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Elena Schmid (l) and Martha Mangold  (r)  
Co-Presidents of the  
San Francisco Civil Grand Jury Association   

We are pleased to publish the 8th 
annual edition of the San Francisco 
Civil Grand Jury Gazette.  We thank 
the current jury for its funding of 
this publication. The Gazette sum-
marizes the reports of the 2015-16 
San Francisco Civil Grand Jury and 
makes public its good work. The 
jury once again has developed sev-
eral very timely reports, 
which should lead to positive 
change in San Francisco.  We ap-
plaud the panel of jurors for their 
intense efforts to investigate such 
topics as the San Francisco crime 
lab, fatal SFPD officer-involved 
shootings, housing the homeless, 
and fire safety inspections. 

You may ask, “Who are these peo-
ple who do these investigations?” 
They are residents who have volun-
teered to give their time for a one-
year term to the jury to investigate 
various entities within the city and 
ascertain whether your taxpay-
er dollars are being spent in an effi-
cient and effective manner. They 
develop reports that present their 
findings and recommendations. 

Jury investigations do receive seri-
ous attention. Each city agency 
must respond to the jury’s findings 
and recommendations, following 
which a board of supervisors com-
mittee holds a public hearing to en-
dorse, or take a wait-and-see, or 
reject position on the jury’s         

recommendations and the depart-
ments’ and mayor’s responses.  
After the full board acts, the reports 
aren’t just filed away but are fol-
lowed every year by the city con-
troller.  

Serving on the civil grand jury is an 
extraordinarily rewarding experi-
ence. But what do jurors do after 
their one year of service?    Many 
join the San Francisco Chapter of 
the California Grand Jurors’ Associa-
tion, an organization composed of 
former jurors who are committed 
to supporting the efforts and 
the goals of the jury in any way they 
can, whether supporting the cur-
rent sitting jury, watching over im-
plementation of the city's response 
to past reports, or mentoring Bal-
boa High School students  

participate in their law acade-
my's mock civil grand jury.  They 
are active in whatever way they 
can be to show the worth, the 
need for, and the effectiveness 
of the jury in democratic socie-
ty.   

They are open to suggestions 
of where they can be helpful 
and can provide worthwhile 
involvement in the city.  You 
can view this publication, 
other jury news, and past ju-
ry reports on the jury’s web-
site (civilgrandjury.sfgov.org). 

 

. 

 

The San Francisco Chapter of the California Grand Jurors’ Association publishes this 
eighth volume of the Gazette with the ongoing goals of reaching an even wider audience 
than the reports themselves and soliciting broader participation in local government.  

The California Grand Jurors’ Association is a statewide nonprofit organization of former 
grand jurors with the mission to promote government accountability by improving the 
training and resources available to California’s 58 regular (aka “civil”) grand juries and 
educating the public about the civil grand jury’s substantial local government oversight 
and reporting powers.  

The civil grand jury is an independent body. Neither the City & County of San Francisco 
nor the San Francisco Superior Court plays a role in determining the issues or agencies 
the grand jury selects to investigate. The reports, summaries, views, and opinions ex-
pressed by the grand jury or its ancillary organizations do not reflect those of the San 
Francisco Superior Court or the San Francisco Controller’s Office. 

Editors of the Gazette 

Serena Bardell 

Leslie Koelsch, Ed.D., Chair  
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Jay Cunningham, Foreperson of the 2015—2016  
San Francisco Civil Grand Jury  

 

Jay Cunningham,  
Foreperson 

Alison Ileen Scott, Esq.,  
Pro Tem 

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

Sheldon Bachus 

Richard Baker-Lehne 

Mary Lou Bartoletti, M.B.A. 

Jean Bogiages 

Catherine Covey, M.D. 

Libby Dodd, M.B.A. 

John Hoskins, Esq. 

Margaret Kuo, M.S. 

David Lai 

Andrew Lynch 

Wassim J. Nassif 

Patti Schock 

Michael Skahill, Ph.D. 

David Stein 

Charles Thompson 
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The nineteen members of this jury 
took to heart the responsibility and 
honor of serving as citizen watch-
dogs for the city and county of San 
Francisco. The term coincided with 
the largest annual budget ever pro-
posed by the mayor of San Francis-
co to the board of supervisors, 
demonstrating San Francisco’s sig-
nificant recovery from the five-year 
recession.   

 

The city made national headlines in 
2015 for such crimes as burglarizing 
parked cars and bribery around 
mayoral access. Well-intentioned 
but misguided residents provided 
crowd-funded, high-end camping 
gear to the homeless, bringing an-
other issue to the front pages. The 
community became restless and 
distrustful of its police department 
as an ever-expanding investigation 
of police officers for racist and ho-
mophobic text messages along with 
incidents of police officers shooting 
suspects seemed to pit police 
against civilians.  

 

The jury notes that the majority of 
the areas it investigated experi-
enced a significant leadership 
change between its investigations 
and the publication of the re-
ports:  Police Chief Suhr resigned, 
voters elected a new sheriff, the 
mayor appointed a director for the 
new department of homelessness, 
and the crime lab got a new super-

visor.  The long-held plan for us-
ing $80 million dollars of federal 
grant funds for a new jail de-
railed shortly after the special 
election of a single supervisor, 
amid multiple allegations of vot-
er fraud and manipulation by the 
candidates.  The jury weighted 
each situation and evaluated its 
resources and time constraints to 
select the investigative top-
ics.  Although my fellow jurors 
and I were unable to address all 
of the issues facing the city, we 
hope we have served the city 
well.  

MEMBERS OF THE  

2015—2016  

SAN FRANCISCO  

CIVIL GRAND JURY 

 

 

Applications to serve on the civil 
grand jury are available at 

 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/

join.html 

 

Applications must be completed and 

returned to: 

 

Deputy Jury Commissioner  

Attention: Grand Jury Application  

400 McAllister Street, Room 007  

San Francisco, CA 94102-4514 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/join.html
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/join.html
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SAN FRANCISCO’S CRIME LAB:  PROMOTING CONFIDENCE AND 
BUILDING CREDIBLITY  

  

Over the past several years, scandals 
have negatively impacted both the rep-
utation of the San Francisco Police De-
partment (SFPD) Criminalistics Labora-
tory (Lab) and its ability to present 
credible evidence in court.  These inci-
dents have ranged from theft in the 
drug analysis laboratory to the well-
publicized failure of two DNA analysts 
to pass a national proficiency test. 

The jury undertook a study of the Lab 
to determine what steps it has taken to 
improve its overall credibility and qual-
ity. 

Jurors found that the Lab suffers from 
being too closely managed by the 
SFPD.  Six different police captains 
have supervised the lab in the last six 
years.  Few have had scientific training, 
many have had short tenure, and, as a 
result, most have demonstrated poor 
understanding of the Lab’s needs. 

                                                                    
In a step endorsed by the national 
academy of sciences to reduce bias 
and improve credibility, the jury rec-
ommends that the Lab be separated 
from the SFPD and function as an inde-
pendent agency, similar to that of San 
Francisco’s Office of the Medical Exam-
iner.  If the Lab functioned as an inde-
pendent arm of the criminal justice 
system, not only police and prosecu-
tors but also defense attorneys could 
employ its services with confidence. 
Anticipating that independence may 
take time to accomplish, the jury rec-
ommends as an interim step that the 
head of the Lab be a trained civilian  

 
scientist rather than a sworn police 
officer. 
 
Jurors were encouraged to find that 
the Lab’s current civilian scientific 
management had  undertaken a com-
prehensive review of past DNA cases 
and performed corrective action when 
needed.  In addition, the Lab has suc-
cessfully reduced its previously large 
DNA case backlog both by improving 
its own efficiency and by outsourcing 
cases to private laboratories. 
 

 

 

In 2015, over-1200 previously untest-
ed sexual assault kits were transferred 
from police evidence rooms to the 
Lab.  The jury found that all back-
logged kits had been outsourced for 
analysis, and that, since 2015, all such 
evidence has been automatically as-
signed priority status for analysis in 
the Lab. 

Credit: C & C San Francisco  

San Francisco's Crime Lab: Promoting Confidence and Building Credibility- June 1, 2016  

Consolidated Department Response  

Controller's Office Response  

Board of Supervisors Response                                                                                                         http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/report.html 

The jury also recommends 
reopening the drug analysis 
lab, which was closed in 2010 
during a cocaine theft scandal.  
Currently drugs are transport-
ed twice daily to the East Bay 
for analysis in another public 
laboratory.   
 
Reopening the drug lab could 
not only result in cost savings 
for the city and allow closer 
monitoring but also serve as a 
training ground where new 
criminalists could hone scien-
tific skills and learn basic pro-
cedures  for testifying in court.  

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Crime_Lab_6_1_2016.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Signed_Consolidated_Response.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Controllers_Response_8_1_2016.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/BOS_Response_Crime_Lab_101416.pdf
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California Penal Code Section 459 de-
fines auto burglary as breaking into a 
locked vehicle with the intent to commit 
theft or any other felony. While it is diffi-
cult to prove “intent,” a suspect caught 
breaking into and stealing property from 
a vehicle may be charged with both bur-
glary and either misdemeanor or felony 
theft, depending on the value of the 
property. 

Street-gang and career criminals have 
made auto burglary a lucrative enter-
prise in San Francisco because of the 
ease of committing auto burglary, the 
difficulty of acquiring evidence to arrest 
and prosecute, and the abundance of 
parked vehicles, among other factors. 
Using San Francisco’s open data re-
sources, the jury found that, in 2015 
alone, victims in San Francisco reported 
over 24,800 auto burglary incidents, with 
property loss exceeding $19 million.  

The jury found the San Francisco Police 
Department (SFPD) has lacked a robust 
response to this epidemic, in part be-
cause of an over-reliance on its commu-
nity policing structure.  Geographic 
boundaries constrain plainclothes offic-
ers, who are assigned to individual pre-
cincts, in their surveillance of criminals: 
the most prolific auto burglars operate 
across districts and maintain networks 
for sharing intelligence, thereby compli-
cating the investigative process.   

The community policing structure pre-
vents opportunity for collaboration when 
investigation of crimes involving the 
same suspects in different precincts re-
sults in duplicated efforts. 

That said, the jury does not advocate 
that the city make a wholesale shift from 
the community-policing model. Neigh-
borhood precincts are a proven ap-
proach to building relationships between 
the police and the communities they 
serve  

The report makes a number of recom-
mendations to better integrate the 
efforts of the SFPD and the DA’s office 
and enlists other public safety partners 
to work collectively toward reducing au-

to-burglary related crime in San Fran-
cisco. 

Serial Offenders The jury recommends 
establishing a permanent unit for sus-
tained focus on serial property crimes 
by serial offenders. The efficacy of this 
approach became clear when the SFPD 
deployed the patrol bureau task force 
for auto burglary in October 2015 and 
subsequently arrested several high-
profile offenders. This effort was con-
temporaneous with a brief but notable 
reduction in reported auto-burglary 
related crime. 

Apprehension Sophisticated street 
gangs and career criminals operating 
across districts are responsible for a 
large majority of auto burglaries.  
Therefore, the jury recommends that 
the SFPD expand its use of crime data 
in field operations through its crime 
analysis unit and commission the pa-
trol bureau task force as a permanent, 
citywide, serial crimes unit, to improve 
arrest rates for auto burglary as well as 
future serial crime waves. 

Post-Arrest Investigations Because of 
the city’s unique characteristics, the 
jury further recommends post-arrest 
investigators take professional devel-
opment classes specific to auto burgla-
ry in San Francisco.  

Expanded Prosecutorial Capability As 
the tactics of criminal street gangs 
have evolved, successful prosecution 
has required a coordinated police and  

DA effort and the “bundling” of 
multiple incidents that show 
patterns of criminal behavior. The 
jury thus recommends the DA’s 
office organize prosecutors with 
serial crime expertise into a serial 
crimes unit—a counterpart to the 
SFPD’s emerging serial crimes 
unit.  

Deterrence Maps of incident re-
ports show that shopping and 
tourist destinations are prime 
targets for auto burglars. Existing 
programs for public safety, such 
as the community ambassadors 
program, should deploy ambassa-
dors as a visible presence in 
known crime hotspots, and the 
city should further develop Inter-
net sites to inform residents and 
tourists about crime risks and 
prevention.  

Victims’ Assistance As a top tour-
ist destination, San Francisco 
must mitigate the harm to its 
reputation as a result of tourists 
who fall prey to auto burglary. In 
this regard, the jury recommends 
the city pass a resolution to es-
tablish a victims’ assistance pro-
gram and authorize discretionary 
use of federal laws to prosecute 
those who target tourists as a 
vulnerable class. 

Auto Burglary in San Francisco- June 

20, 2016  

Consolidated Department Response 
 

District Attorney's Response 

City Attorney's Response 

Board of Supervisors Response 

 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/report.html 

AUTO BURGLARY IN SAN FRANCISCO 

 Credit: Libby Dodd 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Auto_Burglary_in_SF_6_20_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Auto_Burglary_in_SF_6_20_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Consolidated_Department_Response_Auto_Burglary_8_19_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/District_Attorney_Response_Auto_Burglary_081916.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/City_Attorney_Response_Auto_Burglary_7_5_2016.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/BOS_Response_Auto_Burglary_in_SF_101416.pdf
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San Francisco's general fund departments 
have a $1.9 billion backlog of deferred 
maintenance. The city's current 10-year 
plan calls for funding to catch up with need 
around 2025 and to begin chipping away at 
this backlog in 2031–a full 15 years from 
now. 

Ten years ago, the city's new capital plan-
ning committee (CPC) began vetting pro-
posed general obligation bond (GO) pro-
jects, and it fulfills this function admirably.  
The CPC's second charge was to take 
maintenance politics out of the budget 
process, so that funding decisions would 
be made on the basis of maintenance eco-
nomics. Ten years down the road, much 
remains to be done in this area. The 
maintenance budgeting process for gen-
eral fund departments, which, unlike en-
terprise departments (airport, PUC, etc.), 
do not control their sources of funding, 
continues to be based on the following 
outdated standard: “What did we allot for 
your department's facilities maintenance 
in last year's budget?”  The billion-dollar 
(and growing) deferred maintenance back-
log demonstrates that the old model does 
not work very well. 

Deferring maintenance not only wastes 
taxpayers’ money, since it is much cheaper 
to keep facilities maintained in good work-
ing condition than to allow them to deteri-
orate to the point where GO bond dollars 
must be used to replace them, but unmain-
tained facilities are also a risk to city em-
ployees and the public. 

The jury translated the dry government 
accounting standard (GASB) of “interperiod 
equity” (GASB 34) into an eleventh com-
mandment for San Francisco's budget de-
ciders:  Thou shalt NOT defer costs to the 
future or use up accumulated resources to 
provide current-period services.  

The jury found that the CPC and the city's 
budget process for general fund facilities 
maintenance haven’t been using the 21st 
century best practices standard: 4 percent 
of current replacement value (CRV). The 
national research council recommends this 
maintenance budgeting standard for local 
and state governments. Many cities and 
counties in California and across the coun-
try use this percent of CRV budgeting 

standard: A financially sound mainte-
nance budget starts with measuring the 
CRV of each department's facilities 
(buildings, machinery, etc.), which the 
CPC's computer program already does 
for other purposes. (Detailed appendices 
to the full jury report make this CRV in-
formation publicly available in a user-
friendly format.) 

Annual maintenance budget negotiations 
should begin at the 4 percent of CRV 
standard. For example, if the CRV of the 
city's real estate division's assets is 
$1,000, then the current year's mainte-
nance budget for those assets should be 
$40. The CPC's computer program–FRRM
–already computes this standard but 
neither discloses the results to the public 
nor uses them in the budgeting process. 

 

Deferred Maintenance Needs Increased 
Visibility 

San Francisco voters have the right to 
know the funding gap and the deferred 
maintenance backlog, for example, at 
the parks and firehouses in their own 
neighborhood. 

The jury found that, to make the facilities 
maintenance budget less abstract to 
most citizens (and city staffers), the  fol-
lowing information should be available 
and transparent for general fund depart-
ment facilities on a supervisorial district 
by supervisorial district basis: (a) the gap 
between maintenance need at 4 percent 
of CRV and the much smaller amount 
funded in the current budget by general 
fund department facility in each  

supervisorial district, and (b) the 
deferred maintenance backlog by 
general fund department facility in 
each supervisorial district. 

Without the transparency the jury 
calls for, the backlog of deferred 
maintenance will keep growing for 
another 15 years as this discussion 
noted in its first paragraph. This 
will continue both to waste taxpay-
er money and put city employees 
and residents at risk of injury.  The 
jury also recommends: 

 The CPC and the city’s budget 
process for general fund facili-
ties maintenance should use 
the best practices standard of 
4 percent of current replace-
ment value.  

 General fund departments 
should update condition as-
sessments of their facilities. 

 General fund department 
managers should advocate 
vigorously for their depart-
mental maintenance needs. 

 Voter information pamphlets 
on GO bond propositions for 
new facilities should disclose 
life-cycle cost projections. 

 The city should adopt best 
accounting practices for track-
ing and reporting deferred 
maintenance. 

 

 

Maintenance Budgeting and Account-
ing Challenges for General Fund Depts. 

- June 27, 2016  

Consolidated Department Response  

Controller's Office Response  

Urban Forestry Council  

Elections Commission  

CGOBOC Response  

Board of Supervisors Response  

MAINTENANCE BUDGETING AND ACCOUNTING CHALLENGES FOR GENERAL FUND 
DEPARTMENTS  

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Maintenance_Budgeting_Accounting_Challenges_6_27_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Maintenance_Budgeting_Accounting_Challenges_6_27_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Maintenance_Budgeting_Accounting_Challenges_6_27_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Mayors_and_Dept_Consolidated_Response_Maintenance_Budgeting_Report.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Controller_Response_Maintenance_Budgeting_Report.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Urban_Forestry_Council_Response_to_Maintenance_Budgeting_Report.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Elections_Commission_Response_Maintenence_Budgeting_report%209_13_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/15-16_Civil_Grand_Jury_Maintenance_Report_CGOBOC_Response_10_3_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/BOS_Response_Maintenance_Budgeting_101416.pdf
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INTO THE OPEN: OPPORTUNITIES FOR MORE TIMELY AND TRANSPARENT INVESTIGATIONS OF 
FATAL SAN FRANCISCO POLICE DEPARTMENT OFFICER-INVOLVED SHOOTINGS 

Police departments across the country 
have alienated the communities they 
are meant to serve and protect due to 
high-profile, fatal, officer-involved 
shootings (OIS).  The San Francisco Po-
lice Department (SFPD) is no excep-
tion.  It faces a crisis in confidence due, 
in part, to the 18 fatal OIS incidents 
that have occurred in the city between 
January 2011 and June 2016.  To begin 
to mend the rift between the SFPD and 
the city’s residents, it is vital that inves-
tigations of OIS incidents and other 
uses of lethal force be handled as inde-
pendently, promptly, and transparently 
as possible. 
 
After a five-month investigation, which 
included a review of written policies 
and procedures and interviews with 
city personnel in each agency involved 
in the investigation of fatal OIS inci-
dents, the jury reached two main con-
clusions: 
 Investigations of fatal OIS incidents 

take too long. 
 The public has little access to infor-

mation about either the general 
OIS investigation process or each 
individual fatal OIS investigation. 
 

Timeliness 
Both the SFPD and the district attor-
ney’s (DA) office acknowledge that 
criminal investigations of OIS incidents 
can easily take two years or longer to 
complete. The jury believes such a long 
timeframe is unacceptable.  Investiga-
tions that drag on for two or more 
years may appear to be foot dragging, 
lack of concern, or, worse, bungling 
and cover-up. With the goal of more 

timely OIS investigations, the jury rec-
ommends: 
 The SFPD and the DA streamline 

and prioritize OIS investigations 
with the aim of completing investi-
gations quickly. 

 The police commission revise the 
SFPD’s general orders to accurately 
reflect the OIS investigation pro-
cess and the time involved to com-
plete such investigations. 

 SFPD and the DA formulate a new 
memorandum of understanding 
regarding OIS investigations. 

 
Transparency 
The jury found that San Franciscans 
lack enough information to determine 
whether the current OIS investigation 
process works properly or whether the 
results of these investigations are fair 
and just. With the goal of more trans-
parent OIS investigations: 
 Each city agency involved in the 

investigation of OIS incidents 
should create a webpage to edu-
cate the public about that agency’s 
role in the process. 

 SFPD should keep the public in-
formed about every OIS incident 
during each step of the investiga-
tion process through press confer-
ences, town hall meetings, updates 
posted on the SFPD website, and  

What's Happened Since the Report Was Issued?  Each city agency involved in OIS investigations agreed to either implement the 

jury's recommendations or consider their implementation, along with recommendations made by the DA-convened Blue Ribbon 

Panel on Transparency, Accountability, and Fairness in Law Enforcement  and the US Department of Justice’s Office of Community  

Orienting Policing Services  Collaborative Reform Initiative.  

the release of the names of 
officers involved in OIS inci-
dents. 

 SFPD should provide a more 
robust set of statistics about OIS 
incidents. 

 The DA should make a public 
announcement when determin-
ing whether to file criminal 
charges against officers involved 
in an OIS incident and make fi-
nal decision letters more easily 
accessible online. 

 
General Credibility 
With general credibility in mind:  
 The city should create an over-

sight task force to mitigate the 
perception of bias in fatal OIS 
investigations and ensure that 
such investigations are complet-
ed expeditiously and transpar-
ently. 

 At the conclusion of each fatal 
OIS investigation, this task force 
should issue a comprehensive 
“debriefing” report to the pub-
lic. 

Each city agency involved in the in-
vestigation of a fatal OIS owes in-
vestigations that are as quick and 
transparent as possible to all San 
Franciscans, the survivors of those 
killed in OIS incidents, the SFPD 
officers involved, and its own de-
partmental integrity. The jury be-
lieves that the recommendations in 
this report are minimal first steps 
that must be taken immediately to 
start down the path toward fair and 
just OIS investigations that merit the 
trust of the citizenry. 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Transparent_Investigations_Fatal_SFPD_Shootings_7_6_2016.pdf
http://sfdistrictattorney.org/sites/default/files/Document/BRP_report.pdf
http://sfdistrictattorney.org/sites/default/files/Document/BRP_report.pdf
https://ric-zai-inc.com/Publications/cops-w0817-pub.pdf
https://ric-zai-inc.com/Publications/cops-w0817-pub.pdf
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Motivated by an increasingly visible 
homeless population in the neighbor-
hoods of eastern San Francisco, the 
jury undertook the daunting challenge 
of determining why all the money be-
ing spent has not produced a marked 
improvement in housing and sup-
portive services for the city’s neediest. 

During the time the jury was investi-
gating this issue, changes began to 
take place. The highest profile change 
was the creation of the department of 
homelessness and supportive housing 
(DHSH). Equally important was the 
opening of the navigation center, a 
building dedicated to the transition of 
the chronically homeless from the 
street to some form of housing.  

The jury expressed its concern that, at 
the same time these positive steps 
were occurring, the city seemed to be 
accepting sidewalk camping during the 
day. The jury made some recommen-
dations that it believes will significantly 
improve the existing conditions and 
should be implemented regardless of 
the agencies and services reorganizing 
into DHSH. 

Some of the improvements this jury 
recommends are organizational in na-
ture, related to communication and 
data sharing. Others ask the city to 
look at solving the problems in a differ-
ent way: focus on intake, triage, and 
outcome. In order for any aid to the 
homeless to succeed, there must be 
housing. This could be supportive 
housing, rental-supplement housing, or 
housing in programs addressing addic-
tion or mental illness. Programs like 
the navigation center require some 
sort of housing to be available after the 
client leaves the center. Realizing that 
a new department creates a great op-
portunity to improve coordination , the 
jury makes the following findings and 
recommendations: 

 

Finding: First responders could be 
used more effectively. 

Recommendation: The San Francisco 
Homeless Outreach Team (HOT) 
should serve as first responder to 
non-violent incidents involving the 
homeless. 

                                                Credit: Leslie Koelsch 

Finding: The jury heard from many 
sources how important it was to co-
ordinate the intake system.  Jurors 
believe that an integrated, standard-
ized system containing health, hous-
ing, and police information on the 
homeless should be available to all 
service providers. Although the insur-
ance portability and accountability 
act of 1996 (HIPAA) restricts sharing 
certain health data, a client may 
waive these restrictions. All providers 
would benefit from such a rich set of 
data. Tracking outcome results at the 
individual level is key to determining 
program success; however, this ap-
pears not to be a priority among 
homeless service organizations ex-
cept in federal grants from the US 
Department of Housing and Urban 
Development. Jurors also found that 
when the controller’s department 
monitored client success and failure, 
it helped the navigation center im-
prove.  

Recommendation: The jury recom-
mends a coordinated intake system, 
developing and monitoring meaning-
ful outcome data. 

Finding: Supportive housing and 
a shared distribution system are 
essential. The jury believes that 
supportive, easily accessible 
housing would help move the 
homeless from the street to a 
more humane living situation. It 
found a need for a single hous-
ing application system, where 
case managers and housing pro-
viders can coordinate their 
efforts. 

Recommendation: The jury rec-
ommends a shared distribution 
system for low income and sup-
portive housing.  

Recommendation: The jury rec-
ommends an intensive effort to 
put very low-income housing in 
place. 

Finding: Jurors found no single, 
comprehensive website for 
reaching the city’s homeless 
services. 

Recommendation: The jury rec-
ommends creating a website to 
provide all information perti-
nent to aid for the homeless. 

San Francisco Homeless Health & 
Housing: A Crisis Unfolding On 

Our Streets - July 12, 2016 

 

Mayor's and Consolidated De-

partment Response  

 

Controller's Office Response  

 

BoS Response  

 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/report.html 

SAN FRANCISCO HOMELESS HEALTH & HOUSING: A CRISIS UNFOLDING ON OUR STREETS 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_SF_Homeless_Health_and_Housing_7_12_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_SF_Homeless_Health_and_Housing_7_12_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_SF_Homeless_Health_and_Housing_7_12_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Mayors_Consolidated_department_response_CGJ_Report_Homeless_Health_and_Housing.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Mayors_Consolidated_department_response_CGJ_Report_Homeless_Health_and_Housing.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Controllers_Response_CGJ_Report_Homeless_Health_and_Housing_9_9_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/BOS_Response_SF_Homeless_Health_and_Housing_101416.pdf
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SAN FRANCISCO COUNTY JAILS - A DEFAULT MENTAL INSTITUTION IN NEED OF ATTENTION 

The jury’s report on the San Francisco 
County jails emphasizes their role in 
custodial care of persons with mental 
illness who have committed crimes.  

The report notes that a very high (91.5) 
percent of the daily inmate popula-
tions are maximum or medium security 
and 83 percent of the inmates are un-
sentenced, i.e., awaiting trial or too 
poor to post bail. There are 163 beds 
for psychiatric patients, usually with 50
-70 inmates on the waiting list. 

To improve the ability of the sheriff’s 
custody staff and jail behavioral health 
services program to keep inmates from 
harming themselves or others and to 
rehabilitate them when possible, the 
jury strongly recommends staffing jail 
behavioral health services 24/7 and 
providing training in crisis intervention 
and suicide prevention to all personnel 
who regularly interact with inmates. 

The jury sees a need for improved 
communication between the sheriff’s 
department and arresting officers, as 
well as family and friends, particularly 
around the time of custody transfer.  It 
suggests that the sheriff’s department 
work with SF Open Data to provide 
information about jail population de-
mographics and outcome performance 
measures on the Open Data SF web-
site. 

Following up on a 2013-14 grand jury 
report that found extensive  use of 
overtime in the sheriff’s department, 
the jury recommends that the depart-
ment put high priority on filling existing 
vacancies by redoubling recruitment 
efforts, as well as identify positions 

that might be reclassified as administra-
tive support. To expand development 
opportunities and avoid cliques, the jury 
suggests a mandatory rotation policy 
for staff along with increased participa-
tion in assignments outside the jail, 
such as the precinct transfer unit, work 
orders with city departments, and other 
opportunities as negotiated between 
the sheriff and police chief. 

 
To enable both increased training and 
expanded development opportunities, 
jurors urge use of a part-time pool of 
retired or extra-help deputies to backfill 
absences due to short-term illness, pro-
fessional development, and vacation 
time. 

The report cites several review articles 
that address the complicated issue of 
incarceration of individuals who commit 
violent crimes while experiencing men-
tal health crises. It emphasizes a need 
for more behavioral health services in 
jails and for discharge and reentry plan-
ning that is coordinated with the requi-
site community mental health services.  

Credit: Leslie Koelsch 

San Francisco County Jails: Our Largest Mental Health Facility Needs Attention- July 14, 2016 

Mayor's and Consolidated Department Response  

City Attorney's Response  

Sherriff's Response       http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/report.html 

It points to the San Francisco 
Mental Health Board and 
national alliance for the 
mentally ill as valuable re-
sources.  

The 2015/2016 jurors con-
ducted their investigation 
through interviews with 
sheriff’s department  offi-
cials, custody staff, medical 
providers, and inmates. They 
met with individuals at non-
profit organizations working 
on criminal justice and men-
tal health issues. They re-
viewed academic research 
and media reports pertain-
ing to custody operations 
and mental health and sui-
cide prevention. 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_SF_Jails_7_14_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Mayors_Consolidated_Response_SF_County_Jails.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/City_Attorneys_Response_SF_County_Jails.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Sherriffs_Response_SF_County_Jails.pdf
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DRINKING WATER SAFETY IN SAN FRANCISCO: 

A RESERVOIR OF GOOD PRACTICE 

The 2015-2016 San Francisco Civil 
Grand Jury (jury) released a report on 
the safety of the drinking water in San 
Francisco. As city and county govern-
ment faces a long list of challenges, it’s 
“refreshing" to find a city department 
that consistently excels in the mission 
entrusted to it. 

To detect risks to health and safety in 
the 60-million gallons of water deliv-
ered daily, as well as any losses an 
earthquake might cause, the jury ex-
amined the ability of the San Francisco 
Public Utilities Commission (PUC) to 
ensure the proper treatment, testing, 
and security of the water supply.  

This investigation was of particular im-
portance in light of the recent catastro-
phe in Flint, Michigan, where up to 
12,000 children were exposed to high 
levels of lead in the drinking water and 
now face a lifetime risk of health prob-
lems. The report also commends the 
PUC’s ability to keep San Francisco’s 
drinking water free from waterborne 
illnesses, such as cryptosporidiosis, 

which sickened hundreds of thousands 
of people in Milwaukee, Wisconsin in 
1993. The parasite cryptosporidium 
has been linked to the death of thou-
sands with compromised immune sys-
tems, such as the elderly and the HIV+. 
The jury reports that here in San Fran-
cisco there have been no outbreaks of 
waterborne illnesses from our drinking 
water. 

The jury found that the PUC has been a 
stellar steward of the city’s drinking 
water through diligent monitoring, 
treatment, and protection of its pris-
tine water source; careful distribution; 
and plans to manage up to 8.5 more 
years of drought without drastic ra-
tioning. 

The jury also found that the possible 
threat from lead and other contami-
nants comes not from the water 
source or the delivery but from the 
city’s many old plumbing fixtures, 
which may demand a closer inspection 
from property owners. 

 

Read the grand jury report on  

drinking water:  

 

Drinking Water Safety in San Fran-
cisco: A Reservoir of Good Prac-

tice- July 19, 2016 

 

Mayor's and SFPUC Department 
Response 

 

 
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/report.html 

 

Hetch Hetchy                                      Credit: Sheldon Bachus 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Drinking_Water_Safety_7_19_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Drinking_Water_Safety_7_19_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Drinking_Water_Safety_7_19_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Mayor_and_SFPUC_Response_Drinking_Water_Safety.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Mayor_and_SFPUC_Response_Drinking_Water_Safety.pdf
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The jury investigated the fire-safety 
inspection and code enforcement pro-
cesses of both the department of 
building inspection (DBI) and the fire 
department (SFFD) after reading about 
three major fires in the Mission District 
that occurred over a six month period 
from September 2014 to March 2015. 
These fires killed three people, dis-
placed over 60 tenants, shuttered at 
least 34 businesses, and caused over 
$11.5 million in property damage.  

The buildings in all three fires had been 
repeatedly cited for code violations—
one building, at 22nd and Mission 
Streets, had fire safety violations that 
allegedly had gone uncorrected before 
the four-alarm fire claimed a tenant’s 
life and required firefighters to rescue 
several others who were stranded on 
fire escape ladders that could not de-
scend to the ground.  

Most important, the jury found that 
both DBI and SFFD fail to ensure that 
property owners correct all fire safety 
violations in a timely manner. The re-
port points out that approximately 
20% of the notices of violations (NOVs) 
that DBI issued from 2013-2015 took 
more than one year to correct and that 
ten percent of NOVs were still not 
abated eighteen months after they 
were issued. An examination of viola-
tions that SFFD prioritized as urgent 
also revealed a long time for correc-
tion: six months after being cited, eight 
percent of fire alarm, five percent of 
blocked exit, and six percent of sprin-
kler violations remained uncorrected. 
The jury further found that San Francis-
cans are relying on DBI and SFFD to 
enforce minimum safety standards in 
their dwellings as required by city 
codes; however, by allowing property 
owners to keep extending the time it 
takes to correct code violations and 
failing to closely monitor some open 
violations, DBI and SFFD are not ade-

quately protecting the safety of resi-
dents and homes. 

The jury also found that neither DBI nor 
SFFD completes inspections of all San 
Francisco’s multiunit residential buildings 
within the time frames codes mandate. 
According to the report, prior to DBI con-
ducting a blitz of inspections in 2015, DBI 
had failed to inspect at least 

30% of the multiunit residential buildings 
in some of San Francisco’s most vulnera-
ble areas, including the Mission, the Ten-
derloin, and Chinatown. The report 
states that DBI doesn’t know the extent 
of its inspection backlog because the 
computer system DBI uses to track in-
spections and code enforcement cannot 
accurately report when buildings were 
last inspected. As for 

SFFD, its inspection backlog was six per-
cent in 2015—a decrease from 17 per-
cent in 2013. 

The cooperation of DBI and SFFD em-
ployees allowed jurors to provide very 
specific recommendations and a detailed 
roadmap to help both departments in-
crease their productivity and the effec-

tiveness of their inspection and code 
enforcement procedures. The jury 
hopes the recommended changes 
will help protect residents from addi-
tional catastrophic fires. 

The report states that, despite much 
overlap in the items DBI and SFFD 
inspect, there is currently little to no 
coordination in their inspections or 
code enforcement. The report deline-
ates specific recommendations for 
each department, including increas-
ing oversight and monitoring of open 
violations, standardizing internal pro-
cesses, improving computer systems, 
and implementing more effective 
enforcement tools. 

 

 

 

Credit: C & C San Francisco 

Read the grand jury report and the  
Department responses about fire safety 
inspections in San Francisco:  

 

Fire Safety Inspections in SF, A Tale of 
Two Departments: DBI & SFFD- July 

21, 2016 

 

SFFD Response  

Fire Commission Response  

DBI and Building Commission Response  

Department of Technology Response  

 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/report.html 

FIRE SAFETY INSPECTIONS IN SAN FRANCISCO, A TALE OF TWO DEPARTMENTS:  

BUILDING INSPECTION AND FIRE  

Credit: C & C San Francisco 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Building_Fire_Safety_Inspection_7_21_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Building_Fire_Safety_Inspection_7_21_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/2015-16_CGJ_Final_Report_Building_Fire_Safety_Inspection_7_21_16.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/SFFD_Response_Fire_Safety_Inspection.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Fire_Commission_Response_Fire_Safety_Inspection.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/DBI_and_Building_Inspection_Commission_Response_Fire_Safety_Inspection.pdf
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/2015_2016/Department_of_Technology_Response_Fire_Safety_Inspection.pdf
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San Francisco’s 2015-16 Civil Grand Jury  

City Hall, Room 482 

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place 

San Francisco, CA 94102 

 

415-554-6630  

civilgrandjury@sfgov.org  

civilgrandjury.sfgov.org 

Want to Know More About the Civil Grand Jury? 

Watch the Jurors  

Present Reports to the Board of Supervisors’ 

Government Audit and Oversight Committee (sfgovtv.org) 

See the Information Available on These Websites: 

Reports and Department Responses: http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/report.html 

Press Releases: http://steinbay.com/jury/SFCGJ-Report-Press-Releases-2016.pdf  

San Francisco Chapter of the California Grand Jurors’ Association: http://www.sfcgja.org/ 

Each year the superior court selects nineteen San Franciscans to serve yearlong terms as civil grand jurors. The jury 
has the authority to investigate city and county government by reviewing documents and interviewing public officials 
and private individuals.  At the end of its investigations, the jury issues reports outlining findings and recommenda-
tions.  County agencies identified in the report respond, and the Board of Supervisors conducts a public hearing on 
each CGJ report. 

 

If you are unable to join the jury, you may request that the jury investigate a topic of interest to you. All communica-
tions with the civil grand jury are confidential.  The civil grand jury is charged with investigating the operations of the 
various officers, departments, bureaus, and agencies of the government of the city and county of San Francisco.  Use 
this link to request an investigation:  http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/submitcomplaint.html 

http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/index.html
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/report.html
http://steinbay.com/jury/SFCGJ-Report-Press-Releases-2016.pdf
http://www.sfcgja.org/
http://civilgrandjury.sfgov.org/submitcomplaint.html

