

1

~ureaJ ofFire Preventionis developing amodule 

. ··• • :1 :: •· r· to turther enoc{n'ce Company .Officers' uoci'erst~pding· of Fi re·•. · 
· ·· · Code and FirePrevelltion: ' · ·· · · · ... ·. · · · · · 

disagree with it, partially 
(explanation in next column) 

disagree with it, partially 
(explanation in next column) 

The standard for complaint resolution is 30 to 90.days. 
72%ofallfire alarm complaints were resolved.within two 
months; 83% of all blocked exit complaints were resolved 
within two months; 52% of all sprinkler complaints were 
resolved within. tvvo months. The Department is exploring 
opportunities to improve the rate at which complaints are 
resolved, including conducting weekend inspections. In 
addition, the Department will develop performance 
benchmarks for timely resolution of complaints. Currently, 
the Department evaluates each open case and unique 
circumstances that may cause a delay in resolution. 

The BFP is developing process improvements to reduce 
the timeframes for inspection corrections. While one can 
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. 



2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 

SFFD Response 

Fire Safety F.11.12. District inspectors' workload was too 
Inspections in San heavy for them to investigate all R-2 complaints 
Francisco in a timely manner. 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

F .11.13. District inspectors prioritized reviewing 
construction projects and phone calls over 
inspecting R-2 complaints. As a result, some R-
2 complaints and violations were not corrected 
in a timely manner. 

F.11.14. Because some district inspectors did 
not document inspections and code 
enforcement in sufficient detail, follow up on 
violations was hampered. 

The Fire Marshall 

The Fire Marshall 

The Fire Marshall 

disagree with it, wholly 
(explanationin nexfcolumn) 

disagreewith it,wh9lly ... · 
(e. xplanation in n~xt column). 

' ' ., ,, ' ' ··, . 

agree with finding 

It h~s •been a long .s.tanding BFP p,~1~!9Y to.prioritiz~, fire./ : ···. •. 
complaints. It is th~ \My of the• lnspectikto gqtify bis/her officer,· 
if the workload is "too heavy" tO address fire cornplaintsln a . 

•I·." .. • . , ·.. ·· · • · · · · .. • c<·o.•: 
· ti111~ly m~nner. Adciitiopally 1 it is,tti~ duty of ti}El~uperyising 

office,r_tq rnoQitpr theprqgres~oftlie lnspectotsJn.tlieir s~ction ... · 
. '1f it is cteieITTiifled ~~ttllEl volume js toq, highJ() gddressth~ fire • 

c0111plaints in an appr.opriatetirneframe,the'supervising officer is 
.. responsible, for bringing' this tothe attention ofthe Captain of · 
' I ' - '. ' :· :' ' . ' ., . -. ' ' .- I L ·' '• - ' ~ : ' ' ' • • • • ' • • • :, __ •• - - ~ - - ~ - : • -, .- - ·_ -· - - •• :· •• : ••• • 

· Administration, The Captain would then load b.alance and/or.· · 
seek additional resources to respond to fire complaints. · 

. ": ,_ . .. '.· .. 

It ha~ peen a long st§ndirig B~~. policY; to prioriti:l'.e fire ..•. 
complaints.The Departmentfollqws existing protocol to ensure 
that complaints' are addr~ss~d in a ~irnely mannef, ,l\dditionaUy; 

··it is the duty of the supervising .officer to monito~ the progress of 
the Inspectors in their section. If it is determined that the 
volume is too high.to address the fire complaints in an .· 

· ·appropriate timeframe, the supervising officer is responsible for· 
bringing this to the attention of the Captain of Administration. 
The Captain would then load balance and/or seek additional 
resources to respond to fire complaints. 
The SFFD, Bureau of Fire Prevention has established a 
dedicated Fire Complaints section which will consolidate all 
incoming complaints (vs. the former model whereby the 
complaints were taken. in, managed and. addressed on a district 
by district basis). This will eliminate the need to balance fire 
complaint inspections with construction and referral inspections. 

This will be addressed through the Bureau's Inbound Training 
Program: Fire Complaint Process, Inter-departmental referral 
Process and Fire Complaint Tracking and Life Cycle 
Management. 



2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 
SFFD Response 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

F.11.15. Some Company Captains do not 
document inspections in enough detail for 
district inspectors to easily identify the violation 
and conduct code enforcement. 

F .11.16. After the Inspection Worksheet was 
made longer in July 2015, some Company 
Captains document too many items that are not 
violations. 

Fire Safety F.11.17. Some Company Captains do not print 
Inspections in San the Inspection Worksheet and bring it to the R-2 
Francisco . 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." 

Fire Safety F.11.18. BFP does not have effective code 
Inspections in San enforcement tools, such as, an administrative 
Francisco hearing. 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

The Fire Marshall 

Company Officers will be instructed to provide more .. . . . .. 
comprehensive responses via Module, which is. being developed. 

l. ,· .. - .. · •. - .-. .. ·• ' ; • __ ,. -~ ,' -- :. . ' •.. • ._ ·_. ·' , __ ••• -- -- .• 1· - ._.·. - . •.-

disagree with it, wholly. . . I The San Francisco Fire Code has provisions for Notices of 
(explanation in nextcolumn}- · ViOlation, Administrative Citations, and Administrative Hearings. 

This report outlines a framework which details the fire complaint 
process; lifecycle management, which all Inspectors shall follow. 
Please refer to L Code Enforcement Process; Complaint 
Process Flowchart. 



2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 

SFFD Response 

Fire Safety I F.11.19. Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely 
Inspections in San used. 

The Fire Marshall 

Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

I Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Franc.isco 

I Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco. 

I Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

F.11.20. The SFFD website does not include 
enough information about the annual inspection 
and code enforcement processes for property 
owners and the public to understand them. 
Being better informed about the process may 
result in better compliance by property owners 
and increase the publics' confidence in SFFD 
enforcement efforts. 

F.11.21. Inspection records are only available in I 
person at the Bureau of Fire Prevention after. 
making an appointment. 

F.11.22. Although instructions for reviewing 
inspection records is available on the SFFD 
website, the phone number for making 
appointment is not included with the instructions. 

F.11.23. Safety concerns may be reported 
online or by calling the BFP. Although 
instructions for reporting a safety concern are 
available on the SFFD website, the BFP phone 
number is not included on the same page as the 
instructions. 

SFFD Management 
Information Systems 

Chief of SFFD 

SFFD Management 
Information Systems 

SFFD Management 
Information Systems 

agree with finding 

agree with finding 

.ACE ha$ been integr;;ited into Jhe •new closedj()opfire ~mplaint 
~ :.:;;, :;,<///:: :·~ ,-,;·\~<·.: _··.>~-~· < . l • - , •. ·<--~>::,;·.-:.:'.:<~.:--

The Department is currently working o~ ITen.han.cements to ; 
allow the p!Jblic acce~s fire recoid~on'line,)n col)jllnction with ·• 

··.I Depadmentof Building Jnspectionand City Planning~ · 

The SFFD website includes a linkfo all relevantSFFD numbers. 
We wiUalsdadd the corre~t nurhbe~tb c~ll tbthis page: ' 

The SFFD website includes a link.to all relevant SFFD numbers. 
We will also add the correct number to call to this page. 



CGJ Year 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

Report Title 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury . 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 

SFFD Response 

Recommendations 

R.11.1. The Deputy Chief of Operations should 
require Battalion Chiefs to closely monitor 
Company R-2 inspection lists to ensure that 
every R-2 in San Francisco is inspected by its 
deadline. 

R.11.2. The Deputy Chief of Operations should 
require that Company Captains make 
inspection appointments in advance, whenever 
they have the property owner's phone number, 
to ensure that Companies get into all R-2s. The 
appointments should have a three hour window. 

R.11.3. SFFD MIS should ensure property 
owner contact information is included on the 
Inspection Worksheets. 

R.11.4. The Deputy Chief of Operations should 
require Companies to inspect R-2s on the 
weekend if that Company is going to have a 
backlog during a particular month. 

· Responding Dept. . 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

SFFD Management 
Information Systems 

2016 Responses I 2016 Response Text 
(implementation) Use the 

drop down menu 

J:;n~e6uiwTiW:;ti~n.has.not .. • 1:~~f :i~:~~t~ir:~:~~!~~T:lZ~1~~i:~e~;~J~~~ad~~~~.·· 
implerne!Jtedjn thef~ture . ·.·· 
(timetrame forjmplementatiop'· 
notEi4J11.next c;olllm~) .· •. 

beeri implemented (summary: 
of how it \'Vas implementedin 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 'The reeo·m· m. endation has not This.will be implem. ente. d in Janua.ry 2017 as a pilot program, for 
Operations been, but will be, which the Department has sufficient existing budgetary authority 

implemented in thefuture in the FY 2016-17 and FY2017-18 budget. 
(timeframe for. implementation 
noted in nextcolumn) 



2015-2016 

'.2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 

SFFD Response 

R.11.5. The Deputy Chief of Operations should 
redistribute R-2 inspection from Companies that 
have a backlog to nearby Companies that have 
fewer R-2 inspections so that the number of R-2 
inspections is more evenly distributed among 
neighboring station houses and are conducted 
more timely. 

R.11.6. The Deputy Chief of Operations should 
instruct Company Captains to give priority to 
R-2 inspections which have exceeded or are 
approaching their deadlines. 

R.11.7. Battalion Chiefs should review progress 
on their Companies' R-2 lists at least once a 
month, and if they find a Company has not 
inspected all the R-2s on their list, hold that 
Company accountable by requiring that they 
inspect all the late R-2s by the. end of the next 
month. 

R.11.8. The Deputy Chief of Operations should 
ensure that inspection training for firefighters 
includes stressing the two reasons for 
conducting R-2 inspections-to ensure code 
compliance and gain building awareness-are 
equally important. 

SFFD Deputy Chief of ITh·e·r·ec.ommendatio.n will not The Depart. me .. h. t.dis.agr.ees ... onthis re!'.9r11~en?~tion .. ,Cqm. pan. !~s 
Operations be implemented because itis should stay in their first-in district as mucfr as possible, ·. . '; 

notwarr~nteci •or.reasonabl~ oth~rnisf if is a ~isktoresidents intp~irfirst~)ar~,~~~~I~~ F'f,• 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

(explanation in nextcolumn) ·. ·. 201.6~17 a,nd FY 2917:' 18 .budget provides forsi)( ?9d.itiona,1. Fi~e 
. . . Pre1Jentionp9sitions.,-four inspectors; one i~yestigator, one . • 

The recommendation has 
been implemented (summary 
of how it \Vas impl~mented in 
neXt column) · 

captain/and.One fire protection engineer--toirnproveJlresafety 
outreach and edu~at\on~ Working closely ~ith the 9ep~rtment of 
Building Inspection and otl]er C.ity ;and c;omlTiunity part~~rs, · .• 

. ·•these positions proactively addres~ flr~ safe.tY ·cdncems and.i 
complaints, as well as distribution concernsrelated to • . . 
w:orkloads. Thi~ is t() ~e in1plemented in January .20~ 7'. •.• 

The recommendation has Battalion Chiefs currentlyreview progress on $tatio11 House 
been implemented (summary Companies' R-2 lists monthly. Should a Company not inspect al.I 
of how it was implemented in . th~ R-2s on their list, the Battalion Chief requires t.hat the 
next column) Company inspect all the late R-2s by the end of the following 

month, as hasbeen the Department's practice. 

?FFD Deputy Chief of IThe recommendation has not IA training module is being developed by the Fire Marshal and 
Operations been, but will be, will be implemented in January 2017. 

implemented in the future 
(timeframe for implementation 
noted in next column) 



2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

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

SFFD Response 

R.11.9. The Deputy Chief of Operations should 
ensure that all firefighters receive training on the 
R-2 inspections process that includes a detailed 
module on the Bureau of Fire Prevention code 
enforcement process which starts with when a 
BFP inspector receives a complaint from a 
Company Captain to an NOV being issued and 
any additional steps. The training should occur 
after BFP implements the new code 
enforcement process. Knowing more about BFP 
will help firefighters better understand their role 
in ensuring code compliance. 

R.11.10. The Fire Marshall should require that 
complaint response time and code enforcement 
timeframes be more closely monitored so that 
resolution time is shortened. 

R.11.11. The Fire Marshall should require that 
code enforcement for NOVs be more closely 
monitored so that NOVs are corrected more 
quickly. 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

The Fire Marshall 

The Fire Marshall 

The recommendation has ·... Officers hi!Ve been trained pn. hpwtei condu9t ~-2'~· w~ir .• · •.. 
be~ni111plemented (summary· knowledge will be.enhanced by new·atraining111qdu,le b~ing .•.. ·• 
of how it was implemented.in develppedby the.fire Marshal:•.i=irefighterswiU also be required. 
11ext column( . • ·. . . totak.e the new R2 training moaule. This will beimplemented in 
.... · .. · JaQUCi~2017;> . . . . . . .· .· ... .. . " -

The recommendation has . · . The Frcimework has been developed (Fire Complaint Process 
been implemented (~ummary and Fire Complaints Section). TheLieutenantwill be responsible 
of how it was imple111ented in ·. for submitting a bi~monthly report on the status ofFire .... ·. ' .... 
next column) . . . . .· Complaints. Please re.fer to: I. Code Enforcement Process; 

· . · Complaint Process Flowchart; II Code Enforcement~ Staffing 

The recommendation has 
been implemented (summary 
of how it was implemented in 
next column) 

Model 

Fire Complaints Section has been created, please refer to I. 
Code Enforcement Process. Complaint process is being 
consolidated under a separate Fire Complaint Section. The 
team's, (one Lieutenant and six Inspectors), 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. 



2015-2016 

2015-2016 

20.15-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 

SFFD Response 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

R.11.12. The· Fire Marshall should require that 
BFP inspectors (that work on R-2 complaints) 
have reasonable workloads so they can ensure 
timely correction of all complaints and violations. 

R.11.13. The Fire Marshall should ensure that 
BFP inspectors (that work on R-2 complaints) 
not prioritize other work over R-2 complaints if 
that means that they cannot investigate all their 
R-2 complaints in a timely manner. 

Fire Safety R.11.14. The Fire Marshall should standardize 
Inspections in San inspection and code enforcement . 
Francisco documentation done by BFP R-2 inspectors. 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

R.11.15. The Deputy Chief of Operations should 
standardize inspection documentation done by 
Company Captains so that BFP inspectors can 
easily identify and follow-up on complaints. 

R.11.16. The Deputy Chief of Operations should 
ensure that Company Captains are trained to 
identify violations and document only items that 
are violations. 

The Fire Marshall 

The Fire Marshall 

The Fire Marshall 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

The recolllmendationhas Fire Complaints Section has beeri created, please refer to J. • · 
beenimplelTJ~nted (sum[nary, Code Enforce111ent Process, Complaint process. is being .• · ... 
of how it was implernentedin c?nsolidated-under: a separate fire (;ornplaint Sf)Ctioli.The. 
nextcol4mn) •·· · tea[T) staffed with",one Lieutenant and sildnsp.~ctof§ is"primarily 0 

· . responsible to respond to/process fir$~colTJplaints/tiie ·· · · · · · · · · 
. : I Lieuten;;int.will,be resp()QSible for submittirrn ? bi-monthly report 

on the st~tus of Fire Gomplaillts ... · . ·• -

The recommendation has . Fire.Complaints Secti~n has been createcJ; pleaserefer to L 
been implemented(sumrnar)I • Co\leEnforcem~niProcess.• Cornpl~intprqcessisbeing ••... · .. 
of how it was implemented in consolidated under a sep~rate. Fire _{::ompl~jnt SeCti()ll: Jhe.. .. 
nextcolurn11) . . ... t$am, (one Lieutenant ;:ind six Inspectors), pri[TJary re5ponsibilify 

· .. · i~ to respond to/process fire complaints. The LieUteriant will be · 

The recommendation haS 11()1 
been, but will be,.·. 
implemented in the future 
(timeframe for implementation 
noted in next column) 

resporisibfeforsubmitting .~ gi-~onthlyreportgn the status of . ·, .. 
Fire Complaints .. · 

A strategy and framework has been developed; . Please refer to 
IVA.(lntra Departmental) and "Fire Complaint' Tracking and·· 
Lifecycle Management". Anticip§ted completion· time of 60 to .. 
90 days. · · · 

The recommendation has This has beim the practice, however the current doc;umentation 
been implemented (summary and·procedures will be.enhanced by the Fire Marshal's training 
of how it was implemented in module. 
next column) 

The recommendation has not 
been, but will be, 
implemented in the future 
(timeframe for implementation 
noted in next column) 

Company Captains' knowledge will be enhanced by a new 
training module being developed by the Fire Marshal. This will 
be implemented in January 2017. 



2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

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

SFFD Response 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

R.11.17. Battalion Chiefs should encourage their 
Company Captains to bring the Inspection 
Worksheet to the inspection site and use it to 
document R-2 inspections. 

R.11.18. The Fire Marshall should finalize the 
details of the new code enforcement process 
that is required by recently passed legislation so 
that it can be implemented within the next 60 
days. 

Fire Safety R.11.19. The new BFP Captain that oversees R­
lnspections in San 2 Company complaints should refer appropriate 
Francisco cases to the CA every year. 

SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

The Fire Marshall 

.The Fire Marshall 

Th~ recomITlen~atior:i.has pot.'· ~attalion Chiefs'knowledge.vvill be enhanced bya•newtrnining ·. 
been, bytwinbe; ••..• > .· . •. / ~. m~Culef t>eing developed, by the Fire.MarshalEJ~is ;Mil .be··· ..•.. 
impiern~llteci in th~M~~e.;·,:'' implemented in Janyary2017.• 
(tiriieframe fo~ im.plementation · · · ·· · · · · 
11oted ir{Tiextcolumn) · ·· 

,'_ 1'' 

The rec()mmendationhas .· 
bee.n implement~d (~ummary 
of. hovvit\Nas irnplernenteci Jr1 
r1extc61unin)<·•·· .. ·.· ·· ·· · · 

Tvvodocim1ent~ demonstrate case referralstqGAeveryyear: 1) 
I Code Enfor~en;ient Process; an.ct 2) Complaint Process 
FlovvcharCihe Fire Complaints $ectionis rnc1naged by a 

·. _ 1Ga1>tain who senres as ttie AccE)leratecj Code Enforcement. 
officer.The Accelerated ~ocj~ Enfo~cem.ent (AyE) officer· ... 
seri/es as liaison betweer:i the SFFD andJhe City' Attorney's 
office tor iss.ues regarciing c;octe entoi-cement, aiict '*m refer · 
casesfo the City Attorney's Office as prescribed inJ Gode 
EllforcenientProcess. · · · 



2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

I Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

Fire Safety 
Inspections in San 
Francisco 

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 

SFFD Response 

R.11.20. SFFD MIS should revise the SFFD 
website to include: (1) details of the R-2 
inspection process, such as: (a) the kinds of 
buildings inspected; (b) who inspects the 
buildings; (c) how often R-2s are inspected; (d) 
the list of items inspected; and, (e) how the 
inspection will be conducted; and, (2) details of 
the code enforcement process, including: (a) 
what happens when a violation is discovered; 
(b) what happens if a violation goes uncorrected . 
beyond the NOV deadline; and (c) any and all 
fees, fines, or penalties that may be imposed for 
uncorrected violations. This information should 
be either on the inspections page or Division of 
Fire Prevention and Investigation homepage. 

R.11.21. The Chiefof the Fire Department 
should instruct SFFD MIS to make inspection 
records available online for greater 
transparency. 

R.11.22. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone 
number for record inspection requests on the 
same SFFD webpage as the instructions for 
making an appointment. 

R.11.23. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phone 
number for reporting a safety concern on the 
same SFFD webpage as the instructions for 
reporting a safety concern. 

SFFD Management 
Information Systems 

Chief of SFFD 

SFFD Management 
Information Systems 

SFFD Management 
Information Systems 

Tn~ recommendation has not Information 1:i~oufthe annual inspection and code ento.rcement · 
be,en;,butwill:be;• J , , .: · processeswm.b,e,addedto theSFFDwebsite. onceJhe new Rt•'·• 
imple'111ented inthefutu[e ·. . procedure has been adopted;These website improvements are 
(tirnefrafl1e:~r.irnplernentatio~ anticipated to be availe3b,le by March 201.7; . . . .. 
noted in nel!.t colurrin) . . .. . . .. . 

, •.~:·.;, .. I • ,·-•• ~. <, :' , I > _,I 

The recommendation pasoot The Department is working with new technology to provide fire 
been, but will be, records for easyonlineaccess for the.public.· The first phase of 
implemented inthe future· this. proje,ct should be completed In January 2017. 
(timefrarne for implem~ntation 
noted in next column) 

The recommendation has not 1we .will also add the correct number to this page by January 
been, but will be, 2017 
implemented in the future 
timeframe for implementation 
noted in next column) 

The recommendation has 1we will also add the correct number to this page by January 
been implemented (summary 2017. 
of how it was implemented in 
next column) 
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No 

~ire ~".'mplaint Section 

·Yes, 
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SFFD Response 

Is· 

>-----Yes ~ ( 

Notice of Violation Process 

... 
14-~~~~~'¥e .No~~~--1..i Administrative Hearing 

··x:.,,_ _________ .L..----Yes,~----< >-~~~~~~No~~~~~~~ 

Entry in Fire 

2~c~i!1~ s~~t~"Y - t 

Firi? Complaint received via : 
Telephone, email, ~FFD.Website, 
,Walk~in, 311, ·USPS Mail, Company 
· Inspection, O~her pty Ag~nc!es 

(refei-ral) 

Administrative Citation Process 

_J 

Accelerated Code Enforcement 



2015-16 Civil Grand Jury 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 

SFFD Response 

Notice of Violation Process 

ls 

l• No,----< 

"Standard ComplaintNiolation" SFFCl09.4 

!ssuance of Violation shall specify a time for 
comp_lianc;:~ 
·: M~ximu111_ -~<~pay~ to c~rr~~ 

l~su~_Notice _0(".'iolation_ certjfi~d/ 
rEj!gistered IT!ail: SFFC.109.4.1 (a} 

',~~-~t2 ~:~i·;~i~i~ ~:~~:F~10~~~~i· ( :~ {·; 
f.oolll----Ye o .. I 

"Priority ComplaintNiolation" sFFc109,4 

lssµance of Viol.atlon shafl specify a time for 
i;:~_r:t:}Pl}ai:!c;e._· .. - :· ·' -~,.:;,'· ,.: _'- .. , .. 
- Ma~im~m 72~ hr~- to correct: 

,..,__ ______________ Yes,-----------------'-------Nc>-------11~ 

Follow Administrative Citation 
Process 

SFFC 109.S 

Refer for Administrative 
Hearing 

SFFC 109.4.3 



~ Eval~'~t~ i=i~~-!=~~p!ain( 
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SFFD Response 

Administrative Citation Process 

I .. No Yes-----< 

-· . ' '','•• 

send 2~d.
1

i~voi
1

c~:s'o days Btt~r_t;la:te of 
• -.. >, i_ • ~-~~,ljlJVOi.~(:~. -

•.,·-·· 

Report tO BUreaU of Deli~qUerit 
_Revefu.iie Ccillectlon 30_days afyer date 

- of:2~~ inVoice i 

Follow notice of viiolatiion 
process 



"Priorjtv ComplalntN!olation" 
lf violation not corrected within 

sp~cified time period on NOV, matter 
shall be set for Administrative 

Hearlng within 60 days_of deadllne 
SFFC 109.4.3 a 

"Standard Complaint/Violation'' 
If violation not corrected within 

specified time period on NOV, matter 
· shall be set for Administrative 

Hearlng within 180 days of deadllrye 
· SFFC 109.4.3 a 

Notice of Ad min. Hearing shall be 
served (via regular U.S. Mail and 
Certified OR Registered mail) at 
least 10 days prior to Hearlng, 

SFFC 109.4.3 ( b) (c) 

ppstjng of Ngtjce• a copy of 
notice of Hearing AND violation 
shall be posted on the buiding/ 

property and location of Hearing 
at least 10 days before the date 

set for the Hearing. 
SFFC109.4.3 (d) 

Hearing~ Shall be conducted on 
the date, time and location 

specified in the notice of hearlng. 
A one time 30 day continuance is 

permitted.: 
SFFC 109.4.3 (I) 

2015-16 Civil Grand Jury 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, June 2016 

SFFD Response 

Administrative Hearing 
Process 

To: PE>rson Jn charge/control of 
bulldi_ng; qc;:~upancy; premises;_ 
- ' systeni_pr_ac;l;ivlty., - '' 

To: Owner of Rec:ord of 
building,, i;:iccuparicy, premises, 
~y~_e.rn.or.actlVitx 

To: Holder of any other 
recordE>d est~te or lnterest in 
th~ bUlldjng~ qc;cupanr:Y; '. 
pr~mls~s-or sy~t_e~, gr lan_d 

I 

• Decision and Order: A 
written decision shall be 
Issued within 30 days of 

conclusion of hearing 
SFFC 109.4.3 (g) 

SFFC 109.4.3 

Contlnuance 
Up~o 3~J. 

' Days 

··Order of.Rescission 

Service of, posting. and 
recording decision: 
Service per subsection ( c) 
Posting per subsection ( d) 
Recor~ing in the Assessor­
Recorder's Office 
SFFC 109.4.3 (h) " 

Accelerated Code 
Enforcement 

No 

Yes 

Compliance. Order of 
Compliance: 
Condition corrected_ .... an 
Order of Compliance shall be 
served, posted and recorded In 
the Assessor-Recorder's Office 
SFFC 109.4.3 U) 
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SFFD Response 

Accelerated Code Enforcement 
(ACE) 

+-----~----- ---- Entry in Fire 
Tracki1'.1g System ------i-

I 
T 

·' - ... c .·'. 

-Action ~ken-by·~itv Atto~n·er:s 
office, · 

;Qis_e--~~,~!~e~_·-: .. 

Task.Force Referral: 
City A~o~ney's Office 

---No---'----'!'fes----. t 
lssue-Nf?tice ,of Viplation certi_fied/ 

_, reg\ster~d mall:' SfF~ io9_4:1'(.a·} 
-_- -· .. 

p-o~~ Buil~l~g(S~FC io9'.~'.~.t b) 

.'',- ', .. __ -. ·:___ ~--< '. 
, 'Fo~ard fin.dings to·qty 

AttO~-~-ey'_~ '()ffiC:~ for .,l~gcil A~i~n ~I ,· 



Are Comp!alnt 
. #~60001 

Additional Action 
Required 

Closed 

pending 

BD Bureau of Dellnquent 
Revenue 

OP open 

AB abated 

Cl citation 

cc condition corrected 

CN 

NM 

OA 

OR 

RF 

RS 
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SFFD Response 

Admlnlstratjve Hearing 
#160{!01.AD . 

continuance 

no merit 

order to abate 

order of rescission 

referral 

rescinded 

Fire Complaint 
Tracking and 

Lifecycle 
Management 

Accelerated Code Enforcement 
#160001.AC 

City Attorney 



Division of Fire Prevention 
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H-32 (1) 

H-4(4) 

FPE (1) 

1FTE 

Fiscal Year 16-17 

1 FTE lFTE 
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SFFD Response 

7FTE -
H-4 

'mmunltyOulreildl 

DBI Funded 

Community Outreach: 

62Sllnpspector 
Port 

H-4(1) 
H-6(1) 

R2 Fire Complaint/Records: MIS (1) 
Admin. (1) 
H-4(2) 

,, ··;; •. ·.:.. .;;i I v.~~" I 



City c.ind County of San Francisc.o 
· Department of Building Inspection 

San Francisco Fire Department 

September.19, 2016 

The Honorable John K. Stewatt 
Presiding Judge 
Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 
400 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Judge Stewart: 

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

Joanne Hayes-White, Fire Chief 

Received via email 
9/19/2016 
File Nos. 160817 

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 933 and 933.05, this lettel'tt'ansmits the San Francisco's Fire Depadment and 
Department of Building Inspection's joint responses to the findings and recommendations in the 2015-16 San 
Francisco Civil Grand Jmy repmt, Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco, A Tale of Two Depmtments: 
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 . . . 

Francisco Fire Department-and the Deparfrnent of Building Inspeotiori' s Housing Inspection Services, Over the 
last several yeats, we have been working diligently to increase coordination and info1mation sharing between 
Departments, as well as conducting public outreach to educate tenants on fire safety. For the new Fiscal Year 
2016~2017, DBI and the San Ftancisco FireDepattment wiU continue to take an active role in addressing fire 
safety bypartneringto provide increased tenant awareness and education on fire prevention in older~ mixed~ 
use buildings through DBI's existing Code Enforcement Outreach Pl'ogram. Through om; joint participation 
in the Emergency Fire Safety WorkirtgGroup, three new ordinances !'elated to fire.safety will go into effect 
later this morith. 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 Depa1tment and the Department of Building Inspection to the 
findings and recommendations are being provided ih sepa1:ate covers. 

Tha.nk you for the oppotiunity to comment on this Civil Grand Jury report. 

k.\-\~ 
Tom Hui, S.E., C.B.O. 
Director, Depa1tment of Building Inspection 

- ~~s.:Whit0 . 
Fire Chief, San Franc1sco F1re Department 

Department of Building Inspection, 1660 Missiori Str.eet, San Francisco CA 94103 
Office (415) 558-6088 - FAX (415) 558-6401 

· Website: www.sfdbi.org 
San Francisco Fire Department, 698 Second Street, San Francisco, CA 94107 

Office (415)-558-3403 - FAX (415)558-3407 
Websit~: www.sMire.org 



City and County of San Francisco 
Department of Building Inspection 

The Honorable John K. Stewart 
Presiding Judge 

September 19, 2016 

Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 
400 McAllister Street 
San Francisco, .CA 94102 

Dear Judge Stewart: 

Edwin M. Lee1 Mayor 
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director 

Pursuant to Penal Code Section 933 and 933.05, the San Francisco Building Inspection Commission and 
the Department of Building lnspeDtion 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 
Tate of Two Departments: DBI & SFFD issued on July 21, 2016. We would like to thank the members of 

. the Civil Grand Jury for their interestin ensuring the fire safety of San Francisco residents in multi­
residentia.1 buildings throughout the City. 

Ensuring fire safety in residential buildings has long been, and remains, ah important mandate of the 
Department of Bullding 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, DBI and the Flre Department will continue to take an active role in 
addressing fire safety by partnering to provide increased tenant awareness and education on fire 
prevention in older, mixed-use buhdirms through DBl'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 Dhitsion 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. DBl Housing Inspection Servic.es 
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 conducted each month, or 45 inspections daily, of the 
more than 18,000 properties in the City, utilizing current code enforcement tools and inspection protocols 
and best practices. DBI 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 u.p-to-date information on their . 
building by visiting our Permit and Complaint Tracking System, available 24/7 onllne. 

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, · 

~ ~ 
Tom Hui, S.E., C.B.0. 1 Director 
Department of Building Inspection 



Department Of Building Inspection's Responses to 2015-2016 Civil Grand Jury Report 
September 19, 2016 

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 

- -,~-:,· 

Fire Safety Inspections Jn San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire De12artment 

2015-2016 [Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire De12artment 

2015-2016 I 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 De artment 

2015-2016 Fire Safety Inspections Jn San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 

2015-2016 
j Francisco Fire De12artment 
Fire Safety.Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire DeQartment 

2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections Jn San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 

2015-2016 
Francisco Flre be12artment 

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

2015-2016 I Fire Safety lnsp~ctions In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 

2015-2016 l~r:3e"~~ie~;,~:~Cii~~~~n;an 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Deoartment 

~~~~'~#~i"1~~-f,~~~t ~-~ :;,; 
DBI Management Information Services 

Disagree with it, IDBI HIS tracks"each round of Focused Code Enforcement inspections, which are updated regularly as part of HIS 
wholly ongoing business practices. 

DBI Chief Housing Inspector 

Building Inspection Commission Disagree with it, !This data is already being provided during the regular HIS update reports at monthly BIC meetings. 
partially 

Bl Management Information Services and Information !Agree 
and Technology Department 

DBI Management Information Services and DBI Chief 
Housing Inspector 

DBI Chief Housing Inspector, DBI Management 
JnfOrmation Services and DBI Director 

DBI Chief Housing Inspector 

Bl Chief Housing J~spector 

DBI Management Information Services 

DBt Chief Housing Inspector 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Agree 

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

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

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

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

Disagree with it, IDBI HIS has already implemented this approach as part of the division's ongoing business practices. 
wholly 
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2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
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Francisco Fire DeQartment 
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2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
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Building Inspection & San 
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2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections Jn San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire DeQartment 

2015-2016 I Fire Safety lnspect!ons In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire De artment 

2015-2016 Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Deg:artment 

2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
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Building Inspection Commission 

Agree 

DBI HIS has already implemented this policy as part of the division's ongoing business practices associated with 
routine and complaint inspections. 

Disagree with it, I DBI HIS inspectors do research properties before they go out and conduct an inspection. Inspectors are requirel 
wholly conduct routine inspections on every complaint inspection. 

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

Disagree with it, I No shows are already captured within the current tracking system, and noted on the Complaint Data Sheet. 
wholly 

Disagree with it, IDBI HIS does take additional steps to schedule subsequent Inspections with property owners. The Department 
wholly 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. 

Agree 

Agree 

Disagree with it, !The current Inspection request package is a comprehensive product of direct customer feedback, and contains 
wholly required language per Chapter 3 of the San Francisco Housing Code, and per advice from the City Attorney. Of 

will continue to update this package based upon code requirements and customer needs. 

Disagree with it, IThe Property owner Maintenance Checklist is not the list of the areas to be inspected. As the title indicates, this is 
wholly 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 HousinQ Code and advice from the Citv Attomev. 

Disagree with it, IThe Informational Packet has detailed self-contained Information for each of the subjects, including owner 
wholly responsibilities for appendage and carbon monoxide-smoke alarm affidavits. 



Department of Building Inspection's Responses to 2015-2016 Civil Grand Jury Report 
September 19, 2016 

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 

CGJ.Year .,,::.:,.;•_ .: .Report Tttle _- : _ 

2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Department 

2015--2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Deoartment 

2015--2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Deoartmen1 

2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Department 

2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Deoartment 

2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Department 

2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Deoartment 

2015-2016 !Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 

• 1 Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Deoartment 

2015-2016 I Fire Safety Inspections In San 
Francisco A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department of 
Building Inspection & San 
Francisco Fire Department 
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The informational Packet changes, as necessitated by new legislation. DBI will add a clarifying sentence to the 
cover letter to coincide with other legislative changes. 

Agree 

Agree 

Disagree with it, I Blank affidavits are available online through the website, and in the Maintenance Packet provided to the public. 
wholly 

Agree 

Disagree with- it, ICTS is already integrated with computer systems within DBI. However, DBl's system is not integrated with other City 
partially departments. 

Disagree with it, ICTS can track and report on some important attributes, such as types of violations. 
partially 

Disagree with it, IAll open code enforcement cases are tracked to determine the timeliness of follow-up and potential referral to the 
partially City Attorney. 

Disagree with it, !In the same timeframe, nearly 50% of violations were· abated within so days and 70% of violations within six 
partially months. Type of violations vary from every property and may be complex to address, requiring additional time. t 

10,000 violations a year are abated through DBI HIS' proactive innovative code enforcement process. TJ:le Depul,. 
Director for Inspection Services, and the Chief Housing Inspector actively monitors all open NOVs, and takes pro­
active steps to work with owners andfor with the City Attorney to bring open cases to closure through the stipulated 
_code enforcement proce_ss. 

Disagree with it, !this standard is set by Section 201A.3.3 of the San Francisco Building Code. The assigned Inspector has to 
wholly document whether substantial progress has commenced on a case -by-case basis in keeping with the goals of 

DBl's Strategic Plan. 
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DBI Chief Housing Inspector and Building Inspection 
Commission 

DBI Management Information services 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Disagree with it, 
wholly 

Disagree with it, 
partially 

Disagree with it, 
partially 

;: /::: ', ~~~,~~~~$~~~~~~}~~ .'.~: ~,:,~<. 
DBI 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 DBI Complaint Data Sheet which is available online, and the case may be sent to a Director's 
Hearing and to the City Attorney tor litigation, as stipulated in the existing code enforcement process. 

DBI HIS already schedules multiple staff meetings to discuss performance measures and code enforcement case~ 
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. Jn addition division staff meetin~ 
will be scheduled so that they do not conflict with other DBI calendar items to the extent possible. 

DBI HIS mandates and performance measures are set by the San Francisco 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. 

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

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 DBl's 
strategic Plan. 

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

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. 

DBI HIS has some of the most effective enforcement tools in the United states. HIS performs more follow-up 
enforcement than any comparable 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 assessments of costs can be 
collected and attached to the lien process. which the Board of Supervisors issues annuallv. 
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. 

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 information and is continually updating content online when changes are needed. 
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Disagree with it, IThe routine inspection's page on the DBI website currenty provides an overview of the process, what is expected 
partially during the routine Inspection and a copy of the maintenance packet for their reference. 

DBI Management Information Services IDisagr.ee with it, IThe link to Filing a Complaint is found throughout the' website and on almost every divison page to allow the public 
partially easy access to complaint information provided throughCTS, which is available online, 2417. 

Agree 

Building Inspection Commission and Fire Commission !Disagree with it, IDBI coordinates with SFFD 'On fire safety hazards violations when needed. DBI & SFFD have made strides in 
wholly coordinating code enforcement and outreach on fire safety made possible by the Code Enforcement Process 

Standardization ordinance and Fire Safety Task Force resolution. Also, both departments participate in the City 
Attorney's code enforcement task force and conducts join inspections with other departments, as needed.· 
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· Resooridirld Pa 
DBI Management Information 
Services 

:2016 Action Plan·: •'.' "i'.•,c 

Will not be implemented - Not 
warranted. 

, " ,, 201 s Resoonse TexF' · ':-.. :-

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. 

DBI Chief Housing Inspector Recommendation Implemented I 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 

DBI Management Information 
Services and Information and 
Technology Department 

DBI Management Information 
Services and DBI Chief Housing 

:I Inspector 

Recommendation Implemented 

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

Will Be Implemented in the 
Future 

DBI Chief Housing Inspector, DBI j(a-b) Will Not Be Implemented: 
Management Information Not Warranted 
Services and DBI Director 

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

(a) The Department of Technology is not involved in DBI · 
database management and maintenance, which is managed and 
maintained by DBI 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 personnel to access all R-2 information 
captured within DBl's Oracle system. 

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

(a-b) DBI MIS can and does generate R-2 lists to HIS personn& •. 
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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DBI Management Information 
Services 
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···,•2016.Action Plan·· '. ->;L••·_,, ;,.,__, ·.· ... ··. "'· "2016 Response Text.,,·•···:·· 
Recommendation Implemented I DBI HIS has already prioritized and eliminated backlog in these 

areas. 

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

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. DBI HIS 
already has f'\lethodology and process in place. 

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

(a) Recommendation 
Implemented (b) Will Not Be 
Implemented: Not.Warranted 

Will Be Implemented in the 
Future 

(a) All available inspectors are currently performing health and 
safety "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. 

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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Recommendation Implemented 

···201s•ResDorisii:Teit•''' , · · 'i'/•" 
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. 

Building Inspection Commission I Recommendation 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. 

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

Will Not Be Implemented - Not 
Warranted 

Will Not Be Implemented: Not 
Reasonable 

Will Be Implemented in the 
Future 

Recommendation Implemented 

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. 

DBI has no source to update this information if the Tax Assessor 
information is in error or not up to date. The San Francisco 
Building Code Section 1 OZA mandates that the source be the 
last annual tax roll. 

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. 

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 requirements and customer needs. 
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•: 201 &''Action· Plan 
Will Be Implemented in the 
Future 

Will Not be Implemented: Not 
Warranted 

Will Be Implemented in the 
Future 

Will Be Implemented in the 
Future 

Will Be Implemented in the 
Future 

· 2016 Resi>onse·TeXt 
The Property Owner Maintenance Checklist is not the list 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 to update its 
materials. 

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

Refinements to cover letter will be made to coincide with future 
legislation. 

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

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

Recommendation Implemented I Blank affidavits are available on line through the website, and ir, 
the Maintenance Packet provided to tpe public. 

Requires Further Analysis DBI MIS is looking into this issue and will research the technical 
feasibility of this process to be applied department-wide. 
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Requires Further Analysis 

Will Be Implemented in the 
.. Future 

(a) Recommendation 
Implemented (b) Requires 
Further Analysis 

Will Not Be Implemented: Not 
Reasonable 

· ·:•' .-·: 201s Respoitse•Teilt"•)'·•~:E:•: · --· 
CTS is already integrated with computer systems within DBI. DBI 
MIS will ensure that this remains the case for any new systems. 
DBI is already coordinating with SF Planning to integrate our 
database systems. DBl'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 HIS has identified attributes to be captured at the Compla11" 
Intake and Site lm?pection phase as part of a future phase of the 
PPTS. 

(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 thlS 
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. 

The Deputy Director for" Inspection Services, and the Chief 
Housing Inspector alceady actively monitors all open NOVs, and 
takes pro-active steps to work with owners and/or with the City 
Attorney to 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. 
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,'':201s·Action Phm 2016 Resoorise'.TeXt :' 
Will Not Be Implemented: Not 
Warranted 

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

Recommendation Implemented I DBI 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 DBI 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. 

Recommendation Implemented I 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 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. 
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· "''; 201s'Actioii Plan.: :,._ 
Recommendation Implemented 

Recommendation Implemented 

Will Not Be Implemented: Not 
Warranted 

Recommendation Implemented 

., '"' ':;::.,:::.c:201s:Response'.TeXf::'c :'':''';; •;;«: 

DBI HIS mandates and performance measures are set by the 
San Francisco 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 violati+l44on patterns and 
necessity dictate. 

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. 

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 DBl's Strategic Plan. DBI is tracking 
the objective standard through the timeliness of Inspector 
enforcement activities related to the abatement process set for, 
bv Chapter 1A of the SF Buildinq Code. 
Inspectors are supervised for quality control on open cases 
through DBI HIS' standard reporting process. 
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CGJ Year 
2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

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

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

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

Department of Building Inspection's Responses to 2015-2016 Civil Grand Jury Report 
· September 19, 2016 

c:'-'· .2016Ai:tion· Plan,,'': · 
Requires Further Analysis 

.,DBI Chief Housing Inspector and l(a-b) Recommendation 
Building Inspection Commission Implemented (c-d) Requires 

Further Analysis 

Will Not be Implemented- Not 
Warranted 

Will Be Implemented in the 
Future 

Improvements to automating scheduling and supervisory review 
and approval of referral of properties to Director's Hearings have 
been identified as a requirement in a future phase of the PPTS. 

(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 DBl's control. (c-d) The 
imposition of administrative penalties would require new 
legislation adopted by the Board of Supervisors. 

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 arid develop recruitment plans to meet operational needs 
including hiring temporary staff and developing a Housing 
Inspector list. 
DBI 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 DBl's Strategic Plan in 
2019. 
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CGJ-Yeaf' 
2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

2015-2016 

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

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

Department of Building Inspection's Responses to 2015-2016 Civil Grand Jury Report 
September 19, 2016 · 

DBI Management Information 
Services 

DBI Director 

•'I Building Inspection Commission 
• and Fire Commission 

· ·.::·201s Acth'>n' Plaif=·~= · '• · 
Will Be Implemented in the 
Future 

Will Not Be Implemented: Not 
Warranted 

Requires Further Analysis 

Recommendation Implemented 

·nseTexf:···_,_ ·-c:"~·· 
DBI has already created a Routine Inspection informative page, 
along with providing a direct link from the HIS splash page. 
Website information is continually updated when changes are 
needed. 

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

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 

assaae. 
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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: 
I) 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: 
I) the recommendation has been implemented, with a summary explanation; or 
2) the recommendation has not been implemented but will be within a set timeframe as 

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

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

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

This is a tale of two departments, the Department of Building Inspection ("DBI") and the San 
Francisco Fire Depcµi:ment ("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 frre 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 minimllin 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 
th,em. 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 frres had documented frre 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 frre 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 ifthere was sufficient transparency in the inspection and 
enforcement processes used by DBI and SFFD so that property owners understand what is 
expected and tenants know the potential risks they face in their homes. 

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

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

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

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

) by the Board of Supervisors. We watched5 

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

· 

1 http://sfdbi.om:/meetings/9 
2 http://sfdbi.on.>:/sites/default/files/Fire%20Safety% ?0Task%20Force%20Final%20Report°/o2001-19-16.pdf 
3 http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances 16/00060-16.pdf 
4 http://www.s fbos. orn:/Modules/Sh ow Document.aspx? documenti d=5 5 782 
5 http://sanfrancisco.granicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view id= 14 
6 http://sfdbi.or2:/meetin2:s/17 
7 http://sanfrancisco.2:ranicus.com/ViewPublisher.php?view id=J 80 
8 http://sf-fire.or2:/meetings/5 · 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 6 



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 March2015. These three fires killed 
three people,. displaced over 60 people, shutt~red at least 34 businesses, and caused an estimated 
$11.5 million in property damage. We were concerned because local papers reported that the 
property owners of all three buildings had been repeatedly cited for City Code violations.9 The 
building at 22nd and Mission Streets had documented fire safety hazards alleged to have been 
uncorrected prior to the four-8.Iarm inferno that claimed a ten~t' s life and required firefighters 
to rescue several others who were stranded on fire escape ladders that could not descend to 
the ground.10 

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

Recently, the Mission District experienced two more frres within a two-day period. On April 21, 
2016, SFFD contained a three-alarm fire at two adjacent residential buildings on 17th Street.13 
Twenty-seven residents were displaced as a result of the fire. According to DBI records, the 
sixteen-unit building at 3525 17th Street had its last routine inspection more than six years ago 
(January 21, 2010). As a result of this inspection, a notice of violation ("NOV") was issued for 
missing smoke alarms. This violation was corrected six weeks later. A search ofDBI's online 
records of the six-unit building next door at 3517 17th Street yielded no records of a routine 
inspection having ever been performed there. While the building at 3 517 17th street falls outside 
SFFD' s annual inspection program because it has fewer than nine units, the buildillg at 3525 
17th Street has 16 units and· was last inspected by SFFD in April 2007. 

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

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

9 http://abc7news.com/news/recent-rnassive-mission-district-fires-raising-questions/565712/ 
10 http://www.sfaate.com/bayarea/article/Y ears-of-safety-via lations-cited-at-Mission-site-608187 0 .php 
11 Ibid . 

. 12 Ibid. 
13 http://kron4.com/2016/04/21/fire-crews-battle-two-alann-fire-in-sfs-mission-district/ 
14 http://www.sfaate.com/bayarea/article/Firefotl1ters-battling-blaze-in-SF-s-Mission-7296134.php 
15 http://sfrb.org/sites/default/files/FileCenter/Documents/1862-sfhousingdatabook.pdf, page 8. 
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extent to which fire safety protections are present in the buildings they call home. Older 
residential buildings constructed of wood are commonplace in our City and unless they have 
been recently upgraded, do not include the latest in fire deterrent materials or fire safety 
equipment. Tenants rely on landlords and the City departments that enforce minimum fire safety 
standards, DBI and SFFD, to ensure their dwellings comply with City Codes. When this does 
not happen, tenants can lodge a complaint with these same City departments or file a lawsuit 
against a recalcitrant landlord. However, sometimes, it's just too late! 

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

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

As these incendiary factors converged, amidst growing pressure from tenant and low income 
advocates, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance 90-15 on June 9, 2015. That ordinance 
created the Emergency Interagency Fire Safety Task Force for Multi-Unit/Use Residential · 

_ Buildings ("Fire Safety Task Force"). The Fire Safety Task Force was comprised of members 
from DBI, SFFD, the Public Utilities Commission and the Department of Public Health to 
review and make recommendations to the Board of Supervisors.regarding possible legislation 
and other solutions that would improve fire satety 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 fmal report with 
findings and recommendations on January 19, 2016.18 

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

16 http://sf.curbed.com/2015/2/4/99953 8 8/sfs-population-is-growing-wav-faster-than-its-housi11g-stock . 
17 Ibid. 
18 http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/Fire%20Safety%20Task%20Force%20Final%20Report%2001-19-16.pdf 
19 http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances 16/00060-16.pdf 
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I. DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 

A.· Organizational Structure 

DBI "oversees the effective, efficient, fair and safe enforcement of the City and County of San 
Francisco's Building, Housing, Plumbing, Electrical, and Mechanical Codes, along with the 
Disability Access Regulations for San Francisco's more than 200,000 buildings."20 DBI operates 
under the direction and management of the Building Inspection Commission ("BIC''). The BIC 
sets policy for DBI, hears appeals leading up to the issuance of permits and acts as the 
Abatement Appeals Board to which Orders of Abatement can be appealed. Per a voter 
referendum in 1994, the Mayor appoints four commissioners, and the Board of Supervisors 
appoints three. Each of the seven members represents a particular community interest or 
expertise, including residential builder, residential landlord, licensed structural engineer, 
architect, and representatives of non-profit housing, the general public and tenants.21 

. DBI provides three main services: (1) Permit Services; (2) Inspection Services; and (3) 
Administrative Services. Permit Services "review plans and issue permits to ensure safe 
structures, and to protect life and property through building code compliance."22 Inspection 
Services "provide timely and quality inspections to meet codes, protect occupants and ensure 
quality oflife."23 Administrative Services provides records management, and internal fmance 
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, Plumbing/Mechanical and Electrical by investigating complaints and enforcing 
code compliance. 

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

20 http://sfdbi.om/annual-reports, Page 6. 
21 Ibid, Page 8. 
22 Ibid, Page 10 .. 
23 Ibid, Page 10. 
24 San Francisco Housing Code, Section 3 02 (b) 
25 California Building Code, Title 24, Part 2, Section 310.1 
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and safety enforcement by DBI.26 There are approximately 21,000 multi:-unit residential 
apartment and condominium buildings with three or more units in San Francisco. 

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

ms 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 ms inspector went as far as to say that they "cannot humanly 
get to all the R-2s." 

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

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

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

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

Focused Code Enforcement R-2 lists show that a significant backlog existed in the Mission, 
Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts in 2015. We received copies of the R-2 lists for all 19 
HIS districts in San Francisco. These lists were created for Focused Code Enforcement. (See 
Considerable Resources Are Wasted Creating R-2 Lists, below.) These R-2 lists included an 
address for every R-2 in each district. However, since they were created manually, not every 

· R-2 had a corresponding last routine inspection date listed. Of the 19 R-2 district lists we 
received, only three lists (Mission, Chinatown and Marina) had last routine inspection dates for 
most (if not all) the R-2s listed. We sorted these three R-2 district lists by last inspection date to 
determine which (and how many) R-2s in these three districts had not had a routine inspection 
within the last five years. We provide a summary of our results for those three districts in 
Table I-1 below. 

FOCUSED CODE ENFORCEMENT 2015 

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

Mission* 822 316 38% 

Chinatown 533 167 31% 

Tenderloin 531 362 68% 

*Does not include Mission Street 

Table I-1 

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

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

27 2960 California ://dbiweb.sfgov.orn/dbipts/default.aspx?page=AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=201068596 
28 682 Corbett Ave. · 
http://dbiweb.sfaov.org/ dbipts/ default.aspx?page= AddressComplaint&ComplaintNo=2007 86911 
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purpose. Although documents show that HIS sent out 197 inspection appointment packets to R-2 
· owners in the Tenderloin, we do not know how many of these R-2s HIS inspectors were actually 
able to inspect. (See ''No Shows" Waste Inspectors' Time, below.) 

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

IDS cloes 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 subsequentDBI annual reports, however, no 
longer report the number of initial routine inspections that were conducted each year. Instead, 
"Housing Inspections" and "Routine Inspections" are the only performance statistics related to 
routine inspections that are included in the DBI annual reports. 

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

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

ms PERFORMANCE MEASURES 
-

HIS Performance Measures 2014 2015 

Housing Inspections Performed 11,995 11,981 

Routine Inspections 2,337* 2,311 

*Excludes January and February 2014 

Table I-2 

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

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

Reasons For The Routine Inspection Backlog 

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

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

(2) CTS reports do not capture the various ways routine inspections are docl.imented; 

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

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

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

( 6) CTS is outdated. 

1. Considerable Resources Are Wasted CreatingR-2 Lists 

Because HIS needs to know the last inspection date for R-2s in order to identify which R-2s are 
due for a routine inspection, and CTS cannot generate ari 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 
ofR-2s in the City from DBI :MIS. 

ms 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 ofR-2s targeted for routine inspections is created manually. After HIS receives the 
initial R-2 list from DBI :MIS, support staff or inspectors must identify the last routine inspection 
date by looking up this 1information for each property; one property at a time, in CTS. 
Thereafter, the last ·inspection dates are added to the Excel spreadsheet, which can then be sorted 
by last inspection date, and the R-2s that are due for a routine inspection can be easily identified. 

DBI MIS did not generate the R-2 lists for the first six rounds of Focused Code 
Enforcement. As a result of the series of fires that occurred in the Mission starting in late 2014 

· (See· Introduction), the Board of Supervisors, along with other government officials, made 
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inquiries into the causes of these numerous fires and asked how San Franciscans could be better 
protected from harm, property loss and displacement as a result of fires. In response, HIS 
beefed up its code enforcement (including fire safety) by assembling a team of inspectors to 
conduct a blitz of routine inspections along major corridors in.the City. This began shortly 
after the catastrophic fire at 22nd and Mission Streets. HIS refers to this program as "Focused 
Code Enforcement." 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

· Most inspectors will choose "Routines" as the Source for routine inspections; however, some 
will choose "Routine Appointment Letter." In the case of 2960 California Street, the inspector 
chose "Telephone" as the Source for the routine inspection he conducted on September 6, 2010. 
(See Appendix, Exhibit 4.) Since Telephone is not typically used as a Source for routine 
inspections it fell outside the parameters of the report we asked DBI MIS to generate for last 
routine inspection dates. We do not know if Telephone was erroneously chosen or if there was a 
legitimate reason for documenting the routine inspection that way. Regardless, it serves as an 
important example of a CTS report not meeting the needs of the end user because the report 
·parameters were not adequately defined and agreed upon by the both the report generator and 
end-user beforehand. 

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

From our interviews with HIS inspectors and DBI MIS and seeing many of the standard reports 
that are available in CTS but not used by HIS, we have conciuded 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 Can 
· 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 anR-2. 

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

District inspectors do not always choose the same "Source" for the CG routine inspection. 
District inspectors primarily investigate R-2 complaints in their districts. They also conduct CG 
routine inspections. They must document both. When documenting a complaint investigation, 
the SourGe 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 compl&int investigation and the CG routine inspection both be 
counted in CTS. In this ID.stance, 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 :i;outine inspection, inspectors 
will document this differently from one another. If there are violations ru.:ising 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. Distrjct Insvectors 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 ms 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 n;mtine 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 ms staff (including inspectors) and includes 
detailed procedures for conducting inspections and code enforcement. Although we were told 
that district inspectors should be conducting CG routine inspections of the common areas of an 
R-2 when investigating a complaint, the SOP does not explicitly require it. Instead, the SOP 
is yery vague and only requires inspectors to "schedule site inspection appointment." It does. 
not mention what kind of "site inspection" should be performed. The SOP also does not 
address whether "the site inspection" should include comm'on areas even if they are not part of 
the complaint. 29 

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

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

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

''No shows" are not tracked for follow.:.up in CTS. Currently, CTS is not being used to track 
"no shows" for HIS. Although CTS can track no shows when inspectors choose either ''No 
Entry" or "Unable to Enter" as the "Abatement Type," we were told that inspectors were 

. instructed not to use either of these. We were told this is because by using ''No Entry" or 
"Unable to Enter" the inspector's attempt to make an inspection would not be counted as an 
inspection. Instead, inspectors were instructed to use another "Abatement Type" to reflect the 
type of inspection they made. For example, "Inspection of Premises Made" or "Reinspection l." 
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 nl!ffiber 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 ofR-2s that 
had "no shows" as a percentage of the total inspection appointment letters sent. 

FOCUSED CODE ENFORCEMENT "NO SHOWS" 2015 

District Number of. inspection Number of R-2s unable Percent R-2s unable 
appointmen~ letters se.nt to enter ("no shows") to enter ("no shows") 

Mission St. Corridor 128 20 16% 

Chi'natown 167 28 17% 

Mission* 259 ~8 15% 

*Does not include R-2s on Mission Street 

Table I-3 
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Clearly,.the percentage ofR-2s that inspectors were unable to enter ("no shows") 4uring 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, ms support staff send out 
inspection packets to the property owners of record. Tbis 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 arid safety inspection" will be conducted in 
the common areas of their building, the authority for performing the itispection, 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) Ordinan~e 255-08; (4) handout on New 
Ban on Wooden Fixed-Utility Ladders; (5) Notice Requiring Compliance of San Francisco 
Housing Code Section 604; (6) Compliance Affidavit; and (7) Affidavit-Self Certification for 
Carbon Monoxide and Smoke Alarms. 

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

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

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

6. CTS Is Outdated 

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

• CTS cannot be accessed from the field. Inspectors cannot input data to CTS from 
outside the office. As a result, inspectors must docume:p.t 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 of:fi.ce. 

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

• Notices of Violation ("NO Vs") cannot be printed in the field. Inspectors cannot print 
and post the NOV while at the R-2 because CTS cannot be accessed remotely. Also, 
inspectors do not have portable printers. Therefore, the inspector must return to the·R-2 
to post the NOV on the building. 

• CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other City departments. 
ms 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, 
ms 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, IDS cannot create its R-2 routine inspection lists without having 
to ask DBI MIS for this information. 

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

Similarly, from our review of CTS input screens, we learned that inspectors can document the 
overall condition of an R-2 by ranking it on a scale from one to five. However, CTS cannot 
track factors that are useful in determining which R-2s have higher fire risks. We were told that 
some of the factors that should be to considered when looking at an R-2's fire risk include: (1) 
the age of the building; (2) the materials used to construct the building; (3) the overall condition 
of the building; ( 4) whether the building has a fire block; ( 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 IDS' needs because DBI believed Accela, which was initially 
scheduled to be implemented in 2013, would resolve any and all issues IDS had with CTS. 

Accela. In October 2011, the City entered into a $4.5 million contract with two information 
technology compallies, 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 IDS, 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 nun;ierous and were 
estimated to increase the cost of the Accela roll-out by close to $4 million (which turned out to 
be accurate based on Gartner' s, a third party vendor, finding that change orders raised the cost to 
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$8,174,297).31 Several other launch dates were scheduled and postponed during this time. 
Consequently, in late 2015, DBI put Accela on hold. Third party outside vendors, Cosmo Cloud 
and Gartner, were contracted to perform requirement scoping and determine how much more 
time, money and work would be needed for Accela to be successfully implemented. They also 
were to evaluate whether implementing Accela was viable and the optimal choice. 

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

FINDINGS 

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

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

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

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

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

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

31 Gartner Report, http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/BIC%20Meeting%2006- l 5-16%20Agenda%20%23 l 4.pdf 
32 Gartner Report, http://sfdbi.org/sites/default/files/BIC%20Meeting%2006- l 5-16%20Agenda%20%2314.pdf 
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F.1.7. Although the routine inspection backlog that existed in the Mission, Chinatown and 
Tenderloin Districts has been reduced through Focused Code Enforcement, a routine 
inspection backlog still exists in these areas. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

F.1.25. Affidavits are not available online. 

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

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

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

RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

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

(b) DBI l\1IS should train HIS personnel who will have access to the Oracle database 
containing the R-2 information how to use it before they have permission to run reports. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

R.L 16. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt a policy that all "no shows" must be 
followed up on within two weeks by researching the property owner's correct address 
or phone number and then, contacting the property owner for a scheduled routine 
inspection. This policy should be communicated to all inspectors in writing. 

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

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

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

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

R.1.21. The Chief Housing In.spector 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/smo.ke alarm affidavits. 
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R.1.22. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection packet cover letter be 
rewritten to include the information contained in the notices and ordinances. Notices 
and ordinances should be removed from the inspection packet. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

DISCUSSION 

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

Some Violations Are Not Corrected In A Timely Manner 

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

NOVs Abated Abated Abated Abated Abated Not yet 
Year •.I:(%) <=2 mos <= 6 mos <= 12 mos <= 18 mos > 18 mos Abated 

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

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

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

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

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

* 
625 

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

* Eighteen months have not passed yet 

Table I-4 

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

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

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

Reasons Some Violations Take Too Long To Correct 

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

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

(2) code enforcement oversight is insufficient; 

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

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

(5) HIS lacks more effective code enforcement toolS. 
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1. Insvectors 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. ms 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 ms 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 inspectol'.s' 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. ms management can identify the top 20 types o.f violations by reviewing 
either the violations listed on NOV s or the comment sections of inspection reports in CTS. For 
example, inoperable frre 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 wen~ told that inspectors should get 
approval from their senior inspectors before granting additional time to correct a violation to the 
property oW'ner. However, none of the inspectors we spoke with get preapproval from their 
senior inspector. 

3. HIS Does Not Measure The Effectiveness Oflts Code Enforcement Process 

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

Instead, ms 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, "Cc;>mplaints 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 NOV s arising from complaints and routine inspections. 
This report lists the complaint number, the date the first NOV was issued, the R-2 address, the 
date of last activity and a comments section. Each inspector gets individualized reports with their 
cases on it. 

The most recent copy of this report was distributed to inspectors in early May 2016 for open 
NOVs 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 D~ector'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 NOV s may be appropriate to refer to a 
DH, this is a significant number of NOV s that are still uncorrected after at least five months. 

Qualitative review. Once inspectors receive the two reports, they have six to eight weeks to 
review their cases. Inspectors provide additional updates on their cases in the comments section 
of the reports. Afterwards, inspectors meet with their senior inspectors to go over the two reports 
one case at a time. We were told that the reports are designed to identify open cases and open 
NOV s that have stalled and encourage inspectors to move the cases along. By the time they 
meet with their senior inspectors, inspectors may have taken additional actions on many of the 

. open cases (moved them along) on their lists. Consequently, only the more challenging cases are 
discussed at length with their senior inspector. For these cases, the senior inspectors will help 
their inspectors determine the next course of action. 

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

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

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

ms 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, IIlS 
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 NOV s 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 JvllS generate for us. We added a column to this spreadsheet to 
calculate the number of days between the date the NOV was issued and the date that a Director's 
Hearing was conducted on each NOV for 2013, 2014 and 2015. ·We then added up the total days 
and divided it by the total NOV s that went to a DH. Thus, we arrived at the average number of 
days it takes for an NOV to reach a DH. 

AVERAGE TIME FROM NOV TO DIRECTOR'S HEARJNG 

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

2013 348 160 days 

2014 422' 123 days 

2015 303 118 days 

Table I-5 

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

ms 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 DI:I. 
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 violatfons on it." Others have said a case is ready for a DH when there are 
"unabated violations with no progress and significant NOV s." 
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Inspectors are supposed to brieftheir supervisors when violations have not been corrected after 
three reinspections.33 We were told, however, that not all inspectors proactively brieftheir 
seniors after three reinspections with no progress. Therefore, even when violations have not 
been corrected after three reinspections, those cases may not proceed to a DH. 

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

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

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

5. HIS Lacks More Effective Code Enforcement Tools 

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

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

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

· clouded title as there have been in the past. Additionally, unless a property owner intends to 
borrow money or sell the property, they could choose to defer abatement for many years. 

Cases that are referred to the City Attorney almost always show results--the violations are almost 
always cured. For the period 2010 through 2015, DBI referred 59 cases to the City Attorney. 
Nine of these cases, referred in 2010, were for buildings owned by one firm, Blanding (doing 
business as Bayview Property Managers). The City Attorney obtained an injunction requiring 
Blan.ding 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 elapse4 (usually thirty days), the inspector could refer the case to the FTB. After the 
inspector received approval to refer a case to the FTB from their senior, they would prepare a 
Notice of Non-Compliance .. The Notice of Non-Compliance would be recorded and sent to the 
property owner and the FTB. As a result, when the property owner filed their California tax 
return and attempted to take deductions for expenses incurred in connection with their rental 
property (the R-2 with the 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 NOV s, or a vulnerable 
population was being affected, along with many more cases. 

FINDINGS 

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

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

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

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

. . 
F.1.33. Although bi-monthly staff meetings are scheduled, they are regularly cancelled because 

inspectors are "too busy." Without a management culture that supports having 
scheduled times to.discuss inspectors work, it will be difficult for HIS to optimize its 
code enforcement process for success. 

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

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

F.1.36. Inspectors take too long to refer open 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.1.37. Not all inspectors proactively brief their seniors after three reinspections with · 
no progress. 
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F.1.38. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOVs to a DH because preparing a case for 
· referral to a Director's Hearing is more labor intensive than it should be. 

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

RECOMMENDATIONS 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

R.1.36. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt an objective standard for inspectors to use in 
determining when a case should be referred to a Director's Hearing. 

R.1.37. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that senior inspectors follow-up with 
inspectors when there have been three reinspections on an open NOV. 

R.1.38. The DBI Director should ensure when CTS is replaced by another system that it 
includes functionality to help automate the Director's Hearing case preparation and 
digital transfer of case files. 

R.1.39. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is required for HIS to reinstate 
the FIB program and then ensure that all necessary steps for ma.king the FTB program 
part of the HIS code enforcement process are taken. 

(b) The BIC should approve that HIS use the FTB program as part of its code 
enforcement process. 

( c) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is required for administrative 
penalties to be available at the HIS administrative hearing and then ensure that all 
necessary steps for making this possible as part of the HIS code enforcement process 
are taken. 

( d) The BIC should approve adding the legal requirements to the HIS administrative , 
hearing so that administrative penalties can be awarded. 

D. Insufficient Staffing 

DISCUSSION 

We were told, throughout our interviews with HIS personnel, that inspectors/support staff were 
either "too busy" and/or there were not enough inspectors/support staff to perform some 
essential tasks. ·Inspectors and management openly acknowledge that they are short-staffed. 

Inspectors and support staff work hard. As a result of our investigation, we determined that 
HIS inspectors have full schedules. Currently," HIS has 14 district inspectors that investigate 
approximately 4,600 complaints every year. District inspectors are expected to respond to 
complaints within 24-72 hours. Complaints can be very time consuming because they may also 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 38 



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 lmow how many R-2s are "past due" 
for inspection. 

Additionally, inspectors are pulled away from their routine inspections and complaint work to 
work on special projects or to enforce new regulations and ordinances. Examples include 
enforcement of the Hotel Conversion Ordinance and the ban on wooden fixed utility ladders. 
Inspectors work harder than they should have to because they must rely on computer systems 
that are outdated and lack basic functionality. 

We believe. that one of the main reasons a routine inspection backlog exists and some violations 
take too long for property owners to correct is because HIS does not have enough inspectors and 
support staff to fully cover its workload. 

Currently, HIS has two open inspector positio:µs and two other vacancies due to "leave." 
Although HIS has received approval to hire temporary replacements for the two district 
illspectors who are on leave, this still leaves HIS with two open inspector positions. 

FINDING 

F.1.40. HIS does not have enough·inspectors to inspect every R-2 in San Francisco at least once 
every five years. · 

RECOMMENDATION 

R.1.40. The Director of DBI should request that the Controller's Office. conduct a study to 
determine adequate staffing levels for HIS. 

E. Transparency 

DISCUSSION 

Transparency into fire safety code enforcement is necessary so that: 

• Property owners and tenants know what to expect; and 
• The public can understand, in enough detail, what violations have been found and what is 

being done to ensure that those violations are being corrected in a timely manner. 
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Information on IDS routine ip.spectio,ns is buried in the DBI website. Inspections packets are 
one source of information about the routine inspection and code enforcement process. The DBI 
website is a second source. 

On DBI's homepage,35 across the top of the page, under "Inspection" there is a drop down menu 
with three links that are related to routine nispections: District Charts and Maps; Inspection . 
Scheduling; and, Filing a Complaint. Under Inspection Scheduling, instructions for scheduling 
an inspection with HI;S are included. However, routine inspections are not described or 
explained under any of these three links'. 

In order to get information about routine inspections, one must follow several links: Starting with 
DBI's homepage, halfway down in the center of the homepage, is Inspection: Services (in small . . 
print). Click thru Inspection Services Divisions. On the Inspection Services Division page, click · 
thru Housing Inspections Services (in small print). Then under Helpful Links, click thru the link 
to Routine Inspections. The Inspection Worksheet is included. 36 

Information on routine inspections is not sufficiently detailed. Although lnformation on 
routine inspectioris is available on the DBI website, it is not detailed enough to sufficiently 
understand the process. On the Routine Inspections page, 37 items missing are: the process for 
when a routine inspection is required, what will be inspected, what affidavits are required to be 
certified by a professional and returned to HIS, what happens if a violation is found and costs 
associated with .code enforcement. Or, they are conveyed in a way that no one without prior 
knowledge of the process would understand. The Informational Maintenance Checklist (also 
known as the Inspection Worksheet) is available on the Routine Inspections page but it is not 
described as the list inspectors use for routine inspections. 

Information on violations is not easy to fmd. There are two ways to get to information about 
violations on the DBI website. The first way is from the Routine Inspections page by clicking 
thru Track Permits and Complaints at the bottom of the page. The second way is from the DBI 
homepage, accross the top of the page, under Permit Services on the drop down menu click thru 
Track Permits and Complaints.38 On the Track Penllits and Complaints, click thru "Search for 
documents by Site Address," then enter the property address. Once the property address is 
shown, then click through "Complaints." Next, a list of all inspection records for all DBI 
departments will be shown. Routine inspection and complaints will be found under HIS for 
Div (Division). 

Since the actual NOV is not available online, details on violations are insufficient. R-2 
inspection records located under Track Permits and Complaint include the inspection date, type 
of violation, the inspector's name, status and comment. The "type" of violation oftentimes 
includes a description that is too broad for a sufficient understanding of the Violation. For 
example, "General Maintenance." Sometimes an inspector will write more under the comments. 

35 http://sfdbi.org/ 
36 http://sfdbi.om/sites/default/files/Checklist°/o20English.pdf 
37 http://sfdbi.org/ROUTINEINSPECTIONS 
38 http://dbiweb.sfaov.org/dbipts/ 
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Most of the details of a violation are written on the NOV. However, actual NOVs are not 
available on the DBI website. 

FINDINGS 

F.1.41. Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI website. 

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

F.1.43. It is not easy to find information on R-2 violations on the DBI website because many 
of the links to get to inspection records are labeled with terms that may not be 
understandable to the public. For example, calling violations "complaints" and needing 
to look under "HIS" for "Div." 

F.1.44. Since the actual NOV is not available on the DBI website and rarely do the 
"comments" provide much detail about violations, the detail available to the public and 
tenants is not sufficient enough to understand the full extent or nature ofa violation. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.1.41. DBI MIS should redesign the DBI website so that information on routine inspections is 
easier to find from the DBI homepage. 

R.1.42. DBI MIS should revise the information on routine inspections on the DBI website so 
that: the property owners and the general public understand the process, including 
how often routine inspections take place, what is inspected, what happens when 
violations are found, the time frame for correcting violations and the costs associated 
with code enforcement. 

R.1.43. DBI MIS should change the names on the links for R-2 violations so inspection records 
can be found more easily on the DBI website. 

R.1.44. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS can upload NOV s to 
the DBI website. 
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II. SAN FRANCISCO FIRE DEPARTMENT 

A. Organizational Structure 

The Fire Commission sets policy and supports the San Francisco Fire Department ("SFFD") in 
achieving its mission to protect the lives and property of San Franciscans from fires and to 
prevent fires through prevention and education programs.39 The City Charter authorizes the 
Mayor to appoint all five members of the Fire Commission.40 The San Francisco Fire 
Department is divided into three main divisions: Administration, Planning, and Operations. 
Operations has two main functions--fire suppression and fire prevention. Operations is led by 
the Deputy Chief of Operations, who is second in command after the Chief of the Fire 
Department. (See Appendix, Exhibit 15.) 

Firefighters perform the annual R-2 inspections. The fire suppression function is performed 
by four organizational units within the Operations division--Airport, Emergency Medical 
Services, Division 2 and Division 3. Divisions 2 and 3 are further divided into nine Battalions. 
The nine Battalion Chiefs supervise the firefighters and rescue squads in the 4 3 frrehouses 
(or station houses) in San Francisco. Division 2 includes the downtown and financial districts 
and runs through the northwestern part of the City. Division 3 includes the South of Market 
area and runs through the southwestern boundaries of the City, down to the southern part of 
San Francisco. 

Each of the 43 frrehouses 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 frre safety items (see Appendix, Exhibit 16). The SFFD 
charges owners ofR-2 Residential Apartments $15.7 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.6 
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 · 

39 San Francisco Fire Commission website, "Annual Statement of Prirpose: 2016" 
40 San Francisco City Charter, section 4.108 
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buildings in the City and in San Francisco Housing Authority buildings. High-rise inspectors 
perform code enforcement for violations discovered as a result of their inspections. 

Early in 2016, BFP began a 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 ofR-2 violations arising from Company inspections. 

Furthermore, BFP's code enforcement process will soon become more robust. In April 2016, the 
Board of Supervisors passed legislation that requires BFP to implement an enhanced code 
enforcement process that more closely mirrors the one that DBI Housing Inspection Services 
("HIS") uses--including adding an administrative hearing.41 The effective date of this legislation 
was June 1, 2016. BFP is still developing their new code enforcement process. 

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

DISCUSSION 

The California Health and Safety Code mandates that SFFD perform annual inspections ofR-2s 
in San Francisco.42 It is the Building Code's definition ofR-2s--residential buildings with three 
or more units--that applies to SFFD inspections as well as DBI inspections.43 However, SFFD 

.il http://www.sfbos.org/ftp/uploadedfiles/bdsupvrs/ordinances l 6/00060-16.pdf 
42 California Health and Safety Code, sections 13146.2 and 17921 
43 California Building Code, section 310.1 
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adopted a policy that requires its :firefighters to inspect only residential buildings that are less 
than 7 5 feet tall and have nine or more units. Therefore, SFFD :firefighters only inspect 
approximately 4,000 R-2s that have nine or more units instead of the approximately 21,000 R-2s 
that have three or more units in San Francisco. Property owners with buildings with fewer units 
can voluntarily participate in the annual inspection process.44 Tenants who are concerned about 
fire safety may also call, file a complaint online or go to a fire station to complain about 
conditions at their building. Residential buildings that are 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 of200 R-2s that accumulated over numerous months that they reduced through 
hard work. 

In Table II-1 below, we show that there was a backlog in R-2 annual inspections for 2013, 2014 
and 2015. Using data from SFFD, we calculated the backlog percentage by comparing the total 
number ofR-2 that should be inspected each year to the total number ofR-2 inspections that 
were completed for 20.13, 2014 and 2015. 

SFFD ANNUAL R-2 BUilDING INSPECTIONS 

2013 2014 ·2015 

Total R-2s requiring an annual inspected 4,031 4,031 4,031 

Total R-22 that were inspected 3,339 3,520 3,791 

Annual backlog 692 510 240 

Percent R-2s without a required inspection 17% 13% 6% 

Table II-1 

Reasons For The R-2 Inspections Backlog 

We identified several factors contributing to the annual inspection backlog, including: 

(1) Companies cannot gain entry into some R-2s; 

(2) the number ofR-2 inspections is disportionately distributed among the Companies; 

(3) R-2 inspections are not prioritized based on their last inspection dates; 

( 4) follow-up on inspection backlog is insufficient; and, 

(5) the primary rationale for inspecting R-2s is not to enforce code compliance. 

44 SFFD Hotel and Apartment Inspection Operating Guide, pages 1.1-1.2 
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1. Companies Cannot Gain Entry Into Some R-2s 

We were told that the main reason for the R-2 annual inspection backlog is the inability of 
station house Companies to gain entry into every R-2 to inspect it. 

Company Captains rarely schedule annual inspections in advance. We were told that R-2 
inspections are rarely scheduled with property owners in advance. Instead, the Company will 
show up at an R-2, without prior notice, and ring doorbells hoping someone will let them in. 
Some buildings have a lock box, which allows Companies to gain access. This practice, 
however, is not consistent with procedures delineated in the SFFD Hotel and Apartment 
Inspection Operating Guide (the "Operating Guide"). The Operating Guide provides the 
standards and procedures for conducting R-2 annual inspections and states "(i)f a contact phone 
number is provided, then an attempt should be made to set up an inspection time."45 Property 
owner contact information is visible on Company Captains' computers--sometimes with a phone 
number. However, it is not included on the Inspection Worksheets that most Company Captains 
print out and bring to the R-2 to document inspections. We were told that even when they have a 
phone number, Company Captains rarely schedule inspections in advance. As a result, 
Companies cannot gain entry into every R-2 to conduct an annual inspection. 

We were told that this can happen repeatedly on the same R-2~ In fact, one Captain said "we can 
go back twenty times and never get ill." When no one answers, the Company either goes on to 
.their next R-2 inspection or performs other duties. Although Company Captains do not 
specifically track when they cannot get into ·an R-2, inspections that are not completed will 
remain "open" or "pending" on their R-2 list so they do not lose track of it. If a Company is 
called to an emergency while conducting an R-2 inspection, they will leave in the middle of the 
inspection. After completing the call, the Company will attempt to return to the R-2 to complete 
their inspection. 

R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. Typically, inspections take 30-45 
minutes. However, they could take longer depending on the size of the building, accessibility, 
the number of violations found, among other factors. We were told that Companies do not 
perform R-2 inspections on the weekends because inspectors schedules--at the Bureau of Fire 
Prevention--do not include Saturday & Sunday. We were also told that SFFD does not want 
to bother the public on the weekends. The station house Companies, however, do work on 
the weekends. 

2. The Number OfR-2 Inspections Is Disportionatelv Distributed Among The Comvanies 

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 

45 SFFD Hotel and Apartment Inspection (RI & 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 ofR-2s that each Company inspects depends on the number ofR-2s located 
within their first response area. We were told that sometimes, R-2s that are on the outskirts of a 
station house's first response area are re-assigned to be inspected by a Company at a neighboring 
station house that has fewer R-2s and/or fewer emergency calls. We were also told that R-2s 
cannot be reassigned to another station house that is too far from the R-2 because Companies 
must still be able to respond quickly to calls in their first response area. 

Figure II-I illustrates the distribution ofR-2 inspections assigned by Company. "E" means 
engine company and "T" means truck company. The station number is included after E or T.46 

NUMBER OF R-2 INSPECTIONS ASSIGNED TO EACH COMP ANY ANNUALLY 

ll'il!I R2 Inspections 

Figure II-I 

As Figure II-I 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 ofR-2s to inspect are listed below in Table II-2. These Companies also have the 
highest inspection backlog as of May 23, 2016. If the R-2 is not inspected by its deadline, it 
continues on the Company's R-2 list until it has been inspected. It also becomes part of the 
backlog. The backlog consists of both R.,.2s that are just a day past due and those that are a year 
or more past due. The backlog each Company has is reflected by the number of Open and 
Pending Inspections that they have. An "Open Inspection" means that the Company has already 
made some attempt at inspecting the R-2. It may be open because the Company got called away 

46 Fire Station List http://sf-fire.org/fire-station-Jocations#stations 
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in the middle of the inspectimJ. or maybe the Comp~y Captain has not :finished documenting the 
inspection. "Pending Inspection" means that an inspection has not yet started. 

SFFD COMPANIES WITH TOP TEN LONGEST R-2 LISTS 

Engine or 
Truck R-2s Assigned Open Inspection · Pending Inspection 

Company Area per year as of 5/23/16 as of 5/23/16 

E41 Nob Hill 378 25 24 

E38 Pacific Heights 264 11 45 

E16 Cow Hollow 254 12 3 

T16 Cow Hollow 249 12 22 

E36 Hayes Valley 210 7 159 

E03 Lower Nob Hill 202 5 19 

E21 Panhandle I NOPA 189 14 18 

T03 Lower Nob Hill 176 9 9 

E31 Richmond· 139 3 14 

E02 Chinatown 116 18 38 

T02 Chinatown 114 23 64 

Table II-2 

3. R-2 Inspections Are Not Prioritized Based On Their Last Insvection Dates 

Although each R-2 on a Company's list includes a deadline for its inspection, we were told that 
Company Captains do not use the deadline dates to prioritize which R-2s they will inspect next. 
R-2s with closer deadlines (or deadlines that have passed) are not prioritized over those with · 
more remote deadlines. Instead, Company Captains choose which R.;. 2s they will inspect largely 
based on where the R-2 is located. Sometimes Company Captains choose which R-2s will be 
next based on their proximity to other R-2s on their list. Other times, they will choose R-2s that 
are on the Company's driving route. For example, when they go to buy groceries. 

4. Follow Up On Insvection 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 Insvecting R-2s Is Not To Enforce Code Comvliance 

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 frre 
started and develop a pre-fire plan. Developing building awareness is still an important aspect of 
annual R-2 ~pections 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 ofcreating 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 frre 
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 

F.11.1. Because station house Companies do not inspect all the R-2s in San Francisco every 
twelve months as mandated by Code, San Franciscans may be exposed to 
unnecessary risks. 

F.11.2. Station house Companies cannot always get into R-2s to inspect them because 
Company Captains rarely schedule R-2 inspections in advance. 

F.11.3. Contact information is not included on the Inspection Worksheets that Company 
Captains take with them to document their R-2 inspection. 
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F.11.4. R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. 

F.11.5. Companies with the ten largest R-2 lists have most of the largest backlogs because R-2 
inspections are disportionately distributed among the Companies and not sufficiently 
redistributed to nearby Companies with less R-2s to inspect. 

F.11.6. Company Captains prioritize which R-2s they will inspect based on location of the R-2 
rather than on the deadline for each inspection. As a result, some R-2s are not inspected 
by their deadline. 

F.11.7. Some Battalion Chiefs' follow-up on Company inspection backlogs is insufficient 
because it does not hold the Company accountable for the backlog. 

F.11.8. Because firefighters' primary motivation for inspecting R-2s is to develop building 
awareness, they may not sufficiently give equal importance to code compliance when · 
conducting R-2 inspections. 

F.11.9. Many Company Captains seem to know little about Fire Prevention or Code 
Enforcement. Since firefighters interact with the public, this is a missed opportunity to 
educate the public about the inspection and enforcement process. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.11.1. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Battalion Chiefs to closely monitor 
Company R-2 inspection lists to ensure that every R-2 in San Francisco is inspected by 
its deadline. 

R.11.2. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require that Company Captains make inspection 
appointments in advance, whenever they have the property owner's phone number, 
to ensure that Companies get into all R-2s. The appointments should have a three 
hour window. 

R.11.3. SFFD MIS should ensure property owner contact information is included on the 
Inspection Worksheets. 

R.11.4. . The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Companies to inspect R-2s on the 
weekend if that Company is going to have a backlog during a particular month. 

R.11.5. The Deputy Chief of Operations should redistribute R-2 inspection from Companies 
that have a backlog to nearby Companies that have fewer R-2 inspections so that the 
number of R-2 inspections is more evenly distributed among neighboring station houses 
and are conducted more timely. · 

R.11.6. The Deputy Chief of Operations should instruct Company Captains to give priority to 
R-2 inspections which have exceeded or are approaching their deadlines. 
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R.11. 7. Battalion Chiefs should review progress on their Companies' R-2 lists at least once a 
month, and if they find a Company has not inspected all the R-2s on their lis~ hold that 
Company accountable by requiring that they inspect all the late R-2s by the end of the 
next month. 

R.11.8. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure·that inspection training for firefighters 
includes stressing the two reasons for conducting R-2 inspections--to ensure code 
compliance and gain building awareness--are equally important. · 

R.11.9. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that all firefighters receive training on 
the R-2 inspections process that includes a detailed module on the Bureau of Fire 
Prevention code enforcement process which starts with when a BFP inspector receives a 
complaint from a Company Captain to an NOV being issued and any additional steps. 
The training should occur after BFP implements the new code enforcement process. 
Knowing more about BFP will help firefighters better understand their role in ensuring 
code compliance. · 

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

DISCUSSION 

We were told that R-2 complaints fall into two categories: life safety complaints and all others. 
Life safety complaints are considered priority and include (1) chained or blocked exit doors; 
and, (2) malfunctioning fire alarms or sprinkler systems. Company Captains make this 
same distinction. 

Once an inspector receives a complaint submitted by a Company Captain or a member of the 
public, he should schedule an complaint inspection. At the inspection, the inspector will 
determine if there is an actual code violation. If a code violation exists, the inspector can issue 
either: a Notice of Violation (''NOV") or a Notice of Corrective Action Required (''NOCAR"). 
We were told that if an NOCAR' is issued the inspector can either schedule a follow-up 
inspection or leave the complaint open until it is resolved. 

From January 1, 2013 to May 26, 2016, inspectors received a total of 2,871 R-2 complaints. In 
Table II-3 below, the time it took to resolve three types of complaints during this time:frame is 
summarized. We compiled this information from a spreadsheet received from the SFFD that 
listed the 2,871 complaints along with the dates the complaints were received and the disposition 
dates, ifthe complaint was resolved. The complaints in Table II-3 are from all sources--notjust 
those referred by Company Captains. 
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SFFD COMPLAINT RESOLUTION TIME-JANUARY 1, 2013 TO MAY 26, 2016 

Complaint Total Within·.·. Within 3 to Within Within More.Than 6 

Type Complaints 72 Hours 30 Days 1-2 Months 3-6 Months ·Months 

Fi're Alarms 
1,222 450 165 124 274 49 

(100%) (39%) (23%) (10%) (22%) (8%) 

Blocked Exits 
270 145 53 30 29 13 

(100%) (53%) (19%) (11%) (11%) (5%) 

Sprinklers 
188 5 54 40 78 11 

(100%) (3%) (28%) (21%) (41%) (6%) 

Table II-3 

As· Table II-3 reflects, it took more than 2 months for a significant number of complaints to be 
resolved. The spreadsheet we received does not differentiate between complaints that remain 
open because an inspector did not go to the R-2 to inspect the complaint from those for which an 
NOCAR was issued. As a result, we cannot.determine why some of these complaints stayed · 
open for so long. According to the March 2016 Operations Report for BFP, the number of open 
or pending complaint inspections has been reduced from 525 on February 3, 2016 to 196 (127 · 
open and 69 pending complaint inspections) as of March 2, 2016. A BFP officer told us the 
reduction in open and pending complaints was largely due to a concerted effort to close out 
complaints that were resolved but remained open in the computer database. We have not 
independently verified this statement. 

We reviewed another SFFD spreadsheet that included information on all 132 R-2 violations for 
which an NOV was issued between between January 1, 2013 and May 26, 2016. The summary 
below, shows the number of sprinkler, alarm systems, exits/storage in pathways ·and fire escape 
NOVs that were issued and corrected between January 1, 2013 and May 26, 2016,and the 
number of days it took for them to be corrected. 

• Sprinklers: ten NOV s were corrected in a range from 14 to 4 71 days. 
• Alarm system: 17 NOV s werr corrected in a range from 1 to 1, 166 days. 
• Exits/storage pathways: six NOV s were corrected in a range from 4 to 908 days. 

· • 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. How~ver, 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) $hould 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 IIlS inspectors, we were told that BFP 
inspectors have discretion to work with the property owners by giving them additional time to 
correct violations depending on the facts and circumstances. 

Reasons Some Complaints and Violations Take Too Long To Correct 

During our investigation, we discovered several factors that contributed to violations 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. 

Contributing factors from old BFP structure. When district inSpectors worked.on R-2 
complaints arising from Company inspections, the factors that contributed to longer resolution of 
complaints (and correction of violations) included: (1) district inspectors' workload was too 
heavy; (2) construction reviews and phone calls were prioritized over R-2 complaints; and (3) 
some district inspectors did not document inspections and code enforcement in sufficient detail. 

1. District Insvectors' Workload Was Too Heayy 

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 receiyed R-2 complaints 
from Company Captains either.by phone (this was limited to urgent complaints) or by inspection 
reports that were automatically sent via computer. · 

During our investigation, district inspectors' work fell into two categories: (1) investigating fire· 
safety complaints regarding R-2s and commercial properties located in their districts; and (2). 
reviewing residential and commercial construction projects in their districts. In addition to 
receiving R-2 complaints from Company Captains, complaints came in from the public from 
many sources including: (a) phone calls; (b) walk-ins to the BFP counter; and (c) emails. 
District inspectors also worked on referrals from other City departments. 

Many of the district inspectors, that we spoke with, said that it was challenging to keep up with 
all the construction review requests and complaints due· to the sheer volume of work._ We were 
told that some district inspectors, upon arrival at work, already had numerous voicemail 
messages. One district inspector said thatthere 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 thre.e days to resolve just those ten complaints. In the meantime, additional work kept 
coming in. 
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2. Construction Reviews And Phone Calls Were Prioritized Over R-2 Complaints 

Based on our interviews, we concluded that construction review work was prioritized over R-2 
complaint investigations. We were told that construction contractors called district inspectors 
directly to schedule their construction project reviews and that sometimes, district inspectors 
would receive twenty to thirty phone calls a day from contractors. In contrast, Company 
Captains only called once or twice a week. Some district inspectors told us that they did not 
have enough time to respond to all their complaints each and every day. One district inspector 
shared that following up on phone calls meant not having enough time to respond to the 
complaints that were coming in on his computer. 

As a result of our interviews, we concluded that some inspectors prioritized phone calls over 
complaints that came to them via their computers. One distri~t 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 Su-fficient 
Detail 

The detail with which district inspectors documented inspections and code enforcement varied 
significantly from one inspector to another. Some of the inspection records we reviewed did not 
have enough detail about the type of violations, when they occurred, what code enforcement 
steps were being taken and ultimately, whether the violations were ever in fact, corrected. 

The inspection records for the buildings at 22nd and Mission Streets are an example of 
insufficient documentation. This is the building that had a huge fire in January 2015, after which 
the press reported that several violations at the buildings had not been corrected for years. One 
of these violations was fire escapes ladders that could not descend to the ground because they 
were obstructed by awnings. Table 11-4 (next page) summarizes the documentation of the fire 
escape violation. The inspection records themselves can be found in the Appendix. (See 
Appendix, Exhibit 17.) 

It was not until after the fire that inspection records reflect the violation was cprrected--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 BUlLDING AT 22ND & MISSION STREET 
Fire Escape Ladders 

Excerpt from 
Date _lnsp~ction inspection notes Comments. 

--- ·- - :- --- .,_ - . 
"3 out of 4 fire escape ladders 

412612011 
Company are obstructed by awnings. 
Captain Ladders do not reach the 

ground." 

This complaint investigation also included 

"Fire escape ladders are 
the notation "CC", meaning "condition 

9/14/2011 Unknown corrected". However, subsequent 
obstructed by awnings." 

complaints show that the violation 
persisted. 

This reinspection also included the 

Bureau of Fire 
"Install passage for drop ladders notation "C", indicating the inspection was 

11/29/2011 
Prevention 

through awning or remove "closed". Closed does not mean that the 
awnings." violation was corrected, it means that 

particular inspection was completed. 

Bureau of Fire 
"Install passage for drop ladders 

This reinspection also noted "Violation not 
3/29/2012 

Prevention 
through awning or remove 

corrected". 
awnings." 

Company 
Annual inspection with no mention offire . 

412012012 NIA escape ladders in inspection 
Captain 

documentation. 

Bureau of Fire 
"Install passage for drop ladders 

This reinspection also noted "Violation not 
5/9/2012 

Prevention 
through awning or remove 

abated". 
awnings." 

Company 
Annual inspection with no mention of fire 

6/12/2013 NIA escape ladders in inspection 
Captain 

documentation. 

Company 
Annual inspection with no mention of fire 

81812014 NIA escape ladders in inspection 
Captain 

documentation. 

Bureau of Fire 
"Hatch in awning was installed 

This reinspection occurred after the 
- 2/3/2015 

Prevention 
per previous complaint, yet failed 

four-alarm fire on January 28, 2015. 
to open when ladder dropped." 

Table II-4 

4. District Insvectors Could Not Get Into 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 faspect the common areas of the R-2. We were told that sometimes district 
inspectors could not reach a contact person. When their call to schedule an inspection would go 
unreturned, some district inspectors would try to get into the R-2 without a scheduled 
appointment. We were told-that some district inspectors would try to gain entry to the R-2 a few 
more times. However, after several failed attempts, unless the district inspector received 
additional complaints for that R-2, the original complaint could get lost among the district 
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inspector's other complaints and construction reviews. One district inspector said that 
complaints for which he could not gain entry into the R-2 to inspect, sometimes would "die on 
the vine." 

Contributing factors under current BFP structu~e. 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 insufficient detail, and (2) BFP inspectors 
have limited code enforcement tools. 

1. Some Company Cavtains 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, µsed by Company Captains to document annual 
inspections, was revised and expanded. We were told that before the Inspection Worksheet was 
revised complaints from Company Captains were much less common. After the Inspection 
Worksheet was revised, district inspectors received many more R-2 complaints. We were also 
told that some Company Captains documented complaints that should not have been referred. 
For example, a bedroom window was spotted from the outside with bars on it. Upon inspection, 
the district inspector determined it was in compliance because it could be opened from the inside. 

Some Company Captains do not use Inspection Worksheets to documentR-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 d~tabase, 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 NOV s. 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 NO.CARs should be issued for standard violations. Company Captains and BFP 
inspectors can issue NOCARs. However, we were also told that some Company Captains do not 
issue NOCARs for standard complaints. One Company Captain told us that he wants to be seen 
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as a "good neighbor" and therefore does not always issue an NOCAR because he does not want 
the property owner to be fined. 

Ordinance 60-16 requires that BFP establish a new code enforcement-model similar to the one 
DBI uses. Under the new code enforcement model, NOCARs will be eliminated and NOV s 
will be issued for all violations. Unfortunately, the new code enforcement has not yet 
been implemented. 

We were told thatNOVs 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 
reyised 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 th~ SFFD, DBI, City Attorney's Office ("CA"), the DPH and San Francisco Police 
Department and that it is used mostly for hoarders. Towards the end of our investigation, we 
were told that BFP now has a Captain responsible for SFFD referrals to ACE and that there is a 
plan to use this tool more frequently and effectively. We were told ACE is being used as a way. 
to refer cases to the CAO. In the last 5 years, only one case was referred to CAO. 

FINDINGS 

F .ll .10. A significant number of fire· alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler complaints took more 
than two months to be resolved. 

F.11.11. Most fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler violations took longer to correct than the 
timeframes district inspectors stated for correction. 
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F.11.12. District inspectors' workload was too heavy for them to investigate all R-2 complaints 
in a timely manner. 

F.11.13. District inspectors prioritized reviewing construction projects and phone calls over 
inspecting R-2 complaints. As a result, some R-2 complaints and violations were not 
corrected in a timely manner. 

F.11.14. Because some district inspectors did not document inspections and code enforcement in 
sufficient detail, follow up on violations was hampered. 

F.11.15. Some Company Captains do not document inspections in enough detail for district 
inspectors to easily identify the violation and conduct code.enforcement. 

F.11.16. After the Inspection Worksheet was made longer in July 2015, some Company Captains 
document too many items that are not violations. 

F .11.17. Some Company Captains do not print the Inspection Worksheet and bring it to the R-2 
. inspection. Without having the Inspection Worksheet they may miss something or be 
inclined to document less. For example, the Inspection Worksheet states that "Company 
Officer shall obtain and update the responsible party information." 

F.11.18. BFP does not have effective code enforcement tools, such as, an administrative hearing. 

F.11.19. Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.11.10. The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time and code enforcement 
timeframes be more closely monitored so that resolution time is shortened. 

R.11.11. The Fire Marshall should require that code enforcement forNOVs be more closely 
monitored so thatNOVs are corrected more quickly. 

R.11.12. The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work onR-2 complaints) 
have reasonable workloads so they can ensure timely correction of all complaints 
and violations. 

R.11.13. The Fir~ Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work on R-2 complaints) not 
prioritize other work over R-2 complaints ifthat means that they cannot investigate all 
their R-2 complaints in a timely manner. 

R.11.14. The Fire Marshall should standardize inspection and code enforcement documentation 
done by BFP R-2 inspectors. 
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R. II .15. The Deputy Chief of Operations should standardize inspection documentation 
done by Company Captains so that BFP inspectors can easily identify and follow-up 
on complaints. 

R. II .16. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that Company Captains are trained to 
identify violations and document only items that are violations. 

R.11.17. Battalion Chiefs should encourage their Company Captains to bring the Inspection 
Worksheet to the inspection site and use it to documentR-2 inspections. 

R.11.18. The Fire Marshall should fmalize the details of the new code enforcement process that 
is required by recently passed legislation so that it can be implemented within the next 
60 days. 

R.11.19. The new BFP Captain that oversees R-2 Company complaints should refer appropriate 
cases to the CA every year; 

D. Transparency 

DISCUSSION 

Unless SFFD's code enforcement process is known and easy to understand at the outset, precious 
resources will be wasted trying to educate property owners, tenants a,nd 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 
inspection$ and the code enforcement process there.47 In order to view inspection records, an 
appointment must be made with the Bureau of Fire Prevention ("BFP"). The property addresses 
must be disclosed when making an appointment and is limited to two properties per appointment. 
The SFFD website includes instructions for making an appointment to review inspection records, 
however, one must click through Bureau of Fire Prevention link.to find their phone nuinber.48 

Inspection records may only be viewed in person at the Bureau of Fire Prevention. Copies may 
be made and paid for by check or credit card. 

Instructions for reporting a safety concern are also available on SFFD's website.49 Options 
include filing a report or calling the BFP. The BFP phone number is not included next to the 
instructions. Instead, one must click through Bureau of Fire Prevention and scroll down a 
list to find the appropriate number. Safety concerns can be reported online or over the 
phone anonymously. 

47 http://sf-fire.ondinspections 
48 http://sf-fire.org/proper1y-inspection-violation-pennit-history-records-review 
49 htn)://sf-fire.ondrepo1t-fire-safety-concern 
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FINDINGS 

F.11.20. The SFFD website does not include enough information about the annual inspection 
and code enforcement processes for property owners and the public to understand them. 
Being better informed about the process may result in better compliance by property 
o~ers and increase the public's confidence in SFFD enforcement efforts. · 

F.11.21. Inspection records are only available in person at the Bureau of Fire Prevention after 
making an appointment. 

F.11.22. Although instructions for reviewing inspection records is available on the SFFD 
website, the phone number for making an appointment is not included with the 
instructiOD$. 

F.11.23. Safety concerns may be reported online or by calling the BFP. Although instructions for 
reporting a safety concern are available on the SFFD website, the BFP phone number is 
not included on the same page as the instructions. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

R.11.20. SFFD MIS should revise the SFFD website to include: 

(1) details of the R-2 inspection process, such as: (a) the kinds of buildings inspected; 
(b) who inspects the buildings; ( c) how often R-2s are inspected; ( d) the list of items 
inspected; and, ( e) how the inspection will be conducted; and, 

(2) details of the code enforcement process, including: (a) what happens when a 
violation is discovered; (b) what happens if a violation goes uncorrected beyond the 
NOV deadline; and ( c) any and all fees, fines, or penalties that may be imposed for 
uncorrected violations. 
This information should be either on the inspections page or Division of Fire 
Prevention and Investigation homepage. 

R.11.21. The Chief of the Fire Department should instruct SFFD MIS to make the inspection 
records available online for greater transparency. 

R.11.22. SFFD MIS should put the BFP phpne number for record inspection requests on the 
same SFFD webpage as the instructions for making an appointment. 

R.11.23. SFFD MIS should put theBFP phone number-for reporting a safety concern on the 
same SFFD webpage as the instructions for reporting a safety concern. 
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Ill. LACK OF COORDINATION BETWEEN DBI AND SFFD 

DISCUSSION 

Although DBI and SFFD inspect R-2s for many of the same fire safety hazards, we were told 
that they do not coordinate their inspections nor their code enforcement efforts. Additionally, we 
were told that until recently, they did not share any information related to R-2 inspections, 
violations or code enforcement. SFFD can access DBI's inspection records online, however, 
DBI cannot access SFFD's inspection records online. Currently, DBI and SFFD are 
collaborating on the development ofBFP's new code enforcement process including DBI sharing 
letters and forms it uses. in its code enforcement process. 

Table III-1 below includes a comparison of DBI and SFFD's inspection and code enforcement. 

COMPARISON OF DBI AND SFFD &-2 INSPECTIONS AND CODE ENFORCEMENT 

Inspection Parameters DBI SFFD 

Size of building inspected Residential buildings with 3+ units 
Residential buildings with 9+ units 
and less than 75 feet 

How often inspected At least once every five years Annually 

Who inspects HIS inspectors Engine and Truck Companies 

Who does code enforcement HIS inspectors BFP inspectors 

Code enforcement tools 
NOVs, administrative hearing, 

NOCAR or NOV* 
special assessment lien 

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

Table III-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 bloeked by furniture, flower pots 
or other other items. We were told that SFFD may inspect fire escape ladders to see if they are 
blocked by awnings; DBI also checks this. However, we were told by HIS inspectors that DBI 
Section 604 Affidavit requires professionals to certify that fire escape ladders descend 
properly and without obstruction. SFFD does not require that fire escape ladders' functionality 
be certified. 
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Lastly, DBI requires property owners submit self-certification that carbon monoxide and smoke 
alarms be installed in accordance with the Building Code. SFFD does not require this. 

COMPARISON OF FIRE SAFETY ITEMS INSPECTED BY DBI AND SFFD 

' ' 

Item Inspected DBI SFFD 

Street Numbers Visible y y 

Exits Unobstructed y y 

Roof Access Doors Operable From Inside y y 

Fire Alarm Operational y y 

Fire Alarm Certification Current y y 

Sprinkler System Operational N y 

Sprinkler System Certification Current N y 
-

Fire Escape Ladders Secure y y 

Fire Escape Ladders yvork Properly y N 

Storage Clear of Sprinkler Heads and/or Ceilin~ y y 

Hazardous Materials Safely Stored y y 

Fire Extinguishers in Green y y 

Fire Extinguishers Serviced Annually y y 

Carbon Monoxide Alarms y N 

Smoke Alarms y N 

Exit Signs Working y y 

Emergency Lighting Operational y y 

Y =Yes, they inspect 
N = No, they do not inspect 

Table ill-2 
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FINDING 

F.111.1. DBI and SFFD inspect multi-unit residential buildings for many of the same fire safety 
hazards but do not coordinate any of their inspections or code enforcement efforts 
including not sharing information. 

RECOMMENDATION 

R.111.1. The Building Inspection Commission and Fire Commission should require a task force 
be formed to study DBI and SFFD inspection and code enforcement processes and 
make recommendations on how they can coordinate their efforts. 
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CONCLUSION 

Our investigation revealed neither the Department of Building Inspection ("DBI") nor the San 
Francisco Frre Department ("SFFD") complete inspections of all our multi-unit residential 
buildings within the timeframes mandated by City Codes. In addition, both departments fail to 
ensure that all'fire safety violations are corrected in a timely manner. As a result, San 
Franciscans, especially those living in or near older less well maintained buildings, are 
unnecessarily exposed to fire safety risks. In conclusion, we offer a highlight of our key 
recommendations. 

We recommend DBI take the following steps to address these issues: 

1. The DBI Director should request that the Controller's Office, or a third party vendor, 
conduct a study to determine adequate staffing levels for Housing Inspection Services 
("HIS") and fund any recommended additional staff. 

2. The Chief Housing Inspector and the Building Inspection Commission together should 
create a definition of success for R-2 code compliance. This definition should require that 
all R-2s are inspected at least every five years and that Housing Inspection Services 
inspector strive for ensuring that all violations are corrected within a reasonable period of 
time. Once "success" is defmed, the Chief Housing Inspector should develop 
ma.llagement tools to measure progress towards achieving "success". (For DBI purposes· 
R-2 is defined as residential buildings with three or more units.) 

3. The Chief Housing Inspector should create specific guidelines for documenting routine 
inspections and complaint-generated routine inspections so that every inspector 
documents these consistently. Guidelines should include choosing the correct Source and 
Abatement Type for the initial routine inspection and every code enforcement step 
thereafter. 

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

5. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that all district inspectors conduct 
complaint-generated routine inspections whenever an R-2 has not had a routine 
inspection within the last five years regardless of workload. 

6. The Chief Housing Inspector should create standards for extending additional time to 
property owners for correcting a violation rather than leaving the grant of additional time 
solely to an inspector's discretion. 

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

8. The Building Inspection Commission should penalize property owners who do not show 
for their inspection appointment without good cause. 
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' 
We recommend the San Francisco Fire Department take the following steps to address these 
ISsues: 

1. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require all Company Captains receive training on 
standardized inspection docriinentation and the code enforcement process conducted by 
the Bureau of Fire Prevention. The training should stress that inspecting R-2s for code 
compliance is equally as important as for creating building awareness. (For SFFD 
purposes, an R-2 is defined as a residential building with nine or more units that is 75 feet 
or less.) 

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

3. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Company Captain prioritize R-2 
deadlines when selecting R-2s for inspection. 

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

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

6. The Fire Marshall should finalize the details of the new code enforcement process so that 
it can be implemented within the next 60 days. 

Lastly, we recommend that the Building Inspection Commission and the Fire Commission 
. should require that a task force be formed to study DBI and S:fFD inspection and code 

enforcement processes and make recommendations on how they can coordinate their efforts. 

We want to thank the employees of the Department of Building Inspection, the San Francisco 
Fire Department and the City Attorney's Office for taking time out their busy schedules to meet 
with us for interviews an~ provide us with requested documentations. 
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REQUEST FO~ RESPONSES 

Findings and Required Response Matrix 

FINDING RESPONDER 

F.I.1. Housing Inspection Services ("HIS") does not know which R-2s DBI Management 
have not been inspected within the last five years because the Complaint Information Services 
Tracking System ("CTS") cannot generate a list ofR-2s with an accurate 
last routine inspection date for each. 

F.I.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.I.3. Because "Routine Inspections" that are reported to the Building Building Inspection 
Inspection Commission on a monthly basis include the number of initial Commission 
routine inspections and reinspections that have been conducted, this · 
performance measure is misleading. The total number of initial routine 
inspections that have been conducted is the correct statistic for 
determining how many R-2s liave had the Code mandated routine 
inspection at least every five years. 

F.I.4. HIS cannot get an accurate list of R-2s in the City without the help DBI Management 
of DBI Management Information Systems ("DBI MIS") because HIS. Information Services 
does not have access to the DBI database that stores this information. and Information and 

Technology Department of 
the City and County of San 
Francisco 

F.I.5. DBI MIS doesn't always generate the initial list ofR-2s, including DBI Management 
the property's address and property owner's contact information, for HIS. Information Services and 

DBI Chief Housing 
Inspector 

F.I.6. The final list ofR-2s for routine inspections is created manually DBI Chief Housing 
because inspectors and/or support staff must look up the date of the last Inspector, DBI 
routine inspection for each R-2. When inspectors do this, it takes them Management Information 
away from conducting inspections. Services and DBI Director 

F.I.7. Although the routine inspection backlog that existed in the DBI Chief Housing 
Mission, Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts has been reduced through Inspector 
Focused Code Enforcement, a routine inspection backlog still exists in 
these areas. 

F.I.8. Inspectors do not choose the same "Source" and "Abatement DBI Chief Housing 
Type" when documenting routine inspections. Unless all the possible Inspector 
ways to document a routine inspection are known and CTS report 
parameters are chosen to capture all the possible alternatives, some 
routine inspections will not b~ captured by a report purported to list all 
routine inspections. 
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F.1.9. Since CTS does not have "Complaint Generated Routine" as an DBI Management 
option for documenting the "Source"· for CG routine inspections, CTS Information Services 
cannot separately track and report on complaint-generated routine 
inspections ("CG routine inspections"). 

F.1.10. Inspectors do not choose the same "Source" when documenting DBI Chief Housing 
CG routine inspections. When inspectors choose "Complainf' 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 routin~ 
inspection date for those R-2s. 

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

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

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

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

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

F.1.16. There was a significant riumber of inspection "no shows" in the DBI Chief Housing 
Chinatown (17%) and Mission (15%) Districts and in the Mission Street Inspector 
Corridor (16%). Oftentimes "no shows" are not followed up on because 
staff is ''too busy" to research the property owner's correct address or 
phone number. 

F .1.17. Inspection packets that are sent to property owners sometimes DBI Chief Housing 
go to an incorrect address because data provided by the Tax Assessor's Inspector 
Office does not have up-to-date contact information for the property 
owner. 

F.1.18. Inspection packets are sent to property owners only in English. DBI Chief Housing 
Inspector 
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F.I.19. The inspection packet cover letter is confusing and buries vital DBI Chief Housing 
information in the text. Inspector 

F.I.20. The Property Owner Maintenance Checklist included in the DBI Chief Housing 
inspection packet is not explained as being the list of items that will be Inspector 
inspected. 

F.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 
;nspection packet. 

F .I.22. Including notices, ordinances and information flyers in the DBI Chief Housing 
inspection packet without explaining their purpose is confusing. Inspector 

F.I.23. Inspection documentation is done twice (frrst 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 .I.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.I.25. Affidavits are not available online. DBI Management 
Information Services 

F.I.26. Inspectors are not able to print NOV s in the field. Therefore, they DBI Director 
must return to the property a second time to post the NOV on the R-2. 
This is a waste of time and resources. 

F.I.27. CTS is not integrated with computer systems within DBI or other DBI Director 
City departments. 

F .I.28. CTS cannot track and report on important attributes, such as DBI Director 
types of violations and high frre risk building characteristks. 

F.I.29. HIS does not measure how long NOV stake to be abated. Without DBI Chief Housing. 
tracking how long it takes for NOV s to be abated, HIS cannot determine Inspector 
whether it's code enforcement process is effective for correcting all 
violations in a timely manner. 

F.I.30. For 2013-2015, approximately twenty percent ofNOVs 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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F.1.32. When inspectors grant additional time for property owners to DBI Chief Housing 
correct an abatement, there is no written documentation (other than on Inspector 
an NOV) provided to the property owner that states when the next 
reinspectiori 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.l.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 defmition 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.l.36. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOV s to a DH because the DBI Chief Housing 
standard for referring unabated violations to ·a Director's Hearing is Inspector 
vague and leaves too.much room for interpretation. 

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

F.l.38. Inspectors take too long to refer open NOV s to a DH because DBI Director 
preparing a case for referral to a Director's Hearing is more labor 
intensive than it should be. · 

F.1.39. HIS lacks more effective code enforcement tools. DBI Chief Housing 
Inspector and 
Building Inspection 
Commission 

F.1.40. HIS does not have enough inspectors to inspect every R-2 in San DBI Director 
Francisco at least once every five years. 

F.1.41. Information on HIS routine inspections is buried in the DBI DBI Management 
website. Information Services 

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

F.l.43. It is not easy to fmd information on R-2 violations on the DBI DBI Management 
website because many of the links to get to inspection records are labeled Information Services 
with terms that may not be understandable to the public. For example, 
calling violations "complaints" and needing to look under "HIS" for 
"Div." 
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F.I.44. Since the actual NOV is not available on the DBI website and DBI Director 
rarely do the "comments" provide much detail about violations, the detail 
available to the public and tenants is not sufficient enough to understand 
the full extent or nature of a violation. 

F.II.1. Because station-house Companies do not inspect all the R-2s in SFFD Deputy Chief of 
San Francisco every twelve months as mandated by Code, San Operations 
Franciscans may be exposed to unnecessary risks. 

F.II.2. Station house Companies cannot always get into R-2s to-inspect Deputy Chief of Operations 
them because Company Captains rarely schedule R-2 inspections in 
advance. 

F.II.3. Contact information is not included on the Inspection Worksheets SFFDMIS 
that Company Captains take with them to document their R-2 inspection. 

F.II.4. R-2 inspections are not conducted on the weekends. SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Operations 

F.II.5. Companies with the ten largest R-2 lists have most of the largest SFFD Deputy Chief of 
backlogs because R-2 inspections are disportionately distributed among Operations 
the Companies and not sufficiently redistributed to nearby Companies 
with less R-2s to inspect. 

F.II.6. Company Captains prioritize which R-2s they will inspect based SFFD Deputy Chief of 
on location of the R-2 rather than on the deadline for each inspection. As Operations 
a result, some R-2s are not inspected by their deadline. 

F.II.7. Some Battalion Chiefs' follow-up on Company inspection SFFD Deputy Chief of 
backlogs is insufficient because it does not hold the Company Operations 
accountable for the backlog. 

F.II.8. Because firefighters' primary motivation for inspecting R-2s is to SFFD Deputy Chief of 
develop building awareness, they may not sufficiently give equal Operations 
importance to code compliance when conducting R-2 inspections. 

F.II.9. Many Company Captains seem to know little about Fire SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Prevention or Code Enfor_cement. Since firefighters interact with the Operations 
public, this is a missed opportunity to educate the public about the 
inspection and enforcement process. 

F.II.10. A significant number of fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler The Fire Marshall 
complaints took more than two months to be resolved. 

F.II.11. Most fire alarm, blocked exits and sprinkler violations took The Fire Marshall 
longer to correct than the timeframes district inspectors stated for 
correction. 

F.II.12. District inspectors' workload was too heavy for them to The Fire Marshall 
investigate all R-2 complaints in a timely manner. 
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F.II.13. District inspectors prioritized reviewing construction projects The Fire Marshall 
and phone calls over inspecting R-2 complaints. As a result, some R-2 
complaints and violations were not corrected in a timely manner. 

F.II.14. B_ecause some district inspectors did not document inspections The Fire Marshall 
and code enforcement in sufficient detail, follow up on violations was 
hampered. 

F.II.15. Some Company Captains do not document inspections in SFFD Deputy Chief of 
enough detail for district inspectors to easily identify the violation and Operations 
conduct code enforcement. 

F.II.16. After the Inspection Worksheet was made longer in July 2015, SFFD Deputy Chief of 
some Company Captains document too many items that are not Operations 
violations. 

F.II.17. Some Company Captains do not print the Inspection Worksheet SFFD Deputy Chief of 
and bring it to the R-2 inspection. Without having the Inspection Operations 
Worksheet they may miss something or be inclined to document less. For. 
example, the Inspection Worksheet states that "Company Officer shall 
obtain and update the responsible party information." 

F.II.18. BFP does not have effective code enforcement tools, such as, an The Fire Marshall 
administrative hearing. 

F.II.19. Accelerated Code Enforcement is rarely used. The Fire Marshall 

F.II.20. The SFFD website does not include enough information about SFFD Management 
the annual inspection and code enforcement processes for property Information Services 
owners and the public to understand them. Being better informed about 
the process may result in better compliance by property owners and 
increase the public's confidence in SFFD enforcement efforts. 

F.II.21. Inspection records are only available in person at the Bureau of Chief of SFFD 
Fire Prevention after making an appointment. 

F.II.22. Although instructions for reviewing inspection records is SFFD Management 
available on the SFFD website, the phone number for making an Information Services 
appointment is not included with the instructions. 

F.Il.23. Safety concerns may be reported online or by calling the BFP. SFFD Management 
Although instructions for reporting a safety concern are available on the Information Services 
SFFD website, the BFP phone number is not included on the same page 
as the instructions. 

F.ID.1. DBI and SFFD inspect multi-unit residential buildings for many Building Inspection 
of the same frre safety hazards but do not coordinate any of their Commission and 
inspections or code enforcement efforts including not sharing Fire Commission 
information. 
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Recommendations and Required Response Matrix 

RECOMMENDATION RESPONDER 

R.1.1. DBI l\1IS should determine why CTS cannot generate a report DBI Management 
with correct last routine inspection dates for each R-2 and correct the Information Services 
problem. 

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

R.1.3. The BIC should require that HIS report,, as part of the HIS Building Inspection 
performance measures, the number of "Initial Routine Inspections" that Commission 
are conducted to the BIC. 

R.1.4. (a) The Information and Technology Department for the City and DBI Management 
County of San Francisco should grant HIS senior management access to Information Services and 
and permission to run· reports from the Oracle database that contains the Information and 
addresses, contact information and building attributes for R-2s in San Technology Department 
Francisco. 

(b) DBI l\1IS should train HIS personnel who will have access to the 
Oracle database containing the R-2 information how to use it before they 
have permission to run reports. 

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

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

(b) If support staff is not available to look up last routine inspection 
Information Services and 
DBI Director 

dates, then the DBI Director should allocate part oftl;te DBI budget for 
hiring temporary personnel to compile this information. 

R.I. 7. The Chief Housing Inspector should make eliminating the DBI Chief Housing 
backlog a priority in the Mission, Chinatown and Tenderloin Districts Inspector 
when deciding where to conduct the next round(s) of Focused Code 
Enforcement. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

R.1.17. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that support staff DBI Chief Housing 
verify contact information for the property owners and resend the Inspector 
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inspection packet to the new address within two weeks from when the 
inspection packet was returned to ms. -
R.1.18. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing 
cover letter indicate how non-English speaking property owners can Inspector 
request inspection packets in languages other than English and that the 
inspection packet is made available in Chinese and Spanish. 

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

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

R.1.21. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI .Chief Housing 
packet cover letter be rewritten to include instructions on what the Inspector 
property owner needs to do with the appendage and carbon 
monoxide/smoke alarm affidavits. 

R.1.22. The Chief Housing Inspector should direct that the inspection DBI Chief Housing 
packet cover letter be rewritten to include the information contained in Inspector 
the notices and ordinances. Notices and ordinances should be removed 
from the inspection packet. 

R.l.23. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS DBI Director 
includes functionality for inspectors to document inspection remotely. 

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

R.1.25. DBI MIS should make affidavits available online. DBI Management 
Information Services 

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

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

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

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

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

R.l.30. The Chief Housing Inspector should actively monitor cases DBI Chief Housing 
using the. Open NOV s report to ensure that less than five percent of Inspector 
NOV s take no more than one year to abate. 

R.l.31. The Chief Housing Inspector should develop guidelines for DBI Chief Housing 
inspectors to use when granting additional time for repairs or abatement. Inspector 
The guidelines should be based on the average additional time it takes for 
the top 20 fypes 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.l.32. The Chief Housing Inspector should ensure a new form letter is DBI Chief Housing 
drafted to provide property owners the date of the next reinspection and Inspector 
warn them that violations must be abated by that date. Inspectors can 
then fill in the time and date of the reinspection and hand it to the 
property owner at the inspection. 

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

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

R.1.35. The Chief Housing Inspector should measure the time it takes DBI Chief Housing 
for an open NOV to reach a Director's Hearing. We recommend using Inspector 
the Open NOV spreadsheet that DBI MIS created for us. Incorporating a 
column that calculates the days between the NOV date and the DH date, 
HIS can determine how many day it takes an open NOV to be heard at a 
Director's Hearing. 
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R.1.36. The Chief Housing Inspector should adopt an objective standard DBI Chief Housing 
for inspectors to use in determining when a case should be referred to a Inspector 
Director's Hearing. 

R.1.37. The Chief Housing Inspector should require that senior DBI Chief Housing 
inspectors follow-up with inspectors when there have been three Inspector 
reinspections on an open NOV. 

R.1.38. The DBI Director should ensure when CTS is r~placed by DBI Director 
another system that it includes functionality to help automate the 
Director's Hearing case preparation and digital transfer of case files. 

R.1.39. (a) The Chief Housing Inspector should determine what is DBI Chief Housing 
required for HIS to reinstate the FIB 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 IDS 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. Thenirector of DBI should request that the Controller's Office DBI Director 
conduct a study to determine adequate staffmg levels for HIS. 

R.1.41. DBI l\tJIS should redesign the DBI website so that information DBI Management 
on routine inspections is easier to find from the DBI homepage. Information Services 

R.1.42. DBI l\tJIS should revise the information on routine inspections on DBI Management 
the DBI website so that: the property owners and the general public Information Services 
understand the process, including how often routine inspections take 
place, what is inspected, what happens when violations are found, the 
time frame for correcting violations and the.costs associated with code 
enforcement. 

R.1.43. DBI l\tJIS should change the names on the links for R-2 DBI Management 
violations so inspection records can be found more easily on the DBI Information Services 
website. 

R.1.44. The DBI Director should ensure the replacement system for CTS DBI Director 
can upload NOVs to the DBI website. 

R.Il.1. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require Battalion Chiefs SFFD Deputy Chief of 
to closely monitor Company R..:2 inspection lists to ensure that every R-2 Operations 
in San Francisco is inspected by its deadline. 
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R.II.2. The Deputy Chief of Operations should require that Company SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Captains make inspection appointments in advance, whenever they have Operations 
the property owner's phone number, to ensure that Companies get into 
all R-2s. The appointments should have a three hour window. 

R.II.3. SFFD :MIS should ensure property owner contact information is SFFD:MIS 
included on the Inspection Worksheets. 

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

R.II.5. The Deputy Chief of Operations should redistribute R-2 ~FFD 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.II.6. The Deputy Chief of Operations should instruct Company SFFD Deputy Chief of 
Captains to give priority to R-2 inspections which have exceeded or are Operations 
approaching their deadlines. 

R.II.7. Battalion Chiefs should review progress on their Companies' R-2 SFFD Deputy Chief of 
lists at least once a month, and if they fmd a Company has not inspected Operations 
all the R-2s on their list, hold that Company accountable by requiring 
that they inspect all the late R-2s by the end of the next month. 

R.II.8. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that inspection SFFD Deputy Chief of 
training for firefighters includes stressing the two reasons for conducting Operations 
R-2 inspections--to ensure code compliance and gain building 
awareness--are equally important. · 

R.II.9. The Deputy Chief of Operations should ensure that all SFFD Deputy Chief of 
firefighters receive training on the R-2 inspections process that includes a Operations 
detailed module on the Bureau of Fire Prevention code enforcement 
process which starts with when a BFP inspector receives a complaint 
from a Company Captain to an NOV being issued and any additional 
steps. The training should occur after BFP hnplements the new code 
enforcement process. Knowing more about BFP will help firefighters 
better understand their role in ensuring code compliance. 

R.II.10. The Fire Marshall should require that complaint response time The Fire Marshall 
and code enforcement timeframes be more closely monitored so that 
resolution time is shortened. 

R.II.11. The Fire Marshall should require that code enforcement for The Fire Marshall 
NOV s be more closely monitored so that NOV s are corrected more 
quickly. 

~II.12. The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work The Fire Marshall 
on R-2 complaints) have reasonable workloads so they can ensure timely 
correction of all complaints and violations. 
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R.11.13. The Fire Marshall should ensure that BFP inspectors (that work The Fire Marshall 
on R-2 complaints) not prioritize other work over R-2 complaints if that 
means that they cannot investigate all their R-2 complaints in a timely 
manner. 

R.11.14. The Fire Marshall should standardize inspection and code The Fire Marshall 
enforcement documentation done by BFP R-2 inspectors. 

R.11.15. The Deputy Chief of Operations should standardize inspection SFFD Deputy Chief of 
documentation done by Company Captains so that BFP inspectors can Operations 
easily identify and follow-up. on complaints. 

R.11.16. 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.11.17. Battalion Chiefs should encourage their Company Captains to SFFD Deputy Chief of 
bring the Inspection Worksheet to the ip.spection site and use it to Operations 
document R-2 inspections. 

R.11.18. The Fire Marshall should finalize the details of the new code The Fire Marshall 
enforcement process that is required by recently passed legislation so that 
it can be implemented within the next 60 days. 

R.11.19. The new BFP Captain that oversees R-2 Comp~y complaints The Fire Marshall 
should refer appropriate cases to the CA every year. 

R.11.20. SFFD l\1IS should revise the SFFD website to include: (1) SFFD Management 
details of the R-2 inspection process, such as: (a) the kinds of buildings Information Services 
inspected; (b) who inspects the buildings; (c) how often R-2s are 
inspected; ( d) the list of items inspected; and, ( e) how the inspection will 
be conducted; and, 

(2) details of the code enforcement process, including: (a) what happens 
when a violation is discovered; (b) what happens if a violation goes 
uncorrected beyond the NOV deadline; and ( c) any and all fees, fines, or 
penalties that may be imposed for uncorrected violations. 

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

R.11.21. The Chief of the Fire Department should instruct SFFD l'vllS to Chief of SFFD 
make the inspection records available online for greater transparency. 

R.11.22. SFFD l\1IS should put the BFP phone number for record SFFD Management 
inspection requests on the same SFFD webpage as the instructions for Information Services 
making an appointment 

R.11.23. SFFD l\1IS should put the BFP phone number for reporting a SFFD Management 
safety concern on the same SFFD webpage as the instructions for Information Services 
reporting a safety concern. 
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R.Ill.1. The Building Inspection Commission and Fire Commission Building Inspection 
should require a task force be formed to study DBI and SFFD inspection Commission and 
and code enforcement processes and make r~commendations 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 

BIG Building Inspection Commission 

CA San Francisco City Attorney's Office 

CG Routine Inspection Complaint-Generated Routine Inspections 

City San Francisco 

Codes San Francisco Building, Housing and Fire Codes 

Company SFFD Engine or Truck Company 

CTS Complaint Tracking System 

DBI Department of Building Inspection 

DBI MIS Department of Building Inspection Management Information Systems 

DH Director's Hearing 

Fire Safety Task Force 
Emergency lnteragency Fire Safety Task Force for Multi-Unit/Use Residen.tial 
BuildinQs 

FTB California Franchise Tax Board 

HIS Housing Inspection Services 

HRMS Human Resources Management System 

NOV Notice of Violation 

R-2 DBI defines as residential Buildings with 3 or more units 

R-2 
SFFD defines as residential Buildings with 9 or more units less than 75 feet 
(approximately 7 stories or less) 

SFFD San Francisco Fire Department 

SOP Housing Inspection Services Policies and Procedures Manual 
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Exhibit 1 

SUMMARY OF BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

ORDINANCE 60-16 

On April 19, 2016, the Board of Supervisors passed legislation that affects the code enforcement 
done by DBI and SFFD. Effective date was June 1, 2016. The five main aspects of the 
legislation are summarized befow. 

1. SFFD will implement a code enforcement process that is similar to DBl's. Under the 
new legislation, the SFFD must issue Notices of Violation (''NOV") for both priority and 
standard complaints as well as add an administrative hearing to their code enforcement 
process. This will dispense with Notices of Corrective Action Required ("NOCAR") and 
will take away some of Company Captains and inspectors' latitude in deciding when to 
issue an NOV. Whether a complaint is urgent or standard will be documented on the 
NOV itself. NOV s with urgent complaints that go uncorrected beyond the date specified 
on the NOV must scheduled for an administrative hearing within sixty days of the NOV 
deadline. NOV s with uncorrected standard complaints have a longer time:frame to be 
referred to an administrative hearing-180 days from expiration of the deadline stated on 
the NOV. The hearing officer can issue one of two determinations (i) there is no 
violation; (ii) there is a violation that must be corrected by a specified deadline. Work on 
correcting the violation must commence within thirty days of the decision. The property 
owner may request an extension of the date to either commence work or complete work. 
However, these dates must not be extended by more than ninety .days. If the property 
owner does not comply with the Order of Abatement, may be found guilty of a 
misdemeanor. 

2. DBI is given authority to issue "stop all work" orders. DBI's authority extends to all 
permitted projects that have violations under the Building, Public Works or Planning 

' Codes until the violations are corrected to DBI's satisfaction. Before the legislation, DBI 
could only issue stop work orders for violations directly related to the permitted work. 

3. The City Attorney can bring actions against code violators on its own. Currently, the 
City Attorney must wait for city departments to refer delinquent code enforcement cases 
to them. 

4. Requires code enforcement efforts be reported to the Mayor and Board of 
Supervisors quarterly. The departments required to do so include: DBI, SFFD, DPH 
and the Planning Department. The report. shall include specific details for every case 
referred to an administrative hearing. It is unclear whether reporting shall go beyond 
administrative hearing cases. 

5. Create.s 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. 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 82 



'"rj 
l::j' 
('p 

Cl.2 

~ q 

E 
(J) 
(") r:r. 
0 

~ 
s· 
Cl.2 
§ 

i ...... 
tll 
(") 
0 

00 
w 

i:· :·i:;~::.~., 
.';:·.~:::~::~. ".·1 

DEPARTMENT OF BUfLDU'11G INSPECTI·ON 
ORGANIZA TI 10NAl CHART 

..,._'!""!\<~"-:-~!~W.i" 
V;..~-............ 

~.,..,, .... l'hl 
it:llkllolt.,._oilnH 

dl'll...lNo-:Y""'"':......,.,Y".JI 

lli: :~~=;~~~~:~7 
11:!.' ~::;;L::.~~,--. 
1:~ ·~,1.1, ••. ,.,-, 
,;•. ~<t"<' ••• I. " • •• 

BUllLl:)l!llG tNIS?ECTIOiN COMMISSION 

1!!9&a - TOM c. HUI, s.i;:,, c.B.O. 
Cl I RECTOR. ·~ 

m 
>< ::r 
C" 
;::; 
N 



1-rj 
j:j• 
(lj 

(IJ 

~ 
~ 

$ 
(lj 
(') o-. 
~ 
s· 
(IJ 

§ 

i ..... 
IZl 
(') 
0 

00 
-+>-

"·"'"ltl"~ ~.,a~ i1:·.r1it.p !li"-,)l!d.'Df 
tt'li~ollt~ 

1'.1:-6 n!l'Ji.~ ,ii 

1-1~:.i r:;;:'·'. "· 
!'.:.Uoo!'lS:-r.-

'3.TE11El\IUl\I~ 
1!'nl!.-~ R'i";~;.rAt 

.~'!J;!!~!.~ 
~H-:Ht~ 

lio.oii: .. CLl\IA~~ 
.:i..~11-:n' ·~"."fl.di'd 
w1i:1u 1a.o 
''~?r: 

.lltNJ!iJ>ML:!'E"TI 
-~.mh~ '"',.111~ri1 
Dln.Jlt-f.lo-11, ~. >Ji.Q' 

;;~ ;~ ... 
'l,i,11,(.;4!.ilr 

1s.r-rn "'htuf'llJ 1M.'ll'clor 

SAN FRA.NCISCO DEP'.A!RTMENT CF au~LO:ING INSPECTICl•N 
HCLlfillN•IS IJilS,FECT1'L'f>f SERVICES· 

~AN ~11.ANCl~CO 

·~1r1··· . . . 4' ' 

,\,~)'( 11All1~~ 
'-'~ r;r w.-1:1.,,, l•r;...,,':frl.' 

!l!'IH>'l~"l 

17.J~~ 1:u'11>fl1$ "' 
li'fll'jll1 IN'llltlll 

lmll11.."B1~· 

.5!!l~ 

lllMMY.liiAl;:' 
"'\.IHui 1·:.~1:tJt 

!ll!IJ'd:tl­
·~~* .;;ri)r, 

'YYMl\'.Ml 
-t•.1J1"19 ·~·o;f~' 

1Dfi11•'£.!t,Fi·".1~1·~ 
,.,.tl-,ftt.' 

NtOIC (41~.t.$$13:-i::.22!0 FAX i41~) .S5El-Ei2+9 
Enoi::uv~: llll~r.;11 11, it11 11i •. I~ ....I • 'Fi 

_A "~I:: '1 I :_1, I · I • f? '' 
~1'111« IWOWFIEY 

1:-IEPUT't blR~ClQ~ 
. !\llU)l"iG li'USr«:Jl9""~ 

r-:o3i:Wl~I' ICQCC!UI:: 
C-hlal' l11lualn111 trn11{H'.Oltrl" 

51.j{!.!lm 

.!;'Mi"' 11>'11Uil:)rm.•,.TllLI 
.~irlor ur .. ~ ll!f.1'i>:i.'<:f 

!>-)l·:H~~" ··--
.,tll'I LJ.li\i'llE 

I;r.t;:.;t-ar:.1:1v..t-ca 
CIO>I '$ ;.:i:~u;b<>' 

.;:'!.(!!!€ 

P..\TliiiO( :Lt::lili.J\iti'S' 
--t.1W'll) ~:"·t~r.t111 

Ht."11 l~~sa. 
..;l:'r,-{15•H:! 

1!!1!10f.-l'flJ!l'I 
"1"lmi1rim!lllo' 

llt!IT'~J~ 
S?~l4•"'f 

1'1!11111z,;n~* 
-b.1<i"i'ltWW#' 
llk!Jttll: ;t,p; ft 

1M~··· 

i;;~dl!P~1'*""1.t 
0~~1'"'11.-. 

(C.:Jit,;ll>~ 

:l>IPMDHGJ1Rr~~ 
.iw:mr H:u;n:i 11~~· 

alt'in12 

'i/.IJl.¥.fl.QM•~l'~ 

illil'l'l•O"" LEPE 
..t::'tJ~r:ac~...:1J 

r.4 r.llliFll. 
~:DJ.i:r<i 

l'iA r:t1En i.U7011i 
":li.IJUf~ l~.&\.l'JI 

Ciil>lfi.;I !$, •il:i .. -.:M{I' 
IJFJ-1'.;...,., 
ii~-1121 

Jl~l ll ll.~!llJHM. 
t-r.1 11nu ·"'~-rmr 

~::1l'illn1f. 

-..J~,_.-C'..f.f'I 

IJi~:!!~l'J 

l•CIJID;l ITW!:<bl' 
~.df'ioinl> 

'2'>~·SB<1 

.!~Ii' HJp~; 

·~ WH!;<,l;rl(l JT@'lf,r.!t 
~M'7Q 

·--fil1iBJ.ltA1ttii\i.li 
,,..,..~ ... ,,, .... -»,· 

l.11•1,rJP.:111 
~!.M~J,,; 

~i!l'Jtt"i't !J.·~ttfl!-

1l~J'MJ1tj;,lil;' 
H:u5~ hl~tnr· 

...... ~I .... 

.i!:'°"'j~ . .,... 

ilio~CJ1:1fv.i:loll..iJl!s: 
!~~ .... , "1<{»rl ... 

ll:l~Tt! ~:· 
in;~~~::r 

·M!R:NhCi 'I lb' IM'JIU:~ 
~'ll'l:!Jil·Ol:!~. 

11-!ll ~·111& 

~e~~I: 1;r ,. "'·~R-

~Cll"'1'1:ll'! ~1·1:.Uli(';.IEW 
Fur~ I. ".tuj:t:rlar.u 

·~~.P-"f.d.=I 

121~111.TM LI!! 
(lfr.1~r~!l1~ 
~EEm!( ; 

-·---' 
wtua.i.u:E ¢11hll: 
f'anti~:•ri~::ir~' 

U-i:~s::·:l1 

---·"----~ 

'll'Ol;lLC R:IY.:I~;~· 
f\'A"'!Ht':l'IJr.J° ... l{ooi;i:h1 

3t"1-.>.'im 

- -- '] • Hl'.llP!lll\ILi l.llMJ:llllNJ fkEllll?FiJ.L Off~'E HCl.IR'5. (£. ... Fleer Conll!r) 
. \ll:11.1~1 'fn~'!l l(l"I rftl!R~ r·:~:J<\l'U'f(IO"to!. . 

G~1fa<:0l l-o!:'-"-'1~ •Mi:o:lor T.l-tr.:t> Nunl!< tt .• f):IPM·~·m1~111 .~·c.flf''U-~ t:Cf'h1 
.. ~~t;:, l'1;:p..clt11.!!:f'i~ Ha.st E:!ii1:t'~ b~ ;t"1• r:~~1.Qra1~:',U,litltl 'ii·~"1J""l\.IWJ.:r1 tJ't.1 

I0~·;· 1~.~~"~14. . 
·--~-- ·- .. -~ -·~·--

w :r 
a= 
;:+ 
w 



Exhibit4 

Wetc:ome to our Permit I Complaiiot Tracking 
SY$te01! 

~n:np.IBlnt 
I N''l:J.ml;H~~= 
Cru.o:ieir/t' • .r:;e.m: 
(ffil!i'E'.i;, Pii'll.llil!' 
(':in~gt l'f;mw:: 
C:"nii;wJ: !'~On(:: 

(1'111!.i'h:in;:,rt'l 

(~:·1i1,~l:1)112•1t1,; 

Pb"'nc: 
C":J:nr,;ti.foL 
!lmm~r.­
~~!~if t~ 
CID~lim: 
Dt•wriptkm: 

.:Wli:M.&.;~n. 

(.llfl~Y..P, :;:i,r,.'fA.!il;Jl'~ll:f~~'il::I~ 

CQ~' 1•1.At.N'.t,~IT 1).'i.T.\ 
SUJ'E'RFi:.:SEIJ 

1NSPEeffill INFOil:MAttn:s< 
§t)i'i.'ISio.'\lll:SSPJ:'.O:Q~l'iii·-rw@~TC' ;f'JUOIUTI'. 
;:H 18 r1H!Mll.t.iis· 

Ml'f"'t.w..i.. iNffi~MA.TIQN 

~ov tFUS)i. 

Tr.l:hn.i.-i.'l!.~ S~ li'in• Onlfue:.!!;ci'\:k'CJOI 

l~l!!Fikd· 
Ll1r'.!iti.)n: 
Jlh.~k: 
l ... rL 

l'..a".ill~ 
(1~:·11P.Hr.(~' (\tr;fo'. 
:R.:t»~'.Ti:d f!.y; 

j)i-.:-i?:io:rt: 

C.'ISE 
RE'(:FJ¥@ 

Jf :.11!!. V.i':I hi'!t) '"' &;;i .... •! ;i •l,i>Ie!;ia1::1 a1:.111t llutl s~iJM'. pj>!lirn ;.;,;it •."Ar J;,\Q l'.lr<-J. 

f~im.:i;:.t~l''G:r\' .41:';"("5-~it-ll!iy i'-:•!ii.~ 
a~· ;iod CP'.r.11l)' .nfS;in i"r.u:>;li;,;1) ·:~.tt:(l{nH~'.ltJI} 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 
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Exhibit 5.1 

Weh;ome-to our Permit I Complaint Trac:kfns 
System! 

Complrunt 
N'!llllber: 
ow.ni::r/J.!;'nt.: 
0Mli!'r'3·1'l1<1nu: 
Ct)n1".L1.Nal~•: 
C<111qart l'h(mt, 

Cc-uipla.iEH'ltl~~ 

Com11btnm;fa 
E'h.<>Tl<:! 
C)r:1;ihl:1t 
Si:.n.:.r~e· 
A!;sign~d.~n 
11h'i"iun: 
Dc&:ttp1~1l'I: 

2D«>'pl69u 

OWtfllR D.'i!:',., 5di"PRFSSF.l'J 

Jllf.t'~48-{l'f 
cmm.AlNAN'I' DAT,>\ 
S!_:T'['Jlli53F.D 

COMPl.'\l'NTCENf.l;:ATnD 
ROuliliiE 

HIS 

r·~ ti~at 

I>IVISliON iNSrOOTOR m • OJSIRJE 

REFl.-.ERAI, INFORM.ATION 

HIS Sl!i11 

i.ns Shiil 

l 
·r.m; i;';ltin 

1 

Dafo Fit-~:t: 
t..c<iltfou: 

,!file: 

lht.in~: 
0.'."01l'9TI!"/ Code; 
R•si;:i'·~d tty: 

TJl•'.i>l1.•1t: 

t'' ... lli.S 

:...\SK 
:ll.I:::.GEJVED 

INSP&:rror• 
Ol' PRP.M;J;;us 
iu .. rm 

f!RlITKOi.' 
3E:NT 

h8?. COfl:l'i'RI!' A\; 
:t745 
~sr .. 

~\"'1','J1~ 
JIA 
11anldShill 

ms 

re.nun 1ilii:1h1! t1t~:.1ts.a~c: 1a 
trt1.T-k1T.L:lt!tptL' ~l}llZ-ebl'.!J!O.fo U 
lh!;J:~!r:lij)n. for (:;t't~,:;;.1 :.tvi:-7 ai: bO:oo.mo 

1t:r.Hc:11s1<.rnr"'r rull tr> r•:.<ific,fo!c 
t•Jiliay U)~}luiz1trn.o.;n11n tcm~r:rn:n.'t.~ at 
11K'H!.aro 
ln•~iromrShiu m~1 Mr.liilll>lti.>cj.,._~; fo.­
tTi~ft6.'ll<1t1 ln•(ll!I:l<ir rJ~nfol Shilt 
ill\'C!ilil.\ald 1111< n:•m11la.int b1 'ilTiit 
~(18:?.11nd pi.!::rfi)rJl'.!f!r! .a niul icm 
;n~iJP.J;!tic1!'=4 orinc-comrnon :Jl'l.::i otml!. 
fli"bf""l l>"'P"r1y nnd o\l<;er-.. \'1 
~.rf_1:ih?.tb:i~ ·:if ll1~ Sa.n Pn.1.11tf.~co 
J-1~11~i11~ Coile wbfob ""' t!dinl"..,t.ml 
1.Yi!ltic fh<:: ~1:"1tk~ (1fVi;;;htlhm iNSUo::l 
•ln a.t/1,,14/:iuf17 jJientiflcd b~\l 
r:mmil:li<it Ttnl'ltir>R. :":inJ<.!;-it(.u i1. 

li~spcct!X! Sbiu mci with.tti~<!Wlh.'!'8 
~r<,oo·d~agbtcr Tm~.JtJ'fllnd 
1.lil r.llm~-cl;ccpcr tbo"1U~t t~ 
!tcin.•)1l!l.i:bn '""' .ol n;}:<>Q Jlffi, 
h ll~l!0:'.101• S.l1!I1. clml Mr, Ho1•-c.l;l:'Cotl' 
•i1K'<l 11'e jast 1.\'llkt np v;~s "w~:vtl•ing 
cai,~clt<il (IK."At Im& !> .. -ell no'itlllt: llc1I 

IW:JNSPl:cllON olV..'1! '""" r;p"iH,d) hi: S.ild YI$. 
I ITISfl!CiOr5nnlllf'rli.)tnlol.-d4 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 

reiTISPl'l!liort (}Jt O.'.!/th.q/:.ioo7 ~t 09:30 
~w,•1l 1.b('>,;~1bject l'IX'f?'"dy1u1(! fo1;J1d 
I l!at ~b~ ti~\IJ;!wrng Ncrns l:kntifk1l "" 
llt~ N;:ofr~<ifViofotian f.m1\'d.(•D 
n1 /f4.l:JO!l'l 'i~'e:h.'": a)1)1t:l.-Yl~ni;in~ !# 5 
b) Cl°•mpk1cl}• 1:untctRlhll <1lb'!r 
i;11~tir.in J!l ~•Bl:1fa[ly. CJ>treci•d: 
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Exhibit 5.2 

ms s1<1~1 

fl!$ S'hftl 

COMPLAINT A(JTJON RY ilJVISlON 

Tcclmi.co11I Sappr;irf ft•l'Onlinc Sen1C>Cs 

hisa•t'f'~•:orS<•mJ r.;:-IT"<ln11cd ll 
~d:n::;i11~1:tk1p 110 n3r'l"•l'..!.ntJ~r 1Ll 11.1:611 
a1tl,at Lli.i< .~11lT.<d ~'rt11""1t_v ~md foumt 
that tb.:: fo118wi:ng liC'Im: idcntifi~l'i {111 
tbc. N1):ilt:{!. 11:£1:i:ilatii:1ct i'i.~,IBL~c 
OJ./o~/20<.Jll: "'~l't!! c~jC•U:iHt8tldl11g jt 6 

. bJ ~.;;mplet~l;r -x•r:r>!cteda11 <•thi~r 
RFJNSPECrJON ~1<>J:ilfonc) l"'1rtmllyc1)m'.dv.d: 1mw E 
:t \<'Jiiff l~e~to:n bad l•~1'1l !n>1~lJ.,l am!i lh.;i ~ 

i!~·ntm~or did nm no.vc.a numbir:>I!. • 
(lemtit aar:l ~ti\l ha•.:ml:f~"h1;i.i~11ri '. 
01111!, a pl1<eu uf!,'t'illlll.: 111l:lll -'!il'a:.-.!1 bad ! 
bee'U ir ... ~talkd on Ute n.~M ~N.e 9f tbe ;' 
s1.:;1·:;. :4'£'fol:;,tkm_trt P:i.n .. fiJ~,;Jiiill lJC•tf; 
ubta11111'J:t"- plllml:•n1;a1=>1! !u:r ' 
ilt~allibg jj,., 1,,.;.,, wilt furn:i.-1.-... I· 

NOV(BUl)t 

Tf y;:,11 T«d be[µ. (!l' El:l\ICJI '1).l•~Llmi ;;br.·nt 1iti~ .stff';il'I\ ]>M.•·~~vi~tt .~1.1r r. .i\Q 'l!X"·l. 

Omb.r.I $f\0;l'' Ar.~11:.s~'bnil)' E'1iflci~• 

01~· and. (!wJllty .;( S.:ici Ftifm·fam ~l!rJtJ(J·'lll(!'lJ• 
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Exhibit 6.1 

OEPAAlMENT OF BUILDING IN,SPE:CTlON 
HOUSING INSPECTtONi SERVICES PROCEDURE CHECKLISTS 
City and County of San. Francisco · 
1660 Mission Street, S Floor, San Francis·co, California 9411}3·2414 
Phooll!; J~1SJ SSB-6220 ·Fax :1415) S5U~9t Clepa~t W~b~U~: www,.W:ib'l..orl;l 

INSPECIOR FIELD CHECKLIST 
FOR ROUTINE INSPECTIONS 

ROOM-TO-ROOM INSP~CltONS & COMPLAINTS 

i REVIEW lTEM FOR SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING COO;(S~C) COMPLIANCE (NC.TE: SFBC I COOE 
~ · IDENTIFIES APPLICABLE st>.N FRANCISCO BLIP.DING CODE SECi!C14S} . SECTIONS. 
~ I 

T !-- .. "sEc-: 605_ PROH/BfTION ON llVOODEN F!XEE) UTILITY LADDERS a;:is"sFHc-

1--,3 

Wao:ien Fi~d Uliltt~· l..E\l:f~n; ffia~ oo prohlt~ted ~n bollil\~;;swhh:h co1i1ain R-1, R-2, ai>:!R-3 
CwJp;irt~P.~ (holes am;i ap;rtment house [a'ld o'A'el\11~s), a~ deli11ed by Cli3pl!!r 4 ol this Coos. 
'Fixsd Ui'1ily too(jer' shllll rneM an)' looder ~man~1Uy attached t·• lhe a~l:i!rbr DI a slr~ur!l 

!lfbll!ldlng, but ~hall oot lnclutte IM:IOIS ttlqlliroo fly tl'l~Cillifomi;:; Di1•iilin ofO~Jp;i~opal 
:sarei~ and Hi;allh rorw:Y.kpl!!09 S<Ikilr lh3t J1a~ teen ir.sBlle-:l 11.il:h a pn;per ~liliit,, «1'1t'l!Ef!i 
expre~sty· autl'101i21>:l ll)" 1ll£l iiepi!rtriteM DfBuilli'Jig lr.Spi;-:i!i~n far $uiloog Cr>;!e ~ F11;. [',ore 
OJI:flp!iatt~ !'Jri:osiia \l\'OOtl!!n Fixed Uti!ily !'..EdP;rs ~'1•11 fl;. retll\l~T,jd w rep~c~ •1;i!h me;;;! 
laJdrn; llialrornply •r.ff1 ap;ilitatla Buillin~. Fi~. !ln~ 1-1;J1,1sing Cooe requirem!;!1ts. 

MAINTAIN CLEAR & UNOBSTRUCTED MEANS OF EGRESS: Please keep all Eitifs'Fficf · 
m1'!an$ of egre5s, primal)' (front staITTI, exit. conidors}. and secondary (rear stairs, 
fire esr;;.:!p.es} free from encumbrances (such as storage, ffovmr pots, household 
items, iallndry li11es, and any trippf.ngo hazards). These paths oitravel are to be 
completely olear at all times for emergency exitiag.. 

MATNTAIN FfRE f;SCAPE.S; cll'i:iCJtair:nre· e<scape la den> to ens Lire trtat they 604 SF HC ' 
are fully opera1iooal (in particular the ¢0ibki and all m1:wlrig parts) and that orop 
ladders are not obstructed. You should have an ini:tus1ry professional in5pect 
and service your fire 1;1scapei; anriuaUy, 

4 AINTAJN GEN fRAL SMOKE!FfRE AlARM SYSTEMS & SMOKE ~-
4

--~~· '-9o9SFRC:~--
0ETECTORS: In apartmen~ lloU'ses and hotels maintain the cGntr:;il stnoKalfir~ 
al~um system wfth the operationan light indicating on wilhin the- superv1sion panel 
box, and annual Fire Department cemficafion clearly posled in those buildings 
Jwhere applicable. In all residential occupancies cllack to !'.lonfirm ~hat all requ:lre<I 
!smoke detectors are installed and fully apilratfon,al in a.If sleeptng or guest rool'l'I,$,. 
'.and at the top of every public stairway, aml on every 1.hlrd floor below. Replace 

1 
Jmtlelies annually. Oc:i not paintovar smoke de:t~c\ors. . 

. 5 J.--·-r MAfN1'AIN & RETAG FIRE EXTINGUISHERS: In all apartment houses and !l<DSSFHC. 
I hotels a Type 2A .1 OBC or ~quiva~nt Fi:e E~inguisher is requir~rl an every floor 

I 
of a!i public hallways. Requ1fed F•re Extinguishers must be serviced and 
retagg~d by an indU!ilry professional annually (th.ls includes recent~/ purchased 
fi(G ex1ingul!!t1el'$).. · . 

--···~"·--.. ~-~-.~~----------'------· 
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Exhibit 6.2 

~et>i;;lenful Bui;fng OWneD'O~alor 
!l'!fOfl'il;Jilitinal Maintenanw Checklist 
Page2 Qf~ 

7 

. AINTAlN ALL WOOD DECKS, EXIT CORRfDORS, STAIRS, GUARD 
RAILS,AND HAND RAILS: Yo'll shoufd naye all of these existing iterm1 
in$pected anmralfy for dry rot fungus. deteiioratlon er decay by a licensed.· 
pr6fe5sxmal pest control oontractor. general buitding contractor, archi!ect, or 

.1 erigineer to ensU!re their safety.and s!:abilfty_ Have these professconals provfile 
( yoo with a written r.eport of anv recommended reprurs. Obtain building permits 
t for a" structural repairs. · 

MAJ: i'l VISt P PERTY ADDHB ' UMBERJNG: Your resKiential 
b-1.lild'!ng must have the address numbers mounted at.the front of the bui!iding at 
a ml~imum site of 4 inches in a color c:ontrastlng from the building. The 
ad'dre$51'1Ulmbers sooufd be clearfy visible i'r-om the sweet by emergency 
vehicles. In additfon, all guestrooms should he clearly identified by name, fetter, 
0~11umoer. 

MAINTAIN GA GES .& ~STORAGEAReA·S.~n"alr'.apa . enl oosetHl •. · uo!tt-; 
or more and all lmte'ls, remove com~ustr1)1e s.tori;i.ge from all storag-e areas tltat 

1 do not have fire sprinklers. Abso!ul;ely no i:;amb1,.1sllbfia slarage ma:y be kept 
i under: stairwells y1itha1,1t a pr9p~ fire sprinkler system, Garages are tm.ly to· be 
i used for the v4;1h1d111 storag~ 111c1d'eota:I io the apartment house or hotel use. i . 
MAJNTAfN GARBAGE ROOMS & GARBAGE RECEPTACLES:- All garbage. 
filOiils ~harJ _have 2.6 gauge sheet metal walls and ceilings or approv'ed · 
aUernati11e. fire sprinklers. and must be kept clean of debris arid vermin with self­
closing tight fitting doors. All garbage receptacles musi beo tigl'llfy i:;overed, \\qth 
a sufficient number to senre the buff ding. 

CODE 
SECTIONS 

604SFHC 

' 7U6a(9),b{11} 
SFHC 

603, 904 
Sf HC 

1 PROPERLY MAINTAIN SECURITY PROVfSJONS sue AS SECURJt~y~--l-.,-0()-. -soT-···-·-
tJARS GA TES, EfriTRANCEIEXfT DOORS & DOOR SELF CLOSING · SFHC 
DEV"iCES: All :Security bara in sleepirv rooms must be! openable from fue inside: • 
wilt! <! fully operational manual release {no keys, oombioofio11 lod:s, or special 
kno\•itedge is allowed to open security bars or gates}. Absolutely- no doubfa 
{;yllm:ler locks (wh~ch requFre a key from the inside anci outside} am< alfawed on 
any apartment ul1!if or building entry or exit doors. Maintain 13S.deg ree \00\vers 
at all apartmem unit entry doors mounted no higher than 58 incil6S abaw th-e 
floor. All entrance and exit doors sha~ be tight titting, seif closing, and self-
locking. !n all aparlmen.t houses anrl hotels, atl public bathroom; comrnu:ni!V 
kitchen, ·garbage room, roof penthouse, guest room, and dw~lling unit entry 
doors shall be tight fitting and self~closing. No padlocks or padlock hasps am 
allowed on guest room or: dwelling unit entry or exit dcmrs_ m--· -· 7JAl!Vflffl\fSFfUTf!FFTOOL NEAR$~~ n ~ ap.5ntmes'1t · Q~Ses ~ · 

: hotels keep a shuioff too~ oear thli! gas meter an.QJ po:!>t the iflf>t1uc.Uonal dia9rarn 
l provi~ed by the Oepartrnant of Buiir:tirig Inspection in a p.u.blie area nea~ the gas 

mel~r. 

712SFHC 
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R~sidenlial BlSii:iing 0-(..rier/Or;emtoi 
I moima1iDnal Malnte.nar11;e C.'le<:l\li:',1 
Pa(le3ot5 

. Exhibit 6.3 

,_,.!1·=1--.,--1--------~~--.~---·---------.~-~-g~-JO-NS<~-, 

ll! 

12 -.MA~J,,..,N""TA.,.,l""Nr.-H.,.,,E,...,A""T"'&"R"'o=r=-r.w.";1J.""T.'"'ER""'.··-. t,....f'.f_o_u_r ap-artmenth-Ot.isi'rorfiotelhas a. l 505, 701(c) 
central heal source such as a boiler or furnace system, your lleal sy:;;.!(!m time SfH:C. 
clock must bii! set to pri;nide h-eat irom 5:Ci0 am to 11:00 am and ftorn 3;Q{i pm 
to 10:00 pin. (13 houri;; daily), Maintain :alil habilahl0 rooms al 68 degrees 1 
F ahr0tiheit dudng there time pe:h:ids, Your central source heat system must 
have a locking ~h'armoi;t<1t to initiale· the heat system locatco:d in a ~bl!ab le 

· mom o'lher than an owner or manager's. unit (except for an all owner occupied' 

j residential condo building), Hot water to all units must be be!ween 105lo120 
degree$ Fahrenheit. For boiler heat systems, oblain annual certification pet tha 

J San Fran<:f$Co Plumbing Code. R.adiators must be in good working orderwitfl 
f pn:l:$$Ure valves. operalional and va!ve shut-off handles in place. . 

3 -·-[L~ifA~,N~T.=A~IN~ALL-=F1i=RE=p='EfooF11ilC{GlAZl1fG.'Wi. PROOF.ING, 
I EX:TERfOR STUCCO, EXTERIOR SIDING lNTERiOR WALLS/ CEILINGS! 

CHIMNEYS & FLUES: Maintafn thesG ;oreas free from holes, decay, missing 
materials and peelin!il paint 

14 MAINTAIN EXIT S/GNAGE Commonfialfii.;ay- doors~ WIMOWS leading !:O fire 
escapes or exits must have the appr('.lp~ia1e $ignage, "\•fth< lellering 6 inches in 

. neight on contras.ting M.ckground. 
I 

• ) ·- MArNTAIN ALL ROOF AREAS.' In all apartment housasor ote s, eep a I 
1 wire$/topes 8 foet above the roof. Remove all tripping hazan;!i;; All doors to r<r:;f 

areas must re tight fitting and self-closing and opeoabla from lrislde tile 
penthr;iuse door leading to ttie roof. This door must be lockable from in:skfe the 
stairway to the roof if the roof is. access[ble from an adjacent IOc;it Keep the 
roof area free from combustible storage. Nothing should obslwct aci;ees t0: l'!I 
roof-mounted flre escape. 

703, 1001 
SFHC 

1011. <t) (5) 
SFBC 

805, 810, 
1001 SFHC 

I '"I MAIN TAJ '/i,bt;QUA TE LIGHTING JN Ali. PUBLIC AREAS: Pm11ide ade(lliate·. '.i 504 {g} SPHC 
lighting to all slafas, public h alh.vays, ~xit i;orrictots <iJtd !'ire escapes. 

,-T.,.; ;---;l'""'M,..,A,.,,...,,lN""T.="'Fi""IN""'· '""P""R""o""'~=. R"'". "VE""·,""tll""Tl,,,LA.,.,,T."'10""·"'": lngarage.s, ·pent ouses, pwt,iiic hair$, 
f furnace and ooirer rooms. gas meter rooms, garbage rQOms, and all other 

fii
t Wor)1S with gas appliances, maintain the propeor ventilation and '\o'E!ht systGms. 

MJtiNTAJN SMOKE BARRFER DOORS: All front entr}' doors fotne" aparffi'ii:ln 
hous~ or hotel, doors tllat !Oep,;;r.;ite the garage from the public halt • .,ay or lobby, 
ha]lway doors beiween floor!!) and stairways (stairway enclosure doors), 

·· boiler/furnace room doors, garbage room doors, a11d penthouse doors rriust 
have $etf dosing devices and remain closed to be effecti'le smoke harrisrs. 

504, 7<17, 
l002 SFHC 

S06.8~7 
SFHC 

MAINTAlNFfRE SPRfliJRLER-S-N?mR~~ : In apartment !tDB SFKC 
houses and hotels, maintain fire sprinklers :art top a.nd bot1Qffl of chuto:IB, and as 
re~uired by the Ho~rgVtkooe. Do not paint over anv $Minkler heads.. . ...... -----'i------i 

-~~~·····---·~------------------

IJlfl/NTAIN All U LLS: Keep all light wells clean and free from the 1001. 1306 
acc:umulalloli of debris. Keep an llght well alr.ains clean and operational. SFHC u 
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Re~nlial !3rJildfng 01'a1'.1el"•'Opi;ml(l( 
I ~ro.rq1'.1~1i&\al Main1enan~ C~"kl!s~ 
Page4cyHi 

Exhibit 6.4 

l 
ITI -- - . CODE 

j i 1 SECTIOOS 

i 21"1 ~ i MAJNTAJNAfrRWM$ (VACANT OR OCCUPIED}! ln all rei;;identiaBbuildirtgs-, '703, 1002 (ti) 
' · all dWelling unils a_n_d giuast room~ shail be maintained in ~ ale:an an.d fun c:Uorial' 1300 SFHC ' 

mariner. Walls, ce1flngs, floors. \vml'.IQw.s, doors, lavatory SJr'!k!i!, and povate l 
bathrooms shall be pmpe.rlv rnainri3ined, weather proofed ~m:I ftee- from severe 

1 

• _._ molstum retonlion, l'l"""'log WOuro or roo1 ~al<ag•, <hr- ""' ....,,. 

H-·.. ' ::::~::::;=:::~ pub« •.Woom,.,.s-::-rr'.'.":'1u_s,,...t --;,..,......-.....,,,..---i 

be maintained in a clea.n and fune;tidli~d manner. The San Fra,ncisco HOtt$ing 
Code requires. a m infmum of 2 aJ;i$fi;ltiQhal public bathrooms per floor wnen ail 

! : guest rooms do nof have p.l'i11ale ln~throoms. This numbar fncre(;'!S~s by one for 

23 

' , every additional 10-guest roQmi> (orlncr-ement 01' 10} greater thal20 guest 
' rooms per floor. Mechanical 11enti~tioo must be capable ocf delivering 5 air 
chianges per hour. \11/indo\\1'$ th~t provide na!ural ventilation shall be welf. 
marntafned and fully operaifon;;d. · 

lliA1N1"A1N ALL .COMMUNt'N.Kl"fCRENS: to ho.leis, an commuriey .Kil:cnens 
shall be malnt~lned In a clean and functi4na1 rnarm~r . .Approved cooking 

, facilities must have an electrical pcwsr source. !;;;try doom to the community 
kiID:::nan shall be seJf--ckising and t\ght filling, Counters, flooring and tjnk.s :;;~au 
be< of noriabsorlrentlim pervious materia!.s. lnstlbJHcma! grade matetials. $1,;.<t)I:\ as 
stainlt'!!s$ steel oo:unter,; and\ tiled floors are reoom~nded. 

I MAINfJJNliU HANDRAILS &. GUARDRAii..$: Ail iii'(~t!Ot tirid exterior 
handrails an(J guardraiis shaFI be property secured and maintained in a 

{ functional ma.nner. 
I -
. MAfNTAffllELEVATORS''fl~QUJRED B'Y THE FIRE cdm ote 5 wi:tll a 
building height ex;oei;ldirig 50 feet (as calculated by tha Sao Fra:nei5.co fire 
Departmtmt) shall !'lave al least one operating ef.e•1i:.dorfot the resldentiail 
occ:upants• ui;,~ that 15 Well maintained and operates s.afely; 

hfAINTA!N ADEQUA'.i'E"GArotlAGE PICK-UP; All residiilnfla u1 . trigs .shall 
maintain 11arbage pick-up servl~$ necessary to prevent tn& aoc:;:Uimulaffqn of 
garbage and' debris tllal. would re~:ult in rodent haroora~ and unsanitary 
oonditiohs. . · 

506, 1306 
SFHC 

.·ao2 Cc}, 
,! 1001(1) 
·sFHC 
713. 1002 
(b),SFHC 

MAFNTAl RO'f WATERHEAT_ERS: Allhof\'iater.hfratef$ must be properly·-~- 1001 (f) (9} 

I 
secured and double strapped. Pressure relief vao/es, shut off valves and vent SFHC 
ccmnectors must oo properly in pl!O!oe and operational. When loc;<ite<l ln a 

1 garage the appliance mu:st ba El minrnum -of 18. inches cfffue floor~ 

1 MAINTAIN ALL WINDOWS: AH windowssfiajfbe we!f maintained, tigfifnffing-. -] 504 (a) 
l an~ fully ope~a.tlonal. Srokef! sash cor~s shaa be replaced. N? yirindow snarl be ; 601(a-5) 
1 painted or na1ted $hi.It. Replacementwmdows rnus.t h~11e suff1c1ent weather~ SFHC 

stripping ;;ind a minimum 20 inch width anct 24 ~rici'l height if required for · 
ascape. 

·-------·-·· .......... -·-'----~ 
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:Rc~id6<11ial Si.!Ucling owneri~a1C1r 
lnfcnnatbnal Malt1tonatlt;e Chec:ki:,t 
Pi:ige5tif& 

Exhibit 6.5 

Lil 
. ., I . ." . . .. j J 

I ~ 1 0000 

I . . = . - - . . •<, • SECTION$ 
,' 29: MAINTAI ALL FLOORING& CARPEnNG THROUGHOUT: Arn carpeting ot 130& SFHC . 

1 other noor covering shall be kept sanitized and free of extensive wear and · 
tripping hazafd. All rfocr coverings. that cannot be s:aniti4.ed shall be replaced in 

. ; an appropria!e miilnner fo prevent a trip;iJng hazarrt · 1 

, '· I · · I rIT' MAfN - ALf.. MA TTRf;SS"ES & LlNEN: 111 al! hoteis or g-uestroani,$ 'NfJere tl>e 1301.f SFHc 
P!fOperty <l'w!ler. or b~il'ding ope .. rat or pr~~ides mattre$ses i'lmi lin~n. thi;i~ items . 
:snaln be mamta1ned ma san11ary t.-0nd1tion and free from rnse-ct rnfestat1(l;l'I. 

S1 7il:PAIR OR REP~AKJNG LMNOOWS, PLUMBING J:IX7URES & -
ROOFS: ln11estigate end repair leaks from windows. plumbing ffxtures or thee 

' roof quickly to prev~11t moisture ~eieinti•:.lli tbat qan cause_ mol'd and milde:'"· Do 

I -·--
' 703, 1001 (f) 

{11) SFHC 

. of cover over ~akm.g areas unt1f the $01.wce oftne leak 1s properly repairM. 
J =~""-'"'"""""""""'i"',.....,.,,,.,,,........,---t 

[
- I PRfJVJDE PROPER 'fle;irf!JCA T!ON WH£.ND URBlNG - ··. INT & 142:5 SFBG 

, OBSERVE REQUJRED REMOVAL PROTOCOLS: PF'Operty owners need to 
prm•itfe r':5idential oc:::up;;ii~ts With l?roper 11otifioooon when dis~Hbil!g interior 
at1d exterior read based pron!, provide proper sf9nage, prateci mtenor 

' 1 flao~t1rnis~ings, at~ obs,erv~ work protocols related to l~ad paint rem01n1!, ; I debris conta1mnen~ Oll'!d m1grat1on, cleatH!p, etit e f 

3~ 'PR(JfS£.RLY VEN I All?J[OTHES DRYERS:MOiMure exhausfaucts i!>hall be 1001 [gi 

' the outside of the huifding 

'"34) ON SJTE. CJA1?ErAKER: Apartnmnt· ~ouses of 16-or mare dwemng~·ortiotels o 1311 SFHC~-
i , 12 or m9re. gu~st rnorns must have. :;in ons.ite c:B!e.iaker that can !J'e cont~ci:~ 

! 
by the city II'! ¢<!Se of emerg0ncy. The name. unit#, arid contact mforma!r(ll'f pf 1 

' thrs !ndii.•fdua:I must be postt3'rl at the front entrance to the huitding. r~ 

r FROllfD? AND ~lAINTAfN CP)RBOJY~ON_OXl~EALAR/l~larrns sti.~11 be .. 420.4.(2) (3) 
[ ~~!~lled 1n dwelling and sleeping unit la<:a~n$ m accorda~~e with the SFBC. $£.fa~C--~ 

NOTE: 

T!il:s checklist is provftled for informaoonal U$e as a field guide to the Housing. rnsp.et:tor, and 
does not cover a~. pO$Sible vidalions c:f the San f'"rancisco !iouslng Code .. F orft,J rt her informaoon 
tJ;e tnspe-ctor should consult tile HOU$1ng Code or confer with their supery1sor. 
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1 Prop&rty · . -· ... · ---· · · · -- .. · .. 
J Acldres.~J Strc~t# I r Stiell( r Unit r-1 
l Black/Lot/S~q j r---r-- Occ:.upancy I i]Ra:11119J :3 owner j 
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! 
! 
i 
l 

I 
L 

Compl.almantJn.;.:.fo::;rm=at=.lo=:.n.::.._ ______________ _ 
Complain<inl 

Adcfi=l ;-------------------

Addre~2 

Ci1p/S!i!tw'Zip "J3[ Pilon~ f 
• - • •• ·-·--· -- -·---··- -----·-·-· -·~ - H 

Descripth:m f
--- -.-~. -~-

ln5tructions 

Ta~~ force (tQmpJOJJnt (" Y~ (.;' No LiS! Adv irrement case8 I T ndlly's Rain~p~aJion 
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Exhibit 9 

Source Options: 

• 0\ Task Force 

• Oty Attorney Task Force lnspe ction (Code 19) 

• Oty Attorney Task Force Inspection (Code 20) 

• Complaint 

• Compfaint-BoilerT ransfer 

• Complaint-Lead 

• Energy Inspection 

• Hotel Room-Room lnsp 

• Housing Authority 

• Housing Authority Complaint 

• lflegaf Unit Complaint Received R-2 

• Illegal Unit Complaint Receive~R-3 

• License Fee lnspe ction 

• Residential Hote I Room to Room 

• Residential Hotel Routines 

• Routine Appointment Letter 

• Routines 

• Soft Story Ordinance 

• Tourist Hotel Routine 

• 311 lntemet Referral 

• 311 Phone Referral 

• Bl D Referral 

• CCSF Referral 

• DCP Referral 

• DPH Referral 

• DPW Referral 

• E-Mail 

• Field Observation 

• Letter 

• Office Vi sit 

• other Source 

• Telephone 

• WebForm 
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• 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 

• 
• • 
• • 
• • • • 
• • • 
• • • 
• 
• • • 
• 
• • 

Exhibit 10 

Abatement Type Options 

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 

lnsp-No Entry 

Refer Case To City 

Attorney 

Refer To Compl/Routn 

Refer To Director's 
'Hearing 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 

• 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 
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Exhibit 11.1 

City snr:i county of Sa~ Francisca 
Oe~rtnront tif Buildin; ll'li;pecficm 

Edwin M. Ll!le, l\K&'.lfOr 
Tom ·C. Hui, S.E., o.e.o .. Diroctor-

HOUS!NG l;'NSPECTION SERVICES REQUEST FOR !NSPSCTION APPOINTMENT 

11-asr PrQ'~~ ~r: 

PROPERTY AODRESS: 
~~: 

lli!iP@ci¢t: 
Ty~ aHmapeclfc-nr 

As in ~e1;1a..is, y~ars. YGt'I!' coor;eratlafi ~ i1C'U being l'e(ll,le-$1:ed tg. r~1i;(lta ~ ~~1 .. ifrea pertoctlc llel.ltt11 tinel 
$~6'.fy frt~pecticn of tlle ooiding ref;mmreci above. 0UF 113c;r_,rd5 shew thatful's j:!!iJpertf is. due :forfuia 
mpect~n, ll!ni:J your~L'l!~nce ~ r1eces~rJ ~~ pf'O',;ide the ~ioi.l!iilns lnsp~r enL'I" Cfi;}plim; t 2, and 3 
of !:ha San Francisco Hcusing. Coda require that tha Deµa;trm;mt of B1,1ildin9 lnspeci.icn pt;!rfcrm ~cd:q 
t1elilt!i tind safely irt1;peciic~ o.F tha {;ammofi and public arnas of ~61-tl hm.i:;es. (3 or mura dwellings] 
ar..-d hatale (p er more~ rooms}. Comm.:.m ;;mt:J publb .!1ff~as J~Ci1'Jdoe, but are 1'l::it limtted 10-, @flmlll'I 
h~lh.~ys." '~IJirad mEiaii& O.f egress, fire escapes;; roal\s ~sibla ~; s.."air;;ays. garage.s, b,;i,sa~t$, 
slprage roomsfarell$, bQUerll.lb'llY ~ooire, ccm1'11on b@tlli roon'$, OOl'Fl!¥!Uili'1)' l':it~e11s, laiuoo~· tooiris, 
garbag:e room:s;l'araas, i:x:urt yards, light wells, and rear './'ams. ?.lease nQte that ~r;e imericr of aps,r-Jn;el'lj­
lJl'l~ or ;,1Uest roams are not 1}art or 1hls r®icw ttrtlMs requ0:;ted by an otcr.r.paiit at the um~ of insi:;~ti:m. 

An itiS~!Q!'I O! '.Jl()lir property ii.$ w~ :300\it f!-iia OOfu'<j; ~~)Sd fot NoYilfi!.i;ilill" t$, 2ClrM· !l T 
i9,:.QO_~IM Pfeaea atteM, or ha•'@ your repre:ienratl<te a!leoo, to p!Q\<'ii:fe ~tie ~p(lrtmer.t ln~etcr;.!11;~!1~ 
;1$ oo;St;;t:iood abt;•(B. P!Base t;Cniirrn this app:iintmant fr/ D:<n1acling; th:! Hoosi!llg tn5pect.:lr wb~e 11:;.me 
and phone· l!!dmber i;ipp.e@ra in ih~ iower ~ht n~d eomer. The l~et<1)t f'l'i<ii~ be e{lnt~cir:ld trj• pliot.&, 
email, ocirt persOfl at 16e0 Missihn &Teet. G"' fleer bettl$!n 8:00 iQ 9;00 :;i.m, and 4:01'.l l;Q 5;00 p.m,, 
Moni:1""Y l.fu'QlJ9il Ftidi'i)". Y¢U ir.;ty al$;; i'e<WG a- 11oioo mail m~'5'5age. if tha s..tbjaotproperty ls a rellidamat 
coodomfnrum. bul>'<i'ing, please pravide 11'te canmct lnfurmallon of lhe penlne:lit home t;:11me::·~ @J:~Qr:®.i!on 
i;.1ftr;er. A!:io, pm\ii;;:ling piQpo.r:?f manager (;Dntaot infbrmation is \•ary helpful m saving you valuable tima. 
Ple8'3e n~ lhatttie in=.~orlil l'.!"1f.'~t r~J,lrn ~ tQ J;..'.t;<:;fl.'@d' p!Xll'IC> nuinl:ier.$ Yl'.!ler~ yaw hii~'O enabled 
~tli::;(~rum. 

ff )'tiU" °' your represenrathle'. fail to· atiand this insp€'"...tion, '°r you do not make ;m-angeme1ts, fQ.• iijn.:;.!.11~ 
inspactic;m lime-. !;he 0e}!~r1mem. wtlf 1.<1llem~ ~~1 g~il'l ~n~ty 1tl your buildk;g as mquirro by Ch~ 3 of 1ha 
HOl .. rsilil:g Cede ihraugh an lnspecoon w1;1~ All ccei:;; asB>!!Ciated. 111iffil art ir§1€Ctkln '.1!31tant wil be lM: 
n:Spon!l.'lbiilt.~' 91 lhUL<la~J . .llll!l!lli 

Yourtmletyroopermion f& impcfiantto facilitate ~hia i.r.ispeciicn wti~ w:U suiv~· malnt~Mrrce, egre~. 
fire protecli:::in, !!Eit::Liritt, ~r r¢den~ *t*1'il_ent. arid' Qther l'iOOHh· and ~Rll)' fti:Mures. raquirad by lhe 
HOIJ$iiiS' COde that F=fOmcia publia welfare. P:lease re11i;ra iha attach~ ,nfurma1:il'fl, ;0ndlQf (;QO~t i"Ot.!f 
Housi1i19 ln~ector for rn~ fnformallon, 'fh0nk JOU for yout ~stanre. 

~)'(11,![yy. U~?:::, -

.\~ir.~Ml<\'4~9.""9 Cl\<!c.lf~I 
SFHC s ... -l'i:m ~ J.'OOmi :i.Af!idnvit 

- mary lt<i• ·~,e_->-<. 
Cbi&fHoo;r 1rn;~ 
B"1:: 
em.~n~ 
P!J.<I~! 

lii'!i'd~1>~ss.r-c~·l'il'i:--£V.~ (If C&':lioo 1\fu.m:<~i'Jl! ms.~ Illar= 
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Exhibit 11.2 

REStDEttilAl. HABIT!BIUTY INFORMATION 
SAN FRANCISCO HOUSING CODE REQUIREMENTS 
~PROPERTY OWNER: MAINTENANCE CHECKL!Sli} 

REVIS!:;D fEBRU~Y ~Iii, 201'.4 

..•. ..---- .. FOR ONE_&JWO'.EA.MILY DWELLINGS,___ _ __ 
APARTMENT HOUSES (3 OR MOR.E OWeLLING UllltiS} & RESID!;NllAWOURisi Hotas 

1 .• 

J. 

4. 

5. 

7. 

SEC-. 6t1.!j. PROHffJITION ON WOO[)fi.N FfXEf) unurr LAODERS 
Wo-.'Jden Fixed Ulilily L:iadets 5hall be prohibited on t:lulldlng$ vmii::ti contain R·1, R-2, and. R-3 
Occupancies i\h~tels andl apa1:1meni housa- Jand d~lmgs), as defined b~• Chap!er 4 of this 
GQrle, "Fixed utility Ladder" shelll mean any ladder permaneon!ly o.tt~rad w the exterior of a 
5tructure or bµi~llli,t, but sharl not include ladd~rs. required by the Cal1f-0rnia Divlsion of 
Ocwpmional Sa.rely and Heclth for workpl!iice 1>afefy tnal rn.ive b~.n !llsfalfed witil a pro~r 
p.1;onnit, or laddGI'$ elqif$$$IY authorized by ihe Department of Bulli;ih!J lnspecikm for 5ulidlng 
Code or Fire Cod;;! camplioinc:e purpose$. V\loode;'J FiX.~i:i utility Ladders shall he tetno\•ed or. 
~placed wilh metal !add~rs !haf compty \I~ appfr~ble Building, Fire, ~ni;i KC!.!<>in.g Code 
requiremeni.s. 

MAJNTAIN CLEAR & UNQfl$TRUCTED MEANS OF EGRESS; Plea~ keep all' rtteans of • 
egress, primary (froot sl11iirs, mdt con:lc!-0!'$), $f!d. seoond ~IY \rear stairs, fit a esc:a_oes) fre~ from 
em;mrnbra11ees {such a$ stO;<tiJe, flo'flll)r pots, oousehofd i:furns, laundry li111IB, and anytnpping 
tiaz3fds). 'fhai>Ei1c i;_:n.;i(hs Qf lrave.i ars !o be oompl'*IJ' i::rasr 11t all Times for emergariey exmn9. 

MAINTAIN FIRE: ESCAPES: ChGCk all fire esci'I~ ladders 1.o epsure that they am fully 
Qp1milii;ma! (in pa.rtloolar ilie ~Pl~ end all rno11i~ parts) and u,at drnp !'adders <'lre n<:Jl 
obsiructe~L You sbOl,l!d have an lrutuGby profesmonal inspect. arid :<~.roliee your iNe escapes 
am1uallv. 

MAfflTAJN CENTRAL SM~RE ALARM SYSTEMS & SMOKE OfilCTORS: fn 
e.panrnep± hQIJ.se!ii- and hotels maintain tha central smoke/fire a1aim sys!em wl\h: Iha operational 
ligh:t imlie<1ti~ on wflhin tha &1J.:p$fV!ailin paqe! ~x! and ann~~I Fi~a Depa rtme!1t rer!iJTcation 
cl0<all'f JJOS1EJd In ttio~e buildlng:s whero ap·pliicabla. in <tit teo,n:Hmlia! occup::.mc1es: chsok t() 
bOJ'T!irm th!ilt al! required smoke d$fee\ora are installed and fully oparatlon:;if kl aU sleeping or 
gue-strooms, <i:fld at !,he tcp of eve~ public staiiway, and on ew;ry third floor below. Rapl-ace 
battet'd.'!$ a,r111u:eJly. Do not paint O\/al' smoke de~ctora, 

MAINTAIN & RETAG FIRE CXTINGUISHERS: In all apartment t-ii>us.es mM'f hoti?ile a 'fype 2A 
109C QT equivalent Fire ExilogulshM ls requated on every ffoor of a.If :public ha!MlaY$. Required -
fire faiingul:shets must l;ii;i- !;ervit;-ed :;ind relagged by an Industry profe!;isMx'1<1l annually ('this. 
lncl!ud'I'!$ reocently purchased fue extinguish~~}. 

MA.fNTAJN ALL WOOD Dl!CKS; mr CORRIDQRS, STAIRS, GUARD RAJL$~AND HAND 
RAJLS: Yoll !MJoo[d have all ofthsi;a exf~Ung tiems lliSpected anrtuarly forrliy rol, fun\;l~. 
i;t-eteriorallon or decay by a licensed professional pest contm I oontrt!Cl(lr, !;Jenera! buildinig 
oonfraclor, a~hiteQt, w engineer to ensure their safe'tit and ~<1bility, Hs.ve these proresswnals 
pru\ride you with a writrEm 1aporl: at any rewrnmende<l repa.ffs. Obtain bu!kling perm1t!i! for all 
structurat rap.air$. 

MAINTAIN V1SJSLE PROPERTY AI;Jf)tu;SS NUMBERING~ Your ms.Jdantlai b1.Lifdirl\J n1twt 
have Itta ad-dress numbers mountsd at [fie. front of the buikfo:ig al a minimum siw of -4 !rv.ihes 
in a ro.i>r contras,fi119 from thl'l hullding. The iocklrel;$ rmmbers should b& clearty vi$ilble fiom 
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Resid~ntfal 5Uili!ing Owne:r/Opiat;ikw 
l~ri:>rmational '1hli!'lt¢tta1Mie Checklist 

Exhibit 11.3 

the stree1 b-y emergency •1ahldas. !n !i!.dclftion, alt: gUe$~r00rns &hauld be ooarfy i·dentif~d by 
name, lefu'!r. or number. . 

$. MAINT.AJN GARAGf"S & STORAGE ARE4S: 1n afl apar1tl'!el1t hooses of 5 1.11tl!11 w nW!-e and 
:au hio!Bls, remove combustible stt.:m!rge from all storage ates.a. that d{l no! hava fire sprinklers. • 
Absolutelv no cornbti!l'llble storage may be kept under sfalrwelfs without I>!! proper fire sprlnkt<!r 
system. G$.rages !'!re only fo .be uSed far the wifllcle stol'i;lg-~ irwident:.11 to !Ila apiadrrient house 
or tlatel use~ 

9_ ···M.AINfAtN GARBA:GEROOMS& GARBAGE RECEPTACQ:;'SU\JI gai'bii!:fe fuo1m~ sfmfilia; .. e,-· .. 
26 gai,19e sh~ .metal wall$ a.nd cemngs or approved ~Jtemative. fim sprtnklern and must. be 
kepl clean of debris a.1ld vem1ln \\~ ,selF-clo!!ing tight flt![ng d«i~~c _.~i; garbage teceptacres 
must M ~gn!ly oovered!, wim a sumi::1ent numb~r l:o s~rve fue b1;1ld1r.:g, 

10. PROPERlYMA!NTAJNSECURJTYPRoVISIONS SUCH AS $£CURrrYBARs, GATE'$, 
ENTRANCEIEXJT DOORS & DOOR SELF CLOSING QmcES: All seqt.1rity- baits in i;(o;1epi11g 
rooms mcr!;.t ~ oproab!oi fr.om l~ tnside \vifu a fUlty ope.mtional m1mual releas!! (no k:e)'s, 
oombination Jocks, ot sp~i•d know'!IOOge Is. alkiwed to open oocurity pafi;l. or gates}. Absolutely 
no double cylinder lool!:li (which rE!quire a key from If~ inside ar'!d out3i;;ie} are air~ on any 
apartmsrtt unit or b w or. exit doors .. Maln!Ei'n j. a!j,.degree ·\iff)~liGl'S at ~w :apartment 
:unit enlry doora m higher 1h~m 58 inches above the floor. Afl en.ironce and exit dQOi'S 
slu~fl b~ tight fitting, _&elf croslns, and ~e~Hockingc. In a!i apartment hi0t1ses. and hoieh;;, ~n pu~Jia 
bathrocrn, eommuntty k~en, garn;age room, riXJf penfu0<use, guest mom, <ind dWelling oott · 
entry doom &hall be figtit frttfng and self-cloeing. No padlocks ·rit· padlock hasps ar~ ~JlctNed on 
guest room or dwetling unit errt~ ot e-xlt doo{s. 

1'f. MAfNTAJN SHUTOFF TOOL NEAR GAS METER: In all ap~ent hous&S arid ho!~ls keep a 
ghutoff tool near the gas metet ft.nd po&t tile lns.t!'u«i'Qrial U:1ag,ram pr!Wided by the ClepartrnMt 
of Building. Jns~ion· in a public ara;i n~~ tlle g.as mcd:er. 

12. MAINTAIN HEA t & HOT WATER: If y()ur apartment hour;e or hotel li!liS a oon!raI ~<it -s,oorre 
.s;u.<:h as a boiler orfum;l{ie $1$tem. ~rour il'iea! sys~m time cl~.ck mwt b!l ~~t w provide heat • 
from 5:00 am to 11~00 am and from 3:00 pm 19 10-;00 pm. {13 hou.rs dail;,r)~ Maintain a.II 
haibitsbl~ TllQITT!i! at ea ~fQ$S .Fi!hreniieii during thesl!.' !Im$ pe."iods. Your ooniral l;il;!l.f~ ne~t 
svst~ mu.st. Juw~ a focklii~ lfi~tat to inillate the h~t e.~'&tem &icated in 3 habitable room 
other than an 0Wt1er o. managers unft {except for an all owner oc~pied residential e¢r.l~O­
l::nJJldlng). Hot .wafer to all units mus.t l>e betv.oeen 10$ tQ 1 l?.O degrees Fahrooiiert. F1;1r .boiler 
Mat ~131:emi;, .abtafn l(it'Jl'\Ual oortEftcaticn per the 8'iti Fnmcisoo Pl'umbirig Cqt:!e. Ra:diators 
mus1 l:ie In good l.\'¢rk1111,J order with pressure valves operation~! arnl valve shutcoff hand~ in 
pll&ce, · · 

13. MAINTAIN ALL RR£PROOFmG, GLAZJ.NG, ~THER PROOFING, EXTERlOR S1l!CCO,' 
EXTSRIDR SIDING, INTERIOR WAU.SI CEIUNGS, and CfflMNE'fS &. F-LUES; Mai~in 
thsio.'l! areas fir~ f.rom tmh:~s. Q'.ecay, mlsslns rnateria:lio- ani:t peeling paint 

u. MAINTAIN EXlr SIGNAGE!: Common ~rh'ay dOOi'S & Wltx:h:1wa leading to ffra ~$i;;apes or 
exits must have the- apprqpfrate sigtr:aga, with let!ering: 6 inches io hl'.llght on Gcmlrasfiog 
b"1¢k9t0U.Jid, 

15. MAJNTAIN .AU ROOF AREA.$: 111 all aparll:nent hou:;;ea or hotels, keep all u'ih:es/n:1pe$ 6 foot 
<11bove the roof. RemoYe all :trippi~ t:'laz<ird.i>. All doors to roof .areas mwt be-t{lht fitting and • 
se-Jf.'.Qtosfri9 and opernmle from. ini:.1de th.e pootttousa doo~ l.Wdirtg tp the mo.f. Thi~ d~or must 
be· rockable from inside lhe sta1ruay to the roof If the roof' ts a~1blioo from an adJiloont roof, · 
Koop the roe>f area tree from combu:;;.l.!b'le itorage-. Nothing stJQ1,1~ obetruct acce$S to a .ITJQf• 
mounted fire escape. · 
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Exhibit 11.4 

Res.ldenti:3f Bu!liUtt!J Ownetl'Operator 
tnf•mrn"Uonal Mainf.enance Ohecikii~t 

1i!i. filAlNTAIN ADEQUATE tJGHTTJlG IN At.l. PUBLIC Am;'AS: Provide adequate ll;tnfing fo :;i.11 
:s,tai rs, pubruc ha:11w-<iys, e:-..:it corridors and firi~ e1$-C::l;llJles. 

11. MAINTAIN PROPl!R VENtJLATlON: In gi!lrages, pi!ntha1:,1~!>. pt.lblio halls. tumaoa and boiler 
rooms, gas m~ter rooms. garb~a roi:t.ms, arid all other rooms \vim gas app~iance!>, mainfait' 
tj1e proµer ventilation .and vent i>ystems. 

1/J. MAINTAIN SMOKE BARRIER DOORS; All rront entry doors tt> tlie i.!partment house ct hale!, 
doors tnat separat~ the garage from th~.PU!>~ltl.hEillly"~Y 9r fobb)r, hal!wal'_ ~90ts ~tw~~-~J!o.Qf;;. · 

.. ~-~~·al'K("s~lr.vay~r{staW.Mytlnt:fosuti!!! doori;;foo1ter!furnace room 0001-s., g;;rb<ige room iioors. and 
p~nthoose doors rou:-;;t hiliV<!' !><!ff' ctos.ing devices end remain closed to w 0ff~cilve smoke 
barriers. . 

19. 

2.fJ. 

21. 

23. 

MAINTAIN FIRE SPRINKLERS JN GARB.AG'S & UNEht CHUTES: In apat1rnan1 h~:llJ5e5 and 
hotels, mairatain fira $prinkfers at. lop and boii:am of chufe.s, and as re.quired. bY 1he Housing 
C~e. Do not paint O'ler any sprinkler he<i~!j.. . 

MA/NT.MN AU.. UGHT WELLS: Koop all ligh.t wells clean al'!rl free frc.'TI the accurmJlaaofl .a,f • 
debris. Ki;::ep au llghl well d~ii1!li cle:an ;;md operational. . 

MAfNTAIN ALL ROOMS (VACANT OR OCCUPUiD): Jrt all r&siderttial i:iuiidtng-s, altt dwglllng; 
~hill? 1;md guest rooms shall be mai11taineri in a ciooo and rurmtional manna,.· Waffs, ceilings, 
!Y.iors, v.lindQWS, doors, lavatory sinks. and prlvate l:nrthroorns shall be prq:ierfy maiota!ned, 
waa!hat proQfed .and free fn;im 5$\reJ!il wear, moisture rewin!l¢.n, pf1;.1mbfng fixture or rnof 
!eak;<19e, c11iron le am!' severe mold a..-id mlldQW O( qtf'oer diW;pit:!a.ted conditlems. 

MAINTAJN AU. PUBLJC BJfffl ROOlifS: lo all hot$!$, oublic bo.attlrooms th1Jsl ~ ni:tliniained 
in a GUian and fun~oMI manner. Thll $1;fll Fmf!Cis:co Housing Cotfe requira$ a minimum of 2 ; 
oparatior;al public bl:lthrooms p$t 1foorvffien af.! g'l.lesl rooms da not: have private balliiVoms. 
'This number lrl.oreases bV ooo for every addl~[or·11~1·10-!;IUest rooms (or inorement of 1 O} gre-ale.t 
that 21'.l gu~st rooms per ftDl.lf. Mechi;;Jilta! wntiloo.on must b~ ~ap.a bfia m delNaring 5 ~ir 
chain"ea pat" ham. 'Vu'inckr<'\'s tha.t provide, natural venlilalioo shall b€' v~ll ma!iltalnect and fillly 
operatlanaf. 

MAiNTAJ.N ALL COMMUNITY l<JfCHENS: tr. holel$, .all CQmmunii'y t.itchens !lh1;idl be 
mafrrlaineti in a clean: and function~! manner. Appra\•ed r;-ocking f;;i;i;:Umea moot have art 
e~trical po.war sct1~. Entry doom to Iha comm1,mity kit:;he.n sham ~e sel~-et~ing and tlght • 
ffltmg. Cooniel"$, flooflllg and slnks shal! bl;! of nomibsorberifllropruv101JS mmenals. lnst!Lt1!£onal 
gr-<i.de matelia~s. such as. stainless steel counler.s and ttll'!d floors are recornmer:ded, 

MAI/VT AJN ALL. HANPRAILS & GUARDRAILS: AJI lnter.icr and! E;?XleriDr handrails a.nct 
fj1,1~rd.r.e:ils. shall be propsrty ~ured and malntaini;id Ir)' a fali!;fional m.ann1<1r. 

MAINTAIN EU'VA TORS REQUIRED eV THE FJ~ CODE: Hot.01$ with <i bl!iloang height 
exoi;ietling 6(} feet (as CQJCUfated by the San Francisoo Hts ~!llrt..rnent1 shall haY& al l$$$t 
cne operating &ieva!Q-r for tOO res.iden!fal occupa.nl$~ iJse that is \!/ell ma1nta1rredi a.'1d opmates 
~~ . 

MAJNTAJN ADEQUATE GARBAGE PlCK-.UP.-All re~id'enHai bul:<linga ahi;ill m£linfuJn garbage 
p!ck-up 5ervices necessary kl p~e11t 1he aecu~ulatiGn of garb1t9.e and debris tliat woukf 
re!lmlt ln mdsnt h~~e and unsanitary ocmdt~n:;., · · 

MAINTATN HOT WATER Hl;A.TERS: All hot v-tah;ir h!),eilers must be properly l!.COOIT;ld <.ln4 
iloubte strapped. Pressure relief va[vea., 1?!11,1.t off valves end vent co11.nec!ora must be property 
in place and operati::irr~L W'h~n fQosted in a garag-e 11113· appliarri;:e must be a minimum of'!: S 
Jnt:hl'.3s ol:f the floor 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 100 



Exh.ibit 11.5 

RIMildflt'ltral Sohd'fng Ownel'/OperaCor 
3nf~tfonal Ma.l""t.~l'i~ Chtti;klil;t 

29. 

Jlt 

J1. 

.J4. 

JS, 

35. 

MAJNTAJN Ail ~m;i~; All wlridows shell be WGll malnta;lood tight fit'!lflg and fuffy 
operauonal. Broken sash rords $nail be replaced. N;:;i window sheJ\ be painted or na~leci thi.Jl 
Raplaoomer:.t vilndows m~st hiii~ suffioientweather·&trip_ping and a mirilnltim 20 iooh widl.h 
i;md 24 incl'i height ii' required foc esaa.pe. 

MAINTAIN All.. FLOORING &-CARPEflNG THROUGHOUT; A.~ .oairpetlfl9 or l}fhe!' floor 
covering shall be kapt saf'litiz.ed amt free of extoo$i-~ w~ and tnppinr;i hai:ard. All flaOf 
coveLfnl'.l~ Chat canllOt be sa_nitJztaj sh~!~ J~e replaQed in an 81Jpropriate manner .1.il: P.t~nt ai 
·trlppin1:r11~zar<l. -- -- · -· - -- -- . 

MAINrAJH AU MAT(R.f;SSES- & UNEN: In all hotels or guestrooms wbetr;l t!ie p-ooe-.rty 
o\lffle<Qr bilildfng cpamtor provides matfu:gsses and Bri1;1n,, the§e l~e!Tl!> ~haf:I be maintai:"ted In a 
sanitny conditlo-r; and flee from lhsect lnfes~fio11. 

R~PAJR OR REPLACE LEAKING WINDOWS, PWMBiNGFi:X'fURES &. ROOFS: 
t ri1t~ig1;11:$ 1;1nd repa~ lea~.s from windows,_ plumbfng fixtures or tha. roof ~rckly to p('eV!;!nt 
momufe retention that can eause mold and mildew. lli;l ii Qt i;:QV<Jf ovr;ir l:eaki ng areas until th~ 
s-0u11::& of ti"'~ teak rs. p-t¢perfy- tet'laired. 

PROVIDE PROPER NOTIFICATION WHEN l»S'fUR-BiN-G LE_AlJ P-JUNT & OBSER\flfi 
REQUIREG Ral'OVAL PROTOCOLS; f'fqp-erly owners need to prov'.ide resldentiat ott:upanra 
with proper notificatio11 when clfsrurbiflg fr.tenor and ci~rlor lead based paint. providll' proper 
-&lg:nage;_ protect lnierlor nomlftirf!~h:i!'i!J$, "nd ob!il!OliYe vrork pro-toc;ols related to. lead p;Xilnt 
removal, dsbrh;; c;1;1~rnm.ent enr;f migr§tion, clean-up, etc__ 

PROPERl Y VENT ALL CLOTiit:s DRYERS: Moi!!b.Jre e~a!J!l.t d!JC'ts shall bi:i: property 
ma;int!!i~. be (lqiuipped VJitll a back draft damper and !erminate- on the- outsid~ of Iha 
building. · 

ON Sf.TE CARET AKER; Apartmen~ houses of 16 or more dwemngs or hotets of t2 or more 
al:lest rooms must have an anslte i;:;;i~kerfu.rt can be contactecf:bv ~he city in case of 
e1ne111eflcy, The- name, mm f., and contact Information of fuis il\c:lf!Jidual mus~ !is poswd' a' the 
front enll'anc~ lo !he bulldi'ng. 

CARBON MONOXIDEE Al.ARMS~ state floe Marshat- app-fO'lled alarms aoo detection system;; 
are required In the common areas, and sleel:'lng tt1om:!i of exlS!i11g tei>i"MW bUilr;li~$ ttiat 
contain fuet-burning appJlaOQlls, $UC:ti ll$ neafit$. or gaa applianoee, fireplace&, etc., :as-
delitt~ei;t in the $~n fr$ncisoo B.\1ili:ling Cooe. -

t. oss OF DWf;f.UNG UNITS: Tue Platmlng Dl3partrmmt, an>Ct IJBp~rlmi?l'lt Q~ 61.ilk.lili!J 
lrtspecib'i wlll J:"ei/[:$W ifi~ prQp0$';!d lo~s of arw dweiU"'!] onits in ~ i;l-1.Jlilding grealer that1 faro 
lmits {legel;or-megal) pL115U!lflt to Exe!JJ.rif\.re Directive 13-01. issued by Ma.-yor Lee on 
December 1 a. 20'13. 

NOTE: This inf-c.tmafiimal cMGkli:sl fa provid(§d for the g~ncral use af ~cfal_'l-llal acCIJtl<lnfs, 
pro~rfy owners, op~ratorn, manii!gers. and the ptJ~I~. This -Criterion d°'!'S' nol ~dress alf 
poronual Code violatnons that may oo detected dunng a.11 on-site- !nsp-ecllon and 1s. sub~t !o 
change Without nQti~. P!ea'Se canlaYI; !he Hauii;.in11 Lnspei;:Uar11 Ser..ojGeli Oi•Jisioo at (415) 55-11· 
6220 du;ring b!Jsioeu h01Jrn if yoo require fJJrther mform~tiarh 
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Clfy 11mi CO.Unty of Sa:n l"l'lnelno 
~p.;raneat C!'f 91flldlng· fll!lpu.;:Ui;m 

Exhibit 11.6 

~ll~b!ia,M~r 
Tl:lm 0-. Hut:. s.e .. c.s.o. tllrei:tar 

~OF Nl:WrfOUSIHGl.AW 
.MIENOSTt!E SAN FRAflCl$CQ HOUSING COOS: 

BANS EXTSR:IOR WOOOEN i:oo;ri [JTIUT"f l..AJ)Dms 

~J!l;es cfNOIA''!'f.<•hlblt.ed WD<>:fl:ll ~e.:I Utllit:-fL:idQi!!"';'. --- ·-·· --- -·-----~ ·~......_------."~4---- ......... ~-·----

Pm PtoPEirty OW!ler!Operafat'l' 

Woiid'en m~rior fixed !JfUlfy fickl~rti-$1;1~tte- CXllmpliiBi piclmd ab!li.f&.- are lll!W prollibiWd i:in r'"fd'!lfl!fiil 
bufkllngs i:i~d mll!it Jmm(!JJ.lel:.r bet mrna'l'l!di mm t llf'!per building p1mnlf, Tt.ie; ~cnoo rs 11. MS<tlt 1Jf passag& br the 
S:m Fr;;,1Gi~o:i iloarr.l (}, ~-wen~sora-of Oi'dir"'!i~e Ae )fo, M101¢ i:r~hg Soolio.'!> !>1:)5 of lo1e S~ Frar,.;:~o H::lllsfig 
Code. Thi~ new law fllkes effect ori Dsoemoor ii, .?tl03. Ule t;:. lhe po~iial {\Mgat of ilesa ~~res, iiw ~µa:trnllfil b 
areaey cl~ng pll:perl1 O'M!l8r$ W ert."OU~ti' !mme-:iiale Rl\'OO;;'al of IJJB!ie l~s lll'.W I.ii;: general fila£11&!!llln&e pr:A.1.ic(l';! 
llli1ieH:'1.!~C:x;te, · · 

'ff:tne W(1Dif1'!ft ll!lddtrs may~ repI11~ with rtiiiW li!dders.proparly $~tired b th& building co:ntfnicte<J vr11:J1.an 
approved building perm.It Rlf teµlae"..rnent rori1*imeit1& ~ TiH~ a af C;iiifgrni~ Codll of R~J[atiotr.:l $ei11.ora 3276 & 
am \Cal CSHI\) ~mt San Frarr.;:l~oo BJiX!il"l'i COOe Mrn~is!~ Biile~n No AB·Dl 9 a~ Janual)' 1, ~'ii {\'{:iii • 
w11'l.~fQl;ilmll ta ~~ 1m MmfiiSlrali'ae' B-JileUr.J. Faili.!ra tg volunwll)' rsr.nqve m ~n l~ooi will res1:1rt ln ttll"i 
l~~e of a futma! Matice or Viofationw file prop arty m\'Jler roquiflrig mmlWlll willftm 3ll diy~ of.fs~llfl:_lllle-. For 
yuur ilifonm1fton £1e pe1't l:;11v sfufus: 

S~ at}~: PR.'OH.'BmO!l DH Wt)OOEN Rxm IJ'l/f.irYLADOO?S , 
"btidim Rx.fKi lfil06t ~nr sht!II ~ pri;Afbfterf oo b111hRil~ Whi~h comi!i\I! ff.1~ ff.2, elf R.;t ~~ i~at~i1 arid 
.~int /iOJ1&ll [lilld rh.~lfings] ], ,.. dq.f/n~ by Cllaptm- 4 ol lh/$ CG!kr. "F#xf1d Ill~~ s:li~fl. ;IM;lll irl}l iarldor 
pa1'11181fl111Uy itfti!Girid IQ !4ll ~xton\iitof.Olro'~ « imftd!ny, bui$h.qlfoot IA~ Iaddw;s ~a by (/J~ c~ 
DiL'i5full of ~~.mHeartrJ far•m i;amh< ffuJ k!'!biWI fm~.W.Ll{r~!!r.il~!\l'!lt ill' li!tliWs 
ll'.qlfl1Stly $1tllorlr:Nby th.rl'D1111~.an! d ~d.iilg l•i::tion forBuI(dlttg C1;1dii o.r fN& Cl!W ~11c-a p!ffp~tra. 
WG!Olilln ~ Ufmt; liJ.ifdm sJnJt tJ(t A\'JilWl!I( «r&p~ wJf1i 1'111$1falfd~ ll'i.i!twnrpqt wil'll ;pipi/MJ!e Biiii!~ Fira,' 
~i'.!d1*itla:tngG1;1dt~. ' 

--j( you hi!se quesliiis or raqm furlhnr!'lf'oimaUQnregilJ'ding ibif teriiovBl oflFiiii'i~ l.a;Jd@rs.p~;;ise oo;.1ac1 ffia Ho~n.~, 
lm~Joo ~r~ i::i•i!Elon ;it {4-15) 558-SZla; orlh~Tedmr.!<11 Servbf.'!s OMslco iilH l 5} 556-0Z:G fut irtforrnalli:m 
re!,lllrCfing lhe ;JOOe SWJ~n:fa fur rne!al f{4t.cemaqt b:fd@Js·. fltaa~i;; 'ci~it lflD DEU We!.; Sil.e, \la\i,\'U--ftlhtam dick Hougm~ 
lnspeciiol'! $mires m see tktlaled i11furrf!a1r.:it1 on ~e mm on wooi!eri ulili~f fadd&:'S. 

Housing l~speetion ~t<:li!ll 
tiGi1' MfBs:Jatt S~'*- S-;in f'rl!J~j$i;;o CA !141!!:'$ 

Offic' (415}51l!M1'221l -FAX {4151 ~~4& ~ W\Vllt.11M)l.<!tJ1 
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Exhibit 11. 7 

~ant of ::.rn. ~'OOU 
1(1/:1:7/l)R 

081011) 

1 '. [auildlag ~ Ban on Woocfen Fixed l.Jtllliyladi;lets.l 

2 

. 3 . Ordfr.l.'iiit:e amenclrrtg IM ~n Frarii:l!iCO ifous:lng ~to \ldiil S~DO t:i05 prmubliing . I 
·----4-- wo(ldin ft!<:Ca"utllifV liidd!liB' hi R4, R-2, ai'la R~ Occ1rrri!lfii:ite~nitrnakingtim:lrnw----... ;-----;. 

" l 
! 

.I 

: ·, 

·. . . 
5 tinder too C:alffQmla t;nV!ronrnanhll QuaUty ~ 

5. 

7 

a 
i1 

Hl 

a 
ti-' 

t:;. 
1'4 

10< 

'fQ; 

.f1 

-ia 
19'. 

:w-

.. 

.. 
• _as: [t o!dainad b'J lhe f'oopfe oi'the;i c..;iy and Cou..'lty' oi San Fn>n~w; 

S.Ocltofl 1. f!OOlng~. 

M Genero-i findings. 

{1) Cn)n structures and b~.!ltr;ihigll W.thin Ilia City and: Couniy m San Fran~ 

, ("Olly"} heMi l<ll<larior WooQCii'i iixioi;l '\rtlllty f:iddii!fij" not requlrad under st~tu, IDl;<lt. or 

fadmm :eafaty regulmlfo~ 

{:<1;) If not propsrf~ ma.irl~oo andi sewred, 'MJQ!ia.'1 L!lili}}• factdai'ti p.rasent haatfu 

and aafciy rlsks !:i 1he pul:J&;i-dua ~ ~llscapll!h'!lly Df V.OOd to mt\i .. 'lg ~d det~llorati'.Qn over 
time. 

{$} 1he ocdCf! ohtoO>fen fi~B(j umlty l'add-e~ mllY be dlffloolt to cJfacem eXt»pt 

llfll;l..'l cf0ll$ inspection and, in cemln lnf!.tances, WQOd'3fl l!lllriY lad'dilrs may dtilwamT:t 

r 

---"'-L-.+---"'PP'ae;s;afaJ'Qcu.wcfel!pihl lh!ill: d8fariQll!kid Md dai:>QcFDU5 coodllioo. · ' . .. .. .. -'- .... ----;~--------·~, .. .....,-. -+--
. , .~~ 
- ... 

j 22 
·~ : 

t~· .. ·:: 
2S 

(4} Many property OWrn!l'<i are anawara of Che ~ i~SUe$ creiifEd 1:1y ralllil!J tti 

. remove wooden :flXad Ulll!f.Y ladd!NS-or repf®ia them with rna!ai tarllty laddo;s. A ·wook l'.ll" 
~.~··"""---~·------

~,ru,,c~ . 
OOAA!J Olf :!~11'~$~$! 

.. 
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Exhibit 11.8 

1 (5} ~li'lllcgislatwe acilat1, ~~tt.IMera ma.yia:cfna91.tl~1)' incenm'e~~ U;i 

, 2: insp'1CI, m1;1ln!aln. CJr reml;V>le- allieiwiM c00e-¢1;1mpltafit y.oooden umity l~d:<!:!ra, 

... ----- -+-- · (a,).JMr:C'..-erhl~jJ:i!~_gooEillil!J•~~rn)lI•;t~'tf~t!l.!! i_s !!~re.f[)~ in i!J!!l .~ublic 

-+--.--

4 ·iilf-ere&1 to requffa rs.~ of 11;\'"JOdan 1lxed uil*!y ladde;s QT' tf,s ~:t>'{acu."'i'\Cnt tif :!ii.V"J\ 

6 lacf.::ii;:ra v1ifh ~a.fat ioof?tl Wiln;f ladders. 

·f,i (7 ~ !Z,flfori;e.ment of lhh!I feg).!ll:atioil '"'ill oo:::ur lhroUgti fhe exllifing m;;itine in$cliati· 

1 p.."Ogram !!llrl !h!Qij,qb o§lAr.epfRm@ment o@geduw.s.a.a~d®~ !ttibg; Pf!mirti,rw;nt (If 

a ~ Jnwmn fnr R·1 ;;;i11t;1 ~,..z Occupaf1cifi!$ (fuQtafa.;md apamtli;nt houses) smd: R:2 

9 ~angles fnnS;; ~ 1'M?:.farnl!Y.tj'/ielljrnl tJrtll'S} delinelilted m Chspt.;ir S oi tt:~ H!)J,J!}lng 

10 Cr:de:. 

'f1 (M Ehvironmental.Finiings. the Pk'lnrJng; O~r!msl'bt has determined toot fue 

tl f $clkirw cootempfi;;latf li:i ~s O~rulr:e 1;1rr;i in ctm'!PilEl\i'.iOO wilh ff~ Caltmrnla i;1W!rorinie!iiial 

13 Qui;ilffy Act (Cell~la Pul'J:ic ~~u~ COde se<:~os 2 fOOO et seq.), Said rie~iltlralb'! Iii 

1'4 . an flle wl!fl tpe Clerk c.f ttl& Boilrd of $tip.e;ir.tis!ll'ti irt Fflu No.~~06:~1-01=0=~~~ eJrl m 
15 inro.-pota'°d hereln by raf9rar11::Ei. . 

11 ' ~an 2 .. Tha San 1-'"rnrl•~~ ~!:rin!f Cads fa hsroby aroend.ed l:i)I ~doing· ~r,llon 

f.R t'JOO, io ~ad ·as folfows: 

20 

21 

~ €a$'. PJ(OH!BniONJJ!Y;,'1!{10pE'/1F!X8.!1. {lJJ,l,f,fii,1PIJPRs° 
JY.i;ctlen ~.fiYJJ'l!D' Liiddttts :rli.till k !!lt'~~i ¥'Q !ml}d!rlWf ><'\i\&-J.i c:rmtulit R:·l t-~i;s-:LJ, 

-J-~-. .--. -.-3-C~ lh(fte!:t mid {;ffJ!M'{!J!wrl, ~J:iisikf'U:.dF,ICimy1iii"4'i>tilifi16b ".f!x"4. 

t ' 22 · f.{Jf!.ftJi•Y.ittlrir!!i:" gflQ,/l fi;!g,:m W',.Y/gd.;kr pq~f)!_~¢0tlfr. fRdlt.rf•'l' ~f@'fmt~~ ~r ~IMim: •. 
I ' • 

-+----~3--- ,·,ms!mlhiat·mr:I;WDr;dm,,;,,?'!!r{idfbr/.iptM£;11.amrn~l<'!.ifi.~titm1>f-.~af:dvarrd.lfe,dlfi{p 
i - .. -·. --- . . ... - . ... . . , I . 
1 24 ~@t;iMS#fct-;Jli~:~kiiia&fw?iliai~~..ffilJ~ 1· 

! I 

, 25. •• ffqmrtm&it fJ.J,~ ... _[<;;y:.llJrfMirr.;z Qtfi!dJY l!~ Cao.fl.. r;gwpflur-= m1.r:pt?liz. J 
l 
1 ~~rMat!iald~ 

~ARD OF l!llH"lm.YlllOR.3 Plig~ l! 
1W".e'IJ'21:t::i9 
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cfitwc_."!11M~ 
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Exhibit 11.9 

Ill~~.~ li!Bt11i&tt11'~4l111e;O~ 
'l\'.l;l' lll.NAJ.i..\' PASSEi> rm Nn"l'~4, 
ll!OS by !&.! Bwota ~S1qu1rmc .. ~ o4' !!he Cltr 
!il'1d Qg!Jlltrof!il!:u.Ft~ • 
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·1 ••• 
l 

. ! 

Exhibit 11.10 

• ...! -. ~ .. 

1 ! Wcit1@.I:! Ii'f=d Uti'1i!J!;[.dile.w;rfrg,II.b8r~ <ll" Wfardw1't~~·I l'tttltfer.J· t.!@f;W!!!f!.lil' 

2 I ~tJ.{/f:.Pbf1CHullalng,~~ 

3 

4 

5 

5 

1 

6 

9 

m 

"t1· 

12 

13 

14 

15 

1!'! 

1;7 . 

1a 
19 

20 

21 

22. 

2.'3' 

2.4 

25 

8topQf'.'3inr Ml:G9afu;. 
.~DOl' S~ISOM 
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Exhibit 11.11 

City ·imd Cwn.t9 of San lfra!lciscll 

Tails 

Orifinance. 

~l;i:q"'.1.S, 2008 :Boud of S~"'!,'i!ll!lf.!l ~PAS~ ON r"'IRSl' RB..!tDJNiJ 

Ci='Jfb~ 
~ ll<.Ci.t>QJl,Q!Vl~l'!eli 

il~~;bo.."'tl;;ii, ~IC<r-4i~ 

• A.)'M.: W-Allll:!o~. Chi.. ba!y, Dufry, Bls1!ern(l. Muvillll.M<:Gc&lrk.k, 
Mirnrmi, i'r:.slciD •. S;\:iilleiy11f 
An-t: l "Atiiitili.OO 

~D'l·~mlic:i4, 2f'J!ll.t :SQud¢1'&1]1U'liaCCB-l?lNA1.L'l l:'ASSBD 
A}'$ 1, • ~l'lr.r,Ammi~~ OJ~ 0$!.)1, l'Joutty,~, M47.w~!f~ 
;M~:friru:;,Mir~im. r~1~Sandm\fib 

. -·-··-·--------=--

J' 
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Exhibit 11.12 

NEW BAN ON WOODIN 
fllEl-Ulllln lAIDERS 

IF YOU HAVE ON.E OF THESE LADDERS ON ANY 
BUILDING YOU OWN,.¥-OU-MUST--ACT-IMMEDIAT-ELY-

TO REMOVE OR REPLACE IT. 
Woocten ffxed utility ladders may bei . 
danQerous, and are now megal. These 
fadders were commonly added to buildtngs 
constrttcl.ed in the City during the 1S30s 
and earlier: Ttiey were never part of. a 
bl,lilding's fire escape system; but they often 
were lnstaJled as a 'aonvenience' to building 
owners woo wanted roof acce@S Without 
bringing S' portable tadd:er to th~ $.ll:e. 

These ladders are now prohibited on 
residential btJi!dings and must be removed 
wtt;t; a proper building; permit Action by 
properr1 owners is requtred as a result 
Qf le~slatlon p"1$Sed by the Board of 
SupeNt:sors and stgned by tile Mayor. The 
new law takes. effect on December 8, 200.a.. 
Giver\ the potential danger they pose, DBI is. 
atready citing property owners to encourage 
immediate r~mo-val of these ladders. 

Protect your building and those lMng in 
lt by calling the Department. of B.ui!diog 
Inspection's Housing Inspection Services 
today to leam what to do. 

Obtain helpful information on OBI'S 
website www.sfgov.org/dbi or call (415} 
55H220 and comply t.Gday with the City's 
new law by removing these ladcfem-. 
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Exhibit 11.13 
- ·----------------------~----~-~~ ----·--· '-~,·--~><~ 

City «n4 Ci»inl)' of San l'rancfsoo 
Oepat!Jlu!!lit gf S11Ad~!l lnspec!lo11 

E:dwln it Le~. ~qyQr 
'f.oM c_ ~1. s.11-:., c.e.o. O[rei:!:Qr 

Notice Requiring Compllanc0o Of S~n Fmncr~eo- H11uslng Codi!' SE1{lti.on iD4 
For Apaffrt!~nt 131.!ilcii~R:esldentfal Cmidi:;ia (3 or mom units~ and l-l~b> 

{tAff!d;f!ll{t It< ¢1'! RlwiirH Side]• 

On S!lpiamller. i 7, 2ix:;·:i, !hit Bt>iijd of S\Jper"1sors pail&.!d Ordrt't;:\n1;11> # 111.:::~:i2 ·.11hl~h ad::'.ed Sa::liiltt &lJ'4. lo h'!e Sa.'! 
Fr.arr;";l$Cg Hoosin;i; Car~. Th!! Pli!"lir..cnt part 1:1f lli~Cooo sect>:in isp;e•1i;ied bek:iw for your ret..r~ce. The 1Qlli>.\in!ii 

···--- --1ntlllm'ta1.1:m l:!w.;besn end~.oo paclffi;e ro a;sslst ~i:iur if:l~i>W.'r'<ll i;\fti!e raqulreo a1fiila111i"d11li' --.,-ric: ___ _ 
i1very !i yellrs t!efe<ifler. n11i> 1equi1,;..;;~ is ~oparal!.l an~ will i:yde fl:tdependi;ntr.r !'i-.;;m ll:!e. psrioliia h!!eil't. % ~;;irgt:i· 
{mL4ll'leJ it'!$J:'lii;;fun& raql!lr.:.:t !:ii Cl'J~~l):r ~ rif ttiG iiov.aifl'il COOe.. This lirlorm:im:m ri; bl!frig dh;trlQ,Ltild v!1!h thEHOLlfina 
fmP.~cJir:m regwt !it!OOn; to g~fix.@Otirt !hi! nn!X!!'llmltyj2a5k the llek! ht;pi,,,;fars »um;fomll aooqt lhe al11:J311it 
~- ,. 

SE.G. &ll4. !l'!'lll,IClUR.liL W.INi~liAJfcE. 
l,11} Afiid:r1~.itn:r"'1:d- .41""'..oe:@fl n.t~I ®'*>; !i,11b::nls,, lllildi::g., ..001 ~n~; ~;,y •i-ilmu, :;;nur<> r.il!I:;, h•I>;! ~;~,fr<>""'""""' aran1· 

fl'o'CJ. lh<Jf~or !;', \\ttih9'•'>:<il"wll """"'~ "f'~lt\.,.'911 b4>!l!IUJ elld· h~!i "'1ill ta m.!>£:Jlld Ir;'• ''*''"'d 9om•r"1 c..-nlrat!x:t, e< a •11"~·>1 
'"'"[ «Jnlroi ke,.,..,,.,;;,; .. 1~r .. e11 ~"'4>...t >Jl"'"Lle!:t ... enaiTlffl", '/.!ltfy.11~ lhf4 \h~· •>il -.1.ism. ,,,,ni;fx, Col..'i.'ll'J, ~r;!<. ~' ~-r(f ~ *"'"''' 
i• m !f'lll°'.ll; ~ ~on;fll;r<. in lill"'!u;i"'-."llia!tl ar<ii>r, .md r.-.. ~· ~""'*''" dl]i n:t, f\:nguo, drrl<fl>t•l1'11, ~. iflm!!!o;>er dl«7il<m. 
PrQpMy Im.""'~ •md pmt.;aprooo' llf "1Hll;I>~ """'l.!1lt ;>,O\l~~ti• •!tm~Jl:ll >n •1113:1.•ltcn~ ~;,,..Iii' IJ1~ ~arlll •i:n~d C'/;.., 
"'1opo'i!!blltt?J~t<> JM H~ l~.,;;U.,, S«>-i""" l:ll\'l!i"" 11.-ary t.n ~~-- fl!f fWl"ilO'i"' llf~• r.o:.-on, \\lllllh>r-~ "'""" 
maans lhn"°@~-..ltii:h...,"<fheli:>"b~g ... .,. 

San F~lie<o Hoomn9 Cad& mt;qtifr!im111nl$; S@:;fion t.C~ r.eql.iraa epafllr.>1:11 t111l.!!l~ \[n•lu;ling reajjen~J 
eci!dOir~fi'!ll.ill'I 'ooadings a.f 3 awellng"' Of ~we} ;;11id htiial (S (1.mlti flll)l'l'llj ct m~} :)~'l'l!i"> ti;; f!a-.•e> all builr!lr.Q .r;:pt!1-.:l;;~ll. 
in be lns~ by a llcansed generm ooolrnt:ltil". ar $IR.t~ral p~ cootrol liee~e, o:ir !k:~$Q(;! pF.1f11<raiooai ara-1l1a~-i;f 
engille~. \'eti!W~ mat lliEH«lt sys.iem, i:!!riidllr, balwriy, !leek, cran:.r ~rf iberB:>f (11\a\ ~ "ictiln ~a sutject bufdlng 
a!I kJeRU~ ®o\IQ) Iii ht gene~ safe c::41dltton. 11'1 oori~U<it!:'WOlli:ill~ OrW, end fr~ frofo'! 1'.;,ii;il_i;PJtra dl}l rot, fuigus, 
aeterlocalicn, d!'!eii'.f, er impropsr sl!atal,Jari, p.ppe~!'!G ;£a dllSCl'ibOO aa. all ~$!11~ mll=li1i lfcllka, 0ak:onlea, landings;. 
12'~'' c:x:>rlfdoro. :$faf!Way E~·stema. eus.~r~ts, h:l_!'ll;ir;;iH1>, iiira ~ap<ll>. or .arry iiaris tit<;,~[ (;t .. /llat~ar-exi:oaed are:m 
(11-:iie-W~,g inmi'ior buil:frlg meas}. 

Na.I:& fi;H" ReJid•ritiat CondamlnlqJW!; Tl:~ Slili:J FraJr.ls:c;;> H~il Code de1ines resli:!!!nt~I i;:;onoortmiums {of lhl"!!il! 
i:l'l.~lllM!;li;. w rn!ira) w be apa(lmEflt ~·Ii~ ;jM !!111:~"tir11 :ml:j11ct to fflis requlre~t; !\e$l:ttlnU;;d cow.lominium o...,nera 
!!.ilqU~ h~ IM<irhoma·OY1~a BBSoo!a'~.n (;()mp~ l~t: cno~. affida'l•it lf !he lluil;lf:lg ;aptienJl!!ll.ll)S desmboo ab:Y.'1.1< 
<1re i)'l i,he- i:oiiltlitm or public EreG& m 1,ll$ ~!!:din~. If \llfl'i al'l'.I< Tiot JlElrt of full ccrnm\m ~r~. IM r;:il.b;id to a &poolfieo 
d~fir.g/~fili;i. !hen fuat ra5tlenHal cwujominl1,1rn -0\'1t1!l!r rt'l!A:t ~p(e\:a<ihe affi~it aid r,i;f.llrn tf-JQc 11'11! Dopamn&Jttot 
Bui~lng ~(::!¢~ p~ lft11 m:struc®:m loclf~ ~ow. · 

Proof of .CompliMle~ & J\l;IJl~g lm;cme6on1n J"roperty O'ffl!era ah:ill ptllYidlii ;if!ll1f .:JI' 1:~i;liccioe wllh lhli:o Eeaili:in b' 
JSt.lbmit!ing Iha aru:loae(:!ruUd!Wlt. \lf.1tr11erifi!B'ilon fjtappileable)-com~etl l)(ld ~igril;l;I· li~i.t~ licensellp.."1lle2!1>.na1 li.fll'.l, 
lti$p!icled loo subjirwt iiuili:ilng. C®:'!Plm.:I affida\.•lts m'Jst be &JJbmitted m l!le fi~lng lll$~Cl1 SGr.irea DMsicn a 
'iYJk:.:1!00 beki'n. al'el')' 5 '.ff!lll'll. Pie~~ ~dcomtfe~:srrd :;ign.."'!:l affid<n'ill> ta me: · 

™ Fr1mcloo1> ll<ll"l/lt!il••t ot9ull~l!!i!.1......,....lo;, 
llu...mJl lnspoc&r> iicrvl:!foll a~ · 
Mlnl ~"" Gt4 H..C.. Atilllnl'll fir.oa 
Mii& Mlsshm :s!n!et,, #'.If'«"" 
~on ~r"11olUOD, C1dl~fo.l-2t1-' 

Cod$ Enft>ri::ll:m~ntfur P-ililoo! m· rlilt.l C~C!e ef'Ji'c~11)~ pi«:OQlflfiJFS a.5 raqwir~ bythi!· Salli ffl!'l~Q HolAllir>lJ c~ 
iri!'1 bit lnil!iilio:l agalneHnose pro pert'./' O'J,\,~"1'.s w!l<) t!D rititflla w.mylstod aM s:gned alftda'~ffs ~ 1~ Otitarlm.."llt « 
BYildln~ lr<$pecii-;)T~ lf:;-:iu i'll!ile any qYll~i!Jli$ «rlhf& mat'-.sq!laasa c:aU ltle 1-fouslrig tirs;oee(ll:!n sei..,~ Di'k:!brt at (.4f5i 
66e-{12W. 

Housing mspectiot1 Offi2'i•m 
1lillD Ml,_si'art strl'i:t.-S~tl fi:un«1i:Jco CA 94104 

omcec[4161 !ifill;.fll?2Q -· FAX (4111) &58-$i4$-v1ww..&fgDl1.0fjJldb.i 
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Cll11 alld. Ci:>uttW 11f Si!n f r;11:1-=ii;i::o 
De-patfllu!tit Qf f,Mfilll'l!;l lll'l'p!!>1.llian 

Exhibit 11.14 

C.OMPUANCi:: Af'FlDAVff 

emv1n ll-1~ '""· M~yor 
Tom· C, tf!li, Sufr,, C.!:1,0, lliroolt!r 

i::lf!CilON SllM! OF THE SAN FRA.NC.JSCQ HOUSING COOS 
tR:aquitemeni;s ~~ descrlb~d In the Ni::ith:c on the ritlfersec side) 

'8gl!r;liRg: loc1111.on: 
~1;Htlir~-Addree.1: 
A!r.;(>~<; Skx:kil~ 

ll.ull'Cl~'Oig Typ.i :( t.~1¢.;l onl)} 
Di Af!"'rtmmtl: k.;rirot 
0 Hotel 
tlJ Residi!f!l;i!!ll C:;<idi:i llvi!i:!ir~ l,Ap&rtinen~ Hol.'se \\rth 3 cr r;;.:)fe d\'.'CllU~:; • buff::!it.13 nf.f!t;lr.f;:igt': in C.':ll?lman sreas) 
I.di lnrlt.•ldu~I Rr:~r:rili"I Con<fo •:t•m:lf•iidual Dwialllng uru~ ~ trJild!rg· l!.:;'!P~~!'ll!l'i' In pfi\.·<i4~ .an1a;1 

P~~FKITTY Owner lnfb!fMlf1:m :{ ~(!!~l om;i & comif,sta) 
u Name .:)f Prl'.l~\ll.l'l»mvror.;_,_,_,~- ~--··'..,..--=----.,---------~-=~-~~ 
0 N'ar:1e-or Rcs~iiaiCcncr..rrmiumAs-sa::ie1lon Repre~rrlE1i~'.. _______ ~-=~ 
Mailing ll.Qtt1~5s f;ir b'Jlfd·ng ccrnlact ~O\loTler or OO."ldl'.J a$$¢ei!O{lo~]: ~-~~--~------
Pl~e l!! <)f;:;ont;rot Po:irro.•1c. _________ ~--~=~~--~-----

l.iCEiiB~ f'.fQf~ornrl l11forrn;i9'on :( ElfficH)'pa of p:~t!'~slonal &. oomp.iii\e} 
Nitrtt~ of Li-r-soo Prviias-aiooal mt reviewed b1:1il!flig: ____________ ~--~ 
IA~i.tM Ad::lre~ of Llten~ l'rofso.sillillal: 
Phonett·o:r 1.1ee~P!9M~r.a1:. --------------~-~~~ 

LJcer~~*...,....--=---,--=--.,,.=~_,.,,,,-...~,......---------------~~~-Type at prof-e$-:!iloi\lll: ti s~r"lral (i;iti~r 
Q.l!u-chr.ect 
Q Civil Eri;Jlneer· 
O Stn.K:tl.'ral &igr:iser 
q Stt-ix:tural Past Conirol lnspee:t:l1 

Am;:t-'lfl; Vii'rffi@tlo;in,: (se!..::-t ooG,. if f•rsl: '9®811l si!!ecl&d 'tarlticati!Y.t is not r;eee!';;rr;fy). 
y ~xleiiQr l;.!Jilliit>;; ;oi.:p:1ml<i\li'& (sea reOP-!0'3 fur-derorq:tb~) do net ~xist at ttie #4bjt:<:( ~uilding. 
q 5liieti0t buil~ ai;i::~mdBJi.<16 do eiokt at Iha sl.'bjacrt l>:!llldlr.g.1.cc,-rr~t,;, <'(:fir.¢-.;i~ l;-<:dtr<V) 

1, . _ . . . . , nereb~ \<:rlty (().1rn:: b~st ~ i'fii' J.:JW<"lled!#e; &1ilt arms iim& !If r::y 
it"lp;:;;;;l.iQn oo . .. .. . , S::.i 'MlOO aoo mebl: ~s. bl!,!o:ini~ l;i.i1i;!i~, i:i~.it J;IJfrl;JQrt, 1itairway s~S::err£, 
s~ri;!rnil:.. tmndraila,. lire E!itapei::, Cf' art)' parts lhereot rn \'lll3t'?.r-exp.."$;;;d I!-~. {11~ cs~J~ lit 1tia 1;ubi'ei:rt !luid[rg: 
iue.il;iij.;z;J ll!blw1t) are ill' !Jl3neral safa o:indftJon, a:f~ul;lle WOT.kl~ ~cler, ::'lru:l ~ ffolil. -:ie~i~i¢n, 4-e[;<ly, crrimpr;;.;:ar 
!i~i;;<;ii-1icn 1f1~ ct1uli rauoo a &afet}' hazard. 

fllll~ mi!J<0 a~ of lhl's 4.ilidEWlt Ii:; your fe::NUB prior k• sub.rnllf:aHo J;ile DEpartmeril at B<1lltlng rr:sf#ll1>n, If you 
• ~ave .s1ty ~Wtllfl'.ll'!S, p~ai:: Q\lnl:;ict ih~ Hoo5fn9. \rrspe:;OOn .ServlC13i; OMsion at ( 44 l:-J 5!!8-6221'.t. Pia-au !!t!llt\llt 

i:lr;ii'f![>!~li;ii;I !fo. ~l1;1rnid !1ffid~vit w thlil ~aT1Immt of Bulldl~ lm;pectlon Jtddfii'll'5ed: .a.s tolto"iiS! 

:S;iri F<-.;i"~~.:i ~I'll« :flyifdi;ii;i lmp.n:iilri1 
lf<;>tW>n!l ll'lll~<:<tr-.m ~I'>'~ . 
Attn: $~11MiiM ftC, 1\111"8Vll Alll!l!I 
1 $:.(;!') ~l!i$1Q!1 iilrto:>(, e.0 Floi:f 
Sa11 !',...ndsca, CA $41(1~-Hi4 

H<i~mJ lri<ape-ctf~n Olvil.>lon 
11i~ :Mb11i'on $1roiit- S;;m Fl'lln~l&oo M ii.tt03 

. liXfk;lll (41!) !'l$8.-$22CJ - FAX (4f5) S~-'GZ4'S - -~.10fl10Y .orgldlbli 
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Oli'; ~!'id Cc;i4rrt.11·mS!in 'Fr.ineisro 
D!!p.artMl!ttt tlf B~il!liti!J rn..pgc;tlQtll 

Exhibit 11.15 

Edwin l.t ~. r.1~r 
T<:mtC. ~I. S.E., t;e.o .. Oir;;clt)l' 

AFFIDAVIT- SELF CERTIFICATION FOR THE 
INST~lLATION OF CARBON' MONOXIDE ANO SMOKE ALARMS 

FOR COMPLIANCE Wt'i'H SECTIQN!il 42Q,4, SOf' ~ 11 & ~401.$.1 Of' THE Sl'iN f'MNCISCO i!!Ufl.DJNG CODE 

r~ROPER~A~~c5S;_~----------~=~.......-.~---~-
P~F™IT Af'l"UCAilONNO...i ________ ~~ aLOCK:_~~~t;;QT~----

NtJMBEfl QF CAReON MONOXl05 iU.AkrwlS INSIALlED!~~~----~-
• NU11iBl:;R Of SMOKE ALARMS lttSTAU.ED: 
. NU'NiBER 0FJillJ!.TI-l'YRPO$E ALARMS lNSf'AtU:tJ: -·---------

,qAm'!aN MONOXIDE ALARMS~ Set San Francisco Bu!Wing Cai;iit &:.;trr:;in 4?.0.4 

hitp:ll~ubUcei:ode~.cltl!Ut1Ji~etiiji(s~/:WbZOOV1CJ.'TM'.'11.1!'.him?bu=CA..P-Zi1'10..00®(13 

SMOKE .M,ARMG; Sea San Francls.t:o. Si!ildli'lg Cg\f11 $Qi;.tkin 90'1'.2'. t'f arid M()1.i!.1i 

http~11p~llMcc~clti!I<>fl,go;ifiifWli~~il'.(10;f10llmh11rJrtm'?l!IPCA-P'·:2.ll11HlOOOOIJ. 

'Eritp:/1'wwvi•.amragalol'.lmtt1:i:V~.d'JflC:.IJfWr.l~ul'ld!n!if.lbulld>i111gcatr.e:z1ttc~m11>n~apt:&r~eixT& 
tln!;l&fnrcturea1!'=lempl~11;$fn"~c!:!IF!@l'lHt~tl1Q5ll't.frtm$q--34ii1.i.1%,'ZO$ll'fl!i~.il#!J'Hit1 

FOR HOTEL OR MOTEL REQUIREMENTS, 
PLEASE CALL HOUSING INSPS'CTIQN SERVICES AT (415) 555-62.W. 

-----.. ·~·---

lnspoctlon Sef'lica$ tlivrijfgn 
1600· Mii!!!<"lm Sli'¥!!.it-~ct F~f.t~oCA r.i4t03.t-4.i4 

Ofrli;_, !41~) ~~~~ -FP.J( (4l\!il ~61 -www.sfdbl.org 
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Exhibit 11.16 

SMOKE & CARBON MONOXiDE A.lilRM$ 

® Dul!f..,m.::t{Pn~,;l,,d;fa1l~bn).L'110k1< 
aatr.l!S •""-1 &..us,,,; jf~ ~lfmn .2ll ~ 
tn.im b;lchtl"' fi~FIPCI! <?xw..;.;l.b-~1111~a i;lal/!j, 
A•11:iid lr=t:n1;1 d!,!>Jl -r $1100b> "lkirm~ In fiiq· 
Fo:IDl'fin3 l=iimu.: 
o.. :>u!;J;irl~" ~.;gfa;i~m 
b. q~~r:!TJQri&ttltlJ'12.l;Jft(ltr.n ~ri~rrtq~ 

~~n. 
c.. Ii> " r.ncm •t•1tll i '""'rt b11rn1n ?pp!laN;.11 <>r 

wltlll!>Witd,;.r,•ntr(t<laf"inl'l'l~~~ln!t\!;~ 

woo~ ·:wr~-~ Rp[11!;-r,;;;,, 

d. (n a~<><m'l<l'*'il;.,lf!><lro,<'du.~ 

C:irhc<t !M~lll1fo CCO) fll.:itrn• •!uil ~ ri~111i 
cul•id" Di ooob DE:!larui:" d-~lo!J unll slnc)llnir· 
.,,;,;,; b 11-.c tnr.n!<!kll,;, •&foif; af If>= be:l1<:J<>'T1(•) 
FiND tin t:'i'SJ lelfel of lhll diicllittv ur.ll iru:fud>i.~· 
~ll't6li19. 

lilr;i«f;!I C<.1n:iffi!,.;~om;; 
~llw~ o.w 40 ft In !11mlrtll. n~ ;i o;rn1?k11> 'il!lilmii; <!f "'~ •ml!. SmQ!l11 ~~(rm; :;itrn lllfui;ir w bll' oollfng Gl!' wan 
•'1i;iu!IW4. w.iu n'IQYt>t~d "irti;i4:~ !!!Mm;; m ng,t toll"' 1.;.~w(! loww tli;m 121m:~ ~li;r11~1'111<1::=t!ilm9. Smcik!.! 
l!l~l'M$ llN noH.:i l,i~ liilitiil~ 'lll'itb~ 4 ~i;:h~ tih ~llfi::l!llliJB; !;l;lm~. 

FOR, H-LIJl<mATI01'1 ONL_Y. TJil.51 PL\Qil."?~ Ii;! KQTB'il.7 OFlliE $•\'I FRANC.J'lCO BUILD\,~~Df;, '" 

A>Jo cM!e.r of fue ebDVe.tef<!l"enood property,. I hemiil)' ~iffy ~bi:!t t'.arooo JOOl!(li'<1\:lli'.lsrn1:i~"0 8!ilfl11(<!) hs:,-e llee_11 1nst:!fled in 
acoo:di.;~e with th9 rnar-.rfa~vrer'& in~i;ma ,...;d in Q:!rnpli~M~ w!lh S®tli;irn; 420.4, 901.Z.1 t and ~401.6.1 of 11"> Soo 
FE<lncii;p:) Bt~ildir.<;1 COde" The Ciiliron monoxide,<:i!r,;:;';a tmrTll'> h~ ool.\!n tes~ amf ru.. .:iperalfor.aL 

Oaie: 

Thia: t:"rttflmrtloo mm tm·iwC11me.li. t'Q t1'111> amldln!ii lli$pm;W prtor t<:i ffrtliil' 1;;1s-n~ff eir 11.11 bP!IQiliJ;J pormtW; t.:i~ltlns 
i;mrnpllan~ wtili S111~ns 410.4, 901.;U1and3'401.$.1 QfthJJ ~q fr.111.;:~g. B\Ilr.i!~ c.;.de. Thi(;~ mil!/ bl' nmllOO 
to lm;;;.actiim Servtos. at the addm:> pro."fi:ied I:<.lltr!'r. 

Inspection Services. Dfv.i~lon 
-rlilllil M".a:!<ltm Sb'~t- s11n rra:11ch!100 cA !>41aJ-:z.i.14 

Ol'fl~ (4itli) ~5ll<!il»(I - fAX (1115) 5SIH!261 -www.e:fdbr..org 
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Exhibit 12 

EXPLANATION OF DBI CODE ENFORCE~NT 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 uncomill.on 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 prop~rty 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. 

Fin:al Warning Letter. A FWL warns the property owner that he has a maximum of 30 
additional days from the date of the initial reinspection to abate the violation, otherwise, the case 
will proceed to an administrative hearing called a Director's Hearing ("DH''). For unabated 
life/safety violations, the inspector may go straight to the DH and not issue a FWL. Even if a 
FWL has been issued to the property owner and the FWL warns about the possibility of unabated 
violations being referred to a DH, not all uncorrected violations automatically proceed to a DH. 
(See Appendix, Exhibit 14.) 

If a case has not been referred to a DH, HIS will encourage compliance through continued 
reinspections and assessment of costs (discussed below). Inspectors have shared that these cases 
sometimes "fall through the cracks." 

Administrative hearing-the Director's Hearing. In anticipation ofreferring 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 ba.Sed "enforcement file" into a package for the 
the senior inspector to review and decide if the case should proceed to DH. 

If the case proceeds to a DH, it is assigned to a senior for presentation at the DH. Since there are 
a limited number of slots for a DH and there is a 14-day advance notice requirement that 
property owners, not all cases are promptly scheduled. A DH case may include one or more 
NOV s, and each NOV may include one or more unabated violations .. 

The DH is conducted by a hearing officer who is usually the chief of another division within 
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 c'ase is returned to staff this may mean that the NOV is n:ot 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 tinie 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 ("AAff') within 15 days after the Order was posted or served. 50 The AAB is comprised of 
the same individuals who sit on the Building Inspection Commission ("BIC"). 

After the time for appeal has passed (15 days after the OA has been served or posted), the OA 
will be recorded with the property's title. All banks and :financial institutions with an interest in 
the property will be notified that the OA has been recorded. If an OA has been issued on a case 
that proceeds to litigation or is subject to a stipulated agreement, then punitive penalties may be 
awarded in addition to civil penalties.51 (See City Attorney Code Enforcement, below) . 

City Attorney Code Enforcement. If the NOV has not been corrected after an OA has been 
recorded, the case may be referred to the City Attorney's Code Enforcement division ("City 
Attorney"). A case will be "ripe" for referral if it meets the following criteria: (1) a property 
owner who has a history of unabated violations; (2) there are several open NOVs; (3) there is a 

50 SOP, Page 61, Item l(a). 
51 San Francisco Housing Code, Section 204 
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history ofNOVs at the same R-2; and/or (4) there is significant deferred maintenance and/or lack 
of cleanliness at the R-2. 

Once a case has been approved for referral to the City Attorney by a senior inspector, the 
inspector will conduct another inspection and take current photos. A minimum of 15 days notice 
will be given to the property owner before the case proceeds to the Litigation Committee of the 
BIC. The Chief Housing Inspector or a senior inspector will present the case to the Litigation 
Committee, which meets every two months. The Litigation Committee will ultimately decide 
whether the case is referred to the City Attorney. 

Shortly after the HIS case·is received by the City Attorney, the Chief Attorney for the 
Neighborhood and Resident Safetj Division will usually assign it to the Deputy City Attorney 
(the "attorney") who covers the district in which the subject R-2 is located. Initially, the attorney 
will pursue options other than litigation. Usually the process starts with a demand letter asking 
the property owner to correct the unabated violations within a short period of time - oftentimes, 
two weeks. Alternatively, cases may be sent back to HIS 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 exari:lple, 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 determine.cl as every time the landlord collects rent; (4) civil penalties up to 
$500 for each NOV; (5) punitive penalties if an Order of Abatement was issued; and, ( 6) 
attorney fees when there's a finding that tenants were substantially endangered. The attorney 
rarely seeks recovery of DBI assessed costs as there is another mechanism for this. (See Special 
Assessment Lien, below.) 

When issuing a decision, the judge considers the financial condition of the property owner, facts 
and circumstances of the case, the number of people a:ff ected and the severity and duration of the 
violatio.n. 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 bee:q. 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 

mtPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSP.F.-CTIQ~ 
llou•dng T11spcctiDll Sorviti!l t!ivl~l1in 

· CifynTI.4.I C01J11tyo.fS1111 Ti'illnd™ 
16641 Mlmllin Str¢~~ l'i!b FIP1;1r1 81m Fr-1tnf-iS«i. C81lifor1tla 9.trn3-'1414 
HI 5") 558-6:2.:iCJ llat ~US} 558·624'9 E1nu:il: nnmmecmpnnin.~®:ofgm·.org Wekslc~ www.ddbt.°'rg 

NOTI(.$ or VIOLATION 

OWNEEl:/AGJ!!N'I'i 
MAILING 
.o-1.:rmrass: 

BUILDING TYPE: NA 

LOCA'flON': 

BLOC:K.1 ll..OTt 

NOUC-E TYPE~ ROUTINB 

YOU ARR. BKRKBV ORDERED TO COMPLY WITH THE FOUOWING Jr~QlJJRllt'tf.BN'tSt 
IT.EM »ES.CRII'TION 

TIIIS NOTICE INCI..UD.li1 VH>J;.A. TJON'S l'OR THB AREAS 
NQWD. 

2 
3 

itfiM!C)VE! EGRESS OBSTitUCTfON Ai(81>l, tOO~{I} lit.} 
l"OOV. J.Dli STRUCTIJRA4 M.11.iNTEN hNCB Af'f!!DAVLT ({104 
HC) 

F<Qm r~ar~~ir~ ~fir~ l~~>¢1, 
i"rovtd.s 001!:iplcl!!d IO:lmp[,iancio .n(lid~Yit foT :r.;;::;;Kin 604 o.f Sm.'i 
f.ro1'1!;i&:mhoo~inll; code. 

4 lNSPE:cTOR COMMflt-li"S J; f'l t.hl;l- jlropGrty 01\ntr'~ Y~):<lfdlhllity to &¢ pn!sClll tt dli:..~ 
llL".i.q,,~ re~~ntnti~'<l 1Q \TJtt.cm!!, Che: f()insp:i:tiOJUlil sclictlulcd 
cit ~h.11 N01k<i i;.t y;,;.Jq~i.;111. tor 1~p1;11r.1Js.: of pr1:widi~.g entr;· 
CtHli.\:: [ll!ljieCt-OC 'l)f°tOOOO IL.TdS lilif ll•t4-ie;J. diµing. liiil.:mMil.l 
llispccti.o.'l 88 spce:iflctl, au.dk1r ~:11roo4!1.¢ :J.C~~ tc i!t! ~ 
~Led wilhh.'! Lt1fa X~b...,..,, 

ff i~..e ~f <JWfl~r ~~nnot 11l1cnd ~e s~ltcdllll!ld rdwpootlo.11 
(':>~ .:pedlie1! >t.'l:l l.!1~~ No!fo~) al fa ltiE>'ll~r ~usibility. Co 
aecut-e s <llffcr;e.;11t lil~'jietlii:irn <l;i.ie W:i:I. it!n:-wifli ih- hl~l!Qcyr, 
MJlf provide alti 1roa1ti~ wfill 110tl:lh.~L<r11 .rt! ~C<J.llilr<'d '!!)' 
Cl!Jlfa.ntin Ch•il Co® S;cticm 1.954 {San Fita00ts"CD Housfx1g 
Cm~ SeciV.m :JQJ{b), ff nr')' dwdlm_u;;, ~1mrtmer4 un~l& or 
guest :'<!Oil~~ ~ i.i.> bi; i1ece$'!~d dmi.11P,; 11h~ r#i:n~ef.oo 

Af.r. ri'.EHS M:1S'E Im: cct&Iiafso WlTmfl' ~ ! DAYS. REINSPECTION llJKl'I!: : 2~ May 21}16 !.n;.M AM 

ZT :IS RF:C~Elil 'l'!IA.'l! T.He, OONE:!f/C»INEES >l;E~~B!-!':t'A,'l;'lNI! OOO:FIRH gEINSPECflOJ:f lllll!E/UMS" ! 

OONTAC'l! HO".,JaI.N¢. t:l).'$P.ElC'ro'il;° ~ 

FOR EVE.RY lNSl"cC"rJl'.JN A.IITJUt TIU~ INITIA l, R'E-lN'Sl>ECT!ON". A $111'.L(l(} Fl:lli WILL BH C~lAEl.GUD lINTI 1. THF. 
VtOl .,., TtONS ARE ABA'El:l). SFBC LaU 
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Exhibit 13.2 

Ho11~b1g Tn!lp<t:tlu'i1 Si!rrlccs Dh·l>tutt 
Clly :lilEd: C<1u11ty of San :tl'a11cisco 
l'6ill [1-fl55[oi:i Si~~ <fib F~r, 81i11 rn..l)~~~u, Ct1litor1.1i:1 !UJ IU-2;41.4 
(4J$) S$1!·~111 V•>:: (·H~J $~8·6249 R<n:ail: nnmmcor.1pi;,1nt.(!!)5f;:.w.oi-g woosit«: \nY~1Mtdili&1'il 

NOTICE OF VIOLATION WARNINGSI 

TO-JHE PROPERTY OWNER(SJ, THEIR. SUCCESSORS, A.Nil.ALL ;JTHER PERSONS HAVING 
ANY INTEREST IN THE ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY LOCATEO lN THE CITY' ANO COUNtV 
OF SAN FRANCISCO PLEASE TAKE NOTICE: 

'.C:O-MPtlAN68Wll'FlTifSPEClfTED E'F=:RAMEJ'fEQUIRID The; cfuscrib&d premfs!l's ware 
tnspocted by h1$p$Ctor(i;) of the mantof Building hispac.tlon. As a ms ult of the 
inspaction{i;;;):, '1iotiatl<im were found t<> eXi$t il:nd wera listed In the Noiic.a of Violation maU~rl to 
the. properfy owoer{s). ACCORDINGLY, ttte- owni;i;{i;;} of ~h!i! above-i:laserlbed pri:;party ara 
rattuirei:f, within the time frame i;;et forth Iii thi$ Notice, t<) rni<ikti <iflP'lloal:Eon (1f requlro-d} for llto 
necei0$lO)' permits, to ci::irrect the conditlo11s d.i!tgently <ind axpeditlously, and to complete tho 
work within the- speuif!ed t1me on: the attl!.che.Q NOTICE{$), to be verifl~d by llle ~pprgprfa.ta 
Inspector through aite im;pec::tlon. 

'.Cp!S·T;:,or;:t:'Ots.e':EN:foM:EllJ!eNl:'::WIC('.ft~OOBNe'.SY.Tf!E~PRb~E.BIY;QVi/~'E.'R':l Sad.lolj 
102/,\..3 of the $<1n rrarii:;ii;;qo Building Code provide$ that in a~dit1oli m the chill penalties 

· deseribed therein, tne property owner $hall bee assessed sU aittattdal!t, adrn.lnlsttativ&, ant! 
inspac.!.lon'Si ettSfs in~urred by the Oepartmeflt Qf Buird:flif.! l11spee:tI011i for th~ property ownl'lr's 
fa II ure ta comp.1y with t!Jis Nl;'.ltice, T!teae cc;i$f$ arise from de p~rtment tlrna aecrued. perta.inlntt 
but riot limited to; (1) monthlv violatron monit(lrh1g, {2.) cai:;e !nqu!rle1> {pho~~ e:<1-!ts, i;;.;.unter 
vlsiti;,, i'E1$fHmaa to corn1!5pomience, etc.),{~} catiie mlf!nagemant, (41 permit hi$ti;irY reioeal'ilh, 
(~) Mtlge/heating preparation, {6) insp~eth:lns, (7) $taff appe~ran0;e:s/reporl$ at he<irrng!>, a.rtd 
(&) Ci'll'>e referrals. 

Assesl'!me nt of Costs will accrue when the property ownerfa.ila to comply with tni!ii Notice 
t1trau9lu (1) a monthly violation monitoring fee of $52..00, ~It~ (2) an hourly rote cef $104.l)O fur 
case lrlt!JnagementJadmcnistratfon. and $171JJJi() for inspections, as provided for in Sectioni;; 
1G2A..3, 102A.11, and Ser:.t1on 110A, Tabt* IA·D1 and IA·K of the San Francisco Btlilding Code. 
Th.Qi property QWtier \'\'ill ~e r1otified Jl.:,r letter of the aQ<:r~ed Ass~s!i!rnent of Costa fol~owing 
failure- to comply wlth this f'!l(ltlGe. faillJrE! to pay the Assessment of Cos!:$ sl!:\all rei;Jult In: (1~ 
thD case t'lof b~tng ~~lly abated until atl {ISS!ttiliitnl!nts are p.aid, ~nd (Z) fax lien proceed:ings 
against tha property QWner pYr:sYti.nttg. Se1;11iQt1$11/2A.311Q2A:ta, 1QlA. 17, 'fllZA.18 et uq,, 
1tt2A.19ahete •• at'ld102A.20 ofttie San rranch>cO' Bulldlng Code. 

REF.ER~-1;'.Q'st7i.'i'E·:j=RANeHtsfrfl'AX/BOARD~l Section 1'1274 and :24436.Spftha Reve:nue 
and Taxation Coda provide. interali.a, that a taxp~yer who derives rental im;ionte from ha:using 
deiGrmlried by the !(H;:al regulatory agency to be substandard by mason of vio!atlon of state or 
l.qc.al codes dealing wtth housing, bui,lding, heaJtfl and/or safety, cannofdcductfromstato 
personal income tax and bank and corporata in co mo tax. i;lqductlons for. i nt~rast, di:1pr~r!1tiorl 
(If taxes attribirtable to such substandard str1:1ct1..11'1'l- whara s1,1bstan(la.rd ~i::ind!Uons are not 
corrected within six (6) monttls after Notice of\llolatlon by the re-gula.tory ag:e-ncy. ff 
conentlons am not complnfod ct b9ing- diligantl:.r and e,xpaditlously ,;;nd conUnuo·u~ly 
~rformed after six (6) months rrom the date of this Notii:ri "!f Violation, notif!i:;aUoti will b.·i;i. $E!l'lt 
~c-the Fram:il'lis~ Tax Board as provid0d fn &tction 1727tl{c) of 1he RtM~lilUs and TaxaUon Code. 

Pa.11e 1of2 
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Exhibit 13.3 

NOTICe-OF \110.LATIONWARN!NG·S! (Continued from pag~ 1) 

Ml.l'JSANCES ·:s;:·; Section 10-2A of tlie S;i;n Franef$CUll Builcling Code 
tions. 2ll4, 40 p he sa;n Fr-iiJ~¢l$~0 Hour;;ing Cocle prQvltl$ Ul<lt . 

structures maintained in violation of the Muoh::ipal CQde a.tG pu. blic nuisanee-s anti as such 
are subject ta tho code enforoement actnon detineated therein. Section 204 pf the· Hous.Lrti;i 
Code provides that any person, tne owner(s) ot his aut~orl.:ed agent who 'lliQlafe!ii, dli!:iob~ys~ 
olll;its, neglects or rafusos to comply with the Housing-Code, or any order of the Olrector1 
made pursuantto this Cede, shaU b~ yallty of a, mtsdeme!iinor, upon conviction thereof 
ptmlsha.ble by a flmJ not exceeding $1,000.00l or' by impiisosunent not ex¢ltedlng$iX ($) 
months, or by both fin.a arid imprf.scnmont, and shall be deemod 51 uilty of a separate offen$e 
for ove-ry day such violations continue. 

;?ERMIT ;REIJIJIREMENTS:i Any mqalr~d permfit applicatlon must be applfed' fur within th!<! 
tima Umit sat fort'1 fn tha atta.chedi Notice(s). Por.mit applications are to be filed with the 
rcq ufsite plans, drawin~s, an~ spB'.ciflcations at the Citnlral Permit Bureau, Depilirtment of. 
Building tnspaction, at 1000 Mission Streat, 1st Floor. A poo.t card will bs mailed to you by 
the Cetlitral Permit Bureau whan tho buvtding permit is r~acfy to bo picked up. Pursuantto 
Sections 1 (17 Ali,. arnl 110Ai Table 1A·K cf tho San Francilscrt Buifctang Code invHtlgation 
foas:, ara charga(I f(:lr work ~asun c,r porformadi without ponnits or for work exc90ding the 
scop;B of pttrmits... Su.ch feH may bi! appealed to the B~r~ of Permit Appeals within 15 days 
of permit issuance al 1660 Mission Street, 3rd floor,. Room 3036at(415t57S::.6!ifU). 

NOTiFICAT!Off-·TOBUllDING:TENANTS~ Puriiuant to Sections 1196().1 and 179<SG.G of the­
Cll!!ifomia Heaith &-Safofy Code, an<fSection 1ll2A.3 of the San Fr:aneiseo Bwihiing Cod~. 
when lseui'ng a Notice of Violation tho local jur.r.sdiction shall post .a copy of fu~ Notice io a 
conspic.uous pFam1 on. tho propBrty and make available a. copv to each tenant thereof. 

PROPC:RTY'OWN : .. . Y NOT RETAllATE 'AGAlNS:r TENANT/LESSEE FOR j 
MAK!NaACOMPLA ursuant to Soctfori 17930.6 ortho ·Galti'oniia"Heatitb & Safuty Coda, 
the properly owner may not retaliate against tho fonant/!9.SSOO for exorcising rfghts under tho 
Sectton 1942:.S-oUhe CaEifornia Civil Code. 

RE~P~¢il()i~-F.i=°ES:l For f!J.VQf'f im~p~u:;Uon, after toe· fnlU.al ra--inspcc1ion,. a $170.0Q fuo wilil 
be charged until tho vln:lations al'Q apat<Bd pursuantto s~etlQ!tS 10BA.8 and! 110A,, TaQ;fodA-G 
of the: San Francisco Building Codo. 

!vtolAiiq¥§-oi=""WORk:P~ES t:.QR ~E-~SEOL~NT "t~iSTURBA)foe:j 
Sectioii 3423 of the San Francisco Buildltng Code re·gulatos work that disturbs or oommms 
l:e;;id paint. failur-e to coq1ply witil thnso mquimrrMl>nts may result in a penalty net to excm 
$-SOO·.OG pe-r .Qay plus admrnistrativ~ costs as. provided by Soctlon 342:3:8 of trus Code. 

Upon completion ofall required work, you must contact the desfgnated Hooslng: lnspecmr 
for a final insp&ctEon, unless ofhenviso spacifled. Please contact the Hou$ing insp0<;Uon 
Servlc~s Oivislotl !fyou hava any questions. If you wa:•tt more Information on the' overall c:oda 
enforcem1mtprocessyou mayr~quasta cop.y of the Department brQc::hureentltlad WhatYg,u 
Shcmld Know About the Dopartment of Bui!dtng lnsp·S>cth::in Coda Enforcem111nt Pl'Qc;eas or 
d:Ownload the doc:umont from the Oeparll'!'nmhvobsit<i. 
NCTS~tilOV.tdf revrsod 612212011 
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Exhibit 14 

;' 

bEPARTr~ENTOF BUJLDJ~!G !NSPECTrON 
Hoi1sing l~spectr.;,~ servfoos b1v1~io11 · 
City ann County r;lf Stm i:ran~f&~o 
16~0 MissJon Stro~t, u111 floori San Fr.;mdsco, o,i:iJ!forr1ra 94103~2•Vi4 
{415) -551J·'5220 Fa:.: Nv. (4f51 Ji~iJ.~1.49 Email! l)BIHIDC~·nwt1:1i11t5@Mrro•,•.arg 
Wobi;iCo; ~.·w·,1u:[dJ1i.org 

PROPE~TY Oi.NNtR .. DATE: 

PROPi:f"?TY fa.Dl?RESS;. 

2tOCl<tL:::rr: 

CTS#~ 

N'OTfCE OF VIOLATION FINAL VVARNl"NG 

t1el-J:r Llroperly Ownor{.:-i): 

<· ~- -~~~il- ~:; . . [~i~l&~~~l~;~r,~~{g; 
. ere ine. put.SU'li! clfo11102A.~ r•mcisco- uilding Ooci'e }'·ott will b-ec assessscf 

GOSt!;i <1fis£ng ffOITI deparimGfltilme OO(:l'Ued ps:rt~dll ing [>J.Jj Mt l~mifult to: (·r} site in.sp0otlom: and 
relnspiacftoos; {2) cas,e ma~gemanl, updafo, and datQ l'.lt1try, (3} oose, h1Ct1.Jb·J~s (mealli1gs, offtcs 
vislls, pbOJ'le e.alfs, ein~lls, respom;a to corm~p.onc.Wnce ,etc}, (4) permit hls(r;:;r}• res,e<arcii, {fi) 
no1~:;e}heoa rlngi prepars!li;ln, (6) sta,ff appea:n:ince-e/re-pO~l3 at fieru-ings, (tJ c.a$e mf~rafo, and fl.l) 
rn.oil!ht~' 'Jk:fatioo monitoring. . . 

~':i!;:t.~'i.'1~~ .. ;'llibiiJ•iM'£1il~slii$'!l~"'?'ifri-"fm•~'fk~2i~J~~0~:;:;\;,:;;;H1·&:;;:"ii'i~fi.'~{1+';W:x:;;11;t(·'(i:.'iJ,~ii.i;J;,·;.; . .y-N:··. :o.G'.~~~J~=f,#"£".l*,---..~~1!?~.;.~~\gy::::L ...... ~}'J.l;!f.l~l!i."ry·.:Jil~ •. ~~ 1il*'?rY=.·~lt~1R(~.*.•""IYf.•.t!:~ -!.~!'-~o.'.-.4'1 11.-.~~- .• :\. ·\-.·l:.1).1.f: r-"·l,'~iY·~··,•'> , ... .,_._ •• 

Tc. f<;;iap !f1-l?i f.!Sressmarit Qf cost~. ata mlnlrnurn, and m•oid n·1~ accru:af of flirth.er !ir~<iif 6f.-.er1l on tli~ 
aciions above- suol1 !IS ;;;dminJstraliv.a hnarlng prepawfion, ancl mon;111y \fofa:tlon Jn(mito1i11g, e~c., 
plo~l!e mripleta: an work 'l(i'tf1f11 tlifrty (3l)J da')'ll of the inili'ar rel1i5"pectlo.r1 Cfme d~ltneateri l'ltl fue 
Nolioo of \fltllaticm refereooecl ~bovei ~nl'.f call Hous_itig lns~c;ri:'",,- _. .. · a.t ~f1.fi) 

. . to .sc:~du!tt- a ~,nee lospet:lkm to v~!Fy afi requi-~iW repairs ha~'1;; been tiompleted 
11tl!niq tllls time frl'lme. · 

~IA'1;!J;:ti't:'1i@~~i:'.i;ji'Jt@_§E"f!<i~'n'11'r~"l~~~r\ll~C:lkf'i:-AiY~o6tili\ib~fiit~@JiW®"';'mc:fR'T.~1rtr!A~·-·\ 
~(".i\_~~'t~ .. ~~~:a}i!~~i-~--:;.-.... T~~ .. f'!'~t--"~~'Q:\~~.J.~..!-~ .. ~~~o;;Jl{'AJ?.P#l~lkfTli;W.{.~~·~~--i.t"~-. · ~".-.;·.~-. i::t~~-;-sJ.~·.l •11 

Th!::: i;:i;:~e v\"li .•1d ~e cl::nc;:j (md assr;sr,nwnt qt "'.lD$tS wal .c;onL!111:,1e to aG¢(l.'.i) unm (1} .all rnq1,11red 
rer.,\H:irs •W~ <:r.m1pie(ed l'!s verif1'1d b'.!'· $ilu h::or:'='cticn of the asf!/gned tf-Oue,ing rnsp~or, (2) troai. 
sigIJ.,.')ffa Ali'! O!J!odned 'o~ l:lJI Stlf,Jil"!X/. 1J•:3t.11i:s, i:md (3) <.!ll <JSBe;!Sm~nl OfOJG!$ Rfe paJIJ O)I' CEl:SOieTS. 
:::he.:~< ot 11icm1~· Llrder. . 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 
120 



Exhibit 15 
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Exhibit 16 

1,,-~;:eei;i:;:n \.!'~arks.Mel -
Da;.~: t 11\Jl/.:Kl 15 Sfo:~ Trn: ____ End 'fm:'==-- rn,;i), ~.ro: 

ITEMS !'1 tHROlJOH 1#5 SHA L-1. El!; !NS-PEC-TED AN:D REPORicO 1111 HR.MS. 

1. E!:XTi;;;RIOR 
• .~.f.;;. !ilteet r.llrr,jera leglPle fr.;;m tfle i;ir;:,::t (4-• minit!'lurr.i;.'t 
• l! apJl"aca!lie, ;g t'i.'"9 eEcape ''gol)ierii;:i;:.>;~ f<=1i;lt;¢~ tei!l!Ull'lable sat= eri:r sewre? 

a, ~;;:mr~G corliPLIAt.ICE {Select WA if n¢: i!.pplk·l~li:t gt it(;l!!i!;!;JE;-11!'~ 

~ la e.l!iliflg S')'Et;!m frE<S ;;fobsl:rrJr..1ion:; (ln~yi;lin;i o'aar~, e.ortidors, stm, and fke -e.oocap6'0)'1' S'r.::~i:;!i, ~;¥'ii, 
9r~a..1urmtura, ~a~Jse or~imilM" il<;;mi; l!re oot1.a be :!;lored li11he po?.h of e'.Xlt1ravel). 

• />Je roof e:::oass d<:<Jra c;:ier.aC;lli;;! fri>m 1lie ii;~ide 1't'iinaULiM uae of keys or other t~<1ls (n.;i p.;idh;u;k"H 
3, f.[R:E PROtECTIOlll SVSfE !.¢$ {Sel9C-t N.1'A, If r.u:i~ :iltif!llt:;t!:d1t or acces:sibti!J 

" fire Alsrm O;ier..ii;;;ial? (In s1~n .. i;;c, pi;iw~r on, and c10 !fouble· lf;hts pre&en(f? 
• Dos-a \:h.e fire ~!arm ~r~e<ti p;rfi.;i h;>\•;: \'.in ins~ctl::fl an:i servi03 ·sti•Jker di>letl ~i~.:;, ililli pMI; ·1·~:i.r1· 

Dais of lai;ts!l'r,i;i;:; ______ _ 

•· A'Y?i all fin• 01!ilrr.:i ttJll ~fafa::mg; urroMtnrcied and visible? 
(:; i;prin~lw ~yi;.~i:--T1 l:iF..!lt31ianal (PI&$S.\JFe In !he s~stem)? 

• DDB<. the i!Mton1;;iiji; ~pr:ITTll!ei' :!:y51er11 riser er staoclpip!) h:r,•;; l>i1 ir.spe>.;iion ""!;ii fe$~ing sl~l:~r dtil~d ~\ilttin 
thit ~ 5' )'C<tt;? P"1~ of {3!'.;1 %rvlee·:.. · · 

• Arn i;;a.i)::;, in,,.I;;ill:>:f on freaei;:!lr!fr.<!!ill eomeeilons? 
• Arn c;i;i:; ~;!$fl}' fl:!m;:.-.•::-;:f? 

.. OSY ~-.i1·.i: >~!';!<;;<! .::it rr.:mllore:::l1 
4, H®St;i<EeiPING (®ll'li.>i;t NIA. Ef no~ iipplt.ei!ib~i; or aeces.~lble) 
• l:s ::;h:;ir;:a~ .;i. minL"t.'.'.llYI 2 fee1 bela.11 lhe cel!i:Jg h ;ion-:spfn~:li.:red tmt:Jing~? 
11 liii i;lt;1r;;i:;r-:: ;l. rninil'ti<Jm ta itlcl'ies b!:'ID\lf. spreilcter heads? 
• O~:;; ~\cri!19~ I~·.!;!- st lea:st 3 reet ot' c!esrililoe from h~ &;uri;e~. (f1,1rn~~. hct w.:ib:r' ra11Len1) lti pr~"ent 

ignifo;m? 
• Ar~ 1.,P'G Janks Sl!<Ourei)• ,sir.ired oit.sd!t of i:xiik!ir.g? 
•· Mai:im<.llTi of twD 5-gall:-11 L?G ~-m~s oillt>·~1~;i iii 1;:11t,i;l;iar iat;!!tf:lns (iaeluding att=-·~hmen~s 10- grlll orhe-.:it51".t 1;; 
c~mpl!ance? 

E l'\r"' 1l;irnrr<11!1k;o li~'-!i¢; (go;salif.e; paint lhlnl\:f} se::urEl~· st•:-re.d t~ i;,rg•111nt tarnpcrir'J (Qc f\\!lliiv,i) ~·!!! ~~'f 
fn;irr. 1-;irti!&..."l'I !klurees? - · 

~ Ara ell l)rifs t>' fl.eatars moce th am 1 Cl f1";;:i. fr,;m :;o:r.,· ;;;;:<iibt,1~1;?,.4ti! ~!ori!ll {V11111s, w:eds. 0\!13rhsr:.~s. 
l:>a!c~nles)? 

s. ELECTRICAL (SsJl!i;irn.fA 1foolapplir;:it't!tlil Qr~i;r;:(!'!;~~l!l!) 
• J!.,ra ,;:Jectri;;a; panel o::w~ri;: ~ rl-ar;:i::'? 

• ~s thera c;leiiT a-.-v.;es& io cl~;lrir..al ~·~ aml eftll'!!t~~r11;y shui·off de-vkea? 
lo EC: I NSPECtEiJ JI.HD F'Oll.OWED-:l)J:> BY r!EtD CQMPANY 
• Hai.•e all port;;.tle f>e a:dir..;;ui .. tim~ i;i..,Qn ,,;.Crii;:~ wi!liiit 111~ jji!:St year ar..::fi in the "gres-n..;t 

Di'rte of ltJ;:;t~t!f'•1;tt: ~-------
• Ara ei~inB i:-xil ~i:In~ !fltm1*'1ed? 
• .Are 1:nefstin11 ~>t:rg~..,.;:;· ligh1 foi:t!J!~ ai:;:i;tfi1ional'? 

RADIO rnST; l3asemefbl:_. Stairway; Hall\\~}:. ___ _ 

(] (1 [ l 
·otlU 
[l[][] 

0 0 [] 

o n c 1 
nu [l 
u [I [ 1 
u lI Tl 

n u t 1 
n n tl 
tl n t1 

n nu 
fl CI t1 
n u 11 
[l [l Il 
n n IJ 
[] [] [! 

n n n 
t1 E:J (] 
c J n v l 
nnu 
u n n 
0 Il 0 
n u n 
B 0 !l 

u u .[J, 

non 
n 0 ti 

RC:QUIREEfOOMMENT.$ (State whathl!'nTS-ll$0Tii!Ollil Rill' i;;afl;!~)' e;11;is~ QS'olfl<>t;;;sdcfiflOfllll commenl!l tor Br'El''t;QltOW-tip~: 

Not'c!;M;,.edl?h! nt(~M1 hy !~~'lifl~ ~l1(1;ii;; !;.;: m~~~·'IQ !!1D El.'ffilU ~l F<re P<ll~"'nhar ati1~.:~-{l'.ll)Q, ;t al'-'!' ~ii. ~1:;..?2~Hl:>_ i.t....:~•'l!r 
\li;;!11U:iru i:T;t>"tl'il I"'° r:;!.,I;' ~!'$ l~t1:'tI. EB:~npl;;:I ~r ir11 "'°1<!1)' ·ri-:>f•lio~ om tt-oiir.eii ~r bD;;t..,J <'!'ii rk<;~. ""°l~J'.'t¢'1;;,~rl); nlf:< I<la•m"" ;~rbk!cr. ~l»h>:,..s. 
!l:ll«}• ef.ort ~h?ll t;., msue l;i ~baiti ~" J.Ji•':o!~ ~<)fa;l>li(rl< llllrnra illa•inR tna ;mmt!'!ll. 

Compl!lny Officer !>hall a!rtaln and 11pd;!l.I! tli.(l iVspan:;iblt:-p11tfy i!ite.r.aie:tl.m. 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 122 



Exhibit 17.1 

San Fraru::ise0< Fire Deptutmertf 
lJi',1/~ort of S::ira Provtmtloo and fnv.estlgaoon 

auHd'fng Hlstozy 

J &. R ASS"JGiA'.fES 
VIRGl!NilA 

!Ai5drr10.N:!.1I~4'6NTAC'f s12Vit" .,,I;''' ::s~: ::i,f ~."J~\'-=-~: :~ ;~ ·i~f i./f. i!~:f; .,,.;,?~-:~;:;;.;~'t,P,?'::'~~l:~·-:~.~: C::~'.:'!i;~"-, /} ~:'!.·,,l;'\;;:I .: l 
_________ er._ .. _rif_li_i;;e~N=~~lml=«~=~~ . P.oorie Al:t. Ptlollit 

. OWNER {A$$ESSOR'S) H.:..WK UNG ll: KC'i!TY FOW3 LOU 

lnsp .. No. Schil. O.i. Dis.position liispeclar 

2~1 !?~ 1i·2/i{Jf1 s. as 04 c Pali; 

Rmtmtl<!I! COMPLAINT OS. A!.A,~M SYSfl::MS OCCl.JPANiS REPORi r•A!LURE OF FIREALi\Rflf- :SYSTE.M 
TO ACTIVATE, 
From To lni;;;i. 

CQrnpl@.1:$ are r<..111i!l!!d due lo fte. Cri'mcr lt1 pr.;.;Jd!!, lire siarm fllSp;!':::iio.11> 
rijpcrHfonc; ii: ~~!re.:L 

1115~· 0&113.f11 Ofi 04 C' t:...ae 
'Roml!rki!~ CQMPL.AJl'<.I oa • B.Lt."<:m:O EXliS. FiRE ESCWE 1.AOOi:iRS ARE OB$'i'i.;:uc1'ED BY AWN1i'4GS. 

t)ai:>) From 'Go ln:;p, R<>rr..arl<s 

Aw!1Wl9$ -~ il.i'EHlllalri.1ctm9 drop !adden;. bB'.i:Jf'!ll to pgp~~·,.. Which has an 
officEt addrsss r;;{2!iS6 Miil;;fi:i!i, · 

Dfapos.lf©ti fnspecfut 

06 ()4 

Remarks: COMl'L"'lt.."f 02' • BLOCKED EXITS. P'i:lf :i;liJ!l.ii:iti e. • Il'ie< ~!d 1li>!l€ 1lra ~scape f"!ear31e) r,-; !liv<;~-orli b'J· 
:fl)rnilUtil!. Mgr ti 6(j~ W!!$ l!t1l a correc!W'i form. 
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No 

37261 

!J;ite 
Entered 

Exhibit 17.2 

Di:;p, 

J';temsrk!t! P.;r$@lii;fl i)1; - Iha 3rcl noor rim u~ca~ .[~sr3·J6) is tfo~tta:I eiyrvrtJ!:Jro. Mgr fn 2t"5 was left a correct.ion 
form, 

01 ELOCKl:O EXJTS 

cc 02.1-1'1115 

flemarka: OCCUPANTS REf>CtRT fAll.URE: OF F1RE .F.LARIJI SYSTEM TO ACTJV)!.J.E • 

cc 
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Exhibit 17.3 

Uviiit No fJ!ap:. Ar~a. 

=P~~fl_il\ll~cy~eti-•~m:~·a~.i;~t ___ ~eo~. ~m=P~a!W~-----~·~~··~· =~~~= 

1 .• 0UMRAHAA! % liAW.K Ll!t~G & ~ F LOU 

R1 CONTACi 

O'NNE;~ (.\$SESSOR'S) H1>,WK LiNQ & KC.in' FONG iOU 

10MOO 10.12411.5 21 :!:1 

fi~matJIS: Rernarf's Re~n~ Prl:l. b.ii1:i1n-~. Urmb'c m iospecL 

C.onta:;t Hs,~k: Lolfi:l~ 
From fo rraJllc' 

fnsp. No. $chef. D~ Area 

Sq. E"I. 

c W:JParflarr 

~~---------~-·~~.~-.~~· -·~· -~-~----~---~~-----~~ 

1006?6 (tG.."22.o'14 21 21 c 
~11ml3!rkl>; ~·skirt l>.,"titirn 2 commercl31 ~ii i!lf1lls. an 3rd 1\ot1', 1::1=t:e$s la t1}!;if on L'Jt~~t ~ b11J1d[i",g, .(miS~ir.1 !it;!e) 

hl;;'!f.;i From 't'o ln!>p. fi!IHzl;;:f.<:~ 

i)Bi22l14 10;30 ' 1 o:so 1h';;ik;h 

ln:i.p. No. Schrl. bt 

t46155 (llJ.'12113 21 

~ffir.'!~!lii<; ./!Jann· )klr.eil oo .s&::orid lr00r t.er1vay tiad rio p .. ;ter, ne e.xr.r1gl!e!.t11:ot ~dj:!>'.:f'f!t 'lo all!l'rn ;p.11001 ~ 
missing. Ur.able 10 locale ~l rilf 11~1\i-e I~ ~prmk~ sy:;;tC#I in t.'J:;.et110r..l loff ma~sa:;;a f::,; lnspiic.!ll:'i" Pa1t at BFP 
mal,\tlg ~~e~r:· \'iql;<;JiQ:ls, 

Oatit. fti:im 'f-o lnsp. Remar:k~ 
----~-

Ofili'?113 10:20 11:1};} ' o'Co.nn~n 

l~p..11!1;1, Schd• Dl. Ania Ty Pf,! IJ~positioo lnspecl:o1" 
.. ·-···~· ...-..==.... 

11B7nl >!;'4.'2&1:2 21 21 c Pcr:f;tlt'J!.~ 

Ri;im;;,~~'l.i: CCiJJITi5fcial occ~en1s an 1at;Sifid Zfld noors, r;;fiiilJ#il~'.'.I! (>l)<l~"!I;,; i:in S14: fit.>;;t, 

Dil!•9 .From To fre.p, Ri!mi!irks-

d<1J25"1~ 1!'.t.110 ·11:0!5 Peopi'E!s: 

l~sp.NO. Sch.". Dt. Atll;i 'iY.P!!' 
~~·--~~----------------~·~·.~:~~~~· ~~-

95992 04.!'26.1'11 :21 21 c Cr~Tl!ln 
3222 21tm sr 
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Exhibit 17 .4 

PIJge<4ol 4 

Rom.arki>t F'e111hou3e door 1•1as i:ai:I lookall from 1hll< IMk'><t, 3: ui;t of'! l!ir" ~i<-;<1!i¢ !;::iif.r.!of!> ;ire <;>i,"i:!ruclell cy 
;;-.wi)lfl!J", 1-"11;l<f<!I'$ <:4' lie! Mli:il \ll~ gf'l)~h:.1 0"11'.i"'' !!lCllUlfl m:ene and nD!if\sd. 

P~lil f'rom To Jrn;p. R!l'm;u~.i; •• ••••• ~-W~-~~---~---~-~---.~--------------~~~~~ 

lm;p. Jtfo. Sch~ Di •. 

02f19l10 21 
Rgm;iirk!;; mi~:;lf1!1 oxti;,9~h<Jr 

Ftom To insp. 

l);?jfg/f(l 10:00 t0:25 C"'1rr.oo 

fllr.p. No. S1;hd.Ot. rue a 

5:1:567 o:v:mi;ri! ;11 

f(llltt;itl<!;; 

O;if.o Emn:t 'fa insµ. 

1J:i!2i'i09 11:[)0 11:Hi treo.-inal 

]r,~p.Ni;; .. &lid.DI:, Ar/la 

167JQ ·till;'J!Er.!6 21 

.f'!amsrkar 

P;;it11 Frim< To· !n;.p, 

Mo'li>lre "iU:15· 1ii:4S l}:;.~g 

21 c Cr.emen 

21 c O'Oonneff 

,TH 
!EX'ilOOUISHERS PP.ST DUE FOFI: SER.VlCtNG 
TO? f'l.OCiR • SOFA BL(:-~1t1NQ H.o.LL!/\l:AY LEADING TO lflRE l':SC/\FE 
Olli nRAVQ SIOlt OF !J:l,.111;,PINQ 

Ty Pi! Olapooltlon Inspector 

!l:t c GCo/l!J 

Rllm;;1~ 

lT. PER:EZ - T';'i 
i'ttA50NA51-c FIR.C .SAl'l:.W ;::.";1srs. 
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Exhibit'17.5 

. . 

D 

P~;"f!I' Cr;mC<1et 

1...0U HAWK Lll~G 

IAI:l:ciit.10:NAifh,o~M:fr&:;.%\\;:·;::.:@~1.~5 .. :::.::~~:r:';t-'·('.<.:r / ... ~'f.;£/T:-. ·:::;~tE-<::.·:~~;.:t~: ;:;:,;'.~~~·~::~~;:: >i.;):i 0'-:;': .. ·": ·:v)~.·. o:'. I 
COflfa.cl Nam& Plu~n.;i Al!. Phon& 

OWNi:lR {A~SESSOR'S) HAWK UNG & KETfY !'ONG LOU' 

li~ectfGNS~·:;,·:-~i;';'~:\;.·,;::(fZ;-:;:;:;:;'~~:;r::..·"!.~<,;~_::~.~:'.:·;.~>·;~!~ft•;·:~i:·,.:·:-.:c;":';~)~::'.:'.;;•J;·::····;,,·.::::~·.-·:·:i::::~~{A<0:-Yf:'.·:~:··i:.: . .:-i 
lt1$p. No. S:ehdl. Ot. Arna 'fypll IJils~itlg" lne.pl!:,.1¢:<' 

Ri;>~f'li!!f;! Vi.Olimtm HIEXI 13 - E:l(rt~i'rz·e Eti::a~. Cl:?;.ir ALL Uerm!. l®!Ud:ag i:llt<~~ ;;;rd garllirld locfilti;l ct1 1ir& 
E<S"..ape<S ~m.1<in<.f oi~l'i\'I!! rererel1.'.:ed· address ;;in¢ 2222 2:b'!d St. R.(!lfOO'ro ~L :.-.alie MreE altp.;:I:~ to roof J.sdoori; .• 
Jn;;J:alJ ;pa!iS3ge for droy f;!dt:!r.:r:!i ffim·ug~. 6'.i.niPgs ·:.<r r~m:l\'e ao1.in!11g:1. 

Date From .To Ina?. R;t:tl'..&rks 

0Zi03.115 

OZ/1Q1Hi 

Ilii"'P-NCi" 

-1.214~ 

00:!'.Ji} 11);i)'.;: 

1M!;. t1!0D 

sc.tuLm. 

oosow12 

Pall. 

Sp-!lrisem 

Area 

05 

H~b lrt a.wnllllf wm; '~mW led ~r ~rE'\'iow; rompli'Jlit1, y'i!f failed to 'm'¢1i V.oile!' 
·1;id~r t:Jroppsct 

!R.~m;!itf<s! 'lllC!L~TION 1 OEXH3 • E~iFire ~BOO:>. C~;;ir ALI. 1!~1rtS'. inclu:ilng planf.":i <ililf giirlanal Joeo;1e;!, en fit'e 
e~::aii¢:; <lf(l~t.d a00</>3' r.aferoocoo i:vddri;;;~ •li1d 3222 22t!d SL Rcr.11;i1•e ,111,L c::itqe wires ai.ta<;:'..~ed la 1·c-01' l3!:1:!0r&. 
:ir,siall pa;:;s~ ft,~ ~i;ip lad::J;m:. lfilm1Jgh .a1miJ:1S$ {Ir rer:rn.'f: ..s•1rmln<:.JS. 

Dil.t\l: f°ltl<in so lm;p, Rema~s 

0.&1'2!3;'12: 

l'J~Bp.No, 

111001.l 

. oat~ 

c 
RMtarll$; VlOL/\TION ~OI;Xl 13 - El<ilE~Fire fi'lm;:;:Ji;re~. Clesr ALL lt~11.~ lnzh.;;Jir".il [:larils anti g&rland kx"!Fr.<d or:i fil'!!! 
e;iC;;!pes aroondl.aoo\'e reret:(!rn:r;i_2 ;idt!'.ress and 3.2:22 A4M $1. R~15\l.e-Ali. cablil· ·~·1ie$ ~!i;itl'n?d 4ri roc;f lood~~. 
lnr~ ... ~ {:(;IS!i:!ge tar drop !ildders 1~h (!Wrdngs or ramo'IO >:!IVrit.![;Ji>. 

From Ti;1 rmsp. R~!!f~ 
.. .:.. ..... .. 

13:Di'.:I 14:!}) {'..;:e \Galal!on no;;; r;-;;;m;t'te<;I, 

Si:bd.Dt. Area 'fyp'1 Dtisposltloq, Jn;;p~et 

1112$1'1-1 OS $~ c Cin; 

R-iimMk$; VIOIATION 1 IJEX.113- ElliWJ'Flf~ [~e3p!!s. Cli;.ar JI.LL ilems nr;;!l..11:ff.1g pl~ta and garl;nd lo~;)!etj: Ort ~;-a 
esca)ltis aroir.m:I ab¢'iC:: ~fr.=reti~d-addre;;;s.aro 3222' 26~:.1 St. RemaveALLoatlo \Vire~ a!l;l<;t1M Jo.lacfi.adder:;. 
hi:;fl!lll pll~Sf!Ge r-c:nrrop lad~rs 1hroo(iBJ ~·lil~.;r1g!! er remove c;\l.\Jlin~ . 
From To lll!iJl. Re!Thil~i> 

Fire Safety Inspections in San Francisco 127 



Exhibit 17.6 
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Exhibit 18 

San Francisco Fire Department 

NOTICE OF CORRECTIVE ACTION REQUIRED 

The prdpetiy a'i has been hii>p1~l:led b~· ihe ~.,,, t°;';).(:.t;i;i;cu Fin;: 
Deparlment and one or m0<1't condruons were obsem:;d that are no1. in .;;omplianoe wit~ !lio S;:;n ffilrrd~<:o Fir~ tacle, 
Please take action viilhin ho>.rrs of 11Je da~e cl thi'll natic.e ~;:, oorrect 

AJlrjwinl,1 lhi!s .;undl~ion Ii:; c.i;;1ntinv.o (;Q;)ld rosult in lll<Jo i$:W<liitOO or <i. Nl:;d!ee Q1 Vlolatil.ln. Ii ~ Npll~t11 of \/lc1$1100 is issuet;)!, 
1hE!'ll refnspectbn foe!> mlghl be i13SB!>sed. 

R!:iNSl"'EJCi1CN Ol'l Vldi.A ilalli f.l'!ES: f:iOCi'l Sf.l'C Secth:;n 112. ~ Aopendl:.: Chapled l 
If "'1 inspection b)• ., t!~sigt,.lwJJ o.'lic"" <>r empi:iyl>!l' <lf lhe- F¥e D6l"ilflm"nt d:b.fo~e~ l!< vi°"111cin or 11Y6 c.OOe, lile Ct<e1 shall detEm1IM 
.a >"3rtoo of l;rM lilal i1; <e&oS-:in;i::Jfe t.o rorns\ly tM ~l~3fo~ i!M r;;;ir<Sf>!!CJ: it>iJ, r.fl)pcr]y t'1 ·.'{lrify <;..:,tc.h i;:qr~~J;iqn, Th~ <Ji;~;W!m.,nl o.!1"'1l 
-t:®,;ct :i fee le <:C;itpen•..ie ft:Jr ii:><.~$ II) perfU."i'i1 e;uch retiSpe<:!'g,n ro ai!11if~ c-0r;e~Uoo af 1he oode ·1•kl!B1lcn ao.d s©Ure ·romp~arQa' 
l.'111~1 U1eo .B4Jpl.::'3b'la ;.;~uiremel!t;<. ir!!o~>9ctiOns ,•,flictJ require mor111ban O!IB .htM to· 1:;;implel!l will b9 :;l!l;i."'~ l.IJ ;µi ;ir.rlitioont· faa rat1>. d 
ror i>nt:h qi:.:ir1ar.•hD"Jr ir--0reml!nt b<iyi:m:l 1ii<I i;,-;a; sixty •t-.':t!L>Jos of the ~pw.tirei'tl'S uiHil:<l r!O\.\ew. 

CONDITION REQUIRING CORRECTIVE ACTION; !Ch'Br;k apprgprialilt b-o:o:) 

0 2007 SFFC Section SM.1 Combustible. Storage Hazardi. 
0 2007 SFFC S.Uc.lir.m .3152.1 C0;i1111St Clcilratr.<;:~$ :Mai~inei:I. 
D 200:1 SFFC S'!'!e!lcm M.1.4. ~ Sprinkler Sy.ste-m Malnrenance. 
bl 2007 SFFC Sect.ion 901.6 ifirn Ar.i.rm Maim;n..'1i!'I~. 
O 2007 $Ff'C ~C!la.n ~OG.1 rlr~ Extlng1,1lsher(s.) Rei:jlililrad. 
o 2007 SFFC Sec.lion '906.2 Fire Eirtlngufsher(s) l'lfaimavlilid, 
LI 2!)C)7 SFFC $i;,cilan 1004 3 Pt:>$tln~ Qf Oe.i;.up1mt t~ ln Publlc A.ss~mhlles. 
D 20ffl' SffC Seciion 1027.3 Exit Sign llliumifHltion. 
g 20tt7 SffC SuciiOrl 1027.!j Errt(t~fl(:y' l.lglifinS; 
D 2007 SFFC Sec.1ian· 1028:1 Exits Maintains cl arid Unobstruc!ed. 
a 2001 SfFC Slltciion 3~01.i Flam.mab~c ~nd CgmbU$tiblo t.h'ii.il<i Sti11r3ge. 
0 2007 Sf'FC Sec1km 3l'!Cl t.1 LPG StoratJe. 
[J 2007 SFFC Seciioo 105.6.32, Appendiio: Chapt't>r t Permit R~urrvd klr' Op.oo Fl~rn.;./C;jhi;U<}.ll<, 
LI 2C-07 &FFC Si!(:lii;iru 105.li.:l4, i\i>f;i(=fl\1ix Ch(:lpt.er t P~rmlt Req~tred fur Piaoe of Assembly. 
D 2•Xl7 SFFC SacllaITT 110:1.1, Appendix Chapt-er t Unsafe- Coml:iiiom;. 
tJ01f1er a 01her----------------··-····--···--·· 
o.Othar ______ _;_ ___________ ~~=~~··•1='""""<1<fr~--·~I!"*'·~=~~----

RE.SPOlllJSIBU: l"'ART'f:,_ __ ~...,....-----­
f:nrJ:N:t'Tl1t 

T<'kµh•x;.,: {·liS'.1 >=·~-~•nn 
F:t~ NM! l'.J.i:_i) ss& .. J31J Qr JJ2~ 
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City Hall 

BOARD of SUPERVISORS 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

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: ~ela 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 w~thin 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 
Resolution for the full Board's consideration. · 



2015-2016 Civil Grand Jury.,... ~µort: San Francisco Building and Fire Safety foo!V ~tion: A Tale of Two 
Departments: Department o~ .tilding Inspection and San Francisco Fire Depan ,1t 
Office of the Clerk of the Board 60-Day Receipt 
September 28, 2016 
Page2 

c: Honorable John K. Stewart, Presiding Judge 
Kathie Lowry, 2016-2017 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury 
Kitsaun King, 2016-2011 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 Com.mission 
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 Com.mission 
Ben Rosenfield, Office of the Controller 
Asja Steeves, Office of the Controller 
Jon Givner, City Attorney's Office 
Alisa Som.era, Office of the Clerk of the Board 
Severin Campbell, Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 
Jadie Wasilco, Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office 



BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

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

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

TDD/TTY No. 554..:5227 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: July 21, 2016 

To: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors 

From: f~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: 

• 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; 
• that the recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented in the future, with a 

timeframe for. implementation; 
• that the recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation of the scope of the 

analysis and timeframe of no 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 
July21,2016 
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 

2IPage 



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 meeting date 

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

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

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

D 

D 

D 

4. Request for letter beginning "Supervisor 

5. City Attorney request. 

6. Call File No. ._I _______ _,J from Committee. 

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

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No. ~I -----~ 
D 9. Reactivate File No. I.___ ____ ~ 

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

inquires" 

'------------------' 

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Commission 

D Planning Commission D 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." 

For Clerk's Use Only: 

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: _0-hef __ ---t·___,~~-------------f;- -


