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Community Corrections Partnership

AGENDA
Thursday August 29, 2013
12:00pm - 2:00pm
San Francisco Public Library
100 Larkin Street
Latino/ Hispanic Room B
San Francisco, CA

Note: Each member of the public may be allotted no more than 3 minutes to speak on each item.

1. Call to Order and Introductions.
2. Public Comment on Any Item Listed Below as for “Discussion Only”.
3. Review and Adoption of Meeting Minutes of June 24, 2013 (discussion & possible action).

4. Progress Report on Implementation of Community Corrections Performance Incentives Act
of 2009 (SB678) (discussion only).

5. Discussion of Affordable Health Care Act with presentation from Department of Public
Health (DPH) and Human Services Agency (HSA).

6. Presentation from the Controller’s Office, Department of Public Works, GSA Capital
Planning Program, the Mayor’s Office of Government and Legislative Affairs, and the
Sheriff’s Department on the County Jail Needs Assessment Report and possible
consideration of CCP support for San Francisco’s SB1022 Application to support the Hall of
Justice Jail Replacement Facility (discussion and possible action).

7. Update on the Implementation of the San Francisco Women'’s Community Justice Blueprint
(discussion only).

8. Members’ comments, questions, and requests for future agenda items (discussion only).
9. Public comment on any item listed above, as well as items not listed on the Agenda .

10. Adjournment.
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SUBMITTING WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT TO THE COMMUNITY CORRECTIONS PARTNERSHIP

Persons who are unable to attend the public meeting may submit to the Community Corrections Partnership, by the time the
proceedings begin, written comments regarding the subject of the meeting. These comments will be made a part of the official
public record, and brought to the attention of the Community Corrections Partnership. Written comments should be submitted to:
Sara Felicia Moore-Jordan, Reentry Policy Coordinator, Adult Probation Department, 880 Bryant Street, Room 200, San Francisco,
CA 94102, or via email: SaraFelicia.Moore-Jordan@sfgov.org.

MEETING MATERIALS

Copies of agendas, minutes, and explanatory documents are available through the Community Corrections Partnership’s website at
http://sfgov.org/adultprobation or http://sfreentry.com or by calling Sara Felicia Moore-Jordan at (415) 553-1047 during normal
business hours. The material can be FAXed or mailed to you upon request.

ACCOMMODATIONS

To obtain a disability-related modification or accommodation, including auxiliary aids or services, to participate in the meeting,
please contact Sara Felicia Moore-Jordan at SaraFelicia.Moore-Jordan@sfgov.org or (415) 553-1047 at least two business days
before the meeting.

TRANSLATION

Interpreters for languages other than English are available on request. Sign language interpreters are also available on request. For
either accommodation, please contact Sara Felicia Moore-Jordan at SaraFelicia.Moore-Jordan@sfgov.org or (415) 553-1047 at least
two business days before the meeting.

CHEMICAL SENSITIVITIES

To assist the City in its efforts to accommodate persons with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or
related disabilities, attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to various chemical based
products. Please help the City accommodate these individuals.

KNOW YOUR RIGHTS UNDER THE SUNSHINE ORDINANCE (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code)
Government's duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public. Commissions, boards, councils and other
agencies of the City and County exist to conduct the people’s business. This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted
before the people and that City operations are open to the people's review. Copies of the Sunshine Ordinance can be obtained from
the Clerk of the Sunshine Task Force, the San Francisco Public Library, and on the City's web site at: www.sfgov.org/sunshine.

FOR MORE INFORMATION ON YOUR RIGHTS UNDER THE SUNSHINE ORDINANCE OR TO REPORT A VIOLATION
OF THE ORDINANCE, CONTACT THE SUNSHINE ORDINANCE TASK FORCE:

Administrator

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force

City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,

San Francisco, CA 94102-4683.

Telephone: (415) 554-7724

E-Mail: soft@sfgov.org

CELL PHONES

The ringing of and use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting. Please
be advised that the Co-Chairs may order the removal from the meeting room of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a
cell phone, pager, or other similar sound-producing electronic devices.

LOBBYIST ORDINANCE

Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by San
Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance (SF Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code sections 2.100-2.160) to register and report lobbying
activity. For more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the Ethics Commission at 30 VVan Ness Avenue, Suite
3900, San Francisco CA 94102, telephone (415) 581-2300, FAX (415) 581-2317, and web site http://www.sfgov.org/ethics/


mailto:SaraFelicia.Moore-Jordan@sfgov.org.
http://sfreentry.com/
http://www.sfgov.org/sunshine
http://www.sfgov.org/ethics/
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Community Corrections Partnership

MINUTES

Monday, June 24, 2013
2:00pm - 4:00pm
City Hall, Room 305
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Members in Attendance: Chief Wendy Still (chair), Public Defender Jeff Adachi, Sheriff Ross
Mirkarimi, Paul Henderson (Mayor’s Office), Craig Murdock (alternate for Barbara Garcia),
Commander John Garrity (alternate for Chief Greg Suhr), Sharon Woo (alternate for District
Attorney George Gascon), Joanna Hernandez (alternate for Greg Grellman, Goodwill Industries),
Lupine Seran (alternate for Greg Asay) Joyce Crum (alternate for Steve Arcelona), Beverly
Upton, San Francisco Domestic Violence Consortium.

Members Absent:
Steve Good, Five Keys Charter School, Representative of Superior Court

1. Call to Order and Introductions.

Chief Wendy Still called the meeting to order at 2:01pm. She welcomed members and the public
to the meeting. Those CCP members present introduced themselves. Asked the public to turn off
cellphones to avoid distractions.

2. Public Comment on Any Item Listed Below as for “Discussion Only”.

Chief Still asked for public comment on any of the Agenda items listed for Discussion only.
There was none. Chief Still explained that throughout the meeting, there will be ample time for
public comment. Invited comment on #4, 6, and 7, items listed as “for discussion only”. There
was none.

3. Review and Adoption of Meeting Minutes of April 25, 2013
(discussion & possible action). Chief Still asked members to
review the draft meeting minutes, and then offer a motion. Jeff

Adachi moved to approve the minutes; Paul Henderson seconded. Chief Still invited public
comment. There was none. Chief Still called for a vote and the motion carried (11-0) at 2:05pm.

Materials References in Minutes are available at http://sfgov.org/adultprobation Page 1 of 14
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4. Progress Report on Implementation of Community Corrections Performance Incentives
Act of 2009 (SB678) (discussion only).

SB678 was adopted in 2009 (Senator Mark Leno). Created the Performance Incentive Fund that
encourages the adoption of evidence based practices (EBP) in community corrections. Chief Still
explained that the journey started with EBP and SB678 three years ago at same time the Courts
started CalRAPP (CaliforniaRisk Assessment Pilot Project) to use evidence-based risk
assessments in making sentencing recommendations. San Francisco is one of three CalRAPP
counties. Three years later, Adult Probation has changed the landscape and now in 2013 received
the APPA President’s Award. A lot was learned along the way and have an incredible CCP and
partners (public and non-profit) throughout the city. This award reflects the contribution of all
staff and partners. It also demonstrates the high performing organization that has to be protected
to ensure public safety, reducing victimination and breaking the intergenerational cycle of
incarceration — which in fact is the mission of APD.

Chief Still pointed members’ attention to information in the meeting packet — the SB678 status
report. State prison revocations were reduced from 256 in 2009 (total annual revocations), to 65
in 2012. That is absolutely incredible from where things started and where they have ended up.
Those reductions mean that on average there were 256 probation failures revoked to state prison,
which is already a low number. San Francisco sends less than 1% of its population to State Prison
and that number was reduced even more. Because of the collective efforts (SFPAC court —
created to improve outcomes for those facing violation to state prison), the state prison

revocation number was reduced to 65 and received $2.187 million last year and a little under
$700,000 this year for these reductions. In terms of what it looked like in 2012, the total
revocations were 221 and 91 of those were sentenced under PC 1170(h) to county jail, 65 to state
prison and 65 to county jail. Only 173 felony probationers had new convictions — less than 1% of
all probationers — this as a successful number. Looking at felony probation outcomes in 2012 — of
the total number of completions of felony probation, 77% were successful and 23% were
unsuccessful. This is compared to parole’s 3 year felony recidivism rate of 77% and one year
recidivism rate of 64%. The picture is being flipped, instead of having failures at that high rate
we have successes at that rate. Now SFAPD can start doing some recidivism measures of one
year post Realignment we can compare it to Parole’s one year failure rate, so that there will be an
apples to apples comparison.

Chief Still provided another opportunity for CCP members to comment on SB678 report and
results.

Paul Henderson stated that this reflects a good job and that he thinks it’s great that the State is
paying us for our success. Let’s keep up the good work.

Chief Still stated that, along those lines of getting money from the State, another thing that is
being worked on with the State is the Reentry Pod to get PRCS clients here from state prison
prior to their release date. She explained that she helped write legislation and pass legislation for
a pilot program to fund allowing PRCS inmates to come to the county jail 60 days prior to their
CDCR release date. This issue will formally be on the agenda in the future. Chief Still explained
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that she worked with Senator Loni Hancock on a template for the Reentry Pod- starting 60 days
earlier instead of waiting for people to be released from State Prison.

Sheriff Mirkarimi stated that not only were we able to secure those resources, but San Francisco
Is the beta site for this type of program. Other counties are trying to follow our lead, including
Marin, Los Angeles, and San Diego. Our template can materialize into an effective strategy to
show how probation can work together with sheriffs within the jail systems.

5. Consideration of CCP Support for San Francisco’s SB1022 Application to support the
Hall of Justice Jail Replacement Facility (discussion and possible action).

Chief Still called attention to the draft letter in the agenda packet. The letter is to express support
for an application to the state for funding under SB1022. She explained for clarification, that this
body has no authority over the jail replacement project. This agenda item is requesting a letter of
support from the CCP for funding to replace the seismically challenged jails in the Hall Of
Justice (HOJ). The HOJ will be torn down, it is not a question of if it will be torn down, it’s a
question of when . So this agenda item is about replacing those jail beds. The Sherriff will make a
presentation and there will be an opportunity for public comment.

Sheriff Mirkarimi introduced his staff that was present and thanked Jim Buker of the Department
of Public Works. He also thanked the CCP for providing this forum. He added that, as Chief Still
said, they don’t need to be here, but there hasn’t been a forum to discuss jail replacement. There
has been a flurry of communication about this that is misleading and not about the issue
addressed here. Those who know Sheriff Mirkarimi know he wouldn’t advocate for jail
expansion. San Francisco is the only county in California advocating for reducing the number of
jail beds. This discussion goes to answering the question of how to provide a safe, secure, and
rehabilitative environment in jail, which is what we are tasked to do. The jails in HOJ have 903
beds. The proposal is to replace from 588 to 640 beds. That is almost an aggregate reduction of
30%. How we arrived at this is not new or recent. The Department of Public Works conducted an
assessment in 2006 that SFSD would be on the City’s 10 year Capital Plan for complete
replacement of jails 3 and 4. We have a handout provided and will go over the highlights. We
look forward to public comments after.

Sheriff Mirkarimi stated that he would like to express the natural tension on the different ends of
this subject. As County Supervisor, jail expansion was not part of his repertoire. There was some
pressure when | came in as Sheriff for a one-for-one jail bed replacement. There is still that
perspective in progressive San Francisco. We are at a critical juncture with all the good work done
here around alternatives to incarceration, but still must ask, how do we forecast for future needs
while accounting for safety? Why is this coming up now? Because SB1022 has created an
opportunity for counties to apply for 80 million dollars worth of state funds. We know the HOJ
jails have to be replaced, because the building is seismically unsafe. Also, the linear architecture of
the jail is unsafe. Who here has been inside- Jails 3 and 4? (Some audience members raised their
hands). A linear jail is unlike San Bruno or CJ 2 (womens facility),.In good conscience, this
should have been torn down years ago but | am glad we are doing it now. The jail replacement
process will help us insert programming, which is so important to San Francisco and the partners
of the CCP and many of you. SFSD can’t get programming into these jails now, unlike in San
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Bruno or CJ2. Right now only 20% of inmates in jails 3 and 4 receive programming and that is
unfair to the other 80% of inmates. If our goal is effective reentry and rehabilitation, our mission
should be a safe and program-rich environment. Along these lines, this would be a 30% reduction
in aggregate capacity. The archaic linear style will be replaced by more curved, rectangular shape
that gives a warmer environment allowing more programs. The Board of State and Community
Corrections is looking at us closely regarding what would be considered rated beds. There needs
to be safe beds for our emerging needs population. San Francisco is seeing a significant trend of
people suffering from mental illness coming into the jail system at higher rate than anticipated —
20% increase of people, requiring 20% increase in services. There is a more specialized
population, requiring administrative segregation cells, and needing more protection. There is a
COVER pod in San Bruno for military veterans. It might be an automatic deduction for some to
assume because we have empty beds (and because we have the most under crowded jails), that we
don’t need these beds. But, it is incumbent upon us to meet the current reality and future needs.
I’d like to stress current and future needs for more rehabilitation so that those in custody now
don’t come back again. Shifting people from CJ 3 and 4 and transferring them to other places
where there are empty beds would violate their needs for special beds and/or special safety and
classification needs, like gangs.

Sheriff Mirkarimi asked Undersheriff Brin and Kevin Lyons, Manager of Building Services to
weigh in and added that he was happy to answer questions.

U/S Brin stated that she has worked in the Sheriff’s Department for 27 years, working at CJ 3
and 4, and that in her heart she knows it is archaic not just for inmates but for staff. To see a
replacement facility that provides more programs would be the highlight of her career.

Lyons added that the project has been in the City’s 10 year Capital Plan for many years, and has
been scrutinized and re-imagined. Originally it was planned for 900 beds, and then it was reduced
to 640. The new facility will comply with current code, ADA accessibility, and will be able to
provide programs to 80% of population (up from 20%). It will also provide better public access
and visiting, including electronic visiting of inmates at San Bruno. All cells will be single or
double cells with a better ability to house all classification of inmates in humane housing.

Chief Still asked Members of CCP if they had any questions.

Beverly Upton commented: I agree that there hasn’t been a forum to discuss this and I’'m glad to
see the public here. We don’t want San Francisco to be in business of building more jails. If
efforts are so successful, jails should be torn down and not built back. We should build more
community centers like the Community Assessment and Services Center. We were there at the
opening last week talking about what $2 million dollars could do in the community. We must do
something different. We shouldn’t take our success and build more jails. People at this table can
do better. The domestic violence community wants to be part of the discussion. We have an
opportunity, let’s be innovative, let’s do something different.

Jeff Adachi asked: Is this proposal for a completely stand-alone jail?
Chief Still answered Stand-alone, yes — behind McDonalds
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Sheriff Mirkarimi stated that it is that parcel, that the proposal would acquire for a stand-alone
building. Relative to Beverly Upton’s comment, the success of the system occurs not only when
individuals leave jail but also due to what happens in the jail system too. The SFSD is home to 5
Keys Charter school that is a major success of San Francisco’s jails. SFSD can’t get it in CJ 3 and
4. Five Keys just graduated the largest class — 65 received GED’s, diplomas, or certificates. This
IS not a sequential system, but as concentric circles. At the same time, as statute requires, if San
Francisco wants to abolish the idea of not building jails, there has to be a reduction of police
budget because crime is down, reduce the District Attorney’s budget because there is less crime
to prosecute, etc.. Systemically this is a courageous discussion needed. But for now an evidence
based approach is needed to this. Through 10 years of discussion, this is what is needed. The
Sheriff loves the idea of no new jails, or no replacement jails. But it is required to attend to this
phased innovation of implementation to get to that place over the next 25 years.

Jeff Adachi asked: There are 1,500 in jail now? How many beds do all other facilities provide? Is
the number of 588 - 640 replacement beds arrived at based on a projection? And if so based on
what projection or formula?

U/S Brin answered that they used two consultants to do population projections. Also, CJ 1 is
intake, not housing unit.

Lyons stated that two consultants and the Controller did population studies and came up with a
conservative estimate of 2156 — 2370 jail population in 2014.

Sheriff Mirkarimi stated that of the total jail population today, less than 40 are misdemeanants.
While many counties incarcerate those with felonies and misdemeanors, this community is clear
that those with misdemeanors should not be incarcerated. Realignment is also allowing us more
authority for alternatives to incarceration, like electronic monitoring. San Francisco is sensitive to
this and will continue to work in this direction.

U/S Brin added that CJ 2 is a women’s facility. CJ5 today only has 92 available beds, CJ 3 and 4
are our highest maximum security inmates. It is hard to house them in the open dorms of CJ 6,
which is currently being used for vocational training. There are approximately 125 187sin CJ 3
and 4. SFSD does not want these types of inmates in an open facility like CJ 5 or 6. The Sheriff’s
Department wants to get programs to these people, but the way CJ 3 and 4 are designed, they
cannot do that.

Chief Still stated that CJ 3 and 4 will be torn down. What is being discussed is replacing those
with 588 — 640 capacity in line with 3 studies. Not adding new capacity. 472 beds will be lost and
they will be housed in new jail with more programs. This is a good discussion and | now have a
good picture of what is being talked about. Having been in many jails and CJ 3 and 4, | know that
the linear style is concerning given staff and inmate safety. In addition, Sheriffs have to come in
to compliance with new Prison Rape Elimination Act (PREA) standards. A linear style puts
inmates at more risk of assault.
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Chief Still opened the item to public comment. She stated that we w ant to hear from everyone
and will limit all comments to no more than 90 seconds to allow everyone to speak. We will then
take a vote. She asked the public to please state their name and organization, but doing so is not
mandatory.

Comment: Manuel LaFontaine, Legal Prisoners with Children and All of Us or None. Father,
formerly incarcerated. How many have been captive in 850 county jail? Were any of us asked
about this proposal? Was anyone inside county jail asked about this proposal? Amnesia —
emancipation proclamation prohibited slavery. LaFontaine became political through the Sheriff’s
Department, after being assaulted in court room. Made Sheriff look bad and they took a
whipping to me. San Francisco has to look at alternatives. It produces mad, angry people. Need
to look at real alternatives. Native American, Restorative Practives. Let’s talk about real issues.
Classism, racism.

Comment: Roger White, Critical Resistance. Against CCP support for application. There is a
concern about seismic safety but that’s not what this is about. The real reason why the Sheriff
wants to build new jail is because they want to contract out to house other jurisdictions’ inmates.
In a memo Undersheriff Brin said the Sheriff should explore the ability to contract out beds to
increase revenue for the City (plan found on One SF website). Plan seems clear to us. Build more
beds to contract out. Urge San Francisco not to become part of for profit penal colony.

Comment; Dorsey Nunn, Executive Director of Legal Services for Prisoners with Children
andAll of Us or None. Not first time Nunn has stood here. Opposed new jail built at 850 Bryant,
and San Bruno. Nothing done satisfies need for San Francisco to build new jails. Getting tired of
opposing new jails. Would love to come in here and support new college, tuition, housing.
Mostly he is showing up to oppose things he doesn’t want. Urge you to offer something he can
come and support. Jail is a new cage. Nothing serves my needs to be with family and
community.

Comment: Calvin. He was in jail as a kid, and all the time, He is now 72. Do something about
jail. Not another jail. Give them something else. A house. Just do something. Not a jail. That
doesn’t work.

Dante — Lawyer’s Committee for Civil Rights — Urges committee to oppose new jail
construction. Three reasons: 1 —money issue. If Bay Bridge is any indication, $290 million is
starting point. Resources better spent if on rehabilitation strategies. 2 — projections are out of
whack with what is going on. There was spike in jail need because of Realignment. 3 — public
dialogue hasn’t happened. Need open conversation with Mayor, Sheriff and public to discuss
these strategies. Even with considering seismic issues. Too early to support. Urge the committee
to oppose until further dialogue happens

Donnell Boyd — tenant organizer. HOJ looks like it can take a rocket, and survive earthquake. If
crime down, take out some beds. Use at least $20 million and fix jail up. The area behind
McDonalds can be used as training center. Most people go back to jail cause don’t have anything
better to do. San Francisco needs to spend money wisely. There is no humane jail. Europe sends

Materials References in Minutes are available at_http://sfgov.org/adultprobation Page 6 of 14



http://sfgov.org/adultprobation

Agenda Item 3

prisoners to cooking schools. San Francisco has to be a city of second chances. It can’t label
people forever for a crime they committed.

Roberta Moore — Hospitality House. Jail will raise tax dollars. She opposes this. San Francisco
needs alternative sentencing for nonviolent offenders. Need to tighten Probation Department.
Moore has been a victim of one of your clients. Need alternative sentencing and education.

Rachel Hoerger, ACLU — Applauds SFSD for efforts to keep individuals here and expand
alternatives. Want to be sure jail expansion is based on studies that are provided to public. To
extent Sheriff is thinking of leasing to other counties, SB1022 does not allow this for 10 years.

Lisa — Coalition on Homeless. Opposition of any replacement, or new jails. Slap in face to
homeless children and families. In middle of budget process and not once has replacement jail
been identified as priority. People are asking for investment in alternatives. General Fund money
asked for this year could go towards health care, housing for homeless, etc. Mental health spike
indicates need for spike in mental health services, not a jail that is fancier and prettier. Homeless
count out today shows a rise in homelessness and need for housing.

Laura — American Friends Service Committee — They have been opposing jail expansion for a
long time. Native San Franciscan — proud of how SF has handled Realignment so this was shock
to hear. Cannot afford this. Not for people who are starving for services and attention. We can do
what Beverly Upton suggests — do something completely different, not fall for trap because this
pot of money is only for this. Encourage you not to sign letter.

Coalition on Homeless and Hospitality House — How many people in jail for quality of life
crimes, like open containers, inability to pay fines? Can’t these be addressed through housing,
treatment? Thinks there are better places for money to be spent.

Mary Phoebe Vanderhorse — All of Us or None. Would like to encourage that money go to
Second Chance, Project Rebound. College is a real alternative to being on streets. She has been
in many county jails. Encourage education as alternative. $240 million, are you crazy?

Educate not incarcerate.

Jerry Elster —Formerly incarcerated. Product of the system, education-wise. Elster made up his
mind to educate himself in CDC. | was proud when AB109 came that SF was at forefront of
alternatives. Now SF is going the other way — using money to build prison. Education is shown
to be success. Ashamed that SF is going in same direction as CDCR. CDCR under receivership
now. Is SF going to go that direction too? There’s a lot better San Francisco can do with this
money.

Public Comment: Not with any organization, but pay property taxes and don’t want a dime of
their property taxes to go to a new jail. My son worked for 5 Keys Charter school and after
hearing his complaints, they question what people are saying about building classrooms when
there aren’t adequate classes for current students. Build a training center. My son taught in
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basically a broom closet at a satellite location. Students got message that their education wasn’t
worth a dime. If want to show commitment to people, put it into education not jails.

Project Rebound- formerly incarcerated. When they were locked up they wanted to change
myself. Not because of environment. Those were archaic environments. Change has to do with
individual not environment At Project Rebound we assist people with getting into SF State.
That’s important if you can help us we can build a pipeline from SFUSD to SF State not to jail.
You have $33,000 to education and $33,000 to basic needs and $188,000 to sex offenders. Why?
Help us send folks to the college system.

Matthew — He has been in San Francisco since 1957. My observation is that this application is
going for $80 million to spend $290million more. Seems premature. There hasn’t been an
opportunity to vet those reports. Never seen this kind of turnout at a CCP meeting. We need some
sunshine in the process. He is proud of this city and of being member of All of Us or None, He
too is formerly incarcerated. San Francisco can do better. This is public safety question. Out
community needs to take better care of our own.

Critical Resistance — Close down HOJ and don’t build new jail. Sheriff — outlined beautiful
vision to decrease police force, decreased corrections budget. Need to go there, but that San
Francisco is not there yet. Well, we are there. San Francisco can get there now. Don’t need to
build a new jail only to tear it down later. 75% of jail population is pre-trial. There are many
ways to decrease jail population without building new jail.

Cole Park — Catalyst Project — studied restorative justice. Commend the CCP for work done and
encourage it to stay on that track. No jail is a good jail. All are cages. Recognize need for more
programs, but don’t need to happen in cages. Don’t sign letter. Provide programs outside of
cages.

Noah Misca — Don’t do it. It’s a bad idea. The Sheriff said rehabilitation happens inside of jail.
He is guessing that the Sheriff didn’t spend time inside of jail. As long as someone is living in
jail and talked to like an animal, living in those conditions, they can’t rehabilitate.

Komal Walton, Critical Resistance — don’t need new jail, should close down all unsafe beds in
HOJ. Need more alternatives like treatment programs, scholarships, housing, instead of waiting
for people to get into cages to provide them with services they needed before they got there. Need
meaningful training with living wages. People have to take care of their families. Listen to all
folks who have spoken and support programs that help people before they get locked up instead
of waiting until they get locked up. Walton doesnt care if it is the highlight of a career.

Work at shelter and see my residents working every day to try to find housing. San Francisco
should fund services and help people have a better life. Spending money on a new jail is a
terrible idea.

Critical Resistance and Licensed Clinical Social Worker — work done with Behavioral Health
Court with clients 62 and over. People wait so long for services. Had a client who waited 7
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months to get out of jail to get into a treatment program (only Spanish speaking provider). People
can immediately transfer to treatment and can reduce jail population. Don’t want to spend
hundreds of millions of dollars on a jail, when we can fund programs. People wait 2 — 3 months.
This is how to reduce jail population, long term solutions.

Adrianne Roberts — Coalition for Women Prisoners. Usually proud of SF, not now. Break up
myth that changing the structure of a jail will somehow rehabilitate people. A jail is a jail.
Working in CJ 2, She see people re-traumatized, they are away from their families, and
programming doesn’t change that. Not given the opportunity to heal. Changing the linear
structure does not change that. Roberts sees the same people coming back over and over because
when they get out they don’t have a job or support and they come out into a system that wants to
incarcerate them not help them.

Critical Resistance — Don’t want, don’t need, can’t afford this jail. Point out irony of building a jail
to decrease jail capacity. If concerned with programs, spend money on services. If concerned that
not earthquake safe, close it down immediately. Building a system where only place poor people
of color can get services is in jail and only place they can afford to live is there.

Student of Stanford law school — CCP supposed to support evidence based programs. Jail is not
an evidence based project. Jails breed crime, more likely to recidivate. This is opportunity to say
no to program that is not evidence based. And use on tangible programs that are evidence based.
Mental health services cannot really be provided in jail. This board should be transparent. Not
vote on something with little information.

Ariella— LCPS, All of Us or None- Ask you to reconsider supporting this new jail. As someone
affected by caging people up, reconsider. Services should start before incarceration not just
during and after. San Francisco needs to fix broken system that causes our brothers and sisters to
be eaten up by the system. There should be programs for young people. $290 million dollars?
What can San Francisco do productive with that?

Emily Harris — Statewide organizer with CURB — working to reduce number of people in jails
and prisons and shift resources. 32 counties have proposed new jails. Learned about this on
Friday. Seems like it has been in the works secretly. Asked people to please stand if you don’t
support this. Only found out about this on Friday and look how many people are here. Would
like to have more transparency. Echo sentiment to be the model for the state. Why not be first
city to close a jail and not replace it. Think creatively about how to use space.

Chief Still asked if there was any more public comment. There was none.
Chief Still asked if there was a motion on the table?

Sheriff Mirkarimi asked to respond to comments.

Mirkarimi stated: First, thank you everyone. It’s a little hard to hear, but he gets it, about this not
being transparent because Mirkarimi was an author of the Sunshine Laws. This process has been
ongoing years before he became Sheriff. There have been articles and media reports. Now that
this question is on the CCP’s plate, he wants to speak to concerns here. They speak to his ethos.

Materials References in Minutes are available at_http://sfgov.org/adultprobation Page 9 of 14
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This is not an either or. SFSD are not other Departments. People are sentenced and SFSD does
not have the ability to not incarcerate them. If there are changes, which Mirkarimi supports, of

changing bail, looking at how to not incarcerate pre-trial population, he would follow it. But he
is the Sheriff. Rehabilitation is about if someone is in jail SFSD makes the time as effective as

possible with evidence based programming so they don’t return. But in a linear corridor SFSD

can’t get in.

He is proud of achievements of 5 Keys Charter School that has proven to half the recidivism
rates. No vocational training in jails for decades in San Francisco so space for vocational training
is needed, he is for that. This is not about creating cages, but about creating an open environment
so there is more access. If people are not sent to jail, San Francisco doesn’t need a jail. But for
those that are, San Francisco cannot turn its back on people in an unsafe environment. It is
foolhardy to think SFSD can close a jail and not replace it. In terms of leasing out the beds, we
are not looking to lease beds out. Mirkarimi will listen when his peers ask about it but it hasn’t
been done and likely won’t be. These are same people against Realignment and San Francisco is
for Realignment. People coming back to their own community is more successful. There are
already successes. And there is the recent stalemate with Gov. Brown, when he has to further
reduce prison population by10,000 more, San Francisco has to respond. They are still coming
back. When efforts go to San Quentin like with this Reentry Pod that we just started, | hope that
the concern and criticism today goes with the pride that San Francisco is the first in putting
forward alternatives and that it isn’t all or nothing.

If anyone wants to come visit him, I’m on 4" floor of City Hall. Sheriff Mirkarimi encourages
further conversation and encourage people to tour jails and see the Sheriff’s school. SFSD is
making progress where other counties are not. Has anyone seen the Garden ZProject? It is the
largest project where people are growing their own food in jail. The Sheriff’s Department also
just launched a vocational program for bike repair.

This is not a new jail but a replacement. Arrived at 640 because of a Controller’s office study.
Some people wanted one for one replacement, SFSD would fight that.

Chief Still stated: She spent three decades working and trying to reform state prison system. Still
is an advocate for a balanced approach — San Francisco needs to invest in services and it has. In
our Realignment Plan, a third of APD’s realignment allocation went to services. The plan was the
first in the State, and the fabric of the plan was alternatives to incarceration. Chief Still doesn’t
want to create a system where people have to go to jail to get services but the truth is that some
people will be sentenced to prison or jail by the judges. The obligation is to create the balance of
the right number of beds to have and to invest in services. At same time there is a legal and moral
obligation to create space in which people are safe. She is not an advocate for leasing beds or
building it so they will come. Working at HOJ Chief Still has experienced the challenges of that
building. It has to be torn down. It will be torn down. A challenge for the CCP in considering
whether to support this is about replacing those beds. The call here is an open debate about
whether it is needed or not. That is not a question for the CCP. The challenge is does the CCP
support a project where there is a dangerous jail that cannot provide programming. As this goes to
a vote, she is as committed as anyone here to creating alternatives and programs
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in the community. Still does not think people have to go to jail to get help. There is a moral
obligation to help people. But San Francisco cannot turn its back on the fact that safe jail space is
needed. What exists now is not safe for staff or people housed there. Still doesn’t want to spend
money on building beds, but there is a moral obligation to build safe beds.

Jeff Adachi stated: as Public Defender, they provides representation to 20,000 people per year.
Most are in jail because they cannot afford bail. San Francisco has a bail based system. The
amount of money you have determines if you are released on bail. San Francisco does a good job
of reducing sentenced population, but not pre-trial. San Francisco does need a new facility. Have
been talking about it for 20 years. Haven’t done it because financing has not been there. Question
now is whether or not it should be done. Adachi has two concerns. He hasn’t seen the
Controller's Office report. Sounds like it was done and they will be updating it. His feeling is that
San Francisco needs to replace the facility if there will be a facility outside of San Bruno.
Adachi’s question is whether the math adds up. If there are only 1500 in jail now and the
projections are over 2000. Is the capacity envisioned in the rebuild too much? When is the
update going to be completed? He understands this is simply a letter. If San Francisco got the
grant, is the city obligated to spend the grant money on a jail?

Sheriff Mirkarimi answered: That is a decision that has been made by the Board of Supervisors.
This would help defray some of the costs. $290 million is the maximum that the City can spend
and there were some that wanted a bigger jail that would exceed those costs.

Jim Buker, DPW added: the Controller’s study was completed four months ago. It will be
updated at the end of 2013 to update per Realignment. If grant is awarded, the Board of
Supervisors would decide whether to accept the award on the conditions the state is offering or
change the project. The grant does not require the city to go through with the project. The
Controller’s report is not finalized so it is not available yet. It should be available in the next
couple of weeks.

Jeff Adachi: Would it create a problem in the grant application if wait for the report to be made
public? Is it available online?

Jim Buker answered: The State will release the RFP in July or August. The submittal will be in
October and the letter will be required then. The report should be available online.

Chief Still stated: Jeff, you indicated needing more information and waiting for report to be made
public.

Jeff Adachi made a Motion at 3:37pm to wait until the Controller’s office report is available to
the public to vote on this letter. Adachi’s understanding is that this won’t impact grant

application.

Chief Still — When is our next meeting — August 29"
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Sheriff Mirkarimi stated that the State has been adjusting the RFP timeline. The deadline was
supposed to be now. He did not know the updated deadline.

Jim Buker stated: As far as he knows, a late August meeting would meet the requirements for an
October submittal.

Chief Still stated that there was a Motion on the table to have the report available to public, so
the CCP could review it, and then take a vote on the letter.

Jeff Adachi said he’d like to invite the Controller’s office to give a presentation on their report.

Sheriff Mirkarimi seconded the motion.

Chief Still asked for public comment on this motion to postpone vote until August meeting and

have presentation by the Controller’s office about what is contained in their updated report.

Public Comment — Thank you for listening to us and taking us seriously. Hope you continue to
ask the hard questions, and include the voices of the public in this decision.

Public Comment — Will Controller’s presentation be made public in advance?
Chief Still said: The CCP will request that. Chief Still called for a vote.

Vote at 3:41pm: (11 — yes, 0 — no). Motion passes.

Chief Still thanked the public for their attendance.

6. Update on the Implementation of the San Francisco Women’s Community Justice
Blueprint (discussion only).

Chief Still stated that the Women’s Community Justice Blueprint (the Blueprint) is available
here and on APD’s website. She asked the CCP members to refer to agenda item 6 regarding the
steps taken on this item. APD submitted a Second Chance Act Planning and Implementation

grant application (see annotated agenda). APD should hear about the grant award by October.

Chief Still explained that we plan for expanded services at Cameo House. The Blueprint

recommended converting Cameo House into an 11 bed alternative sentencing program for women
with children. That program is alive and well. The grant is for resources for APD and the
Sheriff to support these activities.

The next steps before the August CCP meeting is to name two department coordinators. APD is
working on identifying their coordinator. Will the Sheriff have done that by the August meeting?
Sheriff Mirkarimi said he didn’t see why not. Chief Still added that she hopes the Cameo House
program is the first of many. She asked if there were any other comments from CCP members.
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Beverly Upton stated: She is excited about this. This is the model we should be looking at. Is
there a dollar figure for converting Cameo House?

Chief Still answered that the ,cogt g $340,000, TPLis is one of the iteH]s we have not come to
agreement on with the Board’s budget analyst. They are recommending cutting, we will be

talking about that at this Wednesday’s Board of Supervisor’s Budget Committee meeting.

Beverly Upton asked the Board of Supervisors is discussing cutting $95,000 to support

alternatives for women with children and there is no discussion for $290million to build a new
jail? This is a wakeup call. These are the kinds of programs that are important.

Chief Still stated that these programs are important and we will continue to fight for them. Still
encourages anyone who wants to come out on Wednesday to support this to do so. She is very
excited about this Blueprint. San Francisco is providing resources. Most counties are looking at
this in a gender neutral way which means it is gender biased towards men. Thanks to the

Zellerbach Foundation for supporting work by Drs. Bloom and Owen.

Public question: What is the ongoing cost of Cameo House?

Chief Still answered: it is $340,000 per year (annual cost). The site is owned by the City so there
IS no leasing cost.

7. Members’ comments, questions, and requests for future agenda items (discussion only).
Sharon Woo asked: Can there be an update on parole coming to our system in July?
Sheriff Mirkarimi: Who should give a report on that?

Chief Still answered that it should be a combination of the Public Defender and the District
Attorney

Jeff Adachi stated that there is a committee about how to deal with this. The thought is there will
be three days a week for this and all hearings on Fridays. They are estimating 2,200 people and
300 parole hearings. Departments do not have a staffing plan put together.

Chief Still asked the Public Defender and District Attorney to report in August on the hearings
expected and the Sheriff to report on the number of parole bed days they are seeing as a result of
the new process (compare before July and after).

Sheriff Mirkarimi stated that he is surprised there are no stories or news about this with a July 1st
start date.

Jeff Adachi agreed and added that there is no service component set up. Sheriff

Mirkarimi stated he is curious how other counties are dealing with this.
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Chief Still said it sounds like a good item for our August agenda.
8. Public comment on any item listed above, as well as items not listed on the Agenda .

None

9. Adjournment.

Beverly Upton moved to adjourn. Sharon Woo seconded. All voted in favor at 3:54pm
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San Francisco Adult Probation Department
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The California Community Corrections Performance Incentive Act (SB 678), passed in 2009, provides incentives for using evidence-based practices
in probation supervision. Funding from the State is provided based on reductions in the number of felony probationers sent to State Prison on

revocations.

) Total Felony Number of Percent
. Total Probation . ) Percent Change )
Fiscal Year . Probation Revocations Sent  Annual Total by Quarter Change Since
o Population to State Prison Y 2009
2009 256
a1l 6,801 6,182 62
_9R0
2010 Q2 6,667 5,992 46 26%
Q3 6,461 5,775 42 -9%
Q4 6,388 5,663 49 199 17% -22.3%
Q1 6,389 5,532 43 -12%
_1Q0,
2011 Q2 6,270 5,420 35 19%
Q3 6,223 5,388 37 6%
Q4 6,113 5,149 18 133 -51% -48.0%
2012 Q1 6,105 5,039 14 -22%
Q2 6,006 4,698 24 71%
Q3 5,818 4,657 14 -42%
Change in Probation Population, =@=Total Probation Population
12010-Q3 2012
Q Q —4—Total Felony Probation Population
7,000 8891 6667
6,461 6388 6,389
! ! 6,270 6,223
6,500 | 6,182 b
5,992 6113 6105 g
6,000 5,775 5,663 53 5,818
! 5,420 5,388
5,500 - 5,149 5,039
5,000 - 4,698 4,657
4,500
Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 Q2 ‘ Q3 ‘ Q4 ‘ Q1 ‘ Q2 ‘ Q3
‘ 2010 2011 ‘ 2012
Probation Revocations Sent to State Prison "‘glfmbe“’f Revocations Sent to State
rison
Decreased 48% Between 2009 and 2012 a=t=Annual Total
350
300
250 ¢ 256
200 & 199
150
¢ 133
100 62 46 ) 49 43 35 37 18 » 2 »
>0 = = FM
0 | | | |
Q1 ‘ Q2 ‘ Q3 ‘ Q4 ‘ Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q1 ‘ Q2 ‘ Q3
2009 2010 ‘ 2011 2012 ‘

Prepared by the Reentry Division of the San Francisco Adult Probation Department
For more information, please contact:

Leah Rothstein

Reentry Division Research Director

San Francisco Adult Probation Department

leah.rothstein@sfgov.org / 415.553.9702


smoore-jordan
Typewritten Text
Agenda Item 4


Felony Probation Outcomes, Q3 2012

Total Felony Probationers, beginning of Q3 2012: 4698
Total Felony Probationers, end of Q32 2012: 4657

Felony Probation Completions, Q3 2012
351 Completions
7% of All Felony Probationers

Unsuccessful
Completions
49
(1% of all
Probationers)

Successful
Completions
223
(5% of all
Probationers)

Successful and Unsuccessful Felony Probation Completions,
Q4 2011 - Q3 2012
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Felony Probation Completions
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Fiscal Year % Successful Quarter Change % Unsuccessful Quarter Change
2011 Q4 87% 13%
2012 Q1 82% -6% 18% 38%
Q2 70% -14% 30% 65%
Q3 77% 9% 23% -21%
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For more information, please contact:

Leah Rothstein

Reentry Division Research Director

San Francisco Adult Probation Department
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Felony Probation Revocations, Q3 2012
47 Revocations
1% of All Felony Probationers

Revoked and
Sentenced to County
Jail under 1170h
19
40%

Felony Probationers with New Felony Conviction,
Q3 2012

37 with New Convictions
< 1% of All Felony Probationers

Sentenced to New
Probation Grant
35
95%

Prepared by the Reentry Division of the San Francisco Adult Probation Department
For more information, please contact:

Leah Rothstein

Reentry Division Research Director

San Francisco Adult Probation Department

leah.rothstein@sfgov.org / 415.553.9702
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THE AFFORDABLE CARE ACT AND THE
IMPACT IN SAN FRANCISCO




AGENDA

» Health Reform 101: Coverage Expansion
* Impact of Health Reform on the Uninsured

* Impact of Health Reform on the Criminal
Justice System



HEALTH REFORM 101:
COVERAGE EXPANSION




OVERVIEW

» Signed into law in March 2010

* Major provisions become effective January 1,
2014

* Nationwide, by 2016:
* Uninsured in the US will be cut by more than half
« 92% of US residents will be insured

* In San Francisco:

« ~56,000 currently uninsured San Franciscans will
have access to health insurance



HEALTH INSURANCE REQUIREMENT
AND EXPANSION

Mandate to Have Insurance

* Individual mandate

« Some exceptions:
« undocumented immigrants
* hardship
very low income
incarcerated
religious exemptions
« members of Indian tribes

» Penalty for noncompliance:

« $95in 2014
« $3251in 2015
« $695in 2016

More Affordable Options

« Meeting the mandate

Expanded Medicaid eligibility

On-line insurance
marketplace

Employer-sponsored
coverage

Market reforms



MEDI-CAL EXPANSION AND
COVERED CALIFORNIA

Childless adults with incomes < 138% of Federal
Poverty Level (FPL)

Two health plans in SF
Year-round enrollment

COVERED

CA'’s Health Insurance Exchange

Five health plans in SF

Low-income subsidies for incomes 138%-400% FPL
Initial enrollment - Oct 2013-March 2014

Open enrollment - October-December annually




EMPLOYER PROVISIONS

- Small employers (<50 FTE) may purchase affordable
coverage on Covered CA

* Large employers (>50 FTE) may be subject to
penalfies for
 No coverage:
- Unaffordable coverage

» Implementation of employer provisions delayed to
205



MARKET REFORMS

« Guarantee issue and renewal
* No pre-existing condition exclusions

« Coverage of essential benefits for small group and
individual plans

» Coverage for dependents up to age 26
» Elimination of cost-sharing for prevention



IMPACT OF HEALTH REFORM ON
SAN FRANCISCO’S UNINSURED




SAN FRANCISCO’S UNINSURED

» 84,000 uninsured San Francisco adults, ages 18-64
+ 60,000 (71%) enrolled in DPH programs

% - 0-500% FPL

San Francisco

wee= - 50,000 enrollees

A A -0
&8 - 0-133% FPL

SAN FRANCISCC

oosaccsc - 10,000 enrollees

» 95% of San Franciscans ages 18-64 either
* Have health insurance OR

« Are enrolled in a DPH program for the uninsured
10



SAN FRANCISCO’S UNINSURED

HSA “touch points” with the uninsured:

~ 24,000 CalFresh clients age 18-64
« 30% already in SF PATH or HSF

« remainder already on MC (~35%) or likely to
become eligible to MC (~38%)

Homeless clients and CAAP clients are other target

populations for HSA outreach

11




BECAUSE OF OUR PROGRAMS, SAN
FRANCISCO IS AHEAD OF THE CURVE

- Addressed “pent-up” demand
ﬁ - Promoted medical homes and
preventive services
Healt hy - Increased providers serving the
San Francisco il i i -
Our Health Access Program

- |dentified our uninsured

- Entry info managing care SFPAm

- Superhighway to Medi-Cal SAN FRANCISCC
PROVIDES ACCESS TC

HEALTHCARE
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ESTIMATES OF COVERAGE
TRANSITIONS UNDER HEALTH REFORM

60,000 Uninsured Adults in
HSF & SF PATH

Eligible for new coverage?

~19.,500
Ineligible
Successfully enroll in
new coverage?
~15,500 Uninsured 235 000
+~Opt-Outers Residually
< Eligible but'Not Uninsured
Enrolled




ACA IMPLEMENTATION
AT DPH




TWO-FOLD FOCUS

- DPH health care delivery system readiness
» Better integrating our delivery system
* Improving quality
* Increasing access to care
- Enhancing the patient experience

* Transitioning uninsured to health insurance
» Supporting a culture of coverage
- Qutreach and education

[+



KEY FACTORS TO SUCCESSFUL
IMPLEMENTATION

Individual Successful
Responsibility transitions

*Beyond the *Enrollee
individual communication
mandate * Provider

communication
e Enrollment
assistance

*Behind the scenes

Outreach to key

populations

* 18-35 year olds *New opportunities

key for health
* Asian and Latino insurance
adults coverage are

coming and we
can help you
enroll

e Health insurance

eResidents of the
southeast corridor

*Sole proprietors

and small
: is better than
businesses ool iy Sl
Francisco if you
qualify
*Healthy San

Francisco will be
here for those
who do not
qualify

16



ACA IMPLEMENTATION
AT HSA




HSA’S ROLE

Conduct eligibility and enrollment of applicants into
Medi-Cal and Covered California coverage plans

* Work with DPH to seamlessly enroll SF Path and Healthy
SF clients into Medi-Cal or Covered CA

» Coordinate with Mayor's Office, DPH and other
stakeholders on outreach and education for community
partners and special tfarget populations

* Provide ongoing case maintenance support and
eligibility renewals for Medi-Cal clients

18



HSA’S ROLE

» Enroll clients into
other supportive
services
programs for
which they are
eligible (beyond
health
coverage)

19



TIMING OF TRANSITIONS

June 2013
e Covered CA Health Plans identified

October 2013
» Covered CA and Medi-Cal Pre-Enroliment Begins

January 2014
e SF PATH Ends (10K Uninsured to Medi-Cal)

January 2014-December 2014
e ~25K-40K HSF participants transition to insurance




HEALTH REFORM AND THE
CRIMINAL JUSTICE SYSTEM




IMPORTANCE OF ENROLLMENT

» /0% of statewide jail population is uninsured

» High rates of substance abuse, mental illness, and
other chronic conditions

« Only ~15% of SF jail population is sentenced, and
the average jail stay is 4 months

» Cost savings

22



COVERAGE OPTIONS IN 2014
MEDI-CAL

+ A large majority of the jail population will be newly
eligible for Medi-Cal

» Current provisions remain:

« Benefits are suspended or terminated if the county learns
that the recipient has been incarcerated

« Medi-Cal will not pay for services provided o incarcerated
persons
Exception: MCIEP pays for hospital care



COVERAGE OPTIONS IN 2014
COVERED CA

» Pre-adjudicated, in jail or in community:
» Eligible for a qualified health plan (QHP) on Covered CA
* Eligible for premium and cost-sharing subsidies
» Subject to Individual Mandate while pending disposition

* Incarcerated persons:
* Ineligible for QHP coverage
« Exempt from the Individual Mandate
* May continue to qualify for tax credits if their family
members are enrolled in a QHP
» Released persons:

* Eligible to enroll in QHP with a 60-day special enrollment
period



ENROLLMENT OPPORTUNITIES

* In the criminal justice system
* Intake
« Courts
« Release
- Adult Probation

« SF PATH - Anyone enrolled before October 15th will
be transferred automatically to Medi-Cal in 2014

- Partner with
« Certified Enrollment Entities
* In-Person Assisters
« Navigators
« SF Human Services Agency
« Healthy San Francisco



CONSIDERATIONS

 Trained eligibility workers
- Documentation of eligibility
» Termination of benefits

26



STATE LEGISLATION

- AB 720 pending in the State Senate; would require:

« counties to assist inmates to apply for health care coverage
prior to release

* that Medi-Cal enrollees NOT be terminated from the
program due to incarceration in county jail

- SB 283 pending in the State Assembly; would make
drug felons eligible for CalFresh (i.e., Food Stamps)
benefits if they comply with the tferms of probation,
parole or other supervised release

27



Agenda 6- Draft for Discussion and Possible Action

August 29, 2013

Mayor Edwin M. Lee

City Hall, Room 200

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mayor Lee:

We are pleased to express the support of the San Francisco Community Corrections Partnership (SFCCP)
for the City and County of San Francisco’s Replacement Jail Project proposal in response to a Request for
Proposals issued pursuant to SB 1022 Correctional Facilities (2012).

The San Francisco Replacement Jail Project proposes to replace an existing, seismically-unsafe jail
facility with a demonstrably safer, better designed and more effective replacement facility. In a
seismically active area such as San Francisco, it is a question of when - and not if - a large seismic
activity will occur. The existing jail facility scores a Seismic Hazard Rating of 3. A Seismic Hazard
Rating of 3 indicates that, in the case of a major earthquake, both structural and nonstructural damage is
expected in the building, and the damage could pose appreciable life hazards to the occupants of the
building. A building with a Seismic Hazard Rating of 3 would have to be vacated during repairs, and
possibly could not be repaired due to the extent of the damage and/or economic considerations, meaning
significant life-endangering hazards to occupants in a major earthquake. For reference, the 1989 Loma
Prieta earthquake, which measured 6.9 on the Richter Scale, caused 63 deaths, 3,757 injuries, and an
estimated $6 billion in property damage. The U.S. Geological Survey predicts 62% probability of at least
one magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake in the 3-decade interval of 2003-2032 within the San Francisco
Bay Area. In the case of a catastrophic event, it is estimated that the cost of renting interim facilities in
neighboring Alameda County would be $106 per day, per inmate, and the need for interim facilities
would last approximately one year. With a need for 828 interim beds for the current capacity of the
existing facility, this would cost $87,768 per day or over $32 million per year.

Beyond life-safety and structural issues, the existing jail facility is outdated and poorly designed. It
employs a linear cell structure, which leads to challenges in supervising inmates and difficulty in
assigning inmates to appropriate housing. As a result, this design increases risks of inmate violence, staff
assaults, suicide, and limits the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department’s ability to provide programs to
inmates. At the existing facility, inmates participate in an average of 35 hours of programming per week,
compared with 60 hours per week of programming for inmates in the more modern San Francisco County
Jail #5. Further, at the existing facility, only 20% of inmates participate in programming activities. In San
Francisco County Jail #5, 80% of inmates participate in programming activities.

The San Francisco Replacement Jail Project would replace a dangerous, out-of-date facility with a more
flexible, open floor, podular-cell structure that will be equipped with more mental health beds, better
medical services, increased staffing efficiencies, better visitation facilities and better overall conditions.
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The City and County of San Francisco is a proven leader in its approach to evidence-based practices and
programming and alternatives to incarceration. The San Francisco Replacement Jail Project is an
opportunity to not only build a seismically-safe facility, but also to build a facility that significantly
contributes to the rehabilitation of inmates and, ultimately, will change lives, and reduce victimization.

Sincerely,
Members of the San Francisco Community Corrections Partnership

[Attachment: List of Members and Votes at August 29, 2013 meeting]
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City and County of San Francisco Forensic AIDS Project
Department of Public Health Jaii Health Services
798 Brannan St.

San Francisco, CA 84103
Phone: {415} 581.3100
FAX: (415) 581.3199

Mayor Edwin Lee

August 28, 2013

MEMO TO: Kyle Patterson,. Project r, Office of the Controiler

FROM: '.‘ JegryDitector, Forensic ATDS

RE:  Clasifigation of Mental Health Population in Ju/ Needs Assessment

It appears that the numbers concerning the mentally ill as reported in the Jazl Need Assessment issued

by the Controller’s Office have caused some confusion. The table on page 13 reports that “71% of

jail prisoners have an open mental health case”. It is easy to assume from this framework that 71%

of the San Francisco county jail population is mentally dl. In fact, the number of inmates preseating’
~ with mental health issues in the San Francisco County Jait is 33% and not 71 %.

Behavioral Health Services (previously know as Jail Psychiatric Services), 2 program of the
Department of Public Health Jail Health Services division, provides a wide array of services to
county jail prisoners. In addition to treating the mentally ill, conducting menfal status evaluations,
providing medication planning, placement services and group therapy, Behavioral Health Services
also offers individual support and treatment for pregnant women, post-partum women, Prisoters in
jail for the first time, prisoners with serious (“heavy”) charges and incarcerated elders. Over the
years, Behavioral Health Services has stepped m to meet the assorted needs of a constantly shifting,
culturally diverse population of adult San Franciscans.

The open cases reflected in the Controller’s report represent 24 of the inmates coming through the
facilities over the course of the morth, ot just the snapshot provided by the daily cenisus count.

Following are actual figures for 2012:

2012
5,103 inmates were seen by jail Psychiatnic Services and there were
60,869 contacts (units of serviee) provided.

Behavioral Health Services is seeing slightly fewer people than in years past, but the people they are
following require substantially more care.

Ce: Sheriff Ross Mirakarimi
Community Corrections Partnership Members
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August 29, 2013

Mayor Edwin M. Lee

City Hall, Room 200

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear Mayor Lee:

We are pleased to express the support of the San Francisco Community Corrections Partnership (SFCCP)
for the City and County of San Francisco’s Replacement Jail Project proposal in response to a Request for
Proposals issued pursuant to SB 1022 Correctional Facilities (2012).

The San Francisco Replacement Jail Project proposes to replace an existing, seismically-unsafe jail
facility with a demonstrably safer, better designed and more effective replacement facility. In a
seismically active area such as San Francisco, it is a question of when - and not if - a large seismic
activity will occur. The existing jail facility scores a Seismic Hazard Rating of 3. A Seismic Hazard
Rating of 3 indicates that, in the case of a major earthquake, both structural and nonstructural damage is
expected in the building, and the damage could pose appreciable life hazards to the occupants of the
building. A building with a Seismic Hazard Rating of 3 would have to be vacated during repairs, and
possibly could not be repaired due to the extent of the damage and/or economic considerations, meaning
significant life-endangering hazards to occupants in a major earthquake. For reference, the 1989 Loma
Prieta earthquake, which measured 6.9 on the Richter Scale, caused 63 deaths, 3,757 injuries, and an
estimated $6 billion in property damage. The U.S. Geological Survey predicts 62% probability of at least
one magnitude 6.7 or greater earthquake in the 3-decade interval of 2003-2032 within the San Francisco
Bay Area. In the case of a catastrophic event, it is estimated that the cost of renting interim facilities in
neighboring Alameda County would be $106 per day, per inmate, and the need for interim facilities
would last approximately one year.

Beyond life-safety and structural issues, the existing jail facility is outdated and poorly designed. It
employs a linear cell structure, which leads to challenges in supervising inmates and difficulty in
assigning inmates to appropriate housing. As a result, this design increases risks of inmate violence, staff
assaults, suicide, and limits the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department’s ability to provide programs to
inmates. At the existing facility, inmates participate in an average of 35 hours of programming per week,
compared with 60 hours per week of programming for inmates in the more modern San Francisco County
Jail #5. Further, at the existing facility, only 20% of inmates participate in programming activities. In San
Francisco County Jail #5, 80% of inmates participate in programming activities.

The San Francisco Replacement Jail Project would replace a dangerous, out-of-date facility with a more
flexible, open floor, podular-cell structure that will be equipped with more mental health beds, better
medical services, increased staffing efficiencies, better visitation facilities and better overall conditions.

Page 1 of 2
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The City and County of San Francisco is a proven leader in its approach to evidence-based practices and
programming and alternatives to incarceration. The San Francisco Replacement Jail Project is an
opportunity to not only build a seismically-safe facility, but also to build a facility that significantly
contributes to the rehabilitation of inmates and, ultimately, will change lives, and reduce victimization.

Sincerely,
Members of the San Francisco Community Corrections Partnership
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CONTROLLER’S OFFICE
CITY SERVICES AUDITOR

The City Services Auditor was created within the Controller’s Office through an amendment to the City
Charter that was approved by voters in November 2003. Under Appendix F to the City Charter, the City
Services Auditor has broad authority for:
Reporting on the level and effectiveness of San Francisco’s public services and benchmarking
the city to other public agencies and jurisdictions.
Conducting financial and performance audits of city departments, contractors, and functions to
assess efficiency and effectiveness of processes and services.
Operating a whistleblower hotline and website and investigating reports of waste, fraud, and
abuse of city resources.
Ensuring the financial integrity and improving the overall performance and efficiency of city
government.

The audits unit conducts financial audits, attestation engagements, and performance audits. Financial
audits address the financial integrity of both city departments and contractors and provide reasonable

assurance about whether financial statements are presented fairly in all material aspects in conformity
with generally accepted accounting principles. Attestation engagements examine, review, or perform
procedures on a broad range of subjects such as internal controls; compliance with requirements of
specified laws, regulations, rules, contracts, or grants; and the reliability of performance measures.
Performance audits focus primarily on assessment of city services and processes, providing
recommendations to improve department operations.

We conduct our audits in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards published by the U.S.
Government Accountability Office (GAO). These standards require:
e Independence of audit staff and the audit organization.
e Obijectivity of the auditors performing the work.
e Competent staff, including continuing professional education.
e Quality control procedures to provide reasonable assurance of compliance with the auditing
standards.

Project Team: Peg Stevenson, Director
Kyle Patterson, Project Manager
Wylie Timmerman, Performance Analyst
Jennifer Tsuda, Performance Analyst
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Executive Summary

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (“Sheriff’s Department”) manages six jails in San
Francisco and San Mateo County. Two of the jails, County Jail #3 and County Jail #4, are
located in the Hall of Justice alongside the Superior Court, Police Headquarters, the District
Attorney’s Office, and other City agencies. Opened in 1961, the Hall of Justice has since been
found to be susceptible to severe structural damage in the event of an earthquake. The City and
County of San Francisco (“City”) has determined that these inadequacies cannot be remedied
outside of a significant capital improvement effort. In addition, the antiquated design and space
constraints of County Jail #3 and County Jail #4 create safety concerns and limit the Sheriff’s
Department’s ability to offer in-custody programs to inmates. As a result, the City plans to
replace County Jails #3 and #4 with a new facility (“Replacement Jail”).

As part of the planning process for the Replacement Jail, the Sheriff’s Department and the Jail
Planning Working Group asked the San Francisco Controller’s Office to complete a needs
assessment of facility characteristics that would best meet incarceration needs. For this analysis,
the Controller’s Office interviewed 25 key stakeholders, reviewed documentation provided by
the Sheriff’s Department, and analyzed data on demographic and criminal justice trends in the
San Francisco jail population and the City and County of San Francisco. This report forecasts
future jail bed needs, discusses salient jail design features, and documents elements of the jail
system such as current facilities, program offerings, and characteristics of the inmate population.

Key Findings

e The Controller’s Office forecasts the need for a 481-688 bed Replacement Jail in 2019. The
projection is based on forecasts by two external consultants and internal data on the impacts
of state realignment.

e A podular jail design similar to County Jail #5 has many advantages over the current linear
design of County Jails #3 and #4 including improved visual supervision, increased program
space, and shared areas connected to the pods (e.g. exercise area, day room, exam area, etc.)
to minimize the need for inmate escort throughout the jail.

e The Sheriff’s Department offers robust offender programming throughout the jail system,
including the newly opened re-entry pod which provides intensive services to state
realignment inmates. The Sheriff’s Department plans to continue the use of programs in the
Replacement Jail, and therefore, the new jail will need to be constructed with more space
than is currently available in County Jails #3 and #4. The Sheriff’s Department should
continue to increase outcome measurement and strategic planning for its system of programs.

e The design of County Jails #3 and #4 does not allow special populations such as gang
dropouts and civil commitments to be housed efficiently. For example, “Sexually Violent
Predators” (SVP) are civil commitments that must be housed separately from the general
population. On January 29, 2013, four SVPs were housed in a 28-bed unit, leaving 24 empty
beds that could only be occupied by other SVPs. The Sheriff’s Department should consider
jail design strategies that will mitigate these issues and increase housing flexibility.
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Background

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (“Sheriff’s Department’) manages six jails in San
Francisco and San Mateo County. Two of the jails, County Jail #3 and County Jail #4, are Type
11* facilities located in the Hall of Justice alongside the Superior Court, Police Headquarters, the
District Attorney’s Office, and other City agencies. Opened in 1961, the Hall of Justice has
since been found to be susceptible to severe structural damage in the event of an earthquake.
The City and County of San Francisco (“City”) has determined that these inadequacies cannot be
remedied outside of a significant capital improvement effort. In addition, the antiquated design
and space constraints of County Jail #3 and County Jail #4 create safety concerns and limit the
Sheriff’s Department’s ability to offer in-custody programs to inmates. As a result, the City
plans to replace County Jails #3 and #4. The Hall of Justice Replacement Jail (“Replacement
Jail”’) has been part of the City and County of San Francisco’s 10 Year Capital Plan since the
beginning of the Capital Planning Program in FY2006-2007.

The City has determined that the Replacement Jail facility should be constructed adjacent to
existing Superior Court facilities at the Hall of Justice for safety, security and cost reasons. This
would allow inmates in the Replacement Jail to be transported to court appearances in a timely
fashion through secure elevators and corridors. The Sheriff’s Department found in a 2011
estimate that the Department would need to spend at least $6 million in one-time costs and more
than $11 million in ongoing annual costs to transport inmates to court if the Hall of Justice
Replacement Jail was constructed near other San Francisco county jails in San Mateo County,
California.

As part of the planning process for the Replacement Jail, the Sheriff’s Department and the Jail
Planning Working Group asked the San Francisco Controller’s Office to complete a needs
assessment of facility characteristics that would best meet incarceration needs. For this analysis,
the Controller’s Office interviewed 25 stakeholders including, but not limited to, representatives
from the Sheriff’s Department, the Superior Court of California, Adult Probation, Jail Health
Services, and Five Keys Charter School. The Controller’s Office also reviewed documentation
provided by the Sheriff’s Department and other stakeholders, and analyzed data on demographic
and criminal justice trends in the San Francisco jail population and the City and County of San
Francisco. This report documents elements of the jail system including current facilities,
programs, classification system, staffing, and inmate population, as well as needs for a
Replacement Jail.

! Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations defines a Type II jail facility as “a local detention facility used for
the detention of persons pending arraignment, during trial, and upon a sentence of commitment.” Type I facilities
can only detain individuals for up to 96 hours, and Type III facilities can only detain “convicted and sentenced
persons.”



Overview of the Jail System

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department operates six county jails with a total of 2,515 rated and
unrated® beds. Four of the jails are located in or adjacent to the San Francisco Hall of Justice,
while two more are located in San Mateo County near San Bruno, California. Currently, County
Jail #6 and a portion of County Jail #3 are closed because the total jail population is below the
system capacity.

Visual Supervision

The Sheriff’s Department has three direct supervision jails with either a podular® or dormitory
design (County Jails #2, #5, and #6). In these facilities, deputies are able to maintain visual
supervision of inmates at all times. Two County Jails (#3 and #4) are constructed in a linear
design characterized by tanks* or dormitories on either side of a central aisle known as the “main
line.” These are known as intermittent surveillance facilities because Deputies patrolling the
main line do not have a direct line of sight to all inmates at all times. Visual supervision would
be improved if County Jails #3 and #4 were replaced with a direct supervision jail. See the
Operational and Design Philosophy section of this report for a discussion of jail designs.

Elements of the System

The following is a more detailed profile of each jail and an overview of programs that divert
offenders from jail.

County Jail #1

Location: Adjacent to the Hall of Justice

Year Opened: 1994

Facility Type: Type |

Number of Beds: As an intake and release facility, it has no inmate housing. However, it has a
holding capacity of 298.

Description: County Jail #1 is the location where all persons are booked into and released from
San Francisco county jails. No individuals are housed at County Jail #1. Arrested persons are
only held at the jail for the period of time it takes to complete the booking and release process.

County Jail #2

Location: Adjacent to the Hall of Justice
Year Opened: 1994

Facility Type: Type Il

% Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations defines rated beds as those that “[conform] to the standards and
requirements” of the State. Unrated beds are those that are used for health care or disciplinary isolation, or do not
conform to state standards.

® In a facility with pod architecture, a semi-circle of housing units surrounds a shared day area and a central deputy
station. In the San Francisco jail system, the housing units are typically double cells. See Exhibit 16 on page 27 for
a photo comparison of linear and pod jail designs.

* A group of cells or small dormitories connected to a shared space.
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Number of Beds: 466 (392 rated)

Description: County Jail #2 is a “new generation” facility which utilizes podular architecture for
the inmate housing areas. Although County Jail #2 holds both men and women, it is the sole
location for housing female inmates.

County Jail #3

Location: 6™ floor of the Hall of Justice

Year Opened: 1961

Facility Type: Type Il

Number of Beds: 466 (426 rated)

Description: County Jail #3 is a linear facility and, along with County Jail #4, is the oldest San
Francisco jail.

County Jail #4

Location: 7" floor of the Hall of Justice

Year Opened: 1961

Facility Type: Type Il

Number of Beds: 439 (402 rated)

Description: County Jail #4 is a linear facility and, along with County Jail #3, is the oldest San
Francisco jail. It is the Sheriff’s Department’s primary facility for housing maximum-security
inmates who are considered the most disruptive, violent, and problematic.

County Jail #5

Location: San Mateo County, CA

Year Opened: 2006

Facility Type: Type Il

Number of Beds: 772 (768 rated)

Description: County Jail #5 utilizes podular architecture, and is the newest and largest of the
San Francisco County Jails. Although located in San Mateo County, the jail is the jurisdiction of
the City and County of San Francisco. Most of the 16 pods are dedicated to offender
programming.

County Jail #6

Location: San Mateo County, CA

Year Opened: 1989

Facility Type: Type Il

Number of Beds: 372 (372 rated)

Description: County Jail #6 is a minimum-security facility that consists of six dormitory
housing areas. There are no individual cells or safety cells within the facility. County Jail #6 is
currently closed, but when open, the jail is used as a program facility.



Exhibit 1: Comparison of County Jail Features

. Medical| Dental . |Dedicated| Inmate .
Design itchen? Recreation L Vehicle
Type® Kitchen’| Laundry | Exam | Exam Area Program | Visiting sallyport
Area | Area Space Area’
County Jail #1 | Podular X
County Jail #2 | Podular X X X X X X Contact X
County Jail #3 Linear X Noncontact
County Jail #4 | Linear X X X X Noncontact
County Jail #5 | Podular X X X X X X Noncontact X
County Jail #6 | Dormitory X X X Contact

2 See the Visual Supervision section on page 6 for definitions of design types.

bThe kitchen in County Jail #4 is closed due to cost-cutting measures. The kitchen in County Jail #2 prepares food for inmates in

County Jail #3 and County Jail #4.

“In a “noncontact” visiting area, a secure partition, such as a window, physically separates the inmate from the visitor.

Alternatives to Incarceration

In addition to managing county jails, the Sheriff’s Department operates a range of programs
which significantly reduce the number of beds needed in the county jail system. For example,
the Department provides electronic monitoring for some sentenced individuals on home
detention. On January 29, 2013, 949 individuals were participating in programs that diverted or
released them from jail (see Exhibit 17). At that point in time, this figure represented
approximately 61 percent of the number of incarcerated individuals. See the Alternatives to

Incarceration section of this report for more details on these
programs in San Francisco.

Inmate Classification System

The Sheriff’s Department classifies all inmates with criminal
charges as “Minimum,” “Medium,” or “Maximum?” security.
Civil commitments, such as individuals held in contempt of
court, are classified as such and housed separate from the general
population. The Sheriff’s Department also assigns subcodes that
may impact where inmates can be housed (Exhibit 2). For
example, somebody assigned a subcode of “Psychiatric Needs”
may be housed in a jail unit that provides intensive case
management and other mental health services. Exhibit 2 lists all
classification subcodes.

The Sheriff’s Department classifies inmates within 72 hours of
booking and reclassifies them at 30, 60, 90, and 120 days
following booking. In addition, a reclassification may be
conducted at any time, as needed. For example, a minimum-

Exhibit 2:
Classification Subcodes

¢ Assaultive Behavior

e Combative Behavior

e Current Charge of
Violence

e Disruptive Behavior

¢ Escape Risk or History of
Escape

e Gang Affiliated

e Gang Dropout

e Medical Risk

e Protective Custody

¢ Psychiatric Needs

e Suicidal Issues

e Three Strikes

e Transgender

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department




security inmate involved in a fight may be reclassified as medium-security or maximum-security
depending on the circumstances of the incident. The Department’s ultimate goal is to place
inmates in the least restrictive setting possible while maintaining safety and security for inmates
and jail staff.

The Sheriff’s Department utilizes an objective point system to classify inmates based on each
inmate’s current charge, criminal history, and other factors. However, a classification officer can
override the point system if needed. For example, an inmate with a felony robbery charge, two
or more previous felony convictions, and no work or school address would be classified as
maximume-security by the objective point system. However, if that inmate has no previous
history of violence, is cooperative during the interview, and behaved appropriately when
previously in custody, the Sheriff’s Department may classify that inmate as medium-security.

Adequacy of Jail Staffing

The Board of State and Community Corrections (BSCC), formerly the Corrections Standards
Authority (CSA), conducts a biennial inspection of San Francisco jail facilities. The 2010
inspection report indicates that jail staffing levels are appropriate based on BSCC standards.
Furthermore, the current Collective Bargaining Agreement for the San Francisco Sherift’s
Association provides the minimum staffing level required by the union; these facility and shift
minimums were met in Fiscal Year 2011-12. However, meeting these standards required
significant use of overtime. A 2008 Fixed Post Staffing Analysis of the Sheriff’s Department by
the San Francisco Budget Analyst recommended that a net increase of 62 civilian and sworn
employees was needed to appropriately and efficiently staff the Department. The staffing
increase was recommended in part to reduce the need for staff overtime.

The Sheriff’s Department asserts that more employees are needed to adequately supervise the
jails. Sheriff’s Department staff interviewed by the Controller’s Office report the following
concerns about jail staffing:

e At the time this report was written, the Department had 46 staff on leave over 90 days
and 38 job vacancies.

o Staff must work overtime to meet Collective Bargaining Agreement minimum staffing
standards. The Sheriff’s Department spent $8.4 million on staff overtime in Fiscal Year
2011-12.> Only four City departments spent more on overtime during that year.

e Three percent of the Sheriff’s Department’s sworn staff resigned or retired in Fiscal Year
2011-12. This attrition makes it difficult to maintain an appropriate staff level.

e At current staff levels, it is difficult to effectively supervise inmates while providing other
services such as transporting ill or injured inmates to the hospital.

e County jails need more bilingual staff to improve communication with monolingual
inmates.

e State realignment requires a considerable amount of staff time and resources due to
increased paperwork requirements and supervision of higher-need inmates.

® “FY 2011-12 Annual Overtime Report,” San Francisco Controller’s Office
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e Many Sheriff’s Department staff believe high-needs populations in the jail, such as gang
dropouts and inmates with medical and mental health issues, are increasing. These
populations require more intensive staff resources. The “Current Inmate Population”
section of this report discusses the documented increase in the percentage of inmates with
mental health issues. However, the Controller’s Office does not have enough information
to support or refute the reported increase in other high-needs populations.

An Academy class is currently under way to train new Sheriff’s deputies.

Seismic Safety of the Hall of Justice

Seismic evaluations of the Hall of Justice (HOJ) in 1992 and 2012 concluded the building is
susceptible to structural and non-structural damage that could pose “appreciable life hazard to
occupants” following a major earthquake. The evaluations, prepared by engineering consultants
to the San Francisco Department of Public Works, found that this damage would be very severe
and likely to require the building be vacated during repairs, and that repairs might not be
economically feasible given the damage to the building. Engineering consultants also evaluated
several alternatives for seismically retrofitting the Hall of Justice, but found that each option
would require a major reconfiguration of building space, significant costs, or both.

See Appendix A for more detail about the seismic evaluation.
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Jail Population Study

Current Inmate Population

Exhibit 3, below, compares the entire San Francisco inmate population to inmates in County Jails
#3 and #4, the facilities to be replaced by a new jail, along a number of characteristics. The
exhibit reveals that San Francisco

Exhibit 3: Inmate Characteristics . -
inmates are predominantly male,

Based on the jail population on January 29, 2013

. residents of San Francisco, and not
Al Cc_)unty RTINS sentenced. It also indicates that four
: Ll sanddonly | o of five inmates are charged with
Current Population 1,556 598 a felony. San Francisco may have a
Average age 35.9 371 large proportion of felony offenders
Average days left to serve® 87.4 71.9 in part as a result of efforts to divert
Gender lower—level offenders from jail
Male 91% 100% through various alternative
Fermale 9% 0% sentencing and pretrial diversion
Classification protgrarr]lcs. See th_e ]:‘Progtr_am Needs”
. section for more information on
N(_)t_CIassmed 2% 0% these programs.
Minimum 6% 3%
Medium 37% 30% County Jails #3 and #4, the facilities
Maximum 55% 67% to be replaced by a new jail, house
Crime classification® nearly 40 percent of all San
Felony 80% 68% Francisco inmates. Inmates in these
Misdemeanor 6% 7% two jails are more likely to be
Administrative/Other 13% 54% clas_sified as mgximum-security th_an
Inmate Status the jail populgtlon as a whole. Thls_
Senfenced 1% 3% difference exists because County Jail
#4 is the Sheriff’s Department’s
Not Sentenced 8% 6% primary maximum-security facility,
Other" 1% 1% with more than 95 percent of jail
Race/Ethnicity inmates classified as maximum-
White 22% 22% security. The population in County
African American 56% 59% Jails #3 and #4 is also slightly older
Asian/Pacific Islander 6% 50 on average (age 37.1) than the total
Hispanic 13% 11% jfil| population (ag_e 35.9) anq more
Other/Unknown 2% 2% likely to‘hgve a crime c[ass!flcatlon
Residence of “admmlstratlve,”_whlch 1nc_11}des
- parole and community supervision
San Francisco 75% 75% violations.
Other 25% 25%

®For sentenced inmates only. Actual length of stay may differ.
PBased on inmate's highest charge.
“Other includes "Criminal" and "Sexually Violent Predator"
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Inmate Demographics

Younger adults are the most likely age group to be incarcerated. The California Attorney
General’s Office reports that individuals ages 18-39 accounted for approximately 70 percent of
all arrests in 2009.% In San Francisco, 52 percent of inmates are between the ages of 18 and 35,
and approximately 75 percent are age 45 and under. By comparison, only 37 percent of all San
Francisco residents are between the ages of 18 and 35, and only 56 percent are age 45 and under.

In addition, the jail population is disproportionately African American: 56 percent of San
Francisco inmates are African American while approximately six percent of all adult San
Francisco residents are African American. African Americans age 18 to 25 constitute the largest
demographic group in jail, accounting for 16 percent of the total inmate population. See Exhibit
4, below.

Exhibit4: San Francisco Jail Population Disproportionately
Young and African American
SFjail population (columns)and all SF residents (rectangles) by race/ethnicity and age
60%
B % of Jail Inmates
=% of all SF Residents
50%
—
40%
—
30%
20% - —
— — ——
10% - — —
1
—
0% L T T T T T T T 1
“ ) “ ) s o} > X& & £ &>
) > X 2! o © ® & & 3 &
G © o o o o ¢ & Q
N Vv ) x o) 04@ y§© N Q-&.S . c}%\‘2;;\ 0&9
. . . @Q 0{0 @&\
SOURCES: California Department of Finance & {° S
San Francisco Sheriff's Department ¥ Ygﬁ*‘”

® As reported in the “Evaluation of the Current and Future Los Angeles County Jail Population” by the JFA Institute.
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Emerging Special Populations

The Controller’s Office interviewed 18 Sheriff’s Department staff for this needs assessment.
Many of those interviewed perceived that several subpopulations of inmates have grown in
recent years. These subpopulations include older inmates and inmates who are gang dropouts,
transgender, or have medical and/or mental health care needs. The Sheriff’s Department has
limited information about the size of these subpopulations over time; however, this report will
discuss two subpopulations for which some data is available: inmates with mental health care
needs, and older inmates.

Mental Health Needs. While the number of N
inmates with mental health needs has declined EXh'b'_t 5: Inmate Mental Healtha
since 2008, the percentage of the jail population ~ Growing Issue

with mental health needs has increased Percent of Jail Population
significantly (Exhibit 5). For example, Dec-2008 | Dec-2012
approximately seven in ten inmates had open Classified as . ,
mental health cases in 2012, a large increase from |"psychiatric Needs" 5% 9%
2008. Individuals classified as having Open Mental

“Psychiatric Needs”’ have also increased as a Health Cases 56% 1%

percentage of the population. In December 2010,
184 inmates (12 percent) received psychotropic medications®. This trend may indicate that as the
total jail population declines, those individuals that remain in jail have more serious needs.

Older Inmates. Interviewees from Jail Health Services perceive that this jail population is
growing. Less than one percent of current inmates are over age 65. However, the California
Department of Finance projects the over-65 population in San Francisco will more than double in
size (from 112,157 to 225,338) by 2038. This could impact the number of older individuals who
are in jail, a potentially high-needs population.

Trends Related to the San Francisco Jail Population

The jail population in San Francisco has decreased by 25 percent since 2008. This decrease
reflects demographic and crime trends in San Francisco over the same period. Exhibit 6, on the
next page, displays a number of current trends relevant to the jail population. All measures in
the exhibit decreased between 2 and 41 percent since 2008, except for average length of stay in
jail and total San Francisco population which grew three percent and eight percent respectively.

The two factors that directly determine the size of the jail population are admissions into jail, and
the average length of stay in jail. Admissions declined by 32 percent over the past five years
while average length of stay has increased slightly. The following provides more information on
crime and demographic trends in San Francisco.

" According to Sheriff’s Department documents, an inmate is classified as “Psychiatric Needs™ if that individual
“has been examined by mental health staff and found to be incapable of functioning in any housing area other than a
highly structured treatment environment, because he/she constitutes a danger to self and/or others.”

® Medication used to manage behavior, including antidepressant, antianxiety, and antipsychotic medications.
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Exhibit 6: Trends in San Francisco

2008 | 2000 | 2010 | 2011 | 2012 |Trend Loree™
Change
Average Daily Population 2,060 1,976 1,787 1,581 1,535 =) -25%
Jail Trends |Average Length of Stay in jail (days) 22.2 23.3 25.2 23.9 avani::ble 1 8%
Jail Admissions 32,722 30,455 25,300 23,594 22,387 &4 -32%
not
-2320,
Arrests per 1,000 People 41.4 38.6 27.0 27.8 vailable & 33%
Violent Crimes per 1,000 People 8.4 7.4 7.1 6.6 not 4 -21%
Crime per =, P ' ' ' ' available °
Trends | operty Crimes per 1,000 Peopl 45.8 435 40.6 411 not 3 -10%
operty es per 1, eople : : . . available 0
San Francisco Superior Court 13750 | 12954 | 11839 | 9380 | 8136 | ¥  -41%
New Criminal Filings
.| Total Population 798,673 | 801,799 | 806,254 | 813123 | 820,349 | 4 3%
Demographic
Trends .
Population Age 18-35 263484 | 260,894 | 262,650 | 260,132 | 258,151 & -2%

SOURCES: San Francisco Sheriff's Department, Jay Farbstein and Associates, California Department of Justice, San Francisco

Superior Court,

California Department of Finance
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Crime Trends in San Francisco

Aurrest rates in both San Francisco and California have decreased since 1984. In the early 1980s,
San Francisco’s rate of 119 arrests per 1,000 residents was nearly double that of the State of
California, but San Francisco has closed that gap and now has a rate of 28 arrests per 1,000
residents.

Exhibit7: SF Arrests Per 1,000 on Sharp Decline
1984-2011
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Demographic Trends in San Francisco

While the total population in San Francisco is increasing slowly, the number of adults age 18 to
35 has decreased slowly from 276,121 in 2000 to 258,151 in 2012, according to the California
Department of Finance (DOF). The DOF expects this population to continue declining through
2024 and remain below current levels through 2033. In addition, the African American
population in San Francisco decreased by 18 percent (59,461 to 48,870) between 2000 and
2010, and the DOF projects a continued decline through 2050 to 34,101. These population
changes are relevant because, as mentioned previously, adults age 18 to 35 and African
Americans are disproportionately represented in the jail population. A decline in these
populations could have a downward impact on the jail population into the future.

% Based on U.S. Decennial Census, 2000 and 2010
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Exhibit 8: San Francisco 18-35 Population
Projected to Decline through 2024
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Forecast of the Jail Population

In September 2012, the San Francisco Controller’s Office estimated San Francisco’s future jail
bed need based on previous jail population forecasting by external consultants and data regarding
the impacts of state realignment. The Controller’s Office updated a portion of the analysis for
this needs assessment and will provide a full updated forecast in the fall of 2013. Based on the
current forecast, the estimated need is between 2,156 and 2,370 jail beds in 2014, and between
2,090 and 2,298 jail beds in the year 2019. To meet the projected need, the replacement to
County Jails #3 and #4 would require a total capacity of between 481 and 688 if constructed by
2019. This assumes the other jails in San Francisco are open and in use at their current capacity
levels. See Exhibits 14 and 15 on page 22.

Elements of the Jail Forecast
There are four elements to an estimate of future jail bed needs in San Francisco.

o Jail population baseline forecast. Based on statistical methods, this forecasting serves as a
baseline for the total estimate of jail bed needs and assumes historic trends in the jail
population will continue into the future.

e Impacts of state realignment on the jail population. The California Criminal Justice
Realignment Act (Assembly Bill 109), directed that beginning in October of 2011 some
offenders previously housed in state prisons would become the responsibility of counties.
The legislation, known as “realignment,” increases the number of inmates housed in county
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jail facilities. At the time this analysis was completed, a baseline forecast did not capture the
impact of realignment because it was a new policy. Therefore the impact of realignment was
calculated separately.

e Peaking factor. Jail population forecasts predict the average daily population for a jail, but
on some days, the actual population will exceed the average. The peaking factor provides a
cushion of jail beds for those peak days.

e Classification factor. The realities of managing a jail require that the number of beds in a
jail exceeds the number of inmates. This need arises because inmates with different security
classifications must be housed separately.

The following is a discussion of each of the four elements, followed by an updated estimate of
San Francisco’s future jail bed needs.

Baseline Forecast

The Sheriff’s Department contracted with two external consultants to separately forecast the jail
population: Crout and Sida Criminal Justice Consultants, and Jay Farbstein and Associates.
Crout and Sida used an autoregressive independent moving average model (ARIMA) to forecast
future jail populations. The forecast predicted a short-term increase in the jail population
followed by a long-term stagnation at 1,851 inmates.

In contrast, Jay Farbstein and Associates used a linear regression model to forecast future jail
populations. The model predicted a slow decline in the San Francisco jail population over the
next 20 years. See Exhibit 9 below for more detail.*

The Controller’s Office used the Jay Farbstein and Associates baseline forecasting model to
inform plans regarding the size of a new facility. While both consultants’ forecasting models are
methodologically defensible, the Controller’s Office recommends Jay Farbstein and Associate’s
model for two reasons.

e The Jay Farbstein and Associates model, which predicts a slow decline in the jail population,
is consistent with the historical jail population trend. Exhibit 9 shows that the San Francisco
jail population over the previous fifteen years has fluctuated from year to year but exhibited a
downward trend.

e Demographic trends in San Francisco provide evidence for a decline in jail population into
the future. See the “Trends Related to the San Francisco Jail Population” section of this
report for more detail.

1% Historical population figures in Exhibit 9 are based on data the Sheriff’s Department reported to the California
Corrections Standards Authority
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Exhibit9: Historical Jail Population and
Jay Farbstein and Associates Baseline Projection
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Impact of Realignment

Because state realignment was a new policy at the time of this forecast, its impacts on the jail
population are not captured by the baseline forecasting models discussed in the preceding
section. For this reason, both consultants estimated its impact separately. In their report, Crout
and Sida use impact projections provided by both the California Department of Finance and the
Community Corrections Partnership. However, these projections were made before realignment
was implemented. Jay Farbstein and Associates projected realignment impacts based on a
number of assumptions and only two months of partial data.

The Controller’s Office has worked in concert with the Sheriff’s Department to collect and
manage robust data on realignment since implementation. Based on these data collection efforts,
this report projects the impacts of realignment on jail population using the most recent five
months of data available when this forecast was completed (February 2012 through June 2012).
The Controller’s Office did not use data from before February 2012 because the initial several
months of realignment implementation did not accurately reflect realignment’s impact into the
future. For example, San Francisco housed less than 50 parole violators during the first month of
realignment implementation, but has housed an average of 123 parole violators per month
between February and June 2012. While a projection based on five months of data from 2012 is
an improvement over the consultants’ work, it is subject to uncertainty. The Controller’s Office
will update this analysis in the fall of 2013.

Any estimate of realignment impacts must take into account inmates incarcerated under four
different penal codes:
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e Penal Code 3454: Violation of post-release community supervision (PRCS). These
individuals violated the terms of their PRCS and are sentenced to a maximum 10 day
“flash incarceration.”

e Penal Code 3455: Revocation of PRCS. These individuals violated the terms of their
PRCS and are subject to penalties other than flash incarceration, including modification
of PRCS conditions, returning to jail, or referral to an evidence-based program.

e Penal Code 1170h: Elimination of a prison sentence for various felonies. These
individuals committed non-violent, non-sexual, non-serious felony offenses. Prior to
state realignment they would have been housed in state prison, but are now housed in
county jail. Also includes individuals who are incarcerated for violating the terms of
their mandatory supervision after leaving custody.

e Penal Code 3056: Violation of state parole. Individuals whose parole is revoked by
the State of California are remanded to county jail. Prior to state realignment they would
have been housed in state prison, but are now housed in county jail.

Since five months of data is insufficient to utilize statistical methods for forecasting, the
Controller’s Office instead used five months of data to calculate the average length of stay and
average number of new inmates per month in each of the four categories. The average length of
stay data represents time served in county jail as a result of state realignment. For example, a
person in violation of PRCS who is arrested for a separate offense may serve time in jail for both
the arresting offense and the PRCS violation—the average length of stay data used in this report
includes the time an individual spends in jail for PRCS matters only.

The Controller’s Office calculated the impact of state realignment using the average length of
stay and average number of new inmates per month for each of the four penal codes. The
calculation, shown below, assumes the inputs remain at the same level into the future.

Average Projected # of inmates per year
length of . 365days __ Impacton average daily
A X Average # of new - = :
stay in jail ( inmates per month X 12 ) per year population each year

(days)

The Controller’s Office used a slightly different methodology to calculate the impact of state
parole violators (Penal Code 3056). The Sheriff’s Department estimates that the state parolee
population will decline by half over the next three years as new offenders who would have
become state parolees are sent to county jail instead of state prison. To reflect the decline, the
Controller’s Office calculated the projected number of state parole violators per year using the
available data, then divided that figure in half.

Results of the impact calculations are displayed in Exhibit 10 on the next page. The Controller’s

Office recommends using 188 as an estimate of the impact of state realignment on average daily
jail population. This figure will be updated in the fall of 2013.
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Exhibit 10: Estimate of State Realignment Impacts

Average Projected Impact on average
length of number of new daily population
stay (days) | inmates per year each year
Penal Code 3454 5.9 163.2 2.6
Penal Code 3455 6.3 400.8 6.9
Penal Code 1170h 94.8 220.8 57.3
Penal Code 3056 59.9 738.0 121.1
TOTAL 187.9

Peaking Factor

This factor allows a cushion of jail beds for “peak™ days, or days with above average jail needs.
The two consultants utilized different methodologies to calculate a peaking factor. See Exhibit
11 below for more detail.

Exhibit 11: Peaking Factor Calculations by Consultant

Crout and Sida

Peak jail population Average Daily . Average Daily — 13.7%
( day in the year ~  Population for the year ) Population for the year — 70
Jay Farbstein and Associates*

Average of peak days Average Daily . Average Daily 5 10/
( for each month = Population for the year ) Population for the Year 70

The Jay Farbstein and Associates calculation asserts the average monthly peak for San Francisco
jails was 5.1 percent above the average daily population for the period of time studied.
According to a representative from the firm, based on this methodology the actual jail population
remains within the calculated peaking factor approximately 93 percent of the time. In other
words, over the period studied, the San Francisco jail population exceeded the peak factor for
seven out of every 100 days.

The Crout and Sida study shows the peak daily population for San Francisco jails was 13.7
percent above the average daily population for the period studied. Based on this methodology,
over the period studied the San Francisco jail population never exceeded the peak factor.

Both consultants calculated the peaking factor over a period of time with a declining jail
population trend. Therefore, the peaking factors calculated captured both the trend and
population peaks. The Controller’s Office updated calculations for both methodologies based on
data for 2012, a year with a more stable jail population. See Exhibit 12, next page.

1 While Jay Farbstein and Associates used this methodology to calculate a peaking factor, they settled on a factor of
five percent for not sentenced and a 15 percent combined peaking and classification factor for sentenced inmates
because it was more conservative.
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Exhibit 12: Peaking Factor Range

Crout and Sida Methodology

Peak jail population Average Daily Average Daily Peaking
day in the year Population for the year Population for the year Factor
( 1,716 - 1,535 ) ~ 1,535 — 11.8%
Jay Farbstein and Associates Methodology
Average of peak Average Daily Average Daily
days for each month Population for the year Population for the year
( 1,609 - 1,535 ) - 1,535 = 4.8%

The Controller’s Office recommends using a peaking factor of 11.8 percent for a conservative
estimate of future jail bed needs and a peak factor of 4.8 percent for a moderate estimate.

Classification Factor

Both external consultants used a classification factor of five percent in their jail population
estimates. In practice, a factor of five percent means a jail with 100 inmates should have 105 jail
beds to accommodate the different security classifications of inmates. However, the Sheriff’s
Department has asserted that five percent is an underestimate of actual need.

No accepted or standard methodology exists for calculating a classification factor. The

Exhibit 13: Classification Factor Calculation
Based on SF jail population on January, 29 2013

Unoccupied
Inmate Classification Beds
Sexually Violent Predators (SVPs) 24
Gang dropouts 8
Transgender 21
Psychiatric Needs 31
Medical 11
Lock-up 17
Psychiatric Needs/Admin Segregation 7
House alones 9
Total Empty Beds 128
Total Jail Population 1556
Classification Factor
128+1556= ——

Controller’s Office estimated a factor
using a tally of all beds in the jail
system that must remain empty due to
classification. For example, “Sexually
Violent Predators” (SVP) are civil
commitments that must be housed
separately from the general population.
On January 29, 2013, four SVPs were
housed in a 28-bed unit, leaving 24
empty beds that could only be occupied
by other SVPs. The Controller’s Office
worked in concert with the Sheriff’s
Department to tally unoccupied beds
for all relevant inmate subpopulations,
and estimated a classification factor of
8.2 percent (see Exhibit 13).

A classification factor of 8.2 percent
exceeds the previously used five

percent classification factor. Two caveats are important to note. First, the classification
calculation is based on a single snapshot of the jail population. The classification factor could
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vary over time. Second, a well-designed jail could mitigate many classification issues. For
example, if the special populations in Table 1 were instead housed in separated 16 bed units
within a pod, the classification factor would drop well below five percent.

The Controller’s Office recommends using five percent as a moderate estimate of the
classification factor and 8.2 percent as a conservative estimate.

Forecast Results

Exhibit 14 below summarizes the Controller’s Office best estimate of future jail bed needs for
San Francisco based on the analysis in this report. The estimate is based on projected jail bed
needs in 2014 and 2019. 2019 is the tentative completion date provided by the Department of
Public Works for construction of a new jail. The estimate for 2019 is below the estimate for
2014 due to the projected decline in the jail population.

Exhibit 14: Estimate of Jail Bed Needs for 2014 and 2019

2014 2019
Moderate Conservative Moderate Conservative
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate
Forecast baseline 1,771 1,712
Impact of state realignment 188 188
Peaking Factor 4.8% 11.8% 4.8% 11.8%
Classification Factor 5.0% 8.2% 5.0% 8.2%
TOTAL 2,156 2,370 2,091 2,298

The current jail capacity in San Francisco, inclusive of all six county jails, is 2,515 with County
Jails #3 and #4 together accounting for 905 of those beds. To meet the jail population need
estimated by this analysis, the replacement to County Jails #3 and #4 would require a total
capacity of between 481 and 688 if constructed by 2019. This assumes the other jails in San
Francisco are open and in use at their current capacity levels, including the currently closed
County Jail #6.%?

Exhibit 15: Current and Recommended Jail Capacity for 2014 and 2019

2014 2019
Current | Moderate | Conservative | Moderate | Conservative
Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate
County Jails 3 and 4 905 546 760 481 688
All other county jails 1,610 1,610 1,610 1,610 1,610
TOTAL] 2,515 2,156 2,370 2,091 2,298

2 However, the Sheriff’s Department has concerns about future use of the facility due to its operational and design
limitations. The Department plans to address the building’s deficiencies as part of its master planning process in
2014.
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Operational and Design Philosophy

Mission and Core Values
The mission of the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department is to:

Provide for the safe and secure detention of persons arrested or under court order;
Operate the county jail facilities and alternative sentencing programs;

Provide security for city facilities including the Superior Courts; and

Carry out criminal and civil warrants and court orders.

The Sheriff and command staff also emphasize the Department’s focus on reducing the use of
incarceration wherever possible, guiding inmates through reentry into society, and reducing
recidivism.

The Department’s efforts on these fronts are supported by the emergence of shared philosophies
among other agencies in the San Francisco criminal justice community, according to the Sheriff.
For instance, the Sheriff’s Department and agencies such as the Office of the Mayor, the San
Francisco Police Department, the San Francisco Adult Probation Department, the San Francisco
Public Defender, and the San Francisco District Attorney coordinate their efforts to support
adults leaving incarceration through the Reentry Council of the City and County of San
Francisco. This council has identified shared guiding principles that include addressing
inequalities throughout the criminal justice system, providing a continuity of care to individuals,
investing in alternatives to incarceration, and ensuring public safety and welfare.

San Francisco’s Jail Design Philosophy

The Sheriff’s Department seeks to replace the linear intermittent surveillance County Jails #3
and #4 with a podular direct supervision jail facility. The following sections document
weaknesses in the current design of County Jails #3 and #4, and the strengths of podular direct
supervision jails such as County Jail #5, according to Sheriff’s Department leadership and staff.
The Department’s program space needs in the Replacement Jail are discussed in the Program
Needs section of this report.

Weaknesses in County Jails #3 and #4

The Sheriff’s Department finds that the linear design of County Jails #3 and #4 leads to
challenges in supervising inmates and difficulty in assigning inmates to appropriate housing. As
a result, this design increases risks of inmate violence and suicide, and limits the Department’s
ability to provide programs to inmates.

Large Housing Units. Most housing units in County Jails #3 and #4 are tanks of twelve
individuals. The Sheriff’s Department finds that this housing type leads to more frequent
conflicts between inmates and more difficulty in managing assaults that occur. As one deputy
indicated, “one problem can quickly become twelve” when individuals cannot be separated from
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one another into single or double bed cells. Because of the number of individuals in these tanks,
handling assaults also requires the participation of more deputies.

Large tanks also challenge the ability of the inmate classification unit to place inmates into
appropriate housing in County Jail #3 and #4. For instance, certain inmates with disabilities who
use canes may be placed into tanks with nondisabled maximum-security inmates. While the
objective classification system may permit this arrangement, the Department would prefer not to
house maximum-security inmates where they could access canes that could be used as weapons.

Intermittent Surveillance. In a linear jail, deputies must periodically walk the “main line”
hallway between housing units to visually supervise inmates. The Sheriff’s Department finds
that the gaps of time between deputy supervision allows certain inmates to exercise authority
over, and potentially harm or exploit, other more vulnerable inmates. As a result, tanks in
County Jails #3 and #4 are perceived to be more unruly than direct supervision pods in other
county jail facilities.

Needs for Inmate Movement. In County Jails #3 and #4, deputies must escort inmates to
program spaces, exercise areas, medical appointments, and other services. This need for
movement increases safety risks and demands higher staffing to escort inmates throughout the
facility. For example, when deputies at County Jail #3 and #4 must leave their watches to
transport an inmate to the hospital during a medical emergency, a lack of deputies to escort
inmates may lead to the cancellation of exercise activities and programs.

Lack of Holding and Safety Cells. Sheriff’s Department staff also report that County Jails #3
and #4 lack holding cells and safety cells in adequate numbers and locations through the facility,
challenging effective management of the jails. Holding cells allow the deputies to temporarily
hold inmates while they await court appearances, while housing assignments are changed, and
during housing searches, but there are too few of these types of cells. County Jails #3 and #4
must hold 100 to 200 inmates from County Jail #5 each day, as those inmates await court
appearances, but County Jails # 3 and #4 have a maximum holding cell capacity of 159.
Furthermore, inmate classification can limit the number of inmates that can be held in a holding
cell at any given time. More, smaller holding cells may be advantageous to better accommodate
classification issues.

Sheriff’s deputies also lack easy access to safety cells in County Jails #3 and #4. As a result,
when an incident occurs in a tank and inmates must be separated, these individuals must be
escorted by deputies to a safety cell some distance away. When inmates are angered after an
assault or argument, deputies may be at risk of assault while escorting an inmate to the safety
cell.

Inadequate Health Services Space. County Jails #3 and #4 have limited space to provide
medical and mental health services to inmates. For example, nurses currently use the hallway to
prepare inmates for doctor visits, and the jails’ x-ray machine is stored in an inmate visitation
area. Jail Health staff also report a deficiency of space for storing biohazards, medical supplies,
medical records, medication carts, and office supplies.
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Jail design and a lack of space in County Jails #3 and #4 result in inefficient care for inmates.
Medical professionals are required to monitor inmates placed in safety cells on a regular basis;
however, the safety cells in County Jail #4 are not located near the clinic, making inmate
monitoring difficult. Also, the Jail Health clinic has only one clinician’s room for medical care.
After seeing a patient, the doctor must wait for that inmate to be returned to his housing unit
before another inmate can be escorted to the clinic.

Finally, no dedicated space exists for mental health services. As a result, psychiatric groups are
conducted in holding cells, and when interview rooms are in use, psychiatric staff must interview
inmates in the jail hallway.

Medical area in County Jail #3 (left) compared to medical area in County Jail #5 (right).

Lack of Technological Infrastructure. Built more than 50 years ago, the Hall of Justice lacks
the wiring and ports needed to support modern jail features and office equipment. County Jails
#3 and #4 lack electronic door locking mechanisms and closed circuit television (CCTV)
security cameras, features which are used throughout County Jail #5 to improve the safety and
security of the facility. The deficiency of wiring, combined with space constraints, also limits the
Sheriff’s Department’s ability to provide computer access to Deputies for work purposes, and
technology-based education for inmates. For example, County Jail #5 offers computer classes to
inmates, but County Jail #3 and County Jail #4 cannot due to the limited technological
infrastructure.

Inadequate Building Materials. County Jails #3 and #4 use building materials that the Sheriff’s
Department finds inadequate for the safety and wellbeing of both inmates and staff. The Hall of
Justice jails have concrete surfaces and metal bars for cell doors, which reflect sounds and create
a noisy jail environment. As a consequence of this noise, Sheriff’s deputies may be unable to
detect criminal behavior and may also feel increased stress, according to Sheriff’s Department
staff. Even the more recently constructed County Jail #2, though an improvement over the linear
design of the Hall of Justice jails, has walls made of sheetrock that can easily be damaged by
inmates.
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Replacement Jail Facility Needs

Podular Design Similar to County Jail #5. Sheriff’s Department management and staff point
to the podular direct supervision model used in San Francisco County Jail #5 and other jail
facilities in California as examples of how a Hall of Justice Replacement Jail should be
constructed. In particular, podular direct supervision jails feature:

e Pods that connect cells, dayroom space, exercise space, interview rooms, and other
spaces into a single area;

e A deputy station placed in the dayroom with limited physical barriers between the
supervising deputy and inmates; and

e Clear and unobstructed sightlines from the deputy station to cells and dayroom space.

The outcome of these features is a superior ability to supervise and manage inmates as compared
to linear design facilities like County Jails #3 and #4. In addition, services and programs can be
provided to inmates in the pod while being observed by a single deputy, decreasing the need for
inmate transportation, and therefore, staffing needs.

Other features of County Jail #5 endorsed by Sheriff’s Department staff include:

¢ A plumbing chase behind cells to allow maintenance staff to fix plumbing without
entering pods;

e Designated space for medical facilities, classrooms and programming inside or adjacent
to pods; and

¢ Single- or double-occupancy cells with doors that permit deputies to secure inmates in
their cells if needed.

Video Camera Coverage. As a modern facility, County Jail #5 contains a number of cameras
throughout the building. The Sheriff’s Department believes a Replacement Jail should be
similarly equipped with CCTV video cameras with recording abilities to maximize the safety and
security of the facility.

Segregating Special Populations. While direct supervision jails allow for various inmate
classifications to be intermingled more easily, the need to separate vulnerable and dangerous
populations continues. For example, an individual who dropped out of a gang may be targeted
for violent acts by other inmates. The Sheriff’s Department must segregate these individuals
from the general inmate population for their own safety. However, using a 48 bed pod to house
20 to 30 gang dropouts would be an inefficient use of space.™

A Replacement Jail should be designed so as to efficiently accommodate special populations.
One strategy could take the form of a pod physically separated into quadrants. With this design,
a deputy could maintain visual supervision of inmates but keep them segregated.

13 See the “Forecast of the Jail Population” section for a discussion of inmate classification issues.
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Exhibit 16: Photo Comparison of Linear (County Jails #3 and #4) and Podular
(County Jail #5) Jail Designs

Linear Design Jails Podular Direct Supervision Jail
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Location of the Hall of Justice Replacement Jail

In 2009, consultants to the Department of Public Works identified a number of potential sites for
the Hall of Justice Replacement Jail, with the Sheriff’s Department, Public Works, and City
leadership ultimately electing to construct the jail at a site adjacent to County Jails #1 and #2 and
the Hall of Justice, which houses Superior Court facilities. Beyond considerations of site
assembly, risk, and cost, the Hall of Justice location was selected because of the need for direct
connections between the Hall of Justice Replacement Jail Facility, County Jails #1 and #2, and
the Superior Court. These connections serve to minimize cost, safety, and security risks.

Currently, inmates in County Jails #3 and #4 can be transported through secure elevators and
corridors to court appearances within the Hall of Justice. This connectivity also serves to
minimize the costs of transporting inmates to court appearances. Were a new facility to be
constructed near other San Francisco county jail facilities in San Mateo County, the Sheriff’s
department estimates it would need to spend at least $6 million in one-time costs and more than
$11 million in ongoing annual costs to transport inmates to court. Additionally, the
transportation of inmates would lead to risks to the safety of staff.

A new Hall of Justice Replacement Jail at a site proximate to County Jails #1 and #2 may also
serve to minimize operational costs such as food service, laundry, and administration by
allowing for the sharing of facilities between the Replacement Jail and existing facilities.

Considerations for Future Use of County Jail #6

County Jail #6 has been closed since 2010 due to the falling jail population, but the Sheriff’s
Department has concerns about future use of the facility due to its operational and design
limitations. These concerns are discussed below. The Sheriff’s Department plans to address the
building’s deficiencies as part of its master planning process in 2014.

Design weaknesses. Opened in 1989, County Jail #6 was intended to house inmates sentenced
with misdemeanors, and was therefore built with low-security design features appropriate to that
population. The jail consists of six dormitory-style housing units of sixty-two beds each. These
dormitories lead to jail management challenges as the Sheriff’s Department cannot house
inmates with incompatible classifications in the same housing unit. The Department also finds it
difficult to control inmate populations in this facility because of the relatively few numbers of
holding cells and the absence of single or double-bed cells. Additionally, the recreation area in
County Jail #6 cannot accommodate inmates with incompatible classifications and would need
fencing modifications before it could be securely used by inmates.

Construction style. County Jail #6 was built using the “tilt up” type of construction. The
Sheriff’s Department has some seismic concerns about a building of this construction type that
require evaluation by an engineer.

Transportation issues. Because County Jail #6 is located in San Mateo County, the Sheriff’s

Department would need to transport inmates to and from court facilities in San Francisco.
Inmate transportation can be costly and increases safety and security risks for inmates and
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deputies alike. See the previous section, “Location of the Hall of Justice Replacement Jail,” for
more information.
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Program Needs

Overview

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department operates a comprehensive offering of programs for
inmates and community members with the primary goal of reducing inmate recidivism, though
the availability of program space in County Jails #3 and #4 is a constraint. Under the leadership
of retired Sheriff Mike Hennessey, the Department created a wide variety of programs targeted
to the needs of the County’s inmate population, among them substance abuse, anger
management/violence prevention, job readiness, and education. Since taking office, Sheriff Ross
Mirkarimi has made vocational programs for inmates a top priority. In addition, the Department
has recently begun directing more attention to evaluating the efficacy of its programs, targeting
programs at the specific and evolving needs of its population, and coordinating the delivery of
services with the San Francisco Adult Probation Department.

Notable program achievements include:

e Five Keys Charter High School became the first public high school to open inside a jail in
2003. In the last two years, it has served more than 250 individuals in custody each day,
60 percent of whom went on to pass the California High School Exit Exam.

¢ Resolve to Stop the Violence (RSVP) received the Innovations in American Government
award from the Harvard Kennedy School’s Ash Institute in 2004. The program is the
first of its kind to rehabilitate violent offenders through a restorative justice program that
includes victim-offender mediation, job training, and counseling.

e The Re-Entry Program Pod opened in February 2013 in partnership with the Adult
Probation Department. Developed in response to Realignment, this program provides
services to ensure seamless reentry of inmates into society.

Current Programs

The Sheriff’s Department program offerings fall into three general categories: alternatives to
incarceration, in-custody programs, and community programs for community members and ex-
offenders. Notably, a number of programs will serve individuals both while in custody and when
they re-enter society. For instance, the 5 Keys Charter High School serves individuals both in
county jails and at satellite facilities throughout San Francisco. For inmates who do not serve
probation, 5 Keys Charter High School and other community programs ensure that the benefits
of these programs do not end when an individual leaves the Sheriff’s Department’s custody.

The Sheriff’s Department and contractors maintain current and historical data on programs, such
as the number of participants and the recidivism rate of individuals who complete these
programs. However, due to time constraints and the limited availability of data, the possible
double-counting of participants, and other data quality concerns, the Controller’s Office did not
conduct a detailed analysis of the outcomes of these programs for this needs assessment.
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Alternatives to Incarceration

The City and County of San Francisco employs a wide range of pretrial release and alternative
sentencing programs that serve to decrease the number individuals in San Francisco county jails.
These alternatives are not limited to misdemeanor offenders only; San Francisco’s Collaborative
Justice Courts (CJC), which include drug courts and youth courts, now primarily hear felony
cases.

Exhibit 17: Alternatives to Incarceration Operated by the Sheriff’s Department and
Contractors. Populations as of January 29, 2013.

Number of
Type Description Participants/
Jail Beds Saved

Pretrial Release Programs

Own Facilitation of the Court’s review process to

Recognizance determine whether an individual can be 243

(OR) released without bail prior to trial.

Provision of programs and other court
Pretrial Diversion | requirements that, when successfully 416
completed, result in a dismissal of charges.

Supervised Monitoring and placement into treatment

Pretrial Release programs during pretrial release to ensure that 141

(SPR) individuals appear at court dates.

Court

Accountable Case management for homeless individuals 24

Homeless referred by the Court.

Services (CAHS)

Pre-Trial

Electronic Electronic monitoring for some pre-trial 28

Monitoring individuals on home detention.

(PTEM)
Alternative Sentencing Programs

Electronic Electronic monitoring for some sentenced 420

Monitoring (EM) | individuals on home detention.

Sheriff's Work . e

! Supervision of work crews of individuals not
Alternative ) 55
Program (SWAP) in custody.
Total 949

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department

#Includes 20 individuals on probation that are under electronic monitoring by the Sheriff’s Department.

Of San Francisco’s pretrial release programs, the vast majority are operated by the non-profit
San Francisco Pretrial Diversion Project (SFPDP) through contracts with the Sheriff’s
Department. Through case management, counseling and other services, SFPDP works to ensure
individuals meet court requirements. For instance, its Supervised Pretrial Release (SPR) program
provides monitoring and treatment programs for individuals, and maintained a roughly five
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percent failure to appear in court rate among its clients in 2012. The ability of SFPDP and the
Sheriff’s Department to make use of less restrictive alternatives such as pre-trial electronic
monitoring is supported by the willingness of Superior Court judges and the District Attorney’s
office to allow these alternatives to incarceration.

Alternative Sentencing programs operated by the Sheriff’s Department include Electronic
Monitoring (EM) of individuals serving home detention and the Sheriff’s Work Alternatives
Program (SWAP), which supervises work crews of out-of-custody sentenced individuals.

Through the programs operated by the Sheriff’s Department and contractors, the number of beds
needed in the county jail system is significantly reduced. For instance, on January 29, 2013, 949
individuals were participating in programs that diverted or released them from jail (see Exhibit
17). At that point in time, this figure represented approximately 61 percent of the number of
incarcerated individuals.

In-Custody Programs

The Sheriff’s Department offers a broad array of in-custody programs. Most of the 16 pods in
County Jail #5 are dedicated to offender programming. For example, up to 48 inmates in Pod 5B
receive the Resolve to Stop the Violence restorative justice anti-violence program, while 250
inmates or more receive high school and vocational instruction in the jail’s 10 classrooms.
Offerings are more limited in County Jails #3 and #4 due to a lack of program space. Exhibit 18
provides a list of programs offered within San Francisco’s county jails.

Exhibit 18: Program Types by Jail and Pod®

Jail | In-Custody Programs Description®

Includes writing workshop, child support services, women’s
health, re-entry services, substance abuse, life skills, peer
support groups, education counseling, parenting, and
yoga/exercise

Women’s Intake Pod

Sisters in Sober

Treatment Empowered in Includes writing workshop, child support services, re-entry

services, substance abuse, life skills, peer support group, guest

Recovery
2 (S1.S.T.ER.S.) Program speakers, employment, anger management, sexual assault
Po‘ d. T survivors, and meditation/exercise

Research-based group and individual interventions including
cognitive behavioral programs, substance abuse treatment,
Re-Entry Pod classes for educational credit, parenting classes, restorative
justice programs, and many other services designed to address
offenders’ criminogenic risks and needs

Parenting, life skills, acupuncture, LGBT peer support group,

8 | Miscellaneous programs substance abuse, high school independent study, yoga

Parenting, peer support group, restorative justice healing
4 | Miscellaneous programs | circle, acupuncture, LGBT peer support group, substance
abuse, yoga

5 | Resolve to Stop the A restorative justice anti-violence program, including: group
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Violence (RSVP) and individual counseling, re-entry preparation, and survivor
Program Pod and community restoration

Community of Veterans
Engaged in Restoration Serving Veterans on a program modeled after RSVP.

(C.0.V.E.R.) Program Includes: education, vocational skills, legal services, therapy
Pod

Comprehensive substance abuse treatment program,
including: group and individual counseling, life skills, re-
entry preparation

Roads to Recovery
Program Pod

Combines substance abuse and anti-violence education.
Includes group counseling, case management, and re-entry
preparation

Keys to Changes
Program

5 Keys Charter School

Program Pods High school classes and vocational opportunities.

Psychologically Program serving the chronically mental ill, including those
Sheltered Living Unit with substance abuse issues.

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department
& As the intake facility for the County Jail system, County Jail #1 does not offer any programs.
> Specific offerings vary by month, and may not be available to all inmates housed in each location.

In February 2013, the Sheriff’s Department opened a Re-Entry Pod in County Jail #2 in
partnership with the San Francisco Adult Probation Department. Developed in response to state
realignment, inmates are assigned to the Pod 60 days before leaving custody and provided with
research-based behavioral health services, educational classes, restorative justice programs and
many other services designed to help prepare them to leave jail. Each inmate receives an
individualized treatment and rehabilitation plan, and continues to receive services after their
release from jail. The goal of the program is to reduce recidivism for offenders by providing
them the resources they need to reenter society.

Other in-custody programs include:

Exercise. The Sheriff’s Department provides exercise opportunities to inmates to enhance
inmate well-being and reduce inmate idleness, as well as to comply with state requirements.™
Providing recreation to inmates in County Jails #3 and #4 is challenging due to the design of the
facility. Deputies are needed to move inmates throughout the facility to an enclosed gym area on
the roof of the facility, but when deputies are not available to move inmates, exercise
opportunities may be cancelled. The varied classifications of inmates in County Jails #3 and #4
further constrain the ability of the Sheriff’s Department to provide recreation time for between
400 and 900 inmates in the single gymnasium area. As a result, the Sheriff’s Department finds it
challenging to comply with state requirements for exercise and recreation in County Jails #3 and
#4.

' california Code of Regulations, Title 15 § 1065 states that facility administrators at Type 1l and 111 facilities must
develop policies and procedures that “allow a minimum of three hours of exercise distributed over a period of seven
days.”
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In a Replacement Jail, the Department would like to expand the ability of inmates to obtain
exercise by connecting gym areas directly to the housing pods, allowing inmates to exercise
without the need for a deputy escort.

PP

-

A e

Recreation area in Hall of Justice Recreation area in County Jail #5

Visitation. The Sheriff’s Department has historically supported parent-child visitation, in
addition to the state-required visiting programs offered by the Department. Since 1989, the
Sheriff’s Department has operated a Children’s Center to facilitate the reunification of
incarcerated parents and their children. This facility is supported by the Prison MATCH
program, which assists in the development of parenting skills for inmates at County Jail #5.
However, due to space restrictions, inmates in this parenting program can only attend parent-
child visits once every two weeks. In addition, County Jail #3 does not have space for parent-
child visits. Inmates must be escorted to County Jail #4 for a contact visit with their child or
children. This reduces the number of visiting opportunities for prisoners of both facilities.

Religious Programs. The Sheriff’s Department offers a variety of religious programs for
inmates across religions and denominations. The Sheriff’s Department Religious Services
Coordinator reports that limited space at County Jail #3 and #4 restricts how many inmates can
attend services and how often they may participate. For example, religious services such as
Catholic mass are offered in a holding tank that is temporarily repurposed for the event. The
need to separate certain inmate groups (e.g. individuals from rival gangs) further restricts access
to religious services.

Community Programs

Because not all individuals will be released from custody with supervision requirements, the
Sheriff’s Department has historically offered its own community programs to post-release ex-
offenders. These offerings are largely centralized at the Sheriff’s Department facility at 70 Oak
Grove and the Women’s Re-Entry Center at 930 Bryant Street. At these locations, Sheriff’s
Department Rehabilitative Program Coordinators work with inmates to design individual pre-
and post-release re-entry plans.
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Exhibit 19: Community Programs for Post-Release Individuals and Community Members

Program Name Description

5 Keys Charter School | High school classes and vocational training.

Case management providing wraparound services to individuals with a

No Violence Alliance . 4
history of violence.

Provides for re-entry needs of individuals including: education,
Post-Release Education | vocational training, domestic violence interventions, parenting and

Program (PREP) family services, substance abuse programs and other transitional
Services.

Survivor Restoration Support and resources for survivors of domestic violence. Part of the

Program (SRP) Resolve to Stop the Violence (RSVP) program (see Exhibit 18)

Provides substance abuse counseling and case management services.

Treatment on Demand Part of the Roads to Recovery program (see Exhibit 18).

Provides counseling and a wide variety of services to women,
including: education, vocational training, domestic violence
interventions, parenting and family services, anti-violence
programming, substance abuse programs and other transitional
services.

Women's Re-Entry
Center (WRC)

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department

Replacement Jail Program Needs

While the Sheriff’s Department already operates services that target a wide range of needs, a lack
of program space and the inadequacy of program spaces are the primary constraints on the
Department’s programs. The Department wishes to address these issues by ensuring the
Replacement Jail includes program space comparable to County Jail #5, which has more
program space than is currently available at County Jails #3 and #4.

Repurposed program/education space in County Jail #3 (left) and County Jail #4 (right).
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Program/education space in County Jail #5.

Lack of Program Space

While classrooms, multi-use spaces, gymnasiums, and interview rooms are in high demand
throughout the county jail system, there are few of these spaces at County Jails #3 and #4. In
County Jail #3, a property room and two holding cells are repurposed into program spaces when
needed, while in County Jail #4 the only program space available is a conference room that is
also used for other purposes. In a few cases, services are brought directly to inmates in housing
units, but otherwise no space is available for programs.

As a result, the program offerings in County Jails #3 and #4 are limited in quantity and in the
number of inmates that can be accommodated. The Controller’s Office reviewed current program
schedules for each facility and interviewed Sheriff’s Department staff to determine the
availability of programming. County Jails #3 and #4 offer between 9 and 10 hours of
programming each week, while program pods in County Jails #2 and #5 offer between 20 and 52
hours of programming each week (see Appendix C for details).™ One consequence of these
limitations is that 5 Keys Charter High School currently offers only independent study courses in
these jails, though the Sheriff’s Department would like to offer more in-class instruction. Group
instruction would provide inmates the opportunity to learn from and with each other while
practicing the pro-social skills promoted by jail programs.

While the dayroom spaces in County Jail #5 have been adequate for programs such as Resolve to
Stop the Violence, the Sheriff’s Department reports that these spaces are not adequate for all
programming. As a result, the Sheriff’s deputies must move approximately 240 inmates four
times a day to program spaces and classrooms throughout County Jail #5. The use of shared
program spaces is complicated by the need to separate rival gangs and other classifications that
cannot be mixed. As a result, these program spaces cannot be used by the same groups at once.

1> County Jail #1 is an intake and release center and does not provide programming. County Jail #6 is currently
closed.
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Inadequacy of Existing Spaces

While the Sheriff’s Department has adapted a variety of spaces for program use, in some cases
the Department’s facilities are ill-equipped for program activities. In County Jails #3 and #4,
program spaces are difficult to supervise because there are few lines of sight into these rooms.
Throughout the county jail system, program staff have also indicated that more spaces need to be
properly equipped with outlets, projectors, computers, and internet access to facilitate in-custody
programs. More specialized types of rooms are also requested by program staff, such as
interview rooms for therapeutic sessions, conference rooms, rooms appropriate for parent-child
visitation, and a space to conduct a 5 Keys Charter High School graduation ceremony (the police
auditorium currently used for this ceremony will be demolished with the rest of the Hall of
Justice).

The lack of in-jail office space, conference room space, and staff bathrooms further complicate
the ability of community-based organizations (CBOs) and Sheriff’s Department staff to develop
curricula, manage programs, store materials, and communicate amongst each other. Currently,
Department and CBO staff based at 70 Oak Grove must transport all materials to and from the
jails for programs and classes. Additionally, inmates leaving custody must be transported to 70
Oak Grove to receive an exit orientation and to meet with probation officers.

Gaps in Program Offerings and Management

In addition to expanding program space in the new jail to a higher level than currently exists in
county Jails #3 and #4, the Sheriff’s Department wishes to ensure its program space is flexible
and adaptable as programs evolve to meet inmate needs. In particular, the Department hopes to
expand its vocational programming, which could require the use of outdoor space or indoor
space different from a traditional classroom design. Across all types of programs, the
Department also seeks to increase its use of evidence based programming and the number of
programs available to inmates in evening hours. Areas for future growth include:

e Vocational training programs, including new culinary skills training programs for women
at County Jail #2, a horticultural program, and bicycle repair.
e Additional alternatives to incarceration targeted to women.

Tracking of inmate program completion to provide appropriate programs for inmates
returning to custody.

e Improved case management across pre- and post-release services.

e Expanded post-release offerings to accommodate immediate re-entry needs, such as food,
shelter, and health care.

e Mental healthcare services and programs, as the Department expects the population of
inmates with mental health needs to increase.

¢ Monolingual education and programs for non-English speakers.

e Gang dropout services including tattoo removal, family reunification, and other related
needs.
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Strategic planning to address these needs remains a work in progress. In FY2008-09, the
Department put forth open-ended requests for proposals from community partners for curricula
to meet the needs of the Department’s diverse population. More recently, the Department formed
a working group to identify program needs. As the Sheriff’s Department begins using the
Correctional Offender Management Profiling and Alternative Sanctions (COMPAS)™
assessment tool to determine the criminogenic needs of inmates, this individualized information
can be used to direct inmates to the most suitable programs and support strategic planning of
program offerings.

18 In a 2009 fact sheet, the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation described COMPAS as a
“research-based, risk and needs assessment tool for criminal justice practitioners to assist them in the placement,
supervision, and case management of offenders in community and secure settings.”
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Standards Compliance

BSCC Biennial Inspection. In its 2008 biennial inspection, the BSCC’s primary
recommendations were to (1) clarify the policies and procedures manual, (2) increase staffing to
an acceptable level from the 2006 review, and (3) improve communication amongst the custody,
medical, and mental health staff. In the most recent biennial inspection in 2010, the policies and
procedures were properly updated to meet the Title 15 Standards, staffing was deemed
appropriate, and the communication amongst the custody, medical, and mental health staff
improved as evidenced by a significant reduction in inmate medical grievances.’

Health and Fire Inspections. All six county jails have completed a required fire and life
inspection as well as a local health inspection related to environmental health, nutritional health,
and medical/mental health. The table below provides the most recent health and fire inspection
completion dates:

Exhibit 20: Inspection Dates

. Environmental | Nutritional Medical/ Flr_e & Fire

Facility Health Health Mental Lire Clearance
Health Safety®

Cl#1l 4/17/13 4/23/13 2/27/13 8/14/12 Yes
CI#2 4/17/13 4/23/13 2/27/13 8/14/12 Yes
CJI#3 4/17/13 4/23/13 2/27/13 8/14/12 Yes
Cl#4 4/17/13 4/23/13 2/27/13 8/14/12 Yes
CJI#5 4/18/13 3/22/13 3/6/13 8/14/12 Yes
CJ #6 4/18/13 3/22/13 3/6/13 8/14/12 Yes

®Fire and Life Safety inspections are biennial.

In the 2012 review, no deficiencies were noted in the nutritional health review and only minor
deficiencies were noted in the environmental and medical/mental health review. Those
deficiencies were immediately corrected, repair work was approved and scheduled, and required
policy changes planned. All facilities received a fire inspection and all were granted fire
clearance. County Jail #2 had minor deficiencies that have since been corrected.

As illustrated above, the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department ensures compliance with local,
state, and federal laws and standards through the use of detailed and enforced policies and
procedures, independent third-party audits and inspections, and follow-through on audits and
inspection recommendations.

17 At the time this report was prepared, 2012 biennial inspection results were not yet available.
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Record Keeping

The San Francisco Sheriff’s Department complies with all record retention, storage, and
destruction laws and guidelines at the local, state, and federal levels. In its most recent biennial
inspection (2010), BSCC found the Department to be in full compliance of all recordkeeping and
related training for employees per Title 15 of the California Code of Regulations.

Furthermore, the Sheriff’s Department has partnered with the San Francisco Department of
Technology, the Mayor’s Office, and the Committee on Information Technology to identify
funding to upgrade and replace aging network equipment linking together county jails, the
inmate Hospital Ward, and Sheriff’s Department satellite offices. The network is a vital part of
the City’s criminal justice system, as the Sheriff’s case management system houses information
on all criminal defendants. The data from this system is used to create the court schedule for
incarcerated criminal defendants for court appearances. The network also provides the Sheriff’s
Department’s users with statewide criminal justice system information consisting of warrant and
criminal history information. If this system is breached or becomes inoperative, the booking jail
must close until the system can be restored, as no jail processing can occur without these critical
connections in place. A shutdown would have a significant downstream impact on public
protection.

This proactive approach by the Department will (1) result in significantly reducing the risk of
intrusion or network failure, (2) allow for network redundancy in mission critical areas such as
booking and the Warrant Bureau to ensure that essential services are not interrupted, (3) allow
Sheriff’s information technology staff to detect tampering or attempted intrusion, and (4)
increase productivity and data sharing within the department and between its criminal justice
partners by using City-standardized network architecture. The Sheriff’s Department expects this
new, modern infrastructure will be in place by October 2014. It will provide an added layer of
assurance that records are maintained and safeguarded according to department, local, state, and
federal standards.

40



APPENDIX A: Summary of Seismic Evaluation

The summary below was produced and provided by the Department of Public Works,
Infrastructure Design & Construction, Structural Section.

SEISMIC EVALUATION SUMMARY

racility: Hall of Justice

Address: 850 Bryant, San Francisco, CA 94103

Year Constructed: 1958

Year Retrofitted: Not been retrofitted

Total Footprint: 610,000 sq ft

No. of Stories Above Ground: 7

No. of Levels Below Ground: 1

Maximum Occupancy: 3,027

Function: Offices for SFPD, Medical Examiners, and District Attorneys,
Superior Courts, County Jails.

Site Assessment
Soils: Dense sand over stiff silt over dense silty and clayey sands, stiff clays

Landslide: Low
Liquefaction: Low
Settlement: Low

Fault Rupture: Low
Shaking Intensity: Strong
Adjacent Hazards: None

Building Performance at 10%/50 Year Earthquake SHR:3
Collapse Potential: Moderately Low
Safety Hazard: Moderately High

Building Description: 7-story L-shaped reinforced concrete building with full-
story basement. Floors constructed of concrete tube slabs. Slabs are supported
on perforated concrete bearing walls at the perimeter and square concrete
columns on the interior. The foundation system consists of concrete step
tapered piles. The lateral system comprises perforated concrete shear walls. A
two-story addition on top of the coroner's office at the north wing was
constructed circa 1979.

Structural Condition: Generally good.

Structural Deficiencies: Significant torsional behavior due to building
geometry; concrete piers, walls, and floor slabs are severely overstressed;
diaphragm discontinuities; lack of adequate ties and collectors throughout the
building, particularly at the re-entrant corner; geometric and vertical
irregularities of concrete shear walls; inadequacy of the existing foundation
system to resist wall overturning; lack of redundancy; shear walls do not have
boundary elements with confining reinforcement; the coupling beams in the
perforated shear walls do not have adequate anchorage.

Non-structural Deficiencies: Tall, narrow storage racks, bookcases, file
cabinets, or similar heavy items are not anchored to the floor slab or adjacent
walls; cabinet drawers do not have latches to keep them closed during shaking;
breakable items stored on shelves and laboratory chemicals in breakable
containers are not restrained from falling by latched doors, shelf lips, wires, or
other methods; gas cylinders are not restrained against motion; window glazings
along the building perimeter are not tempered.

Expected Building Performance at 10%/50 Year Earthquake: The stated
deficiencies will contribute to poor building performance during a major
earthquake. The building was found to be highly vulnerable to severe structural
and non-structural damage. Significant cracking of the wall piers and floor
diaphragms is likely to occur. As a result of the torsional behavior and severe
structural damage, vertical load bearing columns may be damaged along with
interior partitions. Large inelastic displacement of the west end of the building is
possible due to the lack of lateral capacity coupled with inadequate diaphragm
chord capacity at the re-entrant corner. Because the building is relatively well-
detailed, it is judged that collapse of the building is unlikely. However, the
expected structural and non-structural damage would be very severe and pose
appreciable life hazards to occupants. The building is likely to have to be
vacated during repairs, or possibly not repairable.
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APPENDIX B: Jail Bed Needs by Classification and Gender

County Jails #3 and #4: Breakdown by

Classification and Gender

Classification Male Female
Minimum 3% 0%
Medium 30% 0%
Maximum 67% 0%
County Jails #3 and #4 Only

Moderate Jail Bed Need: 481
Classification Male Female
Minimum 13 0
Medium 146 0
Maximum 322 0
Conservative Jail Bed Need: 688
Classification Male Female
Minimum 18 0
Medium 209 0
Maximum 461 0

All Jails: Breakdown by
Classification and Gender

Classification Male Female
Minimum 5% 1%
Medium 34% 4%
Maximum 52% 4%
All County Jails

Moderate Jail Bed Need: 2,091
Classification Male Female
Minimum 98 24
Medium 704 85
Maximum 1,093 87
Conservative Jail Bed Need: 2,298
Classification Male Female
Minimum 108 26
Medium 773 94
Maximum 1,201 95
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Hours of Programmingo

Jail | In-Custody Program Pods® Hours of Programming®
Women’s Intake 20
Sisters in Sober Treatment

2 | Empowered in Recovery 29
(S..S.T.ER.S)

Re-Entry 52

3 | Miscellaneous 8.75

4 | Miscellaneous 10
Resolve to Stop the Violence 26
(RSVP)

Community of Veterans Engaged 99
in Restoration (C.O.V.E.R.)

5 | Roads to Recovery 27
Keys to Changes & 5 Keys 28
Charter School
Psychologically Sheltered Living
Unit 25

SOURCE: Sheriff’s Department

For program descriptions, please see Exhibit 18.
PMethodology:
e To preserve comparability, religious programming, Title 15 exercise, meals, visiting and
weekend program hours were excluded;
e Not all programming is mandatory, and an inmate may not be eligible to participate in
every available hour of programming provided;
e Where two program activities occur at the same time, hours for both activities are
included in this table;
e Meetings that occur biweekly are represented as half-time;
e Calculation based on program schedules for time periods between February and March
2013. These schedules may change from week to week.
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Agenda Item 7

Update on the Progress toward Implementation of Recommendations in the
Women’s Community Justice Reform Blueprint: A Gender-Responsive and Family-Focused
Approach to Integrating Criminal and Community Justice
Community Corrections Partnership
August 29, 2013

Steps taken since June 24, 2013 CCP meeting:

e Staff from the Adult Probation Department and the Center on Juvenile and Criminal
Justice visited two residential treatment sites in Los Angeles County for women and their
young children. The purpose of the visit was to learn more about the program design to
inform the development of Cameo House as an alternative sentencing program.

e The Adult Probation Department continues to work with the Center on Juvenile and
Criminal Justice, with input from Barbara Bloom, PhD, to expanded services at Cameo
House.

e The Adult Probation Department and Sheriff’s Department are in the process of
designating a Women’s Community Justice Reform Coordinator at each agency to lead
interdepartmental efforts to implement recommendations in the Blueprint.

e The Sheriff’s Department continues to enhance programming at the Women’s Resource
Center to meet the reentry needs of women in the community.

Planned next steps to complete before October 23, 2013 CCP meeting:

e In partnership with key stakeholders, develop both residential and non-residential
alternative sentencing models for women, in addition to eligibility criteria.

e Additional input from CCP members.

For input or questions, please contact Jennifer Scaife, Reentry Resources Coordinator:
(415) 241-4254 or jennifer.scaife@sfgov.org
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