FILE NO: 170659

Petitions and Communications received from May 15, 2017, through May 26, 2017, for
reference by the President to Committee considering related matters, or to be ordered filed
by the Clerk on June 6, 2017.

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

From the Office of the Mayor, pursuant to the Treasure Island Conversion Act of 1997 and
the Treasure Island Development Authority Bylaws, Article V, making the following
appointments: Copy: Each Supervisor. (1)

Mark Dunlop - Treasure Island Development Authority - term ending

February 26, 2020

Paul Giusti - Treasure Island Development Authority - term ending

April 28, 2018

Sharon Lai - Treasure Island Development Authority - term ending

February 26, 2021

From the Office of the Mayor, pursuant to Charter, Section 4.114, making the following
nomination: Copy: Each Supervisor. (2)
Kimberly Brandon - Port Commission - term ending May 1, 2021

From The Office of the Mayor, pursuant to Charter, Section 3.100(18), making the
following appointments: Copy: Each Supervisor. (3)
Larry Mazzola Jr. - Recreation and Park Commission - term ending June 27, 2018

From the Planning Department, submitting the Housing Balance Report No. 5. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (4)

From the Department of Police Accountability, submitting the 2016 Third Quarter
Comprehensive Statistical Report. Copy: Each Supervisor. (5)

From California Fish and Game, pursuant to Section 7110 of the Fish and Game Code,
submitting notice of proposed regulatory action, adding Section 1.95, Title 14 of the
California Code of Regulations, relating to a process to conform State recreational
regulations to federal regulations. Copy: Each Supervisors. (6)

From the Office of Contract Management and Compliance, submitting an Administrative
Code, Chapter 12B, Waiver Request. Copy: Each Supervisor. (7)

From Kim-Shree Maufas, regarding the reappointment of Petra DeJesus to the Police
Commission. Copy: Each Supervisor. (8)

From Lorraine Petty, regarding Inclusionary Housing and HOMESF. File Nos. 150969 and
170208. Copy: Each Supervisor. (9)



From concerned citizens, regarding the Groundwater Supply Project. 3 letters. File No.
170456. Copy: Each Supervisor. (10)

From Gabor Cselle, regarding the ban on delivery robots. File No. 170599. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (11)

From Pete Nowicki, regarding base fines. Copy: Each Supervisor. (12)

From David Serrano Sewell of the Hospital Council of Northern and Central California,
regarding Senate Bill 687. Copy: Each Supervisor. (13)

From concerned citizens, regarding HOMESF. File No. 150969. 4 letters. Copy: Each
Supervisor. (14) '

From Christine Harris, regarding Dolores Park litter problems. Copy: Each Supervisor.
(15)

From Aaron Goodman, regarding BVHP Redevelopment Plan and HPS Redevelopmentv
Plan/ Prop O. File No. 170413. Copy: Each Supervisor. (16)

From Golden State Bail Agents Association regarding SB10 (Hertzberg) and AB42 (Bonta)
known as the “Bail Reform bills.” Copy: Each Supervisor. (17)
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May 16, 2017

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors-
San Francisco City Hall - | 2
1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place o v
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

Pursuant to the Treasure Island Conversion Act of 1997 and the Treasure Island Development
Authority (TIDA) Bylaws, Article V, I hereby reappoint Mark Dunlop as a member of the TIDA
Board of Directors and appoint Paul Giusti and Sharon Lai to serve as members of the TIDA
Board of Directors.

Mr. Dunlop, an elector of the City and County of San Francisco, is reappointed to Seat 6 for a
term ending February 26, 2020. His reappointment is effective upon approval by the Board of
Supervisors.

Mr, Giusti, an elector of the City and County of San Francisco, is appointed to Seat 7, formerly
held by Larry Mazzola, Jr., for a term ending April 28, 2018. His appointment is effective upon
approval by the Board of Supervisors.

Ms. Lai, an elector of the City and County of San Francisco, is appointed to Seat 2, formerly held
by Tomas Aragon, for a term ending February 26, 2021. Her appointment is effective upon
approval by the Board of Supervisors.

Please see the attached resumes which will illustrate how Mr. Dunlop, Mr. Giusti and Ms. Lai’s
qualifications allow him to represent the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse
populations of San Francisco.

Should you have any questions related to this appointment, please contact my Deputy Chief of
Staff, Francis Tsang, at (415) 554-6467.

Bdwin M.
Mayor ./



Biography of Mark Dunlop

Mark Dunlop has been a resident of San Francisco for more than 30 years. During that time, he
has been active in local political and social issues.

Becoming a member of the Alice B. Toklas LGBT Democratic Club he in 1977 he participated
in the fight against the Briggs Initiative, an initiative that would have prohibited gays from
becoming teachers. In 1980 he was a cofounder of the Haight Ashbury Community Services, one
of the longest running food programs for needy San Franciscans,

From the beginning of the AIDs epidemic Mark has participated in several organizations giving
support to People Living With HIV(PLWHIV) disease. He formed an informational discussion
group at All Saints Parish in the Haight to give practical and spiritual help to PLWHIV. Having
AlDs himself he spoke on national television urging the Reagan Administration to pay more
attention to the disease. In 1997 Mark also became a member of the San Francisco HIV planning
" Council. He participated in the housing committee and was Chair of the Membership Committee.

Mark has also been involved in housing issues and was appointed by Mayor Agnos to the
Citizens Committee on Community Development where he became chair of the housing
subcommittee and eventual chair of the Citizens Committee itself.

In 1997, Mayor Willie Brown appointed Mark to the San Francisco Redevelopment Commission
where he has served as Vice- President and President. One of seven commissioners in charge of
public policy and long term planning for the San Francisco Redevelopment Agency. Reviewing
and approving development plans and then implementation and management of major '
redevelopment projects throughout the City and County of San Francisco. The Commission also
approves the hiring of the Agency’s executive staff, Major development projects during his
tenure until September 2006 include AT&T Park, the development at Mission Bay and Hunter’s
Point Shipyard.

In September 2006, Mayor Gavin Newsom appointed Mark to the San Francisco Human Rights
Commission (SFHRC) to oversee the proper and efficient implementation of public policy by the
staff of the Human Rights Commission. The Commissioners also serve as the judicial body for
disputes regarding the implementation of the City’s fair hiring practices. Also served as Co-chair
of the Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender Advisory Committee (LGBTAC). The LGBTAC
advises the SFHRC on issues relating to the LGBT community.

In September 2008, Mayor Gavin Newsom appointed Mark to the Golden Gate Park Concourse
Authority, working with San Francisco Rec and Park Department to design, construct, operate
and maintain the underground parking facility on behalf of the City as well as oversee renovation
of the Concourse grounds.

In December 2010, Mayor Newsom appointed Mark to the Treasure Island Development
Authority Board of Directors to fill an unexpired term. He was reappointed in 2012 by Mayor
Ed Lee, and is currently serving on the TIDA Board.



Additional Volunteer Activities and Honors

1981 Helped create a lunch program for distressed families at All Saints Episcopal Church in the Haight.
It offers a warm meal every Saturday and is one the longest operating programs of its kind.

1983-1985. In conjunction with the food program created and ran a safer sex information and condom
distribution program,

1988 Participated in Congresswoman Nancy Pelosi’s monthly meetings on the AIDS crisis.

1991-1998 Citizens Committee on Community Development Appointed by Mayor Art Agnos,
Reappointed by Mayors Frank Jordan and Willie L. Brown. Served on various sub committees and was
elected chairman of the Housing Sub Committee.

1995 Invited by President Bill Clinton to be a participant in the first White House AIDS Conference.

2004, 2005 Volunteered at the early Project Homeless Connect as well Project School Connect.

2004-2006 President of Positive Peddlers, an organization dedicated to helping PWA/HIV find
friendship, challenge and better health through bicycling events.

As an AIDS Ride participant and President of Positive Peddlers I have helped raise over $20,000 to fight
HIV/AIDS

2005-2007 Mayor Newsom appointed me to be a member of the Public Housing Task Force. Creating and
presenting to the Mayor the document: “HOPE SF: REBUILDING PUBLIC HOUSING AND
RESTORING OPPORTUNITY FOR ITS RESIDENTS”

2008 Worked as a volunteer for the election of President Obama. From August to November 2008, 1 was
the Office Manager and Assistant Field Manager at the Carson City, Nevada field office.

2009 to Present After leaving the HRC Commission I have continued to serve on the LGBT HRC
Advisory Committee, working on numerous sub committees addressing issues of racism in our own
community as well as other issues of discrimination against LGBT people.

2009 to Present Board Member, Alice B. Toklas Lesbian, Gay, Bisexual, Transgender, Democratic Club.
The largest and oldest LGBT club in San Francisco.
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Received
caurorviaForm 7 00 STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS ot v oy
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION » E-Filed

A PUBLIC DOGUMENT _ COVER PAGE ettt ll
. Filing iD:
Please type or print in ink. | 164531681

NAME OF FILER (LAST) {FIRST) {MIDDLE)

Dunlop, Mark

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)

City and County of San Francisco
Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable Your Position

Treasure Island Development Authority Member

» If filing for multiple positions, list below or on an attachment. (Do not use acronyms)

Agency: Position;
2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at least one box)
[] State \ (1 Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
[ Multi-County County of _San_Francisco
City of San Francisco D Other
3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box) i
Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2016, through [] Leaving Office: Date left /|
December 31, 2016 - (Check one) _
or The period covered is j through QO The period covered is January 1, 2016, through the date of
December 31, 2016 ' leaving office.
] Assuming Office: Date assumed / J O The period covered is ____/_____/_____, through the date

of leaving office.

[ Candidate: ElectionYear —_____ and office sought, if different than Part 1

e

4. Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages including this cover page: —l——
Schedules attached

[C] Schedule A1 - Investments - schedule attached [1 schedule C - Incoms, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
(] Schedule A-2 - Investments - schedule attached [1 Schedule D - Income - Gifts - schedule attached
[] Schedule B - Real Property — schedule attached [] Schedule E - income - Gifts ~ Travel Payments - schedule attached

wQOf«

None - No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS STREET CITY STATE ZIP CODE
(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Doctiment}

San Francisco CA 94130
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER . E-MAIL ADDRESS

( )

| have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement, | have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained
herein and in any attached schedules is true and complete. | acknowledge this is a public document.

| certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Date Signed _04/03/2017 Signature _Mark Dunlop
(month, day, year) (File the originally signed statement with your filng official.}

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017)
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toli-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



Paul F Giusti

5320 Diamond Heights Blvd. K306, San Francisco, CA 94131 | 415.715.6229 | pgiusti@recology.com

Objective

To serve on a commission where I can apply my skills and experience to help improve the quality of life of
the citizens of the City and County of San Francisco.

Skills & Abilities

COMMUNICATION |

- Natural and persuasive communicator with an ability to inspire individuals to work towards achieving
a common goal. As Operations and Business Manager for Sunset Scavenger Company, communicated
safety and customer service policies and goals to over 400 Teamster drivers, mechanics and shop, and
customer service employees. Comfortable speaking in front of large groups and defusing contentious
issues through the ability to create consensus among divergent groups. Represented and spoken on
behalf of Recology at numerous civic events and town hall meetings.

LEADERSHIP

- Currently serve as Board-Chair for the Asian Pacific American Center (APACC), a non-profit located in
Visitation Valley serving primarily mono-lingual, low income Asian seniors and families.

- Current and one of the original members of the Workforce Investment San Francisco board (WISF).

- An original member of the Community Clean team initiative, developed and implemented the Gigantic 3
service provided to each district monthly. '

+ Served for nine years as a member of the Mayor’s grafﬁtl advisory committee.

« Served for the last ten years as the San Francisco representative for the Recology Volunteer Committee. .
Most recently organized and coordinated 200 Recology volunteers to do a major landscape and clean-
up of the Willie Mays Boys and Girls Club. Past events have included landscaping in Golden Gate Park
and painting and fixing up the Bayview YMCA facilities. '

GROUP COMMUNITY & GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS MANAGER | RECOLOGY | 2011 - CURRENT

- Represent the San Francisco group of Recology companies to communicate Recology’s Zero Waste goals
and programs at community meetings and public events.

- Manage public relations, customer outreach and education and field media requests and questions.

. Serve as liaison to City departments, agencies and elected officials drawing on almost 40 years of
relationships built through service to the City of San Francisco.

BUSINESS UNIT MANAGER | SUNSET SCAVENGER COMPANY | 2001-2010
In addition to the overall operations of the company, managed all departments within budgets,
responsible for labor contract management and key team member for numerous labor negotiations.
Represented company in labor arbitrations as well as other legal issues around workers compensation
and auto / general liability. ’



SENIOR OPERATIONS MANAGER | SUNSET SCAVENGER COMPANY | 1998-2001
- Supervised and managed overall operations of the company, including customer service, truck and
garage.

DISPATCHER | SUNSET SCAVENGER COMPANY | 1994-96

- Responsible for daily assignments of over 300 drivers to routes. Responsible for weekly payroll and
attendance. Responsible for hiring of new drivers. Performed various Human Resource functions in the
years prior to having a dedicated human resource professional.

CURBSIDE RECYCLING OPERATIONS MANAGER | SUNSET SCAVENGER COMPANY | 1993-94
« Manager for the daily operations of the fledgling curbside recycling division for Sunset Scavenger and
Golden Gate Recycling. Streamlined and implemented processes to successfully improve the program.

SPECIAL PROJECTS | SUNSET SCAVENGER COMPANY | 1990-92

- Performed routine route audits to ensure correct service and rates.

+ Worked on team to re-route trucks based on'time and weight efficiencies.

+ Cold called commercial customers to sell them on subscribing to new recycling programs.

GARBAGE TRUCK DRIVER | SUNSET SCAVENGER COMPANY | 1977 - 90

- Joined Teamsters Local 350 and began career as a helper on a garbage truck. Studied and obtained
Class B truck driver license and assumed responsibility for the safe operation of the truck. Eventually
becoming a crew foreman of my own route.

Education
College | Attended 1973 - 1975 | College of Marin, Kentfield, CA

High School | Graduated 1973 | Sir Francis Drake High, San Anselmo, CA

Elementary / Junior High | Graduated 1969 | St Vincent de Paul, San Francisco, CA

Page 2
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NAME OF FiLER (LAST) (FIRST) ’ (MIDDLE)

Giusti, Paul F

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms}

City and County of San Francisco

Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable Your Position

Workforce Investment Board Member

» I filing for multiple positions, list below or on an attachment, {Do not use acronyms}

Agency: Position:

2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at least one box)

[ ] State ‘ [] Judge or Court Commissioner {Statewide Jurisdiction)
[ Multi-County l : County of _San Francisco
City of San Francisco . D Other

3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box)

Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2018, through [T Leaving Office: Dateleft /[
December 31, 2016 (Check one)
-or- '
The period covered is / / through QO The period covered is January 1, 20186, through the date of
December 31, 2016 ) leaving office.
[] Assuming Office: Date assumed / / O The period covered is ___J__/_____, through the date

of leaving office.

[] Candidate: ElectionYear —_ and office sought, if different than Part 1:

4. Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages including this cover page: —2

Schedules attached
Schedule A-1 - /nvestments - schedule aftached Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions — schedule attached
[] Schedule A-2 - investments - schedule attached ] Schedule D - Income — Gifts ~ schedule attached
Schedule B - Real Property - schedule attached [ schedule E - Income -~ Gifts — Travel Payments — schedule aftached
“Of=

[1J None - No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS STREET CiTY STATE ZIP CODE
(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document)

San Francisco CA 94134
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER E-MAIL ADDRESS

( )

| have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement. | have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge:the information contained
herein and in any attached schedules is true and complete. | acknowledge this is a public document.

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Date Signed _03/21/2017 Signature _Paul F Giusti
(month, day, year) (File the originally signed statement with your filing official.)

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017)
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE A-1
Investments

Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests
(Ownership Interest is Less Than 10%)
Do not attach brokerage or financial statements.

caurorniarorm 700

FAIR‘POLlTICAL'PRACTICES COMMISSION

Name

Giusti, Paul F

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

Pacific Gas & Electric
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Energy Transmision

FAIR MARKET VALUE
(] $2,000 - $10,000
] $100,001 - $1,000,000

$10,001 - $100,000
[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock [] other
(Describe}

[] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / / /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

Twenty First Century Fox
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Entertainment

FAIR MARKET VALUE
$2,000 - $10,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000

[ $10,001 - $100,000
[[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock [] other
{Describe)

] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
QO Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedtle C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / / /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[] $2,000 - $10,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000

] $10,001 - $100,000
[ over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[] stock [ other
{Describe)

[T Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499 .
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / / /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
1 $2,000 - $10,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000

[] $10,001 - $100,000
] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
] Stock ] Other
(Describe)

D Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
QO Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / / /
ACQUIRED DiSPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[ $2,000 - $10,000
7] $100,001 - $1,000,000

7] $10,001 - $100,000
[ over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[7] stock ] other
{Describe}

[] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[ $2,000 - $10,000
7] $100,001 - $1,000,000

7] $10,001 - $100,000
[] Over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[ stock [] other
{Describe}

[1 'Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / / / / / ) /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED ACQUIRED DISPOSED
Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017) Sch. A-1
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toli-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE B

oo 700

_ FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Interests in Real Property Name

(Including Rental Income)

Giusti, Paul F

B ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS

5320 Diamond Heights Blvd. K306

cIty

San Francisco

FAIR MARKET VALUE
] $2.000 - $10,000
] $10,001 - $100,000 - -
$100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[] over $1,000,000

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

NATURE OF INTEREST

Ownership/Deed of Trust [T} Easement

[7] Leasehold O

Yrs, remaining Other

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME REGEIVED
[ 50 - 499 [] $s00 - $1,000 ] $1.001 - $10,000
] $10,001 - $100,000 [] over $100,000

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: [f. you own a 10%. or greater
interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $10,000 or more.

D None

» ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS

CITY

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[] $2,000 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

Y SN A S —

D $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[} over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INTEREST
[7] ownership/Deed of Trust [[] Easement
[] Leasehold [
Yrs. remaining Other

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
[] o - $490 [] $500 - $1,000 [] $1.001 - $10,000
] $10,001 - $100,000 [7] oveR $100,000

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater
interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $10,000 or more.

[_—_] None

*

You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions made in the lenders regular course of

business on terms available to members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and
loans received not in a lender's regular course of business must be disclosed as follows: ‘

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

%  [] None

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
] $500 - $1,000 [T $1,001 - $10,000
[] $10.001 - $100,000 [] oVER $100,000

[] Guarantor, if applicable

Comments:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

%  [] None

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[7] $s00 - $1,000 [] $1,001 - $10,000
1 $10,001 - $100,000 [] OVER $100,000

[] Guarantor, if applicable

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017) Sch. B
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE C caurorniarorm 700
Income. Loans., & Business FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
’ ’ : ‘ :
Positions Name

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED .
NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Recology Sunset Scavenger
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

San Francisco, CA 94134
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

Refuse Removal

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

Group Community and Government Affairs Manager

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED |:| No Income - Business Position Only
] $500 - $1,000 ] $1,001 - $10,000
] $10,001 - $100,000 OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
Salary D Spouse's or registered domestic partner’s income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)
D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[7] sale of

" GROSS INCOME REGEIVED

{Real property, car, boat, elc.)
] Loan repayment

[T Commission or [ ] Rental Income, iist each source of $10,000 or more

(Describe)

7] other

(Describe)

*

» 2. LOANS RECEIVED OR QUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

Giusti, Paul P

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED =

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

] No Income - Business Position Only
[] $1,001 - $10,000
[ oveRr $100,000

] $500 - $1,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
[] Salary D Spouse’s or registered domestic partner’s income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)
[:] Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[7] sale of

[] Loan repayment

(Real property, car, boal, efc.)

[[] Commission or [ ] Rental Income, fist each source of 810,000 or more

(Describe)

(71 other

(Describe)

You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions, or any indebtedness created as part of a

retail instaliment or credit card transaction, made in the lender’s regular course of business on terms available to
members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and loans received not in a lender's

regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

HIGHEST BALANGCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[] $500 - $1,000

] $1,001 - $10,000

[} $10,001 - $100,000

[T] OVER $100,000

Comments:

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

%  [] None

SECURITY FOR LOAN .
[] Nore [] Personal residence

[[] Real Property

Strest address

City

[ ] Guarantor

[ other

{Describe}

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017) Sch, C
FPPC Advice Email: advice @fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



SHARON W. LAl

Phone (626) 374-3345 E-mail sharon.w.lai@gmail.com

Junior League of San Francisco (JLSF) - Board of Director and Volunteer (2011-present)

JLSF activities include: Local community program partnerships with Pomeroy Recreation & Rehabilitation
Center, Raphael House, San Francisco Child Abuse Prevention Center, San Francisco Education Fund, and
SMART; Grants and bridge funding for local programs; and Advocacy at State level.

At Large Board Director and other leadership roles in volunteerism, committee chalr, event planning,
grant making, and strategic planning for the local chapter of an international women's non-profit
organization with over 2000 members in San Francisco,

March of Dimes - Event Board (2015-present)
Events Board member for the annual"Signature Chefs Auction” fundraiser for research, advocacy and
awareness to end premature births, raising $300,000 annually.

Habitat for Humanity, Global Village Program ~ Volunteer (2009)

Director of Development - One Vassar, LLC, (2015-Present)

- Spearhead and direct community development and outreach program efforts

- Evaluate commercial and residential development opportunities nationwide in various markets

- Lead master planning and project development efforts for over 1.5 million square feet of fransit
oriented developments

- Develop and manage multi-disciplinary project teams for pre-development, development and
construction projects nationwide, including architects, engineers, land use attormeys, environmental
consuitants, surveyors and public relations consultants

- Perform analysis for concept development and feasibility of significant value add projects

“ Oversee and negotiate contracts

- Formulate new and refine existing development project scope and strategies

- Lead architectural and programmatic development of projects

- Research, evaluate and interpret market information, land use law and policies

- Perform due diligence research in support of land acquisition

- Financial tracking and performance analysis

Planner/Senior Planner - City and County of San Francisco, California (2008-2015)

- Management of hundreds of residential and commercial project applications

- Conduct quantitative and qualitative review of development projects

- Develop Department positions on a variety of land use applications

- Specialize in implementation of local and state regulatory requirements and policies

- Senior level experience with design review and with the Planning Code for a wide variety of
development projects, including residential, mixed-use projects and tower developments.

- Represent the Department at the Planning Commission and Community Meetings

- Represent the Department in preliminary project scoping meetings with constituents

- Participate in cross-division special projects such as process improvement, Carshare legislation,
density bonus programs, space planning efforts, Broadway Streets Improvements, Sunset
Survey, Internship Program, Glen Park area plan, and Glen Park BART station redevelopment RFQ




Planning Technician - City of Piedmont, California (2005- 2008)

Process design review applications, examine for compliance; conduct site visits of commercial
and residential properties

Compile information; prepare statistical and narrative reports and other technical documents
for the Planning Commission and City Coundil

Attend Planning Commission meetings and act as the City’s laison to outside agencies
(Alameda County Housing and Community Development Agency, Congestion Management
Agency, and Oakland's Lake Merritt Water Quality Technical Committee), facilitate
cooperation, compliance reviews and reports, and secure funding

Revise and develop the City’s policies, guidelines, municipal code, and applications

General Motors Marketing Internship Program, Los Angeles {2002)
Hong Kong Trade Development Council Internship, Wuhan, China (2000)

LEED AP {Since 2009)

University of California Berkeley, (2005)

BA in Development Studies, concentration in Asia and Economic Development
Minor in City and Regional Planning, emphasis in Housing and Transportation

National University of Singapore, (2004)
Emphasis in Micro and Macro development of the Asian-Pacific




STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS
COVER PAGE

P/ease type or print in ink.
NAME OF FILER  (LAST) (FIRST) {MIDDLE)
Lal Sharon Wai Sum
1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)

Treasure [sland Development Authority
Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable Your Pasition

Board : Member of the Board

» If filing for multiple positions, list below or on an attachment, (Do not use acronyms})

Agency: Position:
2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at feast one box)
] state [} Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
{] Multi-County [T County of
Chy of San Francisco [ Other

3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box)

Annual; The period covered is January 1, 2016, through (] Leaving Office: Date Left ] J
Dscember 31, 2016, {Check one)
or The period covered Is 1,1, 20186 through O The period covered Is January 1, 2016, through the date of
December 31, 2016, oy, Baving office.
(] Assuming Office: Date assumed J / O The period covered is J - through

the date of leaving office,

[T} Candidate: Election year . and office sought, If different than Part 1:

4. Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages including this COVEr PAGE! wmmmmmm—
Schedules attached

{7} Schedule A-1 - Investments - schedule atached Schedule C + Income, Loans, & Business Positions - schedule attached

{7 schedule A-2 - Investments — schedule attached (] Schedule D » income ~ Gifts - schedule attached

Schedule B - Real Property ~ schedule afached X} Schedule E - income - Gifts ~ Travel Payments ~ schedule attached
-orI

[ None - No reportable interests on any schedule
5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS STREET cy STATE ZIF CODE
(Buslness or Agency Addrass Reco J - Pubiic Di

750 Castro Street San Francisco CA 94114
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER E-MAIL ADDRESS

{ 416 }271-1313 sharon.w.lai@gmail.com

| have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement. | have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained
herein and in any aftached schedules is true and complete. | acknowledge this is a public dogument,

[ centify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing Is true and correct,

-

Date Signed L’;} l ! t 1 Signature {20
{month, day, year; {Fite the oniginally signed statement with your iing official.)

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017)
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppe.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov




SCHEDULE B

CALIFORNIA FORM 7 0 0

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Interests in Real Property Name
{Including Rental Income)

» ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS
4057 19th Street

CITY
San Francisco

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[] $2.000 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

—J-y1® __J /16

7] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
Over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INTEREST
Ownership/Deed of Trust [7] Easement
[[] Leasehold
Yrs. remaining Other

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED

[] $0 - 499 "] $500 - $1,000 [ $1.001 - $10,000
$10,001 - $100,000 [] ovER $100,000

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater

interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $10,000 or more.

D None
Ryan Hartigan and Jordan Vadnais

» ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS

CITY

FAIR MARKET VALUE
] $2,000 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

4186 _ 4 416

- ] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[] over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INTEREST
[ ownership/Deed of Trust [[] easement
[] Leasehold
Yrs. remaining Other

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED

[C] $0 - $499 [] $500 - $1,000 [] $1.001 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000 [] oVER $100,000

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater

interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $10,000 or more, :

|:| None

¥ You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions made in the lender’s regular course of
business on terms available to members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and
loans received not in a lender’s regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

%  [] None

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[ $500 - $1,000 [ $1.001 - $10,000
[ $10,001 - $100,000 [] oVER $100,000

[[] Guarantor, if applicable

Comments:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

% 7] None

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[] ss00 - $1,000 ] $1.001 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000 [[] oVvER $100,000

[] cuarantor, if applicable

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017) Sch. B
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline; 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



SCHEDULE C CALIFORNIA FORM 700
) Income Loans & Business FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
) ’
Positions Name

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED » 1. INCOME RECEIVED

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

One Vassar, LLC
ADDRESS (Business AddressJAcceptable)

433 California Street, 7th Floor, San Francisco
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

Real Estate

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

Director of Development

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED [J No Income - Business Position Only
[ $500 - $1,000 [] $1,001 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000 OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

Salary E] Spouse's or registered domestic partner’s income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[] sale of

[] Loan repayment

(Real property, car, boat, efc.)

[[] Commission or ] Rental Income, fist each source of $10,000 or more

(Describe)

[] other

(Describe}

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

J.P. Morgan

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
560 Mission Street, San Francisco
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE
Banking

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

Executive Director

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED D No Income - Business Position Only
] $500 - $1,000 [] $1,001 - $10,000
[ $10,001 - $100,000 OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

[] salary Spouse's or registered domestic partner’s income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)

D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[ sale of

[[] Loan repayment

(Real property, car, boat, efc.)

[[] Commission or [ Rental Income, #ist each source of $10,000 or more

(Describe)

[] other

(Describe)

» 2. LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

* You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions, or any indebtedness created as part of a
retail installment or credit card transaction, made in the lender’s regular course of business on terms available to
members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and loans received not in a lender’s

regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[] $500 - $1,000

] $1,001 - $10,000

] $10,001 - $100,000

[] OVER $100,000

Comments:

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

%  [] None

SECURITY FOR LOAN
[[] None [[] Personal residence

[ Real Property

Strest address

City

[] Guarantor

[ other

(Describe)

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017) Sch. C
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



SCHEDULE E

CALIFORNIA FORM 700

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Income — Gifts Name
Travel Payments, Advances,

and Reimbursements

» Mark either the gift or income box.

« Mark the “501(c)(3)” box for a travel payment received from a nonprofit 501(c)(3) organization
or the “Speech” box if you made a speech or participated in a panel. These payments are not
subject to the gift limit, but may result in a disqualifying conflict of interest.

« For gifts of travel, provide the travel destination.

»- NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)
Junior League of San Francisco

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
2226 Fillmore Street

CITY AND STATE
San Francisco, CA 94114

501 {c)(3) or DESCRIBE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

pateey 41416 . i awms240.20

(if gif)
» MUST CHECK ONE: Gift -or- [ Income
O Made a Speech/Participated in a Panel
@ Other - Provide Description AJLI conference flight

reimbursement

> If Gift, Provide Travel Destination Atianta

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

CITY AND STATE

El 501 (c)(3) or DESCRIBE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

DATE(S):— /- [ [ AMTS

(If gift)
» MUST CHECK ONE: D Gift -or- I:] Income
O Made a Speech/Participated in a Panel

(O Other - Provide Description

» If Gift, Provide Travel Destination

» NAME OF SOURCE (Not an Acronym)

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

CITY AND STATE

D 501 (c)(3) or DESCRIBE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

DATE(S): Sl - [ [ AMT:S
(If gift)

» MUST CHECK ONE:  [] Gift -or- [] Income

(O Made a Speech/Participated in a Panel

O Other - Provide Description

» If Gift, Provide Travel Destination

Comments:

» NAME OF SOURCE (Nof an Acronym)

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

CITY AND STATE

D 501 (c)(3) or DESCRIBE BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

DATES): — S [ - [ | AMTS
_ (If gift)

> MUST CHECK ONE: [T} Git -or- [] Income

(O Made a Speech/Participated in a Panel

(O Other - Provide Description

» If Gift, Provide Travel Destination

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017) Sch. E
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

May 16, 2017 | | ;}»
Angela Calvillo ' o &
Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors P

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

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

Pursuant to Charter Section 4.114, I hereby make the following nomination:

Kimberly Brandon, to the San Francisco Port Commission, for a term ending May 1, 2021.

I am confident that Ms. Brandon, an elector of the City and County, will continue to serve our
community well. Attached are her qualifications, which demonstrate how this appointment
represents the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and

County of San Francisco.

Should you have any questions related to this appointment, please contact my Deputy Chief of
Staff, Francis Tsang at (415) 554-6467.




Kimberly Brandon

Kimberly Brandon was appointed to the San Francisco Port Commission by Mayor Willie L. Brown, Jr. in
August 1997. She is the current Vice President of the Port Commission. She was elected President of the
Port Commission in 2000, 2001, 2008 and 2011 and served as Vice President in 1998, 1999, 2002, 2003,
2006, 2007 and 2010. Ms. Brandon is a native San Franciscan who has dedicated a career to social
justice and economic empowerment.

She is the first African-American woman to serve on the San Francisco Port Commission. The Port
Commission oversees seven and one half miles of the most expensive real estate in the country that”
includes maritime, commercial and retail developments. Amongst its tenants are AT&T Park, the Ferry
Building and Fisherman’s Wharf. Ms. Brandon has been actively involved in the Port's city-wide
community outreach efforts. She is responsible for spearheading the Southern Waterfront Advisory
Committee (SWAC), so that the communities in the Southeast portion of San Francisco would be
included in the Port's plans for development of the Southern Waterfront. Ms. Brandon also has promoted
diversity in staff hiring and contracting to ensure that the Port is representative of the City and County of
San Francisco.

She has been instrumental in fostering international trade relations with sister ports including participation
in delegations to the People's Republic of China, Vietham, Argentina, Chile, Ghana and Mexico.

Ms. Brandon has also mapped a flourishing career in the field of financial services. Currently she serves
as Senior Vice President and Wealth Advisor with Morgan Stanley, where she oversees over $200 million
in assets of high net worth individuals, foundations, endowments and public entities. Prior to joining
Morgan Stanley she had a successful stint as Vice President and Private Client Manager with the Private
Bank of Bank of America.

Ms. Brandon is a graduate of San Francisco State University. She has completed Cannon Financials
Certified Wealth Strategist Mastery Program and holds the National Association of Securities Dealers
Series 7 and 66 licenses. :

Ms. Brandon is very active in the San Francisco community with involvement in civic and political causes.
She spends numerous hours serving the community on various non profit boards and is currently active
as a board trustee of the Museum of African Diaspora, PACT, Inc. and The Young Scholars Program.



060600023~-NFH-0029

Date Initial Filing

Received
caurorniaForm f 00 STATEMENT OF ECONOMIC INTERESTS
FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION E-Filed

A PUBLIC DOCUMENT COVER PAGE osj0era017
Filing 1D:
Please type or print in ink. 163733286

NAME OF FILER {LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE)

Brandon, Kimberly

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)

City and County of San Francisco

Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable Your Position

Port Commission Commissioner

» If filing for multiple positions, list below or on an attachment. (Do not use acronyms)

Agency: ‘ Position;
2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at least one box)
[ state _ [[1 Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
(] Mult-County County of _San_Francisco
[ city of [] other

3. Type of Statement (Check at least one box)

Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2016, through ) ] Leaving Office: Date Left /[
December 31, 2016 (Check one)
-0r- .
The period covered is ] / through O The period covered is January 1, 2018, through the date of
December 31, 2016 leaving office.
[0 Assuming Office: Date assumed J / O The period covered is /[, through the date

of leaving office.

[] Candidate: Election Year .. and office sought, if different than Part 1:
e
4. Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages including this cover page: w

Schedules attached

Schedule A-1 - Investments — schedule attached Schedule C - Income, Loans, & Business Positions - schedule attached
Schedule A-2 - Investments — schedule attached [] Schedule D - Income — Gifts — schedule attached
[] Schedule B - Real Properly - schedule attached [[] schedule E - Income - Gifts — Travel Payments ~ schedule attached

=Qr=
] None - No reportable interests on any schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS STREET city STATE ZIP CODE
(Business or Agency Address Recommended - Public Document)

San Francisco CA 94111
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER E-MAIL ADDRESS

( )

I have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this statement, | have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained
herein and in any attached schedules is true and complete. | acknowledge this is a public document,

| certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct.

Date Signed _03/06/2017 Signature _Kimberly Brandon
(month, day, year} (File the originally signed statement with your filing official)

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017)
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE A-1
Investments

caurorniarorm £00

FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION

Name

Stocks, Bonds, and Other Interests
(Ownership Interest is Less Than 10%)

Brandon, Kimberly

Do not attach brokerage or financial statements.

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

> NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

Morgan Stanley
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

Investment Banking Firm

FAIR MARKET VALUE
] $2.000 - $10,000
$100,001 - $1,000,000

[7] $10,001 - $100,000
[C] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stack [] other
(Describe)

[] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
QO Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / ' / /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[J $2.000 - $10,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000

[] $10,001 - $100,000
[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
Stock Cther
D D {Describe)

I:] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
O Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/. / / /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[ $2,000 - $10,000
[] $400,001 - $1,000,000

[ $10,001 - $100,000
1 over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[ stock [] other
{Describe)

] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
QO Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / / /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[ $2,000 - $10,000
[[7 $100,001 - $1,000,000

[] $10,001 - $100,000
[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[ stock [1 other
{Describe)

[[] Parinership O Income Received of $0 - $499
Q Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / / /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED

» NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
] $2,000 - $10,000
] $100,001 - $1,000,000

] $10,001 - $100,000
[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
] stock [[] other
(Describe)

[] Parinership O Income Received of $0 - $499 »
O Income Recelved of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

NAME OF BUSINESS ENTITY

GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS

FAIR MARKET VALUE
[1 $2,000 - $10,000
[] $100,001 - $1,000,000

[[] $10,001 - $100,000
[[] over $1,000,000

NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[ stock 7] other
(Describe)

[] Partnership O Income Received of $0 - $499
QO Income Received of $500 or More (Report on Schedule C)

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:

/ / / / / / / /
ACQUIRED DISPOSED ACQUIRED DISPOSED
Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017) Sch. A1
FPPC Advice Email: advice @fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE A-2 CALIFORNIA FORM 700
Investments, |ncome, and Assets FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
of Business Entities/Trusts

Name

{Ownership Interest is 10% or Greater) Brandon, Kimberly
» 1. BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST » 1. BUSINESS E| Y OR TRUST
Kimberly K. Brandon Trust Kimberly K Brandon Trust
Name Name
San Francisco, Ca 94124 San Francisco, Ca 94124
Address (Business Address Acceptable) Address (Business Address Acceptable)
Check one ' Check one
Trust, go fo 2 [[] Business Entity, complete the box, then go to 2 Trust, go fo 2 [] Business Entity, complete the box, then go to 2
|
GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS ) | GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THIS BUSINESS
FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
[] $0 - $1,999 I 50 - $1.909 :
(] $2,000 - $10,000 —_—d I || ] $2,000 - $10,000 e
D $10,001 - $100,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED | D $10,001 - $100,000 ACQUIRED DISPQSED
[:] $100,001 - $1,000,000 3 D $100,001 - $1,000,000 :
[] over $1,000,000 il [ ] Over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INVESTMENT NATURE OF INVESTMENT
[l Partnership  [] Sole Proprietorship  [_] | [] Partnership  [_] Sole Proprietorship  []
Other Other
YOUR BUSINESS POSITION ) YOUR BUSINESS POSITION
» 2. IDENTIFY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA | » 2. IDENTIFY THE GROSS INCOME RECEIVED (INCLUDE YOUR PRO RATA
SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST) SHARE OF THE GROSS INCOME TO THE ENTITY/TRUST)
D $0 - $499 $10,001 - $100,000 $0 - $499 [:| $10,001 - $100,000
$500 - $1,000 [:l OVER $100,000 [:| $500 ~ $1,000 [:] OVER $100,000
[] $1,001 - $10,000 : [ $1,001 - $10,000
» 3. LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF » 3. LIST THE NAME OF EACH REPORTABLE SINGLE SOURCE OF
INCOME OF $10,000 OR MORE (attach a separate sheet if necessary.) INCOME OF $1 0,000 OR MORE (Attach a separate sheet if necessary.)
None or [] Names listed below None or [] Names listed below
» 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR » 4. INVESTMENTS AND INTERESTS IN REAL PROPERTY HELD OR
LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST LEASED BY THE BUSINESS ENTITY OR TRUST
Check one box: Check one box: '
D INVESTMENT REAL PROPERTY D INVESTMENT REAL PROPERTY
Name of Business Entity, if Investment, gr Name of Business Entity, if Investment, or
Assessor’'s Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property Assessor's Parcel Number or Street Address of Real Property
Emeryville, Ca Marin City, CA
Description of Business Activity ot Description of Business Activity or
City or Other Precise Location of Real Property City or Other Precise Location of Real Property
FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE: FAIR MARKET VALUE IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
[ $2,000 - $10,000 [] $2,000 - $10,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000 Y SN S N [] $10,001 - $100,000 —_
$100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[] over $1,000,000 [] over $1,000,000
NATURE OF INTEREST NATURE OF INTEREST
Property Ownership/Deed of Trust I:] Stock ]___I Partnership Property Ownership/Deed of Trust D Stock |:| Partnership
[] Leasehold e [[] other [Nleasehod — [] other
Yrs. remaining Yrs. remaining
I___] Check box if additional schedules reporting investments or real property D Check box if additional schedules reporting investments or real property
are attached are attached

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017) Sch..A-2
Comments: FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE C CALIFORNIA FORM 700
Income Loans & Business FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES COMMISSION
H 3
Positions Name

(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments)

Brandon, Kimberly

» 1. INCOME RECEIVED » 1. INCOME RECEIVED

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Port of SF
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

San Francisco, Ca 94111
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

Port Commissioner

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED [__—__l No income - Business Position Only
[ $500 - $1,000 $1,001 - $10,000
[ $10,001 - $100,000 [1 oveR $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
Salary D Spouse’s or registered domestic partner's income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)
D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

] sale of

. (Real property, car, boat, efc.)
[] Loan repayment

"[[] Commission or  [_] Rental Income, list each source of $10,000 or more

(Dsscribe)

[] other

{Describe}

» 2, LOANS RECEIVED OR QUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

Morgan Stanley
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

San Francisco, CA 94111
BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

SVP

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
[J $500 - $1,000
[] $10,001 - $100,000

[[1 No Income - Business Position Only
[ $1,001 - $10,000
OVER $100,000

CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED

Salary E[ Spouse's or registered domestic partner's income
(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.)
D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2.)

[] sale of

I_—_l Loan repayment

(Real property, car, boat, elc.)

[T commission or  [] Rental income, fist each source of 810,000 or more

(Describs)

[[] other

{Describe)

You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions, or any indebtedness created as part of a
retail installment or credit card transaction, made in the lender’s regular course of business on terms available to
members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and loans received not in a lender's

regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
[ $500 - $1,000

[ $1,001 - $10,000

[ $10,001 - $100,000

[] ovER $100,000

Comments:

INTEREST RATE TERM {(Months/Years)

% [ None

SECURITY FOR LOAN
7] None [[] Personal residence

[[] Real Property

Street address

City

[] Guarantor

[ other

(Describe)

FPPC Form 700 (2016/2017) Sch. C
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov



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. 554-58227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM
Date: May 16, 2017
To: Honorable Members, Board of Supervisors
From: ngela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Subject:  APPOINTMENT BY THE MAYOR

On May 16, 2017, the Mayor submitted the following complete appointment package:

1. Larry Mazzola Jr. to the Recreation & Park Commission, term ending June 27, 2018

Under the Board of Supervisors Rules of Order 2.18, a Supervisor can request a hearing on
an appointment by notifying the Clerk in writing.

Upon receipt of such notice, the Clerk shall refer the appointment to the Rules Committee so
that the Board may consider and act within 30 days of the appointment, as provided in
Charter, Section 3.100(18).

Please note, due to the Memorial Day holiday there is a reduced time frame for the
Committee and Board to consider this appointment. Please notify me in writing by
12:00 p.m., Thursday, May 18, 2017, if you want this appointment to be scheduled.

(Attachments)
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EDWINM EE ,}f%

OFFICE OF THE MAYOR .
MAYOR C’gp&"i

'SAN FRANCISCO

May 16, 2017

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board, Board of Supervisors
San Francisco City Hall ' =

1 Carlton B. Goodlett Place =
San Francisco, CA 94102 ‘ o

Dear Ms. Calvillo,

Pursuant to Section 3.100 (18) of the Charter of the City and County of San Francisco, I hereby
make the following appointments:

Larry Mazzola, Jr. to the Recreation & Park Commission for a term ending June 27, 2018, to
the seat formerly held by Jason Chan.

I am confident that Mr. Mazzola, an elector of the City and County, will serve our community
well. Attached are his qualifications to serve, which will demonstrate how this appointment
represents the communities of interest, neighborhoods and diverse populations of the City and
County of San Francisco.

Should you have any questions related to this appointment, please contact my Deputy Chief of
Staff, Francis Tsang, 415-554-6467.

Sincerely.
,/w )




LARRY J. MAZZOLA, JR.
YA Local 38 Plumbers and Pipefitters Union

1621 Market Street  San Francisco CA 94103
larryjr@ualocal38.org  415.626.2000

EMPLOYMENT EXPERIENCE
ASSISTANT BUSINESS MANAGER JANUARY 2004-PRESENT
UA LOCAL 38 PLUMBERS AND PIPEFITTERS UNION, SAN FRANCISCO, CA
Directly oversee Business Agents, represent over 300 city workers and 1,200 private industry workers, and
represent overall 2,200 members of UA Local 38 Plumbers and P1peﬁtters Union.

BUSINESS AGENT ' JANUARY 1999-JANUARY 2004
UAL0CAL 38 PLUMBERS AND PIPEFITTERS UNION, SAN FRANCISCO, CA
Negotiate contracts, organize picket lines, handle grievances, and represent membership in all regards.

ASSISTANT APPRENTICESHIP COORDINATOR JaNUARY 1994 —JANUARY 1999

UA LOCAL 38 APPRENTICESHIP TRUST FUNDS, SAN FRANCISCO, CA '
Responsible for oversight of the UA Local 38 Apprenticeship Training Center; including hiring teachers,
writing curriculums, dispatching apprentices, and providing support for its 250 apprentices.

APPRENTICE PLUMBER

MARELICH MECHANICAL, SAN FRANCISCO, CA - FEBRUARY 1993-JANUARY 1994
WESTERN PLUMBING AND HEATING, SAN FRANCISCO, CA ‘ JANUARY 1992-FEBRUARY 1993
KENNETH FAHY PLUMBING, SAN FRANCISCO, CA APRIL 1989-JANUARY 1992

Worked in the plumbing and pipefitting field and performed all duties required to become a Journeyman
plumber and Foreman.

BOARDS AND AFFLIATIONS

TRUSTEE © 2010-PRESENT
UA International Training Fund Boatd of Trustees i '

CHAIRMAN ‘ 2007-PRESENT
UA LOCAL 38 BOARD OF TRUSTEES, INCLUDING $150,000,000 PENSION FUND, SAN FRANCISCO, CA.

CHAIRMAN 2607 -PRESENT
Pacrrrc CoAST SHIPYARD PENSION FUND, SAN FRANCISCO, CA

PRESIDENT 2007-PRESENT
Bay Crries METAL TRADES COUNCIL, SAN FRANCISCO, CA C

TRUSTEE 2005-PRESENT
MarrTiME TRADES PORT COUNCIL, SAN FRANCISCO, CA.

MEMBER .. 2805-PRESENT
SF LaBOR COUNCIL EXECUTIVE COMMITTEE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA

COMMISSIONER 2002-2004
SAN FRANCISCO FILM COMMISSION, SAN FRANCISCO, CA

MEMBER A 1999.PRESENT
UA LOCAL 38 ARBITRATION COMMITTER, SAN FRANCISCO, CA .

MEMBER AND ROTATING CHATRMAN 1994-PRESENT
UA LOCAL 38 JOINT APPRENTICESHIP TRATNING COMMITTEE, SAN FRANCISCO, CA

DELEGATE 1994-PRESENT
SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING AND CONSTRUCI‘IONTRADES Counc, SAN FRANCISCo, CA .
DELEGATE 1994-PRESENT

SAN Francisco LABOR COUNCIL, SAN FraNcIsco, CA

EDUCATION
UALOCAL 38 PLUMBING APPRENTICESHIP, SAN FRANCISCO, CA, 1989-1904
COLLEGE OF SAN MATEO, SAN MATEQ, CA, 1687-1989
SACRED HEART CATHEDRAL HIGH SCHOOL, SAN FRANCISCO, CA, MAY 1987
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FAIR POLITICAL PRACTICES .COMMISSION

A PUBLIC DOCUMENT | COVER PAGE

Flllng 1D:

Please type or print in ink. 158284200

NAME OF FILER {LAST) (FIRST) (MIDDLE)

Mazzola, Jr., Larry

1. Office, Agency, or Court

Agency Name (Do not use acronyms)

City and County of San Francsico )
Division, Board, Department, District, if applicable Your Position

Treasure Island Development Authority Conmissioner—Vice President

¥ If filing for multiple positions, fist below-or on an altachment. (Do not use acronyms)

Agency: Position:
2. Jurisdiction of Office (Check at least one box)
["1State [1 Judge or Court Commissioner (Statewide Jurisdiction)
Mult-County California County of San Francisco
City of San Franéisco D Other
3. Type of Statement (Check at least one hox)
Annual: The period covered is January 1, 2015, through [] Leaving Office: Dateleft /[
December 31, 2015 (Check ons)
“QF- .
The period covered Is / ; , through (@] The period covered Is January 1, 2015, through the date of
leaving. office.

December 31, 2015

1 Assuming Office: Date assumed ] ] O The period coveredis ___/____/__ through the date
of leaving office.

[[] Candidate: ElectionYear — and office sought, if different than Part 1:

4, Schedule Summary (must complete) » Total number of pages including this cover page: 3

- Schedules attached
[] Schedute A-1 « Investments — schedule attached Schedtle C - Income, Loans, & Business Posilions ~ schedule attached
[] Schedule A-2 - Investments — schedule attached {1 Schedule D - Income — Gifis ~ schedule. attached
Schedule B - Real Property — schedule attached ] Schedule E - Income ~ Gifis ~ Travel Payments ~ schedule attached
O

[7] None - No reportable interests on any Schedule

5. Verification

MAILING ADDRESS STREET city STATE ZIP CODE
{Business or Agericy Addrass R ded - Public D 1)

San Francisco CA 94103
DAYTIME TELEPHONE NUMBER E-MAIL ADDRESS
( )

| have used all reasonable diligence in preparing this stalement. | have reviewed this statement and to the best of my knowledge the information contained
hergin and in any attached schedules is true and complete. | acknowledge this is a public document.

I certify under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is true and correct,

1 03/18/2016 i Larry Mazzola, Jr.
Date Signed Signature
{month, day, year) (File the orginally signad slatement with your filing official.)

FPPC Form 700 (2015/2016)
FPPC Advice Email: advice@fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE B

Interests in Real Property Name

(Including Rental Income)

Mazzola, .Jr., Larry

b ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS

35 Beachmont Drive

CITY

San Francisco

FAIR MARKET VALUE

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
[71 $2,000 - $10,000 .

[] 816,001 - $100,000 o T

[] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[Z] over $1,000,000

NATURE QF INTEREST

Ownership/Deed of Trust [ easement

[l veasehold
Yrs. remaining Other- -

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
(7] 0 - $499 [C] 8500 - $1,000 7] 81,001 - $10,000
[~ $10,001 - $100,000 ] OVER $100,000

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater
interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $10,000 or more.

[:l None

$ ASSESSOR'S PARCEL NUMBER OR STREET ADDRESS

CITY

FAIR MARKET VALUE

IF APPLICABLE, LIST DATE:
[ $2,000 - $10,000 .

1 $10,001 - $100,000 N SR ) oS
E] $100,001 - $1,000,000 ACQUIRED DISPOSED
[] over $1,000,000

NATURE QF INTEREST

[C] Gwnership/Deed of Trust [7] Easement

[l Leasehald M

Yrs. remalning Other

IF RENTAL PROPERTY, GROSS INCOME RECEIVED
] s0 - s489 [ $500 - 81,000 [[] 81,001 - 810,000
[1 310,001 - $100,000 [7] oveR $100,000

SOURCES OF RENTAL INCOME: If you own a 10% or greater
interest, list the name of each tenant that is a single source of
income of $10,00Q0 or more.

E] Nane

*®

You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions made in the lender’s regular course of

business on terms available to members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and
loans received not in a lender's regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER*

CitiMortgage, Inc.

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
Des Moines, IA 50368

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)

3.375, 15 years

% [ _]None

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERICD
[ $500 - $1,000 1 $1,001 - $10,000
[ $10,001 - $100,000 [x] OVER $100,000

] Guarantor, if applicable

Comments:

NAME OF LENDER*

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF LENDER

INTEREST RATE TERM (Manths/Years)

%  [[] None

HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOD
7] $500 - $1,000 7] 1,001 - $10,000
™1 $10.001 - $100,000 [7] OVER $100,000

[} Guaranter, if applicable

FPPC Form 700 (2015/2016) Sch. B
FPPC Advice Email: advice @fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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SCHEDULE C
Income, L.oans, & Business Sid
Positions Name
(Other than Gifts and Travel Payments) Mazzola, Jr., Larry

INCOME RECEIVED .10 /i

NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOM NAME OF SOURCE OF INCOME

UA Local 38 Plumbers and Pipefitters

ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable) ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)

San Francisco, CA 94103

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE . BUSINESS ACTIVITY, IF ANY, OF SOURCE

YOUR BUSINESS POSITION YOUR BUSINESS POSITION

Business Manager/Fin,.Secty-Treas.

GROSS INCOME RECEIVED GROSS INCOME RECEIVED

™ $500 - $1,000 (1 $1.001 - $10,000 [ $500 - $1,000 {1 $1.001 - $10.000

[] $10,001 - $100,000 QVER $100,000 ] $10,001 - $100,000 [[] over $160,000
CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED CONSIDERATION FOR WHICH INCOME WAS RECEIVED
. Salary [:] Spouse’s or registered domestic partner's income [:] Salary D Spouse's ar registered domestic parther's income

(For self-employed use Schedule A-2.) . (For seff-emplayed use Schedule A-2.)
D Partnership (Less than 10% ownership. For 10% or greater use L___] Partnership (Less than 10% awnership. For 10% or greater use
Schedule A-2,) Schedule A-2.)
[7] sale of [7] sale of
(Real praperty, car, boat, el¢.) (Real property, car, boat, etc.)
[7] LLoan repayment ' 1 Loan repayment ’
[] Commission or  [_] Rental Income, fist each source of 10,000 or mere [] Commission or  [_] Rental income, fist each saurce of $10,000 or more
(Describe) (Descride)
Other Other
D {Describe) Ej (Describe)

LOANS RECEIVED OR OUTSTANDING DURING THE REPORTING PERIOD .

* You are not required to report loans from commercial lending institutions, or any indebtedness created as part of a
retail installment or credit card transaction, made in the lender’s regular course of business on terms avallable to
members of the public without regard to your official status. Personal loans and loans received not in a lender’s
regular course of business must be disclosed as follows:

NAME OF LENDER* ° INTEREST RATE TERM (Months/Years)
’ %  [] None
ADDRESS (Business Address Acceptable)
SECURITY FOR LOAN
[ None [7] personal residence

BUSINESS ACTIVITY, {FF ANY, OF LENDER -

] Rea! Property

Straet address
HIGHEST BALANCE DURING REPORTING PERIOR

[[] %800 - $1.000 . Gty
{7] 81,001 - $10,000

] $10,001 - $100,000
{1 oveR $t00,000 [] other

[M Guarantor

{Dascribe)

Comments:

FPPC Form 700 (2015/2016) Sch. C
FPPC Advice Email: advice @fppc.ca.gov
FPPC Toll-Free Helpline: 866/275-3772 www.fppc.ca.gov
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From: Mchugh, Eileen (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 10:53 AM
To: BOS-Supervisors

Subject: FW: Housing Balance Report No. 5

Attachments: 20170515_electronic_submittal_BOS.PDF; 20170512_BoS_letter_signed.pdf; 20170512
' HousmgBalanceS BoS.PDF

From: Ojeda, Teresa (CPC)

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 9:33 AM

To: BOS Legislation, (BOS) <bos.legislation@sfgov.org>; Somera, Alisa (BOS) <alisa.somera@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela
(BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>

Cc: Starr, Aaron (CPC) <aaron.starr@sfgov.org>; Rodgers, AnMarie (CPC) <anmarie.rodgers@sfgov.org>; Simi, Gina (CPC)
<gina.simi@sfgov.org>; SooHoo, Candace (CPC) <candace.soohoo@sfgov.org>

Subject: Housing Balance Report No. 5

Please find attached electronic files related to the Housing Balance Report No. 5. These PDFs are submitted in
compliance with San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Dlstrlbutlon of Multi-Page
Documents.”

Two print copies of these documents were sent separately to the Clerk of the Board.

Additional hard copies may be requested by contacting Teresa Ojeda of the Planning Départment at 415-558-
6251 or teresa.ojeda@sfgov.org.

Digital copies are also available on the Planning Department’s web site from this link:
http://st-planning.org/housing-balance-report .

(B Fl) () (18 0 (o) CTeal (20 ) 10 (0 (o (o 1) 18 () (1 (0 (10 (O ) (T (B ) 0 )

M? Teresa Ojeda
Manager, Information and Analysis Group
Citywide Policy Planning

San Francisco Planning Department

1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco, CA 94103
1415 558 62 51 (T) 1415 558 64 09 (F)
teresa.ojeda@sfqov.org

www.sfplanning.org
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12 May 2017

Board of Supervisors
1 Dr Carlton B Goodlett P1 4244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Honorable Members of the Board of Supervisors

We are pleased to publish the fifth installment of the City’s Housing Balance Report. This
report covers the ten-year period from 1 January 2007 through 31 December 2016.

The Housing Balance Report serves to monitor and report on the balance between new
market rate housing and new affordable housing production in order to inform the
approval process for new housing development. The Housing Balance is defined as the
proportion of all new affordable housing units to the total number of all new housing
units for the 10-year Housing Balance Reporting Period. New affordable housing
production made up 22% of all new net housing units built in the reporting period.

The fifth Housing Balance Report states that the Housing Balance is 23%.

1. 6,166 (new affordable units) + 1,511 (affordable units that have received approvals
and permits) + 1,838 (acquisitions and rehabs) + 3,483 (RAD program) — 4,182 (units
removed from protected status) = 8,816

2. 28,319 (net new housing) + 10,880 (net units that have received approvals) = 39,199

3. 8,816/39,199 =22.5%

The previous Housing Balance (covering the 10 year period from 1 July 2006 through 30
June 2016) was 17%. The annual hearing on the Housing Balance Report is being scheduled.

Memo

Ditector of Planning

1650 Mission St.
* Suite 400

San Francisco,

CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:
415.558.6377
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Notice of Electronic Transmittal

Planning Department Report
Housing Balance Report No. 5
May 15, 2017

DATE: May 15, 2017
TO: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board of Supervisors
FROM: John Rahaim, Director — Planning Department (415) 558-6411

Teresa Ojeda, Planning Department (415) 558-6251
RE: Housing Balance Report No. 5
HEARING DATE: To be arranged. Informational item

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information;
415.558.6377

In compliance with San Francisco’s Administrative Code Section 8.12.5 “Electronic Distribution
of Multi-Page Documents,” the Planning Department has attached the Housing Balance Report in

digital format.

A hard copy of this document is available from the Clerk of the Board.

Additional hard copies may be requested by contacting Teresa Ojeda of the Planning

Department at 415-558-6251 or teresa.ojeda@sfgov.org.

Digital copies are also available on the Planning Department’s web site from this link:

http://sf-planning.org/housing-balance-report .

Memo
LN CitywidelData ProductsiC&l Inventoryl201 11 Transmiitalsielectronic transmittal BOS.doc
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DATE: 12 May 2017
TO:
FROM:
‘RE: HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No. 5
1 January 2007 — 31 December 2016
SUMMARY .

" This report is submitted in compliance with Ordinance No. 53-15 requiring the Planning
Department to monitor and report on the housing balance between new market rate and new
affordable housing production. One of the stated purposes of the Housing Balance is “to
ensure that data on meeting affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods
informs the approval process for new housing development.” This report is the fifth in the
series and covers the ten-year period from 1 January 2007 through 31 December 2016.

The “Housing Balance” is defined as the proportion of all new affordable housing units to the
total number of all new housing units for a 10-year “Housing Balance Period.” In addition, a
calculation of “Projected Housing Balance” which includes residential projects that have
received approvals from the Planning Commission or Planning Department but have not yet
received permits to commence construction will be included. -

In the 2007-2016 Housing Balance Period, 22% of net new housing produced was affordable.
By comparison, the expanded Citywide Cumulative Housing Balance is 23%, although this
varies by districts. Distribution of the Cumulative Housing Balance over the 11 Board of
Supervisor Districts ranges from —197% (District 4) to 67% (District 5). This variation,
especially with negative housing balances, is due to the larger number of units permanently
withdrawn from rent control protection relative to the number of total net new units and net
affordable units built in those districts. '

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 14%. Three major development projects were
identified in the ordinance for exclusion in the projected housing balance calculations until site
permits are obtained. Remaining phases for these three projects will add up to 22,000 net units
including over 4,900 affordable units; this would increase the projected housing balance to 20% if
included in the calculations.

Memo

. 1650 Mission St.

Suite 400
San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378
Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information:

.415.558.6377



BACKGROUND

On 21 April 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 53-15 amending the Planning
Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Department to monitor and report on
the Housing Balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing production.
The Housing Balance Report will be submitted bi-annually by April 1 and October 1 of each year
and will also be published on a visible and accessible page on the Planning Department’s
website. Planning Code Section 103 also requires an annual hearing at the Board of Supervisors on
strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with the
City’s housing production goals. (See Appendix A for complete text of Ordinance No. 53-15.)

The stated purposes for the Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting are: a) to maintain a
balance between new affordable and market rate housing Citywide and within neighborhoods; b)
to make housing available for all income levels and housing need types; c) to preserve the mixed-
income character of the City and its neighborhoods; d) to offset the withdrawal of existing

- housing units from rent stabilization and the loss of single-room occupancy hotel units; e) to
ensure the availability of land and encourage the deployment of resources to provide sufficient
housing affordable to households of very low, low, and moderate incomes; f) to ensure adequate
housing for families, seniors and the disabled communities; g) to ensure that data on meeting
affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods informs the approval process for
new housing development; and h) to enable public participation in determining the appropriate
mix of new housing approvals.

Specifically, the Housing Balance Report will supplement tracking performance toward meeting
the goals set by the City’s Housing Element and Proposition K. Housing production targets in the
City’s Housing Element, adopted in April 2015, calls for 28,870 new units built between 2015 and
2022, 57%! of which should be affordable. As mandated by law, the City provides the State
Department of Housing and Community Development an annual progress report? In November
2014, San Francisco’s voters endorsed Proposition K, which set a goal of 33% of all new housing
units to be affordable. In addition, Mayor Ed Lee set a goal of creating 30,000 new and
rehabilitated homes by 2020; he pledged at least 30% of these to be permanently affordable to
low-income families as well as working, middle income families. 3

This Housing Balance Report was prepared from data gathered from previously published sources
including the Planning Department’s annual Housing Inventory and quarterly Pipeline Report data,
San Francisco Rent Board data, and the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development’s Weekly Dashboard.

! The Ordinance inaccurately stated that “22% of new housing demands to be affordable to households of
moderate means”; San Francisco’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for moderate
income households is 19% of total production goals.

? Printed annual progress reports submitted by all California jurisdictions can be accessed here —
http://www.hcd.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/annual-progress-reports/index.php .~ or

by calling HCD at 916-263-2911 for the latest reports as many jurisdictions now file reports online.
® For more information on and tracking of 30K by 2020, see http://sfmayor.org/housing .

SAN FRANGISCO : 2
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE CALCULATION

Planning Code Section 103 calls for the Housing Balance “be expressed as a percentage, obtained
by dividing the cumulative total of extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income
affordable housing (all units 0-120% AMI) minus the lost protected units, by the total number of
net new housing units within the Housing Balance Period.” The ordinance requires that the
“Cumulative Housing Balance” be provided using two calculations: a) one consisting of net
housing built within a 10 year Housing Balance period, less units withdrawn from protected
status, plus net units in projects that have received both approvals from the Planning
Commission or Planning Department and site permits from the Department of Building
Inspection, and b) the addition of net units gained through acquisition and rehabilitation of
affordable units, HOPE SF and RAD units. “Protected units” include units that are subject to rent
control under the City’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. Additional
elements that figure into the Housing Balance include completed HOPE SF and RAD public
housing replacemenit, substantially rehabilitated units, and single-room occupancy hotel units
(SROs). The equation below shows the second, expanded calculation of the Cumulative Housing
Balance.

[Net New Affordable Housing + ,
Completed Acquisitions & Rehabs + Completed
HOPE SF + RAD Public Housing Replacement +

‘Entitled & Permitted Affordable Units] CUMULATIVE
— [Units Removed from Protected Status] HOUSING
- BALANCE

[Net New Housing Built + Net Entitled & Permitted Units]

The first “Housing Balance Period” is a ten-year period starting with the first quarter of 2005
through the last quarter of 2014. Subsequent housing balance reports will cover the 10 years
preceding the most recent quarter. This report covers January 2007 (Q1) through December 2016
(Q4). o

SAN FRANCISCO 3
PLANNING DEPARTMENT



Table 1A below shows the Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2007 Q1 —2016 Q4 period is
14% Citywide. With the addition of RAD units, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance is
23%. In comparison, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2006 Q1 — 2015 Q4
period was 18%. The Board of Supervisors recently revised the ordinance to include Owner
Move-Ins (OMIs) in the Housing Balance calculation. Although OMIs were not specifically called
out by in the original Ordinance in the calculation of the Housing Balance, these were included in
earlier reports because this type of no-fault eviction results in the loss of rent controlled units

either permanently or for a period of time.

. Table 1A
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Acquisitions Units Total i
Net New / .
& Rehabs | Rémoved Entitled Total Net Total Cumulative
I Affordable . . -
BoS Districts Housin and Small from Affordable | New Units | Entitled Housing
Built & Sites Protected Units Built Units Balance
Completed Status Permitted
BoS District 1 170 - (496) 4 340 114 | -70.9%
BosS District 2 37 24 (315) 11 871 271 | -21.3%
BoS District 3 205 6 (372) 16 951 302 | -11.6%
BoS District 4 -~ 10 - (437) 7 115 08 | -197.2%
BoS District 5 709 293 (398) 196 1,744 598 34.2%
BoS District 6 3,239 1,155 (135) 960 17,158 6,409 22.1%
BoS District 7 99 - (220) - 530 104 | -19.1%
BoS District 8 97 17 (655) 17 1,115 416 | -34.2%
BoS District 9 217 319 (582) 17 1,034 237 -2.3%
BoS District 10 1,353 24 (249) 274 4,281 2,034 22.2%
BoS District 11 30 - {323) 9 180 297 | -59.5%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 {. (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 13.6%
SAN FRANCISCO 4
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Table 1B below shows the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for Board of Supervisor
Districts ranging from -197% (District 4) to 67% (District 5). Negative balances in Districts 1
(-71%), 2 (-23%), 3 (-12%), 4 (-197%), 8 (-35%), and 11 (-60%) resulted from the larger numbers of
units removed from protected status relative to the net new affordable housing and net new

- housing units built in those districts.

Table 1B
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 ~ 2016 Q4
Acquisitidns Units Total .
xf::r::::’e & Rehabs i::l: :‘;Opfast;‘l Removed Entitled Total Net Total Cf.lx:azrl‘:t?\?e
BoS Districts . and Small from Affordable [ New Units | Entitled )
Housing 3 Replacement ) . L Housing
i Sites . Protected Units Built Units
Built Units . Balance
Completed Status Permitted
BoS District 1 170 - 144 {496) 4 340 114 | -39.2%
BoS District 2 37 24 251 (315) 11 871 271 0.7%
BoS District 3 205 6 577 (372) 16 951 302 34.5%
BoS District 4 10 - - (437) 7 115 98 | -197.2%
BoS District 5 709 293 806 (398) 196 1,744 598 68.6%
BoS District 6 3,239 1,155 561 (135) 960 17,158 6,409 24.5%.
BoS District 7 99 - 110 (220) - 530 "104 -1.7%
BoS District 8 97 17 330 (655) 17 1,115 416 -12.7%
BoS District 9 217 319 268 (582) 17 1,034 237 18.8%
BoS District 10 1,353 24 436 (249) 274 4,281 2,034 29.1%
BoS District 11 30 - - (323) 9 180 297 | -59.5%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 3,483 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 22.5%

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE

Table 2 below summarizes residential projects that have received entitlements from the Planning
Commission or the Planning Department but have not yet received a site or building permit.
Overall projected housing balance at the end of 2016 is 16%. This balance is expected to change as
several major projects have yet to declare how their affordable housing requirements will be met.
In addition, three entitled major development projects — Treasure Island, ParkMerced, and
Hunters Point — are not included in the accounting until applications for building permits are
filed or issued as specified in the ordinance. Remaining phases from these three projects will
yield an additional 22,000 net new units; 22% (or 4,900 units) would be affordable to low and
moderate income households.

SAN FRANGISCO 5
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The Projected Housing Balance does not account for affordable housing units that will be
produced as a result of the Inclusionary Housing Fee paid in a given reporting cycle.
Those affordable housing units are produced several years after the Fee is collected.
Units produced through the Fee typically serve lower income households than do the
inclusionary units, including special needs populations requiring services, such as sen-

iors, transitional aged youth, families, and veterans.

Table 2

' Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4

Total

Total Affordable

BoS District Very Low Low Moderate TBD Affordable Net l-\lew Units as % of
Income Income Units Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - - - - 19 0.0%
BoS District 2 - - - - - 25 0.0%
BoS District 3 - - 14 - 14 190 7.4%
BoS District 4 - - - - - 14 0.0%
BoS District 5 - - 28 3 31 275 11.3%
BoS District 6 - 158 103 52 313 3,664 8.5%
BoS District 7 - - - 284 284 1,057 26.9%
BoS District 8 - 5 3 - 8 84 9.5%
BoS District 9 - 132 8 1 141 722 19.5%
BoS District 10 - 985 - 168 1,153 6,008 19.2%
BoS District 11 - - - - - 1 0.0%
TOTALS ~ 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS

Because the scope covered by the Housing Balance calculation is broad, each element — or group
of elements — will be discussed separately. The body of this report will account for figures at the
Board of Supervisor district level. The breakdown of each element using the Planning
Department District geographies, as required by Section 103, is provided separately in an
Appendix B. This is to ensure simple and uncluttered tables in the main body of the report.

Affordable Housing and Net New Housing Production

Table 3 below shows housing production between 2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4. This ten-year period
resulted in a net addition of over 28,300 units to the City’s housing stock, including almost 6,170
affordable units. A majority of net new housing units and affordable units built in the ten year
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reporting period were in District 6 (17,160 or 61% and 3,240 or 53% respectively). District 10
follows with about 4,280 (15%) net new units, including over 1,350 (22%) affordable units.

The table below also shows that almost 22% of net new units built between 2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4
were affordable units, mostly (61%) in District 6. While District 1 saw modest gains in net new
units built, half of these were affordable (50%).

Table 3

New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Total

Affordable Units

BoS District Very Low Low Moderate Middle | Affordable TOLE:“':\J:t as % of Total
) Units Net Units
BoS District 1 170 - 170 340 50.0%
BoS District 2 37 - 37 871 4.2%
BoS District 3 161 2 42 - 205 951 21.6%
BoS District 4 A 10 - 10 115 8.7%
BoS District 5 439 174 96 - 709 1,744 40.7%
BoS District 6 1,982 727 507 23 3,239 17,158 18.9%
BoS District 7 70 29 - 99 530 18.7%
BoS District 8 82 15 - 97 1,115 8.7%
BoS District 9 138 40 39 - 217 1,034 21.0%
BoS District 10 404 561 388 - 1,353 4,281 31.6%
BoS District 11 13 17 - 30 . 180 16.7%
TOTAL 3,364 1,628 1,'151 23 6,166 28,319 21.8%

It should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVLI) households are
included under the Very Low Income (VLI) category because certain projects that benefit
homeless individuals and families — groups considered as EVLI ~ have income eligibility caps at

the VLI level.
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Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units

Table 4 below lists the number of units that have been rehabilitated and/or acquiréd between
2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4 to ensure permanent affordability. These are mostly single-room occupancy
hotel units that are affordable to extremely very low and very low income households.

Table 4a

Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2007-2016
BoS District B:‘ilc;i:;s ':.IJ(:\-i;f
BoS District 2 - 1 24
BoS District 5 2 290
BoS District 6 13 1,127
BoS District 9 2 319
TOTALS 18| 1,760

Small Sites Program

The San Francisco Small Sites Program (SSP) is an initiative of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development (MOHCD) to acquire small rent-controlled buildings (with four to 25
units) where tenants are at risk of eviction through the Ellis Act or owner move-ins. Since its

inception in 2014, some 13 buildings with 78 units have been acquired.

Table 4b

Small Sites Program, 2014-2016
BoS District B:::li:;s ':':"i:
Bos District 3 ﬁl
BoS District 5 1
BoS District 6 3 28
BoS District 8 4 17

'BoS District 9 4 24

TOTALS 13 78

-SAN FRANGISCO
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RAD Pro’gram

The San Francisco Housing Authority’s Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program
preserves at risk public and assisted housing projects. According to the Mayor’s Office, RAD
Phase I transferred 1,425 units to developers in December 2015. An additional 2,028 units were
transferred as Phase I in 2016.

Table 5
RAD Affordable Units, 2016-2017
BoS District BE::;; fgs ll\l;i::

BoS District 1 2 144
BoS District 2 3 251
BoS District 3 4 577
BoS District 5 7 806
BoS District 6 4 561
BoS District 7 1 110
BoS District 8 4 330
BoS District 9 2 268
BoS District 10 2 436
BoS District 11 = -
TOTALS - 29 3,483

Units Removed From Protected Status

San Francisco’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and
preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords
can, however, terminate tenants” leases through no-fault evictions including condo conversion,
owner move-in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants’ fault. The
Housing Balance calculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent
stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no-fault evictions affect the supply of
rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition,
Ellis Act, and owner move-ins (OMIs). It should be noted that initially, OMIs were not
specifically called out by the Ordinance to be included in the calculation. However, because
owner move-ins have the effect of the losing rent controlled units either permanently or for a
substantial period of time, these numbers are included in the Housing Balance calculation as
intended by the legislation’s sponsors. Some of these OMI units may return to being rentals and
will still fall under the rent control ordinance. On 14 November 2016, the Board of Supervisors
amended Planning Code Section 103 to include OMIs as part of the housing balance calculation.

SAN FRANGISCO g9
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Table 6 below shows the distribution of no-fault eviction notices issued between January 2007
and December 2016. Eviction notices have been commonly used as proxy for evictions. Owner
Move-In and Ellis Out notices made up the majority of no fault evictions (55% and 32%
respectively). Distribution of these no-fault eviction notices is almost evenly dispersed, with
Districts 8 and 9 leading (16% and 14%, fespecﬁvely).

Table 6

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 -2016 Q4
Condo Owner Units Removed
BoS District . Demolition Ellis Out from Protected

Conversion Move-In Status

BoS District 1 3 26 160 307 496
BoS District 2 17 13 86 199 315
BoS District 3 6 10 238 118 372
BoS District 4 - 87 76 274 437
BoS District 5 17 . 21 125 235 398
BoS District 6 1 76 46 12 135
BoS District 7 - 31 37 152 | 220
BoS District 8 19| 43 262 331 655
BoS District 9 4 61 209 308 582
BoS District10 2 29 45 173 249
BoS District 11 ' - 81 44 198 323
TOTALS 69 | 478 1,328 2,307 4,182
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Entitled and Permitted Units

Table 7 lists the number of units that have received entitlements from the Planning Commission
or the Planning Department. These pipeline projects have also received site permits from the
Department of Building Inspection and most are under construction as of the final quarter of
2016. Over half of these units are being built in or will be built in District 6 (59%). Fourteen
percent of units that have received Planning entitlements and site permits from the DBI will be

affordable.

Table 7

Permitted Units, 2016 Q4

o Very Low Low _ Total Net New Total. Affordable

BoS District Income Income Moderate TBD Affordable Units Units as % of
- Units Net New Units

BoS District 1 - - 4 - 4 114 3.5%
BoS District 2 - - 11 - 11 271 4.1%
BoS District 3 - 12 4 | - 16 302 5.3%
BoS District 4 - - 7 - 7 98 7.1%
BoS District5 108 50 38 - 196 598 32.8%
BoS District 6 235 483 242 - 960 6,409 15.0%
BoS District 7 - - - - 104 0.0%
BoS District 8 - 10 17 416 4.1%
BoS District9 - i2 5 - 17 237 7.2%
BoS District 10 - 245 28 274 2,034 13.5%
BoS District11 - - 9 - 9 297 3.0%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
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PERIODIC REPORTING AND ONLINE ACCESS

This report complies with Planning Code Section 103 requirement that the Planning Department
publish and update the Housing Balance Report bi-annually on April 1 and October 1 of each year.
Housing Balance Reports are available and accessible online, as mandated by the ordinance, by
going to this link: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=4222 .

ANNUAL HEARING

An annual hearing on the Housing Balance before the Board of Supervisors will be scheduled by
April 1 of each year. This year’s Housing Balance Report will be scheduled to be heard before the
Board of Supervisors before the end of June 2017. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the
Rent Stabilization Board, the Department of Building Inspection, and the City Economist will
present strategies for achieving and maintaining a housing balance consistent with the City’s
housing goals at this annual hearing. The ordinance also requires that MOHCD will determine
the amount of funding needed to bring the City into the required minimum 33% should the
cumulative housing balance fall below that threshold.

SAN FRANCISCO 12
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APPENDIX A
Ordinance 53-15
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AMENDED IN COMMITTEE
4/6/15
FILE NO. 150029 ORDINANCE NO. 53-15

{Planning Code - City Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting]

Ordinance amending the Planning Code to require the Planning Department to monitor

the balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish
| a bi-annual Housing Balance Report; requiring an annual hearing at the Board of

‘ Supervisors on strategles for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance

in accordance with San Francisco’s housing production goals; and making
environmental findings, Planning éode, Section 302 findings, and findings of
consistancy with the General Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
| Section 101.1.

NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Ariat font,
Additions to Codes are In single-underline italics Times Nexw, ggman foni,
Deletions to Codes are in #ﬂ&etkmngk-ﬁm’#e&-'}w%% orit.
Board amendment additions are in i ial font.
Board amandment deletions are in strikethrough-Arialfont.

-~ Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and Counly of San Francisco:

Saction 1. Findings.

{a) The Planning Depariment has determined that the actions contemplated in this
ordinance comply with the Califomia Environmental Guality Act {California Public Resources
Code Sections 21000 et seq.). Said determination Is on file with the Cletk of the Board of

| Supervisors in Flle No. 150029 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Bbard of
Supervisors affirms this determination,

! {b) On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission, In Resolution No, 19337, adopted
; findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are ¢onsistent, on balance, with the
§

i

j

&
i

‘ Superviser Kim
! BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 1
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adopts these findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the
Board of Supervisors in File No. 150028, and is incorporated herein by reference.
{2} Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code

- Amendment will serve the public necessity, convenience, and welfare for the reasons set forth

in Planning Commission Resolution No. 150028 and the Board incorporates such reasons

herein by reference.

Section 2. The Planning Cede Is hereby amended by adding new Section 103 to read
as follows;
SEC, 103, HOUSING BALANCE MONITORING AND REPORTING.

(@) Purposes. 1o paintain a balance benween vew affordable und inarker rate hovsing Ciry-

wide and within nelehbprinods, to make housing aqvatlable for all income levels and housing need

eiphborhionds_to affvet the

{ ineome ¢l

fepes, to preserve fie mixe
withdrawel of existing housing woifs i
hotel anits _to ensure the availgbility of land aud encourase the deploymeny of vesources (o provide
sufllcient housing affordable to households of very low, fow, gnd moderate incomes, to ensure adequate
housing for families, seniors and the disabled community, to ensure that duta on meeting affordable

J,

housing targes Cite-wide and within neighborhoeods informs the approval process for rew housing

development, and 1o enable public pariicipation in determining the appropriate mix of nev housing
approvals, there is hereby established a requirentent, os detailed in this Sectlon 103, to monitor gnd
regularly report o the housing balance between market rate housing and affordable hoystng.

it November 2014, the Cily VOIZrS enacted Praposition K, which establivhed City
palicy fo help coustruct or rehabilitate ar least 30,000 hontes by 2020, More than 30% of this housing
would be affordable for middle-class househalds, with al least 33% affordable for lw- gnd moderate-

Supervisor Kim .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS : Page2
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. income fouscholds, and the City is expected to develap strategies to acliieve that goal. This section

103 sets forth a method to track performance toward (e Ciny's Housing Element goals and the near-

U term Proposition K goal that 33%5 of all new housing shall be affordabls honsing, as defined herein,

(2} The Cine's rent stabilized qud permunently affordable housing stock serves very fow-,

Iosw-, and moderare-income families, long-time_residents, elderly senjors, disabled persons gud others.

The Ciry seeks 1o achifeve and maintain an appropriate bolance between markel rare housing ond

alfordable housing City-wide and within neighborheads because the qyailability of decent honsing and

@ suitable living environment for every San Francisean iy of vital importance._duainment of the Cin's

housing goals requires the ¢copperative participation of government and e private sector fo expand

housing opportunities to accommodate housing needs for Sun Franciscans ot all economic levels and to

respond to the unique needs of each peiehborhood where housing will be lpcated,

£3)_For tenars in nnxubsidized hoysing, affordability is often preserved by the

Residentiol Rery Stabilization and Arbiration Ordinance s limitations on the size of altowable rent

increases during q fenauey, As documented in the Budeel and Legislative dnalyst 's Qclopor 2013
Policy Analysis Report on Tenant Displacement. San Francisco is experiencing arise in units

. withdrawn from rent controls, Such rises often accompemy periods of sharp increases in property

values and hovsing prices, From 1998 through 2013 _the Rent Board reported a tatal of 13,027 no-fault

evictlons (L.e,, evictions in which the tenant had not violated ey fease terms,_bat the owaer sought to

regain possession of the unit). Total evicdons ofall types have tnereased by 38.2% from Rent Board

Year d.e. from Marel throush February) 2010 to Rent Board Year 2013, During the same pevied, Ellis

- At evietions firr outpaced other evictions, iiereasing by 169.8% from 43 in Rent Bowrd Year 2010 to

116 in Rent Board Year 2013, These mumbers do not copture the large ntanber of owner huyouts of
tenants, which contribute further fo the foss of rent-stabilized ypits from the housing market, Any fuir
assessment of the affordable housing halance musi incorporate into the culclation units withdrawn
Jroum rent stabilization.

Suparvisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Pagsd
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(3 _Pursuant 1o Government Code Section 63384, the dssociution of Buy Areq

Governments (ABAU), in ceordination with the California State Departinent of Housine and

Compunity Development (HCD), determings the Bay Area’s reglonal housing need based on regioned

trends, profected job growth, and existing needs. The regional housing needs assessment (RHNA)

| determination includes production targets addressing lousing needs of g range of bousehold income

| 5 £ . 3 & ] i

' gadegories, For the REINA period covertng 2013 through 2022 ABAG has profected thul af feass 38%5
o of new howstng demgrds for Sun Franciseo will be from very {ow pnd Iow income hoisehinkds

;

¢ thouseholds earning vnder 80% of area wedian income), and gnother 22% of ngw housing demands fa

1 be affordable fo howseholds of moderate means fearning between 80% cnd 120% of urea median

- dncamed, Market-rate housing is considered fwusing with ro incone Limits or special requicements

attached

(3) The Housing Element of the Cify's Generel Plam states: "Based on the growing
opulation, qd s oW s of providing housing in ceniral areas {ike San Francisco, near fobs

and fransii, the State Department of Housing and Community Development (FCD), with the
Association of Bay Area Governmerus (ABAG), estimates that in the ewrrent 2013-2022 Housing

Element period San Francisco nust plan for the capacity for ronghly 28870 pew units, 37% of which
should be suitable for ousing for the extremely low, very low, tow and moderate income households to
meet ity share of the region's projected housing denand * Objective 1 of the Housing Element stutes

that the Cirp showld “identify eamd make available for development adeguate sites to meef the City's

Bousing weeds, especially permancniy afforduble honsing * Obfective 7 states that San Franciyeo's

profected affordable housing needs far outpace the capacity for the City (o secure subsidies for new
affordable units, )

(6} _1n 2012 the Ciry enaeted Ordinanice 237-12, the “Housing Preservation and
Production Ordinance, * vodified in Administrative Code Chapter 104, 10 requdre Plapning

Department siafl to regulendy report data on proyress toward mecing San Francisce s quantified

SBuporviser Kim
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production goaly for different household incomy levels ax provided i the General Plan s Housing
[ .

¢ Elewent. That Qrdinance requires data op fhe nunther of units in @il stages ol the housing production

residential wnits or more and in gnarterly housing production reports to the Plavning Compission. The
Planning Depariment has long tracked the number of affordable hausing wmits and total mumber of
housipg units huilt throughow the City and in specific areas and should he able to frack the ratin called
Jor in this Section 103, E

(755 the private market hay embarked wupon, and goverument oflicials have wrged,_gn

ambitions program (o produce significant amounis of neve housing in the City, the limired remaining
available land makes it esseptiol (o assess the impact of the gpproval of new marker rate hosing

developmients on the availability of Jaud for affordable housing and ta encowrage the deployment of

yesources 1o provide such lousing,
(¢} Honsing Balance Calendation.
{1) For purposes of this Section 103, “Housing Balance” shail be defined as the

proportion of all new housing units affordable to howseholds of extremely low,_veey losw,_low or

moderate income houscholds, as defined in Callfornia Health & Sufety Code Sections SU079.5 ef yeq.,

g5 stich provisions may be amended from time 1o time, fo the rotod stimber of all new housing wiits for

14 vear Housing Balance Feriod \

(2} The Houshig Bulance Period shall hegln with the flrst quarier of year 2003 (o the

fast quarter of 2014, and {&gﬂlief for the ten years prior 1o the most recent calendur guarfer.

(3} For each yeor thar date &3 available, beginning in 2003, the Planning Depariment
shall veport net housing construction by income fevels, as well as snits that have been withdrawn from
protection afforded by City leny, stch as laws providing for rent-controlied and single resident
gecpaney (SROY units. The offordable housing categories shall inchude pet new units, s well ag
existing units that were previously not restricted by deed or rcgyk.uogg agreement that gre acquired for

Supenisor Kim
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1 i preservation as permanently affordable housing as derermined by the Mavor 's Office of Housing and
2 Comumintity Development (MOHCD) ot including refinqucing or other rehabilitation nuder existing
3 awtershipl, protected by dved or regulatory agreement jor a minfmmim of 38 years. The report shall
4 incdide, by year,_and for the larest guarter, oll anits that kave recetved Tempurary Certifieares of
5 Oceupancy within that year, g separate category jor units Ot obtatned g site or building permit, s
8 another category for units that have pecvived approval from the Planning Commission or Plamming
7 Bepariment,_bhut Fave nol yet pbtained ¢ stte or buflding peratit 1o commente consirugtion (except any
8 | entitlements that have expired and nol heen renewed dring the Houshye Balange Period), Mibsier
g planned eniitlements. fncluding but not Hmited to such areas as Treasure Islond,_Hunters EQ‘ fsif
16 Shipyard and Park Merced, shall oy fzg.; included in this Intler category wotil individual byilding
11 entitfements or site permits gre approved for specific housing projects, For each year or gpproval
12 || stanus, the following cafegories shall be separately repprted:
13 ' (4) Extremely Low bicome Unity, which are unifs available to individuals or
14 || fapilies making between 0-30% dreq Median Income (AMU) a5 defined in California Health & Safer:
15 Code Section 30100, and gre subfect 1o price or rewl restrictions hetween §-30% AMI:
16 3 (B) ¥ery Low Income Uits, which are wnkts ovailable to individuals or families
17 mgking between 30-50% AMI as defined in California Health & Safety Code Svction 30105, and are
18 } subject fo price or rent resirictions between 30-30% AMI:
19 1C) Lower Income Units, vehich are units gvailable to individuals or familizs
20 { meking between 30-80% AMI as defined in California Health & Safety Code Seerion 30070.5,_and are
21 :' subieet to price or rent restrictions benpeen 50-8054 AMI;
22 (D) Moderate Income Units, which are units available to individugly or families
23 S paking between 80-120% AMI, and are subifect to prive or rent restrictigns between 80-120% AMFE:
94 | (&} Middle Incomp Units, which are wiils availeble (o individuals or families
25 ; making between 120-F30% AMI, and are subject to price or reaf restrictions beoveen {201 5096 AME
{ Supendsor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ] Page 6
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(F) Market-rage wuits which are units not subject to any deed or reoulatory

gereement with price resirietions:

{G) Housing spits withdrawn from protected status, including unils withdrawn

from rent comrol fexcept those wits otherwise converted into permanently aflordable housing),

including all units that have been subject 1o rent control vnder the San Francisco Residentiul Rent

Stahilization and Arbitration Ordinunce but that a properly owner repoves permanestly from the

rental market through condaminium conversion pursuant to Administrative Code Section 37, 9(u)(9),
Il demalition ar qlerations (including dwelling unif merpersh oF permeanent removal pursuan to
ddministrative Cade Section 37,9(al(10).or removal pursuan {p the Ellis Act ynder Administrative
1 Code Section 37.9(@)(13); '

() Public housing replacement units and substantially rehabilitated wnits

i thravugh the HOPE SF and Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) programs, as yell as other

substantial rehabilitation programs managed by MOHCD.

{4} The Housing Balance shall be expressed as a percentage, obtained by dividing the

ctmulative totat of exiremely low, Yery Jow, low and moderate income affordable housing wiits fall
wontts 0-120% AMI) minus the Inxt profected wuits, by the toted sumber of net new housing units within
the Housing lzalance' Period. The Hopsing Balance shall adso provide two calenlations:

{4) the Cumulqrive Housing Balance, cousisting of housing units that have
already begn constructed fand received a Temporary Certificate of Oceupaucy or other ceriificate that
would allow ocoupeancy of the units) within the 10-vear Housing Balance Perlod, plus those units thot

Dave oblained a site or building permit. A separate cafculation of the Cimulative Honsing Bolance

shall also be provided swhich includes HOPE SF and RAD public housing replacement and

\ substantially rebabilitared units (hut not including general rebabilitation ) maintenance of publie

housing or other affordable housing units) that have received Temporary Certificates of Qecupaney

f
!
{
i
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within the Housing Balgice Perind,_The Houshig Balance Reports will show the Cumidarive Housing

1

2 Balunce with aped withont public housing included In the cafenlation; and

K) (B} the Projected Housing Balance, yelijeh shall inglude any residential project

4 that hgxs received approval from the Plaaning Commission or Planning Department , even if thy

5 | howsing profect has nof yet obsained a sie or building permit fo commence constraction (except auny

6 ! entidemants that have expived and not been renewed during the Housing Bulonce period). Master

7 r (ilding entitlements or

8 ; site permits are approved, _

g {d}_Bi-anngal Hpusing Ralgnce Reporis, Within-30-days-of-the-offective-date-oithis
11 || Housing Balance for the movt recent tvo quarters Cityewide, by Supervisorial Districs, Plan Area, and
12 by neighborhaod Flanning Districts, as defined in the annval Howsing Inventory, and publisiuit as.an
18 | easili visible and qecessible poge devoted 1o Inusing Balence and Monitoring and Reporting on the
14 | Planying Department’s website. By August September Isf and February Marcly Ist of each year. the
15 || Planing Deparonent shall publish and update the Housing Balance Report, and present this report at
16 ! an informational hearing to the Planming Commission and Board of Supervisors. as well as (o aﬁy
17 ; relevant bady with geographic purview over a plan area URoD regL
18 g reporting reguivements of Adviinisirative Code Chapter 19F.4. The annual teportto the Board of
18 1 Supervisors shallbe accepted by resolution of the Board, whic olution shall be introdused
20 |l by.tbe Planning Deparment. The Houstng Balance Report shall afso be incorporated into the
21 Supervizors
22 ’ reyuired in Admindstrative Code Chapier 10E.4.
23 ? (e} Aniand Hearing by Board of Supervisors, )
24 {1} The Board of Supervisors shall hold a publie Housing Bafance hearing on an annnal
25 hasis by April 1 of each year, 1o consider progress towards the City™s afforduble kousing goals,

Suparvisar Kie
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 8
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|
]f
1 including the goal of a minipum 33% aflordeble housing to low and moderale inconre bouseholds, ax
2 well as the Citv's General Plan Housing Element housing production goals by ingome category, The
3 first hearing shall oceur no fater than 30 days after the effective date ol this ordingnee, and by April 1
4 3 of each vear thereafier,
5 (2) The hearing shall include reporving by the Planning Department, which shall present
6 | the fatest Honsing Rudince Report Cityewide and by Supervisorial Districs and Plaming District; the
7 Mayor’s Office of Houxing and Community Development, the davar’s Office of Eronomic and
8 Workforee Development, the Remt Stabilization Board, by the Department of Bullding Inspection, and
] ? the City Economist on strategies for ag!zﬁur_g_gr_«{ malptaining a housing bglance in accordance with |
10 San Erancisco’s housing production goals. I the Cumulative Housing ngtum;ﬁﬂ!an helmy 33% in
11 || anyyear MOHCD shall determing how much funding is required to hrimg rhe City info o minjgm
12 | i»%,fﬁlyiMLI@!@M&L&&MQ&SM&&Mf (0 the Board of Supervisors a stralegy to accomplish
13 the minimum of 33 %.H{JIIS’I'HE Balanee. City Deparomenis shall at miiningm report on the following
14 Issues releveant 1o the annual Hovsing Balance kearing: MOHCD shall veport on the annual and
16 || profected progress by income category In accordeyce with the City's General Plan Howsiig Elenent
16 housing producton gouls, profected shorifolls and gaps fn funding and site control, and progress
17 couiring and preserving the affordability o
18 exixting renfal units in neighborhoods with high concentrations of fow and moderale income ’
19 I howseholds or historically iigh tevels of evictions: (he Planning Departipent shall reporl on current
20 || and proposed zoning amd land ise policies that affeet the City's General Plan Howsing Element
21 ; housing produgtion goals. the Mayor s Office of Economic and Workforce Development shall report on
22 Ee ﬂLUMZBME@LQL!M(QPL"M(Mﬂ&Q&dadicaled pubiic sites, and policies that affect the
2 | '
24 |
% |
E Supstvlsor Kim .
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1 Ciry's General Plan Housing Element housin g production goals; the Rent Board shall report on the
2 withdrawal or addition of rent-controlfed units and current or proposed policies that aifect these
3 aumbers; the Department of Building Inspeciion shall report pn the withdrawal or addition of
4 Residential {lotel wnits and eurrent or proposed policies that affect these numbers: and the City
5 Econpmist shall report on anenod and projected job growth by the income eategories specified in the
5 Cirvs Generad Llan Housing flement,
7 £3) Ail reporis aud presentarion materials from the annual Hovsing Bulance bearing
8 shall be maintained by year for public access on the Planning Department’s wehsite on its page
9 devoted 1o Housing Bulance Monitoring and Reporting,
10
11 Seclionn4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after
12 |lenactment. Enactment ocours when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor retums the
13 | ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of recelving i, or the Board
14 |lof Supervisors overides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance.
15 |
16 |/APPROVED AS TO FORM:
17 DEENQ{!‘S\J. HERRERA, City Attormey
v
18 |lBy: SZL{QX_.,MN
RLENA BYRNE
19 © Deputy City Attomey
207 || nigonmias20tER0IGON00000S
7
2
s
24 |
( Suporvior Kim
t| BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 10
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City and County of San Francisco ) Caty M
1 Or. Cedum 1, foroidhitt Plote
Tails S Frmrw, CN 41021689

Ordinance

File Numbar: 1650029 Date Passed:  Aprit 21, 2018

Ordinance anending the Planning Cade {o requirs the Planning Departmant to moaiter the balance
bétween new marked rate housing and new affordable housing, and pubkish a bi-annual Housing
Balance Report; requiring an annual bearing al the Board of Supervisors on strategies for achieving
“and maintaining the requited housing balance in accordance vith San Francisca's housing
preduction gosls; and meking environmental findings, Planning Code, Section 302, findings, and
fndings of consistency vith the Genzral Plan, gnd the eight prority policies of Plansing Code,
Secton 1011,

Apsil 08, 2015 Land Use and Transporiation Committes - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT
OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE

Apdf 05, 2016 Land Use and Transportation Commiittes - RECOMIMENDED AS AMENDED

Apsil 14, 2018 Board of Supesvisors - PASSED, ONFIRST READING

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Christensen, Cohan, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang,
Wiener and Yes

Apsil 24, 2015 Board of Supervisors - FINALLY PASSED

Ayes: 11 - Avados, Broed, Campos, Chiristensen, Coben, Farrgll, Kira, May, Tang,
Wigner and Yee

Fite No, 150029 I fiereby cerlify that the foregoing ‘
. Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on
412412015 by the Board of Supervisors of
the City and County of San Francisco.

Ao Caddo sl

(' Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board
ff(/%m@ 4 4’3{%‘3’
M:yor ( ; Date Approved
ity and Coanty o San Krastctns Page ¥ ’ Fotuted o 143 s bt VOIS
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APPENDIX B
CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 5 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS

Table 1A
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4
New Acquisitions Units To.tal Total .
& Rehabs Removed Entitled Total Net R Cumulative
. . . Affordable R Entitled i
Planning Districts . and Small from Affordable | New Units X Housing
Housing R . K Permitted
R Sites Protected Units Built . Balance
Built X Units
Completed Status Permitted
1 Richmond ‘ 170 (569) 54 513 175 | -50.1%
2 Marina 2 24 | (180) 2 282 160 | -34.4%
3 Northeast 191 6 (384) 12 753 271 | -17.1%
4 Downtown - 1,682 851 (119) 304 5, 630 2,124 35.1%
5 Western Addition 621 293 (207) 142 1,809 448 | 37.6%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 (239) 30 899 437 | -1.0%
7 Central .18 (384) - 348 51| -91.7%
8 Mission 345 347 (540) 16 1,504 469 8.5%
9 South of Market 1,815 304 (125) 933 13,814 5,871 14.9%
10 South Bayshore 753 (76) 1 1,807 3221 .31.8%
11 Bernal Heights 240 8 (184) - 73 20| 68.8%
12 South Central 10 ’ (375) 10 128 307 | -81.6%
13 ingleside 119 (179) - 547 93 -9.4%
14 Inner Sunset - {189) - 103 36 | -136.0%
15 Outer Sunset 10 (432) 7 109 96 | -202.4%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 13.6%
SAN FRANGISCO ) 24
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Table 1B

Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

New |Acquisitions RAD Units Total Total Expanded
& Rehabs Program & | Removed Entitled Total Net R p .
. L Affordable X Entitled |Cumulative
Planning Districts ) and Small HopeSF from Affordable | New Units X .
Housing A X K Permitted Housing
. Sites Replacement| Protected Units Built R
Built A ) Units Balance
Completed Units Status Permitted
1 Richmond 170 144 (569) 54 513 175 | -29.2%
2 Marina 2 24 138 (180) 2 282 160 | -3.2%
3 Northeast 191 6 577 (384) 12 753 271 39.3%
4 Downtown 1,682 851 | 285 (119) ' 304 5,630 2,124 38.7%
5 Western Addition 621 293 919 (207) 142 1,809 448 78.3%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 132 (239) 30 899 437 8.8%
7 Central 18 107 (384) - 348 51| -64.9%
8 Mission 345 347 91 (540) 16 1,504 469 13.1%
9 South of Market 1,815 304 276 (125) 933 13,814 5,871 16.3%
10 South Bayshore 753 436 (76) 1 1,807 322 | 52.3%
11 Bernal Heights 240 8 268 (184) - 73 20| 357.0%
12 South Central 10 - (375) 10 128 307 | -81.6%
13 Ingleside 119 - (179) - 547 93] -9.4%
14 \nner Sunset . - 110 (189) - 103 36| -56.8%
15 Outer Sunset 10 - (432) 7 109 96| -202.4%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 3,483 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 22.5%
SAN FRANGISCO 25
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Table 2

Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4 v

Total

Total Affordable

BoS District V;Z’(’):;’" |ntz::e Moderate | TBD | Affordable N‘;‘n'i\i‘:"" Units as % of
Units Net New Units
1 Richmond - - - - - 19 0.0%
2 Marina - - - - - 20 0.0%
3 Northeast - - 8 - 8 143 5.6%
4 Downtown - - 96 - 96 2,024 4.7%
5 Western Addition - - 65 11 3 79 133 59.4%
6 Buena Vista - - 20 - 20 172 11.6%
7 Central - - - - - 48 0.0%
8 Mission - 5 8 18 31 1,304 2.4%
9 South of Market - 154 13 34 201 3,173 6.3%
10 South Bayshore - 141 168 309 3,032 10.2%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - . 4 0.0%
12 South Central - - - 1 1 916 0.1%
13 Ingleside - 915 - 284 1,199 1,021 117.4%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - - - - 14 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%
Table 3 ‘
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Total ffor i
Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate iddle Affordable TotaI‘Net * as ‘;:a:;?r:t:llts
Income Units Units Net Units
1 Richmond 170 - - - 170 513 33.1%
2 Marina - - - - - 282 0.0%
3 Northeast 161 2 28 - 191 753 25.4%
4 Downtown 1,048 338 273 23 1,682 5,630 29.9%
5 Western Addition " 367 174 80 - 621 1,809 34.3%
6 Buena Vista 72 64 54 - 190 899 21.1%
7 Central 18 - - 18 348 5.2%
8 Mission 214 62 69 - 345 1,504 22.9%
9 South of Market 724 628 463 - 1,815 13,814 13.1%
10 South Bayshore 298 300 155 - 753 1,807 41.7%
11 Bernal Heights 240 - - - 240 73 328.8%
12 South Central - 10 - - 10 128 7.8%
13 Ingleside 70 32 17 - 119 547 21.8%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 103 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - 10 - 10 109 9.2%
TOTALS 3,364 1,628 1,149 23 6,164 28,319 21.8%
SAN FRANGISCO 26
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Table 4a ‘ .

Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of

Affordable Housing, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Planning District B::::;i:;s T,:i:

2 Maﬁna —; 24
4 Downtown 6 826
5 Western Addition 2 290
8 Mission 2 319
9 South of Market 7 301
TOTALS 18 1,760

Table 4b

Small Sites Program Acquisitions — 2015 - 2016
Planning District B:::Ziz‘;s 4 T;:“:’s f
3 Northeast -1 6
4 Downtown 2 25
5 Western Addition 1 '
6 Buena Vista 1 5
8 Mission 5 28
9 South of Market 1
11 Bernal Heights 2
TOTALS 13 78

27



Table 5

RAD Affordable Units

Planning District B::I(;:gs ll\'J:i::):
1 Richmond 2 144
2 Marina 2 138
3 Northeast 4 577
4 Downtown 3 285
5 Western Addition 8 919
6 Buena Vista 2 132
7 Central 1 107
8 Mission 1 91
9 South of Market - 1 276
10 South Bayshore 2 436
11 Bernal Heights 2 268
12 South Central - -
13 Ingleside - -
14 Inner Sunset 1 110
15 Quter Sunset - -
TOTALS 29 3,483

PLANNING DEPARTMENT




Table 6

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

Condo : Owner Total Units
Planning District . Demolition | Ellis Out Permanently
Conversion Move-in Lost
1 Richmond 4 31 193 341 569
2 Marina 11 5 35 129 180
3 Northeast 11 11 | 232 130 384
4 Downtown - 68 47 4 119
5 Western Addition 7 10 63 127 207
6 Buena Vista 4 11 94 130 239
7 Central 17 23 132 212 384
8 Mission 2 33 258 247 540
9 South of Market 3 20 35 67 125
10 South Bayshore - 13 8 55 76
11 Bernal Heights 4 28 45 107 184
12 South Central - 83 39 253 375
13 Ingleside - 40 21 118 179
14 Inner Sunset 6 15 54 114 189
15 Outer Sunset - 87 72 273 | 432
Totals 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182

SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

29



Table 7

Entitled and Permitted Units, 2017 Q4

ANNING DEPARTMENT

Total
] o Very Low Low | Total ) Aff?rdable
Planning District Moderate TBD Affordable| Net New Units | Units as %

Income Income Units of Net
: New Units
1 Richmond - 50 4 - 54 175 30.9%
2 Marina - - 2 - 2 160 1.3%
3 Northeast - 12 - - 12 271 4.4%
4 Downtown 83 207 14 - 304 2,124 14.3%
5 Western Addition 108 - 34 - 142 448 31L.7%
6 Buena Vista - 10 13 30 - 437 6.9%
7 Central - - - - - 51 0.0%
8 Mission - 12 4 - 16 469 3.4%
9 South of Market 152 521 260 - 933 5,871 15.9%
10 South Bayshore - - - 1 322 0.3%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 20 0.0%
12 South Central - - 10 - 10 307 3.3%
13 Ingleside - - - - - 93 0.0%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 7 - 7 96 7.3%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
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DATE: 12 May 2017
TO: Honorabl San Francisco Board of Supervisors
FROM: John Raha
Director
‘RE: HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No. 5
1 January 2007 - 31 December 2016
SUMMARY.

This report is submitted in compliance with Ordinance No. 53-15 requiring the Planning
Department to monitor and report on the housing balance between new market rate and new
affordable housing production. One of the stated purposes of the Housing Balance is “to
ensure that data on meeting affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods
informs the approval process for new housing development.” This report is the fifth in the
series and covers the ten-year period from 1 January 2007 through 31 December 2016.

The “Housing Balance” is defined as the proportion of all new affordable housing units to the
total number of all new housing units for a 10-year “Housing Balance Period.” In addition, a
calculation of “Projected Housing Balance” which includes residential projects that have
received approvals from the Planning Commission or Planning Department but have not yet
received permits to commence construction will be included.

In the 2007-2016 Housing Balance Period, 22% of net new housing produced was affordable.
By comparison, the expanded Citywide Cumulative Housing Balance is 23%, although this
varies by districts. Distribution of the Cumulative Housing Balance over the 11 Board of
Supervisor Districts ranges from —197% (District 4) to 67% (District 5). This variation,
especially with negative housing balances, is due to the larger number of units permanently
withdrawn from rent control protection relative to the number of total net new units and net
affordable units built in those districts.

The Projected Housing Balance Citywide is 14%. Three major development projects were
identified in the ordinance for exclusion in the projected housing balance calculations until site
permits are obtained. Remaining phases for these three projects will add up to 22,000 net units
including over 4,900 affordable units; this would increase the projected housing balance to 20% if
included in the calculations.

Memo

1650 Mission St.
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2479

Reception:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409
Planning

information:
415,558.6377



BACKGROUND

On 21 April 2015, the Board of Supervisors passed Ordinance No. 53-15 amending the Planning
Code to include a new Section 103 requiring the Planning Department to monitor and report on
the Housing Balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing production.
The Housing Balance Report will be submitted bi-annually by Apzil 1 and October 1 of each year
and will also be published on a visible and accessible page on the Planning Department’s
website. Planning Code Section 103 also requires an annual hearing at the Board of Supervisors on
strategies for achieving and maintaining the required housing balance in accordance with the
City’s housing production goals. (See Appendix A for complete text of Ordinance No. 53-15.)

The stated purposes for the Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting are: a) to maintain a
balance between new affordable and market rate housing Citywide and within neighborhoods; b)
to make housing available for all income levels and housing need types; c) to preserve the mixed-
income character of the City and its neighborhoods; d) to offset the withdrawal of existing

- housing units from rent stabilization and the loss of single-room occupancy hotel units; e) to
ensure the availability of land and encourage the deployment of resources to provide sufficient
housing affordable to households of very low, low, and moderate incomes; f) to ensure adequate
housing for families, seniors and the disabled communities; g) to ensure that data on meeting
affordable housing targets Citywide and within neighborhoods informs the approval process for
new housing development; and h) to enable public participation in determining the appropriate
mix of new housing approvals.

Specifically, the Housing Balance Report will supplement tracking performance toward meeting
the goals set by the City’s Housing Element and Proposition K. Housing production targets in the
City’s Housing Element, adopted in April 2015, calls for 28,870 new units built between 2015 and
2022, 57%* of which should be affordable. As mandated by law, the City provides the State
Department of Housing and Community Development an annual progress report.? In November
2014, San Francisco’s voters endorsed Proposition K, which set a goal of 33% of all new housing
units to be affordable. In addition, Mayor Ed Lee set a goal of creating 30,000 new and
rehabilitated homes by 2020; he pledged at least 30% of these to be permanently affordable to
low-income families as well as working, middle income families. 3

This Housing Balance Report was prepared from data gathered from previously published sources
including the Planning Department’s annual Housing Inventory and -quarterly Pipeline Report data,
San Francisco Rent Board data, and the Mayor’s Office of Housing and Community
Development’s Weekly Dashboard.

! The Ordinance inaccurately stated that “22% of new housing demands to be affordable to households of
moderate means”; San Francisco’s Regional Housing Needs Assessment (RHNA) allocation for moderate
income households is 19% of total production goals.

? Printed annual progress reports submitted by all California jurisdictions can be accessed here —
http://www.hed.ca.gov/community-development/housing-element/annual-progress-reports/index.php .-- or
by calling HCD at 916-263-2911 for the latest reports as many jurisdictions now file reports online.

® For more information on and tracking of 30K by 2020, see http://sfmayor.org/housing .
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CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE CALCULATION

Planning Code Section 103 calls for the Housing Balance “be expressed as a percentage, obtained
by dividing the cumulative total of extremely low, very low, low, and moderate income
affordable housing (all units 0-120% AMTI) minus the lost protected units, by the total number of
net new housing units within the Housing Balance Period.” The ordinance requires that the
“Cumulative Housing Balance” be provided using two calculations: a) one consisting of net
housing built within a 10 year Housing Balance period, less units withdrawn from protected
status, plus net units in projects that have received both approvals from the Planning
Commission or Planning Department and site permits from the Department of Building
Inspection, and b) the addition of net units gained through acquisition and rehabilitation of
affordable units, HOPE SF and RAD units. “Protected units” include units that are subject to rent
control under the City’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance. Additional
elements that ﬁgute into the Housing Balance include completed HOPE SF and RAD public
housing replacemenit, substantially rehabilitated units, and single-room occupancy hotel units
(SROs). The equation below shows the second, expanded calculation of the Cumulative Housing
Balance.

[Net New Affordable Housing + 4
Completed Acquisitions & Rehabs + Completed
HOPE SF + RAD Public Housing Replacement +

‘Entitled & Permitted Affordable Units] CUMULATIVE
~ [Units Removed from Protected Status] HOUSING
= BALANCE

[Net New Housing Built + Net Entitled & Permitted Units]

The first “Housing Balance Period” is a ten-year period starting with the first quarter of 2005
through the last quarter of 2014. Subsequent housing balance reports will cover the 10 years
preceding the most recent quarter. This report covers January 2007 (Q1) through December 2016
(Q4).

SAN FRANGISCO 3
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Table 1A below shows the Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4 period is
14% Citywide. With the addition of RAD units, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance is
23%. In comparison, the expanded Cumulative Housing Balance for 10 year 2006 Q1 — 2015 Q4
period was 18%. The Board of Supervisors recently revised the ordinance to include Owner
Move-Ins (OMIs) in the Housing Balance calculation. Although OMIs were not specifically called
out by in the original Ordinance in the calculation of the Housing Balance, these were included in
earlier reports because this type of no-fault eviction results in the loss of rent controlled units

either permanently or for a period of time.

. Table 1A

Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Acquisitions Units Total 7
Net New . ) . 5
Affordable & Rehabs | Removed Entitled Total Net Total Cumulative
BoS Districts Housin and Small from Affordable | New Units | Entitled Housing
Built & Sites Protected Units Built Units Balance
Completed Status Permitted
BoS District 1 170 - (496) 4 340 114 | -70.9%
BoS District 2 37 24 (315) 11 871 271 | -21.3%
BoS District 3 205 6 (372) 16 951 302 | -11.6%
BoS District 4 10 - (437) 7 115 98 | -197.2%
BoS District 5 709 293 (398) 196 1,744 508 | 34.2%
BoS District 6 3,239 1,155 (135) 960 17,158 6,409 22.1%
BoS District 7 99 - (220) - 530 104 | -19.1%
BoS District 8 97 17 (655) 17 1,115 416 | -34.2%
BoS District 9 217 319 (582) 17 1,034 237 -2.3%
BoS District 10 1,353 24 (249) 274 4,281 2,034 22.2%
BoS District 11 30 - (323) 9 180 297 | -59.5%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 (. (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 13.6%
SAN FRANCISCO 4
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Table 1B below shows the Expanded Cumulative Housing Balances for Board of Supervisor
Districts ranging from -197% (District 4) to 67% (District 5). Negative balances in Districts 1
(-71%), 2 (-23%), 3 (-12%), 4 (-197%), 8 (-35%), and 11 (-60%) resulted from the larger numbers of
units removed from protected status relative to the net new affordable housing and net new
housing units built in those districts.

Table 1B
Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4
Acquisitions Units Total B
Net New & Rehabs RAD Program Removed Entitled Total Net Total Expand?d
. . Affordable and Hope SF _ ] Cumufiative
BoS Districts . and Small from Affordable | New Units | Entitled |
Housing B Replacement . N L Housing
. Sites } Protected Units Built Units
Built Units ) . Balance
Completed Status Permitted .
BoS District 1 170 - 144 (496) 4 340 114 | -39.2%
BoS District 2 371 24 251 (315) 11 871 271 0.7%
BoS District 3 205 6 577 (372) 16 951 302 34.5%
BoS District 4 10 - - (437) 7 115 98 | -197.2%
BoS District 5 - 709 293 806 (398} 196 1,744 588 68.6%
BoS District 6 3,239 1,155 561 (135)] . 960 17,158 6,409 24.5%.
BoS District 7 99 - 110 (220) - 530 ‘104 | -1.7%
BoS District 8 - 97 17 330 (655) 17 1,115 416 | -12.7%
BoS District 9 217 - 319 268 (582) ) 17 1,034 237 18.8%
BoS District 10 1,353 24 436 (249) 274 4,281 2,034 29.1%
BoS District 11 30 - - (323) 9 180 297 | -59.5%
TOTALS 6,166 _ 1,838 3,483 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 22.5%

PROJECTED HOUSING BALANCE

Table 2 below summarizes residential projects that have received entitlements from the Planning
Commission or the Planning Department but have not yet received a site or building permit.
Overall projected housing balance at the end of 2016 is 16%. This balance is expected to change as
several major projects have yet to declare how their affordable housing requirements will be met.
In addition, three entitled major development projects — Treasure Island, ParkMerced, and
Hunters Point — are not included in the accounting until applications for building permits are
filed or issued as specified in the ordinance. Remaining phases from these three projects will
yield an additional 22,000 net new units; 22% (or 4,900 units) would be affordable to low and

. moderate income households.
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The Projected Housing Balance does not account for affordable housing units that will be
produced as a result of the Inclusionary Housing Fee paid in a given reporting cycle.
Those affordable housing units are produced several years after the Fee is collected.
Units produced through the Fee typically serve lower income households than do the
inclusionary units, including special needs populations requiring services, such as sen-

iors, transitional aged youth, families, and veterans.

Table 2

" Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4

Total

Total Affordable

BoS District V;Z):;" lntzxe Moderate TBD Affordable Nitn'i\l:w Units as % of
Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - ~ - - 19 0.0%
BoS District 2 - - ~ - - 25 0.0%
BoS District 3 - - 14 - 14 150 7.4%
BoS District 4 - - - - - 14 0.0%
BoS District 5 - - 28 3 31 275 11.3%
BoS District 6 - 158 103 52 313 3,664 8.5%
BoS District 7 - - - 284 284 1,057 26.9%
BoS District 8 - 5 3 - 8 84 9.5%
BoS District 9 - 132 8 1 141 722 19.5%
BoS District 10 - 985 - 168 1,153 6,008 19.2%
BoS District 11 - - - - - 1 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%

CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE ELEMENTS

Because the scope covered by the Housing Balance calculation is broad, each element — or group
of elements — will be discussed separately. The body of this report will account for figures at the
Board of Supervisor district level. The breakdown of each element using the Planning
Department District geographies, as required by Section 103, is provided separately in an
Appendix B. This is to ensure simple and uncluttered tables in the main body of the report.

Affordable Housing and Net New Housing Production

Table 3 below shows housing production between 2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4. This ten-year period
resulted in a net addition of over 28,300 units to the City’s housing stock, including almost 6,170
affordable units. A majority of net new housing units and affordable units built in the ten year

SAN FRANGISCO

PLANNING DEPARTIMENT




reporting period were in District 6 (17,160 or 61% and 3,240 or 53% respectively). District 10
follows with about 4,280 (15%) net new units, including over 1,350 (22%) affordable units.

The table below also shows that almost 22% of net new units built between 2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4
were affordable units, mostly (61%) in District 6. While District 1 saw modest gains in net new
units built, half of these were affordable (50%).

Table 3

New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

) Total Total Net Affordable Units ’
BoS District Very Low Low Moderate | Middle | Affordable . as % of Total
) Units Units Net Units

BoS District 1 170 - 170 340 50.0%
BoS District 2 37 - 37 871 4.2%
BoS District 3 161 2 42 - 205 951 21.6%
BoS District 4 , 10 - 10 115 8.7%
BoS District 5 439 174 96 - 709 1,744 40.7%
BoS District 6 1,982 727 507 23 3,239 17,158 18.9%
BoS District 7 70 29 - 99 530 18.7%
BoS District 8 82 15 - 97 1,115 8.7%
BoS District 9 138 40 39 - 217 1,034 21.0%
BoS District 10 404 561 388 - 1,353 4,281 31.6%
BoS District 11 13 17 - 30 . 180 16.7%
TOTAL 3,364 1,628 1,151 23 6,166 28,319

21.8%

It should be noted that units affordable to Extremely Very Low Income (EVLI) households are
included under the Very Low Income (VLI) category because certain projects that benefit
homeless individuals and families — groups considered as EVLI - have income eligibility caps at

the VLI level.
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Acquisition and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing Units

Table 4 below lists the number of units that have been rehabilitated and/or acquiréd between
2007 Q1 and 2016 Q4 to ensure permanent affordability. These are mostly single-room occupancy
hotel units that are affordable to extremely very low and very low income households.

Table 4a

Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of Affordable Housing, 2007-2016

Small Sites Program

The San Francisco Small Sites Program (SSP) is an initiative of the Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development (MOHCD) to acquire small rent-controlled buildings (with four to 25
units) where tenants are at risk of eviction through the Ellis Act or owner move-ins. Since its

BoS District B::;i:; TJ?«;*Z f

BoS District 2 - 1 24
BoS District 5 2 - 290
BoS District 6 13 1,127
BoS District 9 2 319
TOTALS 18| 1,760

inception in 2014, some 13 buildings with 78 units have been acquired.

Table 4b

Small Sites Program, 2014-2016
BosS District B:::i:;s ':lf:“tos f
Bos District 3 41
BoS District 5 1
BoS District 6 3 28
BoS District 8 4 17

BoS District 9 4 24

TOTALS 13 78

SAN FBANCISCO
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RAD Program

The San Francisco Housing Authority’s Rental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) program
preserves at risk public and assisted housing projects. According to the Mayor’s Office, RAD
Phase I transferred 1,425 units to developers in December 2015. An additional 2,028 units were
transferred as Phase II in 2016. '

Table 5
RAD Affordable Units, 2016-2017
BoS District BLI:IZH(:;S ﬁ:i::

BoS District 1 2| 144
BoS District 2 3 251
BoS District 3 4 577
BoS District 5 7 806
BoS District 6 4 561
BoS District 7 1 110
BoS District 8 4 330
BoS District 9 2 268
BoS District 10 2 436
BoS District 11 - -
TOTALS - 29 3,483

Units Removed From Protected Status

San Francisco’s Residential Rent Stabilization and Arbitration Ordinance protects tenants and
preserves affordability of about 175,000 rental units by limiting annual rent increases. Landlords
can, however, terminate tenants’ leases through no-fault evictions including condo conversion,
owner move-in, Ellis Act, demolition, and other reasons that are not the tenants’ fault. The
Housing Balance calculation takes into account units permanently withdrawn from rent
stabilization as loss of affordable housing. The following no-fault evictions affect the supply of
rent controlled units by removing units from the rental market: condo conversion, demolition,
Ellis Act, and owner move-ins (OMIs). It should be noted that ihitially, OMIs were not
specifically called out by the Ordinance to be included in the calculation. However, because
owner move-ins have the effect of the losing rent controlled units either permanently or for a
substantial period of time, these numbers are included in the Housing Balance calculation as
intended by the legislation’s sponsors. Some of these OMI units may return to being rentals and
will still fall under the rent control ordinance. On 14 November 2016, the Board of Supervisors
amended Planning Code Section 103 to include OMIs as part of the housing balance calculation.

SAN FRANGISCO . 9
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Table 6 below shows the distribution of no-fault eviction notices issued between January 2007
and December 2016. Eviction notices have been commonly used as proxy for evictions. Owner
Move-In and Ellis Out notices made up the majority of no fault evictions (55% and 32%
respectively). Distribution of these no-fault eviction notices is almost evenly dispersed, with
Districts 8 and 9 leading (16% and 14%, respectively).

Table 6 \

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4
Condo Owner Units Removed
BoS District . Demolition Ellis Out from Protected

Conversion Move-In
Status

BoS District 1 3 26 160 307 496
BoS District 2 17 13 86 199 315
BoS District 3 6 10 238 118 372
BoS District 4 - 87 76 274 437
BoS District 5 17 21 125 235 398
BoS District 6 1 76 46 12 135
BoS District 7 - 31 37 152 | 220
BoS District 8 19 43 262 331 655
BoS District9 4 61 209 308 582
BoS District'10 2 29 45 173 249
BoS District 11 - 81 44 198 323
TOTALS 69 | 478 1,328 2,307 4,182

SAN FRANCISCO
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Entitled and Permitted Units

Table 7 lists the number of units that have received entitlements from the Planning Commission
or the Planning Department. These pipeline projects have also received site permits from the
Department of Building Inspection and most are under construction as of the final quarter of
2016. Over half of these units are being built in or will be built in District 6 (59%). Fourteen
percent of units that have received Planning entitlements and site permits from the DBI will be

affordable.

Table 7

Permitted Units, 2016 Q4

N Very Low Low Total Net New Total.Affordable
BoS District Income Income Moderate TBD Affordable Units Units as % of
: Units Net New Units
BoS District 1 - - 4 - 4 114 3.5%
BoS District 2 - - 11 - 11 271 4.1%
BoS District3 - 12 4 - 16 302 53%
BoS District 4 - - 7 - 7 98 7.1%
~ BoS District5 108 50 38 - 196 598 32.8%
BoS District6 235 483 242 - 960 6,409 15.0%
BoS District7 - - - - 104 0.0%
BoS District 8 - 10 17 416 4.1%
BoS District9 - 12 5 - 17 237 7.2%
BoS District 10 - 245 28 274 2,034 13.5%
BoS District 11 - - 9 - 9 297 3.0%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
SAN FRANGISCO
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PERIODIC REPORTING AND ONLINE ACCESS

This report complies with Planning Code Section 103 requirement that the Planning Department
publish and update the Housing Balance Report bi-annually on April 1 and October 1 of each year.
Housing Balance Reports are available and accessible online, as mandated by the ordinance, by

going to this link: http://www.sf-planning.org/index.aspx?page=4222 .

ANNUAL HEARING

An annual hearing on the Housing Balance before the Board of Supervisors will be scheduled by
April 1 of each year. This year’s Housing Balance Report will be scheduled to be heard before the
Board of Supervisors before the end of June 2017. The Mayor’s Office of Housing and
Community Development, the Mayor’s Office of Economic and Workforce Development, the
Rent Stabilization Board, the Department of Building Inspection, and the City Economist will
present strategies for achieving and maintaining a housing balance consistent with the City’s
housing goals at this annual hearing. The ordinance also requires that MOHCD will determine
the amount of funding needed to bring the City into the required minimum 33% should the
cumulative housing balance fall below that threshold.

SAN FRANCISCO 12
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AMENDED lN CC)MMITTEE
FILE NO. 150029 ORDINANCE NO. 53-15

{Planning Code - City Housing Balance Monitoring and Reporting]

Ordinance aménding the Planning Code to require the Planning Department to monitor
the balance between new market rate housing and new affordable housing, and publish
a bi-annual Housing Balance Report; requiring an annual hearing at the Board of
Supervisors on strategles for achieving énd maintaining the required housing balance
in accordance with San Francisco’s housing production goals; and making
environmental findings, Planning éodo, Section 302 findings, and findings of
consistancy with the Genoral Plan, and the eight priority policies of Planning Code,
Section 101.1.

NOTE:  Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Ariat font,
Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times Neys Roman fond.
Deletions to Codes are in #ﬂ&eﬂwngk—mw%mm»-lea RSO,
Board amendment addltions are in ial font.

“Board amendment deletions are in stﬂkemreughﬂnamm
© Asterisks (* * * *)indicate the omission of unchanged Code
subsections or parts of tables.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. Findings.

{a) The Planning Depariment has determined that the actions contempfated in this
ordinance comply with the California Environmental Quality Act {California Public Resources
Code Sections 21000 et seq.}. Sald determination is on file with the Clerk of the Board of
Supervisors in File No. 150029 and is incorporated herein by reference. The Bbard of

- Supervisors affirms this determination.

{b} On March 19, 2015, the Planning Commission, In Resolution No, 19337, adopled
findings that the actions contemplated in this ordinance are ¢onsistent, on balance, with the

! Supearviser Kim
. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page t

SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

13



4 adopts thesa findings as its own. A copy of said Resolution is on file with the Clerk of the
2 Board of Supervisors in File No. 150028, and is incotporated herain by reference.
3 {¢} Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board finds that this Planning Code !
4 ’ Amendment will serve the public necessity, conveniencs, and welfare for the reasons set forlh ?
5 X in Planning Commission Resofution No. 150028 and the Board incorporates such reasons
8 herein by reference.
7 ;
8 Section 2, The Planning Code Is hereby amended by adding new Section 103 to read
g as follows:
10 } SEC. 103, HOUSING BALANCE MONITORING AND REPORTING.
5 f " (@) Purposes. To maintain a palunce hetween new affordoble und warket rate housing Ciry.
12 ; wide und within neiyhibnorhoods_to wmake housing avallable for all income levels and housig need
13 fepes. o preserve the mived income charagter of the City and its neighborkoods,_to offsel the .
14 withdrawal of existing housi
15 hotel units, to ensie ihe availability of lan miggmmemmm ofresources (o provide
16 { suflicient housing affordable to hmtsehoi’ris‘ of very low, low, gnd moderate incomes, to wmgggq;m
17 f housing for families, senfors and the disabled commnity, to ensure that data on meeting affordable
18 housing targets City-wide and within neighborhioods informs the approval process for new housing
19 developmeny, and to enable public participation in determining the appropriate mix of new houshg
20 approvals, therd is hereby established a requirentent, as detailed i this Section 103, to ponitor and
21 f regularly report on the housing balapce bepween market rate housing und alfordable foustug,
22 || (b)_Findings,
23 1 (1} In November 2044, the City voters enacted Propoxition K, which establisted City
24 1 palicy fo help constryct or rehabilitae ar least 30,000 honses by 2020, More than 0% of this heusing
25 | would be affordable for middle-class houselolds, with al least 33% affordable for low- and moderate-
! guopfrfavggrggpsﬂwscns ‘ Page 2
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U income households, and the City is expected to develop strategies 1o acliieve that goal. This seetion

i term Proposition K goal that 33% ol all new housing shall be affordable howsing, as deffued herein,

. respond to the unigue needs of each geighborhood wheve housing will be located
Residentinl Rent Stabilization. and Arbiration Ordinance's limitations on the size of allowable rent

- Policy Anglysis Report on Tenant Displacement, San Frapcisce s experiencing g rise it units
¢ withdrawn from rent controls. Sucl rises ofien accompany peviods of sharp increaxes in property

103 sets forth a method to track performonce toward fhe Ciny’s Housing Element goals and the near-

(2} The Cine's rewl stabilized and permanently affordable housing stock servey very low-,

low-_and maderare-income familics, long-time residents, elderly seujors, disabled persons and others,

The Ciry seeks fo aelieve and maintain an appropriate balgnce benween market rate ionsing and

affordable housing Citv-wide and within neighborkoods because the grailabilin: af decent honsing and

a suitable living enviropment for every San Franciscan is of vital importance._Atiainment of the Cify's

housing goals requires the cooperative participation of government and the private sector to expand

housing opportunities to aecommodate housing needs for San Franiciscans atl ol economic fevels and (o

£3)_For tenants in nusubsidized hoysing, affordability is often preserved by the

increases during a fenancy, As documented in the Budgel and Legislative dnalust's Qelober 2013

values gnd housing prices, From [998 hrough 2013, the Rent Board reported a total of 13.027 no-faudt

eviettons (i.e., evictions in which the tenant had not violated any fease torms, but the ovwner sought o

regaln possession of the unit). Fotal evictions of all types have inereased by 38,.2% from Rent Board
Year (e from Moreh through Febryary) 2010 fo Rent Board Year 2013, During the same peviod, Ellix
det evictions for oulpaced other evictiony, inereasing by 169.8% from 43 in Rent Board Year 2010 to
110 in Rent Board Year 2013, These pmbers do net capiure fhe forge number of vwaer buyouss of
tenants, which contribute further to the loss of reat-stabilized unifs from the housing market, A e fair
assexsment of the affordable housing balance misst incorporate into the calculation umits withdrawn
Jrop rent stabilization.

Supervisor Kim
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() Pursuant 1o Government Code Section 63584, the Associution of Buy Areq

Gavernments (ABAG, in coordination with the Califoraia State Depentment of Housine and

‘onnnanity Development (F determings the Bey Arvea’s vegional housing peed based on regiong
¢ ty Devel {EHCD), det es the Bay Area's r ! housing ! based o resivnal

q frends, profected fob growth,_and existing needs The regional housing needs gssessment (RHNA)

determination inclides prodpetion tarpets gddressing housing needs af a range of household income

U eatepnries, For the RENA period covering 2003 througeh 2022 ABAG has projected thal af least 38%

Vol new howusing demands for San Francisco will be fom yers {ow gnd low income fowsehnlds

¢ thouseholdy earning vnder 80% of area median income), and gnother 32% of new housing demauds io

by afforduble fo hoysehulds of modirate mieans fearning between 86% and 1 20% of areq medien

Incomel, Market-rate howsing Is conyidered howsing sith ne income limity or special requirements
aitached. .

using Element of the City's General Plan stafes: "Based on the growing
population, and smart growth goals of providing housing {nceniral areas {ike San Francisco, near fobs
cnd transit,the State Department of Housing and Community Development (HCD), with the
Association of Bay Area Governmenis (ABAG), estimares that in the current 2015.2022 Houslng

Element period San Franciyco must plan for the capacity for rotghly 28 870 new umits, 37% of whick

' should be suitable for housing for the extremely low. very low,_low and moderate income households to

weet ity e of the region's projected housing demand * Obfective I of the Housing Flenrent o1

that the Ciry should “identify and make available for development adeguate site

Bousing needs, especially permanently afforduble housing. ' Obfective 7 states that San Franciven's

projected affordable housing needs far owupace the capacity for the City i secure subsidies for new

affordable units, ‘
(6} I 2012 the City enaeied Ordinance 237-12, the *Housing Preservarion and
Pradyction Ordinance. " codifled in Administrative Code Chaprer 10E.4, to require Planning

Depastpent siaff to repularly report data on progress ioward meeting Sart Erancisca’s quantified

Supondsor Kim
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preduction godls Jor diferent household incomy levels gy provided in the General Plan’s Housing

- Element. That Ordinance requires data on the mumber of wpits in all stages of the housing production

pracess ol varions affordability levely to be inclided in stafl veports on all proposed projects of five

residentiol wnits or mare aud in guarterly housing production reperts to the Planning Commission. The

Planning Department has long tracked the mmber of affordable hiousing units and 1ol number of

housing units biilt throughout the Cify-and in specific greas and should be able to track the ratio called
Jor in this Section J03,

(7). As.the private markes hos embarked upon, and govermment oflicials have wrged, an
mbitions program (o produce sigrificant amounts of new honsing in the City, the limited remaining

@vailable land makes it ¢ssentiol 1o assess (fe impact of the approval of new market rate ousing

developments on the availability ofland for affordable housing and to encourage the deployment of
resourees 1o provide such housing,
(c) Housing Bolwnce Colenlation,
(1) For purposes of this Section 103, " Housing Balance” shall be defined as the

proportion of all new Housing wniits affordable to loviseholds of extremely low, veey lowe ow or

atoderate income households, as defined in Calliforaia Health & Safety Code Sections SU079.5 ef seq..

g8 stich provislons may be amended from time to time, io the toral munber of all new housing wits jor o

10 year Housing Balance f'eriod,

(2} e Housing Balance Period shall beght with the first guarter of year 2003 1o the

last quarter of 2014, and thereafler for the ten years prior to the most recent calendar auarier,

{3} For each year thar duta i qyailable, beglaning tn 2005, the Plapning Depariment

. shall veport ner housing construction by income fevels, as welf as wnits that have been withdrawn from

profection afforded by City law, such as laws providing for rent-controlled dnd single resident

gecupomey (SRO) units, The afforduble housing categories shall inetude pet neyw units, gs well as
gxisting wils that were previously not restricted by deed or regulatory agreement that qre aequired for.

Suporvisor Kim
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ‘ Page &

SAN FRANGISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

17



(R A S < T S - S R

11
12
13
14
16
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

i
I
i
i
i

{
i

preservation as permanenily affordable housing as desermined by the Mayor s Office of Housing and

Conununity Development (MOHCD) (not including refinancing or other rebabilitation under existing

ewnership), protected by deed or regulatory agrecment for a minfmyn of 33 years, The report shall

inciude, by year, and for the latest quarter, oll wnits that have recebved Tempurary Corgificates af

Occupaney within that year,_a separate_category for units that obtained g site or building permit, el

another cafeenry for units that have received approval from the Plasming Commission or Plunning

BDepartment, bl have noi yet pbtabned g site or buildinge peranit 1o commence consiruclion (exeept any

¢ e Flous alance Pertod). Misier
planned entitlements, including bt not fimited to such areas ax Treasure Ibowd, Hunters Poing
Shipyard and Park Merced, shall nog be inclyded in this latier category il individual dyilding
enfitlerents or site permits qre aupraved for specific hoysing projects, For cach year or approval
Stapis, the following categories shall be separately reporiod:

() Extremely Low Income Units, which are unils available to individuals or

Jamilies making between 0-30% Arveq Median Income (AMI as defined in California Health & Safet
Code Section 30100_and gre subfect to price or rent resteictions between 0-30% AMI:

entitlenents that fugve expired and nol been repew

(B) Yery Low fitcome Units_wiidch are wnits evailable to individuals or fanitlies
paking between 30-50% AMT as defined in California Health & Safery Code Section 50103, and ure

sibfect (o price o remt restrictipns benveen 30-50%6 AMI:
(€ Lower Income Units, which are units avallable to individuals or fumiflies
meking benveen S0-80% AMI as defined in California Hedlth & Safety Code Seetion 30078.3, and are

subject to price or rent restrictions benveen 50-80%% AME:

(3 Moderate Income Units, which are units available 1o judividuals or families

making between 80-120% AMI, gond are subject 1o price o rent restrictions benween 80-120% AMI:

making between 1201 30% AMI, and are subjeet 1o prive or ronf restrictions beoveen 120:150%6 AMT:

Supwrvisor K
BOARD OF SURERVISORS Page 6
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{5} Marker-rate units,_ which are wmifs pot subject 1o any deedor regudatory

agrecment with price resirictions;

1G) Houslng units withdrawn from protected staqus, including units withdranyn

from rent confrol (except those units otherwise converted into permanently affordable housing,

ucluding all units that have been subjeet to rent control under the San Froneisco Residentiad Rent

Stabitizution and Arbitrafion Ordinance bt that a properiv owner removes permanently fron the

rental market through condominium conversion pursuant to Administrative Code Seéction 37, 9(u)(9),

demulition gr alterations (including dwelfiny it wergers), oF prrmanent removal pursuant to

ddministrative Code Section 37,9(aX(10) or removal pursuant to the ENis Act wnder Administrative
Code Seetion 37,9(a)(13); )

{8} Public housing replacement units and substantially rehabilitated units

thrauek the HOPE SF and Kental Assistance Demonstration (RAD) programs, as well as other

substantial rehablitation programs managed by MOHCD,

(4] The Howsing Balance shall be expressed as a percentage. obtatned by dividing the

s eunmlative total of extremely low, very low, low and moderate incone affordable oustng wniis (all

snits 0-120% AMI} minugs the fost profected wnils, by the totad mumber of net new housing upits within
the Housing Balance Periad, The Hoysing Balance shall also provide two caloulations:
{4) the Cumularive Housing Balance, consisting of housing unils that have

 already been constructed (and received a Temporary Certificate of Occupaucy or other ceriificate that
'i would allow occupency of the uniis) within the 10-year Housing Balance Period_plus those units that

have oblained a site or building permit_ A separate caleulation of the Cumulative flonsing Balance

shall also be provided, which includes HOPE SF and RAD public housing replacement and

v substantiatly rehabilitated uniis (hut wot including peneral rehabilitation / malntenance of public

howsing or other affordable housing units) that have received Temporary Certificates of Oceupaney

Supervisor Kim
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1 withiint the Housing Balgice Peripd._The Housing Balance Reporss will show the Cumulative Housing

2 Balunce with apd withoue public housing included in the calculation; and

3 {8} the Projected Houslng Balance, wineh shall include any residential project

4 that ngs received approval from the Planing Copnnission or Planning Departitent , even i the

5 bousing profect has nof ves obtained a slte or building permif fo commence construction fexcent any

& | eutitlements that have expired and not been renewed during the Honsing Salance period). Masier

7 r plasned entitlements shall not be included in the calewlation uniil individuad bydlding entitlemerts or

8 | site permits are approved,

9 (d}_Bi-annnal Housing Balance Reports, Withia-30-days-of-the-effective-date-efthis
10 Secllon403B8y JJune 1, 2015, twe Planning Depariment shall calewlae the Crmdaiive and
11| Housiny Balaice for the niost recent two quarters Cityeside, by Suervisorial Districs, Plan Area, and
12 by neighborhond Plawning Districts, as defived inthe anmval { ousing Troventors, and publish it as an
13 | eqsily visible and aecessible poge devored fo Lesing Balance and Monitoring and Beporting on fhe
14 | Planuing Department s website. By August September /st and February March Ist of each year, the
15 | Plaming Depariment shall publish and update the Housing Bulance Report, and present this report at
16 | aninformaiional hearing to the Planning Commission and Board of Supervisors, as well as to any
17 ; relevant body with geographic purview over g plan area Mpon request alony with the other quarterly
18 i reporting requivements of Adminisirgrive Code Chapter 10£.4. The annual repartto the Board of
19 Supervisors shall be accepted hy resolution of the Board, which resolution shall be introduced
20 3 by.the Planaing Depadment. The Housing Balance Repore shall afso be incorporated into the
21
22 | required in Administrative Code Chapler 1054,
23 § ) Awnual Hearing by Board of Supervisors,
24 (1) The Board of Supervisors shail hold a publle Housing Bolance hearing on an aunpal
25 | basis by Aprif 1 of each year, to consider progresy towards the City s affordable housing godls,

Supsrvisar Kim
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of each vear thereafier,

the fatest Housing Bulance Report City-wide aned by Supervisorial Districs and Planning District: the

incinding the goal of @ minipum 33% affordable housing 1o Iow and moderate income households, oy

well as the Civ's General Plan Housing Element housing praduction goals by income cateyory, The

first hearing shall occur no fater than 30 days afler the effective date of this ordinance, and by April 1

2} The hearing shall jnclude reporving by the Planning Departime, wiich sholl present

Mayor's Office of Housing and Communtity Developmeni, the Movor's Office of Evonomic and

Workforce Deyelopment, the Reat Stabilization Board. by the Department of Building Inspection, and

the City Economisi_on sirategies for gchieving and malataining g housing balance in accordance with
San_Francisco s howsing production goals, If the Cundative [lousing Balun(:;f has fallen helow 33% in
any year MOHCD shalt determine how nuwh funding is required 1o hring the City jinto o mininmm
i@jﬁa,&zymg_&(lmwe and the Mayer shell submit (o the Bogrd of Supervisors g strategy to acconplish

the minimum of 33% Housing Balanee. City Departments shill al mibnintian report on the following

issues relevant to the anmad Hovsing Balance hearing: MOHCD shall veport on the annyal ond

housine produetlon goals_profected shortfulls and gaps i funding and site control_ond progress

tovward the Civ’s Nelghborhood Stabilizotion goals for acquiring and preserving the affordability of

existing rental wnits in neighborboods with hivh copgentrations_of tow and moderale tncomg

households or historically high levely of evictions; ihe Planning Department shall repori on current
and proposed zoning and land wse policies that affect the Cit's General Plan Hovsing Element
foysing production goals; the Mayor 's Qffice of Economic and Horkforce Development shail report on
currend and proposed major development projects, dedicared public sites, and policies thal affect the

Supsavisor Kim .
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page g
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Ciny's General Plan Housing Element housing production goals: the Rent Bogrd shall report on the
withdrawal or addition of rent-conirolfed units and cuvrent ar proposed policies that affect these

mbers: the Depdrtment of Building tnspection shall report on the withdrewal or addidon of

Residential Hotel units and current or proposed policles that affect these numbers: and the City

Economist shadf veport on annual and projected job growth by the income categories specified in the
Cinv's General Plan Housing Element,
{3) Ail reporss aud presentavion mareriads from the anmuel Howsing Balance hearing

| shiall be maintained by year for public access op the Planning Department’s website on its page

| devored to Housing Balance Mowitoring and Reporting,

Section 4. Effective Date. This ordinance shall become effective 30 days affer

enactment. Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor retums the

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving i, or the Board

jof Supervisors overrides the Mayor's veto of the ordinance,

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney
s"; A Tt

i \
Rl ABYRNE -
Deputy City Attorney

nAEgenRNas 20 15ESI0AE0 1003008 due

By:

Supnevisor Kirn

.| BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' Page 10
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City and County of 8an Francisco
Tails

City Hn2
i Ur. Coruro 1. Gorothitr Floce
S Vonersoo, CA MOI-LE89

Ordinance

Date Passed: Apil 21, 2015

Ordinanca amending the Planning Code fo require tha Planning Departimant to monior the batance
between new market rata housing and now affordable housing, and publish a bi-annual Housing
Balance Repor; roquiing an annual hearing at the Board of Supendsoss on strategies for achieving
‘and maintalning the requited housing balance in accordance with San Francisco’s housing
production goals; and making environmentat findings, Planning Code, Section 302, findings, and
findings of consistency with the General Plan, and the eight priorily policies of Planning Cade,
Section 101.1.

File Number: 160029

April 06, 2015 Land Use and Transporation Commities - AMENDED, AN AMENDMENT
OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE

Apﬁl 05, 2015 Land Use and Trangportafion Committee - RECOMIMENDED AS AMERDED

Apgil 14, 2015 Board of Supecrvisors - PASSED, ON FIRST READING

Ayes: 11 - fvalos, Breed, Canipus, Christensen, Cehan, Farrell, Kim, bar, Tang,
Wisner and Yes

Apeil 24, 2015 Bowrd of Suparvisors - FINALLY PASSED

Ayes: 11 - Avalos, Breed, Campos, Christensen, Cobon, Farrell, Kim, Mar, Tang,
Wigner and Yee

Fite No. 156029 I herehy cedify that the foregolng ’
) Ordinance was FINALLY PASSED on
412112015 by tha Board of Suporvisors of
the City and County of San Francisco.

P Caddo Tl
{  Angela calvitio
Gleri of the Board

1 4lroty

M:yor ( ; Dato Approved

Oy asd Cottty of Sem Fravectins Paged Peiated f 142 post o LTS

SAN FRANGISCO
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APPENDIX B
CUMULATIVE HOUSING BALANCE REPORT No 5 TABLES BY PLANNING DISTRICTS

Table 1A
Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4
New Acquisitions Units Total Total
& Rehabs Removed Entitled Total Net R Cumulative
. . Affordable i Entitled .
Planning Districts ] and Small from Affordable | New Units . Housing
Housing X A K Permitted
. Sites Protected Units Built . Balance
Built . Units
Completed Status Permitted

1 Richmond ' 170 (569) 54 513 175 | -50.1%
2Marina 2 24 | (180) 2 282 160 | -34.4%
3 Northeast 191 6 (384) 12 753 271 | -17.1%
4 Downtown © 1,682 851 (119) 304 5,630 2,124 35.1%
5 Western Addition 621 293 (207) 142 1,809 448 37.6%
6 Buena Vista - 190 5 (239) 30 899 437 -1.0%
7 Central 18 (384) - 348 511 -91.7%
8 Mission 345 347 (540} 16 1,504 469 8.5%
9 South of Market 1,815 304 (125) 933 13,814 5,871 14.9%
10 South Bayshore 753 (76) 1 1,807 322 { 31.8%
11 Bernal Heights 240 8 (184) - 73 20| 68.8%
12 South Central 10 (375) 10 128 307 | -81.6%
13 Ingleside 119 (179) - 547 93 -9.4%
14 InnerSunset - (189) - 103 36 | -136.0%
15 Outer Sunset 10 (432) 7 109 96 | -202.4%
TOTALS : 6,166 1,838 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 13.6%

SAN FRANGISCO ‘ 24
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Table 1B

Expanded Cumulative Housing Balance Calculation, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

New Acquisitions RAD Units Total Total Expanded
& Rehabs Program & | Removed Entitled Total Net . P .
. s Affordable | Entitled jCumulative
Planning Districts . and Small HopeSF from Affordable | New Units . )
Housing . X N Permitted | Housing
K Sites Replacement| Protected Units Built R
Built R . Units Balance
Completed Units Status Permitted
1 Richmond 170 144 (569) 54 513 175 | -29.2%
2 Marina 2 24 138 (180) 2 282 160 | -3.2%
3 Northeast 191 6 577 (384) 12 753 271 | 39.3%
4 Downtown ) 1,682 851 | 285 (119) 304 5,630 2,124 38.7%
5 Western Addition 621 293 919 (207) 142 1,808 448 | 78.3%
6 Buena Vista 190 5 132 (239) 30 899 437 8.8%
7 Central 18 107 (384) - 348 51| -64.9%
8 Mission 345 347 91 (540) 16 1,504 469 13.1%
9 South of Market 1,815 304 276 (125) 933 13,814 5,871 16.3%
10 South Bayshore 753 436 (76) 1 1,807 322 52.3%
11 Bernal Heights 240 8 268 (184) - 73 20 | 357.0%
12 South Central 10 - (375) 10 128 307 | -81.6%
13 ingleside 119 - (179) - 547 93] -9.4%
14 Inner Sunset . - 110 (189) - 103 36| -56.8%
15 Outer Sunset 10 - (432) 7 109 96| -202.4%
TOTALS 6,166 1,838 3,483 (4,182) 1,511 28,319 10,880 22.5%
SAN FRANCISCO 25
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Table 2

Projected Housing Balance Calculation, 2016 Q4 .

Total

Total Affordable

BoS District Vli?g:;‘o:\l Intzxe Moderate TBD Affordable Neutn';‘:w Units as % of
Units Net New Units
1 Richmond - - - - - 19 0.0%
2 Marina - - - - - 20 0.0%
3 Northeast - - 8 - 8 143 5.6%
4 Downtown - - 96 - 96 2,024 4.7%
5 Western Addition - 65 11 3 79 133 59.4%
6 Buena Vista - - 20 - 20 172 11.6%
7 Central - - - - - 48 0.0%
8 Mission - 5 8 18 31 1,304 2.4%
9 South of Market - 154 13 34 201 3,173 6.3%
10 South Bayshore - 141 168 309 3,032 10.2%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - . 4 0.0%
12 South Central - - - 1 1 916 0.1%
13 Ingleside - 915 - 284 1,199 1,021 117.4%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 36 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset ~ - - - - 14 0.0%
TOTALS - 1,280 156 508 1,944 12,059 16.1%
Table 3 ‘
New Housing Production by Affordability, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4
Total Affordab! i
Planning Districts Very Low Low Moderate Middle Affordable TotaI.Net as % ofh:'ctjt:ts
Income Units Units Net Units
1 Richmond 170 - - - 170 513 33.1%
2 Marina - - - - - 282 0.0%
3 Northeast 161 2 28 - 191 753 25.4%
4 Downtown 1,048 338 273 23 1,682 5,630 29.9%
5 Western Addition - 367 174 80 - 621 1,809 34.3%
6 Buena Vista 72 64 54 - 190 899 21.1%
7 Central 18 - - 18 348 5.2%
8 Mission 214 62 69 - 345 1,504 22.9%
9 South of Market 724 628 463 - 1,815 13,814 13.1%
10 South Bayshore 298 300 155 - 753 1,807 41.7%
11 Bernal Heights 240 - - - 240 73 328:8%
12 South Central - 10 ~ - 10 128 7.8%
13 Ingleside 70 32 17 - 119 547 21.8%
14 Inner Sunset - - - - - 103 0.0%
15 Quter Sunset - - 10 - 10 109 9.2%
TOTALS 3,364 1,628 1,149 23 6,164 28,319 21.8%
SAN FRANGISCO 26
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SAN FRANGISCO
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Table 4a

Acquisitions and Rehabilitation of

Affordable Housing, 2007 Q1 - 2016 Q4

Planning District B:li:;i:;s TJ:i::

2 Maﬁna -1 24
4 Downtown 6 826
5 Western Addition 2 290
8 Mission 2 319
9 South of Market 7 301
TOTALS 18 1,760

Table 4b

Small Sites Program Acquisitions — 2015 - 2016
Planning District Bu’::“:;s ' ':;:i:;f
3 Northeast -1 6
4 Downtown 2 25
5 Western Addition 1
6 Buena Vista 1
8 Mission 5 28
9 South of Market 1
11 Bernal Heights 2
TOTALS 13 78

27



Table 5

RAD Affordable Units

Planning District B::I‘;;:fgs ':zi::
1 Richmond 2 144
2 Marina 2 138
3 Northeast 4 577
4 Downtown 3 285
5 Western Addition 8 919
6 Buena Vista 2 132
7 Central 1 107
8 Mission 1 91
9 South of Market - 1 276
10 South Bayshore 2 436
11 Bernal Heights 2 268
12 South Central - -
13 Ingleside - -
14 Inner Sunset 1 110
15 Quter Sunset - -
TOTALS 29 3,483

PLANNING DEPARTMENT




Table 6

Units Removed from Protected Status, 2007 Q1 — 2016 Q4

Condo Owner Total Units
Planning District ] Demolition | Ellis Out Permanently
Conversion Move-In Lost
1 Richmond 4 31 193 341 569
2 Marina 11 5 35 129 180
3 Northeast 11 11 | 232 130 384
4 Downtown - 68 47 4 119
5 Western Additién 7 10 63 127 207
6 Buena Vista 4 11 94 130 239
7 Central 17 23 132 212 384
8 Mission 2 33 258 247 540
9 South of Market 3 20 35 67 125
10 South Bayshore - 13 8 55 76
11 Bernal Heights 4 28 45 107 184
12 South Central - 83 39 253 375
13 Ingleside ‘- 40 21 118 179
14 InnerSunset 6 15 54 114 189
15 Outer Sunset - 87 72 273 432
Totals 69 478 1,328 2,307 4,182

SAN FRANCISCO ‘
PLANNING DEPARTMENT
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Table 7

Entitled and Permitted Units, 2017 Q4

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Total
) o Very Low Low | Total . Aff?rdable
Planning District Moderate TBD Affordable | Net New Units | Units as %
Income Income Units of Net
New Units
1 Richmond - 50 4 - 54 175 30.9%
2 Marina - - 2 - 2 160 1.3%
3 Northeast - 12 - - 12 271 4.4%
4 Downtown 83 207 14 - 304 2,124 14.3%
5 Western Addition 108 - 34 - 142 448 31.7%
6 Buena Vista - 10 13 30 - 437 6.9%
7 Central - - - - - 51 0.0%
8 Mission - 12 4 - 16 469 3.4%
9 South of Market 152 521 260 - 933 5,871 15.9%
10 South Bayshore - - - 1 322 0.3%
11 Bernal Heights - - - - - 20 0.0%
12 South Central - - 10 - 10 307 3.3%!
13 Ingleside - - - - - 93 0.0%
14 Inner Sunset - - - ~ - 36 0.0%
15 Outer Sunset - - 7 - 7 96 7.3%
TOTALS 343 812 348 1,511 10,880 13.9%
SAN FRANCISCO 30
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From: Thompson, Pamela (OCC)

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 3:32 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Subject: ‘ DPA's 2016 Third Quarter Statistical Report
Attachments: OCC_3Q16.pdf; Clerk of Board Cover letter.doc

Attached is the Third Quarter Statistical Report from the Department of Police Accountability. A hard copy will be place
in the mail. Please inform if additional hard copy are needed.

Thanks,

Pamela Thompson

Executive Secretary

Department of Police Accountability
City and County of San Francisco

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 700

San Francisco, CA 94102
415-241-7721




DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

May 16, 2017 . Joyce M. Hicks

Executive Director

Angela Calvillo

Clerk of the Board

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

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Ms. Calvillo,
Along with this cover, please find the Department of Police Accountabilities 2016 Third Quarter

Comprehensive Statistical Report. A hardcopy as well as an electronic copy is being provided.

Since rely,/

Pamelvga"ifhomp(;/ n
Executive Assistant

/pt

25 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 700, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 - TELEPHONE (415) 241-7711 « FAX (415) 241-7733 < TIY (415) 241-7770
WEBSITE: http:/www.sfgov.org/dpa
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THE POLICE COMMISSION

OFFICE OF CITIZEN COMPLAINTS

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Executive Director

May 3, 2017

To:  The Honorable Edwin Lee, Mayor
The Honorable London Breed, President, San Francisco Board of Supervisors
Members, the San Francisco Board of Supervisors
President L. Julius Turman and Members, the San Francisco Police
Commission
San Francisco Police Chief William Scott

Re:  Office of Citizen Complaints 2016 Third Quarter Statistical Report

I. INTRODUCTION
A. Statistics

Attached is the Office of Citizen Complaints’’ statistical report for the 2016
third quarter. The OCC received an adjusted total of 144 complaints of police
misconduct or failure to take action and closed 131 complaints this third quarter. It
sustained allegations of misconduct or failure to take action in 12 complaints against
San Francisco Police officers, which is a 9% sustained rate. The OCC mediated 12
cases, which is also a nine percent (9%) mediation rate.

II. ORGANIZATIONAL AND BUDGET MATTERS

A. Staffing
By the close of this period, 14 permanent line investigators (8124)
staffed the OCC, but only 12 of them had full caseloads during this quarter. One
permanent line investigator, who had two officer-involved shooting cases, did not
have a full caseload at the close of the third quarter. Another permanent line
investigator had been recently hired and therefore did not have a full caseload at the
close of the third quarter.

The OCC's budget provided for 22 line investigators, five senior investigators,
and a deputy director/chief of investigations. Eighteen employees staffed the 28

! The Office of Citizen Complaints was renamed the Department of Police Accountability pursuant to
an amendment of the City and County of San Francisco Charter in 2016..

25 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 700, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 ¢ TELEPHONE (415) 241-7711 ¢ FAX (415) 241-7733 « TTY (415) 241-7770
WEBSITE: hitp://www.sigov.org/occ
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investigator positions. Four (4) of the 22 line investigator positions and one (1) Senior
Investigator position were added to the OCC’s budget on July 1, 2016 but could not be
filled until the fourth quarter. Since two (2) line investigators positions were left
vacant to satisfy the City and County of San Francisco’s attrition requirements, this
left eight (8) line investigator vacancies. Three (3) line investigators, Steve Ball,
Sherry Fletcher and Sara Mauder, were promoted to Senior Investigator on July 1,
2016, creating three (3) of the eight (8) line investigator vacancies. Carlos Villarreal,
who was recruited and hired as an 8124 investigator during the second quarter, began
his employment on August 1, 2016. Mr. Villarreal was hired to fill the vacancy
created when an 8124 investigator resigned in May.

Interviews for four (4) line investigator positions, one (1) senior account clerk
position and one (1) information systems business analyst position were conducted in
September. During the third quarter, the OCC met with the City’s Real Estate
Division to develop plans for housing the OCC’s significantly increased staffing.
Phase One, which would house four (4) investigators, was scheduled to be completed
in the fourth quarter of 2016. Phase Two, which would house two investigators, and
Phase Three which would house support staff, were scheduled to be completed in the
first quarter 2017.

During the entire third quarter, in addition to her own assignments which
included personnel and budget work, Pamela Thompson, the executive assistant to the
director, performed the work of the 1632 Senior Account Clerk who took an
unplanned retirement on June 30, 2016. The executive assistant’s assignments were
reprioritized so the office would meet payroll and timely bill paying.

Aaron Zisser, the temporary 8177 attorney who was hired during the second
quarter to assess processes at the DPA, interviewed OCC investigators about their
areas of responsibilities. During the third quarter, the OCC’s clerical unit remained
understaffed due to a clerk typist who had been on leave since 2014.

B. Technology
During the third quarter, Information Systems Business Analyst, Chris

Wisniewski, (hereinafter “IS Analyst”) and the Executive Director interviewed
candidates for the Information Systems Business Analyst Assistant position.

Attending further training on Office 365 administration, the IS Business
Analyst also set up phones, various accounts and oriented new staff on OCC systems.
Additionally he took delivery of new multi-function printing and scanning devices
integrating them into the existing environment.

25 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 700, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 » TELEPHONE (415) 241-7711
FAX (415) 241-7733 « TTY (415) 241-7770
WEBSITE: htip://www.sigov.org/oce
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He continued coordination with the Mayor's Office, GSA, COIT and vendors
regarding purchases to address OCC's growth and future needs. He also prepared
special reports for the Feminist Majority Foundation regarding Use of Force and, as
always, assisted investigators and other staff with technical aspects of their work.

C. Training
During the third quarter, the OCC Director and OCC staff members, including
its newest investigators, attended the National Association for Civilian Oversight of
Law Enforcement Annual Training Conference in Albuquerque New Mexico. In the
third quarter, John Alden provided the investigators with three training sessions, each
of which was approximately two hours long. The training sessions were titled:
a. The Government Code section 3304 Time Limit and Related Time
Limits in the San Francisco Police Discipline Process;
b. Consensual Encounters, Detentions, and Pat Searches;
c. Arrests and Search Incident to Arrest.

D. Budget
The budget for fiscal year 2016/17 was adopted by the Board of

Supervisors on July 26, 2016 and signed by Mayor Edwin Lee on August 1, 2016. The
OCC’s approved budget for FY 2016/17 is $7,770,373. The budget was enhanced by
$1,744,993 consistent with the Board of Supervisors Budget and Finance Committee’s
recommendation. The enhancement increased the OCC’s professional services and
equipment account by $276,158, allowing for transcription services and the purchase
of a vehicle for on call Officer Involved shootings and field work by line investigators.
The remaining enhanced amount provided for hiring four (4) additional 8124
Investigators and one 8126 Senior Investigator to be filled no sooner than pay period
seven, October 4, 2016.

ITI. INVESTIGATION OF CASES
A. Case Inventory

By the end of the 2016 third quarter, the OCC opened 152 new cases with an
adjusted total of 144 opened cases?, and closed 138 cases. During this period, the
OCC closed 21 less cases than its unadjusted opened cases. The OCC closed the
quarter with 418 pending cases, which are 22 more pending cases than the close of the
second quarter in 2016. By the end of the 2016 third quarter, there were 316 pending
cases from 2016, 91 pending cases from 2015, seven (7) pending from 2014, two (2)
pending cases from 2013 and two (2) pending cases from 2011.

2 The OCC adjusts its total of opened cases when it merges one case with another, voids a case due to
clerical or other error or a complainant withdraws a case.
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B. Caseloads and Disposition of Cases

With only 12 investigators assigned full caseloads by the close of the third
quarter of 2016 and only 13 investigators assigned full caseloads by the close of the
third quarter of 2015, caseloads were higher than best practices both years.* In the
third quarter of 2015, the caseloads were 28 cases per investigator. In the third quarter
of 2016, the caseloads were 29 caseloads per investigator. What is remarkable for
2016 is that by the close of the third quarter, investigators managed to continue to
sustain complaints exceeding those in 2015 despite their staggering caseloads. What
continued to suffer in the third quarter of 2016 was timeliness of case closures.
Comparing the third quarter of 2015 to the third quarter of 2016, the average number
of days to close cases increased from 177 days to 249 days. The OCC’s goal is to
conclude its investigations within 270 days. ’

During the third quarter of 2016, OCC investigators closed 131 cases with 45%
of them closing within 270 days. Thirty-two (32) cases, only one (1) of which had a
sustainable allegation, took more than a year to close. The one (1) sustained case
which took more than one year closed timely because it was tolled due to the officer’s
unavailability. This differs by twenty-seven (27) percentage points from the third
quarter of 2015 where the OCC closed 40 more cases, with 73% of them closing
within 270 days. o

C. Sustained Cases .
The number of sustained cases in the third quarter of 2016, 12, a nine percent
(9%) sustained rate, combined with the number of sustained cases in the first and
second quarters, 17 and 14, respectively, resulted in a 10% sustained rate for the first
nine months of 2016.

The ongoing impediments to prompt completion of sustained cases are
attributable to at least three factors: 1) Larger than best practices caseloads for
investigators resulting in longer times to complete investigations due to investigator
vacancies, 2) Several high profile and complex investigations, and 3) Increased policy
work for the policy analyst attorneys who also serve as advice attorneys on sustained
cases and sustainability reviews.

During the third quarter of 2016, there were sustained allegations of neglect of
duty in 11 of the sustained complaints. Three (3) of the neglect of duty sustained
allegations were for failure to issue a certificate of release. In one case, the failure to
issue a certificate of release resulted from officers having their weapons drawn when
the officers entered the complainants’ residence for a well-being check. The OCC

3 In its January 27, 2007, audit report on the OCC, the Controlier’s CSA division found that 16 cases
per investigator was a best practices caseload for civilian oversight investigators '

25 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 700, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 « TELEPHONE (415) 241-7711
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made a proper conduct finding on the entry. Acting Chief Chaplin concluded the
officers’ conduct was proper for the entire event. The second case involved failure to
issue a certificate of release after handcuffing. Acting Chief Chaplin did not take
action on this case during the third quarter. The third case involved the failure to issue
a certificate of release after the prolonged detention of the complainant and witnesses.
Acting Chief Chaplin did not take action on this case during the third quarter. In both
the second and third cases, the OCC recommended Commission level discipline on
other allegation. '

Nine (9) of the 12 sustained complaints had at least one (1) sustained allegation
that was identified by the complainant. In the three (3) cases which resulted in only an
added allegation sustained, due to the state mandated peace officer privacy
protections, the complainant was not advised of the finding on the added allegation.*
In the remaining 13 cases, the complainants were notified that the complained of
officer(s) had been found to be in violation of SFPD policies but the complainants
were not notified the nature of the officer’s discipline or other corrective action, again
due to state mandated peace officer privacy protections.

Additional sustained allegations included unwarranted action and conduct
reflecting discredit. (Appendix A, pp. 10-17.)

D. Chief of Police’s Adjudication of OCC Sustained Cases
When the OCC Director forwards a sustained case to the Chief of Police, she
can recommend that the Chief of Police file charges with the Police Commission.
After meeting and conferring with the Police Chief, if the Police Chief declines her
request, the OCC Director can file charges on her own with the Police Commission.

Alternatively, the OCC Director can determine that a case warrants ten days or
less of suspension. The Police Chief determines the level of discipline in OCC cases
that the OCC Director determines would warrant no more than ten days of suspension
and are adjudicated by the Chief of Police. The Chief of Police determines whether or
not to sustain the OCC’s findings and what discipline to impose. The OCC Director
recommends discipline to the Chief of Police but the Chief of Police determines
whether in his opinion the sustained allegations are merited, and if so, what level of
discipline or corrective action he will impose. While police officers may appeal the
Chief’s discipline to the Police Commission, neither the Charter section 4.127 nor the
Administrative Code provide for the OCC Director to appeal the Chief’s decision.

*In three (3) cases there were combinations of complainants’ and added allegations. The complainants
were only notified of the sustained findings in the allegations identified by them (complainant’s
allegations) and not the allegations identified by the OCC (added allegations).

25 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 700, SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102 « TELEPHONE (415) 241-7711
FAX (415) 241-7733 « TTY (415) 241-7770
WEBSITE: hiip://www.sfgov.org/occ



Office of Citizen Complaints 2016 Third Quarter Statistical Report
May 3, 2017
Page 6 of 16

During the third quarter, the Chief of Police proposed discipline in 12 OCC sustained
cases as follows:®

In July 2016, Acting Chief of Police Toney Chaplin proposed discipline in

three (3) cases investigated by the OCC and determined by the OCC Director to have
sustainable allegations. The OCC’s findings and recommended discipline and the
Chief’s proposed discipline were as follows:

1.

An officer failed to facilitate a private person’s arrest in violation of DGO
5.04; failed to process an Emergency Protective Order in violation of DGO
6.09 and Department Bulletin No. 14-181; and failed to write a complete and
accurate incident report, including failing to classify the incident as “Elder
Abuse” and the officer failed to refer the matter to the Special Victims Unit.
(Complainant’s Allegations) A sergeant failed to supervise by approving the
incident report. (OCC Added Allegation)

The OCC Director recommended a written reprimand and retraining for
the sergeant who had no previous history of discipline but the OCC
recommended a one-day suspension and retraining for the officer because
the officer committed multiple violations in this incident. Of greatest
concern was the officer’s failure to recognize a battery against an elder,
instead, classifying it as a dispute between neighbors.

In concurrence with the OCC Director the Chief of Police imposed‘a
written reprimand and retraining for the sergeant. However, the Chief of
Police also imposed a written reprimand and retraining for the officer.

According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty for Class D neglect of duty misconduct is a written
reprimand for a first offense.

In violation of DGO 5.03, Certificate of Release, two officers failed to issue
the two complainants certificates of release after entering the complainants’
home through an open bathroom window to conduct a well-being check. The
complainants’ neighbor reported seeing flashes of light and hearing loud bangs
like the sound of gunshots. The officers had their guns drawn when they
contacted the complainants and the officers said they re-holstered them when
they determined that the complainants had no weapons, did not appear to be
injured, and had no drugs. While the complainants were not handcuffed, the

3 Cases adjudicated by the Chief of Police during this third quarter are not necessarily cases that were
sustained by the OCC during this third quarter.
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threat of lethal force represented a greater restraint to the complainants than
handcuffing which requires the issuance of a certificate of release. DGO 5.03
provides that, if there is doubt, a certificate of release should be issued.
Finally, while an incident report was prepared, it does not provide the name of
one of the co-complainants, the complainant’s wife.

The OCC Director recommended a written reprimand for one officer. The
OCC recommended a one-day suspension for the other officer because the
officer had received admonishments for neglect of duty in two previous
incidents. :

The OCC Director met and conferred with the Chief of Police and he
determined the officers’ conduct was proper conduct because he
determined that DGO 5.03 did not apply.

According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty for Class D misconduct is a written reprimand for
a first offense.

. In violation of DGO 5.04, Arrests by Private Persons, an officer failed to

prepare an incident report documenting that the complainant had requested a
private person’s arrest.

The OCC Director recommended a written reprimand.

In concurrence with the OCC Director, the Chief of Police imposed a
written reprimand and retraining on the officer.

According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty for Class D misconduct is a written reprimand for

a first offense.

In August 2016, Acting Chief of Police Toney Chaplin proposed discipline in

five cases investigated by the OCC and determined by the OCC Director to have
sustainable allegations. The OCC’s findings and recommended discipline and the
Chief’s proposed discipline are as follows:

1.

In violation of DGO 5.20, the officer failed to include in the incident report the
involvement of LEP persons and failed to document in the incident report the
officer’s provision of translation services.

The OCC Director recommended a written reprimand.
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In concurrence with the OCC Director, the Chief of Police imposed an
admonishment and retraining on the officer.

According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty for Class D misconduct is a written reprimand for
a first offense.

"~ 2. Inviolation DGO 9.02, Vehicle Accidents, the officer failed to include the
name of a passenger in the traffic collision report.

The OCC Director recommended a three-day suspension because this was .
the officer’s second neglect of duty offense. According to Internal Affairs
Division, the officer was admonished and retrained in 2014 for losing
Department property.

For the current matter, the Chief of Police imposed an admomshment and
retraining.

According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty is three days suspension for a second offense.

3. Inviolation of Departrhent General Order 6.09, the officer failed to adequétely
investigate a domestic violence case.

The OCC Director recommended a one-day suspension. According to
Internal Affairs Division, the officer was previously admonished for
failure to issue a certificate of release.

In concurrence with the OCC Director, the Chief of Police imposed a one-
day suspension and retraining for the officer.

According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty for Class D neglect of duty misconduct is a three-
day suspension for a second offense.

4. Inviolation of DGO 2.01 and the Report Writing Manual, an ofﬁcer wrote an
inaccurate and incomplete traffic collision report.

The OCC Director recommended a one-day suspension because the officer
had received a written reprimand in 2015 for failing to submit a traffic
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collision report at the end of the officer’s shift and did not do so until two
weeks later. '

The Chief of Police imposed an admonishment and retraining on the
officer.

According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty for Class D neglect of duty misconduct is a three-
day suspension for a second offense.

5. Inviolation of DGO 2.01 and the Report Writing Manual, an officer wrote an
inaccurate citation.

The OCC Director recommended a written reprimand.

The Chief of Police imposed' an admonishment and retraining on the
officer. '

According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty for Class D neglect of duty misconduct is a written
reprimand for a first offense.

In September 2016, Acting Chief of Police Toney Chaplin proposed discipline
in four cases investigated by the OCC and determined by the OCC Director to have
sustainable allegations. The OCC’s findings and recommended discipline and the
Chief’s proposed discipline are as follows:

1. Inviolation of DGO 5.08, Non-Uniformed Officers, and DGO 9.01, Traffic
Enforcement, a plainclothes officer issued the complainant, who was -
double-parked, a citation for impeding the flow of traffic and for failing to
provide proof of insurance. Since the complainant’s violations did not create
an exigency, the plainclothes officer should have instead called for a marked
backup unit to cite the complainant.

The OCC Director recommended a written reprimand and retraining.
The Chief of Police imposed an admonishment and retraining.
According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral

Guidelines, the penalty for Class D misconduct is a written reprimand for
a first offense.
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2. Inviolation DGO 5.03, Investigative Detentions, a sergeant failed to issue the
complainant a certificate of release after the complainant was handcuffed and
then released.

The OCC Director recommended a written reprimand.
The Chief of Police imposed an admonishment and retraining.
According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty for Class D neglect of duty misconduct is a written
reprimand for a first offense.

3. In violation of Department General Order 5.04, Arrests by Private Persons, the
officer failed to prepare an incident report after the complainant requested a
private person’s arrest.

The OCC Director recommended a written reprimand.

In concurrence with the OCC Director, the Chief of Police imposed a
written reprimand and retraining.

According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty for Class D neglect of duty misconduct is a written

reprimand for a first offense.

4. TIn violation of DGO 2.01, an officer wrote an inaccurate traffic citation and an
inaccurate traffic collision report by citing an incorrect vehicle code section.

The OCC Director recommended a written reprimand.
The Chief of Police determined the violation was a training failure.
According to the Police Commission Disciplinary Penalty and Referral
Guidelines, the penalty for Class D neglect of duty misconduct is a written
reprimand for a first offense.
IV. THIRD QUARTER COMPLAINTS OF NOTE
A. Resident of Elder-Care Home with Alzheimer’s Disease

The OCC received a complaint regarding a 72-year-old disabled woman who
was placed on a “5150” involuntary psychiatric evaluation after San Francisco
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police officers responded to a physical altercation between two residents of an
elder-care home.

B. Officer-Involved Shootings
Four (4) officer-involved shooting complaints remained open at the end of the
third quarter 2016.

C. SEPD Department General Order 5.15, Enforcement of Immigration
Laws
The OCC continued to investigate a complaint regarding a Limited English
Proficient man who was taken into custody by two Immigration and Customs
Enforcement (ICE) agents outside a police station immediately after being
released by SFPD.

D. Destruction of Homeless Encampment at 18" and Shotwell Streets
The OCC continued to investigate a complaint regarding the destruction of
homeless encampment at 18™ and Shotwell Streets. The complainant alleged
that the San Francisco Police Department targeted members of the homeless
encampment to intimidate those who witnessed the shooting of Luis Gongora.

E. Facebook Posting by a Subject Officer in the Alex Nieto Officer Involved
Shooting '
The OCC continued to investigate a complaint regarding one of the officers
who shot and killed Alex Nieto. After a federal jury found that the officers did
not use excessive force when they shot and killed Alex Nieto in 2014, one of
the officers involved in the shooting allegedly posted a comment of his
Facebook stating, “Smiling. Ugh how about burning down his house and
tazing his friend who pressed charges.”

F. SFPD’s Detention of a Disabled Man With Prosthetic Leg
The OCC continued to investigate complaints regarding SFPD’s detention of a
man with prosthetic leg. An 11-minute video of the incident was posted on
numerous websites.

G. Single Room Occupancy Hotels
The OCC continued to investigate two complaints filed in 2011 involving
multiple officers regarding unlawful entries and searches of single room
occupancy (SRO) hotel rooms. Other allegations in these complaints include
unlawful search of persons, unlawful detentions and arrests, failure to properly
process property including laptops and cameras, failure to 1nvest1gate failure
to superv1se and inappropriate behavior.
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H. San Francisco Woman Shot and Killed by Her Ex-boyfriend
The OCC continued to investigate a complaint regarding a San Francisco
woman who was shot and killed by her ex-boyfriend before he fatally turned
the gun on himself. The woman was shot in her home where there were a
series of calls for help involving the same address.

I. Racist and Homophobic Text Messages By Members of the San Francisco
Police Department '
The OCC continued to investigate a complaint regarding racist and
homophobic text messages by members of the San Francisco Police
Department.

V. STATUS OF CURRENT OCC CASES - THE ‘KEANE’ REPORT

By the end of the 2016 second quarter, staff had completed intake on all of its
2015 cases and had closed 86% of them, leaving 14% of the 2015 cases pending. At
the end of the 2015 third quarter, staff had also completed intake on all of its 2014
cases and had closed 95% of them, leaving five percent (5%) of the 2014 cases
pending.

VI. LEGAL UNIT

Five attorneys staff the OCC’s Legal Unit under the supervision of Executive
Director Joyce M. Hicks. Attorneys John Alden, Ines Vargas Fraenkel and R. Manuel
Fortes are the three OCC trial attorneys but they also conduct sustainability reviews
and review sustained reports for form and legality, prepare legal opinions and manage
records requests including subpoenas, Pitchess motions and Sunshine Ordinance and
Public Records Act requests. Additionally, attorney John Alden, who began his tenure
toward the end of the second quarter, provides training to the investigators and
provides policy analysis. Attorney Samara Marion conducts the OCC’s policy work,
conducts sustainability review, reviews sustained reports for form and legality,
prepares legal opinions, and conducts investigator training. The OCC’s policy work is
outlined in section VII. Attorney Donna Salazar staffs the OCC’s mediation and
outreach programs and her work is outlined in sections VIII and IX of this report.

During the third quarter, the Legal Unit reviewed, revised, and submitted six
(6) sustained reports for approval by the OCC Director, each of which involved one or
more sustained allegations against one or more officers. Additionally, Deputy Director
Erick Baltazar reviewed, revised and submitted six (6) sustained reports for approval
by the OCC Executive Director.
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The OCC’s trial attorneys prosecute police misconduct cases in matters
investigated and determined by the OCC to be misconduct or failure to perform a
required action. They present cases to the Police Chief when officers object to
proposed discipline of up to ten days suspension. They present cases before the Police
Commission when the proposed discipline is greater than ten days suspension up
through termination.

During the third quarter, Attorney Fortes defended one case on appeal
involving one (1) officer at the Chief’s Hearing level as follows:

Facts:
In responding to a traffic collision, an officer prepared an incomplete and
inaccurate collision report.

Allegation:
1) ND for violation of DGOs 2.01 and 9.01.

Discipline Imposed:

The officer received a disciplinary reprimand and order for retraining which
was upheld after the Chief’s Hearing.

VII. POLICY ANALYSIS

Policy work is an essential aspect of the Office of Citizen Complaint’s mission.
The San Francisco City Charter requires the OCC to present quarterly
recommendations concerning SFPD’s policies or practices that enhance police-
community relations while ensuring effective police services. The agency’s policy
work also informs the training recommendations it makes to SFPD. (Appendix A, pp.
18-19.)

Policy attorney Samara Marion leads the OCC’s policy work. During the third
Quarter 2016, the OCC’s policy work focused on Use of Force reforms, a draft Crisis
Intervention Team (CIT) Department General Order and a proposed Domestic
Violence Department Bulletin.

Throughout the third quarter, Samara Marion participated as a subject matter
expert during the meet and confer process on the Use of Force policy (Department
General Order 5.01) with the San Francisco Police Officers’ Association and the
Department of Human Resources.
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Ms. Marion also worked closely with SFPD and the Mental Health Working
Group to finalize the Crisis Intervention Team (CIT) Department General Order for
presentation to the Police Commission—a project the OCC spearheaded since July
2015.

Lastly, the OCC continued its language access policy work by meeting
monthly with a Language Access Working Group comprised of domestic violence and
sexual assault service providers, language access advocates, Police Commissioner
Sonia Melara, the Police Department and other City agencies. These monthly
meetings are a practice the OCC initiated in 2012 to enhance language access services.
Throughout the third quarter, the OCC collaborated with the Language Access
Working Group, the Police Department’s Special Victims’ Unit, the District
Attorney’s Office, the Department on the Status of Women, and the Adult Probation
Department to draft a comprehensive Department Bulletin that addresses the key steps
for successful domestic violence investigations. SFPD is currently reviewing this
proposed Department Bulletin.

VIII. MEDIATION

In the third quarter of 2016, the OCC has completed twelve mediations, the
same number mediated during the thlrd quarter last year. At the end of the third
quarter 2016, the OCC had mediated forty cases compared to forty-one by the end of

- the third quarter 2015.

During the third quarter of 2016, a total of 24 officers were considered for
mediation. Thirteen of those officers or 54% were ineligible. Of the officers who
were offered mediation, one officer declined as compared to none during the same
period in 2015. Of the 24 citizens offered mediation, nine (9) or 38% agreed to
mediate.

During the third quarter of 2016, the Mediation Coordinator was contacted by
a representative of the Los Angeles City Attorney’s Office regarding the OCC’s
continuing relationship with the staff of the mediation program in Los Angeles. The
Executive Director of the Richmond California Office of Professional Responsibility
also contacted the Mediation Coordinator regarding establishing a mediation program
in that department. In August, the Coordinator offered an orientation for seventeen
new mediators enlarging the pool of volunteers who generously provide their services.

The Mediation Program continues to provide a forum for officers and civilians
to have a frank discussion regarding the complaint, as well as serves as an educational
experience for all participants.
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IX.OUTREACH

During the third quarter of 2016, the OCC engaged in the following activities:

Deputy Director Baltazar gave presentations to one class of recruits and a
group of cadets at the Police Academy. Ms. Marion offered a presentation to the
Mayor’s Disability Council regarding the implementation of the Crisis Intervention
Team DGO.

OCC representatives staffed a record number of tables at the National Night
Out festivities in the Western Addition, Mission, Southern, Central, Richmond and
Park Station Districts. A total of five (5) investigators, David Aulet, Brent Begin,
Ellen Dolese, Susan Gray, and Jayson Wechter, as well as senior investigator Sara
Maunder and staff attorneys John Alden and Donna Salazar participated in the event.

During this quarter, OCC staffed information booths at Back-to-School events
in the Bayview and Western Addition.

Staff Attorney Manny Fortes made a presentation regarding the functions of
the OCC to a meeting of the Marin County Bar Association.

Additionally, Director Hicks and Attorney Fortes continued serving as
members of the Bar Association of San Francisco Criminal Justice Task Force.

In September, the Mediation and Outreach Coordinator Salazar was contacted
by a representative of the NYPD Inspector General’s Office regarding the OCC
Outreach Strategic Plan and activities. She also met with representatives of
Restorative Resources, a Sonoma County Alternative Dispute Resolution Agency,
regarding citizen/police mediation programs.

The Director, Deputy Director, and OCC staff, including investigators and
attorneys, attended the National Association for Civilian Oversight of Law
Enforcement annual training conference in September. At the conference, Investigator
Jayson Wechter moderated panels that he had proposed for inclusion on the training
schedule. The NACOLE annual training conference was attended by nearly 500
civilian oversight practitioners, community members, board and commission
members, law enforcement members, and students. As always, Executive Director
Joyce M. Hicks represented the OCC at meetings of the Police Commission and in
many other public forums.

The OCC continues to be a resource for oversight agencies statewide and
nationally. Agencies frequently consult with OCC regarding its unique model of
civilian oversight, its police/citizen mediation program, its policy work regarding
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juveniles, language access, children of arrested parents and most recently, domestic
violence.

X. CONCLUSION

Despite hiring delays, the OCC remained committed to its mission to
investigate civilian complaints of police misconduct or failure to perform a duty
promptly, fairly, and impartially. During this quarter, the OCC continued to focus its
community outreach efforts and policy work on addressing the concerns of the public
for greater transparency.

Respectfully submitted,

Qe T

Joyce M. Hicks
Executive Director
Office of Citizen Complaints

JMH:pt
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Cases with Sustained Allegations and Proper Conduct and Unfounded Findings

in those Cases — Third Quarter »2016

Case | Neglect of Duty [ Unwarranted Unnecessary | Conduct Discourtesy | Racial | Discipline*
No. ' ‘ Action | Force Reflecting  lor ‘
' : | Discredit | Sexual
| Slur ;
1. In violation of DGO 5.03, officers Proper conduct The OCC

failed to issue the complainants
certificates of release after using the
threat of lethal force by having their
weapons drawn when they entered
the complainants’ bedroom for a
well-being check. The complainants
failed to answer the door after the
officers knocked and announced
themselves. The officers responded
to complainants’ home because a
neighbor reported shots and saw
flashes at the complainants’ home
ten hours before. The officers
entered the home to conduct a well

on entering the
residence and
detaining the
complainants
with weapons
drawn,

recommended a
written reprimand
for one officer and a
one-day suspension
for another because
of that officer’s
record of previous
discipline.

Acting Chief
Chaplin found
proper conduct.

being check.

The OCC bases its sustained findings on allegations made by the complainant which are called complainant’s allegations, and also on those the OCC
identifies which are called added allegations. This chart also shows proper conduct or unfounded findings in cases with sustained allegations.

The OCC makes its disciplinary recommendations based on SFPD’s Disciplinary Penalty and Referral Guidelines, Revised, December 1, 1994.

Not all discipline proposed in the third quarter 2016 sustained cases was determined by the Chief of Police the third quarter, some was determined
by the Chief of Police in the fourth quarter.
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Cases with Sustained Allegations and Proper Conduct and Unfounded Findings

in those Cases — Third Quarter 2016 |

Case | Neglect of Duty Unwarranted Unnecessary | Conduct Discourtesy | Racial Discipline*
No. . : Action Force Reflecting : or : e
! - : Discredit Sexual
Slur

2. An officer failed to comply Proper conduct The OCC recommended
with DGO 5.20 when failing to ] on arrest without a written reprimand.
note in the incident report the cause.
complainants were LEP and the Acting Chief Chaplin
complainants had been imposed an
provided translation service. admonishment and

retraining.
3. In violation of DGO 9.02, an Proper conduct The OCC recommended

officer prepared an incomplete
traffic collision report by failing
to include the complainant’s
passenger as a witness. (Added
allegation)

on the issuance of
the traffic
citation.

a three-day suspension
based on a prior offense.

Acting Chief Chaplin
imposed an
admonishment and
retraining.

The OCC bases its sustained findings on allegations made by the complainant which are called complainant’s allegations, and also on those the OCC
identifies which are called added allegations. This chart also shows proper conduct or unfounded findings in cases with sustained allegations.

The OCC makes its disciplinary recommendations based on SFPD’s Disciplinary Penalty and Referral Guidelines, Revised, December 1, 1994,

Not all discipline proposed in the third quarter 2016 sustained cases was determined by the Chief of Police the third quarter, some was determined ‘
by the Chief of Police in the fourth quarter.

11




Cases with Sustained Allegations and Proper Conduct and Unfounded Findings

in those Cases — Third Quarter 2016

Case | Neglect of Duty Unwarranted | Unnecessary | Conduct Discourtesy | Racial or | Discipline*

No. , Action Force Reflecting Sexual '

; , _ . _Discregit -| Slur , ,

4. Proper conduct on Proper conduct In violation of The OCC recommended a
preparation of an incident on search. DGO 2.01, an written reprimand.
report in response to a officer made
property dispute. inappropriate Acting Chief Chaplin did

comments. not take action on this
case during the third
quarter.

5. In violation of DGO, 6.09, The OCC recommended a
an officer failed to properly one-day suspension and
investigate a domestic retraining.
violence incident.

Acting Chief Chaplin

concurred with the

OCC’s recommendation.
- L i o -

The OCC bases its sustained findings on allegations made by the complainant which are called complainant’s allegations, and also on those the OCC
identifies which are called added allegations. This chart also shows proper conduct or unfounded findings in cases with sustained allegations:

The OCC makes its disciplinary recommendations based on SFPD’s Disciplinary Penalty and Referral Guidelines, Revised, December 1, 1994.

Not all discipline proposed in the third quarter 2016 sustained cases was determined ‘by the Chief of Police the third quarter, some was determined
by the Chief of Police in the fourth quarter.
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Cases with Sustained Allegations and Proper Conduct and Unfounded Findings

in those Cases — Third Quarter 2016

Case | Neglect of Duty Unwarranted Action Unnecessary | Conduct’ Discourtesy | Racial | Discipline*
No. Co e ‘ : Force Reflecting ' “lor ' ‘
£ Discredit Sexual
S : Slur

6. In violation of In violation of DGO 5.03, an . In violation of The OCC
DGO 5.03, an officer handcuffed the Police Commission recommended
officer failed to complainant and in violation Resolution number Commission level
issue a certificate of | of DGO 5.16, an officer 1159-88, an officer discipline.
release after entered and searched the interfered with an ,
handcuffing the complainant’s residence OCC investigation. Acting Chief
complainant. without a search warrant. Chaplin did not
(Added allegation) The OCC take action on this

unfounded an matter during this

In violation of allegation that the quarter.

DB 15-136 dated
06.04.15, an officer
failed to document
evidence of written’
or oral consent to
search.

officer engaged in
retaliatory conduct.

The OCC bases its sustained findings on allegations made by the complainant which are called complainant’s allegations, and also on those the OCC
identifies which are called added allegations. This chart also shows proper conduct or unfounded findings in cases with sustained allegations.

The OCC makes its disciplinary recommendations based on SFPD’s Disciplinary Penalty and Referral Guidelines, Revised, December 1, 1994.

Not all discipline proposed in the third quarter 2016 sustained cases was determined by the Chief of Police the third quarter, some was determined
by the Chief of Police in the fourth quarter.
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Cases with Sustained Allegations and Proper Conduct and Unfounded Findings

in those Cases — Third Quarter 2016

—

Case | Neglect of Duty Unwarranted | Unnecessary | Conduct Discourtesy | Racial | Discipline*
No. - Action | Force | Reflecting - lor '
k Discredit Sexual
; ' Slur :
7. A non-uniformed officer failed to comply The OCC

with DGOs 5.08 and 9.01 when conducting
traffic enforcement and failed to
immediately request a marked backup unit.

recommended a
written reprimand
and retraining.

Acting Chief
Chaplin imposed
an admonishment
and retraining.

In violation of DGO 5.03, an officer failed
to issue a certificate of release after
handcuffing the complainant. (Added
allegation)

Proper conduct
on detention
and
handcuffing.

The OCC
recommended a
written reprimand.

Acting Chief
Chaplin did not
take action on this
case during this
quarter.

The OCC bases its sustained findings on allegations made by the complainant which are called complainant’s allegations, and also on those the OCC
identifies which are called added allegations. This chart also shows proper conduct or unfounded findings in cases with sustained allegations.

The OCC makes its disciplinary recommendations based on SFPD’s Disciplinary Penalty and Referral Guidelines, Revised, December 1, 1994.

Not all discipline proposed in the third quarter 2016 sustained cases was determined by the Chief of Police the third quarter, some was determined
by the Chief of Police in the fourth quarter.
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Cases with Sustained Allegations and Proper Conduct and Unfounded Findings

in those Cases — Third Quarter 2016

Case | Neglect of | Unwarranted Action Unnecessary | Conduct | Discourtesy Racial | Discipline*
No. | Duty Force Reflecting ' or -
: ' ‘ Discredit | sexual
: Slur :
9. In violation of DGO 5.16, and SFPD The OCC recommended

training, an officer improperly opened
the complainant’s rear car door when
approaching a car during a routine
traffic stop. (Added allegation)

The officer’s conduct was proper for
detaining the complainant whose
vehicle lacked a rear license plate.

The officer’s conduct was proper while
searching the vehicle’s common areas
(central console and glove
compartment) for registration and
proof of insurance.

The officer’s issuance of a citation to

Police Commission
discipline.

Acting Chief Chaplin did

‘not take action on this

matter during this
quarter.

the complainant was proper.

The OCC bases its sustained findings on allegations made by the complainant which are called complainant’s allegations, and also on those the OCC
identifies which are called added allegations. This chart also shows proper conduct or unfounded findings in cases with sustained allegations.

The OCC makes its disciplinary recommendations based on SFPD’s Disciplinary Penalty and Referral Guidelines, Revised, December 1, 1994.

Not all discipline proposed in the third quarter 2016 sustained cases was determined by the Chief of Police the third quarter, some was determined
by the Chief of Police in the fourth quarter.
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Cases with Sustained Allegations and Proper Conduct and Unfounded Findings

in those Cases — Third Quarter 2016

Case | Neglect of Duty Unwarranted Unnecessary | Conduct | Discourtesy | Racial or | Discipline*
No. o | Action Force Reflecting Sexual f

: , ' ' Discredit Slur .
10. In violation of DGO 5.04, an officer The OCC

failed to prepare an incident report recommended a

documenting that the complainant had written reprimand.

requested a private person’s arrest.

(Added allegation) Acting Chief
Chaplin did not
take action on this
case during the
third quarter.

11. In violation of DGO 2.01, an officer The OCC
wrote an inaccurate citation and an recommended a
inaccurate traffic collision report. - written reprimand.
1 (Added allegation)
Acting Chief

The OCC made a finding of Chaplin found a

unfounded for its added allegation training failure.

that a sergeant failed to properly

supervise.

—— =

The OCC bases its sustained findings on allegations made by the complainant which are called complainant’s allegations, and also on those the OCC
identifies which are called added allegations. This chart also shows proper conduct or unfounded findings in cases with sustained allegations.

The OCC makes its disciplinary recommendations based on SFPD’s Disciplinary Penalty and Referral Guidelines, Revised, December 1, 1994.

Not all discipline proposed in the third quarter 2016 sustained cases was determined by the Chief of Police the third quarter, some was determined
by the Chief of Police in the fourth quarter.
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Cases with Sustained Allegations and Proper Conduct and Unfounded Findings

in those Cases — Third Quarter 2016

Case | Neglect of Duty Unwarranted | Unnecessary | Conduct Reflecting | Discourtesy | Racial or | Discipline*
No. : Action Force Discredit oo 1 Sexual
: S - i , Slur

12. In violation of DGO 1.04, Duties of In violation of In violation of DGO The OCC
Sergeants and the Report Writing DGO 5.03, the 2.01, the sergeant recommended
Manual, in responding to a matter sergeant misused police Commission
involving a payment dispute between | unlawfully authority when he level discipline
the complainant and a third party, a detained the threatened the for the
sergeant failed to properly supervise | complainant. complainant and sergeant and
and investigate. In violation of DGO compelled the one officer

5.03, the sergeant failed to issue a
certificate of release after a prolonged
detention. (Added allegations)

Two officers failed to prepare
sufficient reports. (Added allegations)

The OCC made findings of
unfounded for its added allegations
for two other officers.

complainant to pay
money to a third’

party which the third -

party believed was
owed by the
complainant.

An officer misused
his authority
regarding this matter.

and a written
reprimand for
another
officer.

Acting Chief
Chaplin did
not take action |
on this matter
during this
quarter.

The OCC bases its sustained findings on allegations made by the complainant which are called complainant’s allegations, and also on those the OCC
identifies which are called added allegations. This chart also shows proper conduct or unfounded findings in cases with sustained allegations.

The OCC makes its disciplinary recommendations based on SFPD’s Disciplinary Penalty and Referral Guidelines, Revised, December 1, 1994. -

Not all discipline proposed in the third quarter 2016 sustained cases was determined by the Chief of Police the third quarter, some was determined
by the Chief of Police in the fourth quarter.
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Neglect of
Duty

TRAINING RECOMMENDATIONS — 3" QUARTER 2016

The complainant, a civil rights law group, alleged that several weeks after its client filed a request for
information under the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), the named officer and a federal agent
unexpectedly showed up at the client’s place of work. The FOIA request and the client’s travels to Pakistan
were topics the named officer and federal agent discussed with the client. The complainant alleged that the
SFPD officer violated Department General Order 8.10 by conducting a criminal investigation involving an
individual’s First Amendment activities without complying with DGO 8.10’s criteria concerning the type of
criminal activity subject to investigation and the requisite documentation and authorization. The named
officer acknowledged that the investigation included First Amendment activities. However, the officer did
not believe that DGO 8.10 applied to the investigation because the investigation had a criminal basis with a
terrorism nexus. The officer believed that the type of cases he was precluded from investigating were cases
that solely involved First Amendment activities. Department General Order 8.10 applies to all
investigations that involve First Amendment activities. The OCC concluded that the officer’s actions were
the result of inadequate training in light of Department policy and procedure and recommended:

1. SFPD immediately update its DGO 8.10 training to address the standards for conducting an investigation
that involves First Amendment activities, including the range of activities protected by the First Amendment,
the reasonable suspicion standard, written documentation and supervisory approvals and numerous scenarios
in which officers have an opportunity to test their understanding of DGO 8.10’s application and
requirements.

2. SFPD immediately issue a Department Bulletin on DGO 8.10’s requirements.

3. OCC’s First Amendment Audit pursuant to DGO 8.10 and SFPD’s Joint Terrorism Taskforce Report as
required San Francisco Administrative Code §2A.74(d) be presented to the Police Commission during the
same annual hearing to enable a more comprehensive review of investigations involving First Amendment
activities.

4. A Police Corhmissioner be designated to assist the OCC, SFPD and the stakeholders address issues raised
by SFPD investigations involving First Amendment activities.
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Conduct Reflecting
Discredit

TRAINING RECOMMENDATIONS - 3" QUARTER 2016

During a traffic stop of a bicyclist, the officer ordered the complainant to sit on the ground while
being issued a ticket. The complainant stated the ground was covered with urine and excrement. The
officer acknowledged ordering the complainant to sit on the ground but denied the ground was dirty.
When questioned about his training, the officer stated he did not receive any training on how to
conduct a bicycle stop. The Police Department’s subject matter expert stated the Police Academy
does not specifically train officers on bicycle stops. The subject matter expert stated it is not standard
practice to order immediately the bicyclist to sit on the ground but it is acceptable.

In light of bicyclists comprising a significant portion of vehicle traffic in San Francisco and that
SFPD officers do not receive any training on bicycle stops, the OCC recommends that the Police
Academy develop a written policy, curriculum and training on bicycle stops and provide this training
to all officers.

Conduct Reflecting
Discredit

The complainant and her uncle stated that when they met with the officer, the officer was rude and
unprofessional and compared the death of her brother with other cases the officer had worked on in
the past. The OCC recommends that the Police Department review the investigative training
involving communication with family members of homicide and suicide victims to determine
whether the training and curriculum adequately addresses effective communication especially in light
of research and best practices.
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Days to Close - Cases Sustained
THIRD QUARTER 2016
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INVESTIGATIVE HEARINGS AND MEDIATIONS
THIRD QUARTER 2016

Requests for Hearing
Hearings Granted
Requests Denied
Hearings Pending*
Hearings Held
Reopened

- 22

~ocoNO &
~oo0wo =
cCoOoONON
CO 0O =0 -
co o hON
!
N

1
1
NO OO

M

New Eligible Cases 25 35 13 17 6 96
Cases Mediated 15 13 4 4 4 - 40
Officers Ineligible 3 5 3 7 3 -- 21
Officers Offered 25 30 14 10 4 - 83
Officers Declined * 2 1 0 0 1 - 4
Complainants Offered 26 28 10 10 4 -~ 78
Complainants Declined * 9 - 15 2 7 0 - 33
Cases Returned 17 22 5 14 4 - 62
Mediations Pending * 5 4 0 3 2 -- 2

* Action specified may reflect hearings granted in previous months.

28



Status of OCC Cases - Year 2015
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Status of OCC Cases - Year 2015

as of 09/30/16
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THE POLICE COMMISSION

STATUS OF OCC COMPLAINTS - YEAR 2015 ’ OFFICE OF CITIZEN COMPLAINTS
as of 09/30/16 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed = Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

: i - A

0002-15  01/02/2015  01/17/2015 15 04/16/2015 89 04/16/2015 0 104 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR AND COMMENTS/RACIAL BIAS

000415  01/05/2015 01/07/2015 2 01/07/2015 0 01/13/2015 6 8 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0006-15 01/08/2015 01/22/2015 14 12/11/2015 323 12/16/2015 5 342 - SUSTAINED  UNWARRANTED DETENTION/CITE/FORCE

0008-15 01/08/2015 01/29/2015 21 06/01/2016 489 06/07/2016 6 516 - CLOSED OFFICER WROTE INACCURATE TRAFFIC COLLISION REPORT

0010-15  01/12/2015 01/27/2015 15 06/03/2015 127 06/09/2015 6 148 - CLOSED YELLED WHILE GIVING UNJUSTIFIED TICKET

0012415 01/09/2015 02/01/2015 23 07/16/2015 165 07/17/2015 1 189 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR & COMMENTS

001415 01/12/2015  01/14/2015 2 01/14/2015 0 01/20/2015 6 8 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0

0016415 01/13/2015  01/15/2015 2 01/20/2015 5 01/20/2015 0 7-closep  STOLEN CARRECOVEREDINOT GIVEN ENOUGH TIME TO RECOUPICAR

o

Vi

001815  01/15/2015  01/25/2015 10 04/29/2015 94 04/29/2015 0 104 - INFOONLY  DETENTION/SEARCH WITHOUT CAUSE

0020-15  01/15/2015 01/20/2015 5 07/05/2015 166 07/07/2015 2 173 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE A REPORT

i

0022-15 01/15/2015 02/06/2015 22 11/24/2015 291 11/30/2015 6 319 - CLOSED UNWARRANTED PROPERTY SEIZURE

002415  01/15/2015  01/22/2015 7 07/20/2015 179 07/20/2015 0 186 - CLOSED JAYWALK CITE/RACIAL PROFILING

L

0026-15  01/15/2015  01/30/2015 15 08/17/2015 199 08/17/2015 0 214- CLOSED  FAILURE TO PROPERLY INVESTIGATE
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

002815 01/15/2015 02/17/2015 33 07/27/2015 160 07/30/2015 3 196 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0030-15  01/14/2015 01/21/2015 7 01/21/2015 0 01/23/2015 2 9- CLOSED FORCE USED WHILE IN JAIL

0033-15  01/20/2015 02/23/2015 34 10/16/2015 235 10/19/2015 3 272 - CLOSED FAILURE TO PROPERLY INVESTIGATE

003515  01/20/2015 02/04/2015 15 11/06/2015 275 11/10/2015 4 294 - CLOSED DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0037-15 01/21/2015 10/13/2015 265 02/10/2016 120 02/12/2016 2 387 - CLOSED NUMEROUS Q2S ACTED INAPPROPRIATELY

003915  01/22/2015 01/23/2015 1 02/24/2015 32 03/05/2015 -9 42 - MEDIATED FAILED TO RESPOND TO A CALL

004115 01/22/2015 01/23/2015 1 01/23/2015 0 01/26/2015 "3 4 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0043-15 01/23/2015 02/23/2015 31 04/28/2015 64 04/28/2015 4] 95 - MEDIATED FAILED TO WRITE A REPORT

0045415  01/23/2015 01/23/2015 0 02/02/2015 10 02/02/2015 0 10 - CLOSED INFORMATION ONLY

004715  01/26/2015 02/17/2015 22 01/23/2016 340 01/25/2016 2 364 - CLOSED FAILURE TO PROPERLY INVESTIGATE

004915 01/26/2015 02/05/2015 10 08/12/2015 188 08/12/2015 0 198 - CLOSED FAILED TO PROVIDE LANGUAGE LINE SERVICE

005115  01/26/2015 02/12/2015 17 04/13/2015 60 04/13/2015 0 77 - MEDIATED ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

005315  01/27/2015  02/02/2015 6 02/02/2015 0 02/02/2015 0 6 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

005515  01/27/2015 02/10/2015 14 03/16/2015 34 03/16/2015 0 48 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/COMMENTS
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Case # Received  Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0057-15  01/28/2015 01/30/2015 2 07/03/2015 154 07/07/2015 4 160 - CLOSED RUDE COMMENTS AND ORDERED COMP NOT TO SHARE ELEVATOR

005915 01/29/2015 02/12/2015 14 05/07/2015 84 05/07/2015 0 98 - CLOSED INTIMIDATING PHONE CALL

0061-15 02/02/2015 02/06/2015 4 02/19/2015 13 02/19/2015 0 17 - WITHDRAWN

INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/COMMENTS

0063-15  02/02/2015 02/06/2015 4 03/30/2015 52 03/31/2015 1 57 - MEDIATED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/BIASED POLICING

0065-15  02/03/2015 = 02/06/2015 3 02/26/2015 20 02/27/2015 1 24 - CLOSED DETAINED WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

anllv R

0067-15 02/04/2015 02/04/2015 0 02/19/2015 15 02/23/2015 4 19 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

006915  02/05/2015  02/05/2015 0 02/11/2015 6 02/11/2015 0 6 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0071-15  02/09/2015 02/25/2015 16 02/25/2015 0 02/25/2015 0 16 - MERGED USE OF UNNECESSARY FORCE DURING ARREST

0073-15 02/09/2015 02/27/2015 18 05/24/2016 452 05/30/2016 6 476 - CLOSED MISUSE OF POLICE AUTHORITY

0075-15 02/09/2015 02/09/2015 0 09/21/2015 224 09/21/2015 0 224 - CLOSED DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

INACCURATE TRAFFIC COLLISION REPORT/INAPPROPRIATE
COMMENTS

0077-15  02/09/2015  03/04/2015 23 12/03/2015 274 12/04/2015 1 298 - CLOSED

0079-15 02/10/2015 03/03/2015 21 09/21/2015 202 09/21/2015 0 223 - CLOSED SEARCHED A RESIDENCE WITHOUT CAUSE

0081-15  02/11/2015 02/11/2015 0 02/18/2015 7 02/18/2015 ] 7 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

008315 02/11/2015  02/23/2015 12 06/15/2015 112 07/09/2015 24 148 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0085-15  02/09/2015 02/09/2015 0 02/19/2015 10 02/19/2015 0 10 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY
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e # Received  Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case

ENTERED RESIDENCE/SEARCHED RESIDENCE/DETENTION WITHOUT

008715 02/12/2015 03/03/2015 19 596 - PENDING

Fl

0089-15  02/13/2015  03/11/2015 26 02/12/2016 338 02/16/2016 4 368 - CLOSED RACIALLY MOTIVATED DETENTION/SEARCH/CITATION AND ATTITUDE

009115 02/11/2015 02/18/2015 7 02/18/2015 0 02/19/2015 1 8 - INFO ONLY FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0093-15  02/13/2015 02/23/2015 10 03/02/2015 7 03/02/2015 0 17 - CLOSED USE OF FORCE

009515 02/18/2015 02/19/2015 1 09/25/2015 218 10/30/2015 35 254.- SUSTAINED  FAILURE TO ID SELF/FAILURE TO FOLLOW DGO 5.08 10/30/2015

0097-15 02/19/2015 03/04/2015 13 08/28/2015 177 09/23/2015 26 216 - CLOSED TIGHT HANDCUFFS/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR & COMMENTS

009915 02/18/2015 03/11/2015 21 06/18/2015 99 06/22/2015 4 124 - INFO ONLY  INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

INACCURATE INCIDENT REPORT/FAILURE TO WRITE AN INCIDENT

0101-15  02/23/2015 02/27/12015 4 12/22/2015 298 12/22/2015 ] 302 - WITHDRAWN REPORT

0103-15 02/02/2015 02/24/2015 22 02/24/2015 0 02/24/2015 0 22 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

010515  02/13/2015 02/24/2015 11 02/25/2015 1 02/25/2015 ] 12-INFOONLY  HOMELESS NOT IN CONTROL IN TENDERLOIN

0107-15  02/23/2015 02/23/2015 0 03/20/2015 25 03/24/2015 4 29-INFOONLY  ARREST/TOW/FAILURE TO REMOVE CAR FROM STOLEN VEHICLE LIST

010915 02/24/2015 03/06/2015 10 11/18/2015 257 11/20/2015 2 269 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0111415  02/24/2015 03/06/2015 10 11/18/2015 257 11/20/2015 2 269 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

011315 02/25/2015 03/03/2015 6 07/09/2015 128 07/09/2015 0 134 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case ) Sent to MCD

0115-15  02/25/2015 03/03/2015 6 07/31/2015 150 07/31/2015 0 156 - CLOSED UNWARRANTED DETENTION

i

0117-15  02/27/2015 03/03/2015 4 . 06/26/2015 115 06/29/2015 3 122 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/BIASED POLICING

011915 03/03/2015  03/06/2015 3 01/20/2016 320 02/04/2016 15 338 - SUSTAINED  INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/FAILURE TO WRITE AN INCIDENT REPORT

012115 03/02/2015 03/19/2015 17 06/17/2015 90 06/22/2015 5 R 112 - CLOSED CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE

b NG

0123-15 03/05/2015 03/05/2015 0 : 03/05/2015 0 03/09/2015 4 4 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

012515 03/05/2015 03/11/2015 6 08/13/2015 155 08/14/2015 1 162 - CLOSED DID NOT TAKE COMPLAINT

0127-15  03/05/2015 03/19/2015 14 12/07/2015 263 12/08/2015 1 278 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE COMMENT/FAILURE TO PROVIDE NAME-STAR NO.

0129-15  03/09/2015°  03/26/2015 17 10/09/2015 197 10/14/2015 5 219 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR DURING TRAFFIC STOP

0131-15  03/10/2015 03/12/2015 2 08/26/2015 167 08/27/2015 1 170 - CLOSED 647F/UF

0133-15  03/11/2015 03/12/2015 1 07/27/2015 137 07/31/2015 4 142 - CLOSED FORCE/COMMENTS

0135415  03/11/2015 03/16/2015 5 08/18/2015 ’ 155 08/19/2015 1 161 - CLOSED LAUGHED WITH SUSPECT

HARASSING THE COMPLAINANT/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS AND
BEHAVIOR

0137-15 03/10/2015 03/10/2015 ' 0 11/30/2015 265 12/02/2015 2 267 - CLOSED

0139-15  03/13/2015 03/24/2015 11 05/03/2016 406 07/18/2016 - 76 493 - CLOSED USE OF FORCE/SEARCH OF A RESIDENCE

014115  03/12/2015 03/25/2015 13 05/06/2015 42 05/06/2015 0 - 55 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS AND BEHAVIOR

S e i - b Ll

0143-15  02/24/2015  04/08/2015 43 12/29/2015 265 01/04/2016 . 6 314 - CLOSED HARASSING A FAMILY
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0145415  03/15/2015  03/24/2015 9 565 - PENDING BIASED TEXTS AND FAILURE TO SUPERVISE

014715  03/16/2015 03/26/2015 10 04/08/2015 13 04/09/2015 1 24 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR AND PROFANITY

014915  03/16/2015 03/23/2015 7 06/18/2015 87 06/22/2015 4 98 - INFO ONLY  CITES DRIVERS IN SPEED ZONE - 36TH & FULTON

015115 03/18/2015 03/26/2015 8 12/14/2015 263 12/22/2015 8 279 - SUSTAINED  ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE 12/22/2015

0153-15  03/19/2015 03/26/2015 7 09/04/2015 162 09/04/2015 0 169 - INFO ONLY  INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

015515 03/19/2015 04/09/2015 21 05/13/2016 © 400 05/30/2016 17 438 - CLOSED UNNECESSARY FORCE AND WRITING AN INACCURATE REPORT

015715 03/23/2015 03/23/2015 0 04/27/2015 35 04/28/2015 1 36 - MEDIATED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0189415  03/24/2015 04/08/2015 15 05/03/2016 . 891 05/30/2016 27 433 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

016115 03/25/2015 04/10/2015 16 03/08/2016 333 03/09/2016 1 350 - CLOSED ARREéT/INACCURATE REPORT

0163-15  03/25/2015 04/08/2015 14 01/08/2016 275 01/11/2016 3 292 - CLOSED DETENTION/PAT SEARCH/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0165-15  03/26/2015 04/16/2015 21 02/23/2016 313 02/23/2016 0 334 - CLOSED DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION/VEHICLE SEARCH W-O CAUSE

016715 03/26/2015 04/15/2015 20 02/16/2016 307 02/16/2016 0 327 - SUSTAINED  DETENTION/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS " 02/17/2016

016915 03/27/2015 04/08/2015 12 11/30/2015 236 12/01/2015 1 249 - CLOSED EXCESSIVE FORCE DURING AN ARREST

017115 03/27/2015 03/31/2015 4 01/08/2016 283 01/11/2016 3 290 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0173-15 = 03/30/2015 04/15/2015 16 12/09/2015 238 12/17/2015 8 262 - SUSTAINED  THE OFFICER FAILED TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION 12/22/2015

0175-15  03/31/2015 04/15/2015 15 11/18/2015 217 11/20/2015 2 234 - CLOSED COMMENT AND FAILURE TO PROVIDE STAR #

017715 03/31/2015  04/06/2015 6 549 - PENDING DETENTION/SEARCH

017915 03/30/2015 - 04/15/2015 16 08/13/2015 120 08/13/2015 0 136 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

018115  04/01/2015  04/10/2015 10/21/2015 194 10/22/2015 1 204 - CLOSED FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/JUVENILE

0183-15  04/02/2015 04/08/2015 6 04/08/2015 .0 04/10/2015 2 8 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0185-15 04/02/2015 04/03/2015 1 04/03/2015 0 04/06/2015 3 4-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0187-15  03/21/2015  03/21/2015 0 08/07/2015 139 08/10/2015 3 142 - CLOSED DRIVING UNSAFELY

0189415 04/06/2015  04/09/2015 3 07/08/2015 90 07/09/2015 1 94 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/COMMENTS/RACIAL SLUR

0191-15 04/07/2015 04/24/2015 17 08/17/2016 481 08/31/2016 14 512 - CLOSED DETENTION/SEARCH

019315 04/07/2015 04/15/2015 8 08/19/2015 126 08/19/2015 0 . 134-MEDIATED  DETENTION OF FIVE MEN WITHOUT CAUSE AND THREATS

0195-15 04/09/2015 04/24/2015 15 07/27/2016 460 08/17/2016 21 496 - CLOSED UF DURING TRAFFIC STOP/SEARCH/DISCOURTESY/NO STAR NUMBER

0197-15  04/10/2015 04/15/2015 5 04/17/2015 2 04/17/2015 0 7 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

RACIAL SLUR/PROFANITY/DETENTION/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR AND

0199-15  04/13/2015 04/21/2015 8 05/13/2016 388 05/30/2016 17 413 - CLOSED COMMENTS

-

0201-15  04/13/2015 04/16/2015 3 04/16/2015 0 04/16/2015 0 3 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY
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Case # Received  Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed  Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

020315 04/13/2015 04/13/2015 0 04/17/2015 4 04/17/2015 0 4 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

020515  04/13/2015 04/16/2015 3 04/16/2015 ] 04/17/2015 1 4 -CLOSED ARREST

0207-15  04/14/2015 04/27/2015 13 04/27/2015 0 04/27/2015 0 13 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

v

0209415  04/15/2015  04/27/2015 12 03/16/2016 324 031222016 6 342 - SUSTAINED ,T\:ES;F ICER FAILED TO TAKE A POLICE REPORT/MAKE A CITIZEN'S 03/23/2016

021115 04/17/2015 04/23/2015 6 04/23/2015 0 - 04/27/2015 4 10 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0213-15 04/17/2015 05/13/2015 26 05/02/2016 355 05/27/2016 25 406 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

021515 04/20/2015 04/21/2015 1 10/21/2015 183 10/21/2015 0 184 - CLOSED TOWING CAR UNRELATED TO CRIMINAL ACTIVITY

021715 04/20/2015 05/13/2015 23 09/02/2016 478 09/02/2016 ) 501 - CLOSED INACCURATE REPORT

.
INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR AND COMMENTS/ARREST WITHOUT
CAUSE

0219-15 04/22/2015 05/07/2015 15 09/16/2015 132 09/16/2015 0 147 - CLOSED

022115  04/21/2015  05/14/2015 23 02/24/2016 286 03/01/2016 6 315 - CLOSED YELLED PROFANELY AT ONLOOKER/DETAINED VIOLENTLY

022315  04/23/2015 05/07/2015 14 03/24/2016 322 03/24/2016 0 336 - CLOSED INACCURATE REPORT

S

0225-15  04/27/2015  05/04/2015 7 08/28/2015 116 08/31/2015 3 126 - CLOSED CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE

022715  04/28/2015 05/04/2015 6 08/07/2015 95 08/10/2015 3 104 - CLOSED FAILURE TO ARREST

022915  04/27/2015 05/01/2015 4 01/15/2016 259 01/25/2016 10 273 - CLOSED ARREST/FORCE/COMMENTS/INVALID ORDER
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Case # ‘Received  Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case : Sent to MCD

023115  04/28/2015 05/13/2015 15 03/22/2016 314 03/23/2016 1 330 - CLOSED CITATION/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0233-15  04/30/2015 07/17/2015 78 03/01/2016 228 03/08/2016 7 313 - SUSTAINED DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION 03/09/2016

0235-15  04/30/2015 05/18/2015 18 03/02/2016 289 04/08/2016 37 344 - SUSTAINED  INACCURATE REPORT 04/11/2016

0237-15 04/30/2015 05/11/2015 11 09/04/2015 116 09/04/2015 0 127 - CLOSED RESIDENCE SEARCH/PROFANITY/FORCE

0239-15  04/30/2015 05/18/2015 18 07/07/2015 50 07/08/2015 1 69 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

024115 - 05/01/2015 05/19/2015 18 03/02/2016 288 03/07/2016 5 311 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

024315  05/04/2015  05/05/2015 1 10/02/2015 150 10/13/2015 1 162 - CLOSED YELLED AND SAID CITATION WAS FOR RUDE BEHAVIOR

0245-15  05/04/2015 05/05/2015 1 09/11/2015 129 09/15/2015 4 134 - CLOSED FAILURE TO OBTAIN WITNESS STATEMENTS OR VIDEO

0247-15 05/05/2015 05/13/2015 8 07/29/2015 77 07/30/2015 1 86 - WITHDRAWN  DETENTION @ GUNPOINT/FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE

S

0248-15 05/07/2015 05/14/2015 7 05/14/2015 0 05/15/2015 1 8- INFO ONLY FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

025115  05/07/2015  05/21/2015 14 05/16/2016 361 06/06/2016 21 396 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0253415 05/08/2015 06/11/2015 34 07/09/2015 28 07/09/2015 0 62 - WITHDRAWN  SEIZURE OF PROPERTY

0255-15  05/08/2015  05/22/2015 14 511 - PENDING CITATION/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

025715 05/11/2015 05/13/2015 2 02/01/2016 264 02/03/2016 2 268 - CLOSED FAILED TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

i

0259-15  05/11/2015 05/12/2015 1 09/28/2015 139 09/28/2015 0 140 - MEDIATED

AT MEETING, STRUCK ATTENDANT ON ARM TO DEMONSTRATE
BATTERY
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

" 0261-15 05/14/2015 05/21/2015 7 08/17/2015 88 08/17/2015 o] 95-INFOONLY  FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

026315  05/15/2015  05/15/2015 0 06/02/2015 18 06/09/2015 7 25 - CLOSED CITATION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0265-15  05/20/2015  05/27/2015 7 02/24/2016 273 03/03/2016 8 288 - SUSTAINED  FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION 03/04/2016

026715 05/21/2015 05/27/2015 6 11/03/2015 160 11/04/2015 1 *167 - CLOSED OFFICER FAILED TO TAKE A DV REPORT

0269-15  05/18/2015 06/04/2015 17 10/15/2015 133 . 10/16/2015 1 151 - CLOSED ISSUING AN INVALID ORDER

0271-15  05/06/2015 06/11/2015 36 04/22/2016 316 04/25/2016 3 355 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0273-15  05/19/2015 06/12/2015 24 06/28/2016 382 07/01/2016 3 409 - CLOSED UNWARRANTED ACTION/USE OF FORCE

THREATENED THE COMPLAINANT/CITED THE COMPLAINANT'S SON W-

0275-15 05/21/2015 05/27/2015 6 12/18/2015 205 12/21/2015 3 214 - CLOSED O CAUSE

027715 05/22/2015 06/02/2015 1" 05/04/2016 337 05/11/2016 7 355 - SUSTAINED  ENTRY WITHOUT CAUSE/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS 05/11/2016

027915 05/28/2015 05/28/2015 o] 11/24/2015 180 12/01/2015 7 187 - CLOSED FAILED TO INVESTIGATE

028115 05/28/2015 05/28/2015 0 07/01/2015 34 07/01/2015 0 34 - CLOSED UNWARRANTED CITE/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENT

0283-15  05/22/2015 06/19/2015 28 08/31/2016 439 09/06/2016 6 473 - CLOSED HANDCUFFS INJURED COMP/IGNORED DISABILITY

028515  05/29/2015 06/18/2015 20 08/27/2015 70 08/28/2015 1 91 - CLOSED RUDE ATTITUDE/DEMEANOR

028715  06/01/2015 06/01/2015 o 06/03/2015 2 06/10/2015 7 9-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0289-15  06/02/2015 06/23/2015 21 11/02/2015 132 11/03/2015 1 154 - CLOSED UNNECESSARY FORCE USED DURING THE DETENTION
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

029115  06/03/2015 06/11/2015 8 06/11/2015 0- 06/12/2015 1 9 - CLOSED INFORMATION ONLY

0293-15 06/01/2015 06/03/2015 2 06/04/2015 1 . 06/09/2015 5 8- INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0295-15  06/03/2015 06/29/2015 26 06/01/2016 338 06/07/2016 6 370 - CLOSED CONFISCATED HOMELESS PROPERTY AND GLOATED

029715 06/04/2015 06/17/2015 13 05/09/2016 327 05/23/2016 14 354 - SUSTAINED  DETENTION @ GUNPOINT/THREATENING BEHAVIOR-COMMENTS 05/24/2016

029915  06/05/2015 06/08/2015 3 06/08/2015 0 06/12/2015 4 7 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0301-15  06/05/2015  06/08/2015 3 08/05/2015 58 08/06/2015 1 62 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/CITATION

0303-15  06/05/2015  06/08/2015 3 05/23/2016 350 06/07/2016 15 368 - CLOSED FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE

030515  06/05/2015 07/08/2015 33 10/22/2015 106 10/23/2015 1 140 - CLOSED ARREST

0307-15  06/08/2015  06/16/2015 8 02/26/2016 255 03/07/2016 10 273 - SUSTAINED  ARRESTED W-O CAUSE/STOLEN VEHICLE 03/08/2016

030915  06/09/2015 06/25/2015 16 02/08/2016 228 02/25/2016 17 261 - SUSTAINED  CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS 02/25/2016

031115 06/10/2015 06/10/2015 0 06/18/2015 8 06/22/2015 4 12 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

031315  06/10/2015  06/10/2015 0 06/11/2015 1 06/11/2015 0 1-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

s

0315-15  06/08/2015  06/16/2015 8 08/19/2015 64 08/19/2015 0 72 - MEDIATED IMPROPER DRIVING

0317-15  06/11/2015 07/01/2015 20 07/25/2016 390 08/12/2016 18 428 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/COMMENTS

031915  06/15/2015  08/03/2015 49 05/27/2016 298 05/31/2016 4 351 - SUSTAINED DETENTION W-O JUSTIFICATION/TIGHT HANDCUFFS 05/31/2016
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

032115 06/15/2015 02/02/2016 232 473 - PENDING FAILURE TO PROPERLY PROCESS PROPERTY

032345  06/18/2015  07/01/2015 13 04/29/2016 303 05/31/2016 32 345-CLOSED  SSUED A CITATION

COMMENTS AND BEHAVIOR

DETAINED COMP WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION/USED UNNECESSARY
FORCE

032515  06/18/2015 07/02/2015 14 470 - PENDING

0327-15  06/19/2015  06/24/2015 5 06/24/2015 0 06/25/2015 1 6 - INFO ONLY FAILED TO RESPOND TO A CALL

032915  06/22/2015 07/16/2015 24 08/07/2015 22 08/10/2015 .3 49 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

033115  06/17/2015  07/23/2015 36 12/23/2015 153 12/28/2015 5 194 - WITHDRAWN  FORCE/DETENTION

033315  06/25/2015 07/14/2015 19 12/02/2015 141 12/02/2015 ‘0 160 - CLOSED

0335-15  06/25/2015 07/14/2015 19 07/12/2016 364 08/08/2016 27 410 - CLOSED

033715  06/26/2015  07/01/2015 5 03/29/2016 272 03/29/2016 0 277 - CLOSED

033915  06/26/2015 07/09/2015 13 06/17/2016 344 06/26/2016 9 366 - CLOSED

i

0341-15 06/29/2015 07/08/2015 9 11/30/2015 145 11/30/2015 0 154 - CLOSED RUDE

034315 03/12/2015  07/22/2015 132 . 05/09/2016 292 05/30/2016 21 . 445 - CLOSED BIASED POLICING/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS AND BEHAVIOR

034515  06/30/2015 07/09/2015 9 08/12/2015 34 08/12/2015 .0 43 - MEDIATED DID NOT ENFORCE SMOKING ORDINANCE

0347415 06/30/2015 07/20/2015 20 07/26/2016 372 08/17/2016 Co22 414 - CLOSED DID NOT ENFORCE TRAFFIC LAW

T

034915  07/01/2015  08/03/2015 33 06/21/2016 323 06/26/2016 5 361 - CLOSED DETENTION WITHOUT CAUSE/UNNECESSARY FORCE

o 505
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0351-15 06/30/2015 07/15/2015 15 11/02/2015 110 - 11/02/2015 0 125 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

SEIZURE WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR-

0353-15  07/01/2015 08/03/2015 33 06/24/2016’ 326 07/01/2016 7 366 - CLOSED COMMENTS

0355-15  07/02/2015 07/110/2015 8 07/10/2015 0 07/10/2015 0 . 8 - MERGED CITATION/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

035715 07/03/2015 07/22/2015 19 12/29/2015 160 12/30/2015 1 180 - CLOSED FAILURE TO WRITE REPORT/BIASED POLICING DUE TO RACE

0358-15 = 07/06/2015  07/13/2015 7 452 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/PROFANITY

036115  07/07/2015 07/20/2015 13 03/18/2016 242 03/18/2016 0 255 - CLOSED RUDE COMMENTS AND BEHAVIOR/RACIAL BIAS

0363-15  07/08/2015 07/08/2015 0 ' 450 - PENDING CITATION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

036515  07/08/2015  07/15/2015 7 07/15/2015 ] 07/23/2015 8 15-INFOONLY  INFORMATION ONLY

0367-15  07/10/2015 07/14/2015 4 07/14/2015 0 07/15/2015 5-CLOSED INFORMATION ONLY

0369-15  07/10/2015 07/15/2015 5 07/15/2015 0 07/15/2015 0 5-INFO ONLY WRONGFUL ORDER

037115 07/09/2015  08/05/2015 27 06/08/2016 308 06/14/2016 6 341-SUSTAINED  CITATION/INACCURATE REPORT 06/15/2016 -

037315  07/15/2015 - 07/16/2015 1 04/01/2016 260 04/04/2016 3 264 - CLOSED PROFANITY AND INVALID ORDER

037515 07/15/2015 08/07/2015 23 443 - PENDING RESIDENCE SEARCH

INTENTIONALLY DAMAGED PROPERTY/FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED

037715 07/16/2015  07/20/2015 4 02/09/2016 204 02/18/2016 9 217 - CLOSED ACTION

037915 07/16/2015 07/117/2015 1 07/17/2015 0 07/20/2015 3 4 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY
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Case # Received  Intake Done  Days Elapsed  Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed  Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

038115 07/21/2015 08/07/2015 17 04/28/2016 265 04/29/2016 1 283 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/ENTRY WITHOUT CAUSE

038315  07/20/2015 08/07/2015 18 07/05/2016 333 07/14/2016 9 360 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/FAILED TO TAKE A REPORT

0385-15  07/21/2015 08/11/2015 21 07/12/2016 336 07/18/2016 6 363 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/DETENTION WITHOUT CAUSE

0387415  07/23/2015  03/11/2016 232 03/26/2016 15 03/28/2016 2 249 - CLOSED SELECTIVE ENFORCEMENT

038915 - 07/24/2015 07/24/2015 0 07/27/2015 3 07/30/2015 3 6 - INFO ONLY STALKED BY POLICE

0391415  07/24/2015 08/11/2015 18 01/25/2016 167 01/25/2016 0 185 - CLOSED

039315  07/27/2015 08/25/2015 29 08/03/2016 344 08/17/2016 14 387 - CLOSED

0385415  07/28/2015 08/12/2015 - 15 06/04/2016 297 06/21/2016 17 329 - SUSTAINED REFUSED TO TAKE REPORT 06/27/2016

039715 07/29/2015 08/10/2015 12 06/07/2016 302 06/24/2016 17 331-CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

NATICCANITIAAIINATINIA R A KEN I Y.
ISSUING CITATION W-O CAUSE/I

0399-15  07/30/2015 08/13/2015 14 12/21/2015 130 12/21/2015 0 144 - CLOSED COMMENTS

Al

040115 07/31/2015 08/11/2015 " 10/19/2015 69 10/19/2015 0 80 - MEDIATED CAUSE/SEARCHING PERSONAL PROPERTY W-O

OATICE/NADODNADRDIATE DETLIAVND,

040315  07/31/2015 10/22/2015 83 04/15/2016 - 176 04/15/2016 0 259 - MERGED UA/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

040515 08/03/2015 08/06/2015 3 11/12/2015 98 11/13/2015 1 102 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

040715 08/04/2015 08/21/2015 17 07/22/2016 336 08/17/2016 26 379 - CLOSED EXCESSIVE USE OF FORCE/ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

0409-15  08/05/2015  09/03/2015 29 06/30/2016 301 07/14/2016 14 344 - CLOSED INTIMIDATING BEHAVIOR/FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

041115 08/07/2015 08/17/2015 10 06/22/2016 310 07/01/2016 9 329 - CLOSED ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE
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Synopsis of Case

041315 08/07/2015  08/12/2015 5 01/29/2016 170 02/02/2016 4 179 - CLOSED CITE/BIASED POLICING

041515 08/07/2015  08/07/2015 0 01/15/2016 161 01/22/2016 7 168 - CLOSED ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

0417-15  08/10/2015  08/13/2015 3 04/13/2016 244 04/13/2016 0 247 - WITHDRAWN  MISUSE OF POLICE AUTHORITY

0419-15  08/11/2015 08/15/2015 4 05/20/2016 279 05/30/2016 10 293 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

042115  08/13/2015 08/13/2015 0 08/14/2015 1 08/14/2015 0 1-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0423-15  08/13/2015 08/25/2015 12 12/30/2015 127 12/30/2015 0 139 - CLOSED

0425-15  08/14/2015 08/19/2015 5 08/19/2015 o] 08/19/2015 0 5 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0427-15  08/17/2015 09/01/2015 15 03/24/2016 - 205 03/24/2016 0 220 - CLOSED BIASED POLICING/DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0429-15  08/13/2015 08/20/2015 7 12/08/2015 110 12/30/2015 22 139 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0431-15 08/19/2015 10/22/2015 64 06/30/2016 252 07/05/2016 5 321 - CLOSED OFFICERS BEAT MAN WITH PROSTHETIC LEG

0433-15 08/19/2015 10/29/2015 7 06/13/2016 228 06/24/2016 1 310 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE COMP REPORT

0435-15  08/19/2015 10/29/2015 7 05/09/2016 193 05/28/2016 19 283 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

ENTRY INTO RESIDENCE/SEARCH W-O CAUSE/DETENTION @
GUNPOINT

07/11/2016

043715 07/19/2015 08/20/2015 32 06/24/2016 309 07/11/2016 17 358 - SUSTAINED

0439415 08/21/2015 09/04/2015 14 12/08/2015 95 12/09/2015 1 110 - CLOSED TOW WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0441-15 08/21/2015 09/22/2015 32 06/20/2016 272 06/26/2016 6 310 - CLOSED CITATION W-O CAUSE/RACIAL DISCRIMINATION
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Case # Received  Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed  Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

044315 08/20/2015 09/03/2015 14 03/08/2016 187 03/08/2016 0 201 - CLOSED INACCURATE REPORT/FAILURE TO PROPERLY INVESTIGATE

044515 08/21/2015 09/24/2015 34 07/13/2016 293 07/22/2016 9 336 - CLOSED CITATION W-O CAUSE/FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0447415  08/24/2015 09/03/2015 10 403 - PENDING CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE

0449-15 08/25/2015 08/31/2015 6 02/25/2016 178 02/26/2016 1 185 - CLOSED DETENTION W-O JUSTIFICATION

VEHICLE SEARCH W-O CASE/SEIZURE OF PROPERTY WITHOUT

0451-15  .08/25/2015  00/25/2015 31 402-PENDING )\ 1 /ARREST W-O GAUSE

045315  08/24/2015 09/29/2015 36 09/07/2016 344 09/13/2016 6 386 - CLOSED DETENTION WITHOUT CAUSE

045515  08/26/2015 10/29/2015 64 07/01/2016 246 07/14/2016 13 323 - CLOSED FAILURE TO PROPERLY INVESTIGATE AND SUPERVISE

045715 08/26/2015 09/04/2015 9 401 - PENDING BEHAVED AND SPOKE INAPPROPRIATELY/DRIVING IMPROPERLY

045915  08/27/2015 08/27/2015 0 08/28/2015 1 08/28/2015 0 1- CLOSED DETENTION

DE NTION/HANDCUFFING/USE OF FORCE/INAPPROPRIATE

0461-15  08/31/2015 09/15/2015 15 396 - PENDING

DETENTION, HANDCUFFING, USE OF FORCE, INAPPROPRIATE

046315  08/31/2015  09/16/2015 16 396 - PENDING BEHAVIOR, FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0465415  08/31/2015  09/03/2015 3 09/03/2015 0 09/04/2015 1 4-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

046715  08/31/2015  09/10/2015 10 396 - PENDING

0469-15 09/01/2015 09/15/2015 14 08/04/2016 324 © 08/11/2016 7 345 - SUSTAINED  PROFANITY/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE 08/11/2016

047115 09/01/2015 09/08/2015 7 09/09/2015 1 09/09/2015 0 8- INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

047315 09/01/2015 09/15/2015 14 05/16/2016 244 05/30/2016 14 272 - CLOSED DETAINED AND ARRESTED/TIGHT CUFFS
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0475-15 09/03/2015 09/08/2015 5 393 - PENDING TACKLED TO GROUND WHEN COMPLIANT/BROKEN COLLARBONE

047715 09/08/2015 09/25/2015 17 07/20/2016 299 08/12/2016 23 339 - CLOSED ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

0479-15  09/08/2015 09/25/2015 17 388 - PENDING EXCESSIVE FORCE/FILING FALSE CHARGES/THREATENING COMMENT

048115 09/09/2015 09/09/2015 0 07/13/2016 308 07/19/2016 6 314 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/DAMAGING PROPERTY

0483415 09/10/2015 09/11/2015 1 12/22/2015 102 12/28/2015 6 109 - CLOSED ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

0485-15 09/10/2015 09/14/2015 4 09/15/2015 1 09/15/2015 [ 5-CLOSED FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE

048715  09/10/2015 09/14/2015 4 09/21/2015 7 09/22/2015 1 12 - CLOSED FAILURE TO WRITE A REPORT

0489-15  09/14/2015  09/28/2015 14 08/31/2016 338 09/02/2016 2 354 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0491-15  09/15/2015 10/20/2015 35 06/21/2016 245 07/01/2016 10 290 - CLOSED DETAINED AT GUNPOINT FOR NO REASON/TIGHT HANDCUFFS

0493-15  09/14/2015 11/06/2015 53 07/11/2016 248 07/18/2016 7 308 - WITHDRAWN  FAILED TO ACT

0495-15  08/10/2015  01/08/2016 151 417 - PENDING CITATIONS WITHOUT CAUSE

0497415 09/17/2015 09/24/2015 7 08/09/2016 320 08/17/2016 8 335 - CLOSED DETENTION AND CONSPIRACY

049915  09/17/2015  09/22/2015 5 09/22/2015 0 09/24/2015 2 7 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

e -

050115 09/18/2015 10/22/2015 34 03/02/2016 132 03/02/2016 0 166 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR AND/OR COMMENTS

0503-15  09/18/2015  09/28/2015 10 06/08/2016 254 06/24/2016 16 280 - MEDIATED ~ ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0505-15  09/18/2015 10/20/2015 32 05/13/2016 206 05/27/2016 14 252 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0507-15  09/22/2015  09/25/2015 3 09/25/2015 0 09/28/2015 3 6 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

050915  04/10/2015 04/10/2015 0 04/10/2015 0 09/24/2015 167 167 - CLOSED UNNECESSARY FORCE

051115 09/23/2015 10/12/2015 19 09/20/2016 344 09/23/2016 3 366 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0513415 09/24/2015 09/24/2015 o] 12117/2015 84 12/17/2015 ] 84 - MEDIATED FAILURE TO MAKE ARREST/INAPP COMMENTS

051515 09/25/2015 09/25/2015 o 02/26/2016 154 02/26/2016 ] 154 - MEDIATED  CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE/RACIAL PROFILING

0517-15 09/29/2015 09/29/2015 0 12/22/2015 84 12/22/2015 0 84 - WITHDRAWN  INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS AND BEHAVIOR

051915  09/29/2015 10/14/2015 15 09/09/2016 331 09/13/2016 4 350 - SUSTAINED  INACCURATE REPORT/INACCURATE CITATION 09/14/2016

052115 09/29/2015 09/29/2015 0 10/01/2015 2 10/01/2015 0 2-INFO ONLY DRONES AND HELICOPTERS HARASSING HIM

052315  09/30/2015 09/30/2015 0 10/01/2015 1 10/01/2015 o] 1-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

052515  09/30/2015 10/27/2015 27 08/24/2016 302 09/23/2016 30 359 - CLOSED ENTRY/SEARCH

0527-15 10/02/2015 10/27/2015 25 09/22/2016 331 09/23/2016 1 -357 - CLOSED FAILURE TO WRITE INCIDENT REPORT FOR DV ASSAULT GUN THEFT

0529415 10/04/2015 10/05/2015 1 09/27/2016 358 362 - PENDING CITE/BEHAVIOR AND DRIVING INAPPROPRIATELY

053115 10/03/2015 10/06/2015 3 08/22/2016 321 08/31/2016 9 333-SUSTAINED DETENTION/FORCE

0533-15 10/01/2015 10/29/2015 28 09/26/2016 333 365 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0535-15 . 10/05/2015 10/14/2015 9 03/23/2016 161 04/04/2016 12 182 - CLOSED DETENTION/EJECTION FROM ATT PARK
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Days Elapsed Total Days/Status

0537-15  10/17/2015 10/17/2015 0 10/19/2015 2 10/21/2015 2 4 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0539-15  10/08/2015 10/13/2015 5 08/30/2016 322 09/09/2016 10 337 - SUSTAINED  RUDE BEHAVIOR 09/07/2016

054115 10/09/2015 10/09/2015 0 10/13/2015 4 10/13/2015 0 4 - INFO ONLY FORCE

0543415 10/14/2015 11/06/2015 23 08/23/2016 201 09/22/2016 30 344 - SUSTAINED  THREAT TO ARREST 09/26/2016

0545-15 10/15/2015 10/22/2015 7 08/31/2016 314 09/12/2016 12 333 - CLOSED

0547-15 10/15/2015 10/20/2015 5 10/20/2015 0 10/21/2015 1 6 - WITHDRAWN  DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0549-15 10/15/2015 11/113/2015 29 11/16/2015 3 11/16/2015 0 32 - MERGED CITATIONS

CITED WITHOUT CAUSE/BIASED POLICING/INAPPROPRIATE

055115 10/19/2015 01/08/2016 81 03/28/2016 .80 03/28/2016 0 161 - CLOSED COMMENT/INACCURATE CITATION

0553-15 10/21/2015 11/13/2015 23 02/19/2016 98 02/22/2016 3 124 - CLOSED REFUSED TO TAKE PHONE MESSAGE

0555-15 10/22/2015 11/10/2015 19 344 - PENDING DETENTION/SEARCH/UNNECESSARY FORCE

055715 10/23/2015 10/29/2015 6 04/07/2016 161 04/13/2016 6 173 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR AND COMMENTS

0559-15 10/23/2015 11/18/2015 26 07/12/2016 237 07/16/2016 4 267 - CLOSED USE OF FORCE/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0561-15 10/23/2015 11/17/2015 25 343 - PENDING SEARCHED THE COMPLAINANT'S RESIDENCE WITHOUT CAUSE

0563-15 10/24/2015 11/16/2015 23 342 - PENDING FAILED TO TAKE REQ'D ACTION '

0565-15 10/28/2015 11/16/2015 19 08/23/2016 281 08/31/2016 8 308 - CLOSED USE OF FORCE
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Case # Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0567-15 10/29/2015 11/30/2015 32 337 - PENDING ARREST/CREATED FAKE CRIME ALERT

056915  10/30/2015 11/12/2015 13 08/19/2016 281 09/02/2016 14 308 - CLOSED

057115 11/02/2015 11/09/2015 7 11/17/2015 8 11/117/2015 0 15 - CLOSED DETAINED C'S 8-YEAR-OLD SON IN CVS PHARMACY

057315 11/02/2015 11/03/2015 1 01/15/2016 73 01/19/2016 4 78 - MEDIATED THREAT OF ARREST/INVALID ORDER

057515 11/03/2015 11/20/2015 17 11/30/2015 10 11/30/2015 o - 27 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

057715 11/03/2015 12/02/2015 29 332 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0579-15 11/03/2015 11/04/2015 1 11/25/2015 21 11/30/2015 5 27 -INFOONLY  ISSUING CITATIONS WITHOUT CAUSE

0581-15 11/04/2015 11/23/2015 19 i 331 - PENDING HARASSMENT/FORCE

0583-15 11/05/2016 11/06/2015 1 11/30/2015 24 11/30/2015 0 25 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

058515 11/04/2015 11/10/2018 6 11/10/2015 0 11/10/2015 0 6 - CLOSED ARREST

0587-15 11/09/2015 11/21/2015 12 326 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0589-15  11/09/2015 11/09/2015 0 01/19/2016 71 01/19/2016 0 71-INFO ONLY  INFORMATION ONLY

059115 11/13/2015 12/04/2015 21 04/14/2016 132 04/18/2016 4 157 - CLOSED CITED AND SEARCHED WITHOUT CAUSE/PUSHED AGAINST WALL

ST

0593415 1112/2015 12/07/2015 25 038/28/2016 12 03/28/2016 0 137 - MEDIATED  CITATION

0595-15 11/16/2015 11/18/2015 2 11/19/2015 1 11/20/2015 1 4 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

059715 11/18/2015 11/24/2015 6 11/30/2015 6 11/30/2015 0 12 - INFO ONLY INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR
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Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status

0599-15 11/18/2015 12/01/2015 13 317 - PENDING HARASSMENT/RETALIATION

0601-15 11/20/2015 11/30/2015 10 01/06/2016 37 01/08/2016 2 : 49 - CLOSED CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS/BEHAVIOR

0603-15 11/23/2015 12/04/2015 11 07/21/2016 230 08/12/2016 22 263 - CLOSED DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION/RACIAL BIASED POLICING

0605-15  11/23/2015 11/23/2015 ] 11/30/2015 7 11/30/2015 0 7 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0607-15 11/20/2015 12/30/2015 40 315 - PENDING ARREST/FORCE/FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0609-15  11/23/2015 02/10/2016 79 - 312 - PENDING ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

0611-15 11/25/2015 04/13/2016 140 07/19/2016 97 08/12/2016 24 261 - CLOSED ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

0613-15 11/25/2015 11/25/2015 o 12/02/2015 7 12/02/2015 0 7 - INFO ONLY RUDE BEHAVIOR AND CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE

0615-15 11/30/2015 11/30/2015 [ 01/07/2016 38 01/11/2016 4 42 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/COMMENTS/DRIVING IMPROPERLY

061715 11/30/2015 12/02/2015 2 01/15/2016 44 01/15/2016 0 46 - MEDIATED FAILURE TO PROVIDE MUGSHOTS OR RESPOND TO HIS REQUESTS

0619-15 11/24/2015 12/14/2015 20 02/22/2016 70 02/25/2016 3 93 - CLOSED FAILED TO PROPERLY INVESTIGATE/FAILED TO PHONE COMP

0621-15 12/01/2015 12/09/2015 8 04/01/2016 114 04/19/2016 ‘18 140 - CLOSED UNNECESSARY FORCE/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0623-15  12/01/2015  01/25/2016 55 02/10/2016 16 02/12/2016 2 73 - CLOSED FAILED TO FOLLOW THE RULES OF THE ROAD

0625-15 12/01/2015 12/03/2015 2 12/03/2015 0 12/04/2015 1 3-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0627-15 12/02/2015 12/09/2015 7 : 303 - PENDING EXCESSIVE USE OF FORCE
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Case # Received  Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

INAPP BEHAVIOR/FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION/PROVIDE
NAME

0629-15 12/03/2015 12/09/2015 6 X 302 - PENDING

063115 12/03/2015 12/03/2015 0 12/04/2015 1 12/04/2015 0 1-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

063315 12/04/2015  01/07/2016 34 301 - PENDING ARREST/FORCE/INACCURATE REPORT/MISREPRESENT THE TRUTH

0635-15 11/19/2015 12/14/2015 25 08/05/2016 235 08/17/2016 12 272 - WITHDRAWN  ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

0637415 12/09/2015 01/25/2018 47 04/29/2016 95 04/29/2016 o 142 - MEDIATED  RUDE AND INTIMIDATING

0639-15 12/08/2015 12/18/2015 10 12/22/2015 4 12/22/2015 0 14 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE PARKING

0641-15 12/09/2015 01/25/2016 47 296 - PENDING RACIAL PROFILING

0643-15 12/10/2015 12/10/2015 0 01/15/2016 36 01/15/2016 0 36 - MEDIATED FAILURE TO PROVIDE INFORMATION

064515  12/14/2015 12/15/2015 1 12/22/2015 7 12/22/2015 0 8 - WITHDRAWN  CITATION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0647-15 12/15/2015 12/17/2015 2 01/06/2016 20 01/08/2016 2 24 - CLOSED DRIVING IMPROPERLY

0649-15 12/16/2015 01/06/2016 21 289 - PENDING SEARCH/DAMAGE AT COMPS HOME/DETENTION/UF ON SON

0651-15  12/07/2015  01/20/2016 44 298 - PENDING RUDE BEHAVIOR/TOWED CAR WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0653-15 12/17/2015 01/05/2016 19 04/01/2016 87 04/01/2016 0 106 - CLOSED RUDE ATTITUDE OR DEMEANOR

065515  12/15/2015 12/21/2015 6 06/20/2016 182 06/26/2016 6 194 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0657-15 12/21/2015 12/21/2015 0 02/23/2016 64 02/24/2016 1 65 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/COMMENTS

0659-15 12/22/2015 01/14/2016 23 283 - PENDING DETENTION/FORCE
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Case # Received  Intake Done  Days Elapsed  Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed  Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

066115 12/23/2015 02/19/20186 58 282 - PENDING  "BEHAVIOR & COMMENTS

0663-15  12/24/2015  12/24/2015 0 12/29/2015 5 12/29/2015 0 5 - INFO ONLY EXCESSIVE USE OF FORCE

R i : o

0665-15 12/28/2015 12/31/2015 3 04/05/2016 96 04/05/2016 0 99 - MEDIATED CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE AND TOLD TO STOP FILMING

R

0667-15 12/28/2015 01/08/2016 1 03/08/2016 61 ’ 03/09/2016 0 72 - CL.LOSED CITED FOR SMOKING WHILE WALKING/BIASED POLICING

0669-15 12/28/2015 12/31/2015 3 ’ 277 - PENDING PUSHED A HANDCUFFED MAN
0671-15  12/29/2015  01/06/2016 8 06/10/2016 156 06/24/2016 14 178 - CLOSED BIASED POLICING/CITE WITHOUT CAUSE

v

0673-15  12/31/2015  01/04/2016 4 01/04/2016 0 - 01/04/2016 0 4 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY
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THE POLICE COMMISSION  (Faaetdy

STATUS OF OCC COMPLAINTS - YEAR 2016 OFFICE OF CITIZEN COMPLAINTS
as of 09/30/16 CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
Case Received Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

000216 01/04/2016 01/15/2016 11 - 270 - PENDING UNNECESSARY FORCE/USE OF PROFANITY

0004-16 01/06/2016 01/29/2016 23 03/31/2016 62 03/31/2016 0 85 - MEDIATED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/PROFANITY

i A M . : . 5 . S

0006-16 01/07/2016 01/25/2016 18 01/26/2016 1 01/26/2016 0 18 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0008-16 01/08/2016 02/08/2016 31 03/18/2016 39 03/18/2016 0 70 - MEDIATED DETENTION AT GUNPOINT

0010-16 01/08/2016 01/20/2016 11 04/04/2016 75 04/04/2016 0 86 - CLOSED ENTERING A RESIDENCE -

0012-16 01/11/2016 01/20/2016 9 263 - PENDING UNWARRANTED ARREST

o o
DETENTION AND ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE/HARASSING
THE COMP.
ENTIOI

Il

0014-16 01/13/2016 03/01/2016 48 261 - PENDING

FAILURE TO PROPERLY INVESTIGATE/INACCURATE
REPORT

0016-16 01/13/2016 01/29/2016 16 261 - PENDING

0018-16 01/13/2016 02/03/2016 21 . 261 - PENDING USED PROFANE LANGUAGE/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

L i . : s s

POLICE SEARCHED RESIDENCE WITHOUT
CAUSE/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

s

0020-16 01/14/2016 03/20/2016 66 04/04/2016 15 04/04/2016 0 81 - CLOSED

0022-16 01/15/2016 02/05/2016 21 259 - PENDING

OFFICERS DID NOT ARREST COMPLAINANT'S ATTACKER,
DIN GIVE POLICE REPORT NUMBER.

0024-16 01/16/2016 02/11/2016 26 258 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION
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Case Received Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0026-16 01/21/2016 02/19/2016 29 253 - PENDING

FAILED TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION/ARREST W-O
CAUSE/BEHAVED INAPPROPRIATELY/PROFANITY

0028-16 01/25/2016 01/26/2016 1 05/31/2016 126 06/06/2016 6 133 - MEDIATED  INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0030-16 01/25/2016 02/02/2016 8 05/24/2016 112 05/30/2016 6 126 - CLOSED DISCOURTEOUS

0032416 01/20/2016 02/08/2016 19 254 - PENDING UNWARRANTED CITATION

003416 01/27/2016 02/11/2016 15 ' 247 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR AND HARASSMENT

e i

0036-16 01/28/2016 01/29/2016 1 '02/22/2016 24 02/23/2016 1 26 - CLOSED 5150 W/O JUSTIFICATION

0038-16 01/29/2016 02/23/2016 25 08/17/2016 176 08/31/2016 14 215 - WITHDRAWN  ARREST/STEPPED ON PHONE

0040-16 01/29/2016 01/29/2016 0 01/29/2016 0 02/01/2016 3 3 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

.
FAILED TO CONTACT COMP AFTER HOMICIDE/REWARD

0042-16 01/29/2016 01/29/2016 0 245 - PENDING POSTERS .

0044-16 02/01/2016 02/01/2016 0 242 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0046416 02/02/2016 02/08/2016 6 241 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0048-16 02/02/2016 02/17/2016 15 241 - PENDING

0050-16 02/02/2016 02/25/2016 23 04/19/2016 54 04/21/2016 2 79 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR
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Case Received Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0052-16 02/03/2016 02/22/2016 19 240 - PENDING DISPLAYING A WEAPON WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0054-16 02/05/2016 02/05/2016 0 03/09/2016 33 03/09/2016 0 33 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0056-16 02/08/2016 02/11/2016 3 235 - PENDING SEXUAL SLUR/INAPPROPRIATE CONDUCT

G i

0058-16 02/10/2016 02/24/2016 14 ) 233 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION/DETENTION

0060-16 02/08/2016 02/16/2016 8 02/16/2016 0 02/16/2016 0 8 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0062-16 02/06/2016 02/06/2016 0 02/18/2016 12 02/18/2016 o} 12 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION/TOW WITHOUT
CAUSE/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0064-16 02/1 2/2016A 03/17/2016 34 . 231 - PENDING

0066-16 02/10/2016 02/24/2016 14 233 - PENDING UNLAWFUL DETENTION/USE OF FORCE

0068-16 02/13/2016 03/01/2016 17 230 - PENDING TRAFFIC STOP/TOWED VEHICLE

- - - - : . Sl R - & R

0070-16 02/16/2016 02/24/2016 8 09/26/2016 215 227 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR AND COMMENTS

0072416 02/16/2016 06/08/2016 113 . . 227 - PENDING FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE

007416 02/15/2016 02/29/2016 14 02/29/2016 0 02/29/2016 0 14 - WITHDRAWN  VEHICLE KEY LEFT IN TOWED CAR

0076-16 02/16/2016 02/22/2016 6 02/22/2016 0 02/25/2016 3 9 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0078-16 02/18/2016 03/10/2016 21 225 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION/BIASED POLICING

60



Synopsis of Case

Closed

Days Elapsed

Days Elapsed

Total Days/Status

0079-16 02/18/2016 03/15/2016 26 225 - PENDING ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

0081-16 02/18/2016 03/16/2016 27 225 - PENDING DETENTION/SEARCH/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0083-16 02/12/2016 03/01/2016 18 231 - PENDING FORCE

0085-16 02/24/2016 03/08/2016 13 219 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0087-16 02/22/2016 03/10/2016 17 03/10/2016 0 03/10/2016 4] 17 - MERGED FAiLED TO NOTIFY OWNER BEFORE TOW

0089-16 02/25/2016 03/15/2016 19 ' 218 - PENDING UF FOLLOWING SHOPLIFTING ARREST

DETENTION/ARREST/UNNECESSARY FORCE/SEARCH

0091-16 02/24/2016 02/29/2016 5 02/29/2016 0 02/29/2016 0 5 - MERGED WITHOUT CAUSE

0093-16 02/26/2016 02/26/2016 0 02/26/2016 0 02/26/2016 ) 0 0-CLOSED CITATION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

5150'D WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION, MISSING ID,

009516 02/26/2016 03/17/2016 20 217 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE COMMENT

0097-16 02/29/2016 03/02/2016 2 05/02/2016 61 05/28/2016 26 89 - CLOSED FAILURE TO PROPERLY PROCESS PROPERTY

0099-16 02/26/2016 03/11/2016 14 03/11/2016 0 03/15/2016 4 18 -INFOONLY _ INFORMATION ONLY

010116 03/02/2016 03/02/2016 0 07/08/2016 128 07/15/2016 7 135-MEDIATED  RUDE COMMENTS

0103-16 03/02/2016 03/11/2016

03/11/2016 0 03/15/2016 4 13 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY
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Case Received Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0105-16 03/07/2016 03/21/2016 14 207 - PENDING FORCE/INTERFERING WITH ONLOOKERS

0107-16 02/28/2016 04/20/2016 52 215 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

010916 ~ 03/08/2016 04/28/2016 51 206 - PENDING FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE

011116 03/03/2016 05/24/2016 82 211 - PENDING CITE/RETALIATION/COMMENTS/NO NAME/CURSING

0113-16 03/10/2016 = 03/10/2016 0 204 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION/INAPPROPRIATE
COMMENTS

011516 03/10/2016 03/14/2016 4 . 204 - PENDING

o

011716 03/15/2016 03/23/2016 8 09/29/2016 190 199 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

011916 03/15/2016 03/15/2016 0 03/15/2016 0 03/16/2016 1 1-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0121-16 03/15/2016 03/15/2016 0 03/15/2016 0 03/16/2016 1 1-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

G

0123-16 03/16/2016 03/21/2016 5 08/19/2016 151 198 - PENDING POSTED INAPPROPRIATE FACEBOOK MESSAGE

0125416 03/14/2016 03/14/2016 [¢] 03/14/2016 0 03/18/2016 4 4 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

012716 03/18/2016 03/21/2016 3 196 - PENDING DRIVING IMPROPERLY

012916 03/18/2016 05/04/2016 47 08/17/2016 ' 105 08/17/2016 0 152 - CLOSED DRIVING IMPROPERLY

FAILED TO WRITE AN INCIDENT REPORT/PROPERLY
INVESTIGATE

0131416 03/11/2016 03/22/2016 11 ) ‘ ‘ 203 - PENDING
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Case Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed  Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0133416 03/22/2016 03/28/2016 6 192 - PENDING ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

0135-16 03/22/2016 03/29/2016 7 07/12/2016 105 07/18/2016 6 -118 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE AND INAPPROPRIATE

0137-16 03/21/2016 03/31/2016 10 193 - PENDING BEHAVIOR/COMMENTS

0139-16 03/25/2016 03/28/2016 3 05/13/2016 46 05/27/2016 14 63 - WITHDRAWN  FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0141-16 03/17/2016 04/15/2016 29 . 197 - PENDING FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0143-16 03/25/2016 03/28/2016 3 . 189 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0145-16 03/28/2016 03/28/2016 0 4 186 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

014716 03/26/2016 04/19/2016 24 188 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE

0149-16 03/29/2016 03/29/2016 0 03/29/2016 0 04/01/2016 3 3 - MERGED ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

015116 04/04/2016 04/05/2016 1 04/07/2016 2 04/07/2016 0 3 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

015316 04/03/2016 05/24/2016 51 06/08/2016 15 : 06/24/2016 16 82 - INFO ONLY FAILED TO RESPOND TO NOISE COMPLAINT

0155-16 04/08/2016 04/11/2016 3 175 - PENDING DETENTION/ARREST

ARREST/UNNECESSARY FORCE/FAILED TO PROCESS

0157-16 04/07/2016 05/31/2016 54 176 - PENDING PROPERTY
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Case Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

015916 04/07/2016 04/08/2016 1 04/08/2016 0 05/30/2016 52 53 - CLOSED INFORMATION ONLY

016116 04/05/2016 04/08/2016 3 04/08/2016 0 04/11/2016 3 6 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

L
DETAINED WiTHOUT CAUSE/TOW WITHOUT
CAUSE/FAILURE TO WRITE REPORT

0163-16 04/11/2016 04/27/2016 16 ' 172 - PENDING

0165-16 04/11/2016 05/02/2016 21 172 - PENDING EXCESSIVE FORCE

R

0167-16 04/12/2016 04/15/2016 3 04/15/2016 0 04/18/2016 3 6 - INFO ONLY INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/COMMENTS

0169-16 04/13/2016 04/14/2016 1 04/21/2016 7 04/22/2016 1 9 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

e e -

P(SLICE CAR PARKED ON MUNI RAILWAY TRACKS

0171-16  04/13/2016 04/18/2016 5 : . 170 - PENDING

BLOCKING TRAFFIC

0173-16 04/13/2016 04/18/2016 5 07/07/2016 80 - 07/15/2016 8 93 - CLOSED PROFANITY/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0175-16 04/14/2016 04/26/2016 12 05/17/2016 21 05/30/2016 13 46 - CLOSED WARRANT ERRONEOQUSLY PLACED IN COMP'S RECORD

b

017716 . 04/15/2016  04/19/2016 4 04/19/2016 0 05/27/2016 38 42-INFOONLY  PAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION/WRITE A

INCIDENT REPORT

~0179-16 04/15/2016 04/20/2016 5 07/21/2016 92 08/12/2016 22 119 - MEDIATED  CITATION/BIASED POLICING

0181-16 04/16/2016 04/27/2016 11 04/27/2016 0 04/29/2016 2 13-INFOONLY  ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

018316  04/14/2016

04/22/2016 8. 04/28/2016 6 04/29/2016 1 15 - WITHDRAWN  DISCLOSING CONFIDENTIAL INFORMATION

R

0185416 04/20/2016 05/19/2016 29 163 - PENDING DETENTION/RACIAL SLUR/ARREST/FORCE )
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Case Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed  Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0187-16 04/20/2016 06/01/2016 42 163 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

018916 04/21/2016 04/21/2016 0 06/07/2016 47 06/26/2016 19 66 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0191-16 04/25/2016 04/25/2016 0 05/06/2016 11 05/30/2016 24 -35 - CLOSED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0193-16 04/25/2016 04/25/2016 0 158 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS/BEHAVIOR

0195-16 04/26/2016 - 04/28/2016 2 07/08/2016 71 08/31/2016 54 127 - CLOSED INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0197-16 04/27/2016 05/02/2016 5 05/02/2016 0 05/28/2016 26 31-INFO ONLY FAILURE TO TAKE THE REQUIRED ACTION

=

CALLED EMT OVER OBJECTION/INAPPROPRIATE

0199-16 04/29/2016 05/31/2016 32 154 - PENDING COMMENT

020116 04/29/2016 05/18/2016 20 154 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE A REPORT

0203-16 05/03/2016 05/13/2016 10 150 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION/INAPPROPRIATE

BEHAVIOR

020716 05/03/2018 05/17/2016 14 : 150 - PENDING DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

S

0209-16 05/04/2016 05/13/2016 9 06/24/2016 42 07/05/2016 11 62 - MEDIATED CITATION

T

021116 05/05/2016 05/16/2016 1 ’ 148 - PENDING DETENTION AND ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

rco — TR o
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Case Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0213-16 05/05/2016 05/06/2016 1 05/06/2016 0 05/28/2016 22 23 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0215-16 05/05/2016 06/14/2016 40 148 - PENDING DETENTION/BIASED POLICING

0217-16 05/06/2016 07/18/2016 73 147 - PENDING UNNECESSARY FORCE

i

021916 05/04/2016 05/17/2016 13 149 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0221-16 05/09/2016 05/11/2016 2 09/09/2016 121 144 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

BIASED POLICING/INTIMIDATING

022316 05/10/2016 05/24/2016 14 143 - PENDING BEHAVIOR/UNNECESSARY FORCE

0225-16 05/12/2016 05/12/2016 0 Ca1- PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0227-16 05/13/2016 06/08/2016 26 140 - PENDING UNNECESSARY FORCE/DETENTION

- .

0229-16 05/13/2016 05/17/2016 4 09/01/2016 107 09/12/2016 11 122 - MEDIATED

HARASSMENT/FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE/BIASED
POLICING

0231-16 05/13/2016 05/24/2016 1 06/07/2016 14 06/24/2016 17 42 - INFO ONLY FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0233-16 05/16/2016 05/23/2016 7 ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

0235-16 05/16/2016 05/24/2016 8 05/24/2016 -0 05/28/2016 4 12 - INFO ONLY FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE

- a L

INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0237-16 05/18/2016 05/26/2016 8 135 - PENDING

0239-16 05/19/2016 05/26/2016 7 134 - PENDING FAILED TO RESPOND TO ROBBERY REPORT
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Case Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed  Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

024116 05/20/2016 06/30/2016 41 133 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS/BEHAVIOR

0243-16 05/19/2016 05/23/2016 4 134 - PENDING UNWARRANTED ARREST

0245-16 05/20/2016 05/23/2016 3 05/23/2016 0 05/30/2016 7 10 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

024716 05/21/2016 06/09/2016 19 132 - PENDING CITE/BEHAVICR

0249-16 05/25/2016 06/08/2016 14 128 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE, RACIST COMMENT/BEHAVIOR

0251-16 05/20/2016 06/07/2016 18 07/01/2016 24 07/01/2016 0 42 - MEDIATED INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/COMMENTS

0253416 05/25/2016 05/25/2016 0 05/25/2016 0 05/30/2016 5 5 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0255-16 05/26/2016 05/27/2016 1 06/13/2016 17 06/24/2016 1"

0257416 05/27/2016 06/03/2016 7 06/20/2016 17 06/26/2016 6 30 - CLOSED CITATION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0259-16 05/27/2016 06/22/2016 26 ’ : 126 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE & INTIMIDATING BEHAVIOR

WRITING AN INACCURATE CITATION/CITATION WITHOUT
CAUSE

0261-16 05/30/2016 06/23/2016 24 123 - PENDING

0263416 06/02/2016 06/29/2016 27 ' 120 - PENDING CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE

0265-16 06/02/2016 06/22/2016 20 120 - PENDING WRITING AN INACCURATE INCIDENT REPORT

0267-16 06/06/2016 06/09/2016 3 07/08/2016 29 07/15/2016 7 39 - MEDIATED INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS
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) Case Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed Review Done  Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0269-16 06/07/2016 07/26/2016 49 : 115 - PENDING FAILED TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

. V 3 =

027116 06/03/2016 06/24/2016 21 119 - PENDING DETENTION/HANDCUFF/SEARCHING/HARASSMENT

027316 06/09/2016 06/21/2016 12 113 - PENDING DETENTION/INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0275-16 06/10/2016 06/28/2016 18 112 - PENDING ENTERING/SEARCHING RESIDENCE WITHOUT CAUSE

027716 06/13/2016 06/16/2016 3 08/17/2016 62 08/17/2016 0 65 - CLOSED FAILED TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

ALl S . A S

027916 06/09/2016 06/09/2016 0 06/09/2016 0 06/24/2016 15 15 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0281-16 06/13/2016 07/14/2016 31 ’ 109 - PENDING DETENTION/ARREST/COMMENTS/BEHAVIOR/SS

028316 06/14/2016 06/17/2016 3 108 - PENDING CITATION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0285-16 06/14/2016 06/30/2016 16 108 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

06/17/2016

o
o

0289-16 06/16/2016 06/17/2016 1 06/17/2016 0 06/26/2016 9 10 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY
s

029116 01/19/2016 06/23/2016 156 ) 255 - PENDING HARASSMENT/SEXUAL SLUR

029316 06/20/2016 06/27/2016 7 102 - PENDING

0295-16 06/22/2016 07/20/2016 28 - USE OF FORCE/DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION

0297-16 06/23/2016 07/05/2016 12 09/09/2016 66 09/13/2016 4 82 - MEDIATED . FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION
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Case Received Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0299-16 06/24/2016 07/06/2016 12 98 - PENDING BIASED POLICING/INACCURATE INCIDENT REPORT

0301-16 06/27/2016 06/29/2016 2

0303-16 06/28/2016 08/12/2016 45

o

0305416 06/28/2016 06/30/2016 2 94 - PENDING PROFANE LANGUAGE

030716 06/28/2016 07/01/2016 3 07/05/2016 4 07/13/2016 8 15 - INFO ONLY PROPERTY PROCESSING

0309-16 06/29/2016 06/30/2016 1 93 - PENDING FAILED TO PROPERLY INVESTIGATE

- v

07/21/2016 20 91 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0311-16 07/01/2016

0313-16 07/05/2016 07/06/2016 1 87 - PENDING FAILURE TO MAKE CITIZEN'S ARREST

0315416 06/29/2016 07/26/2016 27 93 - PENDING ACCEPTING A FALSE REPORT/FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE

031716 07/05/2016 07/14/2016 9 87 - PENDING ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE

- s

0319-16 07/07/2016 07/07/2016 0 85 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

032116 07/07/2016 07/08/2016 1 07/26/2016 18 08/17/2016 22 41 - CLOSED MULTIPLE ARRESTS

0323-16 07/12/2016 80 - PENDING

0325-16 07/13/2016 07/15/2016 2 79 - PENDING DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION
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Case Received Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

0327416 - 07/14/2016 07/14/2016 0 07/14/2016 0 07/22/2016 8 8 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0329-16 07/15/2016 07/29/2016 14 77 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0331-16 07/15/2016 07/26/2016 1 77 - PENDING POURED BEER ONTO COMPLAINANT/RUDE COMMENTS

w ons = ST

o

033316 07/18/2016 07/27/2016 9 74 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

St

0335-16 07/14/2016 07/25/2016 11 09/19/2016 56 78 - PENDING SLOW RESPONSE AND FAILURE TO ARREST ATTACKER

0337-16 07/15/2016 09/27/2016 74 77 - PENDING FALSE CHARGES AND TESTIMONY

0339-16 07/19/2016 07/22/2016 3 07/22/2016 0 08/12/2016 21 24 - INFO ONLY FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

e s SR e -

INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS TO A BYSTANDER

034116 07/06/2016 07/27/2016 21 86 - PENDING

i

0343-16 07/20/2016 08/22/2016 33 72 - PENDING BIASED POLICING/UNLAWFUL DETENTION

0345-16 07/22/2016 08/01/2016 10 70 - PENDING USE OF FORCE/BIASED POLICING

0347416 07/22/2016 08/12/2016 21 08/19/2016 7 08/31/2016 12 40 - INFO ONLY FAILURE TO RETURN PROPERTY

0349-16 07/19/2016 08/02/2016 14 08/30/2016 28 09/02/2016 3 45 - MEDIATED

0351-16 07/26/2016 08/15/2016 20 66 - PENDING

0353-16 07/27/2016 07/27/2016 0 08/01/2016 5 08/17/2016 16 21-INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

0355-16 07/05/2016 08/03/2016 29 08/03/2016 0 08/03/2016 0 29 - MERGED FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION
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Received Intake Done Closed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

Days Elapsed

035716 07/29/2016 08/15/2016 17 63 - PENDING FALSE CHARGES AND TESTIMONY

0359-16 08/01/2016 08/10/2016 9 60 - PENDING ARREST

0363-16 08/03/2016 08/05/2016 2 58 - PENDING DETENTION DUE TO BIAS

036516 08/04/2016 08/05/2016 1 08/05/2016 0 08/17/2016 12 13 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

- . o e

0367-16 08/04/2016 08/23/2016 19 57 - PENDING FAILURE TO PROCESS PROPERTY

0369-16 08/05/2016 08/09/2016 4 56 - PENDING DETENTION/SEARCH/CITATION

0371-16 08/06/2016 08/12/2016 6 08/12/2016 0 08/17/2016 5 11 - WITHDRAWN  FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

-

037316 08/08/2016 08/26/2016 18 53 - PENDING BIASED POLICING/UNLAWFUL DETENTION

i

INAPPRO!
ACTION

0375-16 08/09/2016 08/12/2016 3 52 - PENDING

0377-16 08/10/2016 09/23/2016 44 51 - PENDING FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE/INVALID ORDER

0379-16 08/11/2016 08/16/2016 5 : 50 - PENDING

0381-16 08/08/2016 08/29/2016 21 53 - PENDING

0383-16 08/15/2016 08/28/2016 14 46 - PENDING LEG SWEEP AND RUDE BEHAVIOR

7



Case Received Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

FAILED TO RESPOND TO SCENE/FAILED TO TAKE
REQUIRED ACTION

0385-16 08/15/2016 08/29/2016 14 ’ 46 - PENDING

ARREST WITHOUT CAUSE/SEARCH WITHOUT

038716  08/16/2016  08/24/2016 8 ' 45-PENDING .\ joE/HARASSMENT

0389-16 08/17/2016 44 - PENDING USED PROFANE LANGUAGE

039116 08/16/2016 08/22/2016 6 08/22/2016 0 08/31/2016 9 15-INFOONLY  INFORMATION ONLY

0393-16 08/18/2016 09/08/2016 21 43 - PENDING CITATION/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/COMMENTS

0395-16 08/22/2016 08/29/2016 7 39 - PENDING FAILED TO RESPOND TO NOISE REPORT

0397-16 08/22/2016 09/23/2016 32 39 - PENDING FAILED TO RESPOND TO SCENE

0399-16 08/24/2016 08/24/2016 0 08/26/2016 2 08/31/2016 5 -7 - INFO ONLY INFORMATION ONLY

FAILED TO WRITE AN INCIDENT REPORT AND LACKED
EMPATHY, NO APOLOGY

0401-16 08/26/2016 08/30/2016 4 35 - PENDING

V ~ — ' FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION - RE: A
040316  08/20/2016 ) 32-PENDING L ,

o - S LG

0405-16 08/29/2016 09/14/2016 16 32 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0407-16 08/30/2016 09/27/2016 28 31 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

e LR i A

0409-16 - 08/30/2016 09/27/2016 28 31 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR AND COMMENTS

whe R

0411-16 08/31/2016 09/06/2016 6 ‘ : 30 - PENDING FAILED TO REPLY TO EMAILS

0413-16 08/31/2016 09/14/2016 14 30 - PENDING UNSAFE DRIVING
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Case Received Intake Done  Days Elapsed  Review Done  Days Elapsed » Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case

0415-16 08/31/2016 09/01/2016 1 30 - PENDING CITING AND TOWING A CAR WITHOUT CAUSE

0417-16 09/01/2016 09/13/2016 12 29 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

DETENTION/ARREST/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/FAILURE
TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0419-16 09/06/2016 09/07/2016 1 24 - PENDING

A
CITATION/INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/INTERFERING

0421-16 09/06/2016 09/07/2016 1 24 - PENDING WITH RIGHTS OF ONLOOKERS

0423-16 09/08/2016 22 - PENDING INACCURATE TRAFFIC COLLISION REPORT

0425-16 09/09/2016 09/28/2016 19 ’ : 21 - PENDING REFUSED TO TAKE REPORT AND RUDE PHONE MANNERS

INACCURATE INCIDENT REPORT/FAILED TO
ACCOMMODATE DISABILITY

0427-16 09/09/2016 21- PENDING

0429-16 09/09/2016 09/16/2016 7 21 - PENDING FAILURE TO INVESTIGATE

043116 09/11/2016 09/22/2016 11 © 19 - PENDING "INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR

0433-16 09/12/2016 09/29/2016 17 18 - PENDING FAILED TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

0435-16 09/14/2016 16 - PENDING DETENTION/SEARCH

DID NOT RESPOND IN TIMELY MANNER/FAILED TO TAKE
REQUIRED ACTION

043716 09/16/2016 09/22/2016 6 14 - PENDING

0439-16 09/16/2016  09/23/2016 7 14 - PENDING FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION

044116 09/16/2016 09/30/2016 14 . 14 - PENDING ENTRY/BIASED POLICING

0443-16 09/22/2016 09/22/2016 0 X 8 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS
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Case Received Intake Done Days Elapsed Review Done Days Elapsed Closed Days Elapsed Total Days/Status  Synopsis of Case Sent to MCD

i

0449-16 09/26/2016 09/29/2016 3 4 - PENDING PULLED WEAPON AND CHASED INTO STREET

0451-16 09/27/2016 3 - PENDING INAPPROPRIATE COMMENTS

0453-16 09/28/2016 09/29/2016 1 2 - PENDING DETENTION WITHOUT JUSTIFICATION '

0455-16 09/29/2016 1-PENDING RUDE/DISMISSIVE/FAILED TO INVESTIGATE

FAILURE TO TAKE REQUIRED ACTION/INAPPROPRIATE

045716 092412015 | 6-PENDING  gepiavior

0459-16 09/29/2016 1- PENDING INAPPROPRIATE BEHAVIOR/CLETS MISUSE

0461-16 09/30/2016 0 - PENDING ISSUING A CITATION WITHOUT CAUSE

047616 09/30/2016 0 - PENDING FAILED TO TAKE-REQUIRED ACTION
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OCC Caseloads by Investigator
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OCC Case Closures by Investigator
THIRD QUARTER 2016
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OCC Weighted Closures by Investigator
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OCC Sustained Cases by Investigator
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Commissioners
Eric Sklar, President
Saint Helena
Jacque Hostler-Carmesin, Vice President
McKinleyville
Anthony C. Williams, Member
Huntington Beach
Russell E. Burns, Member
Napa
Peter S. Silva, Member
El Cajon

May 18, 2017

STATE OF CALIFORNIA
Edmund G. Brown Jr., Governor

Fish and Game Commission

Wildlife Heritage and Conservation

Since 1870

TO ALL INTERESTED AND AFFECTED PARTIES:

Valerie Termini, Executive Director
1416 Ninth Street, Room 1320
Sacramento, CA 95814
(916) 653-4899
www.fgc.ca.gov

This is to provide you with a copy of the notice of proposed regulatory action relative to
Section 1.95, Title 14, California Code of Regulations, relating to a process to conform
State recreational fishing regulations to federal regulations, which will be published in

the California Regulatory Notice Register on May 19, 2017.

Please note the dates of the public hearings related to this matter and associated
deadlines for receipt of written comments.

Sincerely,

i bne

Sherrie Fo ena

Associate Governmental Program Analyst

Attachment




TITLE 14. Fish and Game Commission
Notice of Proposed Changes in Regulations

NOTICE IS HEREBY GIVEN that the Fish and Game Commission (Commission), pursuant to
the authority vested by Section 7110 of the Fish and Game Code and to implement, interpret or
make specific said section of said Code, proposes to add Section 1.95, Title 14, California Code
of Regulations (CCR), relating to a process to conform State recreational fishing regulations to
federal regulations.

Informative Digest/Policy Statement Overview

Pursuant to the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (16 U.S. Code
§1801 et seq.), the federal government exercises exclusive jurisdiction over fishery resources
from 3 to 200 miles offshore. However, because these fish stocks also live in State waters, it is
important to have consistent State and federal regulations establishing season dates and other
management measures, and also important that the State and federal regulations be effective
concurrently. Consistency of rules in adjacent waters allows for uniformity of enforcement,
minimizes confusion, and allows for a comprehensive approach to resource management.
Consistency with federal regulations is also necessary to maintain State authority over its
fisheries and avoid federal preemption under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation Act
[16 USC §1856 (b)(1)]. '

Under current State law (Fish and Game Code Section 7110) the Commission has authority to
establish through regulation an automatic process to conform State recreational fishing
regulations applicable in State waters (zero to three miles offshore) to federal regulations. The
conforming actions implemented pursuant to the automatic process are exempt from the
Administrative Procedure Act [Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section 11340) of the Government
Code].

Federal regulations may be adopted annually and may be amended more often, if necessary,
and serve to implement fishery management measures adopted by the Pacific Fishery
Management Council. These measures include those for recreational fishing in federal waters
off California. '

For species managed under federal fishery management plans or regulations, the Commission
has usually taken concurrent action to conform State recreational regulations to federal
regulations that have been adopted through an open and deliberative federal rulemaking
process, which includes a detailed review of economic impacts. Conforming State recreational
regulations is done in recognition of federal jurisdiction and to ensure consistency and ease of
use for constituents who are subject to both State and federal laws while fishing, or possessing
sport fish. However, the dual process is redundant and inefficient, and historically the lag
between federal action and conforming State action has created a period of management
inconsistency and confusion. To improve regulatory efficiency, Fish and Game Code Section
7110 was enacted with the goal of reducing redundancies between State and federal rulemaking
processes for these species.

Current recreational fishing regulations for salmon and Pacific halibut are a conglomerate of
State regulations that conform to federal regulations, and State regulations that are more
restrictive than and not in conflict with federal regulations, including State regulations that cover
aspects not addressed in federal regulations.



Proposed Regulations

Section 1.95 will be added to Title 14, CCR, to describe the process through which State
recreational fishing regulations for salmon and Pacific halibut will automatically conform to
federal regulations. .

The proposed regulation provides that recreational regulations for salmon and Pacific halibut
established through the automatic conformance process shall govern unless the Commission
adopts regulations using the regular rulemaking process [Chapter 3.5 (commencing with Section
11340) of Division 3 of Title 2 of the Government Code] and specifically declares at the time of
adoption the intent to deviate from the automatic conformance process.

The proposed regulations describe the two processes by which State recreational fishing
regulations for salmon and Pacific halibut may conform to federal regulations: the standard
conformance process to be used for annual regulations, or corrections to annual regulations,
and the conformance process to be used for in-season changes to regulations.\

The proposed regulation specifies that the effective date of State regulations conformed
pursuant to the automatic conformance process will be the same as the effective date of the
federal regulation.

The proposed regulation specifies that nothing in Section 1.95 controls the adoption or validity of
Commission regulations pertaining to the identified species on matters that the federal
regulations do not address.

Existing species-specific regulations will remain in Title 14. In the future, these sections may be
amended to conform to federal regulations pursuant to the process described in Section 1.95, or
may be amended pursuant to the regular rulemaking process, as desired by the Commission.

Goals and Benefits of the Regulation

The proposed regulations will help reduce or eliminate the delay between federal action and
conforming State action which leads to a period of management inconsistency and confusion
between regulations for federal and State ocean waters. Timely conformance also eliminates the
potential for a preemption issued under the Magnuson-Stevens Fishery Conservation and Act,
and reduces redundant workload for the State.

-The proposed regulation may result in future benefits to the environment by the timely
conformance to federal regulation, resulting in the sustainable management of California’s fish
resources.

Compatibility with Existing State Regulations

The proposed regulations are neither inconsistent nor incompatible with existing State
regulations. The Legislature has delegated authority to the Commission to adopt recreational
fishing regulations in general (Fish and Game Code Sections 200, 205 and 265); and an
automatic process to conform State recreational fishing regulations to federal regulations (Fish
and Game Code Section 7110). Commission staff has searched the California Code of
Regulations and has found no other State regulations related to conforming recreational fishing
regulation to federal regulations.



NOTICE IS GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing,
relevant to this action at a hearing to be held in the Howonquet Hall Community

Center,101 Indian Court, Smith River, California, on Thursday, June 22, 2017, at 8:00 a.m., or
as soon thereafter as the matter may be heard.

NOTICE IS ALSO GIVEN that any person interested may present statements, orally or in writing,
relevant to this action at a hearing to be held in the Resources Building Auditorium, First Floor,
1416 Ninth Street, Sacramento, California, on Thursday, August 17. 2017, at 8:00 a.m., or as
soon thereafter as the matter may be heard. It is requested, but not required, that written
comments be submitted on or before 5:00 p.m. on August 3, 2017, at the address given below,
or by email to FEGC@fgc.ca.gov. Written comments mailed, delivered, or emailed to the
Commission office, must be received before 12:00 noon on August 11, 2017. All comments
must be received no later than August 17, 2017, at the hearing in Sacramento, California. If you
would like copies of any modifications to this proposal, please include your name and mailing -
address.

Availability of Documénts

Copies of the Notice of Proposed Action, the Initial Statement of Reasons, and the text of the
regulation in underline and strikeout format can be accessed through our website at
www.fgc.ca.gov. The regulations as well as all related documents upon which the proposal is
based (rulemaking file), are on file and available for public review from the agency
representative, Valerie Termini, Executive Director, Fish and Game Commission, 1416 Ninth
Street, Box 944209, Sacramento, California 94244-2090, phone (916) 653-4899. Please direct
requests for the above mentioned documents and inquiries concerning the regulatory process to
Valerie Termini or Sherrie Fonbuena at the preceding address or phone number. Sherrie
Fonbuena, phone (916) 653-4899, has been de5|gnated to respond to questions on the
substance of the proposed regulations.

Availability of Modified Text

If the regulations adopted by the Commission differ from but are sufficiently related to the action
proposed, they will be available to the public for at least 15 days prior to the date of adoption.
Any person interested may obtain a copy of said regulations prlor to the date of adoption by
contacting the agency representative named herein.

If-the regulatory proposal is adopted, the final statement of reasons may be obtained from the
address above when it has been received from the agency program staff.

Impact of Requlatory Action/Results of the Economic Impact Assessment

The potential for significant statewide adverse economic impacts that might result from the
proposed regulatory action has been assessed, and the following initial determinations relative
to the required statutory categories have been made:



(a)

(b)

(©

(d)

(e)
(f)
(9)

(h)

Significant Statewide Adverse Economic Impact Directly Affecting Business, Including

- the Ability of California Businesses to Compete with Businesses in Other States:

The proposed action will not have a significant adverse economic impact directly
affecting business, including the ability of California businesses to compete with
businesses in other states. The proposed regulation prescribes a procedure the
Commission may use to conform State recreational fishing regulations to federal
regulations.

Impact on the Creation or Elimination of Jobs Within the State, the Creation of New
Businesses or the Elimination of Existing Businesses, or the Expansion of Businesses in
California; Benefits of the Regulation to the Health and Welfare of California Residents,
Worker Safety, and the State’s Environment:

The Commission does not anticipate any impacts on the creation or elimination of jobs in
California.

The Commission does not anticipate any impacts on the creation of new businesses, the
elimination of existing businesses, or the expansion of businesses in California.

The Commission does not anticipate benefits to the health and welfare of California
residents.

The Commission anticipates future benefits to the environment by the timely

conformance to federal regulation, resulting in the sustainable management of
California’s fish resources.

The Commission does not anticipate any benefits to worker safety.
Cost Impacts on a Representative Private Person or Business:

The Commission is not aware of any cost impacts that a representative private person or
business would necessarily incur in reasonable compliance with the proposed action.

Costs or Savings to State Agencies or Costs/Savings in Federal Funding to the State:
The Commission expects time savings for existing staff that will permit both the
Commission and Department to devote more staff resources to achieving other core
mandates.

Nondiscretionary Costs/Savings to Local Agencies: None.

Programs Mandated on Local Agencies or School Districts: None.

Costs Imposed on any Local Agency or School District that is Required to be
Reimbursed Under Part 7 (commencing with Section 17500) of Division 4, Government

Code: None.

Effect on Housing Costs: None.



Effect on Small Business

It has been determined that the adoption of these regulations may affect small business. The
Commission has drafted the regulations in Plain English pursuant to Government Code
Sections 11342.580 and 11346.2(a)(1). ‘

Consideration of Alternatives

The Commission must determine that no reasonable alternative considered by the Commission,
or that has otherwise been identified and brought to the attention of the Commission, would be
more effective in carrying out the purpose for which the action is proposed, would be as effective
and less burdensome to affected private persons than the proposed action, or would be more
cost effective to affected private persons and equally effective in implementing the statutory
policy or other provision of law.

FISH AND GAME COMMISSION

: Valerie Termini
Dated: May 3, 2017 Executive Director



From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 9:38 AM

To: BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Aides

Subject: FW: Nanosonics - v#101677 - 12(b) Waiver Request
Attachments: Nanosonics - $45,000.pdf

From: Wu, Cynthia (DPH)

Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 9:14 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: Camua, Maria-Zenaida {ADM) <maria-zenaida.camua@sfgov.org>; Winchester, Tamra (ADM)
<tamra.winchester@sfgov.org>; Hoffman, Samuel {DPH) <samuel.hoffman@sfdph.org>; Olivier, Pamela {DPH)
<pamela.olivier@sfdph.org>; Hon, Stephanie (DPH) <stephanie.hon@sfdph.org>

Subject: Nanosonics - vit101677 - 12(b) Waiver Request

Board of Supervisor Required: Copy of Waiver Request Sent to Board of Supefvisors

Attached 12b Waiver Request — Nanosonics, {v##101677), $45,000.

For the purchase of the Trophon Ultrasound Disinfection System for disinfecting and sterilizing for various types of
ultrasound probes used at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital. As a response to the corrective action and
requirement to purchase system, a requisition was submitted to OCA for the purchases of bidding the equipment.
May 19, 2017 through October 30, 2017.

No Potential Contractors Comply.
Administrative Code 128.5-1(d)

Thank you,
Cynthia Wu

Office of Contract Management and Compliance
1380 Howard Street, Rm 420a

San Francisco, CA 94103

Ph: 415-255-3543



Clty and County of San Francisco Department of Public Health

Edwin M. Lee Barbara A. Garcia, MPA
Mayor , Director of Health
MEMORANDUM

TO: Romulus Asenloo, Acting Director, Contract Monitoring Division

THROUGH: Barbara A. Garcia, MPA, Director of Health

FROM: Jacquie Hale, Director, DPH Office of Contracts Management %

DATE: May 16, 2017

SUBJECT: 12B

Nanosonics Inc. (vi#101677)

Commodity/Service: For purchase of the Trophon Ultrasound Disinfection System for disinfecting and sterilizing
' for various types of ultrasound probes used at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital.

Amount: $45,000
Funding Source: General Funds
Term: ' May 19, 2017 through October 30, 2017

Rationale for requesting the Waiver:

Nanosonics’ Trophon Ultrasound Disinfection System is a high-level cleaning, disinfecting and sterilizing system for
various types of ultrasound prabes used at Zuckerberg San Francisco General Hospital (ZSFGH). The requirement for
the Trophon System is a corrective action response as a result of a Joint Commission inspection that found ZSFG not
in compliance with requirements for performing high-level disinfection of medical equipment, devices and supplies.
Disinfection procedures of vaginal probes in Labor & Delivery were specifically identified as non-complaint and further
_special issue resolution findings identified the Emergency Department and Family Ward as also being non-complaint
with disinfection procedures.

As a response to the corrective action and requirement to purchase the Trophon Disinfection System, a requisition was
submitted to OCA for the purposes of bidding the equipment. OCA received two bids, both from vendors that are not
fully 12B complaint. The bid evaluation determined that GE Healthcare was the lowest bidder. OCA responded to GE
Healthcare with a Conditional Notice to Award. GE Healthcare did not accept CCSF P250 Terms and Conditions and
OCA is withdrawing the GE bid. The second bidder, Nanosonics Inc., will now be advised of a Notice Award.

Please approve this waiver for Nanosonics so that ZSFGH can proceed with the purchase of the disinfection system.

For questions concerning this Sole Source Waiver request please call DPH Office of Contract Management and
Compliance at 415-255-3543. Thank you for your consideration.

Central Office 101 Grove Street San Francisco, CA 94102



CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO
CONTRACT MONITORING DIVISION

§.F. ADMINISTRATIVE CODE CHAPTERS 12B and 14B

WAIVER REQUEST FORM
(GMD-20) FOR CMD USE ONLY
Sc?rr\\g .Sfa'}lfﬁffuﬁiigi?sgii?? ,t,? Request Number:
CMD, 30 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 200, San Francisco, CA
> Section 1. Department Information . o
Department Head Signature: D\,__./e/ (/Q"/Q""
Name of Department: Department of Public Health
Depariment Address: 101 Grove Street, Room 307, San Francisco CA 94102
Contact Person: Jacquie Hale, Director, Contract Management and Compliance
Phone Number: (415) 554-2609 E-mail:  Jjacquie.hale@sfdph.org
A Section 2. Contractor Information
Contractor Name: Nanosonics Inc. ‘ Vendor No.: 101677
Contractor Address: 11793 Technology Lane, Fishers IN 46038
Contact Person: Garrett Ortiz Contact Phone No.: (714) 496-5966
> Section 3. Transaction Information
Date Waiver Request Submitted: Type of Contract: Commodity
Contract Start Date: 51917 End Date: 10/30/17 Dollar Amount of Contract; $ $ 45,000.00

> Section 4. Administrative Code Chapter to be Waived (please check all that apply)
>< Chapter 12B

Chapter 14B Note: Efnployment and LBE subcontracting requirements may still be in force even when a
14B waiver (type A or B) is granted.

> Section 5. Waiver Type (Letter of Justification must be attached, see Check List on back of page.)

__ A Sole Source
__ B. Emergency (pursuant to Administrative Code §6.60 or 21.15)
____ C. Public Entity
_><_ D. No Potential Contractors Comply (Required) Copy of walver request sent to Board of Supervisors on;
_____ E. Govemment Bulk Purchasing Arrangement  (Required) Copy of waiver request sent to Board of Supervisors on;
__ F. Sham/Shell Entity {Required) Copy of waiver request sent to Board of Supervisors on;
— . Subcontracting Goals
__ H. LocalBusiness Enterprise (LBE)
CMD/HRC ACTION
12B Waiver Granted: 14B Waiver Granted:
12B Waiver Denied: : 148 Waiver Denied:
Reason for Action:
CMD Staff: Date:
CMD Director; Date:
HRC Director (12B Only): Date:

CMD-201 (June 2014) ‘ Thisform available at: hitp //intranet/.
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 5:48 PM

To: BOS-Supervisors; Evans, Derek

Subject: FW: The Re-Appointment of Petra DelJesus to the Police Commission...

From: Kim-Shree Maufas [mailto:kimshreesf@gmail.com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 1:35 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Subject: Fwd: The Re-Appointment of Petra Delesus to the Police Commission...

via email
Dear San Francisco Board of Supervisors:

| am writing to you to express my wholehearted support of Commlssmner Petra DeJesus'
reappointment to the S.F. Police Commission.

Petra and | have worked on many issues together over the years and most of them were around
police accountability....well before news hit the headlines. Her studied and learned approach is a
model for all of us in creating policy for the Police Department and City of San Francisco that reflects
the often voiceless community that she represents.

There is a relationship and bond between police and our various communities that is a crucial
component to having a well-run, well-received, and well-thought of city. It is the foundation to who we
are and how we think of ourselves together at all times. No ditching out when the going gets rough. |
know in my heart that Commissioner DeJesus understands this relationship and bond and has
worked tirelessly to make certain that we are who we say we are.

An area that I've long been involved in, is how police manage their behaviors around the students in
our schools and the reshaping the Memorandum of Understanding between the San Francisco
Unified School District and the San Francisco Police Department. With that said, you must know that
the Police Commissioners mean something to me, personally. Their advocacy means something to
many in this city. Their ability to rise above the noise means everything to all of us. Petra does this
and so much more.




Please reappointment Petra DeJesus to the Police Commission so that she may continue to work as
hard as she does and be a model for others to learn from going forward.

With my sincerest regards,
Kim-Shree Maufas
Former Board of Education Commissioner (2007-2015)

Doctoral Candidate at USF School of Education, grad. Dec. 2017

" The wotld is a dangetous place to live; not because of the people who ate evil, but because of the people who don tdo
anything about it." ~Albert Einstein

Confidentiality Notice:

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential information intended solely for the use of the addressee. If the
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, any distribution, copying, or use of this e-mail or its attachments is
prohibited. If you received this message in error, please notify the sender immediately by e-mail and delete this message
and any copies. Thank you



From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 8:36 AM
To: BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: INCLUSIONARY HOUSING & HOME SF

From: Igpetty@juno.com [mailto:lgpetty@juno.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2017 8:00 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: INCLUSIONARY HOUSING & HOME SF

To All Supervisors

Re: Land Use Committee May 22, 2017 &
Full Board Meeting May 23, 1917

150969 Bonus Density Program HOME SF and

170208 Inclusionary Affordable Housing Program

Dear Supervisors,

I urge you NOT TO COMBINE THESE TWO ITEMS IN ANY WAY OR ALLOW "HOME SF"
TO SUPPLANT OR SUPERCEDE THE INCLUSIONARY PROGRAM IN ANY WAY.

The Inclusionary Housng Program is a Charter mandate from the voters and must be kept as separate
legislation, with the mandate

being followed as closely as possible for a preponderance of low income units over middle income units and
for adherence to other Inclusionary '

building requirements as agreed upon by the Full Board.

PLEASE DO NOT APPROVE MORE MIDDLE INCOME UNITS THAN LOW INCOME UNITS.
The city should continue traditional emphasis on building low income units as those units must go to
those who have the greatest need with the fewest other options.

HOME SF AND ALL OTHER DENSITY BONUS PROGRAMS SHOULD BE SEPARATE PROGRAMS
-- NOT COMBINED WITH or SUBSTITUTED FOR or SUPERSEDING
THE INCLUSIONARY HOUSING PROGRAM. To do so would defeat the will of the voters.

Further, I think that the low income units-to-middle income units ratio and income levels in the HOME SF
legislation should be the same or greater as that approved by the voters under Prop C
as determined by the Full Board under as Prop C Inclusionary requirements.

If anything, any Density Bonus program should have MORE low income units than that required by
Inclusionary Housing, as



developers are given a profit bonus from the city through permission to build extra floors and other rezoning
benefits.

Thank you.

Lorraine Petty

one of the 67% of voters who approved Prop C
District 5 Voter

Senior & Disability Action member

D5 Action member

How To Remove Eye Bags & Lip Lines Fast (Watch)
Fit Mom Daily

http://thirdpartyoffers.juno.com/TGL3132/591e5fdee02225fde4208st02duc




From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 8:18 AM
To: BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: FW: attn: Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Public Safety and Neighborhood Services

From: Paula Kotakis [mailto:disi@igc.org]

Sent: Thursday, May 18, 2017 6:46 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: Yee, Norman (BOS) <norman.yee @sfgov.org>; Sheehy, Jeff (BOS) <jeff.sheehy@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS)
<ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Farrell, Mark (BOS) <mark.farrell@sfgov.org>; Breed, London (BOS)

<london.breed @sfgov.org>

Subject attn: Erica Major Assistant Clerk, Public Safety and Neighborhood Services

(re: ne No. 170456 )
Hearing on the San Francisco Groundwater Supply Project, the safety of the drinking water, and testing standards; and
requesting the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission to report. [sponsors: Norman Yee, Jeff Sheehy, Ahsha Safai,
Mark Farrell]

I have an elaborate water filter system attached to my kitchen faucet, so have not noticed any change in the taste or
smell of the water since groundwater bIendmg started in my neighborhood (Cole Valley) mid-April. But my cats sure
noticed the quality had changed! .

| have two water bowls for the cats: one in a bedroom filled with water from the bathroom tap, and another in the living
room filled with filtered kitchen tap water. They used to drink from the bedroom bowl the most but now won't touch it,

starting mid-April. None of the cats will drink water that comes from the bathroom unfiltered tap anymore. They all
come into the living room to use the bowl that is filled with filtered tap water.

So that's the only proof | need to ask the Supervisors to please force the PUC to stop adding groundwater to our SF
water since it clearly (to my sensitive cats' noses anyway) has lowered the quality of our drinking water.

--Paula Kotakis, Cole Valley



From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: ) Tuesday, May 23, 2017 3:46 PM

To: "apglikshtern@gmail.com’

Cc: BOS-Supervisors; Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: Ground water should not not be mixed with our drlnkmg water! File No. 170456
Hello,

Thank you for your letter, it has been sent to the Board Members. Looping in the Public Safety and Neighborhood
Services Clerk to add to official file. it will also be added to the Petitions and Communications section of our June 6, 2017
Board Meeting agenda.

Regards,

Board of Supervisors

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, City Hall, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 \

Phone: (415) 554-7703 | Fax: (415) 554-5163

Board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org | 415-554-5184

From: Anastasia Glikshtern [mailto: apgllkshtern@gmall com]

Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 3:21 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Safai, Ahsha (BOS) <ahsha.safai@sfgov.org>; Fewer,
Sandra (BOS) <sandra.fewer@SFGOV1.onmicrosoft.com>; Ronen, Hillary <hillary.ronen@sfgov.org>

Subject: Ground water should not not be mixed with our drinking water!

Dear Commissioners,

I support the unanimously adopted resolution of the Coalition for San Francisco Neighborhood against the
mixing of groundwater into our drinking water.

The system should be for emergencies only.

I had very bad testing water on-and-off and was assured by the Water Department that the mixing isn't
happening yet - than discovered that the mixing actually started on April 18 to"test the system". More than that -
the spigot of one well is turned on and the well is operating continuously drawing as much as 300,000 gallons
per day! ~

Five of the six wells to be used in the project have detected concentrations of nitrates at 2/3 to 127% of the
Maximum Contamination Level set by the US and CA EPA. ‘

High levels of nitrate can cause methemoglobinemia in pregnant women and infants under the age of six
months. Ingested nitrates interfere with the transportation of oxygen in the bloodstream to vital organs and can
lead to a coma or death in infants. They aren't good for anybody

Think also about all other pesticides & fertilizers and fracking water going into the water table.

The "green" city of San Francisco itself constantly uses herbicides in "natural" areas for "native restorations"
and on the stumps of the trees it chops down right & left.



The mixing should be for emergencies and severe drought only. Even in drought so many things can be done
before adulterating Hetch Hetchy water with water which on itself is not safe to drink on continuous bases. For
kids and people with compromised immunity it's not safe on any bases.

Sincerely,
Anastasia Glikshtern
150 Chaves Ave,

SF, CA 94127



The mixing should be for emergencies and severe drought only. Even in drought so many things can be done
before adulterating Hetch Hetchy water with water which on itself is not safe to drink on continuous bases. For
kids and people with compromised immunity it's not safe on any bases.

Sincerely,

Anastasia Glikshtern
150 Chaves Ave,

SF, CA 94127
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From: mari eliza <mari.eliza@sbcglobal.net>
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 4:23 PM
To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)
Cc: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Cohen, Malia (BOS); Safai, Ahsha (BOS); Kim, Jane (BOS); Tang, Katy

(BOS); Breed, London (BOS); Farrell, Mark (BOS); Yee, Norman (BOS); Fewer, Sandra
(BOS); Sheehy, Jeff (BOS); Ronen, Hillary; Major, Erica (BOS)
Subject: Comments for Groundwater Hearing - Wednesday, May 24, 2017

May 24, 2017
To San Francisco District Supervisors:

re: PUC Report on Groundwater Hearing at The Board of Supervisors’ Public Safety and Neighborhood
Services Committee

We are concerned about the safety and the health of the citizens of San Francisco who may be effected by the
adding of groundwater into Hetch Hetchy water for human consumption, referred to as "the blend". We assume
that there will be a lot of discussion and concerns expressed on this issue where the health and well-fare of our
citizens is concerned. We mention all citizens of San Francisco, because regardless of where we may reside or
work, and spend most of our time, we all travel freely about the city and may at any time drink the blend
without formal notice. "The Blend" effects us all equally as the claim that we have the best purest Hetch Hetchy
water in our taps will no longer apply once there is a "blend."

[ will leave it up to others to delve into the many reasons for concerns over the health implications for those
with compromised immune systems and chemical sensitivities, and bring up related legal matters. For some
time the City has been boasting about the purity of our Hetch Hetchy drinking water and creating tools to
encourage the drinking of tap water by charging extra for bottled water and even making it difficult for people
to obtain and travel with bottles in some areas or situations around our city parks and properties.

I am going to request a roll-back on those legal tools as the claims they were based on are no longer valid when
we establish "The Blend". I refer to the "deposits" on bottles and other city-ordinances that no longer apply.
You can't have it both ways. You can't force people to drink impure tap water or punish them with fees and
fines for going back to bottled water. This could be especially important for health clinics and hospitals that will
have to spend more on bottled water or risk feeding their patients a potentially unhealthy dose of pesticides and
other chemicals that may make San Francisco hospitals and health clinics less popular without the pure Hetch
Hetchy water. ‘

Please re-consider the need to "Blend" during a record rainfall year. Also please reconsider the need to sell our
water. As some have stated, or will I suspect, no matter how safe we think we are in setting our exposure limits
today, in all likelihood those limits will be reset over time. We have no idea what the safe limits will be until we
see some results.

Look at how the artificial turf argument has changed since the City sold it to the public. The state is now taking
on studies of the product that was approved and passed the EIR standards we had in place. Now it appears the
state will most likely require we remove the artificial turf and replace it with natural grass within a couple of
years ‘



Many people feel that the rush to "blend" is based on the rush to build. If this is so, what else must we
compromise in order to become a "World Class" city that surpasses Manhattan or Hong Kong in size and
density? Do we want to outgrow our water supply? How many people are too many for this land to support?
Where are those limits going to be set and by whom? We will need a bigger landfill to handle all the empty
water bottles that people will be drinking from soon. Where is the plan for that?

Sincerely,

Mari Eliza, Concerned Citizen

cc:

PUC - Harlan Kelly, Jr., General Manager, Public Utilities Commission - hkelly(@sfwater.org

Erica Major, Assistant Clerk, Public Safety and Neighborhood Services - erica.major@sfgov.org
Juliet Ellis, Public Utilities Commission - jellis@sfwater.org




From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 8:27 AM
To: BOS-Supervisors
Subject: FW: Please don't ban delivery robots

From: Gabor Cselle [mailto:mail@gaborcselle.com]

Sent: Sunday, May 21, 2017 1:13 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please don't ban delivery robots

Hi there, I live in District 1 in San Francisco.

I just read on read in Wired that you're thinking about banning delivery robots in San Francisco!

Please don't. I think this technology could be incredibly helpful and have a positive impact on our economy and
jobs, especially since we are home to the technology sector.

I think the safety concerns about how to police the robots are real, but they can be solved through technology:
For example, the police could have an app which disables or even controls any robot on the street. You could
draft effective legislation to this effect with our local industry rather than banning them outright.

Thank you,

Gabor

Gabor Cselle
http://www.gaborcselle.com/




From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: _ Monday, May 22, 2017 8:25 AM
To: BOS-Supervisors
Subject: FW: To the Entire Board

" From: Portfire86@aol.com [mailto:Portfire86@aol.com]

Sent: Sunday, May 21, 2017 12:46 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, {(BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Cc: nowickic@lanecc.edu

Subject: To the Entire Board

Dear Board,

| recently read in the newspaper, that the Board of Supervisors is considering basing fines for individuals
breaking the law on their fiscal ability to pay. That idea is positively insane. It borders in the realm of enabling
people with lesser means to partake in and/or continue bad behavior. I'm not concerned with the current
high level of fine amounts, because | (and my family) do everything we can to be modeli citizens and avoid
activities that would be deemed inappropriate. The solution is simple for all of our residents and visitors.....if
you don’t want to pay fines, then simply behave yourself.

Please allow me to give a few examples of how ridiculous this idea is:

1) Parking tickets.- Why would anyone of lessor means ever feed the meter, when they know that in the
remote chance that they will be cited, that their penalty will be greatly reduced.

2) Riding on Muni without paying the fare. When riders intentionally ride Muni without paying (and | see
it happen every single day), that is a purposeful and deliberate act to cheat the City. Itisa
misdemeanor and everybody who “jumps the gates” knows it. You can either make the fine high or
low, but it needs to be consistent as the intent is equally malevolent no matter your salary.

3) Littering. If you don’t want to be fined, don’t litter. Dolores Park has been in the news recently, with
revelers leaving all of their trash behind. In no case is that appropriate, and there is no reason why
anyone should ever face being cited. The simple use one of the many trash receptacles on the property
or bring the garbage home negates this discussion. However, a new law would say that a person of
means who leaves a soda can would be fined more than a person of iessor income who make leave
behind the remnants of a party of five.

The answers are simple. If you don’t want to pay fines, don’t behave like an animal and it is a non-issue. The
fines need to be the same, regardless of income or means. That’s what this whole ‘equality’ issue that society
has been fighting for is about. What’s next? Fines based upon sex? Religion? Political affiliation? Don’t
separate society any more than it already is. Don’t pass laws that say bad behavior is more acceptable for
some more than others.

Sincerely,




Pete Nowicki
1531-39" Avenue
415 786-5194
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 11:.04 AM

To: BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: FW: Board of Supervisors agenda item 53 (170566) on SB 687 (Skinner) - Emergency
Service Levels at Health Facilities

Attachments: HCNCC SF Section Oppose Letter SB 687 5 16 17.pdf

e

From: Lisa Olsen [mailto:lolsen@hospitalcouncil.org]

Sent: Tuesday, May 16, 2017 10:27 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: David Serrano Sewell <dserranosewell@hospitaicouncil.org>

Subject: Board of Supervisors agenda item 53 (170566) on SB 687 (Skinner) - Emergency Service Levels at Health
Facilities

Dear Honorable Members of the San Francisco Board of Supervisors,

Please see the enclosed letter regarding agenda item 53 (170566) on Senate Bill 687 (Skinner) - Emergency Service
Levels at Health Facilities. The hospital community respectfully asks that the Board does not adopt the resolution. We
are opposed to SB 687 in Sacramento. '

Thank you.
Regards,

David Serrano Sewell

Regional Vice President

Hospital Council of Northern & Central California
235 Montgomery Street, Suite 910

San Francisco, CA 94104

415.616.9990

Fax 415.616.9992

www.hospitalcouncil.net




ﬂ Hospital Council

of Northern & Central California

Excellence Through Leadership & Collaboration

May 16, 2017

The Honorable London Breed

Member and President, Board of Supervisors
City and County of San Francisco, City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco, CA 94102

Subject: Board of Supervisors agenda item 53 (170566) on Senate Bill 687 (Skinner) -
Emergency Service Levels at Health Facilities

Dear Supervisor Breed:

On behalf of the S.F. Section of the Hospital Council of Northern and Central California and the
California Hospital Association, this letter respectfully requests that the Board does not adopt the
above referenced resolution in support of SB 687. The hospital community is OPPOSED to SB
687.

SB 687 purports to protect emergency department services, but it does not. Rather, it adds a
duplicative and costly layer of approval, thus increasing healthcare costs and frustrating a
hospitals ability to provide care.

If passed, SB 687 would require a nonprofit hospital to provide written notice to the Attorney
General no later than 90 days prior to a planned reduction in the level of emergency services or
an elimination of those services. Then, the Attorney General would conduct public meetings to
hear comments from interested parties and may hire experts or consultants to assist in ICVIBng
the proposed changes - with the costs charged to the hospital.

After the hearings, the Attorney General would have the discretion to consent, give conditional
consent, or not consent to any elimination or reduction of emergency services. -

SB 687 ignores that emergency departments are the most expensive setting to provide care
because of the staffing and clinical expertise required, as well as ancillary and other services that
must be available. Typically, if a hospital is planning to reduce or eliminate emergency services
(a decision not taken lightly by a hospital), it is due to financial stress (often in rural communities
in the state). Forcing hospitals to keep emergency departments open during an Attorney General
review will adversely impact the entire hospital operations and the services to the community.

Further, adding this statutory layer of oversight is unnecessary and duplicative.

There are already existing procedures in place that require hospitals to notify the California
Department of Public Health and counties prior to altering or closing emergency services.

Regional Office 235 Montgomery Strect, Suite 1158 San Francisco, CA 94104-3004  415.616.9990  Fax: 415.616-9992



Once notice is given, the local Emergency Medical Services Agency conducts an evaluation and
holds a public hearing to assess the impact of the changes on the local community.

We strongly urge the Board to not adopt the resolution in support of SB 687 as it presents
multiple problems to the hospitals and health systems of California.

TS Sl

David Serrano Sewell
Regional Vice-President, San Francisco
Hospital Council of Northern and Central California

cc! Honorable members of the Board of Supervisors
Honorable Edwin M. Lee, Mayor

Regional Office 235 Montgomery Street, Suite 1158 San Francisco, CA 94104-3004 415.616.9990  Fax: 415.616-9992
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) .

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 1.07 PM

To: BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: FW: Please Oppose the current HOMESF

From: Kathy Howard [mailto:kathyhoward @earthlink.net]

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 11:23 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Please Oppose the current HOMESF

Dear Supervisors,

| am very concerned the fact that HOMESF is being pushed through without public knowledge of or input into key
elements of this program.

Many San Franciscans have not been informed about these parts of HOMESF:
¢ Smaller housing units, such as 700sf 2 BR units, and more studios and one-bedrooms;
* No public review or appeal of projects;
s Shifts 'inclusionary' from those who most desperately need housing to higher income households;
* Minimizes open space by creating small back yards, which are neither family-friendly nor habitat-friendly;
e No protections for parks and other open space from shadowing;
¢ Allows higher income single people to benefit from housing that should be reserved for lower income families;
* Does not increase affordability. Does increase Developer Profits.
¢ Decimates our neighborhood commercial and services districts;
¢ Loss of local businesses mean replacement with chain stores, loss of jobs, and homogenization of our
neighborhoods.

Please Oppose the current HOMESF.
Thank you for your consideration.

Katherine Howard
District 4




s .

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 1.08 PM

To: BOS-Supervisors; Somera, Alisa (BOS)

Subject: FW: HomeSF needs more public scrutiny-please vote no!

From: R [mailto:rkinsf@gmail.com]

Sent: Sunday, May 21, 2017 7:12 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: HomeSF needs more public scrutiny-please vote no!

Dear Board of Supervisors -

The HomeSF proposal seems to so significant — yet lacks sufficient public scrutiny.
| urge you to vote this down on Tuesday.
! urge you to bring this major affordable housing measure to the voters instead of bypassing them.

i

Thank you.

Richard Kay
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From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 2:21 PM

To: Somera, Alisa (BOS); BOS-Supetrvisors

Subject: FW: ITHA HOME-SF Position Letter - Item No. 150969
Attachments: BOS HOMES-SF Letter.pdf

From: Mark Scardina [mailto:president@ithasf.org]

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 2:19 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, {BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: Lee, Mayor {MYR) <mayoredwinlee@sfgov.org>; board @ithasf.org
Subject: ITHA HOME-SF Position Letter - [tem No. 150969

Please see the attached ITHA position letter regarding the HOME-SF program.
Regards,

Mark

Mark Scardina

President,

Ingleside Terraces Homes Assn
www.ithasf.org




From: , Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors

Cc: Somera, Alisa (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS)

Subject: FW: Opposing HOME-SF | May 23, 2007 Board meeting, Item No. 150969

From: parliamentarian@westoftwinpeaks.org [mailto:parliamentarian@westoftwinpeaks.org]

Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 11:45 AM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>; Tang, Katy (BOS) <katy.tang@sfgov.org>; Yee,
Norman (BOS) <norman.yee@sfgov.org>

Cc: Low, Jen (BOS) <jen.low@sfgov.org>; dyanna.qgizon@sfgov.org; 'WTPCC Delegates' <westoftwinpeaks-
delegates@googlegroups.com>; wtpcc-officers@googlegroups.com

Subject: Opposing HOME-SF | May 23, 2007 Board meeting, ltem No. 150969

West of Twin Peaks Central Council
| ™ . A Resource for Melghborhwed Organizations West of Twin Peaks in San Francisco since 19346

W I P( ( i PO Box 27112
San Francisco, CA 94127 httprffveww, westoftwinpealks.org!

San Francisco Board of Supervisors
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102

May 23, 2017

Re: HOME-SF — May 23, 2007 Board meeting, Item No. 150969

Dear Supervisors:

The West of Twin Peaks Central Council (WTPCC), representing the twenty home and neighborhood
organizations listed below, is opposed to the current version of HOME-SF, item number 150969. WTPCC
requests that this legislation be rejected for the following reasons:

The proposed HOME-SF program will have a negative effect on our neighborhoods. We do not oppose
development, but we want it to fit in with the character of our residential neighborhoods, which are primarily
owner-occupied, low-density, low-height, and family-friendly.

For many decades, the City, through its zoning laws, has established and maintained single family
neighborhoods and adjoining, neighborhood-serving small commercial districts. Relying on the promise in these
zoning regulations, our neighbors have purchased their homes and made their lives in our single-family

1



neighborhoods. We have relied on the City to honor its promise to protect our choice to live in single-family
residential neighborhoods.

The HOME-SF program permits increased density in single-family residential neighborhoods. Although
the program on its face does not up-zone RH-1 neighborhoods, the implementation of the program on adjoining
transit corridors will cause parking and traffic congestion to spill over into the adjacent residential
neighborhoods. The increased height and bulk of the new buildings will be grossly out of scale to the existing
neighborhoods. Furthermore, the program as currently drafted wrongly assumes that new residents will not own
cars and therefore adequate off-street parking is not required, to the detriment of the néar-by neighborhoods.

The program will also lead to the displacement of neighborhood-serving small businesses and the
demolition of small-scale commercial buildings that are now consistent with our existing residential
neighborhoods.

Finally, we are very concerned that this program is being pushed through with little consultation with
the affected neighborhoods and little opportunity for public input.

We therefore oppose the HOME-SF program as now presented and ask that you vote against it.

Very truly yours,
Matt Chamberlain, Parliamentarian
West of Twin Peaks Central Council

WTPCC Member Organizations

Balboa Terrace - Forest Hill - Forest Knolls - Golden Gate Heights - Greater West Portal - Ingleside Terraces -
Lakeshore Acres - Lakeside Property Owners - Merced Manor - Midtown Terrace - Miraloma Park - Monterey
Heights - Mount Sutro Woods - Pine Lake Park - Saint Francis Woods - Sherwood Forest - Sunnyside - Twin
Peaks - Westwood Highlands - The Woods



From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 9:29 AM
To: BOS-Supervisors ’
Subject: FW: Dolores Park Litterbugs Could Face $1000 Fines, Citations | Hoodline

From: Christine Harris [mailto:christinelynnharris@yahoo.com]

Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 6:48 PM _

To: Lee, Mayor (MYR) <mayoredwinlee @sfgov.org>; Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: Dolores Park Litterbugs Could Face $1000 Fines, Citations | Hoodline

Hello Honourable Public Officials,
Thank you! This is exactly what needs to be done to help curb the litter problems. Thank you for your work.
http://hoodline.com/2017/05/dolores-park-litterbugs-could-face-1000-fines-

citations?utm_medium=email&utm_campaign=stories&utm_source=Hoodline+Mailing+List&utm_campaign=e029ff3bfa
-daily-digest-05-19-2017&utm_medium=email&utm_term=0_e61dc2951f-e029ff3bfa-251217373

Best Wishes,
Christine Harris

Please forgive typos, very small keyboard.



Mchug h, Eileen (BOS)

From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 8:16 AM

To: , BOS-Supervisors; BOS-Legislative Services

Subject: FW: File No. 170413 - BVHP Redevelopment Plan and HPS Redevelopment Plan // Prop
’ o)

Attachments: T_Line_Cargo_Extension_Loop_0.pdf; T_Line_GENEVA_HARNEY_0.pdf;

TF_line_hospital_link_0.pdf

From: Aaron Goodman [mailto:amgodman@yahoo.com]

Sent: Monday, May 22, 2017 7:07 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>

Cc: Secretary, Commissions (CPC) <commissions.secretary@sfgov.org>; Calvillo, Angela (BOS)
<angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Rahaim, John {CPC) <john.rahaim@sfgov.org>; MTABoard <mtaboard@sfmta.com>;
Reiskin, Ed {MTA) <ed.reiskin@sfmta.com>; tilly.chang@sfcta.org

Subject; ’ Flle No. 170413 BYHP Redevelopment PIan and HPS Redevelopment Plan // Prop O

File No. 170413 - BVHP Redevelopment Plan and HPS Redevelopment Plan // Prop O
SF Board of Supervisors;

[ am unable to attend the SFBOS meeting on Tuesday but wish to submit my concerns regarding the ongoing
development and increased population changes proposed by Prop O without a serious review of transportation
and connectivity for mass-transit systems in the D10-D11 and D7 areas.

The Prop O impacts would be considered cumulative development related growth and a domino effect on
traffic, parking and transit needs in the district.

With the High-Speed Rail and Brisbane, Schlage Lock development, Pier 70, Warrior's Arena, and (4) major
HOPE SF projects in the vicinity it becomes ever more critical for people to be able to access jobs, get to mass-
transit stations, and NOT have to transfer and consistently cross traffic to get to their linked systems and transit
modes.

It is therefore more important than ever to look at the future mass-transit modal systems of the SE sector and
how to best implement and push forward mass-transit connectivity.

Ferry terminals at the embarcadero are nice, but what about in the BVHP? Pier 70, and Candlestick area, near
the Brisbane and Sunnydale developments? What means and methods are in planning to ensure that the India
Basin and its bike/pedestrian friendly zones are hooked up adequately to the mass-transit systems. A ferry
service could easily be implement off a pier system near Candlestick Point, connecting to the Geneva Harney
Bus and HSR terminal proposal, with dedicated connections via "pedestrian-bike" high-lines over to the castern
side and waterfront trails...

~ The T-Line is already needing to be re-vamped, and additional planning needed to solve for the Geneva Harney
LRV (Light Rail Vehicle) future connection to Balboa Park Station, and possibly over 101 into the BVHP /

1 .
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HPS areas.. A loop line would best serve the T-Line providing additional "band-width" and service to the area,
helping to provide direct connections possibly along Cargo Way, and Oakdale or Cesar Chavez over to
St.Luke's and SFGH for emergency access to services.

The city is consistently negating its due diligence in planning and providing for the mass-transit needs of the
proposed population growth. Emergency planning and ensuring that access to services, and the ability to leave
the city in a catastrophe is becoming more of a concern with each added tower, and the need to prepare and plan
for the population, parking, traffic and population boom that will indeed follow the Prop O development
pressures.

Please see the attached diagrams which have miles attached and represent some possible routes and solutions to
mass-transit needs in the D10 area and connectivity.

It is getting to become a more critical issue as construction and major infrastructure changes are beginning to
impinge on the flow of traffic and transit daily....

If density and development continue to rule the decision making processes, than for the SFBOS hearing this
Tuesday, please take extra care and consideration on the Transit aspects of these plans and how Prop O will
directly impact the already challenged systems on the T-Line and need to explore additional methods of
looping/linking and transfer between systems to improve the overall accessibility and mobility of the D10 area
with the rest of San Francisco's transportation systems. Transit Equity needs to be addressed due to the majority
of development pressures occurring in the SE to SW quadrants of SF...

A.Goodman D11



From: Board of Supervisors, (BOS)

To: BOS-Supervisors

Subject: FW; SB10 - AB42 Costs to Counties

Attachments: Cover Letter to Supervisors 5—23—17» (3).docx; Costs -Counties -SB10 - AB42

-5-16-17.doc; Cost Driver (CA Bail Reform).doc; ACJ 5-9-17 AB 42 Letter to Asm
Bonta.pdf; Bail Reform Will Imperil Califronia’s Justice System- Law 360.pdf; CA Distict
Attorneys Assn, opposition letter -AB 42 (Bonta).pdf; CA District Attonreys Assn ~
Opposition Letter -SB 10 (Hertzberg).pdf; GSBAA AB 42 (Bonta)_oppose_Asm Pub
Safety.doc

From: AAB, (BOS) ,

Sent: Thursday, May 25, 2017 3:33 PM

To: Board of Supervisors, (BOS) <board.of.supervisors@sfgov.org>
Subject: FW: SB10 - AB42 Costs to Counties

Hello CBOS,

Forwarding you an email that was erroneously sent to AAB Office. The originator of this email had also called the AAB
Office to follow-up on the receipt of this email. AAB Office is forwarding you this email, and as a heads-up, the email
originator may also be contacting the CBOS to follow-up on its receipt.

Regards,

Assessment Appeals Board

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Rm 405
San Francisco, CA 94102

(415) 554 — 6778

www.sfbos.org/aab

From: Rizelle Pecson [mailto:rpecson@BadBoysBailBonds.com]

Sent: Wednesday, May 24, 2017 4:12 PM

To: Ivaldez@cosb.us; Imoneli@cob.sbcounty.gov; Gliceria.Magpayo@sdcounty.ca.gov; AAB, (BOS) <aab@sfgov.org>;
mduzenski@sjgov.org; cchristensen@co.slo.ca.us; rbarradas@smcgov.org; sbcob@co.santa-barbara.ca.us;
megan.doyle@coh.sccgov.org; Susan.Galloway@santacruzcounty.us; jduval@co.shasta.ca.us; clerk-
recorder@sierracounty.ws; colleen@sisgvotes.org; mechirila@solanocounty.com

Subject: SB10 - AB42 Costs to Counties

Good afternoon County Clerks of the Board of Supervisors,

Please distribute or forward the above information to each of your Supervisors. If you should have any questions or
concerns, please do not hesitate to call or e-mail me. Thank you and have a pleasant day!




EA to CEO | President

Bad Boys Bail Bonds

Office: (408) 271-1111 | Cell: (408) 461-1404 | Fax: (408) 271-2222

E-mail: rpecson@badboysbailbonds.com

Website: www.badboysbailbonds.com : Read the BLOGS. Because your mama wants you home!™ 1.800.BAIL.OUT ™

The information in this e-mail message may be privileged, confidential, and protected from disclosure. If you are not the intended recipient, any use, dissemination,
distribution or copying is strictly prohibited. If you have recelved this communication in error, please immediately notify the sender and permanently delete all copies,
electronic or other, you may have. This applies even if this notice is embedded in a message that Is forwarded or attached.




RN AL AGCENTS ASSOCIATION

May 23, 2017
Dear County Supervisor:

As you may know, there are two bills in the California Legislature, SB10
(Hertzberg) and AB42 (Bonta) known as the “Bail Reform bills.” In reality these bills
are aimed at eliminating the bail bond industry. Both authors have publicly stated that it
is not right that people should have to pay to be released from jail.

As a trade organization that represents bail agents throughout the State of California,
we know that we provide a Constitutional right that is guaranteed in the U.S. and
California Constitutions. Taking away this right would subject people who are arrested
to a government run and taxpayer funded program.

Currently the bail industry has over 300,000 people out on bail at any given time at no
cost to the taxpayers. Currently the bail industry through premium tax, court costs and
payments of bail bonds funds the State at a sum of over $200 million dollars annually.

These legislative bills are unfunded at this point and are conservatively projected to cost
over $1.5 billion annually. We have attached several documents that outline costs,
objections and other unintended consequences that many in the criminal justice
system are very concerned about occurring in our communities throughout California.

Both bills are currently in the Appropriations Committee and are in suspense status.
Regardless of the outcome, this is a national conversation underway and the public
safety community including judges, district attorneys, crime victims, taxpayers, the bail
industry and law enforcement unions and management alike need local governments to
be an integral part of the discussion. We have several collective suggestions that can
modernize our system and provide safe communities so we ask you to indicate your
willingness to participate with us.

Should you have any questions, please feel free to reach out to me. Additionally,
please refer to our Keep California Safe website at www.keepcaliforniasafe.com.

Sincerely,

g A~

Topo Padilla
President, Golden State Bail Agent's Association

P.O. Box 391 Sacramento, CA 95814
(866) 333-65510ffice m (866) 946-9330 Fax
www.gsbaa.org



How Will the Elimination of Bail Affect Counties?

The authors of SB 10 and AB 42 claim the primary reason there is a need for bail reform is because
poor people are in jail "just because they are poor".

Collectively, California county jails house about 75,000 inmates. 63% of the inmates have at least one
open case. The authors of these bills would like you to believe that the sole reason all 47,250
unsentenced persons remain in custody is that they can't afford bail. They ignore all the other reasons
pretrial detainees remain in custody (holds from other jurisdictions, parole or probation violations,
serious violent crimes committed, high-risk to public safety). A 2012 ACLU-funded study of the LA
County jail system found that 13% might be eligible for pretrial release. The authors also ignore the
fact that the judicial system already has the ability to deal with defendants who can't afford to bail.
Judges can address these concerns "by adjusting bail amounts and releasing defendants on their own
recognizance or on pretrial release under the appropriate circumstances" (quote from the Alliance of
CA Judges letter date May 9, 2017).

If passed AB 42 and SB 10 will:

e Cost counties collectively $3.8 billion per year (Washington D.C. system costs $65 million with a
population of only 670,000 people).

e Counties will be forced to apply to the Commission on State Mandates for Cost
Reimbursement. This process alone will take years to sort out and will put immense pressure
on every county to first implement and outlay resources with a speculative chance at savings,
only then to determine the net costs.

e Require every county to develop and staff a pretrial services department. The defendant
cannot be charged any costs for services or ordered to reimburse the county, regardless of a
defendant’s ability to pay.

o  Will crowd out funding for other county programs and agencies like the district attorney’s
office, the public defender’s office, the sheriff’s office and mental health services.

o More than triple the time that each person spends in jail pretrial because it completely
eliminates a person’s right to post bail. Instead, every arrestee will languish in jail until that
person’s case is reviewed by a judge.

¢ Significantly increase the number of fugitives within the state and warrants for their arrest.
(Presently there are approx. 1.7 million warrants in the system, at a cost of $1775 per FTA (Texas

Study 2015) calculates to over $3 billion.)

¢ Persons accused of committing a violent crime, including some misdemeanors, will not be
reviewed for release.

¢ Cause the incarceration of more pretrial defendants because it eliminates the bail schedule.

e Cause the court to release high-risk defendants without bail —bail provides defendants a
financial incentive to appear in court, along with friends and family that cosign on the bail bond.

o Take away the rights of the 300,000+ defendants who choose to bail out in CA each year (at no
cost to the taxpayers).



COST DRIVERS, CALIFORNIA AB 42 AND SB 10
Jeffrey J. Clayton, M.S., J.D., American Bail Coalitic;n
April 25,2017
[. Summary

These bills implement a version of the New Jersey bail system and the Washington. D.C.
bail system, without expanding preventative detention, which is expanding detention with no
bail. These bills largely eliminate monetary bails including private bail agents and friends and
family posting such bails and replace it with supervision including electronic monitoring and
other services at the expense of the California general fund.

The New Jersey Attorney General issued a study of implementing bail reform and
indicated there was no idea to estimate how much it costs until after it is implemented.! In one
jurisdiction in New Jersey, the jail population was reduced significantly, due largely to citing and
releasing rather than jailing low level misdemeanor offenses, and yet the local officials still could
not say how much bail reform costs and whether there would be any savings net of costs to the
county, not including in any way the costs to the State in the calculation.?

In addition, these bills require much more from local jurisdictions in terms of the services
and robustness of the program that will make California’s per capita costs much larger than
either of these two states. The best conservative guess right now on the total annual costs of
New Jersey’s system is $300 million annually (the Towson University Study conducted by Dr.
Irani originally estimated $379 million annually, which was later adjusted up to over $500
million), which would be $1.27 billion in California based on costs per capita. Washington,
D.C.’s system would cost $3.8 billion in California based on costs per capita.® If arrests are used
as a metric, D.C. has roughly 10,000 arrests annually and California has roughly 1.2 million
arrests annually, then the annual cost would be as high as $7.8 billion annually.

Finally, the Commission on State Mandates, in addition to every county in California,
will be left to sort out all-of the costs and make a budget request reflecting the same.* This
process alone will take years to sort out and will put immense pressure on every county to first
implement and outlay resources with a speculative chance at savings, only then to determine the

! http://www.nj.com/politics/index.ssf/2016/12/ag_we_have no idea how much massive nj bail overha.html
The original cost estimate is here: http://www.njleg.state.nj.us/2014/Bills/S1000/946 _E2.PDF An additional cost
estimate from Towson University is here:
https://www.dropbox.com/s/155h5nrdm7lpzb6/Towson%20RES!%20NJCIR%20Economic%20impact%20County%2
Oand%20State.pdf?dI=0 . '
2 http://www.nj.com/hudson/index.ssf/2017/03/post_884.html|

3 The D.C. pretrial program budget is $65.287 million in FY 2017:
http://www.csosa.gov/about/financial/budget/2017/FY17-PSA-Budget-Submission.pdf

4 http://csm.ca.gov/docs/brochure. pdf




net costs. Then Counties are required to file a test case against the State before the Commission,
who then must make a determination as to the costs for each county within the State of
California. The State will be required to pay for whatever portion of the total is the State’s share
immediately, but will not have to pay local governments back until they ask for and prove the
costs of implementing the legislation. This process guarantees the Counties the ability to seek
reimbursement after the program is implemented in each County by local officials. This is
exactly what occurred in New Jersey—either services had to be cut by the Counties or property
taxes raised.” Because of restrictions on property tax increases, many Counties had to cut
services to pay for bail reform.

While it is probably not possible to determine the precise costs of this program, there is
no reason to suspect it will cost any less on a per capita basis as the D.C. program’s cost to
California of $3.8 billion. There is also room to be suspicious of the savings since several
studies have shown that the persons who would become bailable would be quite small due to
other holds and serious charges on the remaining offenders. One study found only 12% of
persons would theoretically be bailalble in one of California’s largest jails,’ and another found
that 85% of persons in local jails either are being held on a felony charge or felony conviction.’
Total jail savings will need to hit a to-be-determined point to break even. In fact, California’s
average daily county jail population is roughly 75,000 inmates.® Even under the flawed
methodology of daily average cost of a jail bed, if the program reduced the average daily
population by 5% at an assumed cost of $150 per day, the annual savings would reach $205
million. Yet, there are also fixed costs and other issues that caution against simply taking the
average daily jail cost and multiplying it by the theoretical number of jail day stays by a certain
class of defendants. It is clear that jail populations would probably need to be reduced by as
much as 50% to achieve $2 billion in savings even under this faulty methodology.

It is also worth noting that the jail cost savings estimated by the Governor for the
implementation of Proposition 47 were much lower than forecast, coming in at only $29 million
annually (although the Legislative Analyst’s Office found that the savings could be as high as

5> The New Jersey Association of Counties filed a suit against the State alleging and unfunded mandate and
demanding compensation. The Council on Local Mandates found that the Constitution commanded the county
governments to pay, and thus the counties must pay. In AB 42 and SB 10 there is an affirmative command that the
State will eventually pick up any costs as part of the Commission on State Mandates process.
http://www.app.com/story/news/local/courts/2016/12/06/monmouth-ocean-counties-nj-bail-reform-
law/94820698/

& See page 25-26: https://www.aclu.org/report/evaluation-current-and-future-los-angeles-county-jail-population
This report has been criticized as being prior to Proposition 47, but 47 ratcheted down many felonies which should
have had the effect of increasing the risk and average criminal history profile of the defendants held in California’s
jails. '

7 http://www.ppic.org/main/publication show.asp?i=1061

& http://www.bscc.ca.gov/downloads/4Q15%20JP5%20Full%20Report%206.24.16.pdf
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$129 million annually).” Of course, savings at these levels mean that the Proposition saved as
little as 4% and as much as 32% of what was originally forecast in terms of jail cost savings.'°

Thus, net of the savings, these bills will likely cost California somewhere between $1.27
and $3.8 billion annually.

II. Specific Cost Drivers

1. Loss of Premium Tax Revenue—this legislation allows for unsecured and 10%
bails that will virtually eliminate bail agents. In addition, the court is required to
find that a defendant has a “present ability to pay” and that it will not create
“substantial harship” prior to imposing a monetary bail. Defendants who are
unable to post a bond and even those for whom a bond is posted do not
themselves have the present ability to pay, and thus the use of bail will almost
completely go away. It also put many other hurdles to the imposition of financial
conditions of bail. Bail surety insurers pay annual premium tax to the State of
California that will be lost.

2. Loss of tax revenue from bail agents. All taxes paid by bail agents to state and
local governments will be eliminated when they are eliminated.

3. Forfeiture revenues and other filing fees to local governments and the State—
when bail bonds are forfeited, state and local governments are compensated for
that. All forfeiture revenue will be lost from the current use of surety bonds. The
state will not collect unsecured bails or 10% to the Court bails when they forfeit.
The City of Philadelphia was owed over $1 billion in uncollected 10% to the
Court forfeited bails. If the State is otherwise required to collect, there will need
to be an increase in resources to civilly collect this bail debt.

4. Elimination or dramatic reduction in funding to the California Department of
Insurance for enforcing laws related to bail licensing.

5. Everyone who bails out or released today without having to see a judge will spend
up to two days in jail prior to seeing a judge. For all who would have been out of
jail anyway, this will mean an increase in jail time for a large class of offenders.
This will severely offset any jail savings.

6. Section 7 repeals bail schedules in California. This means all bails in California
will have to be set by a judge in open court and courts will not be permitted to
pre-set bails to facilitate the speedy release of persons from jail. This will also
mean a prosecutor must review the case including the risk assessment, and
potentially present evidence in favor of a certain bail or set of conditions. Public
Defenders will be needed to make bail arguments in all cases whatsoever. The
Legislature is designating bail setting as a “subordinate” judicial duty, but the
Courts will still have to hire any number of Court Commissioners to handle the

S http://www.lao.ca.gov/Reports/2016/3352/fiscal-impacts-prop47-021216.pdf
10 hitp://www.cjcj.org/uploads/cici/documents/proposition 47 county estimates.pdf
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hearings (in their discretion). There are roughly 500,000 felony arrests and
rougth 760,000 misdemeanor arrests a year.!! The vast majority of misdemeanor
defendants are released in California without having to post bail. There are
certainly in-court appearances required in some cases now, e.g., violent felonies,
that will not be additional. Yet this should be likely to cause, on the numbers, a
substantial number of court hearings required statewide at cost that could be
partially informed by the workload model of the Judicial Council. Of course, as
noted elsewhere the individualized bail hearings will be much more labor
intensive than the hearing required today. It will be difficult to isolate which bails
were posted as a result of a bail schedule and which were later posted after a court
set a bail. The vast, vast majority of such bails that were posted were probably set
by a schedule and will now require a hearing. Also, it is assumed that defendants
will need to be represented by council to advocate for their bail since they do not
get a bail until these hearings occur.

7. Section 8 requires risk assessments to be used in a large percentage of cases
(unknown) prior to a hearing to set bail. Local governments will have to hire staff
to operate the risk assessment. Even the Arnold Foundation tool is staff intensive,
requiring a person to plug the information into the tool, verify the information,
and then prepare the report and deliver the report and recommendation to the
Court.

8. Section 14 requires a judge who is not following the recommendation of the risk
assessment to put the reasons for such deviation in the order. Section 15 then
requires findings of fact and a statement of reasons as to why the court deviated.
This means evidence will have to be presented in all cases whatsoever when the
judge disagrees with the county pretrial agency or if there are particular disputes
of facts. If a prosecutor or defense attorney wants a deviation from the report,
they will have to put on evidence in all such cases in order to stop a release on a
release agreement. There will be costs to prepare for these hearings and to ’
conduct them properly.

9. Section 15 makes all nonmonetary release conditions free for all defendants. This
means the entire costs of creating the pretrial agencies in each county, the costs of
supervision, the costs of risk assessments, the costs of check-ins, the costs of
“transportation assistance,” court reminder services, GPS units, drug screening,
ankle-monitors, house arrest, substance abuse treatment, etc. will all be borne by
county governments. Judges, being unconstrained from having to consider the
costs to be borne by a county government or defendant, will be highly likely to
order the supervision in addition to a litany of other services, to all defendants
released. This is the intent and design of the program—to replace monetary
conditions of bail with non-monetary conditions. Some assumption will have to

1 https://oag.ca.gov/crime/cjsc/stats/arrests




10.

11.

12.

be made based on the current costs, and then extrapolated based on the number of
defendants. Some baskets of pretrial nonmonetary assessments on single
defendants can be as high as $500 per month while on pretrial supervision and
other conditions. In addition, a judge will order transportation assistance and each
pretrial agency will have to install a robo-call court reminder system or make the
reminder calls in person. Further, these services will be used not just on those
who will get released under the new system, these services will be imposed
because on all of those who would have been released on bail but are now
instead released on a promise to appear because the additional services and
conditions are free. Private companies will then seek contracts with local
jurisdictions to do the GPS monitoring and other services, and staff will likely
coordinate the cases as in parole or probation. ‘

Section 27 requires each county to create a pretrial services agency, and specifies
the required duties. When a court imposes a non-monetary condition, the county
agency is required to implement that. This section also says the county pretrial
agencies are responsible for referrals to medical and legal services and that they
are also to coordinate services amongst non-profit agencies. This also includes
the requirement of annual reporting.

Section 27 in requiring each county to create a pretrial services agency begs the
question of whether such counties will now be able to seek reimbursement for the
costs of their existing pretrial program since, while it was optional to create one
prior to the law, it is no longer optional under state law to have one in operation
that meets the standards of the law. Thus, these costs should be added to the total
costs of the law, not subtracted, otherwise counties who currently have a pretrial
program will be penalized and those that do not will get one for free. This will
obviously be a point of law regarding this as an unfunded mandate: whether a
county should be locked-in to a current level service at a particular time.

Section 28 creates the , which is the State Agency that supervises and
regulates the work of the county pretrial agencies. The costs of such agency
should be quite large given the robust tasks the agency is being required to
perform. The agency will have to prepare the budget, develop a statewide risk
assessment process, study new risk assessment processes, review and analyze data
and provide reports, provide technical and legal assistance, develop standards, and
serve as an investigator as to any allegations of racial disparities in pretrial
release, and be the statewide training agency on pretrial release issues for all
stakeholders in the criminal justice system in order to implement the program.
This will be akin to creating a state probation or parole department. Bail agents
have roughly 300,000 people out on bail at any time, most of whom had to post a
bail because they were high risk and charged with felonies. All of these will have
to be handled by the programs in addition to any additional released from jails



(the population from where savings may accrue). In fact, the total probation
caseload statewide was 263,531 in 2015, at a budget of $1.5 billion.'? This may

- be a good analogy in terms of population who will be monitored and the numbers
since 83.9 percent of the 263,531 persons on probation are on probation for a
felony.

13. Technology and other infrastructure needs. In New Jersey there was needed
major improvements in court technology to be able to process this many people
quickly. It is still not clear that they achieved said goal. Nonetheless, that
required a major investment. What we have also discovered is that there are
significant gaps in the quality of criminal history information used to inform the
risk assessments tools that will require significant investment to guarantee their
accuracy and will continue to require significant staff time to make sure the
criminal history information is accurate. One report indicated that only 60% of
criminal convictions were captured in 21 states in the National Crime Information
Center.

2 hitp://www.ppic.org/main/publication_show.asp?i=1173
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Alliance of California Judges

May 9, 2017

The Honorable Rob Bonta
Member of the State Assembly
State Capitol, Room 2148
Sacramento, CA 95814

Re: Assembly Bill 42

Dear Assemblymember Bonta:

As President of the Alliance of California Judges, a group of more than
500 judges and retired judges from across the state, | write to express

our strong opposition to Assembly Bill 42 and Senate Bill 10, bills that
would radically alter the current bail system.

Our member judges make thousands of rulings on bail issues every day.

We recognize that not everyone has the ability to post bail pending trial.
We address that concern by adjusting bail amounts and releasing
defendants on their own recognizance or on pretrial release under
appropriate circumstances. We know that our current bail system needs
further reform. But the proposals contained in these bills are simply too

drastic, and the effects on public safety and court congestion could be
catastrophic.

We note at the outset that these bills run counter to the letter and the
spirit of the California Constitution as amended by Proposition 8, the

Victim's Bill of Rights, which passed with 83 percent of the popular vote in
1982. Prop 8, which the Legislature voted, with only one dissenting vote,

to put on the ballot, added the following language to Article I, § 12:

“In fixing the amount of bail, the court shall take into
consideration the seriousness of the offense charged, the
previous criminal record of the defendant, and the probability
of his or her appearing at the trial or hearing of the case.”
[Emphasis added.]

If that constitutional mandate weren'’t clear enough, the voters passed
Proposition 9, “Marsy’s Law,” in 2008. Prop 9 added the following
language regarding bail to Article |, § 28 of the Constitution:

“In setting, reducing or denying bail, the judge or magistrate shall

take into consideration the protection of the public, the safety of
the victim, the seriousness of the offense charged, the previous

1817 Capitol Avenue - Sacramento, CA 95811 - www.allianceofcaliforniajudges.com
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criminal record of the defendant, and the probability of his or her
appearing at the trial or hearing of the case. Public safety and
the safety of the victim shall be the primary considerations.

“A person may be released on his or her own recognizance in
the court's discretion, subject to the same factors considered in
setting bail.” [Emphasis added.]

The proposed bills strip judges of the authority to set bail in the majority
of cases, and they substitute a different set of priorities for judges to
follow in those cases for which they could still set bail. This new vision for
bail cannot be reconciled with the Victim's Bill of Rights and Marsy's Law
in our state constitution.

We highlight just a few of the other serious concerns we have with these
two bills:

*  The bills would heighten the risk to public safety. Those arrested
for selling drugs, committing identity theft, vandalizing homes and
businesses, stealing huge sums of money, or burglarizing dozens of
businesses would all presumptively be granted pretrial release—without
having to appear before a judge, post bail or submit to any conditions
upon release. These bills also inexplicably exclude residential burglary
from the list of crimes for which arrestees are not to be considered for
release without judicial authorization.

*  These proposals would create more congestion in our busiest
courts. Under the proposed legislation, judges in most cases could set
bail or impose pretrial release conditions such as electronic monitoring
only after a hearing. We can expect that prosecutors will be requesting
lots of these hearings. Our arraignment courts—already the busiest
courts in the entire judicial system—would become completely clogged
with bail hearings.

* The bills completely upend the way in which we handle arrest
warrants, to the detriment of the court system and the arrestees
themselves. By eliminating the judge's ability to set a bail amount when
issuing a warrant, the proposed legislation virtually ensures that wanted
suspects will not be brought to justice in a timely manner, if at all.
Moreover, those arrested on warrants could not be released until a judge
makes an individualized ruling that considers the arrestee’s ability to pay.
Arrestees who might otherwise simply pay their bail and be released from
custody will instead languish until their cases can be heard.
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*  The bills place an undue—and wholly unrealistic—burden on
the prosecution. The bills would require in some cases that the
prosecuting agency be prepared for a contested hearing with live witness
testimony in less than 24 hours, at risk of a dangerous felon being set
free. The bills also create a presumption of release pending trial that law
enforcement will seldom be able to rebut within the timelines
contemplated by the bill, even when the court is faced with a violent
criminal facing serious felony charges.

«  The bills inject the concept of the presumption of innocence
into a context in which it simply doesn’t belong. The proposed
legislation would require judges to consider the presumption of innocence
in making pretrial release decisions. This provision makes no sense.
While the presumption of innocence is at the heart of our criminal justice
system, it's a concept that applies at trial, not in the context of rulings on
bail. Both the United States and California Supreme Courts have long
maintained that the presumption of innocence “has no application to a
determination of the rights of a pretrial detainee during confinement
before his trial has even begun." (Bell v. Wolfish (1979) 441 U.S. 520,
533; see also In re York (1995) 9 Cal.4th 1133, 1148.)

AB 42 and SB 10 are well-intended attempts to address the fact that the
bail system affects persons of differing income levels differently. But
nearly every county now has a pretrial services division in place to screen
defendants and recommend their release on appropriate conditions,
without bail, when doing so does not pose a serious danger to the public
or a significant risk of non-appearance. A bill mandating a pretrial release .
program in every county, and perhaps providing some limited funding for
that purpose, would be a sensible response to the problem. These twin
bills go way too far, and their effect would be a near shutdown of the
court system and a serious risk to public safety. We urge that these
proposals be reconsidered and substantially amended.

Sincerely.

., A ==Y

Hon. Steve White
President

cc: ACJ Board of Directors
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Bail Reform Will Imperil California's Justice
System

By Quentin Kopp

Law360, New York (May 10, 2017, 11:53 AM EDT) -~ With some
exceptions, a criminal defendant in the state of California has a right
to be released on bail by sufficient sureties. (Cal. Const., art. I,
§812, 28, subd. (e).) Every year more than 300,000 defendants
choose to be released on bail in California. However, two bills seek
to take this constitutional right away from defendants and replace it
with an expensive and onerous pretrial release system.

Assembly Bill 42 and its companion legislation, Senate Bill 10, will
abolish the current bail system and instead provide that: “Upon
arrest and booking into a county jail, the pretrial services agency
shall conduct a pretrial assessment on the person and prepare a Quentin Kopp
report that contains recommendations for whether the person

should be released without conditions or with the least restrictive condition or conditions.”

The bills also repeal Penal Code §815a, thereby eliminating the ability of a judge to set bail
when issuing an arrest warrant. Failing to appear for court or violation of other terms of a
defendant’s pretrial release will be a matter of mere civil contempt.

The bills further require a judge to release a defendant on a signed promise to appear,
even if the pretrial services agency has failed to furnish a pretrial report to the judge
indicating the likelihood the defendant will appear for future court proceedings or whether
the defendant is a danger to public safety.

Shifting more than 300,000 defendants from privately funded bail to taxpayer-funded
pretrial release programs will undoubtedly strain California’s already underfunded court
system.

Penal Code §825 requires that defendants in custody be arraigned in court within 48 hours
of arrest. Since these bills repeal the bail schedule, the courts, and district attorney and
public defender offices, will have to deal with 300,000 additional arraignments within 48
hours of arrest. '

Furthermore, these bills require that if the arrest occurs on a Wednesday and Wednesday
is a court holiday, the defendant shall be arraigned no later than Friday, and if Friday is a
court holiday, the defendant must be arraigned no later than Thursday.

This will require the district attorney to review the police reports and make charging

decisions within 24 hours of the defendant’s arrest. Many mare prosecutors and their
support staff will need to be hired to perform this requirement.

httne: /fararor law 360 com/articles/922265/mrint?section=california 5/11/2017
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The bills” authors ignore the fact that judges hold hearings after arraignment of a
defendant which includes sworn testimony, oral arguments by prosecution and defense
attorney and judicial fact-finding on whether a defendant should be released without bail
(i.e., on his or her own recognizance).

No new bureaucracy must be created (as the authors would do) for judges to be such fact-
finders. These bills demonstrate lack of fundamental knowledge of our criminal justice
courts and existing practices.

California Jail Population

The majority of people in jail, pending trial, are in jail because of non-financial reasons.
They are either serving a sentence on another case, subject to a probation or parole
violation or facing an immigration or arrest warrant retention.

In a 2012 study of the Los Angeles County jail system by the American Civil Liberties
Union, the ACLU found that 87 percent of individuals who were in jail pending trial and
unable to be released on bail were due to “non-financial holds.”

County and Judicial Costs

In 2015, there were 1.1 million adults arrested in California. AB42 and SB10 contains an
unfunded mandate requiring every county to establish a pretrial services agency that will
have enough new employees and other resources to evaluate and prepare a pretrial risk
assessment report for every defendant arrested, with certain exceptions.

Because this is an unfunded mandate, the pretrial services agency will suppress funding
for other county programs and agencies like the district attorney’s office, the public
defender’s office, the sheriff's office and mental health services,

Recently, New Jersey adopted a similar bail program, and its three-month old program is
already estimated to cost over $450 million. AB42 and SB10 are based on the District of
Columbia pretrial release system, which costs $65.2 million a year. It is important to note
that New Jersey has a quarter of California’s population (39 million) and the population of
D.C. is only 670,000 people. If the D.C. system were used to serve California’s population
it would cost $3.78 billion per year.

In addition to the cost associated with running a seven-day-a-week “pretrial system,”
there is also the cost of monitoring hundreds of thousands of defendants who will be
released onto tne streets, the cost to the courts when a defendant fails to appear, and the
cost of finding and arresting those who fail to appear.

A University of Texas study found the cost to the courts of each failure to appear in Dallas
County was $1,775.00. (Morris, Robert G., "Pretrial Release Mechanisms in Dallas County,
Texas: Differences in Failure to Appear, Recidivism/Pretrial Misconduct, and Associated
Costs of FTA,” The University of Texas at Dallas (2013), p. 2-3).

The California legislation's sponsors claim that *[t]he savings from holding fewer people in
jail would more than cover the cost” of their proposed “pretrial service agency"; however,
the savings are based on an erroneous assumption that 63 percent of defendants are in
jail because they cannot afford bail.

In reality, most of these pretrial defendants are not eligible for bail or these bills' pretrial
release programs because they have "holds" from other agencies or are serving a sentence
for a previous conviction. The true number of pretrial defendants eligible for pretrial
release is closer to 13 percent, according to the 2012 American Civil Liberties Union study

https://www.law360.com/articles/922265/print?section=california 5/11/2017
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of the Los Angeles County Jail system,

Many such defendants are released through the current bail system. Therefore, the
authors' claimed savings will not materialize, but the state and counties will be stuck with
the high new costs of implementing their legislation.

California’s courts have already faced severe financial decreases over the past decade. The
failure of adequate funding to cover costs has had a direct adverse effect on the public —
longer wait times, reduced court hours and the closing of branch courthouses.

Governor Brown'’s proposed 2017-18 state budget allocates $2.79 billion to support trial
court operations, yet our courts need an additional $158.5 million just to preserve existing
service levels. By most conservative estimates, these bills will cost the state and counties
an additional $2 billion to $4 billion each year.

AB42 and SB10 are Unconstitutional

These bills violate the defendant’s right to bail by sufficient sureties, which, as noted
above, is guaranteed by the California Constitution. Bail by sufficient sureties means a
defendant must have the option to secure release through a bail bond posted by a
commercial surety.

Several other high courts have considered identical phrasing in their state constitutions
and have reached the same conclusion. State v, Barton 181 Wn.2d 148 (2014); State ex
rel. Sylvester v. Neal, 140 Ohio St.3d 47, 2014-0hio-2926; State v. Parker, 546 So.2d
186, 186 (La.1989); State v. Golden, 546 So.2d 501, 503 (La. Ct. App 1989); State v.

- Brooks, 604 N.W.2d 345, 352-53 (Minn.2000); State ex rel. Jones v. Hendon, 66 Ohio
St.3d 115, 609 N.E.2d 541, 544 (1993)).

This legislation will force 300,000 defendants who can afford bail to sit in jail or to agree to
onerous pretrial release conditions in order to be released.

Former United States Solicitor General Paul D. Clement commented last year on proposed
changes to bail procedures in Maryland as follows:

[E]liminating bail as a meaningful option, as this bill does, and substituting an
invasive pretrial program which includes conditions like mandatory drug testing, GPS
monitoring and onerous reporting requirements, would raise serious constitutional
concerns, which are exacerbated if violations of pretrial conditions would create
additional criminal exposure for the accused.

The Ninth Circuit has held that, in some circumstances, such pretrial release
conditions are unconstitutional. In United States v. Scott, 450 F.3d 863, 874 (9th
Cir. 2005), the defendant agreed to submit to home searches and drug testing in
order to obtain pretrial release. But when law enforcement conducted a home search
and drug test of the defendant, the Ninth Circuit suppressed the results because
these searches could not pass Fourth Amendment muster ‘under any of the three
[relevant] approaches: consent, special needs or totality of the circumstances.’ Id.

As an individual merely accused of a crime and presumed innocent, the defendant
maintained Fourth Amendment rights that the government could not violate. Even
the defendant’s consent to the conditions of pretrial release could not render those
conditions constitutionally legitimate because the government cannot impose
‘unconstitutional conditions’ in exchange for government benefits. Id. at 866 (citing
Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994)).”

(Comments on Proposed Changes to Maryland Bail Procedures (Dec. 21, 2016).)

httns://www.law360.com/articles/922265/print?section=california 5/11/2017
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Pretrial Services Have a Poor Performance Record

According to "Not in it for Justice" by Human Rights Watch, Alameda County's pretrial
services unit does a very poor job of locating and rearresting defendants released on their
own recognizance, meaning without bail.

Human Rights Watch analyzed Alameda County Jail data for 2014 and 2015. During that
time, 12,166 defendants were released on bail from jail after being in for a median of one
day, while the 3,848 defendants released on OR spent a median of four days in jail and
Alameda County's pretrial services unit only had to process one-third the number of
defendants as those released on bail.

This is the system AB42 and SB10 would institute in all of California’s 58 counties, where
taxpayer-funded pretrial services will process one-third the number of defendants who
spend four times longer in custody than under the current privately-funded bail system. It
is irrational and dangerous.

Quentin L. Kopp is a retired San Mateo Superior Court Judge who served 12 years in the
California State Senate and 15 years on the San Francisco County Board of Supervisors.
He tried criminal and civil cases from 1956 until 1998. He lives and practices law in San
Francisco.

The opinions expressed are those of the author(s) and do not necessarily reflect the views
of the firm, its clients, or Portfolio Media Inc., or any of its or their respective affiliates.
This article is for general information purposes and is not intended to be and should not be
taken as legal advice.

All Content © 2003-2017, Portfolio Media, Inc.
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April 11,2017

The Honorable Rob Bonta
California State Assembly
State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: AB 42 — Oppose
Dear Assemblyman Bonta:

On behalf of the California District Attorneys Association (CDAA), I regret to
inform you that we are opposed to your measure, AB 42. This bill would
dismantle California’s longstanding bail system, replacing it with a costly and
cumbersome alternative that we believe will have a negative impact on public
safety. While we agree that California’s bail system should be reviewed and
opportunities for thoughtful improvement identified, this bill simply goes too far,
too fast.

As you know, Chief Justice Tani Cantil-Sakauye has put together a Pretrial
Detention Reform Work Group to study current pretrial detention practices and
provide recommendations for potential reforms. This work group is expected to
report back to the Chief Justice with recommendations by December 2017. In
light of that timeline, we believe that any legislative efforts to repeal and replace -
the current bail system are premature.

California’s current pretrial release procedures help to ensure that dangerous
defendants are not released to commit new crimes and harm victims and
witnesses before trial. Under these procedures, the court already has wide
discretion to release a defendant on his or her own recognizance, or to reduce bail
for defendants that do not pose such risks. Whatever the deficiencies in the
current system, it hardly seems prudent to take it apart and start from scratch.

AB 42 focuses on the costs of incarceration and hardships to the defendant caused
by pretrial detention, but wholesale pretrial release has many other costs. When a
defendant fails to appear, there is no bail agent with motivation to go find the
defendant. The police have no additional resources to find and arrest defendants
who fail to appear — and even those who are apprehended after failing to appear
are only be subject to a maximum five-day flash incarceration, following a civil
contempt hearing.

There are also tremendous logistical problems with the proposed pretfial release
scheme. Under the bill, when Friday is a court holiday, a Wednesday arrestee
must be charged by Thursday. So, when someone is arrested on Wednesday at
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11:00 p.m., the police must complete reports, present them to the district attorney on Thursday,
and expect the district attorney to make a careful charging decision in time for an afternoon court
arraignment. This compressed timeline will undoubtedly result in the release of dangerous
individuals.

Even when given a full two days before arraignment, AB 42 makes it extremely onerous to
achieve pretrial detention for dangerous defendants. The district attorney must file a written
motion at arraignment, containing myriad required allegations, and be expected to prove those
allegations in a contested hearing — all of this within 48 hours of the arrest. The existing bail
schedule system allows judges to exercise discretion to raise or lower bail for violent felons, in a
sensible period of time.

Changing the pretrial release system to address actual injustices is a laudable goal. However,
these changes should be careful and measured, particularly for offenses greater than
misdemeanors and low-level felonies.

I greatly appreciate your consideration of our concerns. If you would like to discuss these issues
further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

A=

Sean Hoffman
Director of Legislation
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The Honorable Robert Hertzberg
California State Senate

State Capitol

Sacramento, CA 95814

RE: SB 10 — Oppose
Dear Senator Hertzberg:

On behalf of the California District Attorneys Association (CDAA), I regret to
inform you that we are opposed to your measure, SB 10. This bill would
dismantle California’s longstanding bail system, replacing it with a costly and
cumbersome alternative that we believe will have a negative impact on public
safety. While we agree that California’s bail system should be reviewed and
opportunities for thoughtful improvement identified, this bill simply goes too far,
too fast.

As you know, Chief Justice Tani Cantil-Sakauye has put together a Pretrial
Detention Reform Work Group to study current pretrial detention practices and
provide recommendations for potential reforms. This work group is expected to
report back to the Chief Justice with recommendations by December 2017. In
light of that timeline, we believe that any legislative efforts to repeal and replace
the current bail system are premature.

California’s current pretrial release procedures help to ensure that dangerous
defendants are not released to commit new crimes and harm victims and
witnesses before trial. Under these procedures, the court already has wide
discretion to release a defendant on his or her own recognizance, or to reduce bail
for defendants that do not pose such risks. Whatever the deficiencies in the
current system, it hardly seems prudent to take it apart and start from scratch.

SB 10 focuses on the costs of incarceration and hardships to the defendant caused
by pretrial detention, but wholesale pretrial release has many other costs. When a
defendant fails to appear, there is no bail agent with motivation to go find the
defendant. The police have no additional resources to find and arrest defendants
who fail to appear — and even those who are apprehended after failing to appear
are only be subject to a maximum five-day flash incarceration, following a civil
contempt hearing.

There are also tremendous logistical problems with the proposed pretrial release
scheme. Under the bill, when Friday is a court holiday, a Wednesday arrestee
must be charged by Thursday. So, when someone is arrested on Wednesday at
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11:00 p.m., the police must complete reports, present them to the district attorney on Thursday,
and expect the district attorney to make a careful charging decision in time for an afternoon court
arraignment. This compressed timeline will undoubtedly result in the release of dangerous
individuals.

Even when given a full two days before arraignment, SB 10 makes it extremely onerous to
achieve pretrial detention for dangerous defendants. The district attorney must file a written
motion at arraignment, containing myriad required allegations, and be expected to prove those
allegations in a contested hearing — all of this within 48 hours of the arrest. The existing bail
schedule system allows judges to exercise discretion to raise or lower bail for violent felons, in a
sensible period of time.

Changing the pretrial release system to address actual injustices is a laudable goal. However,
these changes should be careful and measured, particularly for offenses greater than
misdemeanors and low-level felonies.

I greatly appreciate your consideration of our concerns. If you would like to discuss these issues
further, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Very truly yours,

A=

Sean Hoffman
Director of Legislation
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Assemblymember Rob Bonta : Position: Opposed

California State Assembly

State Capitol Building Location: Assembly Public Safety Committee
Sacramento, CA 95814 :

RE: AB 42 (Bonta) Bail: pretrial release (As Amended March 27, 2017)
Dear Assemblymember Bonta:

The Golden State Bail Agents Association (GSBAA) is a trade association representing the California bail industry.
The purpose of the association is to promote the understanding of the bail industry’s important role in California’s
criminal justice system and to protect the rights of its members. The Association is headquartered in Sacramento,
California, but has members throughout California.

e This bill will cost taxpayers more than $3.8 billion per year. The current bail system operates at no cost to
taxpayers. On the other hand, the costs of the pretrial system proposed in this bill this will be enormous.
According to the California Attorney General’s Office, there were 1,086,889 adults arrested in California in
2015.! This bill mandates that each county create a pretrial services agency that will have enough staff and
other resources to evaluate and prepare a timely pretrial risk assessment report for every defendant arrested,
with certain exceptions. The cost of evaluating and preparing a timely pretrial risk assessment report for each
of these defendants will be unaffordable.

This bill is based on the pretrial detention system in use in Washington, D.C. The annual budget for the D.C.,
system is $65 million for a district with a population of only 600,000. Extrapolated on a per population basis,
such a system would cost more than $3.8 billion per year to implement in California.?

o This bill will cause the incarceration of more pretrial defendants because it eliminates the bail schedule.
Most counties do not have pretrial services agencies in place and the bail schedule is the only mechanism for
recently arrested defendants to get released from jail before their arraignment. Therefore, defendants that
could have bailed out of custody under the bail schedule will sit in jail for 48 hours or longer awaiting
arraignment.

o  This bill is unconstitutional. This bill violates the defendant’s right to bail by sufficient sureties which is
guaranteed by the California Constitution.? Bail by sufficient sureties means the defendant must have the
option to secure release through monetary bail. Several other jurisdictions have considered identical phrasing

! Harris, Kamala D., “Crime in California 2015” p.16. Available at:
https://oag.ca.gov/sites/all/files/agweb/pdfs/cjsc/publications/candd/cd15/cd15.pdf?

2 Pretrial Services Agency for the District of Columbia, Congressional Budget Justification and Performance Budget Request
Fiscal Year 2017 (February 2016), p. 6, Available at:
http://www.psa.gov/sites/default/files/FY2017%20PSA%20Congressional %20Budget%20Submission.pdf

3 Cal.Const.Art. 1, §12
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in their state constitutions and have reached the same conclusion. This bill will force defendants that could
afford bail to sit in jail or to agree to onerous pretrial release conditions to get released.

Eliminating bail as a meaningful option, as this bill does, and substituting an invasive pretrial program which
includes conditions like mandatory drug testing, GPS monitoring and onerous reporting requirements, would
raise serious constitutional concerns, which are exacerbated if violations of pretrial conditions would create
additional criminal exposure for-the accused. The Ninth Circuit has held that, in some circumstances, such
pretrial release conditions are unconstitutional, In United States v. Scott, 450 F.3d 863, 874 (9th Cir, 2005), the
defendant agreed to submit to home searches and drug testing in order to obtain pretrial release. But when law
enforcement conducted a home search and drug test of the defendant, the Ninth Circuit suppressed the results
because these searches could not pass Fourth Amendment muster “under any of the three [relevant]
approaches: consent, special needs[,] or totality of the circumstances.” Id. As an individual merely accused of a
crime and presumed innocent, the defendant maintained Fourth Amendment rights that the government could
not violate. Even the defendant’s consent to the conditions of pretrial release could not render those conditions
constitutionally legitimate because the government cannot impose “‘unconstitutional conditions” in exchange
for government benefits. Id. at 866 (citing Dolan v. City of Tigard, 512 U.S. 374 (1994)).

Criminal risk assessments have numerous problems including discriminating against black defendants.
This bill mistakenly assumes that criminal risk assessment reports are somehow better than bail, but these
reports have been widely criticized for discriminating against black defendants.> San Francisco recently
adopted the Arnold Foundation’s criminal risk assessment, This risk assessment tool was harshly criticized as
unfair and racially discriminatory by San Francisco Public Defender Jeff Adachi:

Even the data-driven part of the tool is suspect The algorithm
inexplicably considers a person with 10 felony convictions to be
lower risk than a person with a single felony and a single
misdemeanor.®

However, bail agencies reduce discrimination against women and minorities because more than half of the bail
agencies in California are small businesses owned by women and minorities. These agencies facilitate the
posting of bail and subsequent release from jail for many that could not otherwise afford to post bail. They do
so at a small fraction of the full bail amount. And, “[m]arket conditions among [bail agencies]} may actually
reduce discrimination against poor and middle-class defendants.” While a judge’s setting of bail may create an
invidious discriminatory affect upon a defendant, “competition among [bail agencies] serves to lessen the
impact of that judicial discrimination.””

Furthermore, in the parole context, the California Inspector General found:

The automated California Risk Assessment (CSRA) instrument
inaccurately assesses a number of offenders; (2) the automated CSRA
instrument uses incomplete conviction data; (3) the automated CSRA
instrument inconsistently applies juvenile data when calculating

4 State v. Barton 181 Wn.2d 148 (2014); State ex rel. Sylvester v. Neal, 140 Ohio St.3d 47, 2014-Ohio-2926; State v. Parker,
546 So0.2d 186, 186 (La.1989); State v. Golden, 546 So.2d 501, 503 (La. Ct. App 1989); State v. Brooks, 604 N.W.2d 345,
352-53 (Minn.2000); State ex rel. Jones v. Hen don, 66 Ohio St.3d 115, 609 N.E.2d 541, 544 (1993).

5 Angwin, J., Larson, J., Mattu, S., & Kirchner, L. (2016). Machine Bias. There is software that is used across the county to
predict future criminals. And it is biased against blacks. Available at: https://www.propublica.org/article/machine-bias-risk-
assessments-in-criminal-sentencing,

6 Adachi, Jeff, Daily Journal, “Bail algorithm falters on its promise” (August 18, 2016), Available at:
https://dailyjournal.com/public/PubMain.cfm.

7 Ayres, Ian & Waldfogel, Joel, A Market Test for Discrimination in Bail Setting, (1994) 46 Stan. L. Rev. 987, 1047,
Available at: http://digitalcommons.law.yale.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=2526&context=fss_papers.
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risk asgsessment scores; and (4) CDCR's initial policy regarding
juveniles convicted of serious or violent felonies was incorrect.®

No proof that pretrial release programs have better outcomes than bail. No studies published in peer
reviewed journals have shown that pretrial release programs have higher appearance rates than commercial
bail or that they have better public safety outcomes in an apples-to-apples comparison of the same risk class of
defendant,

However, professor Alex Taborrok, a highly respected economist, along with Eric Helland published a report
in the University of Chicago’s prestigious peer reviewed Journal of Law and Economics that focused on the
difference in effectiveness between public law enforcement and what they termed “private law enforcement” in
returning fugitives to justice. Professors Tabarrok and Helland use the term private law enforcement to
describe bail agents responsible for returning absconded defendants to court. The authors conclude that
“|d]efendants released on surety bond are 28 percent less likely to fail to appear than similar defendants
released on their own recognizance, and if they do fail to appear, they are 53 percent less likely to remain at
large for extended periods of time.’

It costs $1,775 each time a defendant fails to appear in court. Professor Robert G. Morris of the University
of Texas, Dallas conducted a study comparing different pretrial release mechanisms and the differences in
failure to appear, recidivism/pretrial misconduct, and associated costs. Professor Morris found that “when
comparing similarly situated defendants’ probability of FTA for all case types, defendants released via a
commercial bond were significantly and substantively less likely to fail to appear in court...” He then
calculated the system-wide cost savings of fewer failures to appear. Using the assumption that the public cost
per failure to appear was $1,775, Morris concluded that using surety bond releases saved Dallas County over
$11.1 million.!?

For the reasons stated above, we request your no vote on this bill.

Sincerely,

Greg “Topo” Padilla
President

cC:

Mr. Daniel Seeman, Deputy Legislative Secretary, Governor’s Office
Ms. Sandy Uribe, Consultant, Assembly Public Safety Committee
Mr. Gary Olson, Consultant, Assembly Republican Caucus

Ms. Kathryn Lynch, Legislative Advocate

Golden State Bail Agents Association

8 Office of the Inspector General, Special Report: California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation's Supervision of
John Gardner (2010, June), p.1. Available at:
http://www.oig.ca.gov/media/reports/ ARCHIVE/BOI/Special %20Report%200n%20CDCRs%20Supervision%200f%20John
%20Gardner.pdf ‘
® Helland and Tabarrok, “The Fugitive: Evidence on Public Versus Private Law Enforcement from Bail Jumping”

(2004) 47 J.L. & Econ. 93, 118, Available at: https://mason.gmu.edu/~atabarro/PublicvsPrivate.pdf.

10 Morris, Robert G., “Pretrial Release Mechanisms in Dallas County, Texas: Differences in Failure to Appear,
Recidivism/Pretrial Misconduct, and Associated Costs of FTA,” The University of Texas at Dallas (2013), p. 2-3, Available
at: https://www.utdallas.edu/epps/ccjs/dl/Dallas%20Pretrial%20Release%20R eport%20-FINAL%20Jan%202013c¢.pdf.
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May 8, 2017
TO: STATE, CITY AND LOCAL OFFICIALS

NOTIFICATION OF PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY’S JOINT UTILITIES
APPLICATION FOR APPROVAL OF THE PORTFOLIO ALLOCATION METHODOLOGY FOR
ALL CUSTOMERS (A.17-04-018)

Summary

On April 25, 2017, Pacific Gas and Electric Company (PG&E) jointly filed an application with the California Public Utilities
Commission (CPUC) along with Southern California Edison Company (SCE) and San Diego Gas & Electric Company
(SDG&E) (Joint Utilities) for approval to put into effect the Portfolio Allocation Methodology (PAM). The application
proposes a hew methodology for electric generation costs and benefits to all customers. If approved, this application will
not change the overall amount of revenues collected from PG&E customers. However, this request will eventually impact
rates for certain PG&E customer classes. The timing and impact to rates have not been determined at this time.

About the application

The current methodology distributes the purchase costs of certain energy producing resources among all utility
customers. This includes those who leave bundled service to receive electricity from an alternative provider (for example,
an Electric Service Provider or a Community Choice Aggregator). These customers, known as departing load customers,
currently pay these costs through a Power Charge Indifference Adjustment (PCIA) and a Competition Transition Charge
(CTC) as part of their rates. Under PAM, the Joint Utilities propose that the current methodology for determining who is
assigned these costs be replaced Wlth a new methodology that would establish new Portfolio Allocation Charge (PAC)
and CTC rates.

Under PAM, all departing load and bundled service customers will pay an equitable portion of the actual market costs of
the utility's generation portfolio based on how much was purchased on their behalf. All of these customers will also be
assigned an equitable portion of the benefits associated with these resources. PAM will allocate these costs based on
actual market results to more effectively protect customers from cost increases or shifts as a result of departing load.

If the CPUC approves this application, electric rates for certain customer classes will be impacted. However, the overall
amount of revenues collected from PG&E customers for these generation resources will not change. The timing and
magnitude of changes to certain customer classes are not currently known, as PAM is not expected to be implemented
until 2019, at the earliest. Rate changes will be implemented through future ratemaking proceedings and detailed rate
impacts will be noticed at that time.

. How do I find out more ahout PG&E’s proposals?
If you have questions about the filing, please contact PG&E at 1-800-743-5000. For TDD/TTY (speech-hearing impaired),

call 1-800-652-4712. Para mas detalles llame al 1-800-660-6789 « F£1&55 2 E 1-800-893-9555. If you would like a copy
of PG&E's filing and exhibits, please write to PG&E at the address below:

Pacific Gas and Electric Company

2017 Portfolio Allocation Methodology (PAM) Application (A. 1 7-04-018)
P.O. Box 7442

San Francisco, CA 94120

A copy of PG&E'’s filing and exhibits is also available for review at the CPUC’s Central Files Office by appointment only.
For more information, contact aljcentralfilesid@cpuc.ca.gov or 1-415-703-2045. PG&E’s application (W|thout exhibits) is
available on the CPUC’s website at www.cpuc.ca.gov.

CPUC process »

This Application will be assigned to an Administrative Law Judge (Judge) who will determine how to receive evidence and
other related documents necessary for the CPUC to establish a record upon which to base its decision. Evidentiary
hearings may be held where parties will present their testimony and may be subject to cross-examination by other parties.
These evidentiary hearings are open to the public, but only those who are formal parties in the case can participate.
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After considering all proposals and evidence presented during the hearings, the assigned Judge will issue a proposed
- decision which may adopt PG&E'’s proposal, modify it or deny it. Any of the five CPUC Commissioners may sponsor an
alternate decision. The proposed decision, and any alternate decisions, will be discussed and voted upon at a scheduled
CPUC Voting Meeting. '

The Office of Ratepayer Advocates (ORA) may review this Application. ORA is the independent consumer advocate
within the CPUC with a legislative mandate to represent investor-cwned utility customers to obtain the lowest possible
rate for service consistent with reliable and safe service levels. ORA has a multi-disciplinary staff with expertise in
economics, finance, accounting and engineering. For more information about ORA, please call 1-415-703-1584, email
ora@cpuc.ca.gov or visit ORA’s website at www.ora.ca.gov.

Stay informed

If you would like to follow this proceeding, or any other issue, before the CPUC, you may use the CPUC’s free subscription
service. Sign up at: http:/lsubscribecpuc.cpuc.ca.gov/. If you would like to learn how you can participate in the
proceeding, have informal comments about the application, or have questions about the CPUC processes, you may
-access the CPUC’s Public Advisor Office (PAO) webpage at http://lconsumers.cpuc.ca.gov/pao/.

You may also contact the PAO as follows:
' Email:  public.advisor@cpuc.ca.gov
Mail: CPUC
Public Advisor’s Office
505 Van Ness Avenue
San Francisco, CA 94102 ‘
Call: 1-866-849-8390 (toil-free) or 1-415-703-2074
TTY: 1-866-836-7825 (toll-free) or 1-415-703-5282

If you are writing or emailing the PAO, please include the proceeding number (2017 Portfolio Allocation Methodology
(PAM) Application, A.17-04-018). All comments will be circulated to the Commissioners, the assigned Judge and
appropriate CPUC staff, and will become public record.



