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Disclosure 

The San Francisco Civil Grand Jury is required to appoint one of the nine members to the 
Citizens’ General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee (CGOBOC) for a two-year term.  
Generally, the appointee commences CGOBOC service subsequent to the completion of the Civil 
Grand Jury term (June 30). In February 2013, the Jury was advised that the current Civil Grand 
Jury appointee to CGOBOC was unable to continue serving. In April 2013, this Jury appointed a 
current juror to fill the vacancy and for the upcoming term.  The Jury makes this disclosure, as 
there are findings and recommendations in this investigation that pertain to CGOBOC.  
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STATE LAW REQUIREMENT 
California Penal Code, section 933.05 

 
 
 Each published report includes a list of those public entities that are required to respond to the  
Presiding Judge of the Superior Court within 60 to 90 days, as specified. 
  
A copy must be sent to the Board of Supervisors. All responses are made available to the public. 

 
 For each finding the response must: 

1) agree with the finding, or 
2) disagree with it, wholly or partially, and explain why. 

 
 As to each recommendation the responding party must report that: 

1) the recommendation has been implemented, with a summary explanation; or 
2) the recommendation has not been implemented but will be within a set timeframe  

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

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

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

 
 

 
 
                 THE CIVIL GRAND JURY 

  
     The Civil Grand Jury is a government oversight panel of volunteers who serve for one year. 

It makes findings and recommendations resulting from its investigations. 
 

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

California Penal Code, section 929 
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 Issue 
 
How can the citizens of San Francisco judge the effectiveness and efficiency of their 
large and complex City government? In response to concerns about these issues, the 
residents of San Francisco passed Proposition C in 2003, which was codified in Appendix 
F of the San Francisco Charter.  Proposition C was a mandate for San Francisco 
government to provide informational tools for its citizens to assess the effectiveness of 
City services and compare the City’s progress in delivering these services with other 
cities.  
 
The 2012-13 Civil Grand Jury investigated the City’s compliance with two specific 
requirements of San Francisco Charter Appendix F: 
 

• Section F1.101(a)(2), which requires the City Services Auditor (CSA) to report on 
labor efficiency by reporting either the cost per unit of output or the units of 
service provided per full time equivalent employee. 

• Section F1.101(a), which requires the CSA to review performance and cost 
benchmarks developed by City departments and conduct comparisons of the 
performance and cost of San Francisco City government with other cities, 
counties and public agencies. 

 

Summary 
 
There have been two legislative efforts in San Francisco to address the lack of financial 
transparency in government reporting:  
 

• “The San Francisco Performance and Review Ordinance” passed in 1999 required 
City departments to prepare and submit annual departmental efficiency plans to 
the Mayor’s Budget Director and the Board of Supervisors.1 
 

• San Francisco Charter Appendix F (see Appendix 1), created after the 2003 
passage of Proposition C, established the office of the City Services Auditor 
(CSA) to address the lack of transparency in City reporting. 

 
Neither of these efforts resulted in the creation and distribution of City labor efficiency 
reports nor the benchmarking of City departments against comparable cities.  
 
The City’s Five-Year Financial Plan FY 2011-12 through FY 2015-16 forecasts expenses 
increasing faster than revenues and projects the budget gap to grow to $829 million in FY 
2016.2  Wages and benefits account for slightly less than 52 percent of the City budget, 
and a more effective management of labor costs will ensure the continuation of existing 
City services in an era of reduced federal and state funding. 
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The 2012 San Francisco City and County budget was $6.8 billion, with $3.5 billion (52 
percent) allocated to expenses for salary ($2.4 billion) and benefits ($1.1 billion). The 
average 2012 salary per full time equivalent employee is $93,329 and the average 2012 
employee fringe benefit expense per City employee is $41,362, for a total average of 
$134,691 per employee per year (see Appendix 2). Despite these expenditures, there are 
no financial reports issued by the CSA that monitor the labor efficiency of the City’s 
budgeted 26,182 employees as required by Appendix F.   
 
Based on our investigation, the 2012-13 Civil Grand Jury makes the following 
recommendations to bring the City into compliance with the requirements of Appendix F: 
 

• The CSA include five inputs measures in the Annual Performance Measure 
Reports (APMR) issued by the CSA for all 48 City departments: actual salary 
expense, operating expense, capital expenditures, total expense, and actual FTEs 
from the City’s payroll and general ledger systems.  
 

• The CSA compute per capita (per resident) amounts for operating expense, capital 
expense, total expense, and general fund expense for all 48 departments in its 
APMR. 

  
• City department operating data (inputs measures, e.g., tons of asphalt: outputs 

measures, e.g., miles of road maintained) be included in the APMR for the 
purpose of computing cost-output (efficiency) measures. 
 

• The CSA benchmark all 48 City departments against comparable cites.  
 

Background 
 
The City Administrative Code was amended to include Chapter 88 after the passage of 
“The San Francisco Performance and Review Ordinance of 1999.” The rationale for this 
ordinance was to address insufficient articulation of department programs, missions, and 
goals in the financial materials received by the Board of Supervisors.3 Section 88.4 of the 
Administrative Code required City departments to prepare efficiency plans.4 The 2007-08 
Civil Grand Jury issued a report, The Numbers Have Something to Say, Is Anybody 
Listening?5 The report concluded that department efficiency plans were ignored by 
department directors and the City administration.  Legislative changes made to section 
88.4 in 2011 had the practical effect of eliminating the efficiency plan requirement. 
 
Section F.101(a) of San Francisco Charter Appendix F (called Appendix F in this report) 
established the City Services Auditor (CSA) position and defined the responsibilities of 
the CSA. The responsibilities of the 63 budgeted full time equivalent employees (FTEs) 
in the CSA are very broad: audit City management practices, oversee City contracting 
procedures, and conduct regular performance audits of City departments.  Appendix F 
Sec. F1.113 also established funding for the CSA department in the amount of .2 percent 
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of the annual City budget (about $12.5 million). The rationale for the CSA is explained in 
Sec. F1.100 (b) of Appendix F:  
 

It is often difficult for individual San Franciscans to judge the effectiveness and 
efficiency of local government in providing direct services to residents because of 
the size and complexity of city government. Consistent with the goals of open 
government, City government should establish tools to enable residents to assess 
the effectiveness and efficiency of city services; to compare the city’s progress in 
delivering such services to that of other cities, counties, and government agencies; 
and, where appropriate, to adopt best practices used in other jurisdictions when 
consistent with the goals of San Francisco residents. 

 
Other key sections of Appendix F state: 
 

• Section F1.101(a) requires the CSA to “review performance and cost benchmarks 
developed by City departments” and “conduct comparisons of the cost and 
performance of San Francisco City government with other cities, counties and 
public agencies performing similar functions.” 

• Section F.101(a)(2) requires the CSA to assess “Measures of efficiency including 
cost per unit of service provided, cost per unit of output, or the units of service 
provided per full time equivalent position.” 

• Section F101(c) requires “the results of benchmarking studies as well as 
comparative data" to be made available on the City’s website. 

• Section F1.111 authorizes the Citizens’ General Obligation Bond Oversight 
Committee to function as an independent Citizens’ Audit Review Board. Its role, 
in part, is to “[r]view the Controller’s service standards and benchmarks to ensure 
their accuracy and usefulness,” and “[w]here it deems appropriate, hold public 
hearings regarding the results of benchmark studies and audits to encourage the 
adoption of  ‘best practices’ consistent with the conclusions of the studies and 
audits.” 

• Section F1.113 requires the Mayor and the Board of Supervisors to budget an 
amount equal to at least two-tenths of one percent (0.2%) of the City's overall 
budget . . . to implement this provision. This amount . . . shall be used exclusively 
to implement the duties and requirements of this Appendix.”  (Added November 
2003) 
 

 

Investigation 
 

1. Measuring Efficiency: Industry Standards and Bes t Practices 
 
A desire to find financial information on the efficiency of City departments led the 2012-
13 Civil Grand Jury to investigate performance measurement in government. We learned 
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about two organizations that address this issue: the Government Accounting Standards 
Board 6 (GASB) and the International City/County Management Association7 (ICMA).  
 
In 2010, GASB issued voluntary guidelines for performance measurement reporting, 
Service Efforts and Accomplishments (SEA) (see Appendix 3).  SEA information 
complements traditional financial statements to provide a more comprehensive portrait of 
how a government is managing manages the financial resources entrusted to it.  
 
The SEA guidelines identify four components essential for an effective report that would 
allow users of government financial information to assess the efficiency of the provision 
and delivery of government services. The four essential components are: 
 

• Purpose and scope - why the SEA performance information is being reported and 
the government sector to which it relates 

• Major goals and objectives - a basis for assessing the degree to which a 
government has achieved the intended results of its various programs and services 

• Key measures of SEA performance - key indicators identified by the government 
as being the most important to report users 

• Discussion and analysis of results and challenges - narrative about the factors that 
affect the level of achievement of results and plans for addressing challenges  

 
The SEA guidelines also identify qualitative characteristics for governmental financial 
reporting.  These are: relevance, understandability, comparability, timeliness, consistency, 
and reliability.  
  
The GASB recommends that SEA reports include the following data: 
 

• Inputs: e. g., tons of asphalt used to repair roads 
• Outputs: e. g., miles of roadway repaired each year 
• Cost-output: e., g. cost to repair a mile of roadway 
• Outcomes: e. g., physical condition of roadways 

 
A report with inputs data on the tons of asphalt and the labor used to repair a road 
combined with outputs data such as the miles of roadway repaired can be used to 
compute the cost–output (unit cost) of repairing a mile of road. The cost to repair a mile 
of road can be reported over multiple years and benchmarked against the same cost-
outputs measure in comparable cities. Other department-specific performance 
measurement data that is relevant, understandable, comparable, reliable, and accurate can 
be included in performance reports. 
 
Appendix F Sec. F1.113 legislated that .2 percent of the City budget or about $12.5 
million in funding be provided annually to ensure that the CSA achieves its objectives. 
Appendix F Sec. F1.111 authorizes the Citizens’ General Obligation Bond Oversight 
Committee (CGOBOC) to oversee the CSA and “review the Controller's service 
standards and benchmarks to ensure their accuracy and usefulness.” 
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CGOBOC minutes8 and meeting materials indicate that about 30 percent of the currently 
budgeted CSA staff positions are unfilled and that the CSA has used only 75 percent of 
the dedicated source of revenue provided under Sec. F1.100(d)(9) to perform its 
mandated functions. 
 
This Jury’s goal was to determine if the CSA is effective in providing San Francisco 
citizens with reports that monitor how City government is managing the financial 
resources entrusted to it.  
 
The GASB establishes government accounting standards, and organizations such as 
ICMA provide training in the area of performance management.  The ICMA maintains a 
benchmarking database of 18 government service areas. Portland, Oregon, and 
Vancouver, Washington, have been recognized by GASB and ICMA for excellence in 
performance measurement reporting.  
 
The Jury looked for a San Francisco department performance report that could be 
compared with performance reports issued by Portland and Vancouver. Based upon the 
similarity of tasks performed, the only department to meet the criteria was Recreation and 
Parks. Using reports from each of the three cities, the Jury compiled a table comparing 
performance measures reported by San Francisco with those reported by the best 
practices cities (see Figure 1). 
 
The 2010 Recreation and Parks Department Performance Measure Report issued by the 
CSA (see Appendix 4) has substantially fewer input measures and no labor efficiency and 
benchmarking performance measures compared with GASB and ICMA best practices 
cities. In addition, the two performance measures are not easily located in the Recreation 
and Parks Annual Performance Measure Report (Rec & Park APMR). Given all the data 
collected by the City, the CSA should be able to report operating expenditures, capital 
expenditures, FTEs, cost per acre, or other similar standard measures utilized by best 
practice cities.  
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Figure 1: Comparison of recreation and park performance reporting in three U.S. cities  
(Source: Compiled by 2012-13 Civil Grand Jury with information from city reports of 
Portland, OR.; Vancouver, WA.; and San Francisco, CA.) 9 

FY2009-2010 FY 2009-2010 FY 2009-2010

Portland Vancouver San Francisco

Oregon Washington California

Inputs

Operating expenditures 73,300,000$ 
Capital expenditures 8,700,000$   

Total expenditures 82,000,000$ 

Permanent staff (FTEs) 445 58

Seasonal staffing (FTEs) 381

Volunteer (FTEs) 222

Number of park volunteer hours - 70,180           

Number of recreation volunteer hours - 58,834           

Total volunteer hours 460,746        129,014         

Total paid staff hours 1,700,000     

Cost- output

cost per acre per year to  maintain city parks $2,790

cost per acre per year to  maintain community  parks $4,108

Per capita

Operating spending per capita $126

Capital spending per capita $15

Cost per city resident for park grounds $11.31

Cost per city resident for recreation programs $12.14

Benchmarking

Park operating budget per capita- Portland $109

Park operating budget per capita -six city average 

(Charlotte, Cincinnati,Denver, Kansas City, Sacramento, 

Seattle) $96

Other measures

Cost recover for fee supported programs 34%

Recreation total cost recovery 76%

Administrative costs as a percentage of operating budget 13%

Workers compensation claims per /100 workers 7.6

Percentage of maintenance done that is preventive (hours 

spent ,goal 52%) 58%

Volunteer hours as a percentage of paid staff 27%

Management to-full-time staff ratio on Dec. 31 1:7.3



City and County of San Francisco 
2012-2013 Civil Grand Jury 

11 
Auditing the City Services Auditor 

 
The 2010-11 San Francisco Annual Performance Measure Report10 (APMR) has 1,024 
performance measures for 48 City departments. Many of the measures in the report are 
customer service and customer satisfaction measures. Both customer service and 
satisfaction are important performance measures; however, they do not report on the 
effectiveness of City government, which is a requirement of Appendix F and the focus of 
this report.  
 
Ninety-four (9 percent) of the 1,024 performance measures reported in the APMR deal 
with the timely delivery of employee reviews.11 The employee performance review 
process is important, but this specific measure is not relevant to assessing the City’s 
effectiveness in achieving the goals and objectives of San Francisco citizens.  
 
The CSA audited the performance measures of 10 City departments in the 2010 APMR 
and found that 40 percent of the measures were inaccurate (see Appendix 5). The 10 City 
departments audited by the CSA have 210 performance measures in the APMR and 72 
measures were reviewed in the audit.   
 
The Jury reviewed all 48 APMR department reports and found no labor efficiency 
measures or labor benchmarking measures.  

Findings and Recommendations 
 
Based on its investigation on measuring efficiency, the Jury has the following 
conclusions and recommendations: 
 
Finding 1. The absence of measures of inputs, outputs, cost-output, per capita cost, and 
labor efficiency as required by Appendix F of the San Francisco Charter makes it difficult 
for citizens to evaluate and comment on the level and funding of City services. 
 
Recommendation 1.1 The CSA include department inputs measures in the APMR. 
 
Recommendation 1.2 The CSA include department per capita cost calculations in the 
APMR.  
 
Recommendation 1.3 The CSA include department outputs measures in the APMR. 
 
Recommendation 1.4 The CSA report cost-output labor measures (cost per unit of 
output or the units of service provided per full time equivalent employee). 
 
Finding 2. A 2010 data integrity audit of 10 departments in the APMR found that 40 
percent of the reported performance measures in the 10 departments are inaccurate. Due 
to these inaccuracies the APMR cannot be considered a reliable report.  
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Recommendation 2. The CSA continue to audit the accuracy of reported performance 
measures in the APMR to ensure an improved error rate that is acceptable to the Citizens’ 
General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee.  
 
Finding 3. Performance measurement reports that lack inputs, outputs, cost-output and 
outcomes should not be supplemented with numerous customer service and satisfaction 
measures. Combining performance measures with non-performance measures reduces the 
utility of the APMR and is contrary to the intent of Appendix F.  
 
Recommendation 3. The CSA eliminate performance measures in the APMR that do not 
meet the GASB SEA qualitative characteristics (relevance, understandable, comparable) 
and are inconsistent with the legislative intent of Appendix F. 
 
Finding 4. Understaffing at the CSA might result in the CSA’s inability to perform its 
mandated functions pursuant to Sec. F1.100(d)(9). 
 
Recommendation 4.1 The CSA spend and staff to a level that will allow it to fulfill all of 
the requirements of Appendix F and remain within the dedicated source of revenue under 
Sec. F1.100(d)(9). 
 
Recommendation 4.2 The Citizens’ General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee 
monitor open positions and spending in the CSA office to ensure that the CSA has 
adequate staff and consultant resources and all of the requirements of Appendix F are 
being achieved. 

2. Benchmarking 
 
The CSA is required under Secs. F1.101(a) and (c) of Appendix F to prepare and issue 
reports that benchmark San Francisco City departments against comparable cities and to 
post the benchmarking reports on the City’s website. In the 10 years following the 
enactment of Appendix F, the CSA has completed only two benchmarking reports.    
 
Our Jury conducted online searches to identify cities that benchmark their individual city 
departments and found a benchmarking report issued by the San Diego Independent 
Budget Analyst for the recreation and parks and public library departments. The initial 
report was issued in 200712 and an updated report was issued in 2012.13 
 
The process used by the San Diego analyst provides an example of how benchmarking 
reports can be prepared and association databases utilized to identify and select peer 
cities. The San Diego analyst used the Public Library Data Service Statistical Report that 
is published annually and presents data from 873 public libraries in the U.S. on finances, 
library resources, and annual use figures. Comparable data is available from the Center 
for City Park Excellence, which maintains a database of park facts for the 60 largest cities 
in the U.S. 
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This jury elected to focus on the library14 section of the San Diego analyst’s 2007 report 
for the purpose of illustration and to provide a comparison to the 2011 Department of 
Public Works benchmarking report issued by the CSA.  The Jury consolidated the library 
data from many individual slides in the 2007 San Diego analyst’s report into the table 
below (Figure 2).  
 

 
 
Figure 2: Library benchmarking: comparison of 10 U.S. cities 
(Source: Compiled by 2012-13 Civil Grand Jury with information from The City of San 
Diego, Office of the Independent Budget Analyst Report, Benchmarking of the Park and 
Recreation and Library Departments issued November 9, 2007) 
 
The first four columns in the table (Figure 2) illustrate that the peer cities in the report 
have comparable measures: library square feet per 1,000 residents, circulation per 1,000 
residents, library service hours per 1,000 residents, and total library square feet. San 
Francisco is within 11 percent of the average of the peer cities in all four columns.  
 
The last three columns in the table compare general fund expenditures per capita, library 
operating expenditures per capita, and the number of FTEs per 1,000 residents of each 
city. San Francisco’s per capita operating expenditure of $74.69 per citizen is 171 percent 
higher than the average of the 10 peer cities. San Francisco has .74 library employees per 
1,000 residents or 152 percent of the .49 FTE average of the 10 cities.  The above 
benchmarking example demonstrates that when benchmarking data is prepared and 
available, San Francisco citizens have informational tools with which to examine and 
query whether “City services are delivered in an efficient and cost-effective manner”15 
consistent with the goals of Appendix F. 
 

Total Library

Full Time 

Total Total Library Avg. library Library Library Equivalent

Library Sq. ft. Circulation Service hours General Fund Operating Employees

Per 1,000 Per 1,000 Per 1,000 Total Library Expenditures Expenditures Per 1,000

Residents Residents Residents Sq. Feet Per capita Per capita Residents

City FY2006 FY2006 FY2006 FY2006 F2006 F2006 FY2006

Detroit 280              935            59.0           644,773     41.25$          0.44           

Phoenix 309              8,887         32.9           451,732     21.81$          22.72$          0.31           

San Diego 403              5,364         57.2           526,163     27.95$          29.90$          0.31           

Indianapolis 468              16,573       96.2           389,780     37.04$          0.53           

Las Vegas 484              7,965         44.2           631,156     34.02$          0.35           

San Francisco 697              9,340         69.50         556,653     42.31$          74.69$          0.74           

Dallas 768              5,921         58.1           968,017     20.05$          21.70$          0.34           

San Jose 777              15,155       46.9           740,729     25.49$          31.62$          0.35           

Seattle 1,046           14,967       129.1         605,287     76.73$          90.57$          0.79           

Denver 1,347           16,051       79.0           775,739     49.98$          54.04$          0.72           

Average 658              10,116       67.2           629,003     37.76$          43.76$          0.49           

 S. F. % of average 106% 92% 103% 88% 112% 171% 152%
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The first benchmarking report, issued by the CSA in 2011, benchmarked five City 
services in the Department of Public Works (DPW). The benchmarked service areas in 
the report are: street and sidewalk cleaning, illegal dumping, street maintenance, and 
graffiti abatement. The CSA sent a questionnaire to seven cities: Chicago, San Jose, 
Oakland, Seattle, Sacramento, Washington, D. C., and Vancouver, Canada. The CSA 
report structure was similar for each of the five service areas.  
 
The chart below (Figure 3) summarizes the per capita costs for the five services in the 
CSA report. Our Jury report focuses on street cleaning. 
 

 
Figure 3: San Francisco per capita costs for five services within street maintenance 
(Source: City and County of S.F., Office of the Controller-City Services Auditor Street 
Maintenance Benchmarking Report FY 2011, p. 3, May 8, 2012) 
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The table below (Figure 4) shows three specific attributes of the cities included in the 
CSA 2011 Street Maintenance Benchmarking Report. It is unclear if the cities selected in 
the report deliver similar city services (outputs). 
 

 
Figure 4: Comparison of population, population density, and land area of eight cities 
(Source: City and County of S.F., Office of the Controller- City Services Auditor Street 
Maintenance Benchmarking Report FY 2011, p. 9, May 8, 2012) 
 
The chart below (Figure 5) is a more detailed presentation of City spending on street and 
sidewalk cleaning.   It shows that San Francisco spends more on street and sidewalk 
cleaning than other cities. The CSA Street Maintenance benchmarking report does not 
include the number of curb miles swept (outputs) for each city or the cost per curb mile 
swept (cost-output). The number of curb miles swept can be easily computed by taking 
the number of curb miles cleaned times the cleaning frequency (weekly, bi-weekly, 
monthly etc.). Reporting per capita costs for cities that may have different service levels 
(outputs) has the potential to be misleading and is not consistent with the intent of Sec. 
F1.101(a). 
 

 

Figures 5: Comparison of street and sidewalk cleaning costs in seven U.S. cities 
(Source: City and County of S.F., Office of the Controller - City Services Auditor, Street 
Maintenance Benchmarking Report FY 2011, p. 10, May 8, 2012) 
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Findings and Recommendations 
 
Finding 5. There are several databases that are not fully utilized by the CSA to generate 
benchmarking reports that reflect industry standards outputs measures. Association 
databases like the ones utilized by the San Diego Independent Budget Analyst’s report on 
recreation and parks and library departments are available.  In addition the ICMA 
maintains a benchmarking database of 18 government service areas. 
 
Recommendation 5. The CSA utilize industry standard outputs measures when 
preparing benchmarking reports. 
 
Finding 6. The City data provided in the street maintenance benchmarking report does 
not allow the reader to determine if the cities included in the report are comparable. 
 
Recommendation 6. CSA benchmarking reports provide data that enable the reader to 
determine that peer cities in the report are providing comparable services (outputs) to San 
Francisco.  
 
Finding 7. The per capita spending reported in the DPW street cleaning benchmarking 
report included spending on salaries, benefits, equipment maintenance, equipment 
replacement, and contracts. It is important that benchmarking reports isolate and report 
on cost-output and labor efficiency. The DPW benchmarking report lacked cost-output 
and labor efficiency measures. 
 
Recommendation 7. Benchmarking reports prepared by the CSA report labor efficiency 
in the manner prescribed by Sec. F1.101(a)(2). 
 
Finding 8. If benchmarking information for all 48 City departments were prepared by the 
CSA, the discourse about the level and funding of City services would be enhanced. 
Benchmarking non-enterprise City departments would make an immediate contribution 
to the discussion of general fund spending levels. 
 
Recommendation 8. The CSA benchmark the City’s general fund departments prior to 
benchmarking the City’s enterprise departments. 
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Response Matrix 
 

 
Findings 

 
Recommendations 

 
Responses 
Required 

 
 
1. The absence of measures of 
inputs, outputs, cost-output, per 
capita cost and labor efficiency 
as required by Appendix F of 
the San Francisco Charter make 
it difficult for citizens to 
evaluate and comment on the 
level and funding of City 
services. 
 
 
 

 
1.1 The CSA include department 
inputs measures in the APMR. 
 
1.2 The CSA include department 
per capita cost calculations in the 
APMR. 
 
1.3 The CSA include department 
outputs measures in the APMR. 
 
1.4 The CSA report cost- output 
labor measures (cost per unit of 
output or the units of service 
provided per full time equivalent 
employee) 

 
City Controller 
 
 
City Controller 
 
 
 
City Controller 
 
 
City Controller 

 
2. A 2010 data integrity audit of 
10 departments in the APMR 
found that 40 percent of the 
reported performance measures 
in the 10 departments are 
inaccurate. Due to these 
inaccuracies the APMR cannot 
be considered a reliable report. 
 

 
2. The CSA continue to audit the 
accuracy of reported performance 
measures in the APMR to ensure an 
improved error rate that is 
acceptable to the Citizens’ General 
Obligation Bond Oversight 
Committee  
 

 
City Controller 
and CGOBOC 

 
3. Performance measurement 
reports that lack, inputs, 
outputs, cost-output and 
outcomes should not be 
supplemented with numerous 
customer service and 
satisfaction measures. 
Combining performance 
measures with non-performance 
measures reduces the utility of 
the report and is contrary to the 
intent of Appendix F. 

 
3. The CSA eliminate performance 
measures from department 
performance measurement reports 
that do not meet the GASB SEA 
qualitative characteristics 
(relevance, understandable, 
comparable) and are inconsistent 
with the legislative intent of 
Appendix F.  

  
City Controller 
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Findings 

 
Recommendations 

 
Responses 
Required 

 
 
4. Understaffing at the CSA 
might result in the CSA’s 
inability to perform its 
mandated functions pursuant to 
Sec. F1.100(d)(9). 
 
 

 
4.1 The CSA spend and staff to a 
level that will allow it to fulfill all 
of the requirements of Appendix F 
and remain within the dedicated 
source of revenue under Sec. 
F1.100(d)(9). 
 
 4.2 The Citizens’ General 
Obligation Bond Oversight 
Committee monitor open positions 
and spending in the CSA to ensure 
the CSA has adequate staff and 
consultant resources to ensure that 
all of the requirements of Appendix 
F are being achieved. 
 

  
City Controller 
 
 
 
 
 
 
CGOBOC 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
5. There are several databases 
that are not fully utilized by the 
CSA to generate benchmarking 
reports that reflect industry 
standards outputs measures. 
Association databases like the 
ones utilized by the San Diego 
Independent Budget Analyst’s 
report on recreation and parks 
and library departments are 
available.  In addition ICMA 
maintains a benchmarking 
database of 18 government 
service areas. 
 

 
5. The CSA utilize industry 
standard outputs measures when 
preparing benchmarking reports. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
City Controller 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
6. The City data provided in the 
street maintenance 
benchmarking report does not 
allow the reader to determine if 
the cities included in the report 
are comparable. 
 

 
6. CSA benchmarking reports 
provide data that enable the reader 
to determine that peer cities in the 
report are providing comparable 
services (outputs) to San Francisco.  

 
City Controller 
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Findings 

 
Recommendations 

 
Responses 
Required 

 
 
7. The per capita spending 
reported in the DPW street 
cleaning benchmarking report 
included spending on salaries, 
benefits, equipment 
maintenance, equipment 
replacement, and contracts. It is 
important that benchmarking 
reports isolate and report on 
cost-output and labor 
efficiency. The DPW 
benchmarking report lacked 
cost-output and labor efficiency 
measures. 

 
7. Benchmarking reports prepared 
by the CSA report labor efficiency 
in the manner prescribed by Sec. 
F1.101(a)(2). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
City Controller 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
8. If benchmarking information 
for all 48 City departments 
were prepared by the CSA, the 
discourse about the level and 
funding of City services would 
be enhanced. Benchmarking 
non-enterprise City departments 
would make an immediate 
contribution to the discussion of 
general fund spending levels. 
 

 
8. The CSA benchmark the City’s 
general fund departments prior to 
benchmarking the City’s enterprise 
departments. 

 
City Controller 
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Methodology 
 
The 2012-13 Civil Grand jury conducted Internet searches to secure information on the 
topic of performance measurement of City departments.  
 
The Jury reviewed materials prepared by the Government Accounting Standards Board 
(GASB) and International City/County Management Association (ICMA), articles 
written in professional journals on performance management in government, and 
performance measurement reports issued by other cities and by the independent budget 
analysts in other cities. The Jury also reviewed numerous financial reports generated by 
the office of the City Controller and individual City departments. Particular focus was 
placed on the Annual Performance Measurement Report and the Annual City Budget.  
 
The Jury conducted interviews with administrative and departmental City employees to 
discuss performance reporting. Minutes of the Citizens General Obligation Bond 
Oversight Committee were reviewed.  
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Glossary 
 
APMR Annual Performance Measure Report issued by the City Services Auditor. 
 
Appendix F  Appendix F of the San Francisco City Charter - the section of the City 

Charter that details the authority and duties of the City Services Auditor. 
 
Chapter 88  Chapter 88 of the City Administrative Code - established following the 

approval of the San Francisco Performance and Review Ordinance of 
1999  

 
CGOBOC Citizens’ General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee - established 

with the adoption of Proposition F in 2002. The nine members of the 
CGOBOC are responsible for informing the public concerning the 
expenditure of general bond proceeds. The CGOBOC also is the 
independent Citizen’s Review Board for the CSA. 

 
CSA The City Controller also has the title of City Services Auditor.  
 
DPW San Francisco Department of Public Works - the department responsible 

for City owned building repair, street cleaning and forestry, and street and 
sewer repair. 

 
GASB  Government Accounting Standards Board - the organization that 

establishes accounting standards for federal, state and municipal 
government. 

 
FTE         Full Time Equivalent employee - a unit of measure.  One FTE is 2,080 

hours (40 hours x 52 weeks). 
 
ICMA International City/County Management Association - an association 

dedicated to advancing professional local government worldwide.  
 
Proposition C A measure on the 2003 ballot to expand the functions of the City 

Controller by creating and funding the City Services Auditor function. 
 
SEA Service Efforts and Accomplishments - a GASB recommended standard 

for reporting on how well government is managing the financial resources 
entrusted to it.  
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Appendices 

Appendix 1: San Francisco Charter Appendix F 
 
F1.100. FINDINGS. 
 
(a) City residents rely upon the government of the city and county to deliver many 
important services affecting the health, vitality and economy of San Francisco. These 
include services related to the maintenance and cleanliness of streets and parks, health 
care, emergency services, transportation and public works. Recognizing the difficult 
economic times the City faces, preservation and enhancement of such services can be 
achieved only by ensuring that city services are delivered in an efficient, cost- effective 
manner, and that government waste and unnecessary bureaucracy are curtailed to the 
greatest extent possible. 

(b) It is often difficult for individual San Franciscans to judge the effectiveness and 
efficiency of local government in providing direct services to residents because of the 
size and complexity of city government. Consistent with the goals of open government, 
City government should establish tools to enable residents to assess the effectiveness and 
efficiency of city services; to compare the city's progress in delivering such services to 
that of other cities, counties and government agencies; and, where appropriate, to adopt 
best practices used in other jurisdictions when consistent with the goals of San Francisco 
residents. 

(c) The San Francisco Controller is uniquely situated to provide objective, rigorous 
measurement of City service levels and effectiveness because the Controller is already 
charged with assessment of departmental performance and fiscal soundness. In addition, 
the Controller is appointed to a ten-year term, and therefore is sufficiently independent to 
render impartial assessments of the city's provision of public services. 

(d) Therefore, this Charter Amendment: 

(1) Establishes the Controller as the City Services Auditor, with the authority to conduct 
independent management and performance audits of departments providing services to 
San Francisco residents; 

(2) Instructs the Controller/City Services Auditor to publish comparisons of the 
performance of San Francisco departments, the services they deliver, and the outcomes 
they achieve with other public agencies; 

(3) Requires that the Controller/City Services Auditor perform comprehensive financial 
and performance audits of selected city departments each year; 

(4) Mandates that the Controller/City Services Auditor review standards for street and 
park maintenance in consultation with responsible City departments and perform an 
annual Clean Streets/Clean Parks audit to track whether these standards are met; 
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(5) Provides the Controller/City Services Auditor the authority to review citywide 
standards for government contracting processes and the development of  Requests For 
Proposals to ensure that the selection process is fair and unbiased; 

(6) Prohibits conflicts of interest in the auditing process by preventing companies that 
have participated in departmental operations from acting as outside auditors, requiring 
that all employees participating in audits be designated confidential employees for labor-
relations purposes, and permitting the Controller to obtain outside independent assistance 
when in-house employees are subject to potential conflicts of interest; 

(7) Requires the Controller/City Services Auditor to administer and publicize a 
whistleblower hotline and website for citizens and employees to report wrongdoing, 
waste, inefficient practices and poor performance in city government and service 
delivery; 

(8) Authorizes the Citizens' General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee to also 
function as an independent Citizens Audit Review Board to advise the Controller/City 
Services Auditor, to recommend departments in need of comprehensive audit, and to 
review citizen complaints received through the whistleblower program; and 

(9) Provides a dedicated source of revenue equivalent to two-tenths of one percent of the 
budget of the City and County of San Francisco. (Added November 2003) 

F1.101. CITY SERVICES AUDITOR; SERVICES AUDIT UNIT. 
(a) In addition to the other duties prescribed by this Charter, the Controller shall perform 
the duties of a City Services Auditor, responsible for monitoring the level and 
effectiveness of services provided by the government of the City and County of San 
Francisco to the people of San Francisco. The City Services Auditor shall establish and 
maintain a Services Audit Unit in the Controller's Office to ensure the financial integrity 
and improve the overall performance and efficiency of City government. The Services 
Audit Unit shall review performance and cost benchmarks developed by City 
departments in consultation with the Controller and based on their departmental 
efficiency plans under Chapter 88 of the Administrative Code, and conduct comparisons 
of the cost and performance of San Francisco City government with other cities, counties 
and public agencies performing similar functions. In particular, the Services Audit Unit 
shall assess: 
(1) Measures of workload addressing the level of service being provided or providing an 
assessment of need for a service; 
(2) Measures of efficiency including cost per unit of service provided, cost per unit of 
output, or the units of service provided per full time equivalent position; and 
(3) Measures of effectiveness including the quality of service provided, citizen 
perceptions of quality, and the extent a service meets the needs for which it was created. 
(b) The service areas for which data is collected and comparisons conducted shall include, 
but not be limited to: 
(1) The cleanliness and condition of streets, sidewalks, and the urban environment and 
landscape; 
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(2) The performance of other public works and government-controlled public utilities, 
including water and clean water programs; 
(3) Parks, cultural and recreational facilities; 
(4) Transportation, as measured by the standards set out in Charter Section 8A.103, 
provided, however, that primary responsibility for such assessment shall continue to be 
exercised by the Municipal Transportation Agency pursuant to Charter Section 8A.100 et 
seq.; 
(5) The criminal justice system, including the Police Department, Juvenile and Adult 
Probation Departments, Sheriff, District Attorney and Public Defender; 
(6) Fire and paramedic services; 
(7) Public health and human services; 
(8) City management; and, 
(9) Human resources functions, including personnel and labor relations. 
(c) The information obtained using the service measurement standards set forth above 
shall be compiled on at least an annual basis, and the results of such benchmark studies, 
as well as comparative data, shall be available on the City's website. (Added November 
2003) 
 
F1.102. STREET, SIDEWALK, AND PARK CLEANING AND MAINTENANCE. 
(a) The Services Audit Unit shall conduct annually a performance audit of the City's 
street, sidewalk, and public park maintenance and cleaning operations. The annual audit 
shall: 
(1) Include quantifiable, measurable, objective standards for street, sidewalk, and park 
maintenance, to be developed in cooperation and consultation with the Department of 
Public Works and the Recreation and Park Department; 
(2) Based upon such measures, report on the condition of each geographic portion of the 
City; 
(3) To the extent that standards are not met, assess the causes of such failure and make 
recommendations of actions that will enhance the achievement of those standards in the 
future; 
(4) Ensure that all bond funds related to streets, parks and open space are spent in strict 
accordance with the stated purposes and permissible uses of such bonds, as approved by 
the voters. 
Outside of the audit process, the City departments charged with cleaning and maintaining 
streets, sidewalks, and parks shall remain responsible for addressing individual 
complaints regarding specific sites, although the Controller may receive and investigate 
such complaints under Section F1.107. 
(b) In addition, all city agencies engaged in street, sidewalk, or park maintenance shall 
establish regular maintenance schedules for streets, sidewalks, parks and park facilities, 
which shall be available to the public and on the department's website. Each such 
department shall monitor compliance with these schedules, and shall publish regularly 
data showing the extent to which the department has met its published schedules. The 
City Services Audit Unit shall audit each department's compliance with these 
requirements annually, and shall furnish recommendations for meaningful ways in which 
information regarding the timing, amount and kind of services provided may be gathered 
and furnished to the public. (Added November 2003) 
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F1.103. MANAGEMENT PRACTICES. 
The City Services Audit Unit shall: 
(1) Conduct and publish an annual review of management and employment practices, 
including City policies and MOU provisions, that either promote or impede the effective 
and efficient operation of city government; 
(2) Identify the top five City departments by workers compensation claims, list the cost 
of these claims, and recommend ways to reduce both workplace injuries and improper 
claims; 
(3) Identify the top five departments by overtime expenditures and report on the cause 
and potential mitigations for any excessive overtime spending; and, 
(4) Conduct best practices reviews and other studies and assist departments in 
implementing their findings. (Added November 2003) 
 
F1.104. PERFORMANCE AUDITS. 
The City Services Audit Unit shall conduct periodic, comprehensive financial and 
performance audits of city departments, services, and activities. Except as provided in 
Section F1.102, the Controller shall have discretion to select, on a rotating basis, 
departments, services, and activities for audit, giving priority to matters affecting direct 
services to the residents of the City and County of San Francisco. In selecting audit 
subjects, the Controller shall give preference to requests for performance audits made by 
the Audit Review Board, the Mayor, the Board of Supervisors, department heads, and 
commissions; provided, however, that absent extraordinary circumstances, no department, 
activity, or service shall be subject to repeated audits in two successive years. (Added 
November 2003) 
 
F1.105. AUDIT RESULTS. 
(a) Before making public any portion of any draft, notes, preliminary or final report 
relating to the operations or activities of a City officer or agency, the Controller shall 
deliver a copy of the draft report to any such officer, and to the head of any agency 
discussed in such report and provide the officer and agency, in writing, with a reasonable 
deadline for their review and response. The Controller shall include in any report, or 
portion thereof that is made public, a copy or summary of all such officer and agency 
responses. In addition, the audit shall include an analysis of the anticipated costs and/or 
savings of any recommendations contained in the report. 
(b) The Controller shall publish the results of all final performance audits and a summary 
of agency responses, shall deliver copies of such audits to relevant department heads, 
Audit Review Board, Mayor, City Attorney, Board of Supervisors, San Francisco Civil 
Grand Jury, and San Francisco Public Library, and shall make the audits available on the 
City's website. Each department subject to recommendations by the Controller shall 
include with its next two annual budget requests following such audit a report on the 
status of the Controller's recommendations. In particular, the report shall include: 
(1) the Controller's final audit recommendations; 
(2) a plan to address the Controller's findings and to implement the Controller's 
recommendations; 
(3) any costs or savings reflected in the proposed budget attributable to implementation 
of Controller recommendations; and 
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(4) a statement of the recommendations that the department does not intend to implement 
and the basis of the department head's determination not to adopt the Controller's 
recommendation. 
(c) To avoid conflicts of interest, all employees engaged in preparation of audits shall be 
designated as confidential employees. If the Controller determines that any member of 
the regular audit staff is unable to participate in an audit due to a potential conflict of 
interest, or as a result of the employee's collective bargaining representation, the 
Controller shall have the option of assigning other employees regardless of civil service 
job description, hiring outside experts, or contracting for such services with an outside 
individual or agency. (Added November 2003) 
 
F1.106. OVERSIGHT OF CONTRACTING PROCEDURES. 
The Controller shall have the duty to perform regular oversight of the City's contracting 
procedures, including developing model criteria and terms for City Requests for 
Proposals (RFPs), auditing compliance with City contracting rules and procedures, and, 
where appropriate, investigating cases of alleged abuse or conflict of interest. Nothing in 
this Section shall be construed to alter the existing jurisdiction of City departments and 
agencies with respect to contracting. Should the Controller find that there has been an 
abuse or conflict of interest, he or she shall refer that finding to the Ethics Commission, 
the District Attorney, and the City Attorney for possible enforcement action. (Added 
November 2003) 
 
F1.107. CITIZENS' COMPLAINTS; WHISTLEBLOWERS. 
(a) The Controller shall have the authority to receive individual complaints concerning 
the quality and delivery of government services, wasteful and inefficient City government 
practices, misuse of City government funds, and improper activities by City government 
officers and employees. When appropriate, the Controller shall investigate and otherwise 
attempt to resolve such individual complaints except for those which: 
(1) another City agency is required by federal, state, or local law to adjudicate, 
(2) may be resolved through a grievance mechanism established by collective bargaining 
agreement or contract, 
(3) involve allegations of conduct which may constitute a violation of criminal law, or 
(4) are subject to an existing, ongoing investigation by the District Attorney, the City 
Attorney, or the Ethics Commission, where either official or the Commission states in 
writing that investigation by the Controller would substantially impede or delay his, her, 
or its own investigation of the matter. 
If the Controller receives a complaint described in items (1), (2), (3), or (4) of this 
paragraph, the Controller shall advise the complainant of the appropriate procedure for 
the resolution of such complaint. 
(b) If the Controller receives a complaint alleging conduct that may constitute a violation 
of criminal law or a governmental ethics law, he or she shall promptly refer the complaint 
regarding criminal conduct to the District Attorney or other appropriate law enforcement 
agency and shall refer complaints regarding violations of governmental ethics laws to the 
Ethics Commission and the City Attorney. Nothing in this Section shall preclude the 
Controller from investigating whether any alleged criminal conduct also violates any civil 
or administrative law, statute, ordinance, or regulation. 
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(c) Notwithstanding any provision of this Charter, including, but not limited to Section 
C3.699-11, or any ordinance or regulation of the City and County of San Francisco, the 
Controller shall administer a whistleblower and citizen complaint hotline telephone 
number and website and publicize the hotline and website through press releases, public 
advertising, and communications to City employees. The Controller shall receive and 
track calls and emails related to complaints about the quality and delivery of government 
services, wasteful and inefficient City government practices, misuse of government funds 
and improper activities by City government officials, employees and contractors and shall 
route these complaints to the appropriate agency subject to subsection (a) of this Section. 
The Board of Supervisors shall enact and maintain an ordinance protecting the 
confidentiality of whistleblowers, and protecting City officers and employees from 
retaliation for filing a complaint with, or providing information to, the Controller, Ethics 
Commission, District Attorney, City Attorney or a City department or commission about 
improper government activity by City officers and employees. The City may incorporate 
all whistleblower functions set forth in this Charter or by ordinances into a unified City 
call center, switchboard, or information number at a later time, provided the supervision 
of the whistleblower function remains with the Controller and its responsibilities and 
function continue unabridged. (Added November 2003) 
 
F1.108. CUSTOMER SERVICE PLANS. 
The Controller shall assess the progress of City departments' compliance with Charter 
Section 16.120 and any implementing ordinances requiring City departments to prepare 
effective customer service plans. The Controller shall make recommendations to 
departments to improve the effectiveness of such plans. The Controller shall report to the 
Board of Supervisors and Mayor the failure of any department to comply substantially 
with the Controller's recommendations regarding customer service plans. (Added 
November 2003) 
 
F1.109. LEGISLATION. 
The Controller may propose legislation to the Board of Supervisors and the Mayor to 
improve City programs and services and to make the delivery of such programs and 
services more efficient. (Added November 2003) 
 
F1.110. ACCESS TO RECORDS; PRELIMINARY REPORTS. 
(a) The Controller shall have timely access to all records and documents the Controller 
deems necessary to complete the inquiries and reviews required by this Appendix. If a 
City officer, employee, agency, department, commission, or agency does not comply with 
the Controller's request for such records and documents, the Controller may issue a 
subpoena. The provisions of this subdivision shall not apply to those records and 
documents of City agencies for which a claim of privilege has been properly and 
appropriately raised, or which are prepared or maintained by the City Attorney, the 
District Attorney, or the Ethics Commission for use in any investigation authorized by 
federal, state law or local law. 
(b) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Charter, or any ordinance or regulation of 
the City and County of San Francisco, and except to the extent required by state or 



City and County of San Francisco 
2012-2013 Civil Grand Jury 

28 
Auditing the City Services Auditor 

federal law, all drafts, notes, preliminary reports of Controller's benchmark studies, audits, 
investigations and other reports shall be confidential. (Added November 2003) 
 
F1.111. CITIZENS AUDIT REVIEW BOARD. 
In addition to its duties under Article V of Chapter 5 of the Administrative Code, the 
Citizens' General Obligation Bond Oversight Committee shall serve as a Citizens Audit 
Review Board. In its role as the Review Board, the Oversight Committee shall provide 
advisory input to the Controller on matters pertaining to the functions set forth in this 
Appendix, and, in particular, shall: 
(1) Review the Controller's service standards and benchmarks to ensure their accuracy 
and usefulness; 
(2) Review all audits to ensure that they meet the requirements set forth above; 
(3) Subject to appropriate rules ensuring the confidentiality of complainants, as well as 
the confidentiality of complaints referred to and handled by the District Attorney, the 
City Attorney, and the Ethics Commission, review citizen and employee complaints 
received through the whistleblower/complaint hotline and website and the Controller's 
disposition of those complaints; and 
(4) Where it deems appropriate, hold public hearings regarding the results of benchmark 
studies and audits to encourage the adoption of "best practices" consistent with the 
conclusions of the studies and audits. An audio or video recording of such hearings shall 
be made available for public inspection free of charge. (Added November 2003) 
 
F1.112. OUTSIDE EXPERTS. 
(a) Notwithstanding any other provision of this Charter or any ordinance or regulation of 
the City and County of San Francisco, the Controller shall be authorized to contract with 
outside, independent experts to assist in performing the requirements of this Appendix. In 
doing so, the Controller shall make good faith efforts as defined in Chapter 12D of the 
Administrative Code to comply with the provisions of Chapters 12 et seq. of the 
Administrative Code, but shall not be subject to the approval processes of other City 
agencies. The Controller shall submit an annual report to the Board of Supervisors 
summarizing any contracts issued pursuant to this Section and discussing the Controller's 
compliance with Chapters 12 et seq. Contracts issued by the Controller pursuant to this 
Section shall be subject, where applicable, to the requirements of Section 9.118. 
(b) No outside expert or firm shall be eligible to participate or assist in an audit or 
investigation of any issue, matter, or question as to which that expert or firm has 
previously rendered compensated advice or services to any individual, corporation or 
City department other than the Controller. The Controller shall adopt appropriate written 
regulations implementing this provision, and shall incorporate this requirement in all 
written contracts with outside experts and firms utilized pursuant to this Section. (Added 
November 2003) 
 
F1.113. CONTROLLER'S AUDIT FUND. 
Notwithstanding any other provision of this Charter, the Mayor and Board of Supervisors 
shall be required to budget an amount equal to at least two- tenths of one percent (0.2%) 
of the City's overall budget, apportioned by fund and excluding bond related debt, to 
implement this provision. This amount shall be referred to as the Controller's Audit Fund, 
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and shall be used exclusively to implement the duties and requirements of this Appendix, 
and shall not be used to displace funding for the non-audit related functions of the 
Controller's Office existing prior to the date this provision is enacted. If the funds are not 
expended or encumbered by the end of the fiscal year, the balance in the fund shall revert 
to the General Fund or the enterprise funds where it originated. (Added November 2003) 
 
F1.114. OPERATIVE DATE; SEVERABILITY. 
(a) This charter amendment shall be operative on July 1, 2004. This amendment shall not 
affect the term or tenure of the incumbent Controller. 
(b) If any section, subsection, provision or part of this charter amendment or its 
application to any person or circumstances is held to be unconstitutional or invalid, the 
remainder of the amendment, and the application of such provision to other persons or 
circumstances, shall not be affected. (Added November 2003) 
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Appendix 2: S.F. Consolidated Budget – Uses of Fund s 
 
 

 
 
 
City and County of San Francisco Consolidated Budget and Annual Appropriation Ordinance  
FY ending June 30, 2012, File No. 110387 Ordinance147-11, Page 26
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Appendix 3: GASB Service Efforts and Accomplishment s  
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Government Accounting Standards Board Suggested Guidelines, July 2010 
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Appendix 4: Recreation and Park – Performance Measu res 
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San Francisco Recreation and Parks Commission – Performance Measures, Dec. 2, 2010, pages 130-133 
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Appendix 5: CSA Audit of Performance Measures 
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undermine the confidence of San Francisco residents and reduce the City's ability to adequately address 
vital public needs. The City is seriously disadvantaged in its efforts to improve program efficiency and 
effectiveness because of insufficient articulation of program vision, mission and goals, including 
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