
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 
LONDON N. BREED 
MAYOR 

25 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 720 • SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-6033 • (628) 652-1100 • FAX (628) 652-1109 • www.sf.gov/civilservice 

Sent via Electronic Mail 
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NOTICE OF CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION MEETING 
 
Crystal Chow 

 
 

 
 
SUBJECT: REQUEST FOR A HEARING BY CRYSTAL CHOW FORMER 2918 HAS SOCIAL 

WORKER ON THEIR FUTURE EMPLOYMENT RESTRICTION WITH THE 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO. 

 
Dear Crystal Chow: 
 
 The above matter will be considered by the Civil Service Commission at a hybrid meeting (in-person 
and virtual) in Room 400, City Hall, 1 Dr. Goodlett Place, San Francisco, California 94102 and through 
Cisco WebEx to be held on March 6, 2023, at 2:00 p.m.  You will receive a separate email invite from a 
Civil Service Commission staff member to join and participate in the meeting. 
 
 The agenda will be posted for your review on the Civil Service Commission’s website at 
www.sf.gov/CivilService under “Meetings” no later than end of day on Wednesday, March 1, 2023.  Please 
refer to the attached Notice for procedural and other information about Commission hearings.  A copy of the 
department’s staff report on your appeal is attached to this email. 
 
 In the event that you wish to submit any additional documents in support of your appeal, please submit 
one hardcopy 3-hole punch, double-sided and numbered at the bottom of the page, to the CSC Office at 25 
Van Ness Ave., Suite 720 and email a PDF version to the Civil Service Commission’s email at 
civilservice@sfgov.org by 5:00 p.m. on Tuesday, February 28, 2023, please be sure to redact your submis-
sion for any confidential or sensitive information that is not relevant to your appeal (e.g., home addresses, 
home or cellular phone numbers, social security numbers, dates of birth, etc.), as it will be considered a pub-
lic document. 
 
 Attendance by you or an authorized representative is recommended.  Should you or a representative 
not attend, the Commission will rule on the information previously submitted and any testimony provided at 
its meeting.  Where applicable, the Commission has the authority to uphold, increase, reduce, or modify any 
restrictions recommended by the department.  All calendared items will be heard and resolved at this time 
unless good reasons are presented for a continuance. 
 
 You may contact me at (628) 652-1100 or at Sandra.Eng@sfgov.org if you have any questions. 
 
      CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
      /s/ 
 
      SANDRA ENG 
      Executive Officer 
 
Attachment 
 
Cc: Trent Rhorer, Human Services Agency 
 Daniel Kaplan, Human Services Agency 
 Anna Pineda, Human Services Agency 
 Andrea De Leon, Human Services Agency 
 Katrina Williams, Human Services Agency 
 Shawn Sherburne, Department of Human Resources 
 Lauren Rowe, Department of Human Resources 
 Anna Biasbas, Department of Human Resources 
 Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Department of Human Resources 
 Commission File 
 Commissioners’ Binder 
 Chron 
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NOTICE OF COMMISSION HEARING POLICIES AND PROCEDURES 

 
A. Commission Office 
The Civil Service Commission office is located at, 25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 720, San Francisco, CA 94102.  The telephone number is 
(628) 652-1100.  The fax number is (628) 652-1109.  The email address is civilservice@sfgov.org and the web address is 
www.sfgov.org/civilservice/.  Office hours are from 8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m., Monday through Friday. 
 
B. Policy Requiring Written Reports 
It is the policy of the Civil Service Commission that except for appeals filed under Civil Service Commission Rule 111A Position-Based 
Testing, all items appearing on its agenda be supported by a written report prepared by Commission or departmental staff.  All documents 
referred to in any Agenda Document are posted adjacent to the Agenda, or if more than one (1) page in length, available for public inspection 
and copying at the Civil Service Commission office.  Reports from City and County personnel supporting agenda items are submitted in 
accordance with the procedures established by the Executive Officer.  Reports not submitted according to procedures, in the format and 
quantity required, and by the deadline, will not be calendared. 
 
C. Policy on Written Submissions by Appellants 
All written material submitted by appellants to be considered by the Commission in support of an agenda item shall be submitted to the 
Commission office, no later than 5:00 p.m. on the fourth (4th) business day preceding the Commission meeting for which the item is 
calendared (ordinarily, on Tuesday).  An original copy on 8 1/2-inch X 11 inch paper, three-hole punched on left margin, and page numbered 
in the bottom center margin, shall be provided.  Written material submitted for the Commission’s review becomes part of a public record and 
shall be open for public inspection. 
 
D. Policy on Materials being Considered by the Commission  
Copies of all staff reports and materials being considered by the Civil Service Commission are available for public view 72 hours prior to the 
Civil Service Commission meeting on the Civil Service Commission’s website at https://sf.gov/civilservice and in its office located at 25 Van 
Ness Avenue, Suite 720, San Francisco, CA 94102.  If any materials related to an item on this agenda have been distributed to the Civil 
Service Commission after distribution of the agenda packet, those materials will be available for public inspection at the Civil Service 
Commission’s during normal office hours (8:00 a.m. to 5:00 p.m. Monday through Friday). 
 
E. Policy and Procedure for Hearings to be Scheduled after 5:00 p.m. and Requests for Postponement 
A request to hear an item after 5:00 p.m. should be directed to the Executive Officer as soon as possible following the receipt of 
notification of an upcoming hearing.  Requests may be made by telephone at (628) 652-1100 and confirmed in writing or by fax at 
(628) 652-1109. 
A request for a postponement (continuance) to delay an item to another meeting may be directed to the Commission Executive Officer by 
telephone or in writing.  Before acting, the Executive Officer may refer certain requests to another City official for recommendation.  
Telephone requests must be confirmed in writing prior to the meeting.  Immediately following the “Announcement of Changes” portion of 
the agenda at the beginning of the meeting, the Commission will consider a request for a postponement that has been previously denied.  
Appeals filed under Civil Service Commission Rule 111A Position-Based Testing shall be considered on the date it is calendared for hearing 
except under extraordinary circumstances and upon mutual agreement between the appellant and the Department of Human Resources. 
 
F. Policy and Procedure on Hearing Items Out of Order 
Requests to hear items out of order are to be directed to the Commission President at the beginning of the agenda.  The President will rule on 
each request.  Such requests may be granted with mutual agreement among the affected parties. 
 
G. Procedure for Commission Hearings 
All Commission hearings on disputed matters shall conform to the following procedures: The Commission reserves the right to question each 
party during its presentation and, in its discretion, to modify any time allocations and requirements. 
 
If a matter is severed from the Consent Agenda or the Ratification Agenda, presentation by the opponent will be for a maximum time limit of 
five (5) minutes and response by the departmental representative for a maximum time limit of five (5) minutes.  Requests by the public to 
sever items from the [Consent Agenda or] Ratification Agenda must be provided with justification for the record.   
 
For items on the Regular Agenda, presentation by the departmental representative for a maximum time of five (5) minutes and response by 
the opponent for a maximum time limit of five (5) minutes. 
For items on the Separations Agenda, presentation by the department followed by the employee or employee’s  
representative shall be for a maximum time limit of ten (10) minutes for each party unless extended by the Commission. 
Each presentation shall conform to the following: 

1. Opening summary of case (brief overview); 
2. Discussion of evidence; 
3. Corroborating witnesses, if necessary; and 
4. Closing remarks. 
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The Commission may allocate five (5) minutes for each side to rebut evidence presented by the other side. 
 
H. Policy on Audio Recording of Commission Meetings 
As provided in the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance, all Commission meetings are audio recorded in digital form.  These audio recordings 
of open sessions are available starting on the day after the Commission meeting on the Civil Service Commission website at 
www.sfgov.org/civilservice/. 
 
I. Speaking before the Civil Service Commission 
Speaker cards are not required.  The Commission will take public comment on all items appearing on the agenda at the time the item is heard.  
The Commission will take public comment on matters not on the Agenda, but within the jurisdiction of the Commission during the “Requests 
to Speak” portion of the regular meeting.  Maximum time will be three (3) minutes.  A subsequent comment after the three (3) minute period 
is limited to one (1) minute.  The timer shall be in operation during public comment.  Upon any specific request by a Commissioner, time 
may be extended. 
 
J. Public Comment and Due Process 
During general public comment, members of the public sometimes wish to address the Civil Service Commission regarding matters that may 
come before the Commission in its capacity as an adjudicative body.  The Commission does not restrict this use of general public comment.  
To protect the due process rights of parties to its adjudicative proceedings, however, the Commission will not consider, in connection with 
any adjudicative proceeding, statements made during general public comment.  If members of the public have information that they believe to 
be relevant to a mater that will come before the Commission in its adjudicative capacity, they may wish to address the Commission during 
the public comment portion of that adjudicative proceeding.  The Commission will not consider public comment in connection with an 
adjudicative proceeding without providing the parties an opportunity to respond. 

 
K. Policy on use of Cell Phones, Pagers and Similar Sound-Producing Electronic Devices at and During Public Meetings 
The ringing and use of cell phones, pagers and similar sound-producing electronic devices are prohibited at this meeting.  Please be advised 
that the Chair may order the removal from the meeting room of any person(s) responsible for the ringing or use of a cell phone, pager, or 
other similar sound-producing electronic devices. 
 
Information on Disability Access 
The Civil Service Commission normally meets in Room 400 (Fourth Floor) City Hall, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place. However, meetings 
not held in this room are conducted in the Civic Center area.  City Hall is wheelchair accessible.  The closest accessible BART station is the 
Civic Center, located 2 ½ blocks from City Hall.  Accessible MUNI lines serving City Hall are 47 Van Ness Avenue, 9 San Bruno and 71 
Haight/Noriega, as well as the METRO stations at Van Ness and Market and at Civic Center.  For more information about MUNI accessible 
services, call (415) 923-6142.  Accessible curbside parking has been designated at points in the vicinity of City Hall adjacent to Grove Street 
and Van Ness Avenue. 
 
The following services are available on request 48 hours prior to the meeting; except for Monday meetings, for which the deadline shall be 
4:00 p.m. of the last business day of the preceding week.  For American Sign Language interpreters or the use of a reader during a meeting, a 
sound enhancement system, and/or alternative formats of the agenda and minutes, please contact the Commission office to make 
arrangements for the accommodation.  Late requests will be honored, if possible. 
 
Individuals with severe allergies, environmental illness, multiple chemical sensitivity or related disabilities should call our ADA coordinator 
at (628) 652-1100 or email civilservice @sfgov.org to discuss meeting accessibility.  In order to assist the City’s efforts to accommodate such 
people, attendees at public meetings are reminded that other attendees may be sensitive to various chemical-based products.  Please help the 
City to accommodate these individuals. 
 
Know your Rights under the Sunshine Ordinance (Chapter 67 of the San Francisco Administrative Code) 
Government’s duty is to serve the public, reaching its decisions in full view of the public.  Commissions, boards, councils, and other agencies 
of the City and County exist to conduct the people’s business.  This ordinance assures that deliberations are conducted before the people and 
that City operations are open to the people’s review.  For more information on your rights under the Sunshine Ordinance or to report a 
violation of the ordinance, or to obtain a free copy of the Sunshine Ordinance, contact Victor Young, Administrator of the Sunshine 
Ordinance Task Force, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244, San Francisco, CA 94102-4689 at (415) 554-7724, by fax: (415) 554-
7854, by e-mail: sotf@sfgov.org, or on the City’s website at www.sfgov.org/bdsupvrs/sunshine. 
 
San Francisco Lobbyist Ordinance 
Individuals and entities that influence or attempt to influence local legislative or administrative action may be required by the San Francisco 
Lobbyist Ordinance (San Francisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code Section 2.100) to register and report lobbying activity.  For 
more information about the Lobbyist Ordinance, please contact the San Francisco Ethics Commission at 25 Van Ness Ave., Suite 220, San 
Francisco, CA  94102, telephone (415) 252-3100, fax (415) 252-3112 and web site https://sfethics.org/. 
 

https://sfethics.org/














CIVILSERVICECOMMISSION
CITYANDCOUNTYOFSANFRANCISCO
CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION REPORT TRANSMITTAL (FORM 22)

Refer to Civil Service Commission Procedure for Staff - Submission of
Written Reports for Instructions on Completing and Processing this Form

1. Civil Service Commission Register Number: 0010-15-7

2. For Civil Service Commission Meeting of:March 6, 2023

3. Check One: Ratification Agenda

Consent Agenda

Regular Agenda X

Human Resources Director’s Report

4. Subject: Crystal Chow, former classification 2918 Human Services Agency Social Worker with

the City and County of San Francisco, Appeal of Decision to Place Citywide Future Employment

Restrictions

5. Recommendation: Uphold the San Francisco Human Services Agency’s decision to restrict

Ms. Chow’s future employment with the City and deny the appeal.

6. Report prepared by: Andrea De Leon, Senior Human Resources Analyst, San Francisco Human

Services Agency, 415-557-5920

7. Notifications: See attached Notification List

8. Reviewed and approved for Civil Service Commission Agenda:

Human Resources Director:

Date:

9. Submit the original time-stamped copy of this form and person(s) to be notified
(see Item 7 above) along with the required copies of the report to:

Executive Officer
Civil Service Commission
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 720
San Francisco, CA 94102

2/22/23



10. Receipt-stamp this form in the ΑCSC RECEIPT STAMP≅
box to the right using the time-stamp in the CSC Office.

Attachment: Notification List – CSC Register No: 0010-15-7

CSC-22 (11/97)

CSC RECEIPT STAMP
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of San Francisco be restricted as follows: No future employment with the City and
County of San Francisco.

See Exhibit 4.

A. Investigation

Ms. Chow entered false information in the IHSS annual assessment for S.L. dated
November 14, 2013

In the November 14, 2013 annual assessment turned in by Ms. Chow, she included
the following note:

"Clt was alert and oriented x3 during HV. She stated that her memory
declined a little bite (sic). She was groomed appropriately. She was
responsive and coherent during our conversation. She was pleasant and
cooperative. "

However, medical records technicians at San Francisco General Hospital disclosed
that the recipient (S.L.) remained hospitalized at SFGH from October 4, 2013 until
her discharge to Kentfield Rehabilitation Hospital in Marin County on December 2,
2013. Ms. Chow later admitted that she had not seen the recipient on November
14, 2013 but completed the needs assessment based upon information obtained
from S.L.’s brother on that date. IHSSmanagers including Chow's direct supervisor
Kean Tan stated that, in order to complete an annual assessment, the worker
MUST see the recipient who they are assessing. Stateguidelines and regulations,
as well as policies in effect in the Department's IHSS program, required thatMs.
Chowmeet face-to-facewith the recipient in order to properly assess S.L.’s
current condition and ability to performvarious and basic functions independently.
Chow's initial training and the training she received fromher supervisor and other
more experienced staff during her probation informed her of this requirement.

Therefore, the Agency found that Ms. Chow did not see S.L. on November 14, 2013
and that she submitted an annual assessment with false information - creating the
impression that she had in fact met with the client on that date. This was in
violation of State guidelines and regulations and the Department's IHSS program
requirements. This also constituted negligence in the performance of duties in
violation of Agency policies and procedures.

Ms. Chow falsified IHSS recipient FormSOC 864 dated November 13, 2014

Following her home visit to S.L.’s residenceon November 14, 2013, Ms. Chow
submitted documents purportedly signed by the recipientduring that face-to-face
visit. When examined, S.L.’s signatureon the IHSS Form SOC 864 completed on
this date appeared dissimilar to S.L.’s signature recorded on the same form dated
November 6, 2012.
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Further, San Francisco General Hospital representatives confirmed that the
recipient remained hospitalized at that institution betweenOctober 4 and
December 2, 2013 and not at homewhenMs. Chow claimed to have seen her on
November 14, 2013. There was nothing in the IHSS file or Ms. Chow's notes to
suggest that she met with the recipient at San Francisco General Hospital. During
her interview, Ms. Chow denied that she had signed S.L.’s nameon the forms
collected at the time of the visit, implying that S.L.’s brothermay have done so.
However, Chow's supervisor Kean Tan, as well as other IHSSmanagers and
supervisors, asserted that this State form must only be signed by the recipient. As
was the case with the annual assessment, Chow received initial training as well as
on-the-job trainingwhere she was informed of this requirement.

IHSS social workers are required to obtain the recipient's signature in order to
properly complete the IHSS Form SOC 864. Ms. Chow failed to do so in violation
of State guidelines and regulations and the Department's IHSS program
requirements.

Ms. Chow falsified IHSS recipient S.L.’s Voter Preference document dated
November 14, 2013

Following her home visit to S.L.’s residenceon November 14, 2013, Ms. Chow
submitted documents purportedly completed by the recipient during that face-to-
face visit. San Francisco General Hospital representatives confirmed that S.L.
remained hospitalized at that institution betweenOctober 4 andDecember 2, 2013
and not at home when the worker claimed to have seen her on November 14, 2013.
There was nothing in the IHSS file or the worker's notes to indicate that she met
with the recipient at San Francisco General Hospital. When questioned by
investigators,Ms. Chow acknowledged that shehad had no face-to-face contact
with the recipient in over a year.

Ms. Chow received training in theproper completion of forms used in conjunction
with the annual needs assessments including the assessment, the SOC 864, and
HSA Voter Preference form. As part of her ongoing training, she would have been
aware of the requirement that she provide additional documentation in those
instances when a recipient was unwilling or unable to fill them out. By her own
admission, she did not meet with S.L. on November 14, 2014 and so could not have
offered the opportunity to her to state her preference regarding registering to
vote. The recipient was not present during this visit andwas not contacted by
Chow subsequent to the visit. Thus, S.L. neither participated in its completion nor
authorizedChow to submit the form on her behalf.

Therefore, the agency found that Ms. Chow falsified the recipient’s Voter
Preference Form in violation of State guidelines and regulations and the
Department's IHSS program requirements.

Ms. Chowwas negligent in the performance of her duties
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Ms. Chow submitted paperwork and her completed annual assessment for S.L.
asserting that she had in fact metwith recipient when she had not. IHSS social
workers are required to see their recipient in order to properly assess their level of
need. In part, the requirement that there be a face-to-face contactwith the
recipient is to insure that the social worker can observe them in their home and
identify unsafe conditions such as evidence of abuseand neglect. Ms. Chow
admitted to investigators that she failed to carry out this essential duty and that
the paperwork she submitted for the fabricated visit would lead any one reviewing
her work to conclude she had seen the recipient in person. Her falsification of the
paperwork that accompanied the November 14, 2013 visit meant that S.L. received
no timely assessment andmightnot be seen by a county worker for another 12
months.

Ms. Chow also failed to properly complete the SOC 864 ''Individual Back-up Plan
and Risk Assessment" for S.L. on November 14, 2013. She completed the
document without having obtained the recipient's signature. A review of similar
documents from other recipients' IHSS case files showed in each instance that she
had obtained that recipient's signature as required by theprogram's policy and
regulations. She would have known that the form included false information but
turned it in anyway.

Ms. Chow submitted documents including theannual needs assessment and SOC
804 for a face-to-face visit with the recipient shedid notmake. She ignored
program policy and regulations thereby placing the recipient at risk, and failed to
perform her duties as an IHSS social worker. Therefore, the Agency found she was
negligent in the performance of her duties in violation of Agency policies and
procedures.

B. SkellyMeeting and Dismissal from Employment

On September 3, 2014, theAgency issuedMs. Chow a Notice of Intent to Dismiss
from Permanent Position and Skelly Notification. On October 2, 2014 a Skelly
meeting was held to provide Ms. Chowwith an opportunity to respond to the
charges. Ms. Chowwas represented by SEIU, Local 1021. The charges against Ms.
Chowwere as follows:

• Dishonesty
• Unethical Acts
• Policy Violations
• Negligence, inefficiency, incompetence in the performance of duties
• Grievous Misconduct

In the Notice of Dismissal from Permanent Position, datedDecember 30, 2014, the
Agency adopted the recommendation to dismiss Chow fromher permanent
position as a 2912/2918 HSA SocialWorker. Ms. Chowwas dismissed effective
close of business December 30, 2014.
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Additionally, the Agency recommended to the Civil Service Commission that Ms.
Chow’s future employment with theCity andCounty of San Francisco be
restricted as follows: No future employment with the City and County of San
Francisco.

See Exhibit 4.

C. Grievance and Arbitration

The Union, SEIU, Local 1021, filed a grievance on behalf of Ms. Chow asserting that
there was no progressive discipline and that terminationwas unduly harsh. The
Union sought to haveMs. Chow reinstated.

The grievance was elevated to arbitration and the hearing was held on September
22, 2015 and February 2 and 3, and May 3, 2016. It was found that the
Department’s investigation was fair and thorough, and that the IHSS rules and
expectations regarding theneed to accurately and truthfully report annual
assessment visits were reasonable and important to insuring clienthealth and
safety. Further, the arbitrator found that theevidence convincingly showed that
Ms. Chow engaged in systematic and sustainedwrongdoing – Ms. Chow fabricated
the annual assessment documents, failed to capture the absence of the recipient,
and falsely notated that she mademultiple attempts to return to see the recipient.

The arbitrator did not find theUnion’s arguments to be persuasive, as Ms. Chow’s
personal stress did not justify her long term malfeasanceand the evidence
demonstrated that sheengaged in purposeful falsification of documents over a
sustained period.

The arbitration award deniedMs. Chow’s grievanceand upheld the dismissal in its
entirety.

See Exhibit 3.

IV. Analysis and Findings

Under the Authority of the Civil Service Rules 122.14 and 122.15, andCSC Policy and
Guidelines on Restrictions of FutureEmployment, egregious misconduct and
serious unethical conduct whichmaymar theDepartment’s reputation and/or the
public’s trust in the Department, merit a future employment restriction.See
Exhibits 1 and 2.

Based on Ms. Chow’s documented and confirmed egregious and unethical
conduct, the Department concluded that imposing a Citywide future employment
restriction was justified and necessary. In November 2013, Ms. Chowwas required
to conduct a home visit to an IHSS client to properly asses her current condition.
She did not complete a face-to-face visit nor did she complete an assessment of
the client in November 2013. Instead, she falsified official Department records
indicating that shehad visited the recipient on November 14, 2013. Additionally, Ms.
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Chow submitted the Voter Preference document purportedly completed by S.L.
during the home visit on November 14, 2013; however, S.L. was not present and
was not contacted by Ms. Chow subsequent to the visit. Thus, she neither
participated in its completion nor authorizedMs. Chow to submit the form on her
behalf. Therefore, Ms. Chow submitted thedocumentwith a forged signature.
IHSS social workers are required to see recipients in order to properly assess their
level of need; this also insures that the social worker can observe them in their
home and identify unsafe conditions such as evidence of abuse and neglect. Ms.
Chow admitted to investigators that she failed to carry out this essential duty and
that the paperwork she submitted for the fabricated visit would lead one to
conclude shehad seen the recipient in person.Her willful, grievous misconduct
directly jeopardized the Agency’s ability to ensure the safety of its clients and
undermined the trust placed in SFHSA to protect children and adults in San
Francisco from neglect and abuse.

The City is entrustedwith hiring and retaining the bestqualified employees for
public service for the citizens of San Francisco. Employees whowillfully engage in
egregious and unethical misconduct violate the public trust and should not have
the privilege of working for theCity and serving the public. Therefore, under these
circumstances, a Citywide future employment restriction is appropriate.

V. Conclusion and Recommendation

For the reasons discussed above, the Department respectfully requests that the
Civil Service Commission uphold Ms. Chow’s Citywide future employment
restriction.

EXHIBITS

1. Civil Service Rules 122.14 and 122.15
2. Civil Service Commission Policy 2014-10
3. Crystal Chow's Dismissal Arbitration Opinion andAward
4. Crystal Chow’s Notice of Dismissal and Skelly Packet, datedDecember 30,

2014
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City and County of San Francisco  Civil Service Commission 

CSC Rules - Volume I 122.17 (Issued 4/21/14) 

 

Rule 122 
Employee Separation Procedures 

 
Article VII:  Request to Remove Non-Permanent Ban 

 
Applicability: Article VII, Rule 122, shall apply to officers and employees in all classes, except the 

Uniformed Ranks of the Police and Fire Departments and MTA Service-Critical classes. 
 
 
Sec. 122.13 Those Individuals Covered Under Rule 122, Article VII 
 
  Former employees of the City and County of San Francisco who were 

banned from future employment in one or more department(s) in 
accordance with the provisions of Civil Service Rule 122 may request 
reconsideration of any non-permanent ban if it has been five (5) or more 
years since the ban was imposed.  For the purpose of this Rule, any 
Citywide ban imposed before April 21, 2014 is considered a permanent 
ban not subject to reconsideration. 

 
Sec. 122.14 Reconsideration 
 
  Individuals as defined in Section 122.13 may submit a written request to 

the Human Resources Director for reconsideration of a ban on their future 
employment.  It shall be the responsibility of the requesting individual to 
submit to the Human Resources Director all available documentation and 
information regarding the separation.  The individual must also provide 
reasons for the request for reconsideration of the employment restriction. 

 
Sec. 122.15 Action of the Human Resources Director 
 
  The Human Resources Director shall consider the request and the 

recommendation from the affected department(s).  The Human Resources 
Director may request additional information deemed necessary to make a 
recommendation to the Civil Service Commission.  The decision of the 
Civil Service Commission is final. 
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       .  H   C     ' ms                   t        i ; 
"C     x3 u H   t h mr dc  l b () 
  g ey S was s     v  
w an  oopi.      Sa   H      z           Kf       Dmb  3  o                      b  l       d  c ue,                                         inr     F  :  h     I                p                     p       g q   e -                   f y. E #2   r   D  S ms     B P  R A"   1       r•s          u         W x L       8        •         6 0      pvs     d z    t O            w       N 4  T         k          a   G     M  n   h      m col      v y  I  Q H       s, K                
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   r         A           
          6 a    
w nd    
FIDG: Ss           g           Ms.      A #        S L     
ovmber , 2013.      s         t  u e                     i t 
O 4  e 2   n                 h       '             G  W      k      -           c    p      j      d     8        o   ,                s            B                l     
ry      pc    vo FD  RON E: M  bm  V P w         4 2013          v           T        i     f   bh 

ALEGTION #4 

HSA y r C w glig   pmanc of h dutes. 

M. C um        s•  ag            . H            y      I ,  q                        f  
5 
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      N        -"            n                                e    N                             p    6 d B P  R   !     2013    c          m  f                g  q    l  g ·    k           y FG  A:           O 8<4                             u      TE r  
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Crystal Chow - Response to additional questions.

When I submitted the Overpayment Referral in April 2014, I treated this case like any other

overpayment. I immediately contacted the son to find out the date client was hospitalized and put

client on “Leave Status”, “Terminate the Case after 10 Days’ Notice” and sent the case folder to Close

Files. It is quite often families or providers do not report to IHSS when client admit to hospital. I did not

realize this was the client of the companion case of the brother.

Clarification for “every attempt to see”:

It has been very stressful for the past few months. I did not remember what I wrote in the notes until I

see your attachment.

When QA reviewed the Overpayment Referral in July 2014, QA found out the client’s hospitalization

date and home visit date did not match. I was asked to explain. When QA pointed out that I made a

mistake, I reviewed the client’s information and I found out that I had already submitted the

assessment. It took me a while to remember what happened. When I realized, it was the client of the

companion case of the brother, I was shocked. I was panicking and was quite nervous because I realized

I made a mistake. QA suggested that I write a note. I did not remember what I wrote in the note until

you sent the attachment to me for review. English is my second language.

Laurie’s last statements stated “During the Skelly she stated that she never went back to try to visit

again. If she had she would have known the client was not just at the doctor, rather she was in a long-

term hospital setting.”

All providers have to sign a contract and watch a provider video training in their own languages at the

Enrollment Center. All providers have agreed and have the responsibility to notify the IHSS Social

Worker about their hospitalization, or any changes with their conditions. It is also my standard at the

end of every visit, I always inform the client or family to notify me when there are any changes: which

include hospitalization, move or changes with client’s conditions. The family should have let me know

the client was hospitalized and not just going to visit the doctor. In this case, the provider is the sister-

in-law and lives in the same address as client. She has the obligation and responsibility to report to me.

Then I would have put the client on “Leave Status” sooner and terminate the case if the client was

admitted to Long Term Care. All of this would not have happened.

During home visit, I didn’t have the file in front of me. I did not know the brother was not the

authorized person to sign.
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