
Work Group to Re-envision the Jail Replacement Project 
FINAL REPORT 

A. Introduction
Since 2006, the City and County of San Francisco (“the City”) has planned to replace County Jails #3 and 
#4, which comprise 828 beds and are located in the seismically deficient Hall of Justice.  However, on 
January 12, 2016, the Board of Supervisors unanimously voted to reject a planned 384-bed replacement 
facility.  Instead, the Board approved Resolution No. 02-16 urging the Director of the Department of 
Public Health and the Sheriff to convene a work group “to plan for the permanent closure of seismically 
deficient County Jails #3 and #4, and any corresponding investments in new mental health facilities and 
current jail retrofits needed to uphold public safety and better serve at-risk individuals.”  The Work Group 
to Re-envision the Jail Replacement Project was formed in response to this resolution.   

The work group consisted of 39 criminal justice and mental health experts from the City and community,1 
and was chaired by Vicki Hennessy (Sheriff), Barbara Garcia (Director of Department of Public Health), 
and Roma Guy (community member and representative of Taxpayers for Public Safety). 

The three co-chairs directed the work group’s efforts and, as directed in the Resolution, collaborated with 
all members “to develop a plan [that recommends] effective and humane investments in mental health; 
[identifies] what new facility or facilities are needed; and [seeks] to maintain San Francisco's eligibility to 
use State Public Works Board financing for those facilities.”  

The following report begins with a budget review of current investments and then outlines the work 
group’s process, methods, key data findings, and proposed next steps, some which are in the process of 
being developed and implemented.   

B. Budget Background
The City spends at least $119.5 million annually on programs targeting the justice-involved 
population in San Francisco, and an additional $945 million annually on housing, 
homelessness, and behavioral health services.2    

The Mayor’s Budget Office surveyed 14 departments3 in Spring 2017 to quantify the investments made 
by the City on programs that serve the justice-involved population in San Francisco. The complete 
Inventory of Existing Programs can be found on the Work Group to Re-Envision the Jail Replacement 
Project’s dedicated webpage (http://bit.ly/JRPworkgroup). Departments’ responses included 60 separate 
programs, in service areas ranging from pre-trial release to reentry. These programs served 82,400 
participants4 at a cost of $119.5 million in Fiscal Year (FY) 2016-17.  

In addition to these programs, the City budgeted $945 million for prevention services (i.e. Intercept 0) in 
FY 2016-17 including housing ($300 million), homelessness services ($275 million), and behavioral 

1 See Appendix A for the names and affiliations of all work group members. 
2 This analysis was completed at the co-chairs’ request after the work group completed its process. 
3 Adult Probation Department, District Attorney, Public Defender, Sheriff’s Department, Child Support Services, 
Department of Children and Families, Department of Public Health, District Attorney, Juvenile Probation, Police 
Department, Public Defender, Human Services Agency, Department of Public Works, and Office of Economic and 
Workforce Development. 
4 Some individuals participate in more than one program; therefore, this is not a unique count of participants. 
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health services ($370 million). The City also contributes $16 million to the Superior Court for traditional 
court proceedings. Figures 1 and 2 below show specific breakdowns of these budgets. 
 
Figure 1: Budget and number of participants by service area (for justice-involved population) 

Service Area 
Budgeted 

Amount 
Number of 

Participants 
Behavioral Health Treatment $25,708,015 20,200  
Collaborative Courts $6,908,644 8,400  
Diversion and Pre-trial Release $9,189,565 14,200  
Education $2,655,000 3,300  
Employment $5,730,000 1,100  
Medical Services $33,000,000 12,800  
Reentry Services $28,455,611 21,200  
Youth and Family Services $7,876,722 1,200  

Grand Total $119,523,557 82,400  
 
Figure 2: Budget by service area (for general population) 

Service Area 
Budgeted 

Amount 
Housing Services $300,000,000 
Homelessness Services $275,000,000 
Behavioral Health Treatment $370,000,000 

Grand Total $945,000,000 
 

C. Work Group Process and Methods 
Meeting Framework 
The work group met monthly from March through October 2016 to formulate and prioritize strategies.  
Meetings involved large and small group discussions, which were structured around the San Francisco 
Sequential Intercept Model: 
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The model provides a visual representation of the local criminal justice process from initial contact with 
law enforcement through disposition, community re-entry, and beyond. It illustrates five different 
“intercept” points at which interventions can be made to divert individuals from the criminal justice 
system.  At each intercept, key events provide opportunities for existing, enhanced or new intervention 
strategies, such as diversion, release, or another alternative to incarceration. The work group explored 
recommendations for reducing the jail population at each of these intercept points during their meetings.  
While the work group was not charged with investigating Intercept 0 – Community Prevention Efforts, 
there were many discussions regarding the need for increased investments in families and communities 
including early childhood education, provision of community mental and emotional health beginning in 
childhood, parenting education and support for basic needs of housing and nutrition. 
 
The Intercept Model was adapted from a conceptual framework that is frequently used by communities 
nationwide to visually represent the complex factors in the criminal justice system that impact individuals 
with behavioral health needs5 and organize targeted intervention strategies to divert such individuals from 
the system.  Here, it was adapted to account for the complex needs of, and intervention points for, all 
individuals who have contact with the criminal justice system in San Francisco, regardless of the presence 
of behavioral health needs. 
 
Work Group Support Teams 
Three teams were formed to support the work group:  

• Technical Support Team6: This group met twice a month to assess the viability of emerging 
recommendations and prepare content for work group meetings. 

• Planning Team7: This group met weekly to prepare for each work group and other support team 
meetings, coordinate follow up, and manage timelines. 

• Case Review Team: This subgroup of the Technical Support Team reviewed diversion options for 
a sample of individuals currently (or recently) incarcerated in the San Francisco County Jail 
System. The results of this review were intended to inform the larger work group’s 
recommendations.  However, data shortcomings and resource privacy constraints thwarted the 
group’s ability to provide meaningful information to the entire work group.   
 

Interviews 
Early in the work group’s process, each member was interviewed to collect their responses to the 
following questions: 

1. What ideas do you have in mind for reducing San Francisco’s jail population? 
2. What best practices employed in other jurisdictions do you think the work group should 

consider to achieve project goals? 
3. What information do you need to be able to make recommendations? 
4. What decision criteria do you think the work group should use to prioritize 

recommendations? 
 

The answers to these questions were used to develop content for the issue briefs discussed below. 
 
 

5 The term “behavioral health services” refers to the delivery of integrated treatment for individuals with mental 
health and/or substance use disorders. The Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMSHA) 
defines a Serious Mental Illness (SMI) as a diagnosable mental health disorder that significantly impacts an 
individual’s functioning in daily life, whereas a Substance Use Disorder (SUD) is defined as recurrent use of a 
substance that impacts an individual’s functioning in daily life and/or health problems.  
6 See Appendix A for the names and affiliations of Technical Support Team members. 
7 See Appendix A for the names and affiliations of Planning Team members. 
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Issue Briefs 
The Technical Support Team developed four issue briefs to inform work group discussions. 
The issue briefs, which summarized key events and intervention opportunities to reduce the 
jail population at each SIM intercept, were distributed to work group members in advance of 
each meeting. 
 
Each issue brief included the following information: 

1. Intercept Definition and Key Events: A description of what occurs during the 
intercept in question and which key events present the opportunity to intervene and 
divert individuals from San Francisco’s jails.   

2. Current Efforts: Examples of interventions and strategies currently employed during 
the intercept in question to help divert individuals from San Francisco’s jails and 
reduce recidivism.   

3. Potential Strategies: Ideas for intervention strategies developed by members of the 
Technical Support Team on how to divert more individuals from San Francisco’s 
jails and reduce recidivism during the intercept in question. 

4. Ideas from Work Group Member Interviews: Ideas offered by work group members 
during interviews on how to divert more individuals from San Francisco’s jails and 
reduce recidivism during the intercept in question. 

5. Other Considerations: Key questions requiring further exploration before intervention 
strategies can be considered.  

Issue briefs and a full list of recommendations can be found on the work group’s 
dedicated webpage (http://bit.ly/JRPworkgroup). 
 

Data Review 
The Sheriff’s Department, Department of Public Health and Controller’s Office performed 
data analyses to inform work group discussions and strategy prioritization. Findings from the 
various analyses were reviewed by the Technical Support Team and presented to the work 
group at monthly meetings. 
 
Significant challenges associated with limited data availability prevented the Sheriff’s 
Department, the Department of Public Health, and the Controller’s Office from providing 
analyses that responded to some of the work group questions. These challenges were 
recognized early in the work group’s process and are summarized in Appendix B. The 
Sheriff’s Department is in the process of improving its data collection system to account for 
missing data and track relevant indicators more precisely; however, until the courts have 
improved their data systems, and data can be fully shared among all criminal justice 
departments and those providing health and human services, complete accurate information 
regarding case histories of each inmate will not be available.  
 
Information Sharing & Engagement 
The work group engaged and informed the public throughout its process in the following 
ways: 

• Dedicated page on Department of Public Health website (http://bit.ly/JRPworkgroup) 
that includes the following: 

o Work group meeting dates, agendas, and minutes 
o Relevant studies, research, reports, and issue briefs 
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• Dedicated email to receive comments and distribute information 
(JRPworkgroup@sfgov.org) 

• Public comment at each work group meeting  
• December 1, 2016 Preliminary Report to the Board of Supervisors 

D. Key Findings – Who is in jail? How long do they stay? 
The majority of people in custody are not eligible for release. 
 
Figure 3 reveals that, of the 1,371 individuals in custody on August 23, 2016, 755 were not 
eligible for release for the following reasons:8 

• 112 had been booked within the previous 24 hours and were still being processed 
for housing 

• 50 had active detainers from other jurisdictions and being held awaiting transfer   
• 84 had been sentenced to jail time and were ineligible, per the sentencing court or due to the 

nature of the criminal conviction and history, or in the process for alternative sentencing 
• 116 had been sentenced to jail time and were also awaiting resolution on at least one other case  
• 30 were federal detainees 
• 9 were in the process of being transferred to another county’s custody 
• 24 were charged with parole violation   
• 47 were charged with probation violation  
• 283 had either no bail designation or an amount of $500,000 or more 

 
Figure 3: Individuals with charges and/or bail amounts that render them ineligible for release9 

8 The August 23, 2016 snapshot numbers have been updated since last presented. 
9 Data displayed in Figures 3, 4, 5, 6 and 7 come from the San Francisco Sheriff’s Department (SFSD) using the Jail 
Management System and the Court Management System. 

In-custody (8/23/16) 1,371

Processing -112

Holds/Detainer -50

Sentenced County Jail -84

Sentenced with Pending -116
Matter

-30

Enroute Other County -9

State Parole -24

Probation -47

No Bond or over $500,000 -283

Total Remaining 616

Safekeep

1,371
People in custody
August 23, 2016

586
People in Pre-trial 

Release and 
Sentenced 
Diversion

1,957
Number of people 
who would be in 

jail  without 
pretrial diversion
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Figure 4 provides information on individuals in jail for the most serious crimes with either no bail 
designation or an amount of $500,000 or more. Eighteen percent of these individuals had been in jail for 
over 1,000 days. 
 

Figure 4: (Detail) Data on No Bond Designation or Bond > $500,00010 
 

 
 
Figures 5, 6 and 7 drill down on the 616 individuals who are generally not eligible for pretrial release and 
who remain in jail with various bail amounts. Twenty-five percent of these individuals had been in jail for 
over 1,000 days. 

Figure 5:  Data on 616 remaining in custody on August 23, 2016 

 

10 The Sheriff’s Department represents that the breakdown of release eligibility in this August 23, 2016 snapshot is 
typical and representative of any day in recent history. 

Detail on 283 in Custody with No Bond or Bond Over $500,000
Average of 11 charges each ( median is 9) 170 Reported a SF Address
48% are gang affiliated 44 Reported an East Bay Address

28 Reported Homeless
Top Five Most Severe Charges
Murder 70 18 - 25 87
2nd Degree Robbery 27 26 - 35 90
Assault w/Firearm 24 36+ 106
1st Degree Robbery 17 Male 274
Aggravated Mayhem 17 Female 9
Ethnicity

# Percentage 90 + Days 30-90 Days 11-30 Days 6-10 Days Total
Black 157 55.00% 131 17 7 2 157
Hispanic 49 17.31% 33 13 3 49
White 45 16% 38 6 1 45
Other 32 11% 26 6 32

Days in Custody

Age Ranges/Gender

 Snapshot August 
23, 2016

Detail on Remaining 616 in Custody 
Average of 11 charges each ( median is 9) 386 Reported a SF Address
30% are Gang Affiliated 66 Reported an East Bay Address

83 Reported Homeless
Top Five Most Severe Charges
2nd Degree Burglary 94 18 - 25 146
2nd Degree Robbery 70 26 - 35 208
1st Degree Robbery 62 36+ 262
1st Degree Residential Burg. 35 Male 540
ADW Not Firearm 25 Female 76
Ethnicity

# Percentage 90 + Days 30-90 Days 1 -30 Days 6-10 Days Total
Black 288 46.00% 140 77 59 12 288
Hispanic 107 17.00% 56 25 23 3 107
White 158 26% 54 53 35 16 158
Other 63 10% 31 20 9 3 63

Age Ranges/Gender

Days in Custody by Ethnicity

 Snapshot August 
23, 2016
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Figure 6:  Bail Range on crime type for 616 remaining in custody on August 23, 201611 
 
 Charge Type  

Bail Range Person Property Weapon 
Drug 
Sales Other 

Attempt/ 
Conspiracy 

Drug 
Possession TOTAL 

>$500,000 
141 76 9 7 3   3 239 

>$100,000-$500,000 
136 63 8 4 3 2  2 218 

>$50,000-$100,000 
43 28 7 2 2   2  84 

>$10,000-$50,000 
28 23  1 2    2  56 

$10,000 and less 
11 3 1 1 2   1 19 

TOTAL  359 193 25 15 12 2 10 616 
 
 

Figure 7: Bail range and common charges for 616 remaining in custody on August 23, 201611 

Bail Range 
Remaining  

People  
Most Common Charges  
(based on most serious charge for each person) 

>$500,000 239  

2nd Degree Burglary - Commercial 
First Degree Robbery  
Second Degree Robbery 
Murder  
Assault With A Deadly Weapon-Not A Firearm 

>$100,000-$500,000 218  

Second Degree Robbery 
2nd Degree Burglary - Commercial 
First Degree Burglary-Residential 
First Degree Robbery 
Assault on Peace Officer Likely to Cause GBI 

>$50,000-$100,000 84  

Second Degree Robbery 
2nd Degree Burglary - Commercial 
First Degree Burglary-Residential 
First Degree Robbery 
Domestic Violence 

>$10,000-$50,000 56  

Second Degree Burglary 
Criminal Threats 
Receiving Stolen Property, Motor Vehicle 
First Degree Burglary-Residential 
2nd Degree Burglary - Commercial 

$10,000 and less 19  
Exhibiting A Deadly Weapon 
Assault With Force Likely To Commit Great Bodily Injury 
Second Degree Burglary 

Grand Total 616   

11 The August 23, 2016 snapshot numbers have been updated since last presented. 
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In order to permanently close County Jail #3 and County Jail #4 the work group 
set a jail population reduction goal of 83,220 bed days. 
 
San Francisco’s average daily jail population in 2014 was the lowest it has been since 1982. Despite the 
historically low population, there are still too many prisoners to be housed in the current jail system if 
County Jails #3 and #4 are permanently closed and County Jail #6 remains closed.   
 
Without County Jails #3, #4 and #6, the San Francisco jail system includes a total of 1,238 useable beds. 
However, due to peaking12 and classification13 factors, as well as widely accepted standards of jail design 
and management, those 1,238 beds can only accommodate an average daily population of 1,064 to 1,126. 
By comparison, the average daily population for 2016 (through June) was 1,292.14 Therefore, the current 
average daily population must drop by between 166 and 228 for the City to be able to close County Jail 
#4 without needing to construct a replacement facility or re-open County Jail #6 with a capacity of 362 
beds.15 
 
When determining the impact of potential work group recommendations on the jail population, it is 
important to measure impact in terms of reducing overall bed days, that is, the total days spent in jail by 
all prisoners, rather than focusing on reducing the average daily population.  There are two reasons for 
this. First, individuals are in jail for different periods of time. Diverting an individual who would spend 
180 days in jail has the same impact on the average daily population as diverting six people who 
would each be in jail for a month. Second, reducing a person's length of stay may not divert them from 
jail entirely, but would still result in a reduction in the average daily population for a substantial number 
of days. 
 
An average daily population reduction of 166-228 people is equivalent to reducing the number of 
occupied bed days in a given year by between 60,590-83,220.16 Thus, to negate the need for a 
replacement facility, work group recommendations should strive to reduce the number of occupied bed 
days in a given year by 83,220. 
 
A small proportion of prisoners have long stays in jail, but account for the vast 
majority of all bed days.  
 
The Controller’s Office analyzed data on all individuals except federal detainees17 who were housed in 
San Francisco’s jails at any point in calendar year 2015.18 Based on this data, Figure 8 below compares 

12 A peaking factor provides a cushion of jail beds for “peak” days, when the actual jail population exceeds the 
average. The Controller’s Office recommends using a peaking factor range of 4.7%-7.5%. 
13 The realities of managing a jail require that the number of beds in a jail exceeds the number of prisoners. This 
need arises because prisoners with different security classifications must be housed separately. The Controller’s 
Office recommends using a classification factor range of 5.0%-8.2%. 
14 This analysis is based on the average daily population (ADP) when the work group met in July 2016. Since then 
the ADP has increased significantly. For example, the ADP in February 2017 was 1,289. 
15 The Sheriff, Public Works and the Mayor’s Office will be assessing the feasibility of re-opening County Jail #6 at 
San Bruno without structural enhancements, to expedite the closure of County Jail #4.  If feasible, this is projected 
to take 18 months to two years. 
16 166 people per day on average * 365 days = 60,590 total bed days; 228*365 = 83,220 total bed days 
17 Under a contract between the Sheriff’s Department and the U.S. Marshals Service, approximately 35-40 federal 
detainees are housed in County Jail #4 on any given day while they are standing trial in San Francisco. Sheriff 
Hennessy has stated publicly that she is open to terminating this contract. Figure 8 shows the impact that including 
federal detainees would have had on the analyses in this brief. 
18 See the full Data Brief for details about the methodology and further analysis. 
https://www.sfdph.org/dph/files/jrp/DataBrief6.pdf 
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the percentage of all individuals in jail with the percentage of bed days those individuals occupy, by 
length of stay in jail.  
 
The figure shows that the 65% of prisoners (orange line) who spent 15 days or less in jail occupied less 
than 3% of all bed days (blue columns).  Conversely, the 12% of prisoners who spent 180 days or more in 
jail occupied 78% of all bed days. This finding suggests that, to reduce the jail population, the City must 
target interventions at a large number of prisoners with short stays, or a much smaller number of prisoners 
with long stays in jail. 
 

Figure 8: Share of Bed Days v. Share of Incarcerated Individuals 

 
 
Those with longer stays in jail are primarily individuals with multiple violent and/or serious 
charges with no bail or high bail. 
 
The jail population using the most bed days is disproportionately young and 
Black. 
 
Figure 9 on the next page is based on the same dataset as the previous finding (i.e., 
individuals in jail during calendar year 2015). The figure visualizes the percent of bed days 
used by age group and race/ethnicity of prisoners. Black prisoners occupied approximately 
53% of all bed days in 2015, but only 6% of San Francisco residents are black.19 Prisoners 
aged 18-25 occupied 28% of all bed days, but only 12% of San Francisco residents are in that 
age group.20 
  

19 U.S. Census, 2010 
20 U.S. Census, 2010 
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Figure 9: Share of Jail Bed Days by Age and Race/Ethnicity - 2015 

Ethnicity 18-25 26-34 35-45 46-64 65+ Total 

Black 16.2% 14.2% 10.3% 12.3% 0.3% 53.3% 
White 3.4% 6.0% 5.9% 5.4% 0.7% 21.4% 

Hispanic 6.3% 4.2% 2.5% 1.9% 0.2% 15.1% 
Filipino 0.5% 0.6% 0.5% 0.2% 0.0% 1.9% 
Chinese 0.1% 0.3% 0.2% 0.8% 0.0% 1.5% 

Other 0.5% 0.3% 0.3% 0.2% 0.1% 1.4% 
Less than 

1%21 
0.1% 0.7% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 1.2% 

Samoan 0.6% 0.2% 0.3% 0.0% 0.0% 1.1% 
Other Asian 0.1% 0.6% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 1.1% 
Vietnamese 0.0% 0.3% 0.2% 0.2% 0.0% 0.7% 

No response 0.1% 0.2% 0.3% 0.1% 0.0% 0.7% 
American 

Indian 
0.1% 0.2% 0.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.5% 

Total 28% 28% 21% 21% 1% 100% 

 
  

21 “Less than 1%” is a grouping of ethnicities that individually account for less than 1% of the total population. They 
are: Pacific Islander, Laotian, Korean, Cambodian, Asian Indian, Japanese, Guamanian, and Hawaiian. 
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E. Prioritized Strategies – Action Items for Reducing Bed Days 
During monthly meetings from March to August 2016, work group members were given the 
opportunity to break into small groups, discuss the strengths and challenges of the criminal justice 
system, and propose strategies to meet the work group's goals. Work group members were also 
provided with issue briefs in advance of each of these meetings that included suggested intervention 
strategies developed by members of the Technical Support Team on how to divert more individuals 
from San Francisco’s jails. All strategies derived from interviews, small group discussions, issue 
briefs, and the co-chairs themselves were synthesized and prioritized during the final two work 
group meetings (October 14, 2016 and October 28, 2016).  Members of the work group were asked 
to consider the following four questions to guide their prioritization:  
 

1. Does this strategy align with the work group goal of reducing San Francisco’s jail population 
safely and justly such that the City can permanently close County Jails #3 and #4? 

2. Will this strategy help reduce the jail population within three years? 
3. Does this strategy create new options for treating mentally ill justice-involved individuals 

outside of the jail? 
4. Will this strategy make an impact in reducing racial disparities among those that are 

incarcerated in San Francisco? 
 
Appendix C presents the full results of the work group’s prioritization process and department 
updates on identified strategies. 
 
Color coding indicates as follows: 
 

Capital Investments and Policies 
  Prioritized by 66% and over 
  Prioritized by 50 to 65% 
  Prioritized by 33% to 49% 
  Prioritized by under 33% 
  
Services and Programs 
  1st ranked action within strategy category 
  2nd ranked action within strategy category 
  3rd ranked action within strategy category 

 
Action on Recommended Strategies to Date 
 
Recommendations were grouped in the following areas: 

• Capital Investments  
o 6 Strategies – 14 Suggested Actions 

• Policy  
o 7 Strategies – 22 Suggested Actions 

• Services and Programs  
o 2 Strategies – 15 Suggested Actions 
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Many of the recommendations are difficult to evaluate because they are general in nature.  For example, 
those strategies that recommend improvement and enhancement are not specific.  Additionally, some 
recommendations require a drill down on data that is not available electronically and require rigorous 
program evaluations, not possible with the resources available.  

Regardless of the above challenges, Appendix C represents a full review of each recommended action 
with the status as reported by the responsible City agencies, and the next section highlights select 
recommendations and activities for reducing bed days. This is a living document that will be used to 
continually evaluate our progress. 
 

F. Key Recommendations and Activities for Reducing Bed Days 
Roughly 18,000 (or 4%) of 439,708 total bed days in 2015 were occupied by approximately 
360 individuals awaiting available beds in residential treatment programs or locked 
psychiatric facilities. 
 
The best data available from the Department of Public Health and Sheriff’s Department suggests that, in 
2015, roughly 360 people occupied an estimated 18,000 bed days in custody awaiting an available bed in 
a residential treatment program or a locked psychiatric facility.22 The Department of Public Health is 
actively working to create new beds in residential treatment programs and locked psychiatric facilities to 
reduce the number of days that people currently wait in jail. 
 
Rates of Serious Mental Illness (SMI) in San Francisco’s jails are lower than the national 
average. 
 
A consistent definition of mental illness is important to ensure continuity of care for clients and ensure 
appropriate services in and out of jail. Per the Stepping Up Initiative23, “people with mental illnesses 
should be understood also to encompass people with co-occurring substance use disorders, as well as 
‘serious mental illness’ (SMI) . . . which are defined as a mental, behavioral, or emotional disorder that is 
diagnosable within the past year, is chronic or long lasting, and results in a significant impairment in 
social, occupational, or other areas of functioning.” Examples of qualifying SMI diagnoses include 
schizophrenia, schizoaffective disorder, bipolar disorder, and severe forms of major depression. 
 
The Department of Public Health uses the above definition of mental illness when providing care to 
patients in San Francisco’s jails.  The care the department provides ensures early intervention mental 
health support for all inmates with trauma-associated impacts.  The department estimates that 40% of 
inmates in San Francisco’s jails seek supportive mental health services.  However, the rate of serious 
mental illness (SMI) in San Francisco’s jails (7-14%24) is somewhat lower than the national average – 

22 Best data available suggests the following: approximately 276 people occupy roughly 10,732 bed days per year 
waiting for transfer to residential treatment programs, 35 people in 2015 occupied roughly 4,025 bed days waiting 
for transfer to county-funded locked psychiatric beds, and 52 people in 2015 occupied roughly 3,323 bed days 
waiting for transfer to the State Hospital.  
23 The Stepping Up Initiative calls on counties across the country to reduce the prevalence of people with mental 
illnesses being held in county jails.  It is a partnership between the U.S. Department of Justice’s Bureau of Justice 
Assistance and the following sponsors: National Association of Counties, American Psychiatric Association 
Foundation, and The Council of State Governments Justice Center.  
24 Data from the Department of Public Health indicates that roughly 7‐14% of those incarcerated in San Francisco in 
2015 had an SMI diagnosis.  
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The Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMSHA) estimates that 14‐24% of 
individuals with criminal justice involvement nationwide have an SMI diagnosis. 
 

Work Group Recommendations: 
 

1. Develop a 47-bed Psychiatric Respite Program located at Zuckerberg San Francisco 
General to provide voluntary mental health and substance use disorder treatment services. 

2. Decrease mental health stays in county jail by transferring more quickly to residential 
treatment. 

 
Action Items: 

 
1. Increase residential treatment beds. (116 new beds included in the FY 2017-18 budget: 

• 15 beds at Hummingbird Place at the Behavioral Health Center located on the ZSFG 
campus 

• 34 new medical respite beds (funded in 2015 – opened in 2017) 
• 30+ conservatorship beds in San Francisco 
• 32 residential substance use disorder treatment beds 
• 5 detox beds) 

2. DPH is in the process of developing this program. Funding from the Public Health and 
Safety Bond will facilitate important upgrades to Building 5 at ZSFG, and DPH is 
exploring ways that this could potentially allow for additional psychiatric respite beds at 
the campus. While additional funding has not been identified to support on-going costs 
for the possible program expansion, DPH is looking into opportunities and options to 
increase capacity for these types of beds. 

 
Individuals booked on felony charges that ultimately are not filed by the District Attorney 
may spend up to four days in jail due to lack of weekend and holiday rebooking by the 
District Attorney. 
 
Within 48 hours of arrest, not counting holidays and weekends, the District Attorney’s Office must 
review the arrest documents of individuals arrested for felony crimes to determine whether or not it will 
file charges and move forward with prosecution. 
 
The District Attorney’s Office currently declines to file in approximately 50% of cases. Thus, an 
individual arrested on a Monday on whom the District Attorney declines to file may be released as early 
as Tuesday evening.  That same individual arrested on a Thursday may not be released until the following 
Monday. This is because the District Attorney does not currently staff the rebooking function on holidays 
and weekends. This also results in the use of additional jail bed days. 
 

Work Group Recommendation: 
 

1. Enable District Attorney's Office to make charging decisions on Saturdays, Sundays and 
holidays to reduce the length of stay of individuals booked into jail on or near weekends. 

 
Action Item: 
 

1. The District Attorney supported by the Mayor’s Office has this included in the FY 2017-18 
budget. 
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San Francisco’s high bail unfairly results in increased bed days for those without funds to 
post a bond. 
 
Only 11 people25 per day who are pretrial bail out of the county jail, most using a bail agent. Many people 
who are not eligible for pretrial diversion release in San Francisco remain in jail due to lack of funds. The 
majority of people who bail out are not eligible for a citation release, or may not be immediately eligible 
for pretrial release.  In the six months from April 30, 2016 through October 31, 2016, 1,258 people were 
released from jail on bail.  The most frequent charges for which individuals who posted bail were 
domestic violence, first degree burglary, criminal threats, assault likely to cause great bodily injury, first 
degree robbery, and assault with a deadly weapon. 
 

Work Group Recommendations: 
 

1. Advocate for reform of statewide laws on bail.   
2. Reduce statutory bail amounts in San Francisco. 
3. Expand Pretrial Diversion's capacity to serve more clients. 
4. Increase the capacity of the Public Defender’s Bail Unit to file more motions to reduce or 

eliminate bail. 
 

Action Items: 
 

1. The current presiding judge of the San Francisco Superior Court is a member of a statewide 
judicial Task Force looking at the bail system, including the reduction of statutory bail 
amounts with a sliding scale based on income. 

2. The San Francisco Mayor’s Office has approved an infusion of funds of over $700,000 in the 
Sheriff’s budget for the purpose of increasing the ability of the San Francisco Pretrial 
Diversion Project (SFPDP) to process recommendations to the courts more efficiently. 

3. Since its inception in September of 2015, the Office of the Public Defender's Bail Motion 
Unit has filed 443 motions with a 47% success rate (success is defined as an earlier release 
for an incarcerated person as a result of the bail motion). 

4. The Mayor’s Office has submitted funds for the Public Defender to provide attorneys to 
respond to consult with the DA in filing certain charges and to represent SFPDP in 
recommendations for release made during arraignment. 

 
There may be opportunities for diversion that should be explored in San Francisco. 
 
        Work Group Recommendations: 
 

1. Develop pilot program in which law enforcement can redirect low-level offenders with 
mental health and/or substance use issue to services instead of jail (e.g., Seattle LEAD 
program). 

2. Create a one-stop-shop triage center to make pre-booking diversion easier for arresting 
agencies. 

3. Create a Reentry Navigation Center open 24/7 to provide post release case management to 
homeless or unstably housed people exiting jail and people participating in post release 
programs. 

25 This number comes from two studies by the SFSD – January through August of 2016, and April 30, 2016 through 
October 2016. 
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4. Consolidate reentry and social services and resources for at-risk populations and previous 
offenders, making them more accessible and well-staffed. 

5. Expand crisis diversion programs. 
6. Expand the work of the Homeless Outreach Team (HOT) and case managers to provide 

wrap-around services. 
7. Establish a joint response team of mental health crisis clinicians and police officers. 
8. Increase the number of behavioral health and mental health professionals outside the criminal 

justice system on the streets.  
  

Action Items: 
 
1. Grant funds from the State Board of Community Corrections (SBCC) have been awarded to 

DPH for SF LEAD.  DPH is the lead department along with key public safety departments as 
partners.  The program is intended to divert people with mental health and/or substance abuse 
issues from jail through an intervention supervised by the District Attorney and facilitated at 
the Community Assessment Service Center (CASC).  

2. The Adult Probation Department has recently released a Request for Proposals (RFP) to 
community CBOs provide wrap around services with a therapeutic focus at the CASC which 
will open every day for 24 hours.  The CASC will serve as the diversion site for SF LEAD 
and    continue to provide services to probationers and others who have been justice involved. 
The SFAPD will also be expanding behavioral health services available at this site. 

3. DPH/SFPD have implemented a team response approach that pairs DPH behavioral health 
staff with SFPD officers responding in crisis situations. DPH added five staff to its 
Comprehensive Crisis Services unit, including clinical psychologists and behavioral health 
clinicians who are experienced and licensed in the behavioral health field.  The new team 
brings behavioral health expertise to support the de-escalation of critical incidents, support 
police at the scene, and assist with debriefing and crisis intervention trainings. Also, 
implementing LEAD SF will help divert low-level drug offenders into services. 

4. DPH reports that LEAD has an outreach component that puts case managers and trained peer 
specialists on the streets in the Tenderloin and the Mission.  In addition, the existing 
programs for street outreach that are not criminal justice partners include the HOT Team, 
assigned to HSH with 40 Full Time Equivalents (FTE) at the HOT team, 40 FTE as part of 
the DPH Crisis response team and now two teams as part of the EMS-6 Fire Department 
program. 
 

The San Francisco Pretrial Diversion Project (SFPDP) has been effective in reducing the 
jail population by an average of 47%.26 
  
The Sheriff’s Department’s has supported the SFPDP for over 25 years. On April 30, 2016, the Public 
Safety Assessment (PSA) tool, by which individuals were evaluated for pretrial release, was replaced with 
a validated risk assessment tool that removed from consideration the arrestee’s demographic information 
and eliminated in-person interviews of arrestees, thus minimizing potential for racial or economic bias to 
affect the outcome.  The new PSA also objectively ranks the possible conditions of a pretrial release on a 
tiered scale that ranges from a release with no conditions to a release with assertive case management. 
Not everyone arrested is eligible for a PSA as some charges are precluded.  Among these are probation or 
parole violations, violations of alternative sentencing conditions, en route warrants, and bookings for 
bench warrants.  However, for those who fall within the recommendation ranges, the results are presented 
to the duty judge for review and decision.  One drawback of the PSA identified by the work group is that 
a person could remain in jail prior to the conclusion of the process from 14 to over 24 hours. 

26 Reported from SFSD Daily County documents. 
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If the decision by the duty judge is to not release the individual, the case work-up is submitted to the 
arraignment judge who can consider additional information and decide to release the individual, with or 
without assertive case management.  As with the rebooking process, the time spent in custody of 
individuals who are ultimately released at arraignment varies according to the day of the week they are 
booked into custody. Individuals arrested for felony crimes must be arraigned with 48 hours of arrest, not 
counting weekends and holidays. 
 

Figure 10:  SF Pretrial Diversion Statistics – April 30, 2016 through October 31, 201627 
 

 
 

Work Group Recommendation: 
 

1. Expand Pretrial Diversion’s capacity to serve more clients. 
• Provide additional options to judges for applying electronic monitoring in assertive case 

management. 
• Work on decreasing the failure rate while increasing the number of successful 

completions. 
• Review the success rate of diversion programs and expand what works. 

 
  

27 PSA Implementation in San Francisco: Preliminary Data from the First Six Months (Source Justice System 
Partners). 

8,855 Jail Bookings
-5211 Not eligible for PSA due to mandatory charges, detainers, holds, or citation
3644 PSAs Completed 

-1346

736 Considered by the duty judge
677 PSA Recommended for release 413 Approved for Release

1562 Considered by judge at first arraignment
749 PSA Recommended for release 202 Approved for Release

35% Failure Rate
258 Failed to appear as ordered 86 Booked into jail on a new charge

28% 9%

Compared to previous risk assessment tool
Duty judge decisions to release defendants prior to arraignment has increase from 29% to 61%
Arraignment judge decisions to release defendants has increased from 17% to 27%

Not considered by court due to release on bail, 
citation or no charges filed by the DA

New "Arnold" Risk Assessment Tool - First 6 Months
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Action Items: 
 

1. The FY 2017-18 budget includes $700,000 toward: 
a. funding for the SFPDP, including 
b. SFPDP Task Force that will meet regularly to review the effectiveness of the pretrial 

release tool. 
2. The Sheriff’s Department’s FY 2017-18 budget includes additional options to the court by 

adding electronic monitoring. 
3. The SFAPD, via the Reentry Council, is supporting the work of the Public Policy Institute of 

California (PPIC). PPIC is doing a multi-county recidivism study; the results of which will 
provide some indication of how reentry services are impacting justice involved people.  

4. Additionally, the FY 2017-18 budget includes pilot programs at the Sheriff's Department, the 
District Attorney, the Public Defender and the Pretrial program with additional resources and 
monitoring by the Controller's Office to measure effectiveness and recommend targeted 
increases for diversion programs. 

5. The FY 2017-18 budget has funds for the public defender to add two lawyers to address 
clients immediately after booking, to consult with the DA on filing decisions and to represent 
SFPDP with the recommendations for release at arraignment. 

 
Data limitations challenge the ability of the City to identify, collect, analyze and predict the 
impact of most recommendations on the jail population. 
 
As discussed earlier in this report, the lack of readily available data on which to base decisions was a 
frustration that we all shared.  The following recommendations focus on investing in and enhancing our 
data capabilities, especially around law enforcement, public health and other related areas.  Some of these 
involve the criminal justice partners, including the courts data system called the JUSTIS Program. 
   

Work Group Recommendations: 
 

1. Expand the role of JUSTIS information system to support use of criminal justice data to 
inform system improvements and coordinate efforts across multiple jurisdictions. 

2. Expand the Sheriff Department’s resources and capacity to address limitations in data 
collection and analysis, so that the City can calculate definitively which strategies will allow 
the City to reduce the jail population by 83,220 bed days. 

3. Coordinate interdepartmental data collection and quality control efforts for missing variables 
listed in the Burns Report and Appendix A of the Data Brief (especially race/ethnicity data). 

4. Expand the San Francisco Police Department’s capacity to collect data, and require the 
department collect data on all citations, including misdemeanor cites and arrests. 

5. Ensure any investments in capital, programs, and services include an analysis on disparate 
racial impact. 

 
 Action Items: 
 

1. The Mayor’s Criminal Justice Forum has tasked DataScienceSF to work with criminal justice 
departments to adopt a common race and ethnicity data standard.  Those meetings are in 
progress. 

2. The City Administrator, as Executive Sponsor of JUSTIS, is considering ways the system and 
its member departments can more effectively collect, share and report data to address the data 
challenges identified by the Re-Envisioning Work Group. 
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3. The Human Rights Commission has launched “Engineering for Equity,” an effort to ensure 
city services and resources are leveraged to achieve equitable outcomes for all.  The program 
has two objectives: 
a. To advise city departments on strategies to eliminate disparities in the provision of public 

services; and 
b. To ensure community involvement in the full range of government decisions.  The 

program consists of customized consultations with city leaders around their service areas, 
including criminal justice, transit, education, land use and affordable housing.  The 
Commission’s work with the Sheriff’s Department will include implementing a results-
based accountability system to ensure data on race and ethnicity is accurately tracked and 
used to inform policy decisions. 

G. Next Steps 

Departments have incorporated a number of strategies proposed by the work group into their budget 
requests for the coming fiscal year.  However, the City has a target date of 2019 to permanently close the 
Hall of Justice. While there will be incremental reductions, it is difficult to predict whether 
implementation of work group strategies or possible statewide bail reform will reduce the jail population 
sufficiently by then to allow the complete closure of County Jail #4. However, we will continue to work 
within our respective areas on strategies that safely address diversion, reduction and recidivism of those 
at-risk populations affected by the criminal justice system. 

Previous studies by the Controller’s Office project: 1) continued population growth in the City, 2) 
additional police officers deployed in the city; and, 3) a projected jail count of 1,235-1,402.28 The work 
group co-chairs propose the following steps to monitor the impact of strategy implementation and close 
the Hall of Justice and its jails by 2019: 

1. Departments report to the Board of Supervisors on their progress implementing relevant work 
group strategies by December 2017.   

2. The Board of Supervisors reviews the City’s average daily jail population in September 2018.  As 
discussed on page 8, the City has capacity to house an average daily jail population of between 
1,064 and 1,126 people without County Jails #3 and #4.  

3. Begin planning for the re-opening of County Jail #6 to expedite the closure of County Jail #4 in 
the event that the implemented strategies do not consistently reduce the daily population by 166-
228 people.   

 
 
 

  

28 This figure range comes from the Controller’s Office’s jail forecast report released in June 2016. 
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Appendix A: Membership 

Name Organization 
Work Group Co-Chairs 
Vicki Hennessy Sheriff, San Francisco Sheriff's Department 
Barbara Garcia Director of Health, San Francisco Department of Public Health 
Roma Guy Representative, San Francisco Taxpayers for Public Safety 
Work Group Members 
Amos Brown Pastor, Third Baptist Church 
Andrea Salinas Representative, No New SF Jail Coalition 
Angel Morales-
Carrion 

Youth Representative 

Ben Rosenfield Controller, San Francisco Controller's Office 
Carletta Jackson-
Lane 

Executive Director, Sojourner Truth Foster Family Service Agency 

David Serrano Sewell Regional Vice President, Hospital Council of Northern and Central California 
Eduardo Vega President and CEO, Mental Health Association of San Francisco 
Essex Lordes Representative, Communities United Against Violence 
Garret Tom Deputy Chief, Professional Standards and Principled Policy Bureau 
George Gascón District Attorney, Office of the San Francisco District Attorney 
Greg Suhr/  
Toney Chaplin 

San Francisco Police Department 

Jacqueline Flin Executive Director, A. Philip Randolph Institute 
James Bell Executive Director, W. Haywood Burns Institute 
James E. Loyce, Jr. Advocate, Behavioral Health and Social Justice 
Jane Kim District 6 Supervisor, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Jeff Adachi Public Defender, San Francisco Public Defender's Office 
Joe Calderon Representative 
Ronald Albers/  
John Stewart 

Judges, San Francisco Superior Court 

Karen Fletcher Chief Adult Probation Officer, San Francisco Adult Probation Department 
Lillian Kim Shine Executive Director, Bayview Hunters Point Foundation 
Lisa Marie Alatorre Human Rights Organizer, Coalition on Homelessness 
Lizzie Buchen Statewide Advocacy and Communications Coordinator, Californians United 

for a Responsible Budget 
London Breed District 5 Supervisor, San Francisco Board of Supervisors 
Mallory Scott 
Cusenbery 

Principal, RossDrulisCusenbery Architecture, Inc. 

Mario Molina Lieutenant, San Francisco Police Department 
Mattie Scott Chapter Leader, Mothers in Charge 
Melissa Whitehouse Budget Director, Office of Mayor Ed Lee 
Michael P. Connolly Commanding Officer, Professional Standards and Principled Policing Bureau, 

San Francisco Police Department 
Mohammed Nuru Director, San Francisco Department of Public Works 
Naomi Kelly City Administrator, Office of the San Francisco City Administrator 
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Name Organization 
Phoebe Dodd 
Vanderhorst 

Founder, Way-Pass Program, City College of San Francisco 

Steve Fields Executive Director, Progress Foundation 
Theresa Sparks/  
Zoe Polk 

San Francisco Human Rights Commission 

Will Leong Chief Executive Officer, San Francisco Pretrial Diversion Project 
Windy Click Member, California Coalition for Women Prisoners 
Woods Ervin Representative; Transgender, Gender Variant, and Intersex Justice Project 
Technical Support Team 
Craig Murdock San Francisco Department of Public Health 
Jeanne Woodford Criminal Justice Expert 
Jessica Flintoft Criminal Justice Expert 
Kara Chien San Francisco Office of the Public Defender 
Katy Miller San Francisco Office of the District Attorney 
Laura Thomas Drug Policy Expert 
Roma Guy Social Justice Advocate 
Simin Shamji San Francisco Office of the Public Defender 
Tara Anderson San Francisco Office of the District Attorney 
Planning Team 
Colleen Chawla San Francisco Department of Public Health 
Eileen Hirst San Francisco Sheriff's Department 
Heather Green Office of the San Francisco City Administrator 
Jeff Pomrenke San Francisco Controller’s Office 
Jessie Rubin San Francisco Controller’s Office 
Jo Robinson San Francisco Department of Public Health 
Kelly Kirkpatrick Office of Mayor Ed Lee 
Kyle Patterson San Francisco Controller’s Office 
Michael Arnold Harder+Company 
Michelle Magee Harder+Company 
Samuel Thomas San Francisco Controller’s Office 

 
 

  



Appendix B: Current Data Limitations and Opportunities for 
Improvement 

The work group made a variety of requests for data analyses throughout its process.  Some of the requests 
could not be fulfilled because of limitations associated with the following variables.  The table below 
describes the current limitations associated with each variable and some of the opportunities that the City 
has identified for improving access to data in the future.  
 

Variable Explanation 
Jail Behavioral Health Status In accordance with the Health Insurance Portability and 

Accountability Act (HIPAA), which sets federal standards for the 
protection of sensitive patient information, data from the 
Department of Public Health regarding the mental health 
treatment of individuals incarcerated in San Francisco jails is not 
available for bulk download. While there is information regarding 
the population served (e.g., age, demographics, types of contact, 
diagnosis), this data is not easily matched to the data provided by 
the Sheriff’s Department.  The Department of Public Health is 
currently working with technical support to create a data report 
where de-identified information can be matched with data 
provided by the Sheriff's Department without violating HIPAA 
standards. 

Community Treatment Bed 
Wait Times 

The typical wait for a residential treatment bed in San Francisco is 
two weeks to a month, with waits from custody lasting up to 4 
months. People in custody have longer waits for two reasons: the 
nature of a person’s charges may limit their placement options and 
the legal resolution of a case may be delayed. Wait times vary due 
to demand and are generally longer in winter months and shorter 
in summer months. Most people waiting in custody for residential 
treatment beds are participating in the collaborative courts and, 
while snapshot data on the wait times of these individuals is 
available, overall collaborative court data is not easily accessible 
due to recent changes in databases and concerns regarding the 
integrity of the data.  

Substance Use Disorders In accordance with the Health Insurance Portability and 
Accountability Act (HIPAA), which sets federal standards for the 
protection of sensitive patient information, data from the 
Department of Public Health regarding substance use of 
individuals incarcerated in San Francisco jails is not available for 
bulk download. The department is currently working with 
technical support to create a data report on individuals who self-
reported substance use upon entering the jail and/or were placed 
on medical detox due to recent substance use. While this report 
will not provide complete information for the population, it will 
provide an estimate as to prevalence of substance use in the 
population. 
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Variable Explanation 
Homelessness Data collected on homelessness is unreliable because it is self-

reported and because there is no consistent definition of the term 
among city agencies that work with homeless individuals. There is 
currently no matching of the Human Services Agency database 
information with Sheriff or District Attorney criminal justice 
databases. 

Street Misdemeanor Citations 
Issued 

While the SFPD is in development and implementation of the 
ability to issue electronic citations for traffic violations and 
infractions, detailed information on misdemeanor citations issued 
on the streets in lieu of arrest is lacking.  Data reporting 
challenges make it difficult to determine the total number of 
misdemeanor citations issued per year.  Law enforcement uses 
paper citations with duplicates with a substantial lag time for entry 
into data systems.  What we do know, as reported by the District 
Attorney’s office, is information from 7,227 copies of 
misdemeanor paper citations were subsequently entered into the 
CLETS data base for calendar year 2016.  This number does not 
include a significant number of misdemeanor citations, mostly 
traffic-related that were reduced to infractions and transferred to 
Traffic Court.  Of these remaining 7,227 misdemeanor citations, 
1,341 resulted in court filings by the District Attorney. 

Booking Reason A single booking may occur for multiple reasons. For example, an 
individual may be booked for on view charges, as well as a 
warrant and a probation violation. Routine reports run on this data 
capture only the first reason entered by the booking deputy. 
However, for purposes of this document, manual efforts were 
employed to explain the snapshot of August 23, 2016.  

Release Reason A single release may occur for multiple reasons. For example, an 
individual may be released because their charges were dismissed, 
and an outstanding warrant cited to a future court date, and 
probation reinstated. Reports run on this data capture only the first 
reason entered by the releasing deputy. 

Conviction Status  
(pretrial v. sentenced) 

The Sheriff Department’s current data system does not easily 
capture pretrial/sentenced status because an individual may be 
sentenced on one matter while awaiting disposition of others. To 
report pretrial/sentenced status accurately requires significant 
research into each of an individual’s charges.   
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Variable Explanation 
Probation Violations and Flash 
Incarcerations 

The Adult Probation Department has the legal authority to motion 
the court to impose a probation violation. The department also has 
the legal authority to impose a flash incarceration of up to 10 days 
with a client under Post Release Community Supervision (PRCS). 
The flash incarceration is a part of a range of graduated sanctions 
tools used by Adult Probation to redirect clients towards 
supervision and treatment compliance. Before imposing a flash 
incarceration or recommending a probation violation, Adult 
Probation reviews the imposition of other lesser restrictive 
strategies such as field visits, increased supervision visits, curfew, 
electronic monitoring, reentry services participation, clinical 
support, and barrier removal. Prior to using the Flash 
Incarceration Tool, non-compliant clients under Adult Probation 
supervision consistently returned to court on violations and could 
be reverted to much longer terms in custody. The Flash 
Incarceration Tool has cut down on courtroom visits and jail bed 
days. There were 91 flash incarcerations in 2015 and 122 in 2016. 
96% were for 10 days; 4% were for less than 10 days. 
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Variable Explanation 
Race/Ethnicity Most criminal justice agencies currently meet the California 

Department of Justice standard for collection of race and ethnicity 
data, which is outdated and very limited, making it difficult to 
measure race and ethnicity based disparate outcomes at key points 
in the criminal justice system. By contrast, the Sheriff’s 
Department currently collects data on six races and 19 ethnicities. 
Three efforts are underway to improve the collection and 
reporting of race and ethnicity data: 
 

1) DataSF29 has taken a lead on surveying San Francisco’s 
criminal justice data and has convened a work group to 
standardize the Sheriff’s model across all criminal justice 
agencies, the Department of Public Health, and the 
Human Services Agency.   

2) The Office of the District Attorney and the Office of the 
Public Defender are participating in independent research 
to assess racial and ethnic disparities at various stages of 
the criminal case process for cases filed within San 
Francisco.  The Office of the District Attorney’s research 
is being conducted by Professors Steven Raphael (UC 
Berkeley) and John MacDonald (University of 
Pennsylvania). This study aims to measure racial 
disparities at key decision-making points and outcomes in 
the criminal case process; assess the degree to which 
observed racial disparities can be explained by factors 
such as charge severity, criminal history of the defendant, 
and other relevant mitigating and/or aggravating factors; 
and conduct simulations to explore how policy changes 
could reduce disparities at various points in the District 
Attorney’s decision-making process.   

3) In response to Reentry Council30 and community 
meetings on racial and ethnic disparities in the criminal 
justice system, the Adult Probation Department is taking 
steps to conduct a diligent review of race and ethnicity 
across the following decision points:  Flash 
Incarcerations, Violations, Motions to Revoke (MTRs), 
and Early Terminations. 

 
 

29 A division of the Mayor’s Office, DataSF is led by the City’s Chief Data Officer to transform the way the City 
works through the use of data.  For more information, visit https://datasf.org/ 
30 The City’s Reentry Council coordinates local efforts that support adults exiting San Francisco jails, San Francisco 
juvenile justice out‐of‐ home placements, the California Department of Corrections and Rehabilitation facil ities, 
and the United States Federal Bureau of Prison facilities. The Council coordinates information sharing, planning, 
and engagement among all interested private and public stakeholders. Members of the Council include city 
departments, the Courts, and state and federal agencies, and its work is supported by the individuals and community 
stakeholders that serve on its subcommittees. 
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Strategies  # Actions

1 Prioritize the development of low-income housing. 21 81%

• The San Francisco Adult Probation Department (SFADP) has reached out to HopeSF as a first step towards a collaborative conversation with 
HopeSF, Housing Authority, MOHCD, and DPH to discuss short-term and transitional housing.                                                                                                        
• The Mayors Office of Housing and Community Development (MOHCD) is putting all available resources toward the development of low-
income housing.  The budget dedicates over $100M each year on low-income housing development and MOHCD works to ensure that housing 
opportunities are available to as many different groups as possible.  We anticipate exceeding the Mayor's goal of 10,000 new or rehabilitated 
affordable housing units between 2014 and 2020.  HopeSF is also moving along steadily.  Our new 100% affordable buildings include 
homeless set-asides, but people re-entering after incarceration are only considered homeless at re-entry if they were homeless at time of 
incarceration.

2 Create cooperative housing for those exiting custody who are homeless but do not need residential treatment. 19 73%

• The SFAPD has several housing programs for people under SFAPD supervision - Congregate living, SRO/Stabilization Housing, Rental 
Subsidy and the flagship program is a 60 unit transitional housing program in the TL which is showing early on successes especially amongst 
people who step down from residential treatment into the Program.  SFAPD has had a very preliminary conversation with the HSH to discuss 
mutual interests in a program like the Drake that is focused on the TAY population.                                             • The SFSD offers housing 
and wrap around services to violent and/or repeat offenders through the No Violence Alliance (NoVA) program.  Currently, the NoVA program 
utilizes sober living  environments and single residency occupancy sites in the Bayview, Mission, Mid-Market / SOMA and Western Addition 
neighborhoods.  Recruitment for NoVA placement occurs primarily from the jails.                                                                                
• MOHCD agrees that the above types of programs are most beneficial for those exiting custody who are homeless.  Once people secure a job 
or income resulting in 50% AMI or above, they would be able to access affordable rental opportunities without subsidies.

3 Increase housing capacity for shelter, transitional, supportive, and permanent housing, and distribute housing site to reach communities in 
need. 24 92%

• The SFAPD reached out to  HSH department to discuss a "reentry services presence" in shelters and possibly at the navigation center. Next 
steps include: APD and HSH collaborating as follows - 
1. Training shelter/navigation center staff on reentry services
2. Following, APD and HSH will also discuss the feasibility/utility of having an bi-weekly/monthly on-site presence to share reentry services 
information with people at the shelters
3. APD will create inviting and welcoming CASC and other reentry services flyers for distribution by shelter staff
• MOHCD has a robust pipeline of new housing, including permanent  housing for the homeless through LOSP dedicated units.  MOHCD makes 
a concerted effort to distribute housing sites across the City in a variety of communities.
• The FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 City budget includes funding for 279 new Navigation Center and shelter beds.  The two-year budget also 
includes funding for 172 new supportive housing units, $6 million in rental subsidies, an expansion of the Harm Reduction Center hours, and 
funding for a new 24/7 Resource Center where individuals can come to get respite from the street and eat a meal or do laundry.                                                                                                                                                                      

Appendix C: Work Group Recommendations & Strategies with Department Updates

Yes

Capital Investments 

C1.
Invest in City 

Housing
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Capital Investments 
4 Embed wraparound services in the community.   22 85%

• The SFAPD/Reentry Division is launching a Community Engagement strategy to learn more about what the Community believes is needed to 
strengthen reentry services, and to connect justice involved people with existing services; and to learn more about the work that is being 
done in communities impacted by crime and violence.  Additionally, via the BSCC, the APD is rolling out eleven new recidivism reduction 
grants; many of them to grassroots, and black-led organizations. 
• As noted earlier in this report, the City funds over $120 million annually to provide a wide variety of prevention, behavioral health and 
reentry services across the City to serve at-risk and justice-involved populations. Many of these services are provided by nonprofits in the 
community The SFSD provides wrap around services at two community locations ( 70 Oak Grove and the WRC)  and to NoVA clients.

5 Develop a 47-bed Psychiatric Respite Program located at Zuckerberg San Francisco General to provide voluntary mental health and substance 
use disorder treatment services. 24 92%

• DPH is in the process of developing this program. Funding from the Public Health and Safety Bond will facilitate important upgrades to 
Building 5 at ZSFG, and DPH is exploring ways that this could potentially allow for additional psychiatric respite beds at the campus. While 
additional funding has not been identified to support on-going costs for the possible program expansion, DPH is looking into opportunities and 
options to increase capacity for these types of beds. 

6 Increase the number of available county-funded locked psychiatric beds (not under custody of Sheriff). 21 81%

• The Mayor’s Proposed Budget includes $5 million annually to add up to 40 beds to its long term care capacity to assist individuals that are 
identified as Misdemeanor Incompetent to Stand Trial (MIST) and assessed for Murphy Conservatorship. These beds will allow DPH clients with 
behavioral health issues to avoid unnecessary incarceration and receive the care they need. Once conserved, these patients typically require 
placement in a locked facility due to their low level of functioning and history of inability to care for themselves in a non-secure setting.

7 Create a Behavioral Health Justice Center that provides services such as respite beds, short-term residential treatment beds, long-term 
residential dual diagnosis treatment beds, short-term secure inpatient transitional care. 7 27%

8 Create a Reentry Navigation Center open 24/7 to provide post release case management to homeless or unstably housed people exiting jail 
and people participating in post release programs. 20 77%

• The Mayor's Office , APD and the Sheriff's Department are currently in discussion to expand the use of the Community Assessment Services 
Center (CASC) to make it 24/7 and to provide more services to people exiting jail.  The Sheriff is also planning for a discharge team to more 
effectively assist, those who are unexpectedly.
• Additionally, the FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 budget includes $3 million a year (or $6 million over two years) in additional funds to open a 
new Behavioral Health Navigation Center at the SFGH campus called Hummingbird.
• Parallel to the above, the SFAPD and HSH discussed if/how we (the CASC)  can collaborate around HSH's One Stop Coordinated Access 
system for Single Adults once it launches.

C2.
Invest in 

Behavioral 
Health 

Facilities

C3.
Invest in 

Navigation 
and Support 

Facilities
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Capital Investments 

9 Renovate County Jail #2 to safely accommodate a portion of the incarcerated people that would be displaced as a result of the closure of 
County Jail #4 (under custody of Sheriff). 15 58%

• The SFSD applied for funding from the Board of State and Community Corrections of $70M to achieve this goal; however, the City did not 
receive the funding.  

10 Create an inter-agency and interdisciplinary intake and discharge planning center in County Jail #1 to efficiently plan for exits from custody 
and ensure a  coordinated release of incarcerated people to identified service providers. 21 81%

• At this time the SFSD has an internal and external approach to ensuring more support as people are discharged from jail.  Internally working 
on individual plans, externally planning to use resources currently at the CASC to provide the programmatic connection.

11 Build a new jail facility to address gap in jail beds necessary to close seismically and architecturally deficient CJ#3 and #4 (under custody of 
Sheriff). 7 27%

12 Develop a integrated replacement detention/behavioral health facility with specific mental health treatment beds and programming for 
criminally involved individuals ineligible for immediate release and diversion (under custody of Sheriff). 9 35%

13 Enter into a contract with another adjacent county  for replacement jail beds to address gap in jail beds needed to close the seismically and 
architecturally deficient CJ#3 and #4 (under custody of Sheriff). 1 4%

• This is not a consideration.  However, the SFSD reports an assessment will be conducted to determine if we can safely re-open County Jail 
#6 at San Bruno in order to more quickly close County Jail #4 at the Hall of Justice.

14 Create more small, community-based residential behavioral health treatment centers. 24 92%
• DPH is adding $6 million over two years and 15 beds to Hummingbird Place on the ZSFG Campus at a new Navigation Center for behavioral 
health patients.
• The SFSD is working on adding up to 5 beds at the Salvation Army: Harbor Light for misdemeanor BHC clients while funding exists from the 
MIOCR grant.

Strategies  # Actions

1 Hold arraignment calendars in the morning and on weekends to reduce the amount of unnecessary time some individuals spend in custody 
waiting for this initial hearing. 23 88%

• Per the courts, at one time arraignment calendars were scheduled in the morning, however the drastic cuts to State funding forced the 
elimination of court clerks working midnights to prepare calendars - resulting in afternoon arraignments.  This recommendation will be 
reexamined once the courts implement their updated automated computer system, in early 2018, to determine if they will be able to return to 
morning arraignments.

2 Create a walk on calendar for persons with bench warrants to reduce bookings for these warrants. 21 81%

• The courts report that this is  another item that can be explored along with the adoption of the new court management system.  SFAPD is 
working with the Court to implement this process on appropriate matters.

3 Simplify the Supplemental Report process that is required by the Adult Probation Department for all those held in custody on motions to 
revoke probation. Court hearings are delayed for these people until this process is completed.  21 81%
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Policy 
• SFAPD has a process in place for a short supplemental report designed to expedite the process to ensure individuals are released from
custody as quickly as possible.  This appears to be working very well to expedite decisions.

4 Screen for out of county warrants to share information with the Public Defender at arraignment so attorneys can start working on clearing 
such warrants as soon as possible. 16 62%

• All discovered Out of County warrants are booked at the original arrest.  Public Defenders are aware of them.  As warrants are discovered
during the course of a stay, they are added and discoverable by the public defender.
• Additionally, 2 attorneys and 1 legal assistant were added to the Public Defender's FY 2017-18 budget as a one-time pilot program to work
with the Pretrial Diversion program to work to get more individuals diverted from jail as soon as possible.  The Pretrial Diversion program will
also see a $700,000 on-going increase to their budget to ensure they can bring on additional staff and work to divert more individuals from
jail.

5 Share staff between all collaborative courts to track availability of support services and coordinate with service providers to direct court 
participants as appropriate to available housing, treatment, or peer support opportunities. 19 73%

• While there is a Director of Collaborative courts who monitors the courts and works to secure funding - there is no coordinator assigned to
ensure sharing of resources across the various court disciplines.  Needs further investigation.
• The SFAPD welcomes clients of Collaborative Courts into CASC services - where there is opportunity to continue to educate collaborative
court partners on CASC services, and build stronger services access pathways, the SFAPD will be at the planning table.     
The SFSD also welcomes clients from the Collaborative Courts to our two community sites.  Additionally, we offer gender responsive services 
to transwomen at the WRC. These services are open to all women seeking assistance. 

6 Explore possible policy changes that encourage prosecutors to make plea offers for non violent crimes that do not include jail time. 18 69%

• The DA generally looks for sentencing options, particularly for non-violent crimes, that do not include jail time.  The use of misdemeanor
neighborhood courts, and the addition of another sentencing specialist work to accomplish this recommendation.

7 Enable District Attorney's Office to make charging decisions on Saturdays and Sundays to reduce the length of stay of individuals booked into 
jail on or near the weekend. 24 92%

• The FY 2017-18 budget includes funding for staff at the District Attorney's Office to fund rebookings on weekends.  This one-time pilot
program will be monitored by the Controller's Office to ensure it has the impact envisioned by this group.

8 Monitor and reduce continuances in case proceedings. 15 58%

• Continuances take place for many reasons and the judge is most in control regarding this practice, which is affected by requests for
continuances from either the district attorney or the public defender.

9 Extend court hours to nights and weekends to decrease time to disposition. 20 77%

• Extending court hours is an extremely complicated and expensive proposition.  Court personnel - clerks, bailiffs, witnesses, district
attorneys, public defenders and others would need to be working additional hours.  Should be considered in the future.
• However, as noted above there was staffing added to both the Sheriff, District Attorney and Public Defender's Offices for FY 2017-18 to try
multiple pilot programs to get our diversion systems working better and ensure no one is in jail unnecessarily.
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Policy 
10 Expand use of location-specific collaborative courts. 17 65%

• The SF Superior Court will implement a new court in August 2017 that is specifically aimed at "Quality of Life" Infractions. Every year,
thousands of people are cited for camping, blocking sidewalks, drinking in public, and urinating in public. The Court adjudicated over 15,000 of
these infractions in 2016; individuals cited typically struggle with issues arising from homelessness, substance abuse, mental illness, and
poverty. The "Quality of Life" (QOL) Collaborative Court will provide fair and just adjudication of these infractions while cooperating with
stakeholders to address the underlying issues and needs of the QOL defendants through assessment and referral to appropriate services.

11 Provide incentives and expand eligibility guidelines to increase the likelihood that defendants will elect to seek treatment through the 
collaborative court process.  24 92%

• DPH is working to provide beds in treatment programs more quickly will encourage engagement in the collaborative court processes.  For the 
behavior courts, 15 new beds will be added at a Behavioral Health Navigation Center and up to 40 conservatorship beds will be added in FY
17/18.                                                                                                                                                                • The SFSD has secured
MIOCR grant funds for one year that will provide housing for misdemeanor Behavioral Health Court clients to incentivize participation, and
treatment.

12 Advocate for reduction of bail amounts in San Francisco Superior Court's bail schedule. 19 73%
• SB 10 and AB 42 are bail reform legislation in California.  One aspect is the option for judges to reduce bail based on the defendant's ability
to pay and to also couple bail with pre-trial release levels.  Judge Jackson, Presiding Judge is also on the State Court Task Force investigating
bail reduction and elimination.
• Several of the City's policy makers have voiced public support for these measures, including the Mayor, President of the Board London Breed
and other members of the Board of Supervisors.

13 Subsidize bail payments for some incarcerated individuals. 16 62%

• Most locations where this has been tried, most prominently Brooklyn, NY, the bail payments are for people arrested for misdemeanor crimes.
In San Francisco, most misdemeanor crimes are cited and released on the street.  Additionally, SF has a robust supervised pre-trial release
program for offenders who meet eligibility requirements, (and as mentioned the upcoming budget includes additional resources to improve
and expand this program).
• SB 10 and AB 42 may offer even more relief. If not, the need for this program should be investigated and steps taken to implement, if
indicated. There is no reason not to explore this. According to the August 23, 2016 snapshot of inmates in jail without other holds, there were
56 that had bail amounts between $10,000 and of $50,000; and 19 with bail of $10,000 or less.  One issue is that we do not have the length
of stay to determine if these people were released via some other mechanism after that date.

14 Advocate for reform of statewide laws on bail. 21 81%
In process via SB 10 and AB 42. 

15 Advocate for state legislature to expand eligibility for cite and release. 17 65%
• Most misdemeanor crimes are eligible for cite and release.  This will require more study to determine benefits.

16 Explore how to apply governor's Credit Earning Program so that incarcerated people are eligible for release earlier. 19 73%

• The SFSD is currently reviewing a draft protocol to provide milestone credits.  We are working on modifying  the JMS system to effectively
track program participation in order to award milestones when appropriate.
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Policy 

17 Terminate contract with federal government to house federal prisoners. 12 46%

• The SFSD plans to terminate the  contract when the Hall of Justice jails are permanently closed.

18 Expand role of JUSTIS information system to support use of criminal justice data to inform system improvements and coordinate efforts 
across multiple justice jurisdictions. 24 92%

• The SFAPD is an active partner in the JUSTIS working group and continues to consider how JUSTIS data goals dovetail with SFAPD's
developing case management system with the goal of creating legally appropriate data sharing efficiencies. The Mayor's Chief Data Officer and
Deputy Chief of Staff are chairing the Race and Ethnicity Data Standards Working Group on criminal justice data. The purpose of this working
group is to recommend a standard way of collecting race and ethnicity data across the criminal justice system in San Francisco.
• Data on race and ethnicity allows us to identify meaningful differences in interaction points, processes, and outcomes. These differences can
be used to inform policy and procedure. In the criminal justice system in San Francisco, race and ethnicity is tracked by various departments.
However, these departments use different groups for race and ethnicity and only a handful track data on Hispanic/Latino communities. The
lack of a common data standard prevents us from consistently tracking and reporting on individuals by race and ethnicity throughout the
criminal justice system.

19 Expand the Sheriff Department's resources and capacity to address limitations in data collection and analysis so that City can calculate 
definitively which strategies will allow City to reduce population by 83,220 bed days. 22 85%

• See above.

20 Coordinate inter-departmental data collection and quality control effort for missing variables listed in Burns Report and Appendix A of Data 
Brief (especially race/ethnicity data). 24 92%

• The City Administrator and the Mayor's Office have made the ability to collect correct race and ethnicity throughout all our city data systems
a priority.  JUSTIS in the process of reinvigoration with regular meetings and commitment from departments a necessity.

21 Expand the San Francisco Police Department's capacity to collect data, and require that the department collect data on cite and arrests. 22 85%

• In the FY 2016-17, the Police Department implemented the e-Stops project. E-Stops is an app that runs on officer smart phones, and
connects directly to the Police Department’s Crime Data Warehouse. All stops involving a detention require offices to enter race and ethnicity
information, as well as other details of the stop, directly in to the e-Stop app. That data is instantly available to the Department for tracking,
reporting, and for providing officer feedback. This project was a key deliverable for compliance with Assembly Bill 953, which required all law
enforcement agencies to track race and ethnicity information, and San Francisco Board of Supervisors Ordinance 96, which required similar
data about stops to be captured.
• The FY 2017-18 and 2018-19 budget includes approximately $1.0 million over two years to support the e-Citation project. E-Citations is a
critical support for Vision Zero, allowing traffic citation information to be instantly available in the Department’s Crime Data Warehouse.
Having up-to-the-minute information allows the Department to deploy resources to high-incident areas.
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Policy 
22 Ensure any investments in capital, programs, and services include an analysis on disparate racial impact. 25 96%

• In line with this goal of considering potential disparate racial impact of investments, in 2016, the HRC launched the ‘Engineering for Equity’
to ensure city services and resources are leveraged to achieve equitable outcomes for all.  The program has two objectives 1) to advise city
departments on how to eliminate disparities in public services and 2) to ensure community involvement in the full range of government
decisions  The program consists of customized consultations with city leaders around their service area, including criminal justice, transit,
education, land use and affordable housing. The HRC’s work with Sheriff’s Department will entail implementing a results based accountability
system to ensure data on race is accurately tracked and used to inform policy decisions.

Strategies  # Actions

1 Expand crisis diversion programs. 20 77%

• DPH/SFPD have implemented a team response approach that pairs DPH behavioral health staff with SFPD officers responding in crisis
situations. DPH added five staff to its Comprehensive Crisis Services unit, including clinical psychologists and behavioral health clinicians who
are experienced and licensed in the behavioral health field.  The new team brings behavioral health expertise to support the de-escalation of
critical incidents, support police at the scene, and assist with debriefing and crisis intervention trainings. Also implementing LEAD SF to divert
low-level drug offenders into services.

2 Expand 24-hour psychiatric center (no beds). 13 50%

• Planning is underway to expand psychiatric emergency services at ZSFG as part of the November 2016 general obligation bond supporting
renovation of the old hospital building.

3 Extend an individual’s length of stay in treatment facilities. 2 8%

• As part of San Francisco's Whole Person Care program, residential substance use disorder treatment stays can be extended up to an
additional 90 days as needed.
• Additionally, for the new fiscal year patients can stay up to 1 year in up to 40 conservatorship beds.

4 Increase the number of residential treatment beds available for individuals with substance abuse disorders and/or mental health needs. 21 81%

• DPH's pending Proposition 47 grant application would add 32 residential substance use disorder treatment beds and 5 detox beds to be
provided by Salvation Army.  DPH has been informed they scored #4 out of 56 submissions and are among 23 projects recommended for
funding.

5 Implement Women and Gender Responsive Blue Print strategies and other to be developed strategies as a part of a collaborative effort 
focused on exits from custody and increased self-sufficiency 9 35%

Services and Programs
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Services and Programs 
• The SFAPD is hiring a Women's Gender Responsive Coordinator who will support the SFAPD's women's gender responsive goals, and
concurrently will work closely with Citywide partners to advance policies and practices consistent with the Gender Responsive Blue Print.

6 Bring multiple co-located services into neighborhoods (via mobile or community-based centers). 13 50%
7 Expand the work of the Homeless Outreach Team (HOT) and case managers to provide wrap-around services. 16 62%

• The City's HOT team is approx. 40 FTE.  Currently, the Department of Homelessness and Supportive Housing is undergoing a process with
the Controller's Office to determine the best use of the HOT team.  This process will likely lead to efficiencies with the existing program.
• Additionally, the FY 2017-18 and FY 2018-19 budget includes additional funding to expand the successful EMS-6 pilot program through the
Fire Department.  This program sends paramedics rather than police for other emergency personnel to help the "frequent fliers" on our streets
that are in need of medical care.

8 Allow trained employees outside the criminal justice system conduct welfare checks. 7 27%
• There is a new crisis response team of 6 FTE at the Department of Public Health that now are serving this function.

9 Improve the Street Violence Intervention Program (SVIP) which provides street outreach and engagement, public education, food distribution, 
family support, crisis response, and community mobilization. 9 35%

• The SFAPD, through a grant to the Insight Prison Project (IPP) recently funded a Restorative Justice training for SVIP staff.  It was well
received, and SVIP is now working directly with IPP to provide additional RJ trainings to SVIP staff.
• Additionally, the budget last year (for FY 2016-17 and on-going into the future) included significant additional staff and resources to increase
the SVIP program.  That funding is included in the FY 2017-18 budget as well.

10 Increase the number of behavioral health and mental health professionals outside the criminal justice system on the streets. 15 58%
• In FY 2017-18, in partnership with community based providers, the SFAPD will expand behavioral health services available on site at the
CASC.
• DPH reports that LEAD SF has an outreach component that puts case managers and trained peer specialists on the streets in the Tenderloin
and the Mission.
• Additionally, the existing programs for street outreach that are not criminal justice partners include 40 FTE at the HOT team, 40 FTE as part
of the DPH Crisis response team and now two teams as part of the EMS-6 Fire Department program.

11 Create a critical response team where community members partner with police to respond to calls, deescalate situations, and attend to 
community concerns. 6 23%

• DPH has prioritized crisis response services that relies on DPH behavioral health staff.  DPH/SFPD have implemented a team response
approach that pairs DPH behavioral health staff with SFPD officers responding in crisis situations. DPH added five staff to its Comprehensive
Crisis Services unit, including clinical psychologists and behavioral health clinicians who are experienced and licensed in the behavioral health
field.  The new team brings behavioral health expertise to support the de-escalation of critical incidents, support police at the scene, and
assist with debriefing and crisis intervention trainings. DPH has prioritized crisis response services wherein DPH behavioral health staff
accompany officers responding to a crisis.

12 Expand the capacity of 911 call centers to deal with mental health crises through dispatcher training or installing mental health workers in the 
centers. 4 15%
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Services and Programs 
13 Establish a joint response team of mental health crisis clinicians and police officers. 7 27%

• DPH/SFPD have implemented a team response approach that pairs DPH behavioral health staff with SFPD officers responding in crisis
situations. DPH added five staff to its Comprehensive Crisis Services unit, including clinical psychologists and behavioral health clinicians who
are experienced and licensed in the behavioral health field.  The new team brings behavioral health expertise to support the de-escalation of
critical incidents, support police at the scene, and assist with debriefing and crisis intervention trainings.

14 Promote greater coordination between 5150 releases and discharges. 6 23%

• San Francisco's Whole Person Care program includes a program to promote greater coordination between 5150 releases and discharges.

15 Expand the capacity of the SFPD Crisis Intervention Team (CIT) to conduct comprehensive health assessments prior to arrest. 8 31%
16 Review the success rate of diversion programs and expand what works. 12 46%

• The SFAPD, via the Reentry Council, supported the work of the Public Policy Institute of California (PPIC) - PPIC is doing a multi-county
recidivism study; the results of which will provide some indication of how reentry services are impacting justice involved people.
• Additionally, the FY 2017-18 budget includes pilot programs at the Sheriff's Department, the District Attorney, the Public Defender and the
Pretrial program with additional resources and monitoring by the Controller's Office to increase diversion programs.

17 Expand Pretrial Diversion’s capacity to serve more clients. 18 69%

• The FY 2017-18 budget includes an additional $700,000 for the Pretrial Diversion program to fund the work of pretrial to service additional
clients.

18 Increase the capacity of Public Defender’s Bail Unit to file more motions to reduce or eliminate bail in more cases. 14 54%
19 Develop pilot program in which law enforcement can redirect low-level offenders to services instead of jail (e.g., Seattle LEAD program). 20 77%

• The SFDPH was recently awarded BSCC funds to launch LEAD in San Francisco.  Along with other key public safety partners, the SFAPD is a
part of the LEAD collaborative and the CASC is the identified LEAD drop off location.

20 Create a one-stop-shop triage center to make pre-booking diversion easier for arresting agencies. 9 35%

• With the implementation of LEAD, the use of street citations for most misdemeanors, and the courts use of Project 90 there are many
options for diversion that exist.

21 Expand formal supervision courts to identify those who are just about to have their probation revoked and proactively work to determine what 
else could be done instead of returning an individual to custody. 17 65%

• The SFAPD works closely with the court to pair accountability with opportunity.  The SFAPD funds the CASC, and a wide range of additional
reentry/cognitive behavioral services for justice involved individuals. SFAPD utilizes evidence based practices to appropriately address clients'
compliance with Court orders.  This includes a Response Matrix (graduated sanctions model) outlining rewards and sanctions.
• APD works in this area to actively find and fund alternatives to incarceration for its probationers.  However, the DA may review a new felony
arrest of someone on probation and seek probation revocation in lieu of pursuing the new case.
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Services and Programs 

22 Increase the capacity of the Sentencing Planner Program at the District Attorney’s Office to conduct more in-depth case reviews that 
determine if alternatives to incarceration are appropriate for defendants. 18 69%

• The DA is in the process of hiring a second Sentencing Planner to assist in this program.

23 Explore possibility of sentencing people directly to probation with electronic monitoring, eliminating the need for sentenced people to spend 
time in custody awaiting release. 12 46%

• This sentencing option is available and is utilized by SFAPD and the Courts when appropriate.  SFAPD is exploring best practices in how to
more effectively provide electronic monitoring and GPS to SFAPD clients.
• Additionally, the Sheriff's Department budget includes an additional $1 million per year to increase Electronic Monitoring capacity.

24 Create a conservatorship court to support individuals with complex behavioral health needs to receive treatment in the least restrictive 
environment. 19 73%

• DPH and DAAS are working in close coordination to ensure that individuals who meet Lanterman-Petris-Short Act criteria are considered for
participation in the Community Independence Placement program (CIPP).  CIPP is a voluntary program that assists gravely disabled
individuals using California’s conservatorship process to enable participants to live independently and productively in the community by
maintaining stability and mental health.

25 Integrate more previously incarcerated individuals into the Mentoring and Peer Support program (MAPS) which provides peer mentoring and 
support services for clients with co-occurring disorders within the Behavioral Health Court, the Drug Court, and the Veterans Justice Court. 10 38%

• Discussions about MAPS program are occurring, though no decisions have been made.

26 Expand funding for community-based organizations to better coordinate their work with discharge planning, ensure thoughtful time of day 
release, and ensure an individual's safe passage to their destination. 23 88%

• The SFAPD funds a wide range of community based organizations that provide reentry services in custody and in the community.  The
SFAPD is interested in working closely with SFSD, public safety partners and the community on a streamlined discharge planning policy and
protocol so that all people exiting jail receive similar, high-quality discharge planning/reentry services, i.e. so that discharge planning is
contingent on the style/practice of individual service providers.   As part of a developing plan to keep the CASC open 24/7 for LEAD and late
night release purposes, the SFAPD is interested in elevating how CASC services can improve post-release service access connections.
• The SFSD has a policy to release people as early as possible with appropriate verification received from the courts.  Also working on a more
comprehensive discharge plan that will include vouchers for transportation and hopefully for emergency housing.

27 Expand community-based mentoring opportunities between previously incarcerated community members and peers still entrenched in the 
system. 8 31%

28 Expansion of existing effective and evidence based community reentry services such that services are located in neighborhoods with greatest 
need. 11 42%

• The SFSD works with many CBOs to effectively provide culturally responsive treatment and housing for those people who are sentenced to
alternatives or leave our custody.

29 Use Swords to Plowshares model to serve more people exiting the jail system (Swords to Plowshares provides case management and housing 
to veterans exiting San Francisco's jail system). 6 31%
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Services and Programs 

30 Consolidate reentry and social services and resources for at-risk populations and previous offenders, making them more accessible and well-
staffed. 10 38%

31 Expand wraparound services like the Housing and Employment for Recovery Outcomes (HERO) program which provides six months of no-cost 
housing and supported employment to Behavioral Health Court defendants. 22 85%

32 Explore funding a housing voucher program to financially support families that are willing to take in homeless individuals exiting custody. 14 54%

• The SFAPD suggested this as a strategy - the goal would be to provide vouchers to families who are able/willing to house family
members/friends who are recently released from jail to ensure that a person is not released to homelessness.  The SFAPD is looking into
funding to pilot this kind of effort, and seeks to work with other public safety partners on this project so that individuals who are not on
probation supervision may also benefit.

33 Assess the need for Board and Care options and whether these facilities could be subsidized or incentivized by the City. 11 42%
34 Increase the number of State Hospital beds. 9 35%

• The state is currently operating at capacity with no additional beds available to localities.  DPH has been working with the Mayor's office to
support state efforts to expand capacity.

35 Grant homeless or unstably-housed people leaving jail and community treatment programs priority access to existing subsidized housing. 12 46%

• As mentioned earlier, the SFAPD has reached out to HopeSF and HSH to be part of an energy to advance conversations on transitional and
permanent housing for justice-involved people.  SFAPD's internal department reentry goals are also focused on expanding and strengthening
transitional housing services for justice involved people - the Drake Hotel is showing positive early-on results - law enforcement, public health
and social services working together -- custody to treatment to transitional housing to permanent housing.  The SFAPD has several
outstanding success stories that underscore the value of this pathway.                                         The SFSD is strenuously urging and
advocating closer collaboration with DHSS on a move to a coordinated entry for subsidized / permanent housing and to examine eligibility
criteria that currently creates barriers for those with criminal justice involvement.

36 Reinvest in community-based organizations that hold local knowledge but face limited resources. 22 85%

• DPH, SFAPD, SFSD and others regularly issue contracts to community based organizations.
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