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President Kate Favetti

Civil Service Commission
Employee Relations Ordinance
Administrator

25Van Ness Avenue

Suite 720

San Francisco, CA 94102

Dear President Favetti:

I am writing on behalf of SEIU Local 1021 to express our support of Arbitrator Andrea Dooley’s
recommended modifications to the Department of Public Health’s PSC #6205 request. The
Union opposed this request because we believed the initial request did not comply with the
Commission’s PSC policy (at Part lll. A.) which allows work to be contracted out only if the
“Services [are] required on an as-needed, intermittent, or periodic basis (e.g., peaks in
workload).” Nothing in the initial PSC request from DPH would have prevented the department
from utilizing registry to perform core, regular bargaining unit work.

Our Union appealed the request to factfinding, under our MOU, which concluded with the
report from Arbitrator Dooley under consideration by the Commission one June 15, 2026.
Though we continue to have concerns about DPH relying on registry to perform regular
bargaining unit work, particularly in a context where DPH is laying off employees, we would
withdraw our opposition to PSC #6205 if the Commission approved the modifications
proposed in Arbitrator Dooley’s report, which is attached.

Arbitrator Dooley recommends that DPH not be permitted to use registry staff to perform work
for which there is a vacant, budgeted position that is not in active hiring. She also
recommended that, at the regular registry monitoring meetings between the Union and DPH,
the department must provide the specific reason for each instance of registry use. Intandem,
these proposed modifications would significantly ameliorate the Union’s concerns. If the
Commission adopts those modifications for PSC 6205 and 6206, the Union would, on a non-
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INTRODUCTION

This matter concerns the application and interpretation of the Collective Bargaining
Agreement (“CBA” or “Agreement’) between SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC
HEALTH — HEALTH NETWORK (“SFHN” or “Department”) and SERVICE EMPLOYEES
INTERNATIONAL UNION LOCAL 1021 (“Union” or “Local 1021”). As a part of the Personal
Services Contract Review Process set forth in the Agreement between Local 1021 and the City
and County of San Francisco (“City”), the parties selected the undersigned Fact Finder to review
the Union’s challenges to Personal Services Contract DHRP0006205 (“PSC 6205”). The matter
came for hearing via video conference on May 18, 2026. The parties submitted this matter to the
Arbitrator after presentation of evidence and oral arguments.

ISSUES

Both parties agree that the Factfinder shall address whether the circumstances, as
described by the City, exist as the basis for contracting out under the Civil Service Commission
(CSC) Policy on Personal Service Contracts at Section III (A) and (B). (Policy of the Civil
Service Commission on Personal Service Contracts, approved November 6, 2023, dated
December 19, 2023). If not, what actions does the Fact Finder recommend that the Civil Service
Commission take with respect to PSC 6205.

APPLICABLE CONTRACT LANGUAGE AND POLICIES

Pilot Personal Services Contract Review Process
113. c. Fact-Finder Review: For disputes that cannot be resolved through the meeting

contemplated in paragraph 113.b, the Union may utilize the Fact-Finder Review outlined

in this paragraph 113.c five (5) times per year. The number of times the Union may
utilize the Fact Finder Review may be increased by mutual agreement of the parties.

1. If, following the meeting contemplated in paragraph 113.b, a dispute exists
between the Parties about whether the City may contract out work customarily





ii.

iii.

1v.

vi.

vil.

performed by bargaining unit employees, the Union may submit the matter to
Fact- Finding Review.

To commence the Fact-Finding Review, within five (5) calendar days
following the meeting contemplated in paragraph 113.b, the Union must make
a written objection to the Human Resources Director, containing specific and
detailed factual information to support its opposition to the proposed personal
service contract, and documentary evidence or declarations in support of the
Union’s SEIU Local 1021 Citywide 2024-2027 position.

A standing factfinder or factfinder(s) will be appointed to address disputes
submitted under this Paragraph 113.c, and the Parties will preschedule at least
two (2) days per month for such hearings. The Parties will mutually agree on a
list of factfinder(s) prior to the commencement of the Fact-Finding Review
process. The Parties agree to split the factfinders’ fees.

Within five (5) calendar days of the Union’s request for a Fact-Finding
Review, the factfinder shall review the evidence submitted by the Union under
subparagraph (c.ii) and determine whether sufficient evidence exists to
warrant a hearing on the dispute. The factfinder shall make a determination
based on the evidence provided by the parties. If the factfinder determines that
the Union has not submitted sufficient evidence, the factfinder shall dismiss
the Union’s request for a hearing.

If the factfinder determines that the Union has submitted sufficient evidence to
warrant a hearing, the factfinding hearing will occur on the next prescheduled
hearing date. This hearing shall follow the generally accepted rules and
structure of expedited hearings, however, the parties agree that either party
may be represented by legal counsel.

The factfinder(s) will address whether the circumstances described by the City
as the basis for contracting out exist. The factfinder(s) shall recommend
whether the contracting out proposal shall be approved, denied or modified.
The factfinder may also recommend the adoption of any proposals the union
presents as an alternative to contracting out. The factfinder’s recommendation
may also outline timelines and intermediate steps for remedying the disputed
matter.

The factfinder must provide any recommendations to the Parties within five
(5) calendar days of hearing the dispute; however, the factfinder may extend
the time for providing recommendations up to fourteen (14) calendar days.
The Parties will make the factfinder’s recommendation a part of the record
before the Civil Service Commission prior to the Commission’s hearing on the
disputed personal service contract or to the Human Resources Director in
accordance with the Civil Service Commission’s December 19, 2023 Policy
on Personal Service Contracts, as may be amended.





viii.  Best efforts shall be made to complete the Fact-Finding Review within sixty
(60) calendar days after the Union makes its written objection under
subparagraph 113.(c).

iX. The City shall not be required to engage in the Fact-Finding Review outlined
in Paragraph 113.(c) should the Union fail to comply with the deadlines
outlined in Paragraphs 113.(b) and 113.(c).

X. Submission of a dispute to a factfinder under this pilot program does not alter
the Civil Service Commission’s authority to consider and decide whether to

approve personal service contracts or to amend its Policy on Personal Services
Contracts.

STATEMENT OF FACTS

On March 23, 2026, the San Francisco Department of Public Health — Health Network
(“SFHN” or “Department”) gave notice of their intent to enter into Personal Service Contract
DHRP0006205 (“PSC 6205”) for a “continuous, reliable source of intermittent, supplemental,
and travel clinical nursing staff and clinical support staff to backfill staffing in times of staffing
challenges to ensure safe and high-quality patient care.”

Pursuant to the Pilot Personal Services Contract (“PSC”) Review Process contained in
Article IT (Employment Conditions), Section C (Subcontracting of Work), paragraphs 113-115 of
the Memorandum of Understanding between the City and County of San Francisco (“City”) and
Services Employees International Union, Local 1021 (“Union” or “Local 1021”), Local 1021
filed a written objection to PSC 6205.

The parties have stipulated to the following:

A. Both parties agree that the circumstances that must exist to justify contracting out when
SFHN or City staff are otherwise capable of performing the work are: (1) “[iJmmediately
needed services to address unanticipated or transitional situations, or services needed to
address urgent situations that do not rise to the level of an “emergency”; “[s]ervices
required on an as-needed, intermittent or periodic basis.” Both parties agree that the
Factfinder shall address whether the circumstances, as described by the City, exist as the

basis for contracting out under the Civil Service Commission (CSC) Policy on Personal





Service Contracts at Section III (A) and (B). (Policy of the Civil Service Commission on
Personal Service Contracts, approved November 6, 2023, dated December 19, 2023).

. Both parties agree that “[i]t is not the Commission’s role to be involved in the selection
of individual contractors or the cost of such services. The role of the Commission is to
determine whether contracting out is warranted” (Policy of the Civil Service Commission
on Personal Service Contracts, approved November 6, 2023, dated December 19, 2023).

. Both parties agree that the use of registry is a common practice in the healthcare industry
for reasons of contingency, thus the only outstanding dispute is the amount of the PSC.

. Both parties agree that SFHN has the legal obligation and the responsibility to provide
the highest quality patient care while maintaining patient ratios, MOU-negotiated staffing
levels, and addressing the impact of employees choosing to take leaves and separate from
their positions as well as any unanticipated circumstance such as a patient surge.

. Both parties agree that SFHN leadership is responsible for ensuring safe patient care
despite any unanticipated circumstances.

. Both parties agree that approved PSCs for ancillary nursing and clinical support registry
staff have been used throughout the SFHN for over ten (10) years.

. Both parties agree that SFHN & SEIU have met 23 times since March 2024 in the
registry monitoring meetings.

. Both parties agree that the current ancillary nursing and clinical support staff registry
PSC (5116) has an end date of June 30, 2026.

Both parties agree that either a new PSC or modification of the current PSC would be
required to continue ancillary nursing or clinical support registry services.

Both parties agree that in the meetings stipulated in point (G), no comparative data was
requested by SEIU to review regular hours and overtime hours in comparison to registry
hours for the job classes 2302, 2303, 2305, 2310, 2312, 2430, 2920, 1428, 1429.

. Both parties agree that in the meetings stipulated in point (G), SFHN Nursing Leadership
has clearly and repeatedly explained the oversight program, registry utilization results,
and shared data reports, citing specific examples, and allowing space for feedback and
questions from SEIU staff and member leaders.





. Both parties agree that in the initial PSC review meeting on April 8, 2026, as well as in
two (2) SEIU-SFHN Monthly Registry Monitoring meetings, SFHN CNO and ZSFG
CNO described the plan for the, now approved, sixteen (16) CAT-16 2303 positions for
the psychiatry department. These positions were requested in response to the uptick in
usage of ancillary nursing registry in the psychiatry department.

. Both parties agree that in the same meetings outline in stipulation (L), SFHN CNO and/or
ZSFG CNO reviewed the submitted and approved budget proposal for 26.9 new FTEs for
CNA (2302) positions to be added in July to the psychiatry department.

. Both parties agree that since March 2024, SFHN Nursing Leadership, in partnership with
the department’s HR and Finance leaders, piloted and refined standard work to regulate
registry utilization. Standard work is defined as a set of instructions or steps that outline
the workflow of a policy or guiding principle.

. Both parties agree that under the updated PSCs beginning in fiscal year 25/26, authority
and registry contracts are split as follows: registry registered nurses are split from registry
ancillary nursing/clinical support staff. This was done in an effort to better track and
trend registry data.

. Both parties agree that in June of 2025 DPH had over $19 million in unused approved
PSC authority across both nursing registry PSCs. Both parties agree this figure includes
unused authority for the following classifications: 2302, 2303, 2305, 2310, 2312, 2430,
2920, 1428, 1429, and 2320, as the PSCs were not split in the same way they are
currently split. Both parties agree that currently SFHN projects $8.6 million in unused,
approved spending authority for the current PSC 5116 covering the same classifications
as PSC 6205. Both parties agree that SFHN does not seek to spend all granted authority.

. Both parties agree that healthcare operations are unpredictable and that, as with any
healthcare system, sudden separations, leaves, or unanticipated circumstances may arise
for which SFHN cannot predict the timing, the length, the volume, the implications, or
the resources needed to support staffing during those times.

. Both parties agree that SFHN utilizes OT, as-needed or TEX options as a source for
backfill support of permanent civil service staff for job classifications 2302, 2303, 2305,
2310, 2312, 2430, 2920, 1428, 1429.

. Both Parties agree that ZSFG specifically must be prepared for any circumstance or
emergency that may impact the City of San Francisco in order to maintain their Level 1
trauma center. Ensuring staffing levels are adequate throughout any emergency is
correlated to maintaining Level 1 trauma accreditation.





T. Both parties agree to the timeline below reflecting the PSC review process thus far:

3/23/26: DPH submitted PSC in ServiceNow (SN) and SEIU was notified via SN.
3/27/26: SEIU objected and submitted RFI to DPH.

4/7/26: DPH submitted RFI response to SEIU.

4/8/26: Meeting #1 held to discuss both 6205 and 6206. SEIU raised the
possibility of bringing 6205 to factfinder.

4/13/26: SEIU submitted official factfinding request to ERD. 4/17/26: DPH
submitted written rebuttal to Factfinder Dooley.

4/22/26: Pre-Hearing Conference held with Factfinder Dooley; she recommended
the parties meet again to clarify the dispute.

4/30/26: Meeting #2 held with SEIU. SEIU submitted a proposed settlement to
DPH. ERD to schedule a Joint Stipulation meeting with SEIU and DPH.

5/5/26: DPH provided SEIU with our response to their proposal settlement.
5/8/26: Joint Stipulation meeting held between ERD, SEIU, and DPH.





In addition to the stipulated facts, the Fact Finder finds the following facts:

1. As apercentage of hours worked, registry staff usage has declined since 2024.

2. Registry hours in the 2302 and 2303 classification declined from 3.9% to 2.4% of total
hours from 2025 to 2026.

3. Registry hours in the 2312 classification were substantially flat between 2025 and 2026,
at 2.6% and 2.7% of all hours respectively.

4. Registry hours in the 2430 classification declined from 2.6% to 1.1% of total hours from
2025 to 2026.

5. PSC 6205 is substantially smaller than historical Personal Service Contract authority
requests because the Registered Nurse PSC ($8,400,000) has been disaggregated from the
total PSC authority. As seen below, the total authority requested in March 2024 was
$55,000,000.00, while the total authority requested in FY 2026 is $19,600,000.00. Those
totals are inclusive of the PSCs included in PSC 6205, for which the Department seeks

$11,500,000 in spending authority.
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In FY 2025, the Department spent only $8,867.855.00 of the requested $25,500,000.00,
reflecting effective changes that were made to reduce reliance on registry staff.

The Department reports that they have had an 81% decrease in nursing registry utilization
across the SFHN.

According to the Union, the City has informed them that a “hiring freeze” is in effect.
The Department does not concede that there is a hiring freeze, but acknowledges that
they are engaged in “moderation in hiring” and have requested that the Mayor’s office
authorized additional positions in the effected classifications.

The parties have had 23 monthly meetings to monitor registry usage.

At those meetings, the Union is not provided with information about the purpose for
specific registry utilization.

Data concerning vacancies in the relevant classifications provided by SFHN and the City
differ, causing uncertainty to the Union in the actual attrition and vacancy rates that the
Employer has.

The Department acknowledges that there is unpredictability in the vacancy and staffing
rates, but attributes it to unpredictable patient census (number of patients) and patient
acuity (seriousness of patients’ treatment needs), as well as unplanned staff absences and
other department needs. Troy Williams, Chief Nursing Officer for SFHN, cited the
Sheriff’s decision to open a new jail pod as an external factor that rapidly increased the
prison patient population; new hire staffing could not be done as quickly as the patient
population rose.

The Department has requested new positions because of increased census and acuity

needs, particularly in the area of psychiatric care.





14. The Department has registry usage of approximately 3%; other health systems typically

have 6-10% of their total workload assigned to registry staff.

DISCUSSION

As evidenced by the extensive engagement the parties have had on this matter, registry
staffing is an important issue for both parties, and plays a role in ensuring that the Department
can provide high quality patient care when regular employees are not available to perform that
work. At the same time, the Union has a legitimate interest in seeing that bargaining unit work is
performed by its members, and raises the concern that the amount of the proposed PSC indicates
that the Department intends to use registry staff is beyond the intermittent and sporadic instances
when it is needed. In other words, the Union wants assurance that registry staff usage will be
limited to increased patient census, increased patient acuity, or increased employee absences,
rather than to replace bargaining staff or to fill vacancies which they contend exist due to short
staffing and hiring shortages.

As an initial observation, I do not think that the Department is intentionally misusing
registry staff and have made tremendous strides in minimizing registry utilization since 2024.
The substantial decrease in the requested authority and the substantial decrease in actual
spending under these PSCs supports the conclusion that the Department has requested authority
under PSC 6205 that is consistent with its actual needs and that is unlikely, barring extraordinary
circumstances, that the Department will need additional authority in FY 2026 or use its entire
requested authority.

The requested amount of authority ($11,500,000) is higher than the FY 2025 actual

spending ($8,867,855) by approximately 24%. This does not seem unreasonably high,





particularly since the requested authority (total authority requested is $19,600,000) is
approximately 24% lower than the FY 2025 requested authority ($25,500,000).

PSC 6205 is a reasonable proposed service contract in that the amount requested is
tailored the recent historic utilization of registry staff. I do not think the amount of the contract is
disproportionately high relative to its intended purpose.

I also think that this PSC is for (1) “[i]Jmmediately needed services to address
unanticipated or transitional situations, or services needed to address urgent situations that do not
rise to the level of an “emergency”; “[s]ervices required on an as-needed, intermittent or periodic
basis.”

The Union’s underlying concern is that the Department is delaying the hiring of new
employees to perform bargaining unit work and is relying on registry employees to address these
urgent, as-needed, intermittent or periodic staffing needs instead. While the Department asserts
that they are not using the registry staff to backfill vacant positions, their unwillingness to share
data to support that assertion has led to unnecessary mistrust between the parties. The
Department could easily identify the purpose of registry utilization. Confidentiality concerns
about Protected Health Information (PHI) are misplaced. The Employer is unlikely to have PHI
about employees, and if they do, disclosure is not necessary to identify the purpose of the
registry staff. For example, if a registry staffer is brought in to cover an employee on Family
Medical Leave, that’s all the Department would need to tell the Union to assure them that the

registry isn’t being used to fully replace an employee. If PHI needs to be disclosed, the Union

can enter into a Business Agreement with the Employer to assure confidentiality.





RECOMMENDATIONS

Based on the foregoing, I find:

1. The circumstances described by the Department as the basis for contracting out
exists.

2. Irecommend that PSC 6205 be approved by the Civil Service Commission subject to
the following modifications.

3. The Department shall not use registry staff to work in vacant positions which are
funded but which have not been posted to fill or for which no hiring measures have
been undertaken. The parties should set reasonable timelines for filling funded
vacancies to limit registry usage for that purpose.

4. At the parties’ regular meeting to review registry staff usage, the Department shall
provide the specific basis for each use of registry staff, indicating whether it was used
to fill existing staft hours to replace an employee on leave, or because of an increase
in patient census or acuity. Any privacy or confidentiality concerns raised by SFHN
can be managed by a Business Agreement with Local 1021 if PHI is involved.
Otherwise, the Union is entitled to personnel records of their members, including

leave usage data.

Dated: May 26, 2026

WMLM

Andrfea L. Dooley, Arbitrator







precedent setting basis, withdraw our opposition to those PSCs.

We maintain that where there is an existing civil service classification capable of performing
work in DPH, it is best for the public, City workers, and the City that the work stay within the
civil service system. Any usage of registry should be limited to ensuring public safety in
situations that are extraordinary or not foreseeable. Arbitrator Dooley’s recommendations are
well calculated to achieve those goals.

Sincerely,

Nato Green

Collective Bargaining Coordinator
SEIU Local 1021

Pronouns: he/him

Mobile: (415) 412-1982

From: Gordon, Mika (CSC) <shamika.gordon@sfgov.org>

Sent: Thursday, June 4, 2026 4:18 PM

To: Williams, Troy (DPH) <troy.williams@sfdph.org>; Nehme, Claudia (DPH)
<claudia.nehme@sfdph.org>; Lyens, Jonathan (DPH) <jonathan.lyens@sfdph.org>; Wright, Jonathan
(HRD) <jonathan.wright@sfgov.org>; Chu, Amanda (HRD) <amanda.l.chu@sfgov.org>; Delorio, Carol
(HRD) <carol.delorio@sfgov.org>; Kim, Luenna (DPH) <luenna.kim@sfdph.org>; Pickens, Roland
(DPH) <roland.pickens@sfdph.org>; Brigham, Tangerine (DPH) <tangerine.brigham@sfdph.org>;
Williams, Ramon (DPH) <ramon.williams@sfdph.org>; Otway, Gillian (DPH)
<gillian.otway@sfdph.org>; Nguyen, My Lan Do (DPH) <mylando.nguyen@sfdph.org>; Albert, Reanna
(DPH) <reanna.albert@sfdph.org>; Ferreira, Letania (DPH) <letania.ferreira@sfdph.org>; Stalfa,
Gregory (HRD) <gregory.stalfa@sfgov.org>; Oumar Fall <Oumar.Fall@SEIU1021.0RG>; Najuawanda
Daniels <Najuawanda.Daniels@seiu1021.org>; Nato Green <nato.green@seiul021.org>; Derek
Arthur <Derek.Arthur@seiu1021.org>; Daniel Becker <Daniel.Becker@seiu1021.org>; Elizabeth
Travelslight <Elizabeth.Travelslight@seiu1021.org>; Rszykowny@unioncounsel.net

Cc: Holmes, Lavena (CSC) <lavena.holmes@sfgov.org>; Eng, Sandra (CSC) <sandra.eng@sfgov.org>;
Aldana, Elizabeth (CSC) <elizabeth.aldana@sfgov.org>

Subject: Civil Service Commission Notice of Meeting - June 15, 2026

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or

open attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Dear Colleagues,
Please see the attached Civil Service Commission Notice of Meeting regarding Personal
Services Contract DHRPSC0006206, which is scheduled before the Civil Service Commission for

review during its meeting of June 15, 2026. This shall serve as formal notification.

The Civil Service Commissioners highly encourages to have in person attendance. Please join



the meeting in person in Room 400, City Hall, 1 Dr. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, California
94102. If unable to attend in person you may contact Elizabeth Aldana at
Elizabeth.Aldana@sfgov.org to request a Webex invitation. Please Do Not Forward your
personalized invite as with Cisco Webex you cannot forward your invite, Webex attendees
have to be invited directly from the Civil Service Commission. If you do request a Webex invite,
please do so no later than the Wednesday before the Civil Services Commission meeting day.
Your prompt response is greatly appreciated. If you have any questions do not hesitate to
contact us. Thank you

Sincerely,

Shamika (Mika) Gordon (She/Her)
Civll Service Commission

25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 720

San Francisco, CA 94102
£28-652-1100 (Main)

628-652-1102 (Direct)

628-652-1100 (F)
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