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FILE NO. 170660 

PREPARED IN COMMITTEE 
1/17/2018 

MOTION NO. 

[Follow-Up Board Response - Civil Grand Jury Report - Accelerating SF Government 
Performance - Taking Accountability and Transparency to the Next Level] 

Motion responding to the Civil Grand Jury's request to provide a status update on the 

Board of Supervisor's response to Recommendation Nos. R2.2, R3.1, R4.1, R6, and RB 

contained in the 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report, entitled "Accelerating SF 

Government Performance -Taking Accountability and Transparency to the Nextlevel." 

8 WHEREAS, The 2016-2017 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury published a report, entitled 

9 "Accelerating SF Government Performance - Taking Accountability and Transparency to the 

10 Next Level" ("Report") on June 5, 2017; and 

11 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors' Government Audit and Oversight Committee 

12 ("GAO") conducted a public hearing to hear and respond to the Report on September 6, 2017; 

13 and, the Board of Supervisors adopted Resolution No. 338-17 on September 12, 2017 

14 reflecting the GAO responses to the Report; a copy of which is on file with the Cierk of the 

15 Board of Supervisors in File No. 170661; and 

16 WHEREAS, Recommendation No. R2.2 states: "Commencing in 2018, the Controller's 

17 Office should prepare quarterly updates of the PS framework, inclusive of: (i) Submission of 

18 the quarterly update to the Board of Supervisor's GAO Committee and the Office of the 

19 Mayor, inviting comment; and (ii) Posting the quarterly update on the PS website homepage, 

20 with comments from the Board of Supervisors and Office of the Mayor included for public 

21 reference;" and 

22 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors on September 12, 2017, responded in 

23 Resolution No. 338-17 that Recommendation No. R2.2 has not yet, but will be implemented in 

24 the future and the Government Audit and Oversight Committee will review the implementation 

25 

Government Audit and Oversight Committee 
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1 within six months from June 5, 2017; the Board will work on determining the correct reporting 

2 timeline for the performance indicators; and, be it; and 

3 WHEREAS, Recommendation No. R3.1 states: "In consultation with other SFG entities 

4 and community groups, the Office of the Controller should propose a narrowed set of PS 

5 indicators, likely not exceeding 30 total, by October 1, 2017; the Board of Supervisor's GAO 

6 Committee should be invited to comment on the revised indicators prior to submission to the 

7 Office of the Mayor for review and approval;" and 

8 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors on September 12, 2017, responded in 

9 Resolution No. 338-17 that Recommendation No. R3.1 has not yet, but will be implemented in 

1 O the future, and the Government Oversight and Audit Committee will review the implementation 

11 . within six months from June 5. 2017; The Board agrees with the recommendation in part, but 

12 would like to keep all the indicators and instead workwith the Controller's office to develop a 

13 narrower set of indicators; and 

14 WHEREAS, Recommendation No. R4.1 states: "The Mayor's Office should ensure that 

15 by January 1, 2018 every PS indicator has a linked goal, with all goals approved by the Mayor 

16 -these goals comprise the SFG's overarching annual operational plan;" and 

17 WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors on September 12, 2017, responded in 

18 Resolution No. 338-17 that Recommendation No .. R4.1 has not yet, but will be implemented in 

19 .the future and the Government Audit and Oversight Committee will review the implementation 

20 within six months from June 5, 2017; and 

21 WHEREAS, Recommendation No. R6 states: "Beginning in fiscal year 2018, the 

22 revised PS framework should be formally incorporated into the SFG department strategic 

23 planning and budgeting process - in particular, the Office of the Mayor should require each 

24 department to: (i) Specify within their departmental strategic plans which initiatives directly 

25 support the SFG's PS goals most relevant to their operational mandate, ahd what 

Government Audit and Oversight Committee 
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improvement they project in achieving that goal; and (ii) Specify within their departmental 

budget submission how their budget request is directly supportive of improved SFG 

performance against the PS goals most relevant to their operational mandate;" and 

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors on·september 12, 2017, responded in 

Resolution No. 338-17 that Recommendation No. R6 has not yet, but will be implemented in 

the future and the Government Audit and Oversight Committee will review the implementation 

within six months from June 5, 2017; and 

WHEREAS, Recommendation No. RS states: "In consultation with other SFG .entities 

and community organizations, the·Controller's Office should ensure that, by January 1, 2018, 

one or more PS indicators are amended or added to ensure the SFG is tracking and reporting 

on the equitable distribution of government spending and services;" and 

WHEREAS, The Board of Supervisors on September 12, 2017, responded in 

Resolution No. 338-17 that Recommendation No. RS has not yet, but will be implemented in 

the future and the Government Audit and Oversight Committee will review the implementation 

within six months from June 5, 2017; and 

WHEREAS, The GAO Committee conducted an additional hearing on 

January 17, 2017, to receive an update from City departments on Recommendation 

Nos. R2.2, R3.1, R4.1, R6, and RS; now, therefore, be it 

MOVED, That Recommendation No. R2.2 will not be implemented, as it is not within 

the jurisdiction or purview of the Board of Supervisors; and, be it 

FURTHER MOVED, That Recommendation No. R3.1 will not be implemented, as it is 

not within the jurisdiction or purview of the Board of Supervisors; and, be it 

FURTHER MOVED, That Recommendation No. R4.1 will not be implemented, as it is 

not within the jurisdiction or purview of the Board of Supervisors; and, be it 

Government Audit and Oversight Committee 
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1 FURTHER MOVED, That Recommendation No. R6 will not be implemented, as it is not 

2 within the jurisdiction or purview of the Board of Supervisors; and, be it 

3 FURTHER MOVED, That Recommendation No. RS will not be implemented, as it is no 

4 within the jurisdiction or purview of the Board of Supervisors. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

September 25, 2017 

The Honorable Teri Jackson 
Presiding Judge 
Superior Court of California, Cmmty of San Francisco 
400 McAllister Street, Deparl:plent 206 
San Francisco, CA 94102 

Dear Judge Jackson: 

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

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TDD/TTY No. 554-5227 

Pursuant to Penal Code, Sections 933 and 933.05, this memo and the attached resolution are 
provided in response to the 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury report, Taking Accountability and 
Transparency to the Next Level. 

The Board of Supervisors' Government Audit and Oversight Committee conducted a public 
hearing on September 6, 2017, to review the report and respond to the requested findings and 
recommendations of the Civil Grand Jury. The Board of Supervisors' response was prepared by 
Resolution.No. 338~17, enacted on September 15, 2017. 

Prior to the Committee meeting, the following City Departments submitted required respons.es to 
the Civil Grand Jury report: · 

• Office of the Controller: 
Received July 28, 2017, for Findings 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8; and Recommendations 2.1, 2.2, 

. 3.1, 3.2, 4.2, 5, 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 8; 
• . Office of the Mayor: 

Received August 3,-2017, for Findings 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7; and Recommendations 1, 2.1, 
2.2, 3.1, 4.1, 6, 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, and 7.4. 

By this message, the Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is transmitting Resolution 
No. 338-17, and the department responses listed above to your attention. 

If you have any questions, please contact me at (415) 554-5184. 

Sincerely, 

~-~­
Angela Calvillo 
Clerk of the Board 
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Accelerating SF Government Perfo1u1ance 
Office of the Clerk of the Board Transmittai 
September 25, 2017 
Page2 

c: Kathie Lowry, Foreperson, 2016, 2017 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury 
Kitsaun King, 2.015-2016 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury 
Jason Elliot, Chief of Staff, Mayor's Office 
Kate Howard, Deputy Chief of Staff, Mayor's Office . 
Melissa Whitehouse, Budget Director, Mayor's Office 
Marie Valdez, Mayor's Office 
Ben Rosenfield, Controller, Office of the Controllc;r 
Asja Steeves, Office of the Controller 
Peg Stevenson, Office of the Controller 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Severin Campbell, Budget and Legislative Analyst 
Ashley Clark, Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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170661 

City and County of San Francisco 

Certified Copy 

Resolution 

· CityHall . 
I Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

[ Board Resj:)onse - Civil Grand Jury Report-Accelerating SF Government 
Performance -Taking Accountability and Transparency to the Next Level] 
Resolution responding to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings 
and re.commendations contained in the 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report, entitled 
"Accelerating SF Government Performance - Taking Accountability and 
Transparency to the· Next Level;" and urging the Mayor to cause the implementation 
of accepted findings and recommendations through his/her department heads and 
through the development of the annual budget. (Clerk of the Board) 

9/12/2017 Board of Supervisors -ADOPTED 

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohen,. Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safa!, Sheehy, Tang anci 
Yee 

9/15/2017 Mayor-APPROVED 

STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

September 25, 2017 

Date 

CLERK'S CERTIFICATE 

I do hereby certify that the foregoing 
Resolution is a full, true, and correct copy of 
the original thereof on file in this office. 

· 1N WITNESS WHEREOF,. I have hereunto 
set my hand and affixed the offical seal of 
the City .and County of San Francisco. 

·-·v,. 

aty awl County of Sa:n Francisco Pagel Printed at 2:41 pm on 9/25117 
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FILE NO. 170661 
AMENDED IN COMMlnEE 

9/6/2017 RESOLUTION NO. 338-17 

1 

2 

[Board Response - Civil Grand Jury Report - Accelerating SF Government Performance -
Taking Accountability and Transparency to the Next Level] 

3 Resolution responding to the Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings 

4 and recommendations contained in the 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report, entitled 

5 ."Accelerating SF Government Performance- Taking Accountability and Transparency 

6 to the Next Level;" ~nd urging the Mayor to cause the implementation of accepted 

7 ~ndin~s and recommendations through his/her department heads and through the 

8 development of the annual budget 

9 

1 o WHEREAS, Under California Penal Code, Section 933 et seq., the Board of 

11 Supervisors must respond, within 90 days of receipt, to the Presiding Judge of the Superior 

'2 Court on the findings and recommendations contained in Civil Grand Jury Reports; and 

13 WHEREAS, In accordance with California Penal Code, Section 933.05(c), if a-finding or 

14 recomm~ndation_of the Civil Grand Jury addresses budgetary or personnel matters of a 

15 county agency or a department headed by an elected officer, the agency or department head 

16 and the Board of Supervisors shall respond if requested by the Civil Grand Jury, but the 
. . 

17 response of the Board of Supervisors shall address only budgetary or personnel matters over 

18 which it has some decision making authority; and . 

19. WHEREAS, Under San Francisco Administrative Code, Section 2.1 O(a), the Board of . 

20 Supervisors must conduct a public hearing by a committee to consider a final report of the 

21 findings and recommendations submitted, and notify the current foreperson and immediate 

22 past foreperson of the civil grand jury when such hearing is scheduled; and 

23 WHEREAS, In accordance with San Francisco Administrative Code, Section 2.1 O(b ), 

24 the Controller must report to the Board of Supervisors on the implementation of 

25 

Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 recommendations that pertain to ·fiscal matters that were considered at a pub Ii~ hearing held 

2 by a Board of Supervisors Committee; and 

3 WHEREAS, The 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report, entitled "Accelerating SF 

4 Government Performance - Taking Accountability and Transparency .to the Next Lev~I" 

5 ("Report") is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 170660, which is 

6 hereby declared to be a part of this Resolution as if set forth fully herein; and 

7 WHEREAS, The Civil Grand Jury has requested that the Board of Supervisors respond 

8 to Finding Nos. F1, F2, F3, F4, F6, and F8 as well as Recommendation Nos. R1, R2.1, R2.2, 

9 R3.1, R4.1, R6, and RB contained in the subject Report; and 

10 .WHEREAS, Finding No. F1 states: 'The broader public is barely aware of the 

11 performance scorecard (PS) framework, diminishing its utility and hampering the ability of San 

12 Francisco's Government (SFG) to communicate progres$ to San Franciscans," and 

13 WHEREAS, Finding No. F2 states: "Despite the Mayor's role as the accountable 

14 executive of the SFG, the Mayor does not directly report performance results to the public, as 

15 is done in other leading cities;" and 

16 WHEREAS, Finding No. F3 states: "The PS framework encompasses too many 

17 indicators - some of the indicators are of great importance, whereas others ar.e much less 

18 significant;" and · 

19 WHEREAS, Finding No. F4 states: "Having performance indicators without associated 

20 goals goes against practice in other leading cities, and limits the public's ability to understand 

21 how the SFG is progressing;" and 

22 WHEREAS, Finding No. F6 states: "The PS framework is not formally integrated into 

23 the SFG's planning process other than occasional budget discussions, whereas its true value 

24 is the extent to. which SFG planning and budgeting is directly linked to the PS framework;" and 

25 

Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page2 
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1 WHEREAS, Finding No. F8 states: "Noting the severe economic inequality within and 

2 between various neighborhoods and i::ommunlties in the City, and consistent with the .City's 

3 long-standing reputation for socially inclusive policies, the PS framework should more directly 

4 gauge SFG progress in addressing social, gender and racial equity;" and 

5 WHEREAS, Recommendation No. R1 states: "In order to ensure broader public access 

6 to the PS platform, and consistent with the practice of other leading cities, a clear link to the 

7 PS website should be placed on the SFG website homepage, the Office of the Mayor's 

8 homepage and the Board of Supervisor's homepage by Janu<;1ry 1, 2018;" and. 

9 WHEREAS, Recommendation No. R2.1 states: "Consistent with other leading cities, 

1 O beginning in 2018 the Mayor should present an annual SFG Performance report that 

11 . concisely communicates SFG performance and progress to the public; the public transmission 

~ 2 of which should consist of: .(i) Hosting a public press conference, the first of which would occur 

13 not later than January 31, 2019, announcing the SFG's annual performance; {ii) Posting the 

14 SFG Performance. report, not later than January 31, 2019, on the Office of the Mayor's 

15 website homepage; (iii) Submitting the SFG Performance report to the Board of Supervisors 

16 for comment; and (iv) Within 30 days of the Board of Supervisors response, the Controller's 

17 Office should update the PS website to reflect annual SFG performance, with comments from 

18 the Board of Supervisors and responses from the Office of the Mayor included online for the 

19 public's reference;" and 

20 WHEREAS, Recommendation No. R2.2 states: "Commencing in 2018, the Controller's 

21 Office should prepare quarterly updates of the PS framework, inclusive of: (i) Submission of 

· 22 the quarterly update to the Board of Supervisor's GAO Committee and the Office of the 

23 · Mayor, inviting comment; and (ii) Posting th_e quarterly update on the PS website homepage, 

· 24 . with comments from the Board of Supervisors and Office of the Mayor included for public 

25 reference;" and . 

Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 
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1 WHEREAS, Recommendation No. R3.1 states: "In consultation with other SFG entities 

2 and community groups, the Office of the Controller should .propose a narrowed set of PS 

3 . indicators, likely not exceeding 30 total, by October 1, 2017; the Board of Supervisor's GAO 

4 Committee should be invited to comment on the revised indicators prior to submission to the 

5 Office of the Mayorfor review and approval;" and 

6 VVHEREAS, Recommendation No. R4.1 states: "The Mayor's Office should ensure that 

7 by January 1, 201? every PS indicator has a linked goal, with all goals approved by the Mayor 

8 - tliese goals comprise the SFG's overarching· annual operational plan;" and 

9 WHEREAS, Recommendation No. R6 states: "Beginning in fiscal year 2018, the 

1 O revised PS framework should be formally incorporated into the SFG department strategic 

11 planning and budgeting process - in particular, the Office of the Mayor should require each 

12 . department to: (i) Specify within their departmental strategic plans which initiatives directly 

13 support the SFG's PS goals most relevant to their operational mandate, and what 

14 improvement they project in achieving that goal; and (ii) Specify within their departmental 

15 budget-submission how their budget request is directly supportive of improved SFG 

16 performance against the PS goals most relevant to their operational mandate;" and 

17 WHEREAS, Recommendation No. RB states: "In consultation with other SFG entities 

18 and community organizations, the Controller's Office should ensure that, by January 1, 2018, 

19 one or more PS indicators are amended or added to ensure the SFG is tracking and reporting 

20 on the equit~ble distribution of government spending and services;" and 

21 WHEREAS, In accordance with California Penal Code, Section 933.05(c), the Board of 

22 Supervisors must respond, within 90 days of receipt, to the Presiding Judge of the Superior 

23 Court on Finding Nos. F1, F2, F3, F4,· F6 and F8 as well as Recommendation Nos. R1, R2.1, 

24 R2.2,,.R3. 1, R4.1, R6 and R8 contained in the subject Report; now, therefore, be it 

25 

Clerk of the Board 
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1 RESOLVED, T_hat the Board of Supervisors reports to the Presiding Judge of the 

2 Superior Court that they agree with Finding No. F1 for reason as follows: 

3 The scorecard framework is relatively new addition to public governance, and adding a direct 

4 link via the· Mayor's homepage is .good governance which the Mayor's office has done; and, 

5 be it 

6 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports to the Presiding Judge 

7 of the Superior Court that they disagree in part with Finding No. F2 for reason as follows: The 

8 Mayor's office does engage in reporting performance to the public in many forms, and it is not 

9 clear that adopting the suggested measures will result in increased government transparency 

1 O nor does this Finding address the role of the Controller's Office as a neutral body; and, be it 

11 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisor~ reports to the.Presiding Judge 

1 2 of the Superior Court that they disagree in part with Finding No. F3 for reason as follows: It is 

13 important to continue· tci report on all indicators as is i:;urrent practice, and we recommend 

14 instead, re-organizing the performance scorecard framework to highlight 20-30 key· indicators 

15 in an easily accessible manner; and, be it 

16 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports to the Presiding .Judge 

17 of the Supe.rior Court that they agree with Finding No. F4 for reason as follows: Having goals, 

18 benchmarks, and targets associated with indicators helps the city better track it's 

19 performance; and, be it 

20 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports to the Presiding Judge 

21 of the Superior Court that they disagree in part with Finding No. F6 for reason as follows: 

22 Aspects of the Performance Scorecard framework are already a part of the planning process 

23 per the Mayor's office, but a more formal incorporation is needed, in departmental strategic 

24 ,plans and budget discussions, to better align our decision-making to the Scorecard; and,_be it 

25 

Clerk of the Board 
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1 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports to the Presiding Judge 

2 of the Superior Court that they agree with Finding No. F8 for reason as follows: The scorecard 

· 3 framework should be reviewed to center the issues of severe social, gender and racial . 

4 inequality; and, be it 

5 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of SupeNisors reports that Recommendation 

6 · No. R1 has been implemented, as affirmed by the Mayor's Office in the response to the 

7 recommendation dated August 3, 2017; and, be it . · 

8 FURTHE;R RESOLVED,·That the Board of SupeNisors rep.arts that Recommendation 

· 9 No. R2.1 will not be .implemented as the Recommendation is not warranted or reasonable. 

10 The Mayor's Office and the Controller have taken a number·of steps to communicate 

11 performance results to the public; and, be it 

12 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of SupeNisors reports that Recommendation 
. . 

13 No. R2.2 has no(yet, but will be implemented in the future and the Government Audit and 

14 Oversight Committee will review the implementation within six months from June 5, 2017; the 

15 Board will work on determining the correct reporting timeline for the performance indicators; 

16 and, be it 

17 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of SupeNisors reports that Recommendation 

18 No. R3.1 has not yet, but will be implemented in the future, and the Government Oversight 

19 and Audit Committee will review the implementation within six months from June 5. 2017; The 

20 Board ~grees with the recommendation·in part, but would like to keep all the indicators and 

21 instead work with the Controller's·office to develop a narrower set of indicators; and, be it 

22 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of SupeNisors reports that Recommendation 

23 No. R4.1 has not yet, but will be implemented in the future and the Government Audit and 

24 Oversight Committee will review the implementation within six months from June 5, 2017;and, 

25 be it 

Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Page 6 · 
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1 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation 

2 No. R6 has not yet, but will be implemented in the future and the Government Audit and 

3 Oversight Committee will re\(iew the implementation within six months from June 5, 2017; 

4 and, be it 

5 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors reports that Recommendation 

6 . No. R8 has not yet, but will be implemented in the future and the Government Audit and 

7 Oversight Committee will review-the implementation within six.months from June 5, 2017; 

8 and, be it 

9 FURTHER RESOLVED, That the Board of Supervisors urges the Mayor to cause the 

10 implementation of the accepted findings and recommendations through his/her department 

· 11 he'ads and through the de_velopment of tlie .annual budget. 

13 

14 

15 

16 

17 

18 

19 

20 

21 

22 

23 

24 

25 

Clerk of the Board 
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS 

2651 
Page7 

········----:--------·---.-·------------------------.-.---··-···------------·--··-----------------·----·-··-----·----



City and County of San Francisco 

Tails 

Resolution 

CicyHall 
· 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 

File Number: · 170661 Date Passed: September 12, 2017 

Resolution responding to fue Presiding Judge of the Superior Court on the findings and 
recommendations contained in the 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report, entitled "Accelerating SF 
Government Performance- Taking Accountability and Transparency to the Next Level;" and urging 
the Mayor to cause the implementation of accepted findings and recommendations through his/her 
department heads and through the development of the annual budget. 

September 06, 2017 Government Audit and Oversight Committee - AMENDED, AN 
AMENDMENT OF THE WHOLE BEARING SAME TITLE . 

September 06, 2017 Government Audit and Oversight Committee - RECOMMENDED AS 
AMENDED . 

September 12, 2017 Board of Supervisors - ADOPTED 

Ayes: 11 - Breed, Cohan, Farrell, Fewer, Kim, Peskin, Ronen, Safai, Sheehy, 
Tang and Yee 

File No. 170661 I hereby certify tha:i:"the fore-going 
Resolution was ADOPTED on 9/12/2017 by 
the Board of Supervisors of the City and 
County of San Francisco. 

Date Approved 

City mzd County of San Fra.ncisco Pages Prbzted at 4:13 pm on 9!]3/17 
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Presented in Committee - September 6, 2017 

· San F·rancisco Pe·rformance Scorecards 

Government & oversight Committee 
September 6, 2017 

' 

lee of the Controller 
City Services Auditor, Ci(JJ Perjor111ance 
Natasha Mihal I natasha.mihal@sfgov.org 



N) 

en 
0, 

Citywide Performance Reporting 

• Annual Performance Report: All departments track 
a·nd semi-annually report progress ~n performance 
measures 

• Mayor's Budget Boo.k: All departments report progress 
on select performance measures 

~ • Citywide Benchmarking: Annual reporting to compare 
· San Francisco to peer jurisdictions across several policy 
areas and performance measures 

• Performance Scorecards: ·Launched in 20.16 to provide 
the pub.lie and ·policymakers with progress reporting on 
key citywide performance measures 
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w TRANSPORTATION S_CORECARD 

f), Meeting Target 
,~, 
(;_:} Needs Improvement Ci Not Meeting Target 

A Increase or T Decrease since Prior Reporting Period 

1FtANS!T PERFORMANC!:'i 

~'~~r~:\. 
t<~;.) 

Transit Trips with Bunching. or Gaps Betweet1 Vehicles 
Target: 10.6% combined for buncl1ing and gaps 
In July 2017 

Ridership 
Target: 2S6,995, 149 passengers carried (annual) 
Average weekday boar(Jings in JUne 20·17 

Per.cent.ag~ of Scheduled Service Hours Delivered 
Target: 98.5% delivered 
Monthly average from July 1, 2016 to March 31, 2017 

Transit On-Time Performance 
Target: 85%_ on-time 
In Jw)r 2017 

() No Target 



N 
a, 

. CJ'1 
-.J 

Performance Measure ·oetails 

* Target, performance status, 

prior fiscal year result 

• Responsible C·ity agency 

• D'escription of measure and 
its importance 

• Data visualization 

• 

• 

Discussio.n of how. the agency 

is perfor·ming 

Links and data source 

Ridership 

; •Q : SAN FRANCISCO·MUNICJPAL TRANSPORTATION AGENCY 

FY2016-17 
Target: 236,995,149 passengers canied (annual) 
Status: 

FY2015-16 
Result 232,348,185 passenners curried 

A'leragt: '.\'eel;1a}' boardings is ,a 1:ey measure fol' the San Frsncisco Municipal Tr.ansporlat!on Agency (SFMTJ..) lo nionllortht: 
number of passengws carried on the Munl system. Asi~6 from helPlng the SFI.ffJ>. monitor lhe effectiveness of transit ser1Jce. 
ridership represer.l$ conges!ion relltf and ls sn Important 1rie1Iic in the Citts progress !award b5lterarr quality and a.healthi6r ci~·. 
Rldec~hlp is also an Ind!cetor of citywide and r~glonal econornic acli'lil'/, ss well as -atce~Sibility 10 re.sfd~ms nnd 'i.'isllors. 
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

ACCELERATING SF GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE 
TAKiNG ,\CCOlJNTABlLIT'{ A.ND TRANSPARENCY TO THE NEXT LEVEL 

In view of ri~ing budgets, lack of progress on key issues, and public frustration,the Civil Grand Jury (CGJ) reviewed how 
the San Francisco Government (SFG) measures and tracks progress in the top areas of public concern (homelessness, 
housing affordabilit)~ and public safety). 

SFGSTAFF 
Dozens of interviews 
w /SFG staff, inch.1ding 
all concerned departinents 

EXTERNAL SOURCES 
Consulted multiple external 
experts/ sources on gov't 
performance 

OTHER US CITIBS 
Assessed practices of other 
leading cities (Austin, NYC, 
Portland. Seattle, etc.) 

PREVIOUS CGJ REPORTS 
Expanded on analysis and findings 
of the CGJ in 2007-08, 2008-09 
and 2012-13 

1. The SFG's operational focus, in terms of tracking and measuring progress on the public's gravest concerns, can be. 
improved. 

The SFG can substantially improve communicating1vhatand hoivit is doing to the public. 

The associated 8 findings and 14 recommendations represent a non-partisan 
bltleprint to accelerate the SFG's performance while enhancing accountability & transparency. 

-3-
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

ACCELERATING SF GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE 
TAKING ACCC>"l.lNTAJJILlTY AND TRANSI'A.RENCY TO THE NEXT LEVEL 

1. The Civil Grand Jury's '~ccelerat:mg SF Government Performance" report includes 8 findings and 14 
1·ecommendations 

2. The findings and recommendations concern how the SFG tracks and reports progress to the people~ · 
as well as how to improve basic accountability and transparency 

3. Recommendations are grouped into two categories: 

11 Recommendations ensu1·ing parity in accountability & transparency with other leading cities (P) 

• Recommendations enabling SF to set a new standard for accountability & transparency (N) 

4. SFG respondents/co-respondents: 

11 Office of the Ivfayor (co-respondent for 10 recommendations) 

II 

• 
Office of the Controller (respondent or co-respondent for 10 recommendations) 

Board of Supervisors (co-respondent for 7 recommendations) 

-5-
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 · 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN. FRANCISCO. 

ACCELERATING SF GOV PERFORMANCE: FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS (1 OF 4) 

The broader public is barely aware 
of the PS framework, diminishing 
its utility and hampering the SFG's 
ability to communicate progress to 
San Franciscans. 

Despite the j\fayor's role as the 
accountable executive of the SFG, 
the Mayor does not directly report 
performance results to. tl1e public, · 
as is do:ne:.iJ.J. other leadfu:gcii:les. 

RECO:M1"IENDATION 1 
In order to ensure broader public access to the PS pfatform,. and consistent with the 
practice of other leading cities, a clear link to the PS website should be placed .on the 
SFG website homepage, the Office of the Mayor's homepage and the Board of 
Supervisor's homepage by.January 1, 2018(P). 

RECOM1"IENDATION 2.1 
Consistent with other leading cities, beginning in 2018 the Mayor should present an 
annual SFG Performance report that concisely communicates SFG performance and 
progress to the public; the public transmission of which should consist of:. 

L Hosting a. public press conference, the first of which would occur not later 
than January 31, 2019, announcing the SFG;s annual performance &). 

u. Posting the SFG Performance report, not latertha~January31, 2019, on the 
Office of tl1e Mayor's website homcpage:'(P.). 

iii. Submitting the SFG Performance :report to the Boatd of Superi>isors for 
comment (P). · 

iv. \'\'ithin 30 days of the Board of Supervisors response, the Controller's Office 
should update the PS website to reflect annual SFG performance, with 
comments from the Board of Supervisors and responses from the Office of 
the Mayor included online for the public's reference (P). 

RECOM1\.1ENDATION 2.2 
Commencing in 2018, the Controller's Office should prepare quarterly updates of 
the PS framework, inclusive of: 

i. Submission of the quarterly update to the Board of Supervisor's GAO 
Committee and the Office of the Mayor, inviting comment (N). 

ii. Posting tlie ciuarterly update on the PS website homepage, with comments 
from the Board of Supervisors and Office of the 1vlayor included for public 
reference (N). 

Office of the l\fayor 
Board of Supervisors 

Office of the Mayor 
Board of Supervisors 

Office of the Controller 

Office of the Controller 
Board of Supctvisors 
Office of the Mayor 
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CIVIL GRANP JURY I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

ACCELERATING SF GOV PERFORMANCE: FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS (2 OF 4) 

The PS framework encompasses 
too many indicators - some of the 
indicators are of great importance, 
whereas others are much less 
significant. 

Having perfonnance indicators 
without associated goals goes 
against practice in oilier leading 
cities, and limits the public's ability 
to understand how the SFG is 
progressing. 

Citizens have almost no means by 
which to regularly and 
systematically assess the SFG's 
performance relative to other 
leading cities; in contrast, other 
leading cities provide this 
information to their citizens. 

RECOMMENDATION 3.1 
In consultation with other SFG entities and community groups, the Office of the 
Controller should propose a narrowed set of PS indicators, likely not exceeding 30 
total, by October 1, 2017; the Board of Supervisor's GAO Committee should be 
invited to comment on the revised indicators prior to submission to the Office of 
the Mayor for review and approval (P). 

RECOMl\.lliNDATION 3.2 
In consultation with other SFG entities and community groups, the Controller's 
Office should evaluate, no laterthanJuly 1,201.8, the feasibility of including 
district level reporting on so1ne or rill indicators and posting this infotniation 
within the online PS platform, enabling citizens to understand progress in their 
neighborhoods (N). 

RECOMMENDATION 4.1 
The Mayor's Office should ensure that by January 1, 2018 every PS indicator has a 
linked goal, ,,.1th all goals approved by the Mayor - these goals comprise the 
SFG's oveurching annual operational plan (P). 

REC01\Uv1ENDATI0N 4.2 
The Controller's Office should ensure that by January 1,2018 the PS fratlie\vork 
includes cOm[Jarafrve performance figures against prior year goals alongside the 
current year goal and progress, so citizens can understand the trend of SFG 
progress (P). 

RECOM.M.ENDA..TION 5 

The Controller's Office should klentif-y the top 3-5 rankings/indices relevant to 
each scorecard, and add these to the PS framework by January 1, 2018 (N). 

Office of the 1fo.yor 
Board of Supervisors 

Office of the Controller 

Office of the Mayor 
Board ofSupervisors 

Office of the Controller 

Office M the Controller 
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

ACCELERATING SF GOV PERFORMANCE: FINDINGS & RECOM1\i1ENDATIONS (3 OF 4) 

The PS framework is not 
formally integrated into 
theSFG's planning 
process other than 
occasional budget 
discussions, whereas its 
tme value is the extent to 
which SFG planning and 
budgeting is directly linked 
to the PS framework. 

The specific indicators 
used within the SFG's PS 
frame,vork to track 
performance in the areas 
of the grayest public · 
concern should be 
updated tc> better reflect 
what the SFG is doing to 
ackftess1:he public~s · 
gravest concerns. 

REC0i\iTh1ENDATI0N G 
Beginning in fiscal year 2018, the revised PS framework should be formally incorporated into tl1e 
SFG depamnerit strategic planning and budgeting process - iri particular, the Office of tl1e Mayor 
should require each department to: 

i. Specify within their departmental strategic plans which initiatives di.tectly support the SFG's 
PS goals most relevant to their operational mandate, and what improvement they project in 
achieving that goal (N). 

ii. Specify ,vithin their departmental budget submission how their budget request is directly 
supportive ofimproved SFG performance a6>ainst tl1e PS goals most relevant to tl1eir 
operational mandate (N). 

REC01Vllv1ENDATI0N 7.1 
The Controller's Office should update, by January I, 2018, the current housing affordability 
indicators based on recommendations from the Director of the Mayor's Office of Housing and 
Community De,,eJopment, and submit the revisions to the :Mayor's Office for re,riew / approval (P). 

RECOMMENDATION 7.2 
The Controller's Office should update, by January t, 2018, ilie current homelessness indicators 
based on recommendations from ilie DHSH Director and the examples ofother leading cities, and 
submit the revised indicators to the Office of tl1e Mayor for review and approval (P). 

RECOi\{MENDATION 7.3 
The Controller's Office shoulclupdate, by January 1, 2018, the current crime/street safety 
fodicators based on recommendations from tl1e Chief of Police and the examples of other leadfog 
cities, and submit the re,,ised indicators to tl1e Office of the Mayor for review and approval (P). 

RECO:MMENDATION 7.4 
Consistent w /Recommendation 4.1, the Office of the 1vfayor should ensure that, by January 1, 
2018, each of the primary housing affordability, homelessness & crime inclicators have associated 
goals (P) .. 

Office of tl1e Mayor 
Board of Supervisors 

Office of the 
Controller 

Office:of the Niayor 

Office of tl1e 
Controller 

Office of the Mator 

Office of tl1e 
Control.ler 

Office of tl1e :Mayor 

Office of the Mayqr 
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

ACCELERATING SF GOV PERFORl'vlANCE: FINDINGS & RECOMMENDATIONS (4 OF 4) 

Noting the severe economic inequality within and 
between various neighborhoods and communities in 
the City, and consistent with the City'slong-standmg 
reputation for socially inclusive policies, the PS 
framework should more directly gauge SFG progress 
in addressing social, gender and racial equity. 

RECO!.fMENDATION 8 
ln consultation with other SFG entities and community 
organizations, the Controller's Office should ensure that, by 
January 1, 2018, one or more PS indicators are amended or 
added to ensure the SFG is tracking and reporting on the 
equitable distribi1tion of government spending and services (N). 

Office of the Controller 
Board of Supervisors 

-9-
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

ACCELERATING SF GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE 
TAKING ACC.OUNT IU'fY AND Tl1ANSPAREl··H:Y TO THE NEXT CEYEL 

1. MAYOR'S OFFICE: 

2. 

II 

II 

Agreed to implement 7 recommendations (R2.2, R4.1, R6, R7.1, R7.2, R7.3, R7.4) 
Will notimplement2 recommendations (R2.1, R3.1) 

11 Confirmed 1 recommendation already implemented (Rl) 

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE: 

• Agreed to implement 7 recommendations (R2.2, R3.2, R4.2, R7.1, R7.2, R7.3, R8) 
• Will study 1 recommendation further (RS) 
11 Will not implement 2 recommendations (R2.1, R3.1) 

3. BOARD OF SUPERVISORS: (TBD) 

-11-
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CIVIL GRAND JURY l 2016 ... 2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OFSAN FRANCISCO 

SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

1 

In order to ensure broader public 
access to. the PS platform, and 
consistent with the practice of 
other leading cities, .a clear link to 
the PS website should be placed on 
the SFG website homepage, the 
Office of the Mayor's homepage 
and the Board of Supervisor's 
homepage by January 1, 2018 (I'). 

~ !.~: ·;: .. , I~ '.?~} ~.1' r\ i:·} (]. -:} ~ :: 
,_1 r c~ r~:: ··? r-~ r:_-i·· .. 1 

.MAYOR'S OFFICE: 
This recommendation has been 
implemented. 

A direct link to the Scorecard 
,vebsite is linked to the 
homepage cif the Mayor's 
,vebsite (sfmayor.org) as well as 
the Controller's website 
(http://sfgov.org/scorecards/) 

C~:·t~..i I: ·p, 1:~. t? f, (} l\ 

\'i/e are pleased the Mayor agreed \\<1th this recommendation and placed a 
link to the Performance Scorecards' website on the Mayor's homepage, 
enabling a wider audience to understand SFG performance. · 

We further note that: 

1. Placing the Scorecards' link on the Mayor's homepage was done 
following the initiation of this investigation - this was quick and 
laudable acti.on taken by the Mayor's Office. 

ii. The Scorecards' link on the Mayor's website is not .obvious, requiring 
users to scroll to the ''et)' bottom of the site's homepage, severely 
cttrtailing its accessibility; future updates to the Mayor's website should 
address this. 

iii. The Mayor's Office did not respond to the recommendation to place~a 
link to the Scorecards on the SFG website's homepage, which would 
senre the widest possible audience. \Ve look forward to ~.response. pn 

this specific point. 

-12-
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CIVIL GRANDJURY J 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

Consistent with other leading cities 
such as New York, beginning in 
2018 the Mayor should J?resent an 
annual SFG Performance report 
that concisely communicates SFG 
performance and progress to the 
public; the public transmission of 
which should consist of: 

i. Hosting a public press 
conference, the first of which 
would occu:r not later than 
January 31, 2019, (P). 

ii. Posting the SFG Performance 

MAYOR'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not 
warranted or reasonable. 

The Mayor's Office has taken a number of steps to communicate 
performance results to the public. The ]Vfayor's Office proactively 
publishes performance information by directly linking to the 
Performance Scorecard website on the Mayor's homepage. It is 
important to note that the City Charter gives the Controller authority 
to collect, manage, and report performance information. The 
Controller is mandated to report on performance infom1ation, and 
will continue to do annual reporting. However, the 1\fayor's Office will 
continue to au,,,oment reporting efforts, as appropriate. 

2.1 I report homepage (P). CONTROLLER'S OFFICE: 

r __ t~. r 

iii. Submitting the SFG 
Performance report to the 
Board of Supervisors for 
comment (P). 

iv. Within 30 days of the Board 
of Supervisors sho1.ild update 
the PS website to reflect 
annual SFG perfonnance, 
·with comments from the 
Board of Supervisors and 
responses from the Office of 
the Mayor (P). 

]-) c-;. s.r:-: ~:.~ C) \I I:": r: 

The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not 
warranted or reasonable (explanation below). 

'rbis recommendation should he directed to the Mayor and Board of 
Sup_ervisors, and not to the Controller's Office. The Controllet's. 
Office will continue to develop and maintafo dtywideperformance 
reporting in our program as mandated und~r the Charter. \Y/ e also 
want to supportattountability, public reporting and performance 
management desired and reguested by the :Mayor and Board of 
Supervisors, in their roles as elected policymakers responsible for 
overall governmental performance, We·will work with them topublish 
materials and proYicle information for public hearings, 1n the form and 
process that they establish to promote transparency and 
accountability. 

:.- I~,'.;. !:-~. F~ J>~ _L; 

We respectfully urge the 1'fayor's 
Office to reconsider. Here's why: 

i. As noted above, the location of 
the Scorecards oh. the Mayor's 
Office website homepage is 
extremeiy hard to find. 

ii. There is no indication of how 
the ~fayor's Office will 
systematically publicize the 
Scorecards other than vfa a 

single website link - we 
respectfully request that the 
Mayor's Office darf[J' 1/Jhitt direct 
rhmmels will be used to convey 
SFG performance information 
to the publi.c. 

ill. As noted in our analysis, the 
.:Mayor, more than any other 
Sf:G official, is accountable for 
SFG performance and will 
attract media and public 
attention in reporting Scorecard 
results; in contrast, the 
Controller's Office is rightly 
tasked witl1 an impartial role of 
collecting, validating and 
posting the information and 
data. 

- l3-
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CIVIL GRANDJURY · I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

Commencing in 2018, prepare 
quarterly updates of the PS 
framework, inclusive of: 

1. Sllbmission of the quarterly 
update to the Board of 
Supervisor's Government 
Audit and Oversight 
Committee (GAO) and the 
Office of the Mayor, inviting 
cotnme11t (N). 

ii. Posting a quarterly update on 
the PS \vebsite homepage, with 
comments from the Board of 
Supervisors and Mayor's 
included for public reference 
(N). 

MAYOR'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented in the future 
(timeframe for implementation noted below). 

The Performance Scorecard website contains many measures which are 
updated on a regular basis, including quarterly and monthly measures, and 
the Controller's Office prepares ao annual report ro discuss important 
performance trends from the last year. The measures are public-facing, 
and the Controller's Office receives feedback on an ongoing basis. The 
Mayor's Office and Controller's Office are always supportive of this 
feedback, and will continue making improvements based on that feedback. 
The Mayor's Office ,vould also welcome additional periodic reporting 
from the Controller's Office. 

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE: 
The .recotnfuehdation.has not been, but.,vil.l be, iri:rpJemented frd:he future 
(timefi:iunefor implementation noted below). 

Many of the govenimental perfonnance reporting mechanisms we have\· 
revie,ved in other jurisdictions are annunl or semi-annual in nature. A kt!)' 

benefit of the Performance Scorecard format is the regular updates to key 
performance information on a more frequent schedule, with the majotit}r 
of measures updated either monthly or quarterly, for more real-time 
monitoring by interested parties. \X:'e concur, however, that periodic.static 
reporting on trends is always valuable, and have produced an annual· 
report summarizing trends over the year and overall progress towards 

· adopted goals. As a means to enhance publicaccess to this'infommtion, 
we will plan to prepare a mid-year report on trends arid progress. for 
scorecard measures,.and will assess the re1'itlve benefit of shifting,to a 
quarterJy schedule following that change. · 

: ~ .r.~, ~~-: _r: I~-~~~ ? .. .. \_ -~ ~ i I'··,1 (; 2: ~~· (~:- C) 'l t~ U: ; ~.J 1: :r·:. ;:~. F; ·,.- .r:.\ 

We are pleased to receive the 
Mayor's and Controller's 
commitment to improve 
regular public performance 
reporting through the 
Performance Scorecards 
framework. 

Based on this.commitment, ,ve 
also welcome the opportunity 
for the Board of Supervisors to 
provide publicly accessible 
comments on these regular 

· updates. Doing so wouki be. a 
strong example of cross~SFG 
collaboration in support of 
public accountability and 
transparency. 

We expect the Board of 
Supervisors/GAb Committee 
will also receive this 
commitment positively, since it 
will directly and maten'ally 
in1prm•e public understanding. 
of the SFG's performance and 
progress. 

-14-
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OFSAN FRANCISCO 

SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

In consultation with other SFG 
entities and community groups, the 
Controller's Office should provide 
a narrowed set of PS indicators, 
likely not exceeding 30 total, by 
October 1, 2017; the Board of 
Supervisors GAO Committee 
should be invited to comment on 
the revised indicators prior to 
submission to the Office of the 
Mayor for review and approval (.P) . 

ft .. \ ?F 

MAYOR'S OFFICE: 
TI1c recommendation \Vill not be implemented because it is not 
warranted or reasonable. 

The City currently tracks performance data for over 1,000 
measures. The Performance Scorecard website represents a more 
focused set of measures that are the most relevant to the public 
and policymakers. In addition to focusing on th,ese priority areas, 
the Performance Scorecard website.is meant to present a multi­
dimensional picture of City sen,jces and overall health and 
viability of the City itself. in order to do this, the Performance 
Scorecard includes a broad array of measures, some of which are 
meant to be simply educational and .informative to both the public 
and policymakers. In collaboration \•tit h the ControlJer's Office, ,ve 
regularly review the measures reported on the Performance 
Scorecard website to highlight those that are more important or 
most infonnative to the public or policymakers, while also 
representing the full scope of City services and overall viability. In 
past attempts to put a hard number, such as 30, on the 
development ofindicators, the process inevitably produces . 
resentment from many pockets of community and city workers 
who may have felt that Important Information gets left out. The 
Mayor prioritizes, and City staff values, that all City efforts are 
Incll1sive and considered through an equity lens. \X'hcn developing 
indicators the City balances this strong San Francisco value with 
the need for brevity.This is something the Mayor cares about 
deeply and is a constant balancing act. 

1·:-, '• ,-f,i'* 
.! ••• , n ri c:r rz \. ,-\ r~1 (~ E 

We appreciate the Mayor's commitment 
to "highlight those measures that arc 
most important ... ". Accordingly: 

L As noted in our analysis, the public 
overwhelmingly cares most about a 
small set of topics (homelessness, 
etc.) - it follows that instead of 
treating all -80 indicators equally, a 
smaller subset should be tl~e focus 
of what thr lHqyor T'fJ/dnr!J• rrpo,ts on 
to San Franciscans. 

u. As noted in our analysis, reputable 
experts .recommend that the total 
number of priority indicators 
should not exceed ~20-30 total; 
whereas the SFG currently has ~so. 

rn. Narrow'ing the Scorecitrds to fewer 
indicators does not rake away from 
the role of the Controller's Office 
in tracking a foll spectrum of 
indicators to ensure the Mayor, the 
Board of Supervisors and the 
public are fully informed on the 
,vidcr performance of the SFG. 

~ 15 • 
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CIVIL GRAND JURY. I 2016 .. 2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

In consultation with other SFG 
entities and community groups, the 
Controller's Office should provide 
a narrowed set of PS indicators, 
likely nor exceeding 30 total, by 
October 1, 2017; the Board of 
Supervisors GAO Committee. 
should be invited to comment on 
the revised indicators prior to 
submission to the Office of the 
:Mayor for revie,~' and approval (P). 

.. "'•' 
'•' ... c:/ 

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation will not be implemented because it is not 
warranted or reasonable. 

The Performance Scorecard project - focusing on fewer than 90 key 
performance metrics - is partially in response to the general 
obsen•ation that both current and past Grand Juries have made, and 
that the Controller's Office concurs ,vitli - that too many measures in 
publicly~facing reporting can make it difficult fot policy makers or the 
public to understand what to focus on and what is truly important. 
The scorecards measures have been selected through a process that 
involves review of over 1,000 measures tracked and repotted through 
our performance measurement program. However, San Francisco is a 
uniquely consolidated government, combirung city, county, and ·many 
regional functions that in most other places are stand-alone 
governmental entities. Given this broad scope of services, the 
Performance Scorecards should report on performance across a larger 
number of services than the examples from other jurisdictions 
provided in the CGJ report. While.some indicators are of great 
importance, some are included to provide educational information to . 
the pu~lic and policymakers about the essential functions of 
government. We regularly review the relevance and importance of this 
new performance reporting tool and will continue to refine the 
selection and quantity of performance measures highlighted on the 
Performance Scorecards website, to eliminate less valuable indicators, 
while develop1ng those of greater importance. We continue to seek 
and welcome input on the specific Performance Scorecard measures 
from the Mayor's Office, Board ofSupen,isors, and others, and will 
continue to solicit feedback on both appropriate scorecard 
measurements and goals. 

'T'c. ';-• 1· ., .. n,. •\:.13 

'\Ile appreciate the Controller's 
commitment to "continue to refine 
the selection and quantity of 
performance measures ..• ". 
Accordingly: 

i. As noted in our analysis, the 
public overwhelmingly cares 
most about a small set of topics 
(homelessness, etc.) - it follows 
that instead of tre.'lting all -80 
indicators equally, a smaller 
subset should be the focus of 
what the: MaJ·Ot reg,darb• rr.ports on 
to San Franciscans. 

ii. As noted in our analysis, 
J.'.eputable experts recommend 
that the total number of priority 
indicators should not exceed 
-20-30 total; whereas the SFG 
currently has -80. 

iii, Narrowing the. Scorecards to 
fewer indicators does not take 
away from the role of the 
Controller's Office in tracking a 

· full spectrum of indicators to 
ens~1re the Mayor, the Board of 
Supervisors and the publ.k:J11:e · 
fully informed on the widet 
performance of the SFG. 
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SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMME~TS 

In consultation with other SFG 
entities and community groups, the 
Controller's Office should evaluate, 
no later than July 1, 2018, the 
feasibility of including district le,rel 
reporting for some or all indicators 
and posting this information ,,-ithin 
the online PS platform, enabling 
citizens to understand progress in 
their own neighborhoods ~/· 

The Mayor's Office shmtld ensure 
that by January 1, 2018 every PS 
indicator has a linked goal, with all 
goals approved by the Mayor -
these goals con1prise the SFG's 
overarching annual operational plan 
(P). 

r~ ,:\ I :~; >~ t~ ;""'..' 

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE: 
TI1e recommendation has not been, but will be, 
implemented in the future (timeframc for implementation 
noted below). 

There is some geographic reporting available in the a limited 
number of the scorecard measures, and links to other 
geospatial analyses we perform arc embedded within the 
measure pages. We concur that the inclusion of additional 
geographic variance reporting for key measures \\<-ill add 
value to the site, and will explore the feasibility of expanding 
such reporting in the coming fiscal year, as recommended. 

MAYOR'S OFFICE: 
TI1e recommendation has not been, but will be, 
implementedin the furore. 

This work has been planned for ~1onths and is now 
underway. January 1, 2018 is an ambitious goal given that 
the :Mayor values inclusion and consensus btillding, and 
working with 50 departments (whose goals are often a 
.reflection ofcommunit:y engagement practices) will likely 
require timely and focused deep dives in to their data 
systems and then back to the community if we do not 
currently have the right inputs. The Mayor's Office is very 
enthusiastic about this work and the goal is to get it right, 
setting the right precedent for buiJdjng strategic plans 
moving fonvard. 

_? r::. r~, ri· <~ n, ;\:1~ ,\ r .:i 

We appreciate the Controller's commitment to 
<.-valuate the feasibility of.including district 
level reporting in the Performance Scorecard 
framework according to the suggested 
timeline. 

We expect the Board of Supervisors/GAO 
Committee will also receive this commitment 
positively, since it will materially improve the 
ability of the SFG to identify with precision 
how public sen•ice levels vary across different 
parts of the City - and why. 

We are pleased to receive the Mayor's 
commim1e11t to set goals for every key 
perfoonance indicator, which is fundamental 
to ensuring a fully accountable government in 
the City and County of San Francisco. 

We also appreciate the Mayor's desire to \'totk 
collaboratively with relevant SFG entities in 
setting these goals. 

\'X' e expect the Board of Supet-visors/ CA 0 
Committee will receive this commitment 
positively, since evalt1ating progress against 
clear goals is the basis for acc:ountable,and 
transparent government. 

/ 
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SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

42 

The Controller's Office should 
ensure that by January 1, 2018 the 
PS framework includes comparative 
performance figures against prior 
year goals alongside current year 
goals, so citizens can see the trend of 
progress (P). 

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation has not been, but will 
be, implemented in the future (timeframe 
for implementation noted below). 

The addition of trend data and indicators 
are features for the site which are under 
development. We intend to complete this 
work in the year ahead. 

t\. r: {=, j:~ :; .. ,;-~~~ t··- :·. ' .. ·1· ·· , .~'; :·~~ ·~ -~~; c·: ~-:..1 ~ I~:~~·,.! ·r ·:} ;:; /'\ 
'. ~-· 

Weare pleased to receive the Controller's commitmentto 
include comparative perfom1ance information against prior 
year goals alongside current goals - doing so ·will directly 
improve the public's understanding ef both tbe trend a11d n:cmt 
progro.r.r in addressing the greatest public concerns. 

· We expect the Board of Supervisors/GAO Committee will 
also receive this commitment positively, since it ,vill provide 
for greater clarity 011 the overall impact and efficacy of key 
City services and programs over time. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

The Controller's Office should 
identify the top 3-5 
rankings/indices relevant to each 
scorecard, and add these to the PS 
framework by January 1, 2018 (N). 

r-:~ _/!." r,\.~ G :~~ r:- T·· ,~ J\ 

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE: 
The recommepdation req\lires forther analysis (explanation of the 
scope of that analysis and a timeframe for discussion, not more 
than six months from the release of the report noted below). 

Concurrent with the development of the Performance Scorecard 
program, we have revised our approach to annual benchmark 
reporting, and now have a broad and comprehensive 
benchmarking report that, for key mea.sures such as street 
conditions, includes review of scorecard measures versus other 
jurisdictions. We anticipate increasing the linkages between these 
two related projects, where possible and valuable, and ,vi11 
continue to do s9 in the coming fiscal year and beyond. The 
specific use of 3~5 jurisdictional comparisons and completion by 
the specific date recommended are not feasible or advisable, from 
our perspective. 

1.·J =' ft i.- ~) I(J\ i .. ·\ i>~ :_, Ii: 

We are pleased to receive the Controller's 
commitment to increasingly link the 
Performance Scorecard framework with 
comparative references to better inform 
the Board of Supervisors and the public 
about SFG performance. And as.we noted 
in the formal report, the benchmarking 
the Controller's Office is currently doing 
is useful and should be recognized. 

The point of establishing a set of 
comparative indices which are readily 
accessible online is to enable tl1e public to 
quickly and accurately assess how our City 
is doing witho11t havi11g lo n•ad d[(fere11t ,i,ports 
a11d / or co11sf{/f 1!lfrltiplr. web.rites. 
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 
CI'TY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

Beginning in fiscal year 2018, the revised PS 
frameworkshould be formally incorporated into 
the SFG department strategic planning and 
budgeting process -in particular, the Office of the 
Mayor should require each department to: 

i. 

ii. 

Specifj, within their departmental strategic 
plans which initiatives directly support the 
SFG's PS goals most relevant to their 
operational mandate, and what improvement 
they profect in achieving that goal (N). 
Specify within their departmental budget 
submission how their budget request is 
directly supportive of improved SFG 

. performance against the PS goals most 
relevant to their operational mandate (N). 

MAYOR'S OFFICE: 
. The recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented 
in the future (time frame for implementation noted below). 

This work has been planned and is currently underway. The 
1vfayor's Office is actively working with all departments to draft 
brief public-facing summaries of their more complex and 
detailed strategic plans. These summaries will include the 
alignment between individual department plans andthe 
Mayor's citywide vision. This work is being performed In 
tandem with Recommendation R.4.1 above, as it is not always 
clear to the public how the measures connect with strategy, 
which ultimately connects with the budget. The City has been 
and will continue to be committed to this endeavor. Strategy 
and performance must be. made more accessible to a broader 
public. 

:\_;_:. z::r~}-- rL r. '"-r J ~-... ~ (; ~:·: j. C 1.:· ·;·· ... : J\·L.~}-. ~~; C) r! . .J\~_J\L -~ f:~.f~ 

We are pleased to receive the 
Mayor's commitmentto fully 
integrate the Performance 
Scorecard· frame,vork with 
the wider SFG strategic 
planning and budgeting 
process. 

\'<le expect the Board of 
Supervisors/ GAO 
Committee and the 
Controller's Office to be 
active participants in the 
move to this integrated 
performance management 
framework. 
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SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

The Controller's Office should 
update, by January 1, 2018, the 
current housing affordability 
indicators based on 
recommendations from the Director 
of the Mayor's Office. of Housing and 
Community Development, and 
submit the revisions to the 1,fayor's 
Office for review and approval (P). 

MAYOR'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation has not been, but will be, 
implemented in the future (timeframe for 
implementation noted belo,v). 

The Mayor's Office and Controller's Office.are 
currently working with the Mayor's Office of Housing 
and Community Developmem,.and other related City 
departments, to include updated housing measures on 
the Performance Scorecard website. We anticipate that 
these measures will be available to report on the 
Performance scorecard website by January 2018. 

CONTRO:LLER'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation has not been, but will be, 
implemented in the fumre (timeframe for 
implementation noted below). 

Our office concurs that imp.roved housing production 
and affordability measures are needed, and has been 
working with appropriate departll1ents to develop 
them. \',{/eintendto,complete this \VOtkon the 
recommended clmeline. 

"f. S.t? \/ :~:; n ~~. ··~.J ··3 :.·J. ·r~ r=: 1:.) f{ ;\ ·'\. T'") c.r-; 

We are pleased to receive the Mayor's and 
Controller's commitment to adopt ui:.eful hou~ing 
affordability indicators to enable San Franciscans 
to understand the SFG's performance and 
progress in tl1is crucial area. 

We expect the Board of Supervisors/GAO 
Committee '"-ill also receive these commitments 
positively, since establishing clear and relevant 
indicators directly enables improved tracking and 
evaluation of the SFG's affordability-related 
programs, services, and associated budget 
proposals. 
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OFSAN FRANCISCO 

SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

The Controller's Office should 
update, by Janua1yl, 2018, the 
current homelessness indicators 
based on recommendations from 
:the DHSH Director and the 
examples of other leading cities, 
and submit the revised indicators · 
to the Office of the Mayor for 
review and approval (P). 

· ·t .. -, -.,) i:.~;~ :·3 S (~ \/ C~ T:?.. 

MAYOR'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented in the 
future (timcframe for implementation noted below). 

The Mayor's Office agrees that the current homelessness indicators 
should be expanded.The newly fonned Department of Homelessness 
and Supportive Housing is currently engaged in developing 
perfom1ance measures. Once those measures arc developed and have 
reliable baseline data, the Mayor's Office would be amenable to 
rcvicwfog and approving those measures .for inclusion on the 
Performance Scorecard website. 

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation has not been, but ,vill bc;.lmpk:mented in. the .. 
future (tirncframe for implementation noted b¢low). 

Our office concurs that these measures should be augmented. Some 
operating indicators may become reliable in this timeframe:and if so 
we will develop and publish those data. For.client data, the 
Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing is undenvay 
with a new case tracking system that will allow for reporting on client 
numbers and outcomes. \i;r orking with then;fwe..inay be ,able toJ:lefine 
and propose new measures by January 2016,howevcr reliable data 
from the,system :will not be available.until F.{ 2018;.19. 

CZ t_; !·.<_ .[\ ~-) r·-

\V/e are pleased to receive the 
:Mayor's and Conttol1er's 
commitment to adopt useful 
homelessness indicators to enable 
San Franciscans to understand the 
SFG's performance and progress in. 
this crucial area. 

\Y/e expect the Board of 
Supervisors/GAO Committee will 
also receive these commitments 
positively, since establishingclear 
and relevant indicators directly 
enables improved tracking and 
evaluation of the SFG's 
homelessness-related programs, 
services, and associated.budget 
proposals. 
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ClVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

The Controller's Office should 
update, by January 1, 2018; the 
current crime and street safety 
indicators based on 
recommendations from the Chief 
of Police and the examples of other 
leading cities, and submit the 
revised indicators to the Office of 
the Mayor for review and approval 
(P). 

-~~-T c; ~·:: I~ (;. ~::: \!" E n 

MAYOR'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented in the future (timefratne 
for implementation noted below). 

Currently, the Controller's Office collecL~ performance measures on 12 pu:blicsafety:.. 
related measures from the Police Department. The~e measures, ,vhich are collected 
and reported by most law enforcement agencies; include response times to Prfority A 
and B calls, violent and property crimes, and traffic/ pedestrian safety indicators. The 
Police Department is currently engaged with an outside consultant to develop a 
strategic plan and outcome measures based on the recommendations included in the 
Department of Justice (DQJ) Community Oriented Policing report from October 
2016. The Mayor's Office will work with the Chief of Police ~nd the Controller's 
Office to ensure measures are informative to the c01umtmity, and de,,eiop additional 
measures based on reform efforts. Appropriate measures will be included on: the 
Performance Scorecard website to measure progress in implementing critical reforms 
from the DOJ report. 

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE: 
The 1'econunendatio.il wilt not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
reasonable (explanation below). · 

TI1e current public safety measures were chosen in consultation ,vith the Police 
Depanme11t, the Department of Emergency Managemenfand the Mayor's Office 
\vhen the Performance Scorecards were developed. Uniform Crime Measures for 
property and violent crir:i1e, and the various 911 response measures, arc indicators 
used in every leading city. \Ve have recently added measures of public opinion, · 
including11ow safe people feel in their neighborhoods during the day and night. 
Should the SFPD, new chief or Mayor's Office want to update these measures we will 
\vork ·with them but \Ve don't agree that changes in tlus group of measures is required 
at this time. 

r·.~i1~ rt ... (._r··)(~· . .r~ 

\Y./e are.pleased to 

receive the 1fayor's 
commitment to 

adopt improved 
pi1blic safety 
indicators to enable 
San Franciscans to 
understand the SFG's 
perforn:iance and 
progress in this 
crucial area. 

\X' e expect the Board 
of Supe1-visors/GAO 
Committee will also 
receive these 
c()mmitments 
positively, since 
establishing clear and 
relevant indicators 
direc~ly enables 
improved tracking 
and evaluation of the 
SFG's public safety 
programs, services, 
and associated 
budget proposals. 
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SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

7.4 

Consistent w /Recommendation 4.1, 
the Office of the Mayor should ensure 
that, by January 1, 2018, each of the 
primary housing affordability, 
homelessness & crime indicators have 
associated goals (P). 

.. ~ l. :~-~~ (: r~ . .r. ~:~ 1? .1\. ·1~ 1 SI·: (J () \ 1- c:: ~ I:,~! j\,t r~; 

MAYOR'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation has not been, but w.ill 
be, implemented in the future (timcframe 
for implementation noted below). 

The Mayor's Office is working with the 
Controller's Office and City departments to 
develop appropriate targets or goals for all 
measures, where appropriate, and has 
regular quarterly meetings to discuss 
progress. As new or revised measures are 
developed around these areas, we will 
continue to assess the appropriateness of 
establishing targets . 

~-.,.. t.> }t: : z \.·· 1~-J . t l ,-·~.\~: 

\Y/e arc pleased to receive the Mayor's commitment to set 
City-wide goals for addressing the key problems of most 
concern to San Franciscans today. 

. We believe this is a necessary and crucial step toward both 
et1ablit{t; effective performance management and 
accountability on the one hand, and btfildi11g trust with the 
public on the other. 

\Ye expect the Board of Supervisors/GAO Committee 
\vill. also receive this commitment positively, since it will 
directly improve SFG transparency and provides a clearer 
basis for evaluating the performance and cost­
effectiveness of high priority SFG programs and services. 
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

SFG RESPONSES & CGJ COMMENTS 

In consultation with other SFG entities 
and community organizations, the 
Conttollet's Office should ensure that, 
by January 1, 2018, one or more PS 
indicators are amended or added to 
ensure the SFG is tracking and reporting 
on the eqtiitable distribution of 
government spending and services (N). 

'',! s J:7 c:: ~ \'I r:~ rt 

CONTROLLER'S OFFICE: 
The recommendation has not been, but will 
be, implemented in the future (timeframe 
for implementation noted below). 

\Y/e agree that the City has policy goals 
directed at addressing social, gender and 
racial equity and will work to include 
measures of these issues in future 
development efforts and on the 
recommended tirneline. 

r; 1 < t1
• T\., .L f.~ -~- ·J c~- :~ -~ 

\'{!c arc pleased to receive the Controller's commitment to 
include one or more indicators within the Performance 
Scorecard framework that directly track(s) tl1e SFG's 
progress in addressing soda~ gender and racial equity 
issues, and to do so in accordance with the recommended 
timcline. 

Noting that multiple members of the Board of 
Supervisors have actively advocated for greater focus on 
social, gender and racial equity in SFG policies, programs 
and budgetary allocations, we expect the Board of 
Supervisors/GAO Committee will also receive this 
commim1ent positively. 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

.From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

·Subject: 

Supervisors: 

Carroll, John (BOS) 
Friday, August 04, 201711:18AM 
BOS-Supervisors · 

· BOS-Legislative Aides; 'Calvillo, Angela (angela.calvillo@sfgov.org)'; 'civilgrandjury@sftc.org'; 
'klowry@sfcgj.org'; Howard, Kate (MYR); Valdez, Marie (MYR); Rosenfield, Ben (CON); 
Steeves, Asja (CON); Stevenson, Peg (CON); Givner, Jon; Somera, Alisa (BOS); Campbell, 
Severin (BUD); Clark, Ashley (BUD) 
2016-2017 Civil Grc:1nd Jury Report-Accelerating SF Government Performance- Required 
Department Responses 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board has received required responses to the 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury report 

entitled "Accelerating SF Government Performance," from the Offices of the Mayor and the Controller. Please find the 
following link to an informational memo from the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors, and direct links to the individual 
responses. 

Clerk of the Board Memo -August 3, 2017 

Office of the Mayor Response -August 3, 2017 

Office of the Controller Response - July 28, 2017 

I invite you to review the entire matter on our Legislative Research Center by following the link below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 170660 

Thank you, 

John Carroll 

Assistant Clerk 

Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct J (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org J bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

!\ii 
1/K,o Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

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

Disclosures: Personal information that1s provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Froncisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. Alf written ar oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. · 
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City Hall 

BO ARO of SUPERVISORS 
l Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244 

San Francisco 94102-4689 
Tel. No. 554-5184 
Fax No. 554-5163 

TI>DffTY No. 554-5227 

DATE: August 3, 2017 

TO: Members of the Board of Supervisors 

FROM: ~gela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

SUBJECT: 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report ''Accelerating SF Government Performance" 

We are in receipt of the following required responses to the San Francisco Civil Gra.nd Jury 
report released June 5, 2017, entitled: "Accelerating SF Government Performance." Pursuant to 
California Penal Code, Sections 933 and 933.05, the City Departments shall respond to the rep01t 
within 60 days of receipt, or no later than July 30, 2017. 

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

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

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

what additioi1al study is needed. The Grand Jury expects a progress report within six 
months; or · 

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

The Civil Grand Jury Report identified the following City Depa1tments to submit responses 
(attached): 

• Office of the Controller: 
Received July 28, 2017, for Findings 2, 3, 4, 5, 7, and 8; and Recommendations 2.1, 
2.2, 3.1, 3.2, 4.2, 5, 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, 8; and 

• Office of the Mayor: 
Received August 3, 2017; for Findings 1, 2, 3, 4, 6, and 7; and Recommendations.I, 
2.1, 2.2, 3.1, 4.1, 6, 7.1, 7.2, 7.3, and 7.4. 
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Accelerating SF Government Per 1ance . 
Office of the Clerk of the Board 60~Day Receipt 
August 3, 2017 
Page2 

These departmental responses are being provided for your information, as received, and may not 
conform to the parameters stated in California Penal Code, Section 933.05 et seq. The 
Government Audit and Oversight Committee will consider the subject report, along with the 
responses, at an upcoming hearing and will prepare the Board's official response by Resolution 
for the full Board's consideration. 

c: 

Honorable. Teri L. Jackson, Presiding Judge 
Kathie Lowry, 2016-2017 San Francisco Civil Qrand Jury 
Kitsaun King, 2016-2017 San Francisco Civil Grand Jury 
Kate Howard, Mayor's Office 
Marie Valdez, Mayor's Office 
Ben Rosenfield, Controiler, Office of the Controller 
Asja Steeves, Office of the Controller 
Peg Stevenson, Office of the Controller 
Jon Givner, Deputy City Attorney 
Alisa Somera, Legislative Deputy Director 
Severin Campbell, Budget and Legislative Analyst 
Ashley Clark, Budget and Legislative Analyst 
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR 
SAN FRANCISCO 

August 3, 2017 

TI1e Honorable Teri L. Jackson 
Presiding Judge, Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 
400 McAllister Street, Room 008 
San Francisco, CA 9410;2 

Dear Judge Jackson: 

EDWIN M. LEE 
MAYOR 

Pursuant to Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05, the following is in reply to the 2016-17 Civil Grandjuiy 
report, Accelerating SF Government Pe,formance. We would like to thank the members of the Civil Grand Jury 
for their interest in the City's performance reporting activities and their efforts to improve the use of 
performance measurement in San Francisco. 

Performance measurement and reporting has been an important practice within the City and County of San 
Francisco for many years. In November 2003, the voters of San Francisco passed Proposition C, which 
mandated the Controller's Office to monitor the level and effectiveness of services provided by the City and 
County of San Francisco. Since then, the Mayor's Office has worked closely with the Controller's Office to 
collect, measure, and report performance information on over 1,000 perfonnance measures, covering all 
City departments and a wide variety of city programs and services. 

In January 2016, the Mayor's Office and the Controller's Office collaborated to publish the San Francisco 
City Performance Scorecard website. This website features a more focused set of performance measures 
across eight m~j6r policy areas that are intended to info~ the public and policymakers about the overall 
performance and viability of critical city services and indicators. These performance measures are updated 
frequently, and demonstrate progress toward stated goals and targets using red, yellow, and green indicators. 

The Civil Grand Jury's report focused primarily on the Performance Scorecard framework, and provided a 
number of important findings and recommendations for how the website can be better utilized by the 
public and better integrated into other citywide planning. Since performance measurement has been part of 
the fabric of San Francisco for many years, the Mayor's Office will continue to work towards improving the 
use and reporting of performance information, and many of the recommendations presented in this report 
will be taken into. consideration in Citywide planning efforts. 

A detailed response from the Mayor's Office to the Civil Grand Jury's findings and 
recommendations are attached. 

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

Sincerely,· 

£~~ 
Edwin Lee (/ \J 

Mayor 

1 DR. CARLTON 8. GOODLETT PLACE, ROOM 200 
SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-4681 

TELEPHONE: ~ S5~ ~54-6141 . 



# 
Fl 

F2 

F3 

F4 

F6 

. f)ndliigs . 

2016sl7 Clvil Grand Jury 
Acc¢1erating SF Government performance: 

Mayor's Office Responses 

2017 Responses 
'(A'greeJo'i;aifr~e) ' _,. ; ; . ·~ ' .. Wi7·RespqnseText 

The broader public is barely aware of di,sagree wiJh it, The·etty has maii1t<1lned a robust performance measurement. system 
n for.al~qsttwo clecades, and finding the right medium and right mix of the performc1nce.scorecard (PS) partially. (explanation i 

framework, diminishing its utility and rii:!xt cqllinin) measures is alw~ys a priority. The Mayor's Offii::e has been engaged in a 

hampering the ability of San number ofefforts to publicize the Citts constantly improving 
Francisco's Government (SFG) to perform·qncerneasur.ementsystems, The Scorecard website ls a 
communicate prqgress to San relatively new framework, launched ih January 2016, The Mayor's 
Franciscans. Office updated lts home page t9 Include a direct li.nk to the Scorecard 

website.Additionally, the .local .media closely follows the performance 
reporting done by the City, and freq1,1ently publishes articles based on 
perforinance repor:ts lssued by the City. The M11yor's Office wlll 
continue to publish performance information, 'rricluding, but not limited 
to; the Scorecard website to the public. Broad 'public awareness is 
always the goal. 

Despite the Mayor's role as the disagree with it, The Mayor's Office participates in performance reporting In.a number 
accountable executive of the SFq, partially (explanation in of ways. The Mayor's Budget Book published each June includes a 
the Mayor does not directly report next 'co Ju r'nri) series of performance measures for·each department with data on past 
performance results to the public, as performance, projected performance, clnd target perfo.rmance. The 
.is done In other leading cities. Mayor's Office akm works closely with the.Controller's Office to support 

the Perfcirrriance Measurement Database, ·and the· Controller's Office 
pgbJlshes ari a.nnu~I report with all of the City.'s performa·nce measures. 
Last!y1the Score~ards website, which publishes up-tq-date 
perform,mce information online, was developed and Is mantained In 
colla:boratlon with the Con:troller's Office. 

·The PS framework encompasses too disagree with it, The City currently tracks semf-annual performance data for over 1,000 
many. lncjlcators - some of-the partially (explanation in measu.res. The P~rformance~corecard website was developed to focys 
indicators are of gre<1t Importance, next.coJu,nn) cin a more limited set of rneasuresthat are themost relevant to the. 
whereas others are much less public and policymakers. While the website fe~ttires.a more limited. set 
sjgn ifica nt. qf measures, an lmportantfeature ofl:he Scorecard website Is that it 

j)resents ·a multi-dimensional picture of Clfy services and the overall 
health)nd viability qftheSan Francisco as a City and government. 

Having performance Indicators disagree with It; While the Scorecards website endeavors to have an·associated goal for 
without assoclated goals goes agai'nst partially (explanation In all measures, some measures lendthemselves to tracking for the 
practice in othedeading cities, and next column) purpose of understanding trends. Performance.trends can demonstrate 
limits the public:.'s ability to important and useful information for observing performance over time. 

· understand how the SFG Is For example, by looking at:performance trends; we can see ·thatthe 
progressing. nurnbes of active probationers or the population Juvenile hall in San 

Francisco are decreasing, which speaks to the policies and practices 
that the City has put In to place better than me.;1suring against .a target 
population number. Howe\fer, the Mayor's Office agrees that most . 
measures should have an established target or benchmark to measure 
cigalnst, and will continue toworkwlth departments to determine that 
best target or benchmark for each measure, where ·appropriate. 

The PS framework.js not formally disagree w\th it, As part qf the budget development·process, the Mayor's Budget Office 
lntegrated.·into the SFG's planning partially (explanation In carefully reviews a number of departmental.performance measures, 
process other than occasion13I budget next column) including, but not limited to, the rrreasures·that appear qn the 
discussions, whereas its true value is Seorecards website. These measures, inclu.ding the Performance 
the extent to whkh SFG planning.and Scorecard.measures, are published in t~e annual Mayor's Budget Book, 
budgeting is di~ectly Jinked to the PS and reported regularly on the Mayor's webslte.-However, the Mayor's 
framework. Office agrees that there are additional, important,stepsthat can be· 

taken to further Integrate ·performance measures Into City planning. 
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·.· ~lndl~gs 
.. -· 

# 

F7 The specific indicators used within 
the SFG's PS fr;3mework to track 
performance in the areas of the 
gravest public concern should be 
updated to better reflect what the 
SFG is doing to address the public's 
gravest concerns. 

2016-17 Civil Grand Jury 

Accelerating SF Government Performance: 
Mayor's Offrce Responses 

_, 2017 ~esponses 
. 2.017 Re~pdnseTexf {Agree/Disagree) 

disagree.with it, Th.e Mayor's Office.agrees that indicators should reflect those measures 
partially (explanation In that are of concern to the public and policymakers. However, the 
next column) Performance Scorecard website should also reflect performance 

against charter-mandated levels of services, or industry best practices. 
Limiting the Performance Scorecard website to only those measures 
that are of gravest public concern would limit reporting, and would 
leave out performance reporting that has been mandated by the voters 
or others. The Mayor's Office will contlnue to work with the 
Controller's Office to ensure that the Performance Scorecard website 
includes updated performance measures that best reflect the priorities 
of the City. 
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Rl 

R2,1 

R2.2 

2016-17 Civil Grand Jury 
Accelerating SF Government PerformaI1ce: 

Mayor's Office Responses 

In order to ensure broader public access to the PS platform; 
and consistent with the practice of other leading cities, a 
clear link to the PS website shoufd be placed on the SFG 
website homepage, the. Office of the Mayor's homepage 
and the Board ofSuper:visor's.homepage by January 1, 2018 .• 

The. recomrnendatlo11 has been A direct link to the Scorecard website ls)lnked to the homepage of 
implemented (summary of how It was the Mayor's website {sfmayor.org) as well the Controller's website 
Implemented In riextcolumn) (http://sfgov_org/scorecards/) 

Consistent with other leading cities, begln11lng In 2018 the The recommenda.tlon will not be The Mayor's Office has taken a number of steps to communicate 
performance.results to the public. The Mayor's Office proactlvely 
publislies performance Information by directly linking to the 
Performance Scorecard website on the Mayor's homepage. It Is 
Important-to note that the Clty Charter gives the Controller authority 
to collect, manage, and report performance Information. The 
Controller ls mandated to report on performance information, and 
will continue to do a_nnual reporting. However, the Mayor's Office 
will continue to augment reporting efforts, as appropriate. 

Mayor should present an annual SFG Performance report implemented because lt Is not 
that concisely communlcates.SFG performance and progress warranted or reasonable (e)(planation 
to the public; the public trnnsmisslon of which should In next column) 
consist of: 

I. Hosting a public press conference, the first ofwhlch w9uld 
occur not later than January 31, 2019, announcing the SFG's 
annual performance. 
Ii. Posting the SFG Performance report, not later than 

. January 31, 2019, on the Office of the Mayor's website 
homepage. 
Ill. Submitting the SFG Performance. report to the Board of 
Supervisors for comment. 
Iv. Within 30 days of the Board of Supervisors response, the 
C:ontroller's Office should update the PS website to reflect 
annual SFG performance, with comments from the Board of 
supervisors and responses from the Office of the Mayor 
Included online for the public's reference. 

Commencing In 2018, the Controller's Office should prepare The recommendation has not been, The Performance Scorecard website contains many measures which 
quarterly updates of the PS framework, inclusive of: but wlll be, Implemented In the future are updated on a regularly basis, Including quarterly and monthly 

I. Submission of the quarterly update to the Board of 
Supervisor's GAO Committee.and the Office of the Mayor, 
inviting comment. 
II, Posting the quarterly update on the PS website 
homepage, with comments· from the Board of Supervisors 
and Office of the Mayor included for public reference. 

( tlmeframe for lmple·mentation noted measures, and the Controller's Office prepares-an annual report to 
In next column] discuss lmport~nt performance trends from the past year. The 

measures are· ptibllc-facfng; an·d the controller's Office receives 
feedback on· an ongoing basis. The Mayor's Office and Controller's 
Oftlce are always supportive of this feedback, and will continue 
making improvements based on that feedback. The rvi°ayor's Office 
would also welcome additional periodic reporting from the 
Controller's Office. 
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R3,1 

R4.1 

R6 

R7.1 

2016-17Civll Grand Jury 
Accelerating Sf Government Performance: 

In consultation with other SFG entitles and community 
groups, the Office. of the Controller should propose a 
n;mowed set of PS indlcators,)ikely not exceedlng.30total, 
by October 1, 2017; the Board of Supervisor's GAO 
Committee should be Invited to comment on the revised 
indicators prior to submission to the Office ofthe Mayor for 
review and approval. 

The Mayor's Office should ensure that by Januaryl, 2018 
every PS indicator has a linked goal, with all goals approved 
by.the Mayor-these goals comprise theSFG's overarching 
annual operational plan. 

Mayor's Office Responses 

The. recommendation will not be 
Implemented because It ls not 
warranted or reasonable (explanation 
In next column) 

The City currently tracks performance data for.over 1,000 measures. 
The Performance Scorecard website represents a more focused set 
of measures that are the most relevant to the 1rnbllc and 
policymakers, In addition to focusing on these priority areas, the 
Performance Scorecard website ls·meantto preserit a multi­
dimensional plcture cif City services and overall health and viability 
of the City Itself. rn order to do thls, the Performance Scorecard 
Includes a broad array of measures, some of which are meant to be 
simply educational and Informative to both the public and 
pcilli:ymakers. in collaboration with the Controller's Office, we 
regularly review the measures r.eported on the Performance . 
Scorecard website fo highllghtthose that are more Important or 
most informative to the public or policymakers, whlle also· 
representing the full scope of City services and overall vialiliity. In· 
pasfattempts to put a hard number, such as 30, on the 
development of indicators, the process inevitably produces . 
resentment from many pockets of commuhlty and city workers who 
may have felt that Important information gets left out. The Mayor 
prjbritizes, and City staff values/that ail City efforts are lnduslve and 
considered through·.an equity lens. When developing indl.cators the 
CJ~y balances this strong.San Francisco value with the need for 
brevity. This ls something the Mayor cares about deeply and Is a 
constant balancing act. 

The .recommendation ha·s not been, This:work has been pianned formonths and is now underway. 
but wili be, implemented In the fut~re January 1,. 2018 is anambitlous gqal given that the Mayor values 
(t\meframefqr implementation rioted Inclusion arid consensus bullding, and wcirklng wlth SO departments 
In nert columl)) · · · · (whose goals are.often a reflection of community eriagement 

practices) WIii likely require timely and foc:usei:I deep dlves,lnto their 
data systems and then backto the comrnunlty lf we do not currently 
have the right Inputs. The Mayor's Office is very enthusiatlc about 
this work and the goal is to getlt right; setting the right precedent 
for building strategic plans moving forward. 

Beginning In fiscal year 2018, the revised PS framework The recoinmendatiori has not been, This work has been planned ·and is clirretly underway. The Mayor's 
should be formally incorporated Into the Sf.G department but wlii be, implemented in the future Office is actively working with all depa.rtments to draft brief public-
strategic planning and budgeting process- in particui.ar, the· (timeframe for implementation noted facing summaries of their more complex and detailed starteglc 
Office of the Mayor should·requlre each cjepartment to: In next column) plans. These summaries wlil include the alignment between 

I. Specify within their departmental strategic plans which 
initiatives directly support the SFG's PS goals most relevant 
to their operational mandate, arid what improvement they 
project in achlevlngt~.at goal. 
II. Specify within their departmental budget submission how 
their budget request is directly supportive of improved SFff 
performance against the PS goals most relevant to their 
operational mandate. 

The Controller's Office.should update, byJanuaryl, 2018, 
the current ho4slng affordablllty indicators based on · 
recommend.ations from the Director of the Mayor's Office 
of Housing and Community Development, and·submitthe 
revisions to the Office of the Mayor for review and 
approval. 

Individual department plans and.the Mayor's citywide vision. This 
work is belrig performed ln tandem with Recommendation R.4.1 
above, as itls not always clear to the public how the measures 
connect with strategy, which ultimately connects with the budget. 
The Cit:y has been and will continue to b.e committed tothls 
endeavor .. Strategy.and rerformance must be made fllore accessible 
to a broader·pubilc. 

The recomnieridation has not been, The Mayor's Office and Controller's Office are·curreritly working 
but will be, Implemented iri the future with the Mayor's Office .of Housing.and Community Development, 
( timeframe for' implementation noted arid other related City departments, to Include updated housing 
In next column)· measures on the Performance Scorecard web.site. We anticipate 
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that.these measures will be avalla.ble to report on the Performance 
scorecard we.bslte by January 2018. 



R7.2 

R7.3 

R7.4 

The Controller's Office should upd;ite, by.January 1, 2018, 

the.current homelessn·ess Indicators based on 
recommendations from the DHSH Direct.or and the 
examples of other leading cilies, and submit the revised 
Indicators to the Office of the M<!yor for review and 
approval. 

The Controller's Office should update, by January 1, 2018, 

the current crime/street safety Indicators based on 
recommendations from the Chief of Police and the 
examples of other leading cities,. and submit the revised 
indicators t(! the Office of the Mayor for revle~ and 
approval. · 

Consistent with Recommendation P4, the Office of the 
Mayor should ensure that, by January 1, iD18, each of the 
primary housing affordability, homelessness and crime 
indicators have associated goals. 

·2016-17 Civil Grand Jury 
Acc_eleratlng SF Government Performance: 

Mayor's Office Responses 

The recommendation has not.been, The Mayor's Office agrees that the current homelessness indjcators 
but will be, Implemented In tha future shoulcf be expanded. The newlyformed·Department of 
( timeframe for implemen_tatlon noted Homelessness arid $upportiye Housing ls currently engaged in 
in next column) · developing perf<irmance·measures. Once those measures are 

deveioped .. and have rellab'fe baselln~ data, the Mayor's Offlc:e would 
be am.enable to·revfewingand approvlrigthose measuresfor 
Inclusion on the Performance Scorecard website. 

The recommendation has not been, Currently, the Controller's Office co.llects·p.erformance measures on 
butwUI be,"lmpleinented in the future 12. public safety-related measures from the Police Department. · 
( timeframe for Implementation noted These measures, which are collected and reported by most law 
l_n next co!umnf enforcement.agencles,.include response times to Prlorlfy A and B 

calls;·violent and property crlmes,.and traffic/pedestrian safety 
indicators. The Po.lice Department is c_urrently engaged with an 
olitslde·consulta·nt.to develop a strategic plan arid outcome 
measur(!s based on tfie.recommendatlons included In the 
Department of Justice (DOJ} ·comniunlty Oriented Pollcing report 
from· October 2016. The Mayor's Offlcewlll work with the Ctilef of 
Police ard the Controll~r;s Office tq eils\lre measure.s are 
informative to the community, and develop addltlonal measures 
bas_ed on reform effortsiAppropriate _measures wJII be. Included ori 
fhe Performance-Scorecard website to measure progress rn 
Implementing critical reforms from the DQJ report. 

The recommendation has.not been, The Maycii:'s Offlce·lsWorklng with the Controller's Office and City 
but-will be, JmplE\mented In the future depa.rtments to develop approprlat.e targets or goals for all 
( tlmeframefor Implementation noted measures, where appropriate, and has regular quarterly meetings to 
in next column) discuss progres.s. A~ new or revisecl measures are developed _around 
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these areas, we will continue to assess the appropriateness of 
esta(?lls.hlng targets. 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER 

Jvly 28, 2017 

The Honorable Teri L. Jackson 
Presiding Judge, Superior Court of California, County of San Francisco 
400 McAllister Street, Room 008. 
San Francisco, CA 94.102 

Dear Judge Jackson: 

Ben Rosenfield 
Controller 

Todd Rydstrom 
Deputy Controller 

Pursuant to Penal Code sections 933 and 933.05, this memo and the attached table are in reply to the 
2016-17 Civil Grand Jury report, Accelerating SF Government Performance. We would like to thl;l.Ilk the 
Civil Grand Jury for the:µ-thoughtrul review of the City's perforniance efforts. In particular, we very 
much appreciate the review of the Performance Scorecards-this feedback is valuable since the 
Scorecards publication and website format is a relatively new product for the Controller's Office in its 
performance portfolio. 

The ·controller's Office has been engaged in performance reporting and measurement citywide since the 
199.0s. We have worked steadily to improve the breadth and quality of performance measurement, train 
City staff in how to do it well, and publish performance infom1ation for the public and City leadership. 
The City Services Auditor charter amendment passed in November 2003 raised our level of work with 
new mandates and resources in this area. Since then, the Controller's Office has grown the public 
information part of the program to now include a citywide database of over 1,000 tracked measures, the 
-Performance Scorecards with approximately 90 measures in an interactive public website, and 
departmental and citywide benchmarking reports. Our training and technical assistance program 
includes ongoing work with departments to improve their measurement and management, a Data 
Academy teaching data analysis and visualization skills and software to City staff, ''Stat" programs, and 
dashboard development. The Mayor's Office has been a reliable partner in these efforts and in FY2016 
and FY2017 worked diligently with us.on the Performance Scorecards product as well as in other 
program areas. 

. . 
1)J.e Civil Grand Jury's report and its focus on the Performance Scorecard framework provided 
important findings and recommendations. We will use this feedback to improve our efforts and seek to 
make the website and information better lmown by the public and in the media. · 

If you have aiiy questions about this response, please contact Performance Director Peg Stevenson or me at 
415-554-7500. . 

Controlle 

cc: Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board, City and County of San Francisco 

415-554-7500 · City Hall • 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place • Room S&9G Francisco CA 94102-4694 FAX 415-554-7466 



# Findings 
F2 Despite the Mayor's role as the 

accountable executive of the SFG, the 
Mayor does not directly report 
performance results to the public, a.s ls 
done in other leading cities. 

F3 The PS framework encompasses too 
mariy indicators - some of the 
indicators are of great iinport<!nce, 
whi:!reas others are much less 
significant. 

2016-17 Civil Grand Jury 
Acceleratin$ SF G.overnment Performance: 

Controller's Office Re·sponses 

2017 Responses 
(Agree/Disagree) 2017 Response Text 

disagree with It, The Mayor's Office does performance reporting to the public in 
partially (explanation the Mayor's Budget Book, DataSF, and in many other ways. The 
in next column) Mayor's Office works as a partner with the Controller's Office in 

the development of the citywide performance reporting 
products that our office creates and maintains; they work with us 
in the development ofthe Performance Scorecards, and the 
content of the larger Performance Measurement Database .. 
Organizationally there is value to having the core public reportirig 
function in the Controller's Office. It Is our Job to provide neutral 
non-political measurement and reporting as is contemplated in 
Charter Appendix F. The Controller's Office can carry out stable, 
Jong-term development and maintenance of performance 
reporting in a way that an office more directly affected by 
election cycles cannot. 

disagree with it, The Performance Scorecard project· focusing on fewer than 100 
partially (explanation key performance metrics· is partially in responsefothe general 
in next column) observation that both current and past grand Juries have made, 

and that the Controller's Office concurs with - that tob many 
measures in publically-facing reporting can make it difficulty for 
policy makers or the public to understand what to focus on and 
what is truly'important The scorecards measures have been 
selected through a process that involves review of over l,,1)00 
measures tracked and reported through ou.r performance 
measurement program. However, San Francisc:Q isa uniquely 
consolidated government, combining city, county, and many 
regional functions that in most other places are stand-alone 
governmental entities. Given this broad $cope of services, th.e 
Performance Scorecards should report on performance across a 
larger number of services than the examples provided In the CGJ 
report. While some indicators are of greafirnportance, some are 
included to provide educational information to the public and 
policymakers about the essential fun~ions of government, We 
regularly review the relevance and import<!nce of this new 
performance reporting tool and will continue to refine the 
selection and quantity of performi!nce measures highllghtE.:!d on 
the Performance Scorecards website, to efiminate less valuable 
indicators, while developing those ofgreater importance. 
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# . Findings 
F4 Having performance indicators without 

associated goals goes against practice 
in qther leading cities, and limits the 
public's ability to u11d¢rsta11d howthe 
SFG is progressing. 

-

FS Citizens have almost no means by 
which to regularly and systematically 
assess the SFG' s performance relative 
to other leading cities; in contrast, 
other leading cities provide this 
information to their citizens. 

F7 The specific indicators used within the 
SFG' s PS framework to track 
performance in the areas of the gravest 
public c.ohcern should be updated to 
better reflect what the SFG is doing to 
address the public's gravest concerns. 

F8 Noting the seVe(e economic inequality 
within and between various 
neighborhoods and .communities in the 
City, and consistent with the City's long 
standing reputation for socially 
inclusive policies, .the PS framework 
should more directly gauge SFG 
progress in addressing soda!, gender 

2016.-17 CiVil Grand Jury 
Accelerating SF Government Performance: 

Controller's Office Responses 

2017 Responses 
(Agree/Disagree) 2017 Response Text 

disagree with it, We concur that performance measures are most meaningful if 
partially (e)<planatibn goals, targets, or projections are established as a benchmark 
in nextcoluinh) againstwhid1 to evaluate actual results. The majority of 

scoi'eqird indh;ators report and tnick results against a target 
established through the City's budget process. In limited 
instances, policymakers have not yet identified a goal for a given 
measure which we have begun tracking using this tool; we. 
expect continued improvement in this area in coming cycles as 
this new performance tracking tool becomes more broadly 
utilizied, and have added targets for measures formally without 
them in the prior year during this year's cycle. However, in other 
limited circumstances, we have chosen to track high public 
interest measures in the scorecard format where goals are not 
likely to be established in the nearer term, or where to do so 
would not be practical, such as for certain economic or 
demographic information. 

disagree with it, wholly The Controller's Office publishes performance benchmarking 
(explanation in next reports; including a new FY17 Citywide Annual Benchmarking 
column) report, coin paring San Francisco to similar jurisdictions across 

seven policy areas; This report is very broad and 
rnethodo!ogically rigorous and is a best in class example of 
government benchmarking data. One of the two examples 
provided in the CGJ report as a best practice for comparison 
reporting is the naticmal Index for major road quality. As 
mentioned previously, this dataset is misleading in the quality of 
San Francisco's streets as it combines reporting with Oakland and 
highways managed by the State, both of which have lower 
results in road quality. We were unable to find results of the 
other example mentioned regarding the Austin performance 
reporting. 

agree With finding We regularly evauate the relevance of performance measures 
included in the Performance Scorecard website. As this is a new 
tool, we.are still collecting ideas and input in how to best refine. 
what is included and have made changes by adding or revising 
measures as better performance reporting is identified. Several 
new measures have been added or are in development for the 
new fiscal year - including transit ridership! housing production, 
and new measures for homeless services in the City -- while 
other measures of more limited importance have been 
eliminated. Continued feedback on measure selection from the 
Mayor's Office, Board of Supervisors, department leadership, 
and CGOBOC will assist in this ongoing process. 

agree with finding Our original directl.on with the Performance Scorecards has been 
to sho~ the level and effectiveness of pubHc servi.ces of SF as is 
mandated under Charter Appendix F. We agree that the City has 
policy goals directed at addressing social, gender and racial 
equity and will work to include measures of these issues in 
future development efforts; We will workto include new 
measures with these goals in mind in the coming fiscal year. 
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2016·17 CMI Grand Jury 
Acceierating SF Government Performance: Controller's·Office Responses 

2017 Responses 
# Recommendations (implementation) 2017 Response Text 

R2.1 Consistent with other leading cities, beginning in 2018 the The recommendatlon will not TIJis recommendatlon·should be directed to the Mayor and Board of 
Mayor should present an annual SFG Performance report be implemented because it is Supervisors, and not to the Controller's Office. The Controller's Office will 
that conclsely communicates SFG performance and progress not warranted or reasonable continue to develop and maintain Citywide performance reporting in our 
to the public; the public transmission of which should consist (explanation in next column) program as mandated under the Charter. We also want to support 
of: accountability, public reporting and performance management desired 

and requested by the Mayor and Board of Supervisors, in their roles as 
i. Hosting a public press conference, the first of which would elected policymakers responsible for overall governmental performance. 
occur hot later than January 31, 2019, announcing the SFG's We will work with them to publish materials and provide Information for 
annual performance. public hearings, In the form and process that they establish to promote 
li. Posting the SFG Performance report, riot laterthat:i transparency and accountabllity. 
January 31, 2019, on th~·officeoftlieMayor'sweb:S~e 
homeP,age·. 
Iii. Submitti11g the'.SFG Perfqr(ilance repprtto·the Board of 
supervisorsfor comment. 
Iv. Within 30 days of the Board of Supervisors response, the 
Controller's Office should update the PS website to reflect 
annual SFG performance, with comments from the Board of. 
Supervisors and responses from the Office of the Mayor 
included online for the public's reference. 

R2.2 Commencing In 2018, the Controller.'s Office should prepare The recommendation has not Many of the governmental performal'Ji:e.reportlng r'nl!cha:i;iisms we have 
quarterly updates· of the PS framework, inclusive of: been, but will be, rev1ewed in other jurisdictions are annual of seriii~arinual iri na~ui'e. Akey 

implemented in the future ( benefit of the Peformance Scorecard forrm1t is the regular updates'to key 
l. Submission of tha quarterly update to the Board of timeframe for performance Information on a more frequeqnt schedule, with the. majority 

· Supeniisor's GAO Committee ancl the Pffice ofthi:r Mayor; implementation noted in next of measures updated either mo.nthly or q):iarterly, for morereai-.time· 
lr;iviting co.mrnent, 
Ii. Postlhg the quarterly update 'oh ~h'e P:S. webslte 

column) monitoring by Interested parties. We concur, however; that pe,:ioclic ~tic 
reporting on trends is always valualiie, ijrjd have prci!luced an.aom.ial 

hoin~page, With i;omments frill'!) the Bdard of~upervlsors report summarizing trends over the'yearand overall progress towards 
and Office of the Mayor included for publlc,reJerence. adopted goals. As a means to enhance public acess to this informatipn, we 

will plan to prepare a mid-year report on trends and progress for $CQri!¢.ird 
measures, and will assess the relative ben~fit of shifting to a quarterly 
schedule following that change. 

R3,1 In consultation with other SFG entitles and community The recommendation will not The Performance Scorecard project - focusing on fewer than 9Q key 
groups, the Office of the Controller should propose a be Implemented because it is performance metrics - is partially In response to the general observation 
narrowed set of PS indicators, 111<:ely not exceeding 30 total, not warranted or reasonable that both current and past Grand Juries have made, and thatthe 
by October 1, 2017; the Board of Supervisor's GAO (explanation In next column) Controller's Office concurs with-that too many measures in pµbli~ly-
Committee should be invited to comment on the revised facing reporting can make It difficulty for policy makers or.the publ!c to 
Indicators prior to submission to the Office of the Mayor for understand what to focus on and what ls truly important: The.si;orecards 
review and approval. measures have been selected through a process thatlnvi:ifvesreviewof 

over 1,000 measures tracked and reported through our,i:1erformance 
measurement program. However, San Francisco ls a uniquely consolidated 
government, combining city, county, and many regional functions that ln 
most other places are stand-alone governmental entities. Given this broad 
scope of services, the Performance Scorecards should report on 
performance across a larger number of services than the examples from 
other jurisdictions provided In the CGJ report. Whlle some Indicators are 
of great importance, some are included to provide educational 
Information to the public and policymakers about the essential functions 
of government. We regularly review the relevance and importance of this 
new performance reporting tool and will continue to refine the selection 
and quantity of performance measures highlighted on the Performance 
Scorecards website, to eliminate less valuable indicators, while developing 
those of greater Jmportance. We continute to.seek and welcome Input ori 
the specific Performance Scorecard measures from the Mayor's Office, 
Board of Supervisors, and others, and will continue to ~olicit feedback on 
both appropriate scorecard measurments and goals. 
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2016-17 Civil \;irand Jury 
Accelerating SF Government Performance: Controller's Office Responses 

2017 Responses 
It Recommendations (implementation} 20.17 Response Text 

R:l.2. In consultation with otherSFG entities and communitY The recommendation has not There ls some geographic reporting a\fililable in the a limited number of 
groups, the Controller's Office should evaluate, no later than been, but Will be, the scorecard measures, an.d links to other geospatial analyses we perform 
July 1, 2018, the feasibllil;y of including district level reporting irnplemented In the future ( are embedded within the measure pages. We concur that the Inclusion of 
on some or all indicators and posting this information within tirneframe for additional geographicvariance·reportlng for key measures will add value 
t,he onllne PS platform, enabling citizens to understand implementation noted ln next to the site, and will explore feasabiUty of expanding such reporting in the 
progress in their neighborhoods. column) coming fiscal year, as recommended. 

R4.2 The controller's Office should ensure that by January 1, 2018 The recornmendation has not The addition of trend data and indicatQrs are features for the sjte which· 
, the PS framework lm:ludes comparative performance figures been, but w111 be, are under development. We intend to complete this work ln th.e year 

against prior year goals alongside the current year goal and implemented In the future { ahead. 
progress, so citizens can understand the trend of SFG timefrarne for 
progress. implementation noted in next 

coiumn) 

RS The Controller's Office should 1dentify the top S-5 The recommendation Concurrent with the development of the Performance Sc;orecard program, 
rankings/indices relevant to each ~core.card, .and add these requires further analysis we haverelilsed .our approach to annual benchmark reporting, and riow 
to the J'S framework by January 1, 2018. (explanation of the scope of have a brqad and comprehensive benchmarking report that, for key 

thatanalysis and a tlmefram.e measures such as street conditions, includes review of scorecard measures 
for discussion, not more than versus other jurisdictions. We anticipate increasing the linkages between 
six months from the release these two related projects, where possible and valuable, and will continue 
of the.report noted in next to do so in the coming fiscal year and beyond. The specific use of 3-5 
columri) Jurisdictional comparisons and completion by the specific date 

recommended are not feasible or advisable, from our perspective. 

R7.l The C:ontroller' s Office should update, by January 1, 2018, The recornmendatlon has not our office concurs that improved housing production and affordability 
the current housing affordabllity Indicators based on been, but will be, measures are needed, and has been working with appropriate 
recommendations from the Director of the Mayor's Office.of implemented in the future ( departments to develop them. We intend to complete this work on the 
Housing and Community Development, and submit the timeframe for recommend.ed timeline. 
revisions .to the Office of the Mayor for· review and approval. implementation noted in next 

column) 

R7.2 The Controller's Office should update, by January 1, 2018, The recommendation has not Our office concurs thatthese measures should be augmented. Some 
the current homelessness indicators based on been, but will be, operating indicators.may become reliable in this timeframe and if so we 
retomme.ndations from the DHSH Director and the examples Hnpierriented ln the.future ( will develop and publish those.data. Fo(client data, the Department of 
of other leading cities, and s.ubmit the revised indicators to timeframe for Homelessness and Supportive Housing is untlerway with a nevi case 
the Office of the Mayor for review and approval. implementation noted in next tracking system that will allow for reporting on client numbers and 

column) outcomes .. Working with them we may be able to define and propose new 
measures by January 2018, however reliable data from the system will not 
be available until FY 2018-19. 

R7.3 The Controller's Office should update, by January i, W18, The recommendation will not The current public safety measures were chosen in consultation with the 
the current crime/street safety1ndicators based on be implemented because it is Police Departm·ent, the Department of Emergency ~anagement aM the 
recommendations from the Chief of Police and the examples not warranted or reasonable Mayor's Office when the Performance Scorecards were developed; 
of ottier leading cities, and submit the revised indicators to (el<planation in next column) Uniform Crime Measures for property and violent crime, and the various 
the Office of the Mayor for review and approval. 911 response measures, are indicators used In every leading city. We have 

recently added measures of public oplnion, including how safe people feel 
in their neighborhoods during the day and night. Should the SFPD, new 
chief or Mayor's Office want to update these measures we will work with 
them but we don't agree. that changes in this group of measures is 
required at this time. 

RB In consultation wlt)i oilier SFG entities and community Th.e recommendation has not We agree that the City has policy goals direct at addressing social, gender 
organizations, the Controller's Office shoul(l ensure that, by been, but wlll be, and racial equity and will work to include measures of these Issues in 
January 1, 2018, one ·or more PS Indicators are amended or implemented in the future ( future development efforts and on the recommended timeline. 
added to ensure the SFG is trac~lng and reporting on the tirneframe. for 
equitable distribution of government spending and services. implementation noted In next 

column) 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

Fr.om: Clark, Ashley (BUD) 
Sent: 
To: 

Thursday, June 08, 201711:37 AM. 
Carroll, John (BOS) 

Cc: Newman, Debra (BUD); Major, Erica (BOS) 
Subject: RE: 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report :-Accelerating SF Government Performance 

Categories: 170660, 170661 

Dear John, 

I confirm the receipt of this message and acknowledge that you need the template resolution by the end of the day 
August 24, 2017. 

Cheers 
Ashley 

From: Carroll, John (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 4:09 PM 
To: Clark, Ashley (BUD) 
Cc: Newman, Debra (BUD); Major, Erica (BOS) 
Subject: FW: 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report - Accelerating SF Government Performance 

Good afternoon, . 

I'm forwarding the below message to you to serve as notice that the proceedings are beginning for the Board's response 
to the year's first Civil Grand Jury report. As in years past, the Budget and Legislative Analyst's Office will prepare the 
draft resolution responding to the report; the responses of the Board will be added to the resolution through action of 
the Government Audit and Oversight Committee. · 

Would you please confirm receipt of this message, and note that we need the template resolution by the end of the day 
August 24, 2017? 

Please find the links in the message below to the Report and the Board's file on the matter. 

Thank you. 

John Carroll 

Assistant Clerk 

Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

• .ill~ Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Seryice Satisfaction form. 

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

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
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redact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Boord and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. · 

From: Carroll, John (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 3:03 PM 
To: Rosenfield, Ben {CON) <ben.rosenfield@sfgov.org>; Elliott, Nicole (MYR) <nicole.elliott@sfgov.org>; Tugbenyoh, 
Mawuli (mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org) <mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org> 
Cc: Rydstrom, Todd (CON) <todd.rydstrom@sfgov.org>; Valdez, Marie (MYR) <marie.valdez@sfgov.org>; Steeves, Asja 
(CON) <asja.steeves@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica {BOS)<erica.major@sfgov.org> 
Subject: RESPONSE REMINDER NLT 8/4/2017 - 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report - Accelerating SF Government 
Performance 

Greetings, 

Within 60 days your department is required to respond to the 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report entitled, "Accelerating 
SF Government Performance." We anticipate a hearing in the Government Audit and Oversight Committee on 
September 6, 2017, in the Board Chamber at 10:00 a.m. We will update of any changes as September approaches. Our 
office has noted the following departments and/or department staff listed as a required responder: 

,/ Mayor 
,/ Controller 

Please make sure to deliver a copy of your response to the Clerk of the Board, Attn: Government Audit and Oversight 
,mmittee or via email to Erica.Major@sfgov.org and John.Carroll@sfgov.org, no later than July 30, 2016, and 
..1nfirm the representative who will be attending the hearing. 

I invite you to review the entire matter, including the CGJ report, on our Legislative Research Center by following the 
links below: 

Board of Supervisors File No. 170660 

Accelerating SF Government Performance 

John Carroll 
Assistant Clerk 
Board· of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfaov.org 

@ 

ii!!c Click here to complete a Board of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

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

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Boord of Supervisors is subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided wi!l not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
'~formation when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. All written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 

rk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
. c:dact any information from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
of the public may inspect or copy. · 
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Carroll, John (BOS) 

From: Carroll, John (BOS) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 3:03 PM 
To: Rosenfield, Ben (CON); Elliott, Nicole (MYR); Tugbenyoh, Mawuli 

(mawuli.tugbenyoh@sfgov.org) . 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Rydstrom, Todd (CON); Valdez, Marie (MYR); Steeves, Asja (CON); Major, Erica (BOS) 
RESPONSE REMINDER NLT 8/4/2017 - 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report-Accelerating 
SF Government Performance 

Categories: 170660, 170661 

Greetings, 

Within 60 days your department is required to respond to the 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury Report entitled, "Accelerating 
SF Government Performance." We pnticipate a hearing in the Government Audit and Oversight Committee on 
September 6, 2017, in the Board Chamber.at 10:00 a.m. We will update of any changes as September approaches. Our 
office has noted the following departments and/or department staff listed as a required responder: 

./ Mayor 

./ Controller 

Please make sure to deliver a copy of your response to the Clerk of the Board, Attn: Government Audit and Oversight 
Committee or via email to Erica.Major@sfgov.org and John.Carroll@sfgov.org, no later than July 30, 2016, and 
confirm the representative who will be attending the hearing. 

I invite you to review the entire matter, including the CGJ report, on our Legislative Research Center by following the 
links below: · 

Board of Supervisors File No. 170660 

Accelerating SF Government Performance 

John Carroll 

Assistant Clerk 

Board of Supervisors 
San Francisco City Hall, Room 244 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
(415)554-4445 - Direct I (415)554-5163 - Fax 
john.carroll@sfgov.org I bos.legislation@sfgov.org 

• 1/l'f) Click here to complete a Board ·of Supervisors Customer Service Satisfaction form. 

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

Disclosures: Personal information that is provided in communications to the Board of Supervisors is"subject to disclosure under the California Public Records Act and 
the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance. Personal information provided will not be redacted. Members of the public are not required to provide personal identifying 
information when they communicate with the Board of Supervisors and its committees. Alf written or oral communications that members of the public submit to the 
Clerk's Office regarding pending legislation or hearings will be made available to all members of the public for inspection and copying. The Clerk's Office does not 
redact any inform a.ti on from these submissions. This means that personal information-including names, phone numbers, addresses and similar information that a 
member of the public elects to submit to the Board and its committees-may appear on the Board of Supervisors website or in other public documents that members 
_of the public may inspect or copy. 
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BOARD of SUPERVISORS 

MEMORANDUM 

Date: June 5, 2017 

To: ~ H.onorable Members, Board ofSupervisors 

From: ~ngela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board 

Subject: 2016-2017 CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORT - Accelerating SF Government 
Performance 

The Office of the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors is in receipt of the San Francisco Civil Grand 
Jury (CGJ) Report, entitled: Accelerating SF Government Performance (attached). Today is 
the public release date for this report. · 

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

1. Respond to the report within 90 days of receipt, or no later than September 3, 2017. 
2. For each finding the Department response shall: 

• agree with the finding; or 
• disagree with the finding, wholly or partially, and explain why. 

3. For each recommendation the Department shall report that: 
• the recommendation has been implemented, with a summary of how it was 

implemented; 
• the recommendation has not been, but will be, implemented in the future, with a timeframe 

for implementation; 
• the recommendation requires further analysis, with an explanation of the scope of the 

analysis and timeframe of no more than six months from the date of release; or 
• the recommendation will not be implemented because it is not warranted or reasonable, 

with an explanation. 

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

The Budget and Legislative Analyst will prepare a resolution, outlining the findings and 
recommendations for the Committee's consideration, to be heard at the same time as the hearing 
on the report. 
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Public Release for Civil Grand Jury Report 
San Francisco Building and Fire Safety Inspection: Accelerating SF Government Performance 
June 5, 2017 
Page2 

Attachement: Civil Grand Jury Report 

c: Honorable Teri L. Jackson, Presiding Judge 
Nicole Elliott, Mayor's Office 
Mawuli Tugbenyo, Mayor's Office 
Ben Rosenfield, Office cif the Controller 
Asja Steeves, Office of the Controller 
Jon Givner, Office of the City Attorney 
Alisa Somera, Office of the Clerk of the Board 
Debra Newman, Office of the Budget and Legislative Analyst 
Severin Campbell, Office of the Budget and Legislative Analyst 
Jadie Wasilco, Office of the Budget and Legislative Analyst 
Kathie Lowry, Foreperson, San Francisco Civil Grand Jury 
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CIVIL GRAND JURY I 2016-2017 

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 

PRESS RELEASE 

NON-PARTISAN BLUEPRINT TO BOOST SF GOVERNMENT 
PERFORMANCE & ACCOUNTABILITY PROPOSED BY CIVIL GRAND JURY 

8 FINDINGS & 14RECOMMENDATIONS STRENGTHENING 
PERFORMANCE REPORTING BY THE MAYOR & CONTROLLER'S OFFICE 

San Francisco, June 5, 2017 -The 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury (CGJ) urges City and County elected officials to set a 
new standard of responsive and accountable government by helping the public better see the impact of government 
services. 

San Franciscans are frustrated. According to credible polls, in recent years a near majority believe the City is headed in 
the wrong direction. Explaining this frustration, a reasonable San Franciscan would likely point to a housing affordability 
crisis that has resulted in the highest rents of any major US city, a property crime rate that appears to be the highest of 
any major US city, and a homelessness situation that has, by the City's own metrics, worsened even while the San 
Francisco Gover11ment (SFG) spends approximately $250 million a year on related programs. 

The underlying paradox: while San Franciscans are frustrated, the SFG budget has increased by roughly 100% over the 
last ten years -- and the City now reportedly spends more per capita than any other major US city. 

The CGJ addressed this context with the objective of inlproving the focus, accountability and transparency of the SFG's 
performance in the areas of greatest concern to the people of San Francisco. Through an extensive investigation drawing 
on dozens of interviews with SFG representatives, as well as reference to other leading US cities, two overarching 
findings result: (1) the SFG's operational focus, in terms of tracking or measuring progress on the public's gravest 
concerns, can be improved; and (2) the SFG can substantially improve communicating what and hoiv it is doing. 

'"\Y./e looked carefully at how the City tracks progress on the most sensitive public issues and how that's reported to the 
people" said Lawrence Groo, the Chair of the CG J's Government Performance Committee. "The Mayor and the Board 
of Supervisors are pushing in many areas, spending has increased significantly, and yet the public barely knows what's 
happening, what's improving, and by how much. This needs to change." 

The 14 recommendations that follow from these findings are grouped in two categories: 

• 
• 

Recommendations ensuring the SFG achieves parity with other leading US cities; and 
Recommendations enabling the SFG to set a new national standard for responsive government. 

The findings and recommendations collectively represent a non-partisan blueprint for the Mayor and Board of 
Supervisors to measurably enhance and accelerate the SFG's response to the public's well documented frustration. 
The public can review the report here: http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/report.html 
CONTACT: 

Kathie Lowry 
Foreperson 
Email: klowry@sfcgj.org 

Lawrence Groo 
Government Performance Coinmittee, Chair 
Email: agroo@sfcgj.org 
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City and County of San Francisco 
Civil Grand Jury 

May 31, 2017 

. AhgeJa Calvillo 
Clerk ofthe Board of supervisors 
City Hall, Room 244 
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 
San· Francisco1 CA 94102 

Dear Ms. Calvillo, 

The 2016 - 2017 Civil Grand Jury wUI release its report entitled, ''Accelerating SF 
Government Performance" to the public on June 51\ 2017. Enclosed is an advance 
copy of this report. Please note that by order of the Presiding Judge of the Superior 
Court, Hon. Ten L Jackson this report is to be kept confidential until the date of release 
(June5111). 

California Penal Code §933 (o) requires a response to be submitted to the Presiding. 
Judge no later than 90 days. California Penal Code §933~5 states that for each finding in 
the report, the responding person or entity must respond in one of three ways: 

1) agree with the finding; 
2) disagree with it, wholly, with an explanation; or 
3). disagree with it partially, with an explanation. 

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

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

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

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

4) That the recommendati9n will not be implemented because it is not warranted or 
reasonable, with an explanation. 

Pl.ease provide your response to Presiding JudgeTeril. Jackson atthefollowing 
address: · · 
400 McAllister Street, Room 007 
San Francisco, CA 94102-4512 
Email: civilgrandjuty@sftc.org 

City Hall, Room 482 
1 Dr. Carlton 8. Goodlett Pl, Sail Francisco, CA 94102 

Phone: 415-554-6630 
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Respectfully, 

1(at 
Kathie Lowry, Foreperson 
2016 -2017 Civil Grand Jury 
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CIVIL GRAND JURY JD0~1~.JJ01Vi II= 36 

CI1Y AND COUNTY OF ·&AN FRANC~G-~ 

ACCELERATING SF GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE 
TAKING ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY TO THE NEXT LEVEL 

MAY2017 
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THE CNIL GRAND JURY 

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

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

California Penal Code, section 929. 

STATE LAW REQUIREJY.IENT 

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

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

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

and explain why. 

As to each recommendation the responding party 
must report that: 

1) the recommendation has been 
implemented, with a summary 
explanation; or 

2) the recommendation has not been 
implemented but will be within a set 
timeframe as provided; or 

3) the recommendation requires further 
analysis. The officer or agency head 
must define what additional study is , 
needed. The Grand Jury e:x;pects a 
progress report within six months; or 

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

California Penal Code, Section 933.05 
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ACCI?:LEM.TING SF GOVEllNMENT PERFOR1\1ANCE 

EXECUTIVE SUMl\lIARY 

San Fi:anciscans ru:e frustrateq., .According to credible poUs, in re~t yea;rs a neat 1najority9t 
:residents believe the City is headed in the 'wrong direction. Wb:ile rrutni area.s in the United 
States (US) feature a large proportion of dissatisfied voters, that San Francisco suffers frorri 
such widespread public dismay is remarkable conside1:ing that it lies at the heart of the most 
dynamic regional economy in the nation. 

Explaining this public .frustration, a reasonable San F.i:andscan would likely point to a 
housing affordability crisis that has resulted in the higllest rents of any major·us city, a 
property aii;ne rate that is the highest of the 50 largest US dries, a homelessness situation 
that has, by the City's ow:n metrics, worsened even while the San f?rancisco Govei-ru;nc;nt 
(SFG) spends approximately $,250 million a year on related services. 

The underiying paradox: while the people of San Francisco have grown mote frustrated, the 
SFG budget ha$ increased by roughly l0.0% over the list ten years -- and th<'! City now 
appears to spend ll10~e onpul;ilic se1-vices per capita than a,ry othi:tmajor city in tl1e:toui1try. 

Our objeCli\'C:: to 
improve the focus, 
accountability .and 

TI'!.e Ci,iil Grand Jury (CGJ) addressed tliese questions with the overall objec:tive of . tr;msparency of the 

improv~ the focus, 'iccounfability and tr:ans~ai:ency of ili,eSFG's performance~· the a:i:.·eas 1S·F~~s J?erf.oiman···· .· cein 
of greatest concern to the people of San Franc1sco. In part.tculat, we: the ..... eas of grea.te$t . 

· concern 1;0 the people 

1) A · d th · SFG' p fc . s·· · d (PS). fr. . . 1_ th · c· ·a of San FraI1cisco . _ ssesse e s .·. · er o:tt:nance c9recar . amewor"'> . e prunru:y · 1tywi e · · · · 
platform. for tr:adcing and reporting performance to the public; and 

2) Examined how the SFG measures and tracks progress in the top areas of public 
concern Q1omelessness, affordability and housing, and ccitne and street safety). 

Through an e..'X'.tensive investigation drawing on dozens of interviews \ti.th SFG 
representati,ies from both the e.'Cecritive: and l~oislative branches, as well as reference to the 
e.'tperience and practice of other leading US cities, our analysis leads to two overarching 
findings: (1) the SFG' s operational focus, in terms of tracking and measuring progress on the 
public's gravest concerns, can be improved; and (2) the S.FG can substantially improve 
commutiicating what and how it is doing to the public. 

A related findi.qg is that ~en some: senior: SFG officials are unaware of how the SFG tracl,:s 
and reports 011 perfo1mance to .the public If even senior City Hall officials do not know 
how the SFG tq.cl~s progress, howcan the-government be held accountable by .the people? 

The 14 recominendations th;it fo]J9w from these findings are grouped in Mo ca1;ego#es: 

• 

• 

Recommendatlo11$ . ensuring the SFG achieves - patitJ in accouritabiliry- and 
transparency -v-ith other leading US cities~ and 
Recommendations enabling the SFG to set a 1mv tialional 1ta11dard for responsive, 
accountable and transparent goyeroment. · 

The CGJ's recommendations collectiYely repre$ent a non~partisan blueprint for the Mayor 
and Board of Supervisors to tlleasurably enhan.ce and acceierate the SFG's ,response to the 
puplic's gravest concerns ao,d well documented fi:ustratiQn. 
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ACCELERATING SF GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE 

BACKGROUND & METHODOLOGY 

BACKGROUND 
San Franciscans are frustrated. Over the last several years an ave,:age of 40% of 'citizeris 
indicated they believe the City is headed in the wrong direction (see Figure 1 below).t While 
.tnll.11Y areas in the US featnr<,-: a large proportion of dissatisfied vote.rs, that $an Francisco 
sl.)ffei:s from sµch widespread pu~lic dismay is remarkable consldedng it lies at the heart of 
the most dynamic r~onal ecopoiuy in the natio)l, boasting g.rqwth well above the :national 
average and an unemployment rate hovering near 3% . .i 

FIGURE i: TOP PUBLIC ISSUES: 2014-2017* 

ISSUE 2014 2015 2016 2017 '14-'17 Average 

Homelessness/ street behavior 29% 35% 51%, 60'% 43% 

Affordability/ cost of rents 21% 43% 440/ii 51 l}'o 40% 

Housmg/ cost of owning a home 44% 35% 27% 23% 32% 

Crime, drugs & gangs 10% 14% 12% S% 11% 

"SF is going in the wrong direction'' 37% 34% ,51% 36% 40% 
(")Source: [)jpnjr\'l fealrh Cin·Bc~;n Poll 2014-2017 

The strength of the local .economy has even led soine to trumpet San Francisco as 1'the new 
Florence of the Renaissance!'} Yet even a cursory ·review of headlines lends credence to the 
frustration of San Franciscans, while raising fundainental questions about how the Sa:n 
Francisco Government (SFG) is responding to public needs. In particula,;, a concerned 
reasonable citizen (hereinafter "Citizen R."), would likely note: · 

.. 

• 

• 

• 

• 

• 

An affordability crisis which has resulted ~ the highest average rental prices in the 
country, leading to an exodus of young families, with the City now home to the 
lowest percentage .of children of any of the 100 largest cities in the countiy.4 
High .rates of petty crime, ,vi.th th<: FBI repo:rthlg·t1iat San Fra11cisco has the. highest 
per capita property' crime rate of the top SQ cities in the i::ountry.5 
Outdated infrastnid:ru:e, with 71% of major toads classed as in poor condition, the 
worst rating of any major c::ity :in the country {for the second consecutive year), and 
the third worst traffic congestion of any US city.u 
An under-performing public transportation system, with the slowest average bus 
transit times among peer cities, a MUNI system that consistently misses voter­
mandated on-time performance levels, and a BART system which recently received 
the:lowest customer satisfaction rating m 20 years. i 
Dramatic incr~ses in citizen complaints about street clea,nliness, with ll 41 % 
increase in complaints about !lyringes and Jt 39% inctease in complaints about feces 
during the 2015~201.6 p~iod, suggesting a ;•citywide ctisif',8 

A hollowed out public school system witll only 53.,000 students, down frpm S>0,000 
in 1970; today the City has the lowest public school enrolhnent (70°/-0 of chilclten) of 
any la~e US city)> ·· 

Pigesting thes~ facts, Citizen R might be surprised, if :apt ::1.stonished, to learn that the 
citizens of San Francisco appear to pay niore pet capita for their public services than mry other 
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large US city (see Figure 2 below).10 Moreover, the SFG's budget has increased by nearly 
100% oyer the last ten years, from $5.3 billion to $9.6 billion for the 2016-2017 Fiscal Year 
(FY} During this period inflation has been negligible while the population grew by 
appro:idtnately 1 Ci% (from 777,660 to 864,186). 

FIGl.JRE 2: C011PARING SF TO OTHER CITIES* 

Pop. 2005 2016 
Budget Per Capita 

City 2005 Pop. 2016Pop. 
Increase Budget Budget 

Increase Budget 
('05-'16) ('16) 

San Fi:ancisco 777,660 864,186 11% $5.3B $9.6B 81% Sll,108 

Austin 708,293 ·931,830 32% S2.5B S3.7B 4-S'>io S3;97t 

New York 8,143,197 8,491,079 4% S47B S78B 67°·. $9,245 

Philadelphia 1,463,281 1,562,000 7% S5,9B S8.1B 37% $5,185 

Portland 555,650 619,445 12% S2.1B S4.3B 105% $6,942 

Seattle 575,036 684,451 19% S2.9B s:;.3B 83% $7,743 

W~hington, DC 5671136 672,228 ts•o S4.5B Si.2B 60°·0 $10,710 
. - . . 

{")Sources: Otfic1al '\'\'ebs1rcs llnd budget data from t:he o= of S:m r°Anc1Sco, .-\usnn, New York, Phil:idelphm, Por1fand, 
Sc:>.ttlc, and \Vasbingmn DC. · 

The picture before Citizen R would be incomplete without recognizing recent progress the 
SFG has achieved in several areas, including launching ambitious reforms of the SF Police 
Department, rejuvenating mid-Market Street, impwdng responsiveness to community and 
neighborhood needs through the Mayor's Office of Neighborhood Services, boosting SFG 
capabilities through innovative projects like Civic Bridge, and the Fix-It program. 11 

Even with these important examples in mind, or perhaps precisely because of them, Citizen 
R could rightly ask why key indicators of life in San Francisco - especially in the areas of 
greatest public concern - are not improving. despite considerable increases m public 
expenditures. This question looms all the more important with a new administration in 
Washington DC sitting on the purse strings to over $1 billion in SFG prog:tams.12 

This leads to several inter-related questions: how does the SFG define its priorities and 
measure progress? And how is this communicated to the citizens to enable accountability 
while helping the public understand tl1e value they get from their government? 

The CGJ addressed these questions with the oyerall objectiYe of improving the focus, 
accountability and transparency of the SFG's performance in the areas of greatest concern to 
tl1e broader public. 

METHODOLOGY 
This inYestigation e..'i:amined how the SFG defines its priorities, measures progress, and 
communicates this to citizens. 

In particular; the CGJ assessed (a) the Performance Scorecard (PS) framework, the primary 
SFG-wide platform for tracking and reporting performance to the public; (b) how the SFG 
measures and tracks progress in the top three areas of public concern -- homelessness, 
housing affordability, and crime and street safety. 
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ACCELERATINµ SF GOVER1'.1MJ2:NT PERJ?OID.1ANCE 

In each section a baseline a,ssessment defines the current situa):io11 and the SFG•s 
appro!l-ch. This is followed by our arui.lysi$, utilizing SFG data, public opicion surveys, 
external.reports, and.the e,,."s:amples of other US city governments~ in~uding :Austin (Te:ims), 
Portland (Otegon), Denver (Colo.rado), and NetvYorkCity. 

TI1e ba~eline and analysis are presented below in the Discussion & ,.Analysis section. The 
pi:opqsed new model is presente<lc ·in: Findings &. Reco1µ1nendatio:ns. Uni; cl'forr also 
builds on three previous CGJ eff o:i:ts (.see :figure 3 below). 

FIGURE 3: RELATED CIVIL GRAND JURY INVESTIGATIONS 

TERM CIVIL GRAND JURY REPORT FOCUS 
------ - - - -- -- --~-- - ~-- --- -- - -- -~-- -

2007-2008 

· 2008~2009 

2012-2013 

Ac,wmiabili(J· in the Sa11 Francisto 
Go ,,,1:r11r,1e11t 

Tbe J\T11111bcrs Ha/le Something to St.!)1, Is 
Af!)'botfy LJJtef!in,g? Perfamwntfl 
Mana,gemmt in SF Cit)' Gavernment 

A11diti11g the Ci(y Se171i.'f:s A11dito1~ Yo11 
Can 01Jf)' Ma11age What Y@ j\{ea.mre 

• Review.of operational oversight, 
fiscal controls and transparency in 
various areas of the SFG. 

• Assessment of e.xient to which the 
SFG institutes perfonnarice 
management best pi:aci:icl!S. 

• Exami.n,'li:ion of I:tow the City 
Services Auditor (CSA) assesses 
performance in select areas. 

fo the <;:6urse of our inves~o-atiort, the CGJ :met '\\!'.ith r~:i:esentatlves 0£ the Mayo,2s Office, 
the Board of S:ilpervisors, the Cor.itrolfor's Office, and concerned operational 'clepartrnents~ 
We also consulted e..'ttetnal souxces (a list of written .sources is included in A. ppendh: A). 

Two other foundational points beat nieiltioriing. First; the pa:cierice and att.entiveness oftlie 
SFG represeritatives who .cooperated with this effort is comm.endable, and indicatke of a 
high degree of professionalism. We thank everyone across the SFG \.vho coritributed to this 
effort, aiid appreciate their thoughtful coopera:tioii and service to the corritnunity. 

And second, this .effort is intend,ed to support the Office of the Mayor and the Board of 
Sup$'isors in s::u:rying .out theii: duties as effectivel)r as possible i1.1 service to the people of 
San Francisco. To a large degree,. the ultimate success of this investigation is. the exte11t to 
which the Mayor !llld the Board of Supervisors rnay, as a resU:l~ better focus. and .accelerate 
the SFG's response to the publies gravest concerns and well documented frustration.· 
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DISCUSSION &ANALYSIS 

Contrary to the well flogged notions of some consultants and academi<:S, focusmg on 
systematic improvements to government performance, transparency and accountability is 
not especially new. To cite· one e..xample iroong many, the invention of .double .entry 
bookkeeping in Italy during the 15~ century, as codified by Luca Pacioli in 1494 in Venice, 
was li!{ely significantly more effective · in ac:lvancing public a¢countability and stemming 
corruption than aiiy "reinventing government" idea adopted over the last 30 years.13 

And it was President Abraham Lincoln wb.6 summarized, in a sentence, what thousands of 
journal articles; hundreds of books, and dozens ofIBD talks would later seek to expound: 

If we couid first know where we are, and whitherwe ru:e tending, we could then better 
judge what to do, and how to do it.14 · 

Lincoln's logic should be the basis for the lvfayor and the Board of Supervisors, as the 
accountable :representatives of the SFG, to effectively respond to the public's needs. TheJ:e is 
nothing overly sophisticated or conceptually obtuse ab9ut documenting tl1e extent of a 
problem aud which way it'~ trending, ,vhat the goal should be 111 responding to it, and 
defining how to achieve tl1at goal. And then effectively communicating thl$ to the public. 

Given the SFG's. Jll11nense budgetary resources, and the imperative of responding to the 
public's frustration, Citizen R would likely assume that the SFG has a well-defined 
framework for tracking progress on key issues tbt is integrated with the SF G's planning and 
budgetary process and effectively communicated to the public to ensure accountability and 
transparency. Citizen.R would be wrong. 

I. REPORTING FRAMEWORK 

To understand how tl1e SFG is doing in the areas of gravest public concern, Citizen R starts . 
with the Office of the Mayor. Citizen R suspects what the City Charter denotes, which is 
tl1at the Mayor is the accountable public representative ,vi.th oversight of all operational 
departments responsible for delivering public services. ts. 

Within a few. seconds of searching online, Citizen R locates the Mayor's website. TI1ere 
Citizen R finds a section entitled "Mayor's Priorities", which details the Mayoi:'s plans in five 
areas (Affordable Care Act Day of Actibn, housing, minim.um wage, police reforms, and 
state & federal priorities). These areas partially overlap with the public's primary concerns, 
however there is no systematic reporting or tracking of progress. JG 

Citizen R is persistent, and proceeds to search the l\fayoi:'s speeches, including the last three 
State of the City speeches, each of which require herculean focus in the midst of Facebook, 
Snapchat, Slack and Whatsapp interruptions. A conclusion emerges: there are n1any positive 
statements and important fi.,,aures included in the Mayor's speeches, but each speech is, 
understandably, distinct, with varying degrees of specificity and details on each topic. 

By now somewhat vexed, Citizen R continues the search. After several more online searches 
t\vo lll11nehse treasure-troves of data are unearthed: DataSF and SFOpendata. The 431 data 
sets available on DataSF, encoropasi;ing 52 departments, make .a big impression; however, 
pressed for time, Citizen R reh1ctantly concludes she's unable, to review any of the:m, and 
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tu.rns to SFOpendata. Her br1ef ;review of-the encyclopedic atnount of public datfl conv<;yed 
th.rough SFOpendata is as inspiring as it is daunting. 

l33r now desperate for an acc¢s~ible su.innµJ,y of SFG petfor:mance, Citizen R :doi::;s one more 
search on SFGov, and .after a series of clicks stumbles across SF Openbook Setting ;tside 
her rising confusion caused by the similar sounding DataSF, SFOpendata arid SF Operibook, 
she glides by the topics of vendor payments and employee compensation, and finds the Ciry 
Performance Scorecards (PS). She clicks. And at long last finds the place where the SFG 
reports to the public on progress - she has found where accountability begins. 

There is no need, however~ to r.cly on Citizen R's experience to understand how the P.S . 
framework - the (In.bi pla.ce where SFG prog.res:;i i~ systematjcally tracked @d communicated 
- is. underappreciated. Ol'.le need only roam the c9rridors qf City Hiill. During the .course of 
this investigation the CGJ interviewed doz?ns of senior SFG officials, a surprislllg numb.er 
of whom (including several \t-1.th strategically situated City Ha:11 offices) were 1111aware of the 
existence of the PS fh1mework and associated wi!bsite - let alone the content indicating how the 
SFG zvas doing in :addressing the public's concerns.17 

Other SFG officials, including several with direct operational responsibility and 
accountability for important public .services, knew of the PS framework but rioted that the 
PS metrics and/ or goals associated •,·vith their responsibilities were not appropriate or 
relevant In the words of one senior SFG representative heading a critical depatttnent 
"\Vb.at the scorecard is tracking doesn't make sense,, :if dtt4ens want to find out w~t's 
going on, they need to come i:o ptµ: website\ Another senior offidai said "the indicators for 
my area ru:e not helpful to the public; .. they should be changed." 

FIGURE 4: PERFORMANCE SCOREC~R.D FRAMEWORK 

BASELINE ASSESSMENT 

PERFORMANCE 
SCORECARDS 

© 

If the PS framework is rt.ot well known, within the SFG itself, let alone among- the general 
public, what does it consi~t of? And how is it managed? Per Figure 4 above, the PS 
framework cqnsists of cigbt categoxies: livability, safety net, public health, public safety, 
envii:qt;1ment, finance, economy aric.i transportatiop:. Ea.ch category foatut~s ~ ritunbet of 
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specific indicators, also known as Key Perfo1mance Indicators (KPis), which track the status 
ot progress of performance of a particular public se1vice or issue. There are ·a total of 76 
indicators across all categories, most of \vhich also have associated goals, or targets. The 
safety net categ01'y has the most indicators (13), wlille finance has the fewest (6). 

Operationally, the custodian of the PS framework is the Controller's Office, where a small 
team performs the admirable service of collecting and vetting cl.ata from actoss the SFG; and 
ensuring it is posted online. The data is gathered through various means, and .at varying 
intervals depending on the source, and the Controller's Office is responsible for re,iev..ing 
and, 1£ necessary, verifying the reported data. 

The PS platform represents a small slice of a much larger data gathering and perfonnance 
monitoring enterprise. Over 1,000 indicators are tracked by the Controller's Office, with 
current reporting including some 8,500 different KPis for departments. 18 Making sense ofall 
of this data is a challenge even for SFG officials, let alone citizens; as the Controller said 
recently m the SF Chrrmide, "It's almost incomprehep.sible for members of the 

76 public ... there's way too much detaiJ.."19 

Based on CGJ iritenriews, the primary utility of the PS data today appears to be in providing 
a general reference for select SFG officials when preparing and shaping SFG department 
budget requests. However, it's unclear how formative .a role the PS framework plays in 
budget development, partly because each department reports on a larger number of 
indicators which are assessed and referenced by the Mayor's Budget Office and the Board of 
Supervisors, and partly becaus.e the PS framework appears to be unknown or: little 
appreciated in many SFG departments. 

It should also be noted that in 2009 the previous Mayor, in response to a related CGJ 
inves~cration, committed to. quarterly performance reporting and stre11::,otb.ening reporting to 
tl1e public. The creation of the PS foamew()!k and website, approximately two y~s ago, is 
cqnsistent ,vith that earlier cqmmitment.20 

ANALYSIS 
This investigation analyzed the PS framework across three prin:iru:y difuensions, each of 
which is briefly summarized below: 

1. The number and focus ofperrormance indicators and goais: To begin with, 76 
indicators is a large spread and arguably too ambitious - some indicators are of great 
:importance (the property crime rate, homeless population, etc.), while otl1ers are 
comparatively less weighty (sales tax collections, average daily hotel rate, etc.). By 
way of compaoson, the City of Austin's Perfortnance Dashboard has 21 indicators. 

While there is no magic number of indicators perfectly representing the most critical 
areas of government performance, Austin's model l$ more focused and likely more 
accessible to Citizen R Additionally, recent research on key performance indicators 
(KPis) suggests that there should be a relatively smaller number of priority 
indicators, likely fewer than 30 across the entiregovernment.21 

Along with the total. number of indicators, there is the range and distribution of 
indicators across the eight scorecards. The transportation scorecard, for example, 
has 11 indicators, while forability only has eight. The safety net scorecard has .14, 
while the economy scorecard has 11. We make no judgment about whether livability 
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or the. economy is more itnponant than transpottation or the safety n~t, bt1,t having 
nearly twice as ma'4,y mdiqtors in one scorecard raises a question of balanc_e and, to 
the e.,xtent that tradtlng sometllirig cprif ers an etnphasis, couJ,d send a ~es sage to 
Citizen R that tl1e City has prioritized progress .m .dne scorecard atea over another. 

Another issue is that not all indicators have goals. Without ·a specific goal, it is hard 
for Citizen R to evaluate the SFG's p.togress. 'Die sfanda:i:d in other leading cities is 
annual goals for alJ. kg itiditator.r. In Austin,· every indicator has an annual goa~ plus 
trend or regula:i: reporting against the goil, ,vith several years of past performance 
against pri9r goals . included for reference. Portland also uses this logic and 
framework in its performance reporting. The approach of Austin and Portland 
allows. the public to understand the tr('!(\d across .recent ye~s, which is mo.re 
indicative of overall progress than reporting solely against !he cntr~t annual goal 
(i.e., ,vhat the SFG's PS fram.ework does today). 

Further, the goals which do ~st today appear, in some c~ses, to be set by the SFG 
ei1#ties with ·operational responsibility, while other goals are set in a collaborative 
effort between the Controller's Office and SFG entities, while othci:s are the i:esult 
of direct input from rhe J\-fayor's Office. TI1.e goals of the key operational fui1ctibns 
in the SFG are central to the Mayor>s role as the actotintable e..-..:ecuri.ve representing 
the people; and the Mayor's Office has a natural interest in ensut.ing all PS goals are 
a direct reflection of the Mayor's public comn;tltments and electoral mandate. 

fo addition, while the PS framework convey~ a broad sense of how the SFG is 
doing, both SFG tepresentatives and the public are likely to find comparative figures 
or rankings featnring other citi.~s useful in evaluating SFG performance and service 
quality. To take one example, the City's P:n·ement Conditi()n Index qocmnents the 
state of SF's roads. According to this indicator, as of 2016 the SFG is already very 
close to hitting its target inde.." score of 70. Yet San Franciscans lm,o,v the state of 
many roads in the City to be well short of satisfactory, and one widely kno\VU ~f 
methodologically imperfect) n:1tjonal index ranking the quality of major roads has 
found that San Francisco, along with Oakland, has the wor.ri roads of any major city 
in the country- fot the second consecutive year.22 · 

This example suggests that mo.re systematic use of comparl!.tive benchm,ark1, truty be 
helpful to better focus and balance reporting; its notable that Austin, in the city's 
l,l.llni.ial report, includes a listing of where Austin places in a range of :t1,ational 
ranlcings. We also note that the biannual CitY Surve~·, which is an tindera:ppteciated 
source of information coordinated by the Controller'$ Office to track dt:ize9. views 
of City services, utilized comparative city ratings in the 2011 edition (but not in 2013 
or 2015), and the City Services Auditor (also in the Controller's Office) provides 
ongoing benchmarking studies that are of general intetest - including a recently 
published f.itywide Benchmarki111:1 Reporr that is commendably comprehensive. An 
illustrative group of comparative rankings is presented in Appendix B for reference. 

One final point on the focus of PS indicators. While the e..xisting PS fran}ework does. 
inclµde several indicators tracking public services fot disadvantaged groups, other 
cities like Porrbnd have taken a more assertive approach towards ti:acking progress 
on social equity.23 Oakland has also esrnblishcd a 4edicated Department of _Race and 
Equity. Given the e..-..:treme divergence of inequality aµd economic opportunities 
within the City, there is a. need for better tracking of social.and gender equity issues. 
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To cite one example, the PS framework includes the unemployment rate indicator 
vdthin the Economy scorecard. The overall unemployinent rate is 2.95%; however, 
recent chta indicates that San Francisco has the highest employment disparity 
between the white and the African American populations of any major US city; 
moreover, government budgets can.be :impli<;itly gender bias<!d.2+ Examples 1:ike this 
suggest that the PS framework's focus on social equity issues can be improved.· 

2. How the PS framework ·is reported to the. public: TI1e PS framework is int~al 
to helping the public understand d1e SFG's performance. It emphasizes 
accountal:>ility by trackipg progress against the primary strategic and operational 
goals of the SFG, and the scorecru:ds c9b.tai:n a number of indicators capturing 
important trends affecting all San Franciscans. 

Currently the Controller's Office, as the custodian of the PS data and website, is 
responsible for sharing the PS results \VIth the public. To the extent that the Mayor's 
Office is involved, it appears tci be in providing guidance on select performance 
goals. What this means: the accountable e..-s::ecutive for SFG department performance 
does not actually directly report or convey tl1e PS results to the public; In other 
locations, such as New 'York CiL~', the Mayor directly reports the government 
performance fi.,aures to the public.25 

The advantage of the Mayor reporting the results to the pubJic is clear: ocly the 
Mayor is directly accountable to the people for the SFG's performance, and given 
tlle Mayor's public profile the PS framework can attain the recognition it deserves 
and requires. Tiiis is not to take away frdm tl1e important role of the Controller's 
Office as the custodian of the PS frarnework and data collection -- as more than one 
senior official noted, it's critical that the PS framework be maintained by an office 
that is Julfy independent of the Executive.:26 

Recent research also suggests that the more the SFG shares information on 
operational petfol'.111ance and progress, the more likely citizens will trust or feel 
confident in tlle SFG's efforts.27 Put bluntly, the Mayor and members of the Board 
of Supervisors have a very sttvng se!finterest in ensuring the public is as informed as 
possible about the SFG's efforts to address the public's priority concerns. 

3. How the PS framework is incorporated into the SFG planning, budgeting 
and evaluation process: Alongside communicating how the SFG is doing, the 
central utility of the PS framework is to guide 111hat the SFG should and ,vill be 
doing. Planning, budgeting and evaluation are linked functions, and as the primary 
channel for evaluating SFG performance, the PS franiework should be used to not 
only help fo:tmulate budgets,. but also to ali.:,°:1 tlle SFG' s planning and operacio;ial 
footing to best address the public's greatest :needs. 

It does not, however, appear that even those SFG officials who know of the PS 
framework pay much attention to it outside of narrow budget conversations. In the 
words of a senior SFG official -with e..-s::tensive cross govetrunent experience, "since 
I'm not involved in the budget process, I don>t really look at tl1e data." A strong 
counterpart view was vt>iced by a representative of a large SFG entity, who noted 
''[t]here doesn't seem to be a clear connection between the larger city vision and 
long-term planning efforts and the scorecard metrics/targets''. 
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The suggestion is cle.ar enough; there is a real opportunity, if not urgency, to better 
integrate the PS fi:arnework with SFG department strategic plans and budgets. 

In concluding this brief analysis, we note that the: 1:v.fayor's Office :ts \yorking on defuiirig a. 
set of goals, indicative of a plan or .set o.flVIayQriµ prio.t;ities, for the rem.ajning years of the 
current Mayoral term. Further, w:e understand the Office of the Contrpllei: is contio:uing 
efforts to further improve the PS frame,vork and reporting process, and we note with 
appreciation plans to include reference to Perforrrumce Scorecard results ·m the pendil.1.g 
Citywide budget discussions. 

To the e..xtent that these efforts by the Mayor's Office and the Conttoller's Office are 
consistent with the analysis set forth above, there is ·a clear. near-term opportunity to better 
align and stntc;:ture the PS Jrru.newotk in a manner that more closely integrates the PS 
founewotk with the SFG's <::entral planning: and budgeting process. · 

II. THE PUBLIC'S PRIORITIES 

HOUSING AFl70RDABlLITY 

No issue touches so many San Franciscans with such broad equivalence as the high cost of 
foring and, in particular, the high cost 6f buying or renting a home in the City. At a. time 
when, per Figure 5 below, rerits in the City are the highest in the co'l,Ult.ry, when the ave.rage 
cost of a one-bedroom apattment is over $1 million, and when less than 1 % of available 
homes are affordable to public school teachers; it's understandable that citizens ranked 
affordability of housing (._;hether rental costs or home costs) the second and third highest 
public concerns over the last se,reral years.28 · 
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TI1e current PS fr:u.nework; which according to the PS website is "intended to pro\ri.de timely 
information on the efficiency and effectiveness of the SFG" to San Franciscans and policy 
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makers, . p:rmrides interesting factoids about home ~alues and rents, but has no indicators 
gau_.,oing the direct progress of the SFG in this critical area of public concern. 

Specifically, the PS framework currently tracks the SFG's progress in the affordability and 
housing area through two indicators included in the Economy scorecard: (1) the Zillow 
Home Price Incle..-:; and (2) the Zillow Rental Price Inde..'l:. Both indicators ate collected 
through publicly available information on the local housing market. Irrespective of their 
relevance, there ate no goals for either indicator. 

These indicators, while providing the public with a picture of the local housing 'market, do 
not indicate or provide insight into any SFG programs ot · initiatives supporting the 
construction of new homes/ apartments. Nor do they capture the ratio of new lower or 
middle income housing units relative to the broader market. In short, despite housing being 
one of the Mayor's declared priorities for the City, San Franciscans have no ability in the PS 
framework to track what or how the SfG is actually performing in this critical area. 

ANALYSIS 
It requires no great analytical leap to sense that the public's concern for tl1e inadequate 
supply of affordable housing is likely e..s;:acerbated by the feeling that the SFG is not doing 
enough to address the problem. Our review demonst:t;ates that there is a fundamental 
disconnect between the information available and what i~ corrununicated to the public on ·a 
systematic basis. And the PS framework; which is e.\-plicitly intende<l to addre$s that 
disconnect, provides none of the metrics required to bridge the divide. 

The absence of useful PS indicators tracking the SFG's operational response to the 
affordability crisis is not a functio11 of lack of SFG activity. For ~ample, the Mayor's 
Affordability Agenda includes constructing and rehabilitating 30,000 homes by 2020 and 
using the recent $310 million housing bond issue and tl:ie Housing Trust Fund to fund new 
and rehabilitate e.'risting housing; curbing real estate speculation; and increasing housing for 
the middle class through use of public land and down payment assistance. 

As the Mayor noted in bis 2017 State of the City address: 

In 2012 we secured the $1.3 billion Housing Trust Fund and in 2015, a $310 
million affordable housing bond to build the housing our :residents need. We 
pledged to create 30pOo new and rehabilitated housing units, half of which 
would be affordable to low-income and middle-class families. And we 
announced an unprecedented new program to compktely rehabilitate our public 
housing stock. Today I'm proud to say, we are on t:t;ack, and 13,813 units closer 
to meeting our goal of 30,000, ... (o]f this new housing, 42 percent is affordable 
to low-income and middle-class. San Franciscans ... 11,000 low~income people 
will now live in new and refurbished homes, .. [w]e are building another 20,000 
units along the Southern Bayfront, a third of which will be affordable ... 

The immediate question that· follows: knowing that housing affordability is one of the top 
issues frustrating the public, why wouldn't the. SFG track and report on these impressive 
commitments via the PS framework? 

Furthermore, the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Services (fyfOHCD) 
Anm;al Progress Report provides a comprehensive SU11.ltru!J:Y of performance for the Mayor's 
atfordability agenda. In the absence of relevant PS indicators, this report is an important 
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.resource fhc Citizen R; jf she is resolute enough to find it online, and. patient enough to sift 
through 68 pages, she y;iU leatn the remarkable fact that some 6,000 affordable hcmsing units 
have been revitalized ..,... .a$ w~ as the c;y\retall pla,ns, progress and goals of the Mayor'$ 
housing programs, past aq:olllpli$h±nents and future e.'\':_f?ectations. In shprt, this report ru.1d 
associated data are the basis for what the PS framework tht/iildbe reporting. 

The example of other cities is inst:tuctnre. Austin tricks four operational houstn,g iridicatots, 
including the number of affordable rental units that ate constructed -0r presenred through 
capital. .mvestment. Portland, through its attractively presented Dashboard, tracks the 
number of afforda'\:,le housing ui;tlts made available e,rery year, inclusive of current and prior 
year annu~ targets. And New York City reports total housing starts and total completed. 

Senior SFG of.B.ckls already lµiow what needs to. be done. TI1e Office of the Mayor· .is 
reportedly studying a po$sible up#te to the housing indtcatQrs'. ·· The logic for· doing . so is 
overwhclmip.g. As a11 SF.G official noted: the current PS ineasures [for housing] "ar;e nC>t 
useful". The same official went on. to suggest th.tee possible priority indicators: 

1) Number of new housing uriits produced by the SFG per year; 
2) Nwnber of new lo"\ver cii: middle income units produced by neighborhood arid 

priority development area; and 
3) Overall body/ stock of affordable units being produced by the SFG per year relative 

to overall new housing units coming online per year. 

Any of these i1ldicators are much more informative ·to Citizen R than the existing PS 
indica.tors. .And it;s vi~ that die City commuriicate more effectively - in the words .of 
Supervis.or Jane Kim co1nn1enting on the tha:lle.nge of affordability: "the cris~s is now.>':i? In 
short, there is both emerging consem:,us ,vi.thin City Hall and strong rationale for the need to 
improve how the SFG measures and communicates progress on housing issue$ to. the public. 

HOMELESSNESS 

Across the last four years, citizens rated homelessness as the single most pressing issue 
facing the City. In fact, homelessness has been a public concetn for at least 35 years, 
spanning five mayors, from then Mayor Dianne Feinstein in the 1980s up through today, 
Each Mayor pkclged to tac.kle the problem. Billions of t.µc payer dollars have been spent. 
Dozens of new programs l;ta.ve been ti.fed. Yet by ~he SFG's own metrics, the problem, far 
from improving, has continued and, in certrun respects~ worsened. Per Figure 6 below, on a 
per capita basis the City bas tl:ie Sih highest ht:>meless pbpulation in the country. 

BASELINE ASSESSMENT 
Tod..1y the Government tracks and ;reports on progress on homelessness issues through three 
miin indicators included in the SF(?s Citv Performance Scorecard. The indicators, a brief 
description and associated targets are included iri Figure 7 below; · 

Fo:c these three indicators, two targets, or goals, have be~ established: 1,540 direct homeless 
exits per year (this target was reportedly set ten years ago); and 200/month for the family 
shelter waiting list (tbis target was reportedly set seven years ago). 

There are no targets for the total homel~ssness coup.t 

15 

· 2720 

6,686 
Total number of 
homeless indivi¢[ua.ls in 
the most recent annual 
survey (2016). 



ACCELERATING SF GOVERN'MENT PERFORMANCE 

Wash.DC 

Portland, ME 

Atlanta, GA 
New York, NY 

San Francisco 

Los Angeles 

Portlru1d, OR 
Gre$hain, OR 
Honolulu, HI 

Nationru A vc. 

ANALYSIS 

0 

FIGURE 6: PER CAPITA HOMELESSNESS 
IN US CITIES (2016) 

20 40 60 80 100 

11 Rate of Homelessless per 10,000 People 

120 140 

Any assessment of the SFG's approach to measuring progress on homelessi1ess begins with. 
nvo important qualifications: 

1. Measuring or tracking homelessness is not a straightforward exercise; no single 
indicator encapsulates the issue, and because of the SFG' s fragmented data systems, 
tracking even the top line number of homelessness in San Francisco is difficult. 

2. Homelessness in San Francisco, as in any other city or county in California, is partly 
a function of regional dynamics -- including economic, social, demographic and 
even climatological trends - that are beyond the policy and institutional purview of 
the Mayor, the Boar~ of Supervisors, and SFG departments. 

Acknowledging the tomple."nty of measuring homelessness and the broader factors at play in 
no way diminishes the responsibility of the SFG to effectively- track and report on progress 
to the public. This is especially true given th.at the SFG is spending dose to $250M a year on 
homelessness issues, involving no less than eight departments.S0 Precisely because of this 
comple.~ty and commiunent the SFG, and the Mayor in particular, must make every effort 
to communicate progress to the public in a transparent and trust-building manner. 

FIGURE 7: HOMELESSNESS INDICATORS 

INDICATORS DESCRIPTION TARGETS 

Homelessness population 

Direct homeless exits 

Family shelter waiting list 

• number of homeless people, as determined 
by an annual sw:vey 

• number of people who are no loll;:,o-er 
homeless as a result of city programs 

• number of homeless families waiting to be 
admitted to the famil shelter 

None 

1,540 

200/month 

Our analysis focuses on two dimensions: (1) do the e.'cisting indicators and goals likely satisfy 
the standard of Citizen R in wanting to kno\v how the SFG is pei.:forming? And (2) can San 
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Francisco learn Aom the approach or indicators used by other leading i=itfos in the US? 

Of the three existing indicators, Citizen R is likely to be rnos.t interested in the overall 
homelessness count This is ari important, if imperfect, indicatox. And the fact that the SFG 
does riot have a specific associated goal may be sutpi:ising :... how) she i:riight wonder, can the 
SFG be held to account on homelessness if there is no goal for the prim~ indicator? 

The indicator of direct homeless exits i$ a clear gauge of how effective the.SFG's r¢1ated 
support se1.-vices ru:e. This is an :impo:ttant indicator, and having an associated gol!l 
encou:rnges accountability. However, why the SFG's associated goal: ha$ been fi..'{ed for a 
decade, despite a much lai:gerSFG budget, is unclear..,. at1d likely curious to Citizen R. 

The other indi¢ator - family shelter waiting - is important, but does not nec¢ssarily seem 
. more sigciB.cant than other possible indicators; including, for example, the rivei;age length of 
time of hoinel¢ssness by individual. 

A comparison with the city of Portland (Oregon) reinforces the opportunity· for SFG to 
improve .tepotting arid accountability on tl::iis key topic. Portland1 ,vhich also features a year­
round livable climate and similar demograplri~s, has three primary homelessness indicators, 
with>annual targets for each (~ee cha,t(below). 

J?IGURE 8; :PORTLAND HOMELESSNESS lNDlCA'l'ORS . 

INDICATORS 2016 '17 TARGET 

Number of homeless individuals placed in permanent housing 

Retention rate of households pfaced in housing at 12 months 

Number of mdivlduals prevented from becoming homeless 
Source: City of Portland \\'ehsi1<1, 

4,049 

74% 

3,922 

4,324 

85% 

4,900 

Compared with Sari :Francisco, Portland's indicators· are of more general interest and 
relevance. And .having annual targets for each indicator prom9tes acco~tapility while 
comtp.uruc:ating a \ry.sion to the public .of what sbo11fd happen k the :t1ext i2 mqnths. 

The recently establit,hed bepart1.nent of Homeiessness and. Supportive B:ousing (DHS:H) .is 
. leading the effort to :improve data coll~ctio:n and tradcing of a$sociated issues. Once DHSH's 

information and case management $ystem comes oriline in the ri.e.'rt 1'2-l 8 months, and 
consistent with the strategic pfan and related metrics that DHSH will afao share ,v.ith the 
public, the ability to track and report on progress should be substantially improved. 

CRIME & STREET SAFETY 

Alongside homelessness and affordability, San Franciscans rank crime and street safety 
among the top three issues. As Vv-i.th homelessness, regional/national trends irnpa<::t the locai 
environment. However, as the Civil Grand Jury hli,s previously ex~ed, the rise o.f non­
violent criminality is at least partly a re~ult ofSFG's policies a,nd p.rogramming.~i 

BASELINE ASSESSMENT 
At the Citywide level, .as refle¢ted in the PS framework, the SFG cutrently tracks and reports 
on three dimensions of ccim~ and public safety: (1) violent crin1e rate; (2) p:ropt'!.!ty ¢rime 
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rate; and (3) 911 call voluine. TI1e indicators are listed below in Figure 9. 

FIGURE 9: CRIME & SAFETY INDICATORS 

CRIME & Pl.JBLIC 
SAFETY INDICATORS DESCRIPTION TARGETS 

Property crime 

\7iolent crime 

911 call volume 

• Number of burglaries, larceny, moi:or 
vehicle thefts and arson, per 100,000 
residents 

• Number of homicides, rape, robbery 
and agg,:avated assault, per 100,000 
residents 

• Average number of calls recciye daily 

None 

None 

None 

Neither the property crime nor violent crime indicators have specific targets, though there 
are associated projections. Notably, both crime r.ates have been increasing - with ptoperty 
crimes especially elevated (see Figure 10 below). In many neighborhoods there is a 
chronically high rate of car theft, with a reported 153% increase inca.t theftcrimes between 
2010 and 2016. ~JJ.ille some reports suggest property crime in certain distri.ctsi.s leveling o~ 
the issue remairis acute and visible throughout the City. 

The 911 call volume indicator, which also lacks a clear target, reveals that, corresponding 
with. the rise in property crime, call levels have been increasing in recent years, The SFG, 
assisted by private sector e...._.'Pertise, has recently studied the reasons for this rise. :;2 

ANALYSIS 
Ensuring public safety is fundamental to the SFG's 1nission. And in the last several years the 
Police Department has experienced significant scrutiny, particularly on use of force issues. ii, 
ne\V police chief, William Scott, was selected by Mayor Ed Lee and appointed on January 23, 
2017, with a mandate to fw.i:her improve public confidence in the City's police force. 

The two broad indicators of property crime and ·violent crime capture general trends, and are 
used in other cities such as Austin. However, no targets are currently set - unlike in Austin, 
which features annual targets and re_,o-ular reporting on progress agairist those targets. 
Moreover, it's likely curious to Citizen R that the property crime rate, which accoxding to 
FBI data is among the worst in the couna:y among large cities, is· currently classed as yellow; 
or cautionary. At what point, G.tizen R might ask, does the problem merit a r~d rating? 

As for the otl1er indicator, 911 call volume, this is an indicatox of general interest to the 
public; however, this tells compatatively little about the SFG's focus or :responsiveness - the 
actual average response time is a more meaningful measure. And as Supervisor Aaron Peskin 
has noted, the SFG's performance in this area has been "unacceptable".33 

Other cities have adopted indicators and associated goals that incorporate a broader 
· spectrum of public safety priorities. These include: 

• Measuring specific crimes: adopting kdicators for residential burglary and motor vehicle . 
thefts, as well as associated annual targets (Seattle). 

• Meas111ingpolke recruiting divemry: adopting indicators documenting the percentage of 
new swam police hires that are female or minorities (Portland). 
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FIGURE 10: HiGHEST PROPER'l'Y CRIME RATE 
PER CAPi)'A IN MAJOR US CITIES (2015) 

Source: FB f crime darn (1015). 

In ~riew of the number of neighborhoods that have been plagued by property crimes, 
adopi:ing a speciti<:: pr_operty crirp.e indicator, like Seattle has done, is a ret$onable 
consideration. \Vith respect to police req::uiunent, e:ven senior Police representatives 
indicated there shoµld be greater emphasis on di,versity in recruiting and hiring :... though 
whether or not to include tlus in the PS framework i~ an open questio!,l. · · 

One fin.al point-~ dties sue~ as .PortJap.d have alsp adopte.d a citywide dashboard :indicator 
that tracks-whether citizens feel secw:e k their neighborhoods. Spedfitl)]ly, Portland ti:acks 
the percentage of residents who fed safe walking alone in their neighborhoods at night (2017 
target 60%). Austin also uses this indicator. The City Survey poll coordinated by the 
Controller's Office includes a s:imiliir .measure, but the PS frame,voik does not. 
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FINDINGS & RECOM1V1ENDATI0NS 

San Francisco has set a national standard for recognizing the fundamental rights of all 
citizens. There is an equally historic opportunity to define a new standard for the 
transparency and accountability of government. This opportunity has real urgency: many San 
Franciscans are deeply frustrated, and the ·wider national mood is unsettled - with the public 
less trusting of government than at any time in recent history. 34 

Responding to this context, and noting Mayor Lee's35 and Board of Supervisors President 
London Breed's36 personal commitment to government accountability, as well as the City 
Charter's emphasis on ensuring a responsive and accountable goverru:rient;37 this section 
details the Civil Grand Jury's findings and associated recommendations. 

The recommendations are intended to support both the Mayor and Board of Supervisors in 
further improving (1) San Francisco's Government (SFG) focus on the issues most 

· important to the public; and (2) communicating to the public how the SFG is doing. 
Collectively the recommendations represent a non-partisan blueprint to systematically 
enhance the SFG's accountability, transparency and responsiveness to a level commensurate 
with the public's expectation and the example of other leading cities. 

Recommendations are grouped in t\vo categories: 

• 

• 

Recommendations ensuring the SFG achieves pariry in accountability and 
transparency with other leading US cities (P); and · 
Recommendations enabling the SFG to set a new 11atio11al staitdard for responsive, 
accountable and transparent government (N). 

A breakdm,vn of findings and recommendations ~oned with specific SFG authorities is 
presented in the Request for Responses section below. 

At a general level, because the performance scorecard (PS) framewo.rk is the only cross SFG 
mechanism for reporting to the public, our analysis leads to the overarching conclusion that 
the SFG's operational focus, in terms. of tracking and measuring progress on the public's 
gravest concerns, can be improved. It is similarly clear that the SFG can substantially 
improve communicating 111hat and how it is doing. All specific findings follci\V from these 
general points. 

FINDING 1: The broader public is barely aware of the PS framework, diminishing its utility 
and hampering the SFG's ability to communicate progress to San Franciscans. 

4!• RECOM.MENDATION 1: In order to ensure broader public access to the PS. 
platform, and consistent with the practice of other leading cities, a clear link to the PS 
website should be pl.li.ced on the SFG website homepage, the Office of the Mayor's 
homepage and the Board ofSupervisor's homepage by January 1, 2018 (P). 

FINDING 2: Despite the Mayor's role :as the accountable executive of the SFG, the Mayor 
does not directly report petfonnance results to the public, as is done in other leading ci~es. 

•!• RECOMJv1ENDATI0N 2.1 Consistent with othe.i: leading cities such as New York, 
beginning in 2018 the Mayor should present an annual SFG. Perfoi:mance report that 
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concisely co11ununicates SFG peifonnance and progress to the public~ the pµblic 
transmission of which sho.uld consist of: 

i. Hosting a public press conferei;ice,, the first of w'hich \vould occur not later than 
Jan:uary 31, '.2019, a:onouncing the SFG's annual performance (F). 

ii. Posting the SFG Performance report on the Office of the Mayor's website 
homepage (P). 

:iii Submitting. the SFG Perfoi:mance report to t:he Boa.rd of Superviso:i;s {or 
comment (P). . 

iv. \vithiq 30 days of the Board of Supervisors response, the ControUer's Office 
should update ·the. PS website. to reflect: annual SFG perfotJ;llance, \vith 
comments from the Board of Supervisots and responses from the Office of the 
Mayor included on.line for the public's reference CJ?). 

•!• REC01f~fENDATION ·2.2: Commencing in 2018, the Controller's Office should 
prepare quarterly updates of the PS framework, inclusive of: 

i. Sµbmission of the quart¢tly upp.:tte to th<= Board of Si.tpervlsor's Government 
Audit and Oversight Committee (GAO) ;md the Office of the 1v!ayor, iu-y"iting 
c9m1nent (N). · 

ii Posting a quarterly update bn the PS website homepage., with comments from 
the Board of Supervisors. and 1.faybr's Otfice included for public .i:eference (N). 

FINDING 3: The PS framework encompasses too many indicators - sonie of the 
· indicators are of great im:portahce, whereas others ate :much less si~cimt. 

•!• RECOMMENDATION 3.1: In consultation "With other SFG .entities and 
community groups, the Controller's Office shoµld propose a nar:i;owed set of PS 
indicators, likely not exceeding 30 total, by October 1, 20i 7; the Board of Sup,;rvisor's 

· GAO Committee should be fovited to comment on tlie 'revised indicators p.dor to 
submission to the Office of the May-or for reYiew and approval Q?). 

•!• RECOMMENDATION 3.2: In .corisultation with other SFG entities an.cl 
community groups, the Controller's.Office should .eval:mite, no lat6: than J1,ily 1, 2018, 
the feasibility of including district level :reporting for some or all indicators and posting · 
this information \\::tthin the bnline PS platform, .enabling citizens fo undetsfand 
progress in their own neighborhoods (1\1). 

FINDING 4: Hav-ing performance indicators without associated goals .goes against practice 
· in other leadi1'lg cities, and liqtlts the public's ability to understand the SFG's progress. 

•!• REC01\lMENDATI0N 4.1: The Mayor's Office should ensure that by January 1, 
2018 every PS indicator has a linked goal, with all goals approved by the Mayor -
these goals comprise the SFG's overai;d1ing ru;mual operitfonal plan (P). 

•!• RECO:MMENDATION 4.2; Th~ Controller's Office should ensu:te th;tt by January 
1, 2018 the PS framework includes compatathre performance figures against prior year 
goals alongside current year goals, so citizens cart see the Mtir;I of progress (P). 

FINDING 5: Citizen.s lrn,ve almost no means.by which to regulatly and systematically assess 
the SFG's performance relative to. other l~ding cities; in contrast, ··other leading ·cities 
provide this information to theit citizens. · 
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+!• RECOMMENDATION 5: The Controller's Office should identify the top 3-5 
rankings/indices relevant to each scorecard, and add these to the PS framework by 
Januaxy 1, 2018 (N). 

FINDING 6: The PS framework is not formally integrated into the SFG's planning process 
other than occasional budget discussions, wherea~ its true value is the e.uent to which SFG 
planning and budgeting is directly llilked to achieving the goals within the PS framework. 

•!• REC01\1l\1ENDATI0N 6: Be.:,oinning :in fiscal year 2018 the revised PS framework 
should be forma:lly incorporated into the SFG department strategic planning and 
budgeting process - in particular; the Office of the Mayor should require each 
department to: · 

1. Specify \vi.thin their departmental strategic plans which irutiatives directly support 
the SFG's PS goals most relevant to their operational mandate, and what 
improvement they project in achieving that goal (N). 

ii. Specify \vi.thin their departmental budget submission how their budget request is 
directly supportive of impxoved SFG performance against the PS goals most 
relevant to their operational.mandate (N). 

FINDING 7: The specific indicators used within the SFG's PS fraroewcirk to track 
performance in the areas of the gravest public concern should be updated to better reflect 
what the SFG is doing to address the public's gravest concerns. · 

•!• REC01\{l\iENDATI0N 7,1: The Controller's Office should update, by January 1, 
2018, the current housing affordability indicators based on recommendations from the 
Director of the Mayor's Office of Housing and Community Development, arid submit 
the revisions to the Mayor's Office for review and approval (P). 

•!• RECOMMENDATION 7.2: The Controller's Office should update, by January 1, 
2018, the current homelessness indicators based on recommendations from the 
DHSH Director and the e.'l:amples of other leading cities, and submit the revised 
indicators to the Office of theMayor for xeview and approval (P). 

•!• RECOMl\,ffiNDATION 7.3: The Controllds Office should update, by January 1, 
2018, the current crime and street safety indicators based ori recommendations from 
the Chief of Police and the examples of other leading cities, and submit the rev-ised 
indicators to the Office of the Mayorfoueview and approval (P). 

•!• RECOMMENDATION 7.4: Consistent with Recommendation P4 above, the 
Office of the Mayor should ensure that, by January 1~ 2018, each of the primary 
housing, homelessness and crime indicators have associated goals (P). 

FINDING 8: Noting the severe economic inequality within and between various 
neighborhoods and communities in the City, and consistent with the City's long-standing 
reputation for socially inclusive policies, the PS framework should more directly gauge SFG 
pro~ess in addressing social, ~ender and racial equit}r, · 

•!• RECOMMENDATION 8: In consuitation with other SFG entities and community 
organizaticms, the Controller's Office should ensure that, by January 1, 2018, one or 
more PS indicators are amended or added 1:0 ensure the SFG is tracking and repo.rtirtg 
on the equitable distribution of government spending and senri.ces (N). · 
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REQUEST FOR RESPONSES 

In order to ensw:e broader public acce:;;s to the PS platform, and consistent wi.th the 
Office of the Mayor 

• practice of other leading cities, a clear link to the PS website should be placed on_ the · 
Board of Supervisors 

SFG website homepage, the Office of the !\.fayor's homepage and the Board of 
Supervisor's homepage by Januru:y 1, 2018 .. 

RECOMMENDATION 2.1 
, Consistent ·with other leading cities, beginning in 2018 the Mayor should present an 

annual SFG Performance report that concisely communicates SFG perfon:nar,i.ce and 
progress to the public; the public transmission ofwbich should consist of: · 

i Hosting a public press conference, the first of which would occur not later than 
January 31, 2019, announcing the SFG's annual performance. 

n. Posting the SFG Performance report, not later than January 31, 2019, on the 
Office of the :Mayor's website homepage. 

iii. Submitting the SFG Performance report to the Board of Supervisors for 
comment. 

1v. Within 30 days of the Board of Supen~sors response, the Controller's Office 
should update the PS website. to reflect annual SFG perfonnance, with 
comments from the Board of Supervisors and responses from the Office of the 

.. _ _ Mayor includedonline for the public's reference. 

RECOMMENDATION 2.2 
Commencing in 2018, the Controller's Office should prepare quatterly updates of the : 
PS framework, inclusive of: · · · 

1. Submission of the quarterly update to the Bom:d of Supervisor's GAO 
Committee and the Office of the Mayor, inviting comment 

ii. Posting the quarterly update on the PS website homepage, with comments from 
the Board of Supervisors.and _Office of the Mayor included for public reference, __ 

RECOIVIMENDATION 3.1 
In consultation '\vi.th other SFG entities and community groups, the Office of the 
Controller should propose a narrowed set of PS indicators, likely nor exceeding 30 
total, by October 1, 2017; the Board of Supervisor's GAO Conunittee should be 
invited to comment on the revised indicators prior to submission to the Office of the 

~,f~C>i: ~or tevie~-~?~-~pproval. _ _ __ _ ....... ···-

23 

2728 

Office of the Mayor 
Board of Supervisors 

Office of the 
Controller 

. Office .of the 
Controll<::t 

Board of Supervisors 
Office of the Mayor 

Office of the 
Controller 

Office of the Mayor 
Board of Supervisors 



ACCELERATING SF GOVERNMENT PERFORMANCE 

: RECO.MMENDATION 3.2 
In consultation ·with other SFG entities and community groups, the Controller's : 
Office should evaluate; 1iCi later than July 1, 2018, the feasibility of including district : 
level repo:i:ting 9n · some or all indicators ;t1).4 posting this inf qrma:tion within the 
online PS platfo~ enabling citizens to understand progress in their neighborhoods. 

RECOJ\IMENDATION 4.1 

Office of the 
Controller 

TI1e Mayor's Office should ensure that by January 1, 2018 every PS indicator has a Office of the Mayor 
linked goal, with all goals approved by the 1'.fayor - these goals comprise the SFG's Board of Supervisors 

- overarching annual operational plan. ________ , ___ ,, ______ ,_______ . ------.... -------·-·---· 
RECOl'vlMEN"DATION 4.2 
The Controller's Office should ensure that by January 1, 2018 the PS. frrunework Office of the 
includes comparative performance figures against prior year: goals .alongside the Controller 
cP:1::.e.:rityelll'. goal ~~ p~oSl:ess, so cit:iz~s ~~ ttm:1~rstan~_ !ke_ t1!t1~_'?_~ $I?_(:,_ pr()~~ss'. 

RECOl\fMENDATION 5 Office of the 
The Controller's Office should identify the top 3-5 rankings/indices relevant to each Controller 

__ scorecard, _and add_tliese to ftie PS framework by Jan:iary 1, 2018 ......... ---------- .... ------------"'-·----·--.. -

RECOMMENDATION 6 
Begh:u.µtig in fiscal year 2018, the revised PS framework should be formally 
incoiporated :into the SFG department strategic planning and budgeting process - in 
pru.-ti.cular, the Office of the Mayor should require each depaiunent to: 

i. Specify within their departmental strategic plans wbich initiatives directly 
suppo11: the SFG's PS goals most relevant to their operational mandate, and 
what improvement they project in achieving that goal. 

11. Specify within their departmental budget submission how their budget request 
is directly suppottive of improved SFG perfor!lli).llce against the PS goals most 
rclevant to tl1eir operational mandate,_ .. 
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REC01vlMENDATI0N 7.1 
TI1e Controller's Office should update, by January 1, 2018, the current housing 
affordability indicators based on recommendations froin the Director ofthe Mayor's 
Office of Housing and Community Development, and submit the revisions to the 
Office of the Mayor for review and approval. 

RECOl\fMENDATION 7.2 
The Controller's Office should update, by January 1; 2018, the current homelessness 
indicators based on recommendations from the DHSH Director and the e..,,:;amples of · 
other leading cities, and submit the revised indicators to the Office of the l\fayor for 

re,~i_<:w an<i appE?Yal .. 
RECOl\'fMENDATION 7 .3 
The Controller's Office should update, by January 1, 2018, the current crime/street 
safety indicators based on recommendations from the Chief of Police and the 
e..,,:;amples of other leading cities, and submit the revised indicators to the Office of the 

. Mar:o,r f°.! r~vi~w and 8:P_F~()va1- _____ . . . ... _ .... _. __ ____ _ ....... . .. __ .. __ .. . ...... --·· ____ _ 
RECOMMENDATION 7.4 
Consistent ,vi.th Recommendation P4, the Office of the Mayor should ensure that, by 
January 1, 2018, each of the primary housing affordability, homelessness and crime 
indicators have associated goals. . 

RECOl\iMENDATION 8 

Office of the. 
Controller 

Office of the Mayor 

Office of the 
Controller 

Office c;:if the Mayor 

Office of ¢.e 
Controller 

Office of the Mayor 

Office of the Mayor 

In co11sultatio11 with other SFG ent:tttes and community organizations, the Office of the Controller 
Controller's Office should ensure th,'lt, by January 1, 2018, one or more PS indicators 

Board of Supervisors 
are amended or added to ensure the SFG is tracking and reporting on the equitable 

tii~t:1_\~t1ti()1l ()fgc:>vemmentspendingar1d services. - --···-···---- ... -----·-· . --- . 
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ENDNOTES 

1. Dignity Health Citybeat 2017 poll. The 2016 poUreported that over 50% of San Franciscru:1s believed the City was 
headed in the wrong direction; interestingly, the SFG's mo.st i:ecent City Survey (2015), which attempts to 
measure public satisfaction :with SFG sen-'ices, recorded the h{~hest favorabiliry ratings in recent history. The 
divergent findings could either suggest that the public's general 6.11stration is not a reflection of how the public 
perceives SFG serv'ices - or that the methodology used in one (or both) polls are fundamentally different. 

2. State of California Employment Development Department datA. 

3. Among other e::ro..-nples, this article notes that "if you live in the San Francisco Bay Area in the early 11 st century, 
it;s ha,rd not to feel a special connection to Renaissance Florence." 

4. The percentage of children in San Frlincisco is 13%; New York City, which is the second most expensive city in 
the US, has a 21 % rate. See HoMing for Families wirh Children; San Francisco Plani:ling Department 
(1/17/2017). As Board of.Supervisors member Notiruui Yee has said: "Everybody talks about children as our 
future ... [but]if you have no children around, what's our future?" As 1:epotted in The Ne/!I Yorh Ti!m.f, (1/21/2017). 

5. FBI data: referenced in "San Fi:ancisco Torn a:s Some See 'Street Behavior' \\'lorsen", The Nov Y"od" Timu 
(4/24/2016). See also "Blame game: SF officials continue to point fingers ovet rise in property crin1es" SF 
Examimr (5/27/2016). · 

6. B1m1jJY Road.,· ...:lhe,d: /l!!h'I1M 1l Rnfl£h?s! Rid,~.r tmd S!mlevhr JI) Maki! our RMdr SmMlh,,r (TRIP; Novembe!,'. 2016). San 
Francisco, which \v-as grouped \v'ith Oakland, received a racing of 71 ~/o of major .1:oads being classed as poor 
condition, ,vhich is 11 % higher than the 2nd worst city (Los Angeles). While the methodology of the TRlP study is 
fundamentally different from the way the SFG measures pavement quality, and grouping San Francisco with 
Oakland is not necessarily fair, the study is still suggestive 9f the work the SFG needs to do to improve the City's 
roads. 

7. See, for example, the Controller's Office recent benchmarking documenting that the City's bus se1vice average 
speed of 8.11VIPH is the slowest among peer cities; regarding BART, see "BART hits record low in snrve? of its 
riders", SF Chronicle (1/26/2017); 111.JNI has yet to hit the mandated e.o:d of 85% on time or early arrivals. 

8. See, for e..umple, ''Complaints or syringes andfeces rise qramatically in SF", .i'F Chm11ide (11/2/2016). The Public 
Works Department, as 1:eported by the JF Clmmide (4/21/2017), has. corroborated the dramatic increase of 
syringes on the City's streets, ·with a repotted 16,318 syringes collected in January 2017, up from 2,118 collected in 
Jap.uary 2016 -a 670.% in0:ease in 12 months. 

9. To put the hollowi..ng out of the City's Public School system in perspective, there are around 37,000 fewer public 
school students today than in 1970. In other wo1:ds, during a period in which the City's overall population 
increased by approximately 21 %, the total number of childten attending SF public schools decreased by over 41 %. 
As reported in "San Francisco Asks: W'here Have All the Children Gone?", Th" New Yodf. Tilmu, (1/21/2017). 

10. That San Francisco appears to have the highest per capita goverittnent expenditures ofany major US city raises 
fundamental questions about the efficiency and cost-effectiveness of the County and City's Government. \\i'hile 
this topic is outside the purview of this investigation, the Board of Supei.-visors, the Mayor's Office, the 
Controller's Office, and/ or the Civil Grand Jury should strongly consider further analysis on this topic. 

11. Cit-ic Bridge, an initi.'lti\'e organized by the Mayor's Office of Civic Innovation, places private sector experts -i.vho 
volunteer 16 weeks of their time to help government entities on specific challenges. The Fit-It program was 
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es.tablished by Mayor Lee in 2016, for the pw.pose of impro,1kg SFG responsiveness to cormnll!llt:y needs; as 
reported in the SF ChroHk!J (3/22/2017), the program is slated to e.tpand in 2017 with the addition of tliree frill­
time emplofees alongside the 40 staff seconded from other SFG departments - while Fi.s:-It .is laudable in 
concept, pei: Note 10 above, Citizen R "vould likely ask why the SFG, which appears to receive the highest per 
capita budget of any major US city, needs a coordinating body to ensure that public serv'ices · address 
neighborhood needs in a timely manner. 

12. ]11e recent lawm.ir initiated by the San: Francisco City Attoi.ney Dennis Herrera in Federal Court to hilt 
enforcement of President Trt1mp's .exectttive order deo.y-io,g federal funding to 'fsanc~ jurisdictions" nores that 
of "the $1.2 billion in federal iimds th.at Sl)ll Francisco receives for its annual operating budget, .92 percent goes to 
entitleme11i programs like 1fedicru:e, Jvfedic:aid, Temporary Assistance to Ne~dy Frunilies, }lnd :Supplem,ental 
N1.mition Assistance Programs;" In other wo.rds, approximately 1 O°;·o of the C-µµnty ru,td City's b:u<'.lgl;lt i~ frpm th,e 
federal government 

13. b19>1 de Padoli is known as the "Father ~f accounting and bookkeeping." His treatise SN,11111.•,1 dc. A,it/<11:di,,1. 
/'Mil!,I/;i,i. Pm_t.,m1,;m; e1 ,fln~i.v111ir,ffa.l.ii:1, released in 1494, contains ilie fust published description of ilie double-entry 
accounting system. The "rcinvcncing government'' movement started in the US in the i 990s, and was 
championed by then Vice President Al Gore. Despite efforts in ~'ashington and various states co implement 
"reinventing" concepts like performance-based budgeting, public trust in governmenc is now at historic lo\VS, and 
progress on a range of important public issues has stalled. According to one view, reflected in "?5 Ye~r~ Later. 
\\11:lt Happened to Rcinn·ntill£' Government", Gon:mitig magazine (9/2016), ilie reason for ilie lack of greater 
success is a combination.of over-emphasis on budgeting or technical issues and poor political leadership. Equally 
plausible, however, is tlmt the "reinvencing" movement fizzled because even the most celebrated initiatives were 
largely superficial - as the managemenr expert Peter Drucker pointed our in The ,·it/,mt,~·. Vice President Goi;e's 
promise to reinvent ilie US Government represented budget savings and efficiencies equivalent to. two tenths pf 
one percent of the federal budget, leading to "trivial'' results. 

14. Speech in Sp:ringficl~, Illinois; June 16, .1858. This is the so-called ··House Divided Speech", which Lincolngave 
before 1,090 delegates at the Illinois Republican Convention, $hortiy after he. was nominated as the Republican 
¢audidate for.US S~natot. · 

15. San Francisco City Ehartet, Article ID,. Sectio.11 3.100 states: ''The Mayor shall be the chief e..,;:ecurive officer.and 
the official representative of the City and. County.,; The same section latet notes the Mayor has responsibility for 
"[g]eneral administration and oversight ot all departments and governmental units in the executive branch of the 
City and County." 

16., Pi.uk.g the course of this investiga cio1:i, the Civil Grmd J my was infopned that the Office of ~he 1\1fayor's website 
was likely going to be upgraded to improve its accessibility and organkation. At the tin1e of publishing this report, 
the e.xact scope and timing of this upgrade were unclear. · 

17. Another W!l.Y to· me.i:sw.:~ th¢. extent t:>fpubli¢ awareness of SFG p~rform.atice lies ,vi.thin the PS website itself~ 
specifically, every ~cotecard indicator ,vebsite bas a visitor tracking titker. For e)tample, as oH.fatch 1, Z016, the 
property crlm:e indicator :tecorded 1,020 page vie\.vs. Generously assuming that all 1,020 vie\vs were discrete 
·visitors, ruid all ,vere San Franciscans, this means that 0.12% of tl1e City's population is aware of this indicator. 
Other indicators have even lo'l.ver page views. 

18. Lili:ely as a . .i:~uJt of the ambitious level of data collection and processing the Controller's Office handles, San 
F'rllP~isq) µas been recognized by the 1m,'rn:11i{,n:1l Ciry/Cm1mry 1\hn:1.qcmcnt \~rnci.11ion'~ Ccme'r fol' 

Pcrfonrnu1c(' :\n:il~·tics, earning a Certificate of Excellence in 2011, 2013, 2015 and 2016. To earn this certificate 
municipalicies apply and pay a notional fee. In 2016 a total of 33 other cities earned the same certificate, including 
Kansas City, Ne.v Orleans, San Antonio and San Jose. 
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19. As quoted ju "$F falling short on many goals, controller fluds", SF Chm,:id~ (9/3/2016). 

20. 2008-2009 Status .of Civil Grand Jury Recommembrion,, Office of the Controller (2014 update). 

21. See, for example, How to C11Jate Govemtm:nt KPis, FrcdJ1lance (2/18/2017). A mote scholarly reference is :Michael 
Barber~s How to Jlr111 a Govhm11¢nt (Penguin filmdom House, 2015); see; for example, pages 10..:13, iri.which he 
advocates keeping the 11umber of prio11ty wgets to a "small number"'. · 

22. Hm,;l:1' Rnads ,.g,,.id: ;-1,•im-ir:1'., Ro11?:h,·.r! Rid,,., ,wd Sh;lle!-'i,,., !o .tfoke Nil' Rrud.; .lliNotbrr (TRIP; November 2016). 
W11ereas the current pavement indicator and associated goal are, based on comparative national .indices, 
potentially inconclusive or insufficient, the performance of the SFG m the area of sustainability is arguably under 
reported by the current PS Environment .indicators; as the comparative benchmarks in the appendiii: sugge;;t, the 
City 1$ a strong perfo11ner in related areas. '\\1lile the topic of improved sustainability reporting is outside the 

· scope. of this analysis, Austin's sus1iinabilirv dashboard is a useful reference point -- and the SFG should consider 
adopting a similar approacll to further improve how the City cracks and reports progress on this critical topic. For 
additional references on the City'i:l green p:edentials and performance see the G rccn City Index (which rates SF as 
the top No)'.th American city) and the 1 016 United Nations \Vorld Citic$ Report. 

23. See, for e.s;:ample, «In Portl:ui<l. One Plan Tackles Clinfatc Chai1f!e :md Raci:il Discrimination", Govemiizg Maga=:jrit1 
(IYiarch 2017). 

24. On the disparity of µnemployment berureen the City's white and African-American populations, see E111,M[!vr1m1t f:v 
mte and .:0/,,t',:: .wapshr,ts f!{ /l11mi,,1, Brookings Institution (2/27/2017). On implicit gender bi.ts in gove:rnment 
buqgets, see for e.s;:ample, Gmd,w Bud:;ftilig: Fi.,·c,71 Co11f~:,:I mid Cllm11t Ol!komf.r (IlYIF \Vorking Paper, 20i6) and Tbe 
lmJ;ar;l..pf ir;1i11r:ll ~m th,, 2016 BHt(g,:t (House of Commons Library, 2016). Both sources are referenced in «The Fiscal 
Mystique," The E·om1mi.l'f (2/25/2017). 

25. The City Charter of New York was amended in 1977 to require; per S.ection 12, the Mayor to submit. two lllil.yoral 
management reports (MMR) a year to the public and the City Cout1eil. \~1:tile each Mayor has chosen somewh.at 
different approaches to the :tvlliffi, in gener;i.l New York's example compares favorably --ritb. other US cities give11 
its scope and level of detail. The most recent !\r~m, filed by l\·fayor De Blasio; covers all city departments and is 
349pages. 

26. Per Seccio11 ~.105 of 1,:he City Charter, ~e l\fayor appoints the Controllei: to a 10~year term .arid .rriay only be 
removed for ca11se with the concurrence of the Board of Supe1:viso;rs by a two~thir:ds vote, This arrangement 
provides, in theo1.-y, for the Controller's full organizational independence. However t\vo senior SFG 
representatives interviewed for this analysis indicated that historically there have·been times :when the Controller's·. 
Office ha$ been perceived as being ove,rly close to the Office of the Mayor. 'This topic, while :iinportam, lies 
outside the scope of this inves~cration. 

27. See, foi: C..";:ample, Su~i,,c,ir;:_ !ht SH!m1e1yed Stille: Opm1ti,m.:.u' Tmr1.~p,11l!/h;' fa.nt/.i('.( Tm.,/ l/1 ,md ENk;afj;JJ.!i'llt /).'ifh 
G(J/.•enw1e!lf. Harvard Business School \'Xiorking Paper 14-034 (2013). 

28. Accorcfuig to a recent anafysis conducted by l\[other .Jones magazine, iri. 2016 a total of 14 of the 2,244 houses for 
.sale - or Q.62% -- in SaA FranGisco were affoxdable to a public school tead1er earning a salary of $71,000. Trulia 
has also recently documented that only 0.4% of homes on the market iri. San F'rancisco are affordable to a typical 
teacher, TI1e SFG's pedormance in aMressing housing ne.eds for p1.1blic school teachers has been remarkably 
poor: as reported in the SF ChmnidB (3/24/2017), the SFG pledge<!. to build teacher-specific housing in the late 
1990s, but the plan was later derailed by the Board of Sµpei-visoi:s. More recently, iri. 2015 1\fayor Lee and SF 
U111ted School District Superintendent Richard Carranza committed to helping 500 teachers ( e.quivalen~ to 15% of 
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the totali1U1nbet bf teachers) find housing within five yeru:s, .Some two years after this pµblii:: commitment, a total 
bf 16 teachers l1avebeen placed.in. affordable housing .. As Bp~d ofSuperYisor member I-1.illru:y Ronen noted 
"µ]t's mirtd boggling ... we have ldst our way as .a city." The SFG's lack of progress is all the more tr9ubling given 
d1at the a,ffordabllify crisis ru:\S be¢otne everp:nore ac:ttte in recent years: as noted in The p_;.,JJ/ruHi .. t (2/25/2017), 
over the last five years house prices in San Francisco I1ave risen 66% more than in New York City, 

29: Supervisor Kim':s remarks ,vere quoted in the SF ChrrJ/lide (3/21/2017). She also noted "[w]hen ~ewe going to 
start implementing son:ie of the concepts?" It's a great question, and the·people of San Francisco are still waiting 
for an answer. . 

30'. See, for e.xample, ''SF spends a record $241 million on homeless, can't track results", SF Chrrmicle (2/5/1016). 
When overall social sp<ending and indirect benefits/costing are factored in, it's likely that the SFG is spending 
o,•er $300M a year on homeless issues. 

31. \uro B.w:.:ghrr in S211 f-'r:rncim,, 2015-2016 Civil GfandJury (fune 2016). 

32. ,\',111 Fr:wn:ffo '..- 9-1-1 Call J --,,Jfli;g l11m:·ase, Findings Paper by the Google 9-1-1 Team (10/2015). This analysis was 
undertaken in cooperation with the Depaii:ment of Emergency Management and the Mayor's Office of Civic 
Innovation. The findings of this analysis include the suggestlon that increases in 9-1-1 cills i.re due, in pat:~ to a 
rise in accidental dialing combined with a modest rise in calls assoc;ia,ted 'With hoineless persons, auto br~k-ins 
and suspicioµs persons. · 

.33. Supervisor Peskin noted iJ:l :i:eference to the SFG\ poor 911 response times.: "I d01i't know what is worse, the 
una.¢ceptable tiineit t.ikes 911 to respond to emergency calls or the unacceptable amount of time it has taken the 
city to addr1::ss this serious safety problem" -- as quoted in the SF Cl.mmide (1/8/~017). TI1e SF Chm11ide 
(4/28/2017) has also documented that the SFG currently has only 105 911 dispatchers instead of 180, despite the 
City increasing budgetary support from $431\f to $831\{ across the last si.x years. 

34. See, for e.-i::ample, '\Americans are losing. faith in democracy - and in each othe~/' n,e 11~'t.•.,·hinr.1t11n Pr,sr: 
(10/14/2016),which highlights polls documenting, inter alia, that 40% of the citizenry have lost faith in American 
democracy, and that confidence in various public institutions has dropped to record 10\vs. A more academic and 
e.-x:haustive treatment of public dissatisfaccion is "The Signs of Deconsolidacion", published in the .fr,!!rnd 1:f 
[)c>mo,m:T in January 2017. In tllis article Roberto Foa and Yascha I\founk demonstrate that increasing numbers of 
young Americans beliet•e that democracy is a bad or ''Ct)' bad way of running the countiy, while the number of 
Americans supporting the idea of army mle or a strong populist leader has notably increased in the last 20 yea:rs .. 

35, See; fo:i: example, Mayor Lee's 2015 Srntc of rhc Cirv nddre~$; in which he noted "I e.,·•q:iecr to be held accountable" 
in regard to his newly announced Affordability Directives. Consistent with his e."'{,tensive and di!)tinguished career 
with the City's Government:, 1fayot Lee is uitlquely placed to encourage and strengthen accountability and 
transparency in the SFG over the long-tenn: 

36. Supervisor London Breed ran for rec..election on a number of issues, lncluding her reco.r:d 011 helping the homeless 
into supportive housing. As her camp~on wdBite notes~ she ''leamed many ways to in1prove how to provide 
serd.ces ... alloc.'lting our resources efficiei1tly, and holding evei-yone involved accounm,bie.'' 

37. The Preamble of the San Francisco City Charter includes specific language emphasizing the importance pf 
tesponshte and accountable goverp.melit, ~1oting that the "the people of the City arid County"· have established rhe 
Charter as "the fundatiiental la,v", in 6.i:der to, inter alia, "enaBle mtinkipal gover1imet1.t to meet the needs pf the 
people effe~tivdy and efficiently', and ''to provide for accountability arid ethics ·in public service/' 
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APPENDICES 
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APPENDIX A: SFG & EXTERNAL SOURCES 

CITY.AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 

Charter of San Ft~ncisco (1996) 

.Office of the Mayot: 

Mayor's 2017 State 9£ the City Address 
May.or's 2015 State of the City Address 
Mayor's 2014 State of the City Address 
Mayo.i:'s Proposed Budget, 2015-2016 &2016-2017 
Resilient San Francisco (2016) 
San Francisco's 9-1.:.1 Call Volt.UD,e Increase (Office of Civic fonovation in i:qopera:tloh w/Google; 
October 2015) · 

Board of Supervisors: . 

Performance Audit of Homeless .Services in San Francisco Gune, 2016) 

Civil Gtanil Juty: 

Ai:co1111ta.bility iii the San Francisco Government (2008) 
The N11111bers have Something to S qy, Is Anybocfy Listming? Pcrfim11ance Management i11 SF City Go11crnme11t (2009) 
A11diti,;g the City S cniices htditor: Yoti Can 011/y Manage What Yott ~Measure (2013.) · 

Office of the Controller: 

2015 City Suivey 
2013 City Survey 
2011 City Survey 
2008-2009 Status of Civil Grand Jury Recommendations (2014 Update) 
Citywide Benchmarking Report~ Part I: Demographics, Livability, Public Safety (2017) 
City\,vide Benchmarking Report, Part II: Tra~sportation, Finance (2017) 
Citywide Benchmarking Report, Part III: Safety Net, Population Health (2017) 
City Services Auditor Fiscal Year 2016-2017 Annual Workplan · 
Inclusionary H<:msj,ng \Vorlciog Group: Fin?,1 Report (2016) 
Performance Scorecards website 
Performance Scorecards Update & Fiscal.Year 2015-2016 Performance Measures 

· Strategic Plan: FY 2016-2017 &2020-2021 

Budget & Finance: 

Draft Capital Plan: Fiscal Years 2018,.2027 
Proposed Five Year Financial Plan: Fiscal Years 2017-2018 through 2021-22 
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Other: 

2016 Customer Satisfaction S urvry (BART) 
Data in San Francisco: Fueling Good Decisions, dataSF (2016) 
HoJ.tsingfor Families with Children (Planning Department; 2017) 
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Reaching 80-50: Technology Pathways to a Sustainable Future (Department of the Environment, 2016) 
San Francisco General Plan (Public Works) 
San Francisco's Ten Year Plan to End Chronic Homelessness: Anniversary Report Covering 2004-2014 
(San Francisco Human Services Agency) 

OTHER RESOURCES 

2015 Year in Revieiv, City of Austin 
A Peifor1JJance Management Frameivork for State and Local Government: From Meamrement and Reporting to 
Management and Improving, National Performance Management Advisory Commission (2010) 
Ali Evaluation of the Peifo17nance Measurement Process of the Ciry of Austin, City of Austin (2016) 
Bryond the Scorecard: Understanding Global Ciry Rankings, The Chicago Council on Global Affairs (2015) 
The Dark Side ofTransparenry, McKinsey & Co (February 2017) 
Emplqyment by race and place: snapshots of America, Brookings Institute (Februaty 2017) 
The Future is Nmv: Transparen01 in Government Peiformance, Chartered Global Management Accountants 
(August 2016) 
Gover1:ment Productiviry: Unlocking the $3.5 Trillion Opporfltniry, McKinsey & Co (April 2017) 
How to Create Government KPis, Freebalance (2017) 
How to Rim a Government, Michael Barber (Penguin Random House, 2015) 
How US State Governments Can Improve Customer Service, McKinsey & Company (December 2014) 
H1mger and Ho11ielessness Sttrvry, United States Conference of Mayors (December 2016) 
Implementing a citizen-centric approach to deliveringgovermnent services, McKinsey & Company Guly 2015) 
Lessons from Peiformance Measurement Leaders: AS ample of Larger Local Governments in North America, 
Government Finance Officers Association Gune 2013) · 
Outcome and Process Metrics Recommendations Developed for Seattle's Homeless Services Contracts,· Government 
Performance Lab, Harvard Kennedy School (2016) 
Peifo17nance Accountabiliry, Evidence, and Improvement. Reflections and Reco1111nendations to the Next Administration, 
National Academy of Public Administration & The Volcker Alliance (October 2016) 
The Pe!formanceStat Potential, Robert D. Behn, (Ash Center for Democratic Governance and Innovation, 
Harvard University, 2014) 
Peiformance Tracker. A data-driven ana/ysis of the peiformance of government, Institute of Government (Spring 
2017) 
Retooling Metropolis: How Social lvfedia, Markets, and Reg11lat01y Innovation can Make America's Cities More Livable, 
Manhattanlnstitute (2016) 
Solving the HousingA.ffordabiliry Crisis: How Policies Change the Number of San Francisco Households Burdened by 
Hottsing Costs, Bay Area Council Economic Institute (2016) 

· S mfacing the SJ.tbmerged S fate: Operational Transparenry Increases Trust in and Engage1nent with Government, Harvard 
Business School Working Paper 14-034 (2013) 
Tranifom1i11g Peiformance MeasJJrement for the 21-'r Century, The Urban Institute Guly 2014) 
W01 Government Fails so Often, Peter H. Schuck (Princeton University Press, 2014) 
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APPENDIX B: SF IN NATIONAL/ GLOB.AL CITY RANKINGS 

Best Performing Lru:ge US City (2016) 

Best Cities ;fo.i:Jobs (2016) 

Household Median Income Growth 2016 

JM:ost Energy Efficient Cities (20J6) 

Greenest Cities in the US (2016) 

No. ofEner Efficient Buil · as 2016) 

Public Spending per Capita, US Cities (2015) 

US City Fiscal Health Index Ranking (2015) 

Mood · 's Credit Ra · a (2017) 

Globai Quality of Living Survey {2017) 

100 Best Places to Live in the US (2016) 

Best US Large Cities to Live In (2016) 

Number of Primary Community Health 
Indicators in Bottom Quru:tile (2015) 

% of U,riinsured, TJS. Cities Ranking (2015) 

Top 25 Cities with Highest Short-term 
Particle Pollution (2015) 

Properly Crime Rate, Top 50 Cities. (2015) 

Violent Crime Rate, Top 50 Cities (2014) 

Pedestrian Danget Index Metro Areas (2016) 

Homelessness Per Capita (2016) 

Poverty Rate of 25 Largest US Cities (2016) 

Homeless Unaccompanied Youth (2016) 

Cities with the Wors~ Ro~ds (2016) 

Cities with Worst Traffic Congestion (2016) 

Best US Airports (20i6) 

Global Cities Index (2016) 

Global Cities Outlook (2016) 

Best Run US Cities (2016) 

33 

2738 

4 

5 

24 

1 

4 

3 

1 

33 

Aal 

29 

16 

1 

8/43 

73 

6 

1 

31 

85 

5 

23 

1 

1 

3 

5 

23 

1 

146 

1':lilken Institute 

WalletHub: 

24 /7Wall Street 

~'\IIJ.ericarr Council for Energy 
Efficient Economy 

Walletl-Iub 

EPA 

Ballerpedia 

TI1e Fiscal Times 

1vfoodv's 

Mercer 

US News 

WalletHub 

CDC 

W.alletHub 

American Lung Association 

FBI 

FBI 

Smart Gtot,.tth America 

US Conference ofl\Iayors 

Smtista 

US Cop.ference of 1fayors 

TRiP 

IN'°R.IX 

Tmpef & Lisf!re 

i\.TKeame}' 

ATKeamey 

WalletHub 



ACCELERATING SF. GOVERNME:N"T '.PERFOR.t'14.t"iCE 

APPENDIX C: SFG PERFORMANCE SCORECARD 

THEMES INDICATORS GOALS STATUS 
- - --~ - --- - - - -- -- - ~------- - -- -- - --- - - --

Livability 
(8) 

Public Health 
(10) 

Safety Net 
(13) 

Public Sa(ety 
(9) 

Transportation 
(11) 

Environmen~ 
(8) 

Economy 
(11) 

Street & Sidewalk CIL'aning' Response 
Graffiti Sen·icc Rcgue,:r 
Pothole Response 
Pn,-cmcnr Condirion Index 
Park Maimcn.1ncc Scores 
Recreation Courses Enrollrm .. 'Ot 
Total i\fonthly Visfrors (f.ibmric,) 
Tot.'ll l\lonthly Circulation (Libraries) 

Health Network Enrollment 
Urgent Care Acc<:ss 
l'rhnarv Care Patient Sati,faction 
ZSFG Occupancy Rare 
,\ve, Daily Population, Laguna Honda Hospital 
Ave. Length cifSmy, Luguna Bomb Hospira! 
Unique Subs.ranee Abuse Clients in Treatment 
Unique Mtital Healrh Clients in Trc-atmt'O.r 
HIV+ Clients Linked w ~ledical Care 
r-foalth Tnsumncc Coycr:igc 

Count)' Adult Assistance Acth-e Caseload 
Calworks Actiye Caseload 
Calfresb Acm'e Caseload 
:Medi-Cal Enrollment 
Homeless Population 
Direct Homeless Exits through City Programs 
Family Shelter Waiting List . 
InHome Supportive Sc.mces Acci,·e Caseload 
.Meals Delivered to Seniors 
Children in Foster Care 
Children Recen;ng a Subsidy Enrolled in Licensed Care 
Licensed Childcare Centers with Quality Scores 
Poverty in San Francisco 
Propcrcy Crime. 
Violent Crime 
911 Call Volume 
911 Ca!IResponse 
Ambulance Response to Life Threatening Emergencies 
Police Respol:lse toHlghPriority Call 
County Jail Population 
Acti~e Probationeys 
JuYenile Jail Population 
TransitTrips with Bunching or Gnps Between Vehicles 
Percenmge ofScbeduled Sen;ceHours Deli,ered 
Transit On-Time Performance 
Customer Rating of O,·entll Satisfaction w/T mnsit Semces 
Customer Rating ofClcanliiless ofMuci Vehicles 
Traffic Fatalities 
Percentage of Citations for Top FiYe Causes of Collisions 
Crimes on l\!uni 
.i\[uni Collisions 
Non Pri,·nte Auto Mode Share 
Congestion 

Water Sold to San Francisco Residential Customers 
Average SFPUC Water and Sewer Bill 
Water System Prevenram·e l\faintenance 
Sf PUC Customer Sen·ice Rating . 
Days with EPA Air Quality Index Rating of"Good" 
Greenhouse Gas Emissions 
ResidentiaLand Small Business Landfill Di,'.er.ion 
Refuse to Primary Land f,JJ 

1'6til Emplo\'lilent, Mettopolimn Division 
Teinpomry Employment, Metropolitan Dh-ision 
Unemployment Rate 
Zillow Home Price Index 
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95'' • within 48 hours 
No target 
90% within 72 hol1rs 
70" '' b,· 2025 
90'! o of park maint<.'tlance itandards met 
7(J''•• of cour,cs with cnrollmcnfat or abow.7Q~;, 
558,333 ,·i$ittirs pL'l: monrh ~n;un &, branch librarics) 
850,00 phrsical and clcetronic materials 

98,000 enrollees by fiscal year 2020-21 
95% ofp~ticnts in Urgent Care :snmc/next dar 
70'!c;, of pn:>,:idcrs rcccn·c a rating of 9 (Ir 10 (of l(l) 
85% occupanc)' 
No target 
Less than 60 .d,1ys 
No target 
No target 
75% of new c:isc.-; connected t(> care \Vitbin 3 months 
100% of hcalthr people by 2020 

s~\r,.i actiw c.~scs projected (no tari,rcr) 
3;976 actiw c,i.sc•$ projected (no t:ir:-,"-'r) 
33,33.9 :ic1i..-c c:cie:i projected (tio t:trgct) 
132,216 acti\·c cases projected (no ta{brct) 
No target 

1,570 for Fiscil Yc.1r 2016-17 
200 per month 
22.500 for Fisc.~1 Yc:ir 20 I 6-1 i 
1 ;501. "'4 for Fiscal Yelr 2016-17 
94J childrl.-n 
85':tl 
99''.·•• with 4.5 our M7 
No target 

6,126 per 100,0llO residents projected (no target) 
883 pe.r 1 on,ooo rc$idcn15 projected (no t.'lrgcr) 
No target 
90%, within 10 seconds 
90% within 10 rnioute.s 
Within 4 minutes 
Fi,cal yc:ir projection: 1,280 inmates 
NoJ~rget 
No target 

l\).(,".,, combiritd for bunching and g:ips 
9!:\S!« ddivercd 
85%on-timc 
3.3 out of5 
3.0 outof5 
Zero traffic fatalitic:s bv 2024 
so•·., oi rr:iffic cim rion~ 
5.70 per 100,000 miles 
3.6 7 pL'r 100,0llO rruli:s 
50" o non-prirnre ~uro mode shru:e by fYjo1s 
No target 

Less than 50 gallons per capita per day 
l.C$S th:in 25% of mcdi,\n income 
95".·i, of total wi<stcr lsystcm maintenance rime. 
90% "Good" or "E~ccllcnr" by swxe,cd customer:;. 
Nn target . . 

25% below 1990 JcycJs b,, 20 J7 
60% refuse di,·crred frodt landfill 
Zem \\>nStc by 2020 

2.5% increase from prior J<-:U- (nCJ ::1.rgct) 
5.31

\, inc(c..1s~ from priory~ (no cargc:t) 
0.3 % poior decre:ise from prior rear (no mrger) 
0.0",, incr=e from prior r= (no target) 

94\1,ii 
3,469/monn'i 

97•.., 
681~'11 

86,3% 
721'11 

504,326 
893,985 

94/162 
84~•41 
74°,, 
100% 
760 
70 

3,809 
11,362 

9Q'Y(, 
95~4~}\1 

4,9B 
3,634 

29,745 
1:?2,512 

6,686 
804 
223 

22,:.,77 
1,620,337 

899 
8711

\1 

99•\,1 
13'1:;1 

3,311 
430 

1,733 
751~!0' 

90% 
·.5~2 minures 

1,340 
3,154 
43 

24.1% 
98.3% 
57".;, 
3.2 
3.0 
:: 

54-'!i, 
4.6 
6.6 

53.1
~·11 

12.i mph 

40.9 gallons 
1.29% 
9()% 
Ss~;, 
3<it 
23°1(1 

58~-h 
1,571 

1,103,700 
19,800 
3.11.!i, 

51.1511! 



Finance 
(6) 

Zillow Rc.nml Price Index 
Office Vacancy Rate 
Direct,\ i-cr~ Asking Rent 
Hore! Occupan~· Rate 
,\\-cragc Dnil)' Howl Rate 
Revenue Per J\.,ailable Hotel Room 
Sales Tax Collections 

General Obligation Bond Rating 
Uruescricted Fund B:ihnce · 
Stabilization Resen·es 
.Actual Expenditures ,:s Budgeted E.'\:peo.qi!iires 
Pension Plan Funding Level 
Other Post-Employment Benefits Funding Le.•el 
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4.9''·• incrensc from prioryc~r (no r,tr.S't't) 
O.U" ·., poi or incrcnsc from prior year (no rru:.s<ct) 
7.1 ~.'11 ini:re.'1$t? frrnn prior year (no t.i.rgel) 
0. 7 '\, poim increase from prior year (no target) 
6.1 d,-crea~e from prior year (no target) 
5.2'~·11 t..k-cre:uie fr9m prior yc"3t (no t.irget) 
5.5"hincreasc from priorycar/2015 (no tnrgct) 
Aat (Moody's) 
16.7'! i, of re.-em1e 
1 O"·i, of rc.-e.nue (S43dM in FY 2015-16) 
0'\• n1ri:incc · 
0'\1 Yarjnni 
100'' ·j, futi<)~d 
100'!·,, funded by 2043 
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S3,ll07 
82~;.. 

S73.65 
81.5(~,jJ 

$231!.77 
S194.<,tl 
S94.6M 

Aal 
30.1% 
6.9% 
.. 2j\~1~ 
1.5% 

826'!ft> 
().4% 



ACCELERATING SF <iOVEILNMEN'T PERFORMANCE 

AI>PENDIX D: AUSTIN'S CITY\VIDE DASI-IBOARD 

Mralllrt NIM ffZ.OU FY.ZOU FUllll FY .l~l• FY Ull.5 ~ZOU Gaal 
Trllllll A<t~,1 A<twil Ac1u.a1 Actual Actual Tarot Min? 

Cilvwldt 011,hbofrd: Public Slifllty 
',ltokr:.t cw11{'1 ft.it(' pe1 1.000 pop;.;f,stlO"\ 00 ,IO') 3.li3 J.96 4.C:, !, 01 ·/ 
F'rop.,;ly 1:rn1'i, 1,1\1• J)i•r l.OOD ;mp,1l.tl10rl ~-~ l~ !',U? 4BO .~1.~2 ~OM ~.t ~19 ,f' .... 
TOI.ii J)11',c,, ,1,•.pm11,, tirnr tm fMFP.G(NcY ,ind URGrt4T 

6 .ts 719 7:30 7:,l~ 8:(H 7:30 .... 
CJlft 

f'emim o! ;xMnll.111, Mlcth1NltN1ir1i'! <:,ill~ (i;rloiir;, OM) 

rto~~r.d~d to by fo'(:tl;!l'l'K\' Medic11l S~rviq:~ within 9 9:P% ~1~ 7'lje ~l J ,~l·~~ n.\l'h (tl (;W, 90% ./ ... 
,Ult'\Ultl~ Jl)d S9 \{l{()t\0~ 1',1lh1<\ th~ C•1v OI Au,tn 

P(lt(.t~fl! o~ t~c,rg(:-nr,y i!1c1ct,~nt\ whf1tfl ttw ,tmoun! of t1ni<· 

!lt!h\'~<rn <.aH tt~eipt ~i·,d the :nr1·h,l of th,:, l\u·;\in fin.~ /llrti, !H,,, P.)1i;, !lS'li as•;; !;$'s"; 

OQp3rt11wnt unit 1\ li rnlnuli!1 o, li•1•, ·--
f'<.'rrnr.t o! ,tru1tur~ Hti:l to111intd to room 111 odr,ln 81 'i, 8i',if, f.2% a,·~ $4'<{ es~~ .. 
CltyWfcltOuhbollrd: MabU!tv and lnft:utru<t11~ 
Perccn~ ot l,1~e mil&~ ~n !i1ir to t•v;c~;lt>nt coH~it,on 19.0'i. ao.c,s. n.a·~ 79 .!/i~ 795~ i~l g~~j 
Pt?(Ct4rt( of t("i..ld,;•nH "~iltl·1fi~<f° Or 1·w~ry •..;H,,1,ed" W,lh 

1H.S1h J7.('7'1f' llO'i- 19 o•:,. 17 )~'\,( 7</(l":,_ "' tr.:itfU~ flow tm nMJcr 1.t,t:t~t\ 

tltYYilcle'Dashbaard: Community Sf!fllite, 
TQ,JI num!J<'r ol •.r-111,r.i,~ ntP'.'id,•d to br1w!ici.1ru·~ lhrot,r.h 

&Jtll 6,-1(;1 ~.9S•t \>.•120 7>.~S5 ';;,l,\i!'; "' JU hUt.l~inJ{ :i!i.d r;on"tnut'11tv cfr'Yl"!t)pm~111 t:r:t1vi~:1~~ 

P<ir,c,r,t of ,inrm:il 11\el:r, I;;(! outrnrr,e~ P,.8 ,yt,.;. •Jo 1J•, 12.u·~~. •Nl'." 94 !'<; ?OO~i ,,l ... 
Pcn:ent cl h.0U~1•h.0Uh ~~mid through Ci:~· o! Au·,tin '.,(<1,11 

I 1cr\'lc,r1 tl!!ntr.:icti lh~t m;1,n111i11 hr.i1wnr, or tr,m;i!lon ,r.to 7S% 76% ll)'i,. BO'X w~ 7)'X. ...;t • 
h<>u!-U1r. from horr.1;1IC!!.ni:,~~ 

Numb(,ror tlhmt v1}ib at th,, Shot~ lo, ,o:; Cl,nlC', fN 
9,934 1.960 6.994 7.Sf.l 15,11 1().0(,'0 

V.icdnt) for Ch,l;Jr('n {VF(l 1·liJllbl1, ,ti,ldn,11 .1~~~ O 18 
T 

t.a.,roilf\• prc1~c,1m .1tWnd,1n(t• p~r t"'1p,\J 0 }\, 0 l•I 0 Jf, OJ!! (UO 0,19 ,/ .. 
Cili:t-t11;;1ti1f,\C(J011 v,,th !lw ,1pi)~,ir,>r,ci: ()f p,1r;; i\1¢(.lntb 6'.l'' 11,,, 71,, .. 71% 7l'J; /I}';; "l 
~lift Dnhboard~ l>ev,lopmenl Sc,ivlm 

Number ol n(:w jcb:. cn,,!led w•lh publot r,livt.le lr1i11,,i.,,1, l.G-~9 .t.Ll-3 l.?l,l 2.315 291 soo .... 
P1irct,,n~ ot buil<,t,np, m·,,";(",1.,on,, t>~·fnn,wtl w•thi,i N hQur·, 

9411, ~J4·,t, 91% 91% :JJ.~ 90:-; 
, 

of,,;quMt 
-1{ 

CJtyW')d(l)asiilmrdi Utllltltund Mijor 811,Jmw 
Sv,t<'m .\v1,raf;r• lnt~<f>Jllt1on i·r,'<Wfn(•,• led,,. ISMHI 

077 0.71 0 ~'l O.S7 Oti!:; O.&n .,/ .... 
id .. ,tricitv ouPe" rrr<,ul·n(·1•l 
f'Ntr-11l;1r.r, e,f tlNw1,·;1ol1• £,wr~~y '" t,u·.tir E nNjly'~ Nl~f!l)' I 

!0.l'~ 
,upplv 

1~. 1·,,, 20 3'). JO 8"'; 2-3 l~ He.'. .... 
O;ir1~lMfi \',1.;f,:-r 1),Jali!y T url:>irl<ty C 07 O.O'l 00'1 0.11 0.0/1 0.10 ..,. 
Ptit("to: of ..,,;t-;~~l ·.itt1am cnvc:•rt,.td bt,,•.:'"i>tin Fh.!!,ourc,~ 

tltt(:Uv('t'( Cur-bi..fri,~. tNJ\t~ .. ~ma h(h;·...::kold h,'i/J!dOv~ w~P,\t~ 1$.6% 319'.\/, J';l,(illl, )'} £,');, ~00!.11 .iisx. ... 
oo.i-r .. ,tt('w. 

Citywld11.D1uhba1rd: F111,1riclal Health 
C>ty of ,\u·.~m\ ·!;OmJ , trlir,1;r·, A.1:t. ,\,,J. /\;),!, (\;T,1, , ...... hl, t\..'t.,·, 

c,p l.lond~· Mood)"•;. Sl;;r,.jj;,;rd M',d f'oor',, n:ch lnvfiWri 
/\A.t .. , AA,\ ,\,\,\, ,\AA, MA, ,\AA, 

MA AM AM. l\.fy\ AM MA 
,F ' .... 

C01'11birwi;i U\ility Rt:~/\Uf! Sondf ~Mody'~. !'>t,1.<\UJl'd a,;,/ 
Al. A.,t. ,'U!l. .."i.:l}r A.il, A;1l, 

M. /\!,. fvt ,\1'. AA. AA, Poof's. r,t,n trw~·.~01~ 
A.A .-.,.:\. ·11,,, AA M M 

Am,u«I Ii,;,~!,! Me( ~ o,dNorM-rrt )( 0-.'l!t~ll l'C'tfotm•ntl! Trrnd1: 1'111r>.n,,..,,.•Jl'"oif • V~i,t,m·)t ... ,\-juNt!11Jffe{r19 
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Print Form · 1 

Introduction Form 
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors orthe Mayor 

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one): 
Time stamp 
or.meeting date 

D L For reference to Committee. {An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or CharterAmet1dment) 

D 2. Request for next printed a,gendct Without Reference to Committee. 

181 3. Request for heru.ii:lg ort a subject matter at Committee. 

D 

D 

D. 

4. Request for letter beginning "$µpervisor inquires" L-----------------' 
5. City Attomey request. 

6. Call File No'. .... 1--------, from Cormnittee. 

D 7. Budget Anruyst request ( attach written motion). 

D 8. Substitute Legislation File No, ..... I _____ ..., 
D 9. Reactivate File No . ._j _____ _. 

D 10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on '-------------~.......L 
Please check the· appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following: 

D Small Business Commission D Youth Commission D Ethics Cotnn1ission 

D Planning Commission D Building Inspection Commission, 

fote: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agen(la), use a Imperative Form. 

:ponsot(s): 

Govennnertt Audit and Oversight Committee 

tubject: 

f-Iearing - Civil GrandJury - Accelerating SF Government Performanqe 

fhe text.is listed below or attached: 

{earing Cin the recently-published 2016-2017 Civil Grand Jury report, entitled" Accelerating SF Government 
)erformance.11 

?or Clerk's Use Only: 
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