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Sent via Electronic Mail 
 

October 26, 2023 
 

NOTICE OF CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION MEETING 
 
Craig Martin 

 

 
 
SUBJECT: APPEAL BY CRAIG MARTIN OF THE HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTOR’S 

DETERMINATION THAT INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS DID NOT ESTABLISH 
APPELLANT’S COMPLAINT OF RETALIATION.   

 
Dear Craig Martin: 
 
 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 November 6, 2023, at 2:00 p.m.  You will receive a separate email invite from a Civil Service Com-
mission 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, November 1, 2023.  Please 
refer to the attached Notice for procedural and other information about Commission hearings.  A copy of the de-
partment’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 each 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, October 31, 2023, please be sure to redact your submission 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 public document. 
 
 It is important that you or an authorized representative attend the hearing on your appeal.  Should you or a 
representative not attend, the Commission will rule on the information previously submitted and any testimony 
provided at its meeting.  All calendared items will be heard and resolved at this time unless good reasons are pre-
sented for a continuance.  As a reminder, you are to be honest and forthright during all testimony and in all docu-
mentation that you provide to the Civil Service Commission. 
 
 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: Dennis Herrera, Public Utilities Commission 
 Amalia Martinez, Department of Human Resources 

Carol Isen, Department of Human Resources 
 Wendy Macy, Public Utilities Commission 

Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Department of Human Resources 
Stephanie Medina, Department of Human Resources 
Jennifer Burke, Department of Human Resources 
Rachel Gardunio, Public Utilities Commission 
Caitlin Verano Public Utilities Commission 
Commission File 

 Commissioners’ Binder 
 Chron 

http://www.sf.gov/CivilService
mailto:civilservice@sfgov.org


 
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. 

 
 
 
 

https://sf.gov/civilservice%20n


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 in-person 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.  People who have received an accommodation due to a disability (as described below) may provide 
their public comments remotely. The Commission will also allow public comment from members of the public who choose to participate 
remotely. It is possible that the Commission may experience technical challenges that interfere with the ability of members of the public to 
participate in the meeting remotely. If that happens, the Commission will attempt to correct the problem, but may continue the hearing so 
long as people attending in-person are able to observe and offer public comment. 
 
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/
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Sent via Electronic Mail 
 

October 26, 2023 
 

NOTICE OF CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION MEETING 
 
Masood Ordikhani 

 
 

 
 
SUBJECT: APPEAL BY CRAIG MARTIN OF THE HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTOR’S 

DETERMINATION THAT INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS DID NOT ESTABLISH 
APPELLANT’S COMPLAINT OF RETALIATION. 

 
Dear Masood Ordikhani: 
 

As you may be aware, Craig Martin filed the above-referenced discrimination complaint with the Department 
of Human Resources (“DHR”).  The Department of Human Resources reviewed Craig Martin’s allegations, and Hu-
man Resources Director determined that there was insufficient evidence to establish the claims of harassment and 
discrimination.  Craig Martin has appealed that determination to the Civil Service Commission. 
 

In accordance with the City Charter and Civil Service Rules, the Commission may sustain, modify, or reverse 
the Human Resources Director’s determination; and may effectuate an appropriate remedy in the event that it finds 
discrimination in the work environment.  Any such finding is binding on City departments.  The Commission may 
not impose discipline on an employee, but in an appropriate case may recommend that the department consider dis-
cipline. 
 
 The Equal Employment Opportunity Division of DHR will present and defend the Human Resources Direc-
tor’s determination on Craig Martin’s complaint at 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 November 6, 2023, at 2:00 p.m.  The Commission will have received the DHR staff report, which re-
views the evidence pertaining to the complaint and supports the Human Resources Director’s determination, in ad-
vance of the meeting.  You will have an opportunity to address Craig Martin’s allegations at the Commission meet-
ing, if you wish to do so, although you are not required to appear.  You will be receiving a meeting invite to join the 
meeting through Cisco WebEx on your computer or you may listen/respond to the meeting by phone.  The Commis-
sion will rule on the information previously submitted and any testimony or other evidence provided at its meeting. 
 

The November 6, 2023, meeting agenda will be posted on the Civil Service Commission’s website at 
www.sf.gov/CivilService under “Meetings” no later than end of day on Wednesday, November 1, 2023. 
 

You may contact me at Sandra.Eng@sfgov.org or (628) 652-1100 should you have any questions. 
 
     Sincerely, 
 
     CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
     /s/ 
 
     SANDRA ENG 
     Executive Officer 
 
Attachment 

 
Cc: Dennis Herrera, Public Utilities Commission 

Amalia Martinez, Department of Human Resources 
Carol Isen, Department of Human Resources 
Wendy Macy, Public Utilities Commission 
Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Department of Human Resources 
Stephanie Medina, Department of Human Resources 
Jennifer Burke, Department of Human Resources 
Rachel Gardunio, Public Utilities Commission 
Caitlin Verano Public Utilities Commission 
Commission File 
Commissioners’ Binder 
Chron 

http://www.sf.gov/CivilService
mailto:Michael.Brown@sfgov.org


 
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. 

 
 
 
 

https://sf.gov/civilservice%20n


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 in-person 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.  People who have received an accommodation due to a disability (as described below) may provide 
their public comments remotely. The Commission will also allow public comment from members of the public who choose to participate 
remotely. It is possible that the Commission may experience technical challenges that interfere with the ability of members of the public to 
participate in the meeting remotely. If that happens, the Commission will attempt to correct the problem, but may continue the hearing so 
long as people attending in-person are able to observe and offer public comment. 
 
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/


CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO 
 
LONDON N. BREED 
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Sent via Electronic Mail 
 

September 20, 2023 
 

NOTICE OF CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION ACTION 
 
Craig Martin 

 

 
 
SUBJECT: APPEAL BY CRAIG MARTIN OF THE HUMAN RESOURCES 

DIRECTOR’S DETERMINATION THAT INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS 
DID NOT ESTABLISH APPELLANT’S COMPLAINT OF RETALIATION.   

 
Dear Craig Martin: 
 
 At its meeting on September 18, 2023, the Civil Service Commission had for its consider-
ation the above matter. 
 
 The Civil Service Commission continued this item to a future meeting and moved to 
agendize the matter as a closed session for consideration by the Commission at a date to be de-
termined after the appellant has been given the opportunity to review their EEO file at the De-
partment of Human Resources. 
 
 If this matter is subject to Code of Civil Procedure (CCP) Section 1094.5, the time within 
which judicial review must be sought is set forth in CCP Section 1094. 
 
     CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
     /s/ 
 
     SANDRA ENG 

Executive Officer 
 
 
Cc: Dennis Herrera, Public Utilities Commission 
 Amalia Martinez, Department of Human Resources 

Carol Isen, Department of Human Resources 
 Wendy Macy, Public Utilities Commission 

Mawuli Tugbenyoh, Department of Human Resources 
Stephanie Medina, Department of Human Resources 
Jennifer Burke, Department of Human Resources 
Rachel Gardunio, Public Utilities Commission 
Caitlin Verano Public Utilities Commission 
Commission File 

 Chron 
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Sent via Electronic Mail 
 

September 7, 2023 
 

NOTICE OF CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION MEETING 
 
Craig Martin 

 

 
 
SUBJECT: APPEAL BY CRAIG MARTIN OF THE HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTOR’S 

DETERMINATION THAT INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS DID NOT ESTABLISH 
APPELLANT’S COMPLAINT OF RETALIATION.   

 
Dear Craig Martin: 
 
 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 September 18, 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, September 13, 2023.  Please 
refer to the attached Notice for procedural and other information about Commission hearings.  A copy of the de-
partment’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 each 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, September 12, 2023, please be sure to redact your submission 
for any confidential or sensitive information that is not relevant to your appeal (e.g., home addresses, home or cel-
lular phone numbers, social security numbers, dates of birth, etc.), as it will be considered a public document. 
 
 It is important that you or an authorized representative attend the hearing on your appeal.  Should you or a 
representative not attend, the Commission will rule on the information previously submitted and any testimony 
provided at its meeting.  All calendared items will be heard and resolved at this time unless good reasons are pre-
sented for a continuance.  As a reminder, you are to be honest and forthright during all testimony and in all docu-
mentation that you provide to the Civil Service Commission. 
 
 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 
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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/. 
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Sent via Electronic Mail 
 

September 7, 2023 
 

NOTICE OF CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION MEETING 
 
Masood Ordikhani 

 
 

 
 
SUBJECT: APPEAL BY CRAIG MARTIN OF THE HUMAN RESOURCES DIRECTOR’S 

DETERMINATION THAT INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS DID NOT ESTABLISH 
APPELLANT’S COMPLAINT OF RETALIATION. 

 
Dear Masood Ordikhani: 
 

As you may be aware, Craig Martin filed the above-referenced discrimination complaint with the Department 
of Human Resources (“DHR”).  The Department of Human Resources reviewed Craig Martin’s allegations, and Hu-
man Resources Director determined that there was insufficient evidence to establish the claims of harassment and 
discrimination.  Craig Martin has appealed that determination to the Civil Service Commission. 
 

In accordance with the City Charter and Civil Service Rules, the Commission may sustain, modify, or reverse 
the Human Resources Director’s determination; and may effectuate an appropriate remedy in the event that it finds 
discrimination in the work environment.  Any such finding is binding on City departments.  The Commission may 
not impose discipline on an employee, but in an appropriate case may recommend that the department consider dis-
cipline. 
 
 The Equal Employment Opportunity Division of DHR will present and defend the Human Resources Direc-
tor’s determination on Craig Martin’s complaint at 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 September 18, 2023, at 2:00 p.m.  The Commission will have received the DHR staff report, which re-
views the evidence pertaining to the complaint and supports the Human Resources Director’s determination, in ad-
vance of the meeting.  You will have an opportunity to address Craig Martin’s allegations at the Commission meet-
ing, if you wish to do so, although you are not required to appear.  You will be receiving a meeting invite to join the 
meeting through Cisco WebEx on your computer or you may listen/respond to the meeting by phone.  The Commis-
sion will rule on the information previously submitted and any testimony or other evidence provided at its meeting. 
 

The September 18, 2023, meeting agenda will be posted on the Civil Service Commission’s website at 
www.sf.gov/CivilService under “Meetings” no later than end of day on Wednesday, September 13, 2023. 
 

You may contact me at Sandra.Eng@sfgov.org or (628) 652-1100 should you have any questions. 
 
     Sincerely, 
 
     CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
     /s/ 
 
     SANDRA ENG 
     Executive Officer 
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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/. 
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CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION REPORT TRANSMITTAL (FORM 22) 
 

 
1. Civil Service Commission Register Number:  0039-20-6 

                

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

                                                    

3. Check One:  Ratification Agenda                   

Consent Agenda 

     Regular Agenda ✓   

Human Resources Director’s Report      

             

4. Subject:  Appeal by Craig Martin of the Human Resources Director’s  

determination that investigative findings did not establish  

Appellant’s complaint of retaliation.   

 

5. Recommendation: Adopt the report, uphold the decision of the Human Resources  

Director, and deny the appeal by Craig Martin.   

 

6. Report prepared by:  Stephanie Medina, DHR EEO  

Telephone number: (415) 557-4924                     

 

7.         Notifications: Please see attached. 

 

8. Reviewed and approved for Civil Service Commission Agenda: 

 

Human Resources Director: Carol Isen    

 

Date: October 26, 2023 

                                          

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 

 

10. Receipt-stamp this form in the “CSC RECEIPT STAMP” 

box to the right using the time-stamp in the CSC Office. 
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CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION REPORT 
 

MEMORANDUM 
 
 
TO:   Civil Service Commission   
 
THROUGH:   Carol Isen, Human Resources Director 

Department of Human Resources 
 

THROUGH:  Amalia Martinez, EEO Director 
   Department of Human Resources 
 
FROM:   Stephanie Medina, EEO Programs Senior Specialist 
 
HEARING DATE:  November 6, 2023 
 
EEO FILE NO:  2309 
 
REGISTER NO:  0039-20-6 
 
APPELLANT:  Craig Martin 
 
 
I. AUTHORITY 

The San Francisco Charter, Section 10.103, and Civil Service Commission (CSC) Rule 103 provide that the 
Human Resources Director shall review and resolve complaints of employment discrimination. Pursuant 
to CSC Rule 103.3, the CSC shall review and resolve appeals of the Human Resources Director’s 
determinations. 
 
II. BACKGROUND 

From January 28, 2013 through May 10, 2015, Appellant Craig Martin (Appellant) was appointed as a 
Temporary Exempt 9922 Public Service Aide – Associate to Professionals with the San Francisco Public 
Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) Infrastructure Division. From May 11, 2015 through March 25, 2016, 
Appellant was a Permanent Exempt (PEX) 1822 Administrative Analyst position with the SFPUC’s 
Infrastructure Division. On March 26, 2016, Appellant was appointed as a Permanent Civil Service (PCS) 
1822 Administrative Analyst with the SFPUC’s Infrastructure Division. Appellant worked with Benjamin 
Poole, who was a then-1823 Senior Administrative Analyst and currently the Acting Director of Workforce 
and Economic Program Service, and reported to Masood Ordikhani (Ordikhani), who was a then-1823 
Senior Administrative Analyst and currently SFPUC Assistant General Manager for External Affairs. On June 
28, 2016, the SFPUC released Appellant from his 1822 probationary appointment. This was a non-
disciplinary release with no restrictions on Appellant’s future employment with the City and County of 
San Francisco (City).  
 

A. Appellant’s Complaint, EEO File No. 2309 

On February 23, 2017, the Department of Human Resources, Equal Employment Opportunity Division 
(DHR EEO) received a Department Report of Employment Discrimination Complaint dated February 22, 
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2017, from the SFPUC, reporting Appellant’s allegations that he was subjected to discrimination based on 
his race (Black) and age (over 40 years old), harassment, and retaliation. Appellant alleged that in October 
2015, his work was reassigned to a younger employee due to his age. Appellant further alleged that in 
November 2015, Ordikhani told him to flex time rather than accrue compensatory time off whenever he 
covered Tuesday evening “Clark Construction” class and alleged that his work assignment to SFPUC’S 
Contractor Assistance Center (CAC) were due to his race. Appellant also alleged that in late 2015 he heard 
his 1823 SFPUC Manager, Benjamin Poole (Poole) tell a Black employee to “shut the fuck up.” Appellant 
also reported Poole would comment, “Bay View Hunter’s Point [Local Business Enterprises] all have the 
problem on why they cannot obtain contracts and that’s because they have a poverty mentality.” 
Appellant reported the above allegations to the SFPUC on December 7, 2016. See Ex. A. All of these 
allegations were untimely under the City’s 180-day jurisdictional timeframe and therefore were not 
investigated further. See Ex. B and C. 
 
On April 18, 2017, DHR EEO sent Appellant a letter advising that DHR EEO intended to investigate 
Appellant’s retaliation claim that Appellant objected to being called “Bro” by Ordikhani and was 
subsequently let go from probation. See Ex. C. However, DHR EEO closed Appellant’s claims of harassment 
and discrimination because those claims did not meet DHR EEO’s jurisdictional requirements. On April 27, 
2017, Appellant appealed the decision not to investigate the allegations of harassment and discrimination 
to the CSC. See Ex. D. On May 3, 2017, the CSC sent Appellant a letter requesting him to confirm the 
decision he wished to appeal. See Ex. E. On May 30, 2017 Appellant sent the CSC a letter withdrawing his 
appeal. See Ex. F. On June 7, 2017 the CSC sent Appellant a letter confirming the withdrawal of his appeal 
of Appellant’s administratively closed allegations. See Ex. G. 

 
B. Human Resources Director’s 2020 Determination on Appellant’s Retaliation Allegation  

 
SFPUC EEO investigated Appellant’s retaliation allegation that included interviews of the complainant, the 
responding party, and witnesses; a review of the written complaint and documentation submitted; and 
an analysis of related information. See Ex. H. On January 9, 2020, the Human Resources Director informed 
the Appellant that based on the investigative findings, the evidence was insufficient to establish that he 
engaged in protected activity. See Ex. I.  The evidence did not support that Ordikhani called Appellant 
“Bro,” and there was insufficient evidence to find that Appellant told him to stop calling him that. See Ex. 
I. Additionally, the evidence also did not substantiate that Ordikhani made the decision to release 
Appellant from probation; Kathryn How (How), then-Assistant General Manager (AGM), Infrastructure 
Division at SFPUC, made the decision to release Appellant from his probation because he was not meeting 
expectations. See Ex. H. and Ex. I. In addition, the investigation found that the decision to release 
Appellant was supported by legitimate business reasons. See Ex. H and Ex. I. 

 
C. 2018 Litigation Hold and 2021 Processing Error 

 
On August 14, 2018, the City Attorney’s Office (CAO) submitted a litigation hold notice to the DHR EEO 
regarding the Appellant’s records. On February 7, 2020, Appellant appealed the Human Resources 
Director’s determination to the CSC. See Ex. K. On March 2, 2020, Martin’s lawsuit that stated the same 
claims as his initial DHR EEO complaint, was dismissed with prejudice for failure to prosecute.  See Ex. M. 
On January 23, 2023, Jennifer Burke, EEO Programs Manager, asked CAO if Appellant’s 2018 litigation hold 
was still in effect. The same day, Jennifer Donnellan, Deputy City Attorney, informed DHR EEO that the 
litigation hold was lifted effective January 27, 2021, but CAO made a processing error and did not notify 
DHR of the litigation hold release. See Ex. L.  In May 2023, the SFPUC asked for Appellant’s appeal to be 
added to the CSC calendar for September 2023. 
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III. ISSUE ON APPEAL TO THE CIVIL SERVICE COMMISSION 
 
On February 7, 2020, Appellant appealed the Human Resources Director’s determination to the CSC. See 
Ex. K.  The issue on appeal is whether the Human Resources Director issued the appropriate determination 
based on the investigative findings.   
 
IV. INVESTIGATIVE STANDARDS AND ANALYSIS 
 

A. The Investigation Did Not Establish Appellant’s Retaliation Claim 
 
To sustain an allegation of retaliation under the City’s EEO Policy, a complaint of retaliation must 
sufficiently allege all of the following: (1) the complainant engaged in a protected activity; (2) the 
complainant suffered an adverse employment action; and (3) there was a causal link between the 
protected activity and the adverse employment action.  
 

1. Insufficient Evidence to Substantiate Appellant Engaged in a Protected Activity 
 
The investigation found insufficient evidence to substantiate that the Appellant engaged in a protected 
activity. All four witnesses, including a Black male co-worker, reported that they never heard Ordikhani 
use the term “Bro.” Furthermore, though the Appellant claimed to have heard Ordikhani say that word 
frequently, the evidence showed that the Appellant and Ordikhani rarely interacted given their different 
work locations and that Ordikhani only occasionally went to Appellant’s worksite. Accordingly, because 
the evidence did not support that Ordikhani called Appellant “Bro,” there was insufficient evidence to find 
that Appellant engaged in a protected activity. See Ex. I. 
 

2. Appellant was Released for Legitimate Business Reasons 
 
The evidence also did not substantiate that Ordikhani made the decision to release the Appellant from 
probation. That decision was made by How, who relied on the recommendation from the Appellant’s 
supervisors as well as contemporaneous documentation that showed Appellant was not performing at a 
satisfactory level for an 1822 Administrative Analyst. The investigation found that the decision to release 
the Appellant was supported by legitimate business reasons. Appellant was not meeting performance 
expectations and goals, and Appellant’s supervisors described his performance as poor. As an 1822 
Administrative Analyst, Appellant needed to review reports, extract data, and provide analysis. However, 
Appellant submitted projects that did not provide substantive answers to the questions posed in 
assignments. Appellant cut-and-pasted information from websites into documents, other employees had 
to step in to complete Appellant’s work, and supervisors counseled Appellant regarding his work product. 
Additionally, Appellant was not proficient in computer skills and required additional one-on-one training. 
Furthermore, Appellant’s performance did not improve after training.  Appellant was not able to meet all 
the tasks for the job and under the recommendations from supervisors, How made the decision to release 
the Appellant from probation after taking into consideration his manager’s assessment of the totality of 
his work. See Ex. I. Thus, the investigation did not establish Appellant’s retaliation allegation.  Given the 
totality of the evidence, the Human Resources Director’s original determination was correct, and 
Appellant’s appeal should be denied.  
 

B. Appellant’s Issues on Appeal 
 
On appeal, Appellant has provided no relevant or new information that should cause the Commission to 
overturn the Human Resources Director’s determination. Rather, Appellant restated his 2016 race and 
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age discrimination and harassment claims, which were administratively closed in May 2017 and are not 
before the Commission in Appellant’s current appeal. Second, Appellant states he was not provided with 
any written or verbal instruction of the specific goals of the positions, nor with a plan to objectively judge 
his work performance. However, testimony and contemporaneous documentation show that supervisors 
counseled Appellant and provided feedback on his work performance. See Ex. H.  Furthermore, allegations 
that he was not provided with feedback do not demonstrate that his release was due to a protected 
activity. Last, Appellant provided no new or relevant information that would further substantiate his 
retaliation claim. Nevertheless, in October 2023, DHR EEO followed up with Hallowell, who no longer 
works for the City, in order to ensure that this key witness’s testimony was accurate and not motivated 
by fear at the time of his original interview. Hallowell confirmed that he never heard Ordikhani call 
Appellant “Bro.”  See Ex. N. 
 
V. RECOMMENDATION 

For the reasons set forth above, the Human Resources Director’s decision should be upheld, and the 
appeal should be denied. 
 
VI. Appendix/Attachments to Report 

Exhibit A: Craig Martin Discrimination Complaint, dated December 7, 2016 
 
Exhibit B: SFPUC Department Report of Complaint re: Craig Martin, dated February 22, 2017 
 
Exhibit C: Human Resources Director’s Partial Closure, Partial Acceptance Letter, dated April 18, 

2017 
 
Exhibit D: Appellant’s Letter of Appeal, dated April 27, 2017 
 
Exhibit E: Civil Service Commission Notice of Receipt of Appeal, dated May 1, 2017 
 
Exhibit F: Civil Service Commission Correspondence to Appellant, dated May 3, 2017 
 
Exhibit G: Appellant’s Letter to Civil Service Commission, dated May 30, 2017 
 
Exhibit H: Civil Service Commission Correspondence to Appellant, dated June 7, 2017 
 
Exhibit I: EEO Investigative Report with attachments, dated August 26, 2019 
 
Exhibit J: Human Resources Director’s Determination Letter to Appellant, dated January 9, 2020 
 
Exhibit K:     Appellant’s Civil Service Commission Appeal of the Human Resources Director’s 

Determination, dated February 7, 2020 
 
Exhibit L: Notification of Litigation Hold Release, dated January 23, 2023 
 
Exhibit M: Court Order Granting Motion to Dismiss, dated March 2, 2020 
 
Exhibit N: DHR EEO Interview Notes with Prince Hallowell, dated October 24, 2023 
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EEO INVESTIGATIVE REPORT 
 

 

 

 

 

To:    Micki Callahan, Human Resources Director 

 

Through: Linda C. Simon, Director, EEO and Leave Programs, DHR 

    

Through: Rick Nelson, EEO Programs Manager, SFPUC 

 

From: Dena Narbaitz, EEO Programs Senior Specialist, SFPUC 

 

EEO File No.   2309 

 

Complaint:   Craig Martin, former 1822 Administrative Analyst 

 

Respondents: San Francisco Public Utilities Commission;  

Masood Ordikhani, Director of Infrastructure Economic 

Opportunities (0933 Manager V) 

 

Issues/Bases: Retaliation 

 

Date Complaint Filed: January 4, 2017 

 

Date of Report: August 26, 2019 
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I. INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND 

 

From January 28, 2013 through May 10, 2015, complainant Craig Martin (African American), 

was appointed as a Temporary Exempt 9922 Public Service Aide – Associate to Professionals 

with the San Francisco Public Utilities Commission’s (SFPUC) Infrastructure Division.  

 

From May 11, 2015 through March 25, 2016, Martin was a Permanent Exempt (PEX) 1822 

Administrative Analyst position with the SFPUC’s Infrastructure Division. On March 26, 2016, 

Martin was appointed as a Permanent Civil Service (PCS) 1822 Administrative Analyst with the 

SFPUC’s Infrastructure Division. His expected probationary period end date was June 25, 2016, 

but that date was adjusted to June 29, 2016, to account for days Martin was absent from work. 

On June 28, 2016, the SFPUC released Martin from his 1822 probationary appointment. This 

was a non-disciplinary release with no restrictions on Martin’s future employment with the City 

and County of San Francisco (City).  

 

II. COMPLAINT AND REMEDY SOUGHT 

 

On December 7, 2016, the SFPUC received a complaint from Martin alleging the following: 

 

1. Retaliation: Martin claimed he was released from probation on June 28, 2016, in 

retaliation for asking his supervisor, Masood Ordikhani, SFPUC Director of 

Workforce and Economic Program Services, not to call him “bro.” 

 

2. Age Discrimination: Martin alleged his work was reassigned to a younger 

employee. 

 

3. Race Discrimination: Martin alleged that his assignment to the SFPUC’s 

Contractor Assistance Center (CAC) was racially motivated.  

 

4. Harassment: Martin alleged he heard Benjamin Poole, SFPUC Manager, CAC, 

tell , 1822 Administrative Analyst, a Black employee, to “shut 

the fuck up.” Martin also reported that Poole would comment “Bay View 

Hunter’s Point [Local Business Enterprises] all have the problem on why they 

cannot obtain contracts and that’s because they have a poverty mentality.”  
 

(Exhibit A, Attachment 1.)  

 

On January 4, 2017, Rachel Gardunio, SFPUC, Employee Relations & EEO Programs Manager, 

and Anna Owens, 1241 Human Resource Analyst, conducted an intake interview with Martin. 

(Exhibit A, Attachment 2.)  

 

On February 22, 2017, the SFPUC sent a Department Report of Employment Discrimination 

Complaint to the City’s Department of Human Resources (DHR). This Report set forth Martin’s 

allegations of retaliation, age discrimination, race discrimination, and harassment. (Exhibit A, 

Attachment 3.) 
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On April 18, 2017, Linda Simon, Director, EEO and Leaves Programs, DHR, issued a 

memorandum to the SFPUC instructing the Department to investigate Martin’s retaliation claim. 

(Exhibit B, Attachment 1.) 

 

On April 18, 2017, Micki Callahan, Human Resources Director, sent Martin a partial closure 

letter notifying him that his retaliation allegation would be investigated, but his discrimination 

and harassment allegations would not be investigated because they did not meet DHR EEO 

jurisdictional requirements for initiating an investigation. (Exhibit B, Attachment 2.)  

 

On April 27, 2017, Martin appealed Callahan’s decision not to investigate his discrimination and 

harassment allegations to the Civil Service Commission. On May 1, 2017, the Civil Service 

Commission (CSC) sent a letter to Martin acknowledging his appeal and issued a Notice of 

Receipt of Appeal to Callahan. On May 3, 2017, the CSC sent a letter to Martin asking him to 

confirm which decision he wished to appeal. On May 30, 2017, Martin sent a letter to the CSC 

withdrawing his appeal. On June 7, 2017, the CSC sent a letter to Martin confirming that he is 

withdrawing his appeal of Callahan’s decision not to investigate his discrimination and 

harassment allegations. The CSC confirmed that Martin’s retaliation claim would be 

investigated. (See Exhibit C for all documents related to Martin’s appeal.) 

 

On June 16, 2017, Julie Chow, 1244 Senior Human Resources Analyst, met with Martin to 

finalize his Charge of Discrimination. (Exhibit D.) The Charge of Discrimination was revised 

after Martin objected to the claims contained therein. (Exhibit D; Exhibit E, Attachments 1 & 2.) 

Martin refused to sign the Revised Charge of Discrimination, which the SFPUC submitted to 

DHR on June 16, 2017. (Exhibit D; Exhibit E, Attachment 2.) 

 

The Revised Charge of Discrimination inadvertently contained a claim for “Discrimination.” 

This claim should not have been contained in the Revised Charge of Discrimination because 

DHR instructed the SFPUC to only investigate the Retaliation claim, and, as is set forth above, 

this was confirmed in Martin’s appeal to the Civil Service Commission. (Exhibit B, Attachments 

1 &2, and Exhibit C.) 

 

III. ALLEGATIONS REQUIRING INVESTIGATION 

 

The allegation of retaliation as detailed in the Revised Charge of Discrimination was investigated 

and is the subject of this report. (Exhibit E, Attachment 2.) The allegation of discrimination listed 

in the Revised Charge was not investigated.  

 

IV. INVESTIGATIVE STANDARD: RETALIATION 

 

To sustain a complaint of retaliation, the investigation must establish all of the following: (1) the 

complainant engaged in a protected activity; (2) the complainant suffered an adverse 

employment action; and (3) there was a causal link between the protected activity and the 

adverse employment action. 
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V. THE INVESTIGATION 

  

A. Summary of Interviews 

 

The following witnesses, all SFPUC employees, were interviewed as part of the investigation: 

 

1. Craig Martin, former 1822 Administrative Analyst;  

2. Masood Ordikhani, Director of Workforce and Economic Program 

Services, 0933 Manager V; 

3. , 1823 Senior Administrative Analyst; 

4. , 1824 Professional Administrative Analyst; 

5. , Assistant General Manager, SFPUC Infrastructure; and 

6. , 1822 Administrative Analyst. 

 

(Exhibit F, Attachments 1 through 6). 

 

B. Summary of Documents Reviewed 

 

(Exhibit G, Summary of Documents Reviewed). 

 

VI. FINDINGS OF FACT 

 

A. Retaliation Allegation: Ordikhani released Martin from probation because 

Ordikhani was angry that Martin objected to being called, “Bro.” 

 

1. Summary of Relevant Evidence 

 

a. Written Complaint and Interview of Martin 

 

In January 2016, Martin was hired into the SFPUC’s Infrastructure Division as a PCS 1822 

Administrative Analyst. Martin was required to serve a six-month probation. From January 2013 

to January 2016, Martin was a TEX 1822 Administrative Analyst. 

 

Ordikhani was the Director of Workforce and Economic Program Services. In early June 2016, 

during a conversation about Martin’s past and future deliverables, Ordikhani called Martin, 

‘Bro’. Martin asked Ordikhani not to do that anymore. Martin also said something to the effect 

of, “It’s like, I don’t know you, you’re not African-American, we didn’t go to school together, 

I’m your elder.” Ordikhani responded by saying, “Ok, Martin”. Martin then told Ordikhani, “Ok, 

now you’re going overboard.” 

 

Ordikhani had been calling Martin “Bro” for some time. In Martin’s experience, if Ordikhani is 

out at the Bayview/Hunter’s Point District, everyone is “Bro.” Martin did not hear Ordikhani call 

Poole “Bro.” Martin did hear Ordikhani call Hallowell, 1822 Administrative Analyst, “Bro,” but 

was not sure if it was just directed at black people. But, generally, Ordikhani calls men “Bro.” 
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Martin did not care about Ordikhani calling other people “Bro;” Martin just did not want to be 

called “Bro.” Martin is not comfortable with the slang term, “Bro.” Martin claimed that, “In my 

history, no one is a brother unless there are riots like in the 1960s, and we are in the 2000s and 

you should not be talking like that.” 

 

Ordikhani took offense that Martin objected to Ordikhani calling Martin “Bro.” Ordikhani found 

out that Martin was no longer in an exempt position; Martin was in a PCS serving probation. 

After the June 2016 conversation, Ordikhani had Martin fired on the pretext that Martin failed 

probation.  

 

Martin was released from probation on approximately June 28, 2016. (Exhibit H, Attachment 1.) 

In support of his claim that Ordikhani calling him “bro” was racially-motivated, Martin provided 

SFPUC with a June 6, 2017 San Francisco Chronicle article titled “Study: Oakland Police Act 

More Respectful to Whites.” (Exhibit H, Attachment 2.) 

 

b. Interview of Ordikhani 

 

Masood Ordikhani is the Director of Workforce and Economic Program Services (0933 Manager V). 

Part of Ordikhani’s responsibilities, include oversight of the SFPUC Contractors Assistance Center 

(CAC), which is part of the Infrastructure Division at the SFPUC. Ordikhani was not involved in the 

hiring process for Martin; Ordikhani was not on the interview panel.  

 

Following his appointment into a PCS position, Martin was placed at the CAC. Martin reported 

directly to Todd Kyger, 1824 Professional Administrative Analyst, who helps run the SFPUC CAC. 

Kyger reported to Ben Poole, 0922 Manager I, who is the Manager of the CAC. Poole reported to 

Ordikhani. 

 

The CAC is located in the Bayview District. Ordikhani works at the SFPUC offices located at 525 

Golden Gate Avenue. Ordikhani did not interface with Martin very much; Ordikhani had 

approximately one or two face-to-face interactions with him because they did not work in the same 

location. 

 

Ordikhani is of Iranian descent. He stated that he tries to promote equal employment opportunity 

policies, including working with members of the LGBT community, women, and people of color. He 

did not ever call Martin, “Bro.” Ordikhani thinks this term is disrespectful. 

 

Ordikhani reports that there were performance issues with Martin. For instance, Martin did not 

have basic computer skills, including knowing how to turn on a computer. Ordikhani wanted 

Martin to succeed and perform well. Ordikhani relied upon information provided by Poole and 

Kyger to assess Martin’s performance. Ordikhani asked Poole and Kyger to provide Ordikhani 

information on Martin’s performance, including how Martin was completing assignments, what 

training and support the SFPUC had provided, and feedback from other employees. Ordikhani 

reviewed (1) Poole’s, June 15, 2016 email to Ordikhani entitled “CM Employee Log;” and (2) 

Kyger’s, June 15, 2016 email entitled “Status Update” to Ordikhani. (Exhibit H, Attachments 3 

and 4.) Ordikhani confirmed that he relied on these emails and their attachments when he made 

his recommendation to release Martin. Ordikhani also stated there were “red flag” issues about 
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Martin’s eTime entries. For instance, Martin recorded eight hours of time when he did not work 

the entire eight hours. (Exhibit H, Attachment 5) Martin would be gone from the CAC for 

periods of time without anyone knowing where he was. (Exhibit H, Attachment 3.)  

Martin was released due to poor work performance. Ordikhani did not make the final decision to 

release Martin from probation. Ordikhani believed Harlan Kelly, SFPUC General Manager, or 

possibly Kathy How, Assistant General Manager of SFPUC Infrastructure, made the decision. 

Ordikhani confirmed that he only had one conversation with How about Martin’s probation and 

that conversation did not involve many details. Ordikhani worked with SFPUC HRS on Martin’s 

release.  

 

c. Interview of  

 

 manages the SFPUC CAC, where Martin worked from approximately November 2015 

through June 28, 2016.  

 

 never heard Ordikhani say “Bro” to Martin.  has never heard Ordikhani refer to 

anyone as “Bro.”  never heard Ordikhani call  “Bro.” 

 

While  manages the CAC, everyone employed at the CAC reports to Ordikhani.  

would review work that  asked Martin to perform.  would also report to Ordikhani 

regarding Martin’s deliverables.  

 

 remembers that Martin’s work performance was completely insufficient.  assigned 

Martin work and when Martin turned in the work, there was no substantive input from Martin. 

 specifically remembers an incident where  asked Martin to provide research into a 

memorandum that was due regarding funding of contracts. Martin returned the memorandum to 

 but Martin provided no substantive response.  had to conduct additional research 

and, as a result, the memorandum was submitted late. This incident is reflected in the “May 25, 

2016” entry on ’s June 15, 2016 email to Ordikhani entitled: “CM Employee Log.” 

(Exhibit H, Attachment 3), which  reviewed and confirmed writing. 

 

 does not have a distinct memory regarding all of the entries in his June 15, 2016 email, but 

stated he would not have written anything that was not true.  believes he wrote the email 

because SFPUC HRS requested input when the SFPUC was considering releasing Martin during 

Martin’s probationary period.  

 

’s “Early March 2016” entry in his June 15, 2016 email is consistent with ’s 

experience of working with Martin. (Exhibit H, Attachment 3.)  asked Martin to review a 

document prepared by  and provide comments.  knew the document was not 

complete and wanted Martin’s assistance. Martin returned the document to  but did not 

provide any substantive comments.  also confirms that the “March 14, 2016 – April 29, 

2016” entry is correct. (Id.) 

 

Regarding Martin’s computer skills,  stated that Martin could turn on a computer, but 

Martin was not proficient when it came to working in software programs.  
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 stated that Martin was not performing his job at a level expected of a 1822 Administrative 

Analyst. Martin should have been able to produce substantive work. 

 

 remembers counseling Martin regarding his work performance. He spoke with Martin 

regarding the “May 25, 2016” and “Early March 2016” entries. (Exhibit H, Attachment 3.)  

does not remember Martin’s response to ’s counseling. 

 

 did not have any input regarding Martin’s release from probation other than preparing the 

June 15, 2016 email.  

 

During the time in question (2016), Ordikhani did not visit the CAC often. Ordikhani came to 

the CAC approximately one time per month. 

 

 does not recall Martin making any complaints of discrimination, harassment, or retaliation 

while  worked with Martin. 

 

d. Interview of  

 

’s work location is SFPUC Headquarters, 525 Golden Gate Avenue.  has never worked at 

the SFPUC CAC, but he goes to the CAC for meetings.  reports to Ordikhani.  

 

Martin was part of the analysts group for the SFPUC Infrastructure Division and  assigned 

work to Martin.  helped supervise Martin. , however, supervised Martin less when Martin 

was assigned to the CAC because and Martin worked in different work locations; could 

not keep “eyes on” Martin or keep up with the day-to-day activities. 

 

 reviewed his June 15, 2016 email entitled “Status Update” to Ordikhani and confirms that 

 wrote the email. (Exhibit H, Attachment 4.)  confirmed that everything in the email is 

accurate. r also confirmed that the spreadsheet attached to the email was prepared by  and 

is accurate.  thinks he prepared the spreadsheet to track Martin’s productivity.  does not 

think anyone asked him to prepare the spreadsheet.; as a supervisor  tries to keep up with 

assignments. 

 

• In the “Status Update” email,  refers to Martin’s computer skills.  stated that 

Martin struggled with using a computer. (Exhibit H, Attachments 4 and 6.)  stated that 

Martin could navigate a website but may need help getting to the specific website.  

knew that Martin had practiced law for many years so  (who is also an attorney) 

expected Martin to be able to use certain software programs (e.g., Word and Outlook).  

did not expect Martin to be proficient in Excel because lawyers do not use Excel very much. 

To improve Martin’s computer skills, the SFPUC provided Martin with computer skills 

training through one-on-one meetings with work colleagues and the SFPUC’s Learning 

Management System.  

 

• In the “Status Update” email,  provides samples of problems with Martin’s work 

product and some of these problems are outlined in Kyger’s spreadsheet attached to the 
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“Status Update” email. For instance,  

 

o  asked Martin to prepare a draft notice to contractors regarding Senate Bill 854. 

Martin simply cut and paste information from the Department Industrial Relations 

website. 

 

o Martin was assigned a project creating a “Service Territory Map” using Google Maps. 

Martin could not do the project; another SFPUC employee Chanh Tran,  1402 Senior 

Clerk, “completed the project from start to finish.” 

 

As a  1822 Administrative Analyst, Martin needed to dig into reports, pull out data, and provide 

analysis. Martin did not seem to be able to do the work or was not motivated to do so. His work 

product had to be edited and re-formatted.  counseled Martin regarding Martin’s work product.  

 

 has never heard Ordikhani use the term “Bro.” r has never heard Ordikhani refer to 

anyone as “Bro.”  never heard Ordikhani call Martin “Bro.”  never heard Ordikhani call 

Hallowell “Bro.” Ordikhani has never referred to  as “Bro.”  

 

 was not involved in the decision to release Martin during probation. If anything,  would 

only have provided feedback on Martin’s work performance and the fact this it was not “bearing 

fruit.” 

 

During the time in question (2016),  could not estimate how often Ordikhani visited the CAC. 

 

e. Interview of  

 

 is the Assistant General Manager (AGM), Infrastructure Division, SFPUC.  

provided a broad overview of her duties as the AGM of Infrastructure. These duties include: 

(1) Engineering Management; (2) Construction Management; (4) Environmental Management; 

and (5) Project Management (e.g., Capital Improvements). 

 

did not have any interaction with Martin during Martin’s employment with the SFPUC. When 

deciding to release Martin from probation,  mainly relied on information from Rachel Gardunio, 

Employee Relations &  Manager, SFPUC, HRS, and Gardunio’s staff. Gardunio showed  some 

documents but  does not remember what documents, except that they were emails and that some 

of the documents may have concerned Martin’s time worked.  was not given a copy of the 

documents.  may have seen ’s June 15, 2016 email to Ordikhani entitled “CM Employee 

Log” and its attachment.  does not remember seeing ’s June 15, 2016 email entitled “Status 

Update” to Ordikhani or any attachments to  emails.  

 

also relied on information from: (1) Ivy Fine (Fine), Director of Contracts, SFPUC, 

Infrastructure; and (2) Ordikhani. However, information  received from Fine or Ordikhani was 

limited;  relied on HRS. only recalls speaking with Fine one time regarding Martin’s 

probation and does not recall any details discussed with Ordikhani. 

 

0100



Investigative Report 

EEO File No. 2309 

Page 9 of 12 

 

 stated she met with Gardunio and someone from Gardunio’s team at least two or three times 

when considering releasing Martin from probation. 

 

1.  stated that in the first meeting Gardunio’s team obtained information from 

Infrastructure and stated HRS would gather information. 

 

2. In the second meeting, Gardunio’s team gave  an update on the progress of HRS’ 

inquiry. 

 

3. In the third meeting, Gardunio’s team advised  that Martin’s release from probation 

was not a “clean” or “clear cut” decision. HRS advised  that Infrastructure could 

have done a better job documenting Martin’s performance. HRS informed  that the 

decision was up to  but, if there are any doubts, it would be better to release Martin 

from probation. 

 

Kelly was not involved in the decision to release Martin from probation. Ordikhani did not have the 

authority to release Martin from probation.  stated that was the “highest on the food chain 

so would have to make the decision.”  based this statement on Gardunio telling How that How 

makes the decision; HRS just makes a recommendation. 

 

does not remember hearing a reference to “Bro” statements.  has never heard Ordikhani 

refer to anyone as “Bro.” 

 

f. Interview of  

 

’s work location is the SFPUC CAC.  reports to Ordikhani.  

 

Ordikhani has never called , who is African American, “Bro.” Ordikhani is always very 

“official” and refers to  as .”  has never heard Ordikhani refer to anyone 

as “Bro.”  never heard Ordikhani call Martin “Bro.”  

 

g. Documents  

 

Documents indicate that Martin was not meeting job expectations and goals. The documents 

illustrate several concerns, including Martin not producing work product, producing incomplete 

work product, not coordinating his time away from the office with co-workers, and misreporting 

his time away from the office. (Exhibit H, Attachments 3, 4, and 5.) 

 

From May 23, 2016 through May 31, 2016, Martin solicited local business owners to send emails 

praising Martin to Kelly. As an example, on May 26, 2016, a local business owner, Yolanda 

Jones from YCAT-C Inc. sent an email to Kelly and copied Mayor Ed Lee. Jones’ email 

commended Martin and questioned the SFPUC’s CAC service to the community. On May 31, 

2016 Kelly responded to Jones. Kelly’s email reminded Jones of the CAC purpose and informed 

her that the SFPUC would perform its own assessments on SFPUC staff. (Exhibit H, Attachment 

7.)  
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As stated in his Notice of Release from Probationary Appointment, his release was a “Non-

Disciplinary Release” with no restrictions on future employment with the City. (Exhibit H, 

Attachment 1.) SFPUC Human Resource Services confirmed that the final decision to release 

Martin from probation was made by How. Cindy Charan, then-SFPUC Human Resources 

Director signed the release paperwork on behalf of Kelly. (Id.)  

 

VII. INVESTIGATIVE FINDINGS  

 

A. Retaliation 

 

1. The Evidence Did Not Support the Allegations that Ordikhani called 

Martin, “Bro.”  

 

The evidence does not support Martin’s claim that Ordikhani called Martin, “Bro.”  

all reported that they have never heard Ordikhani use the term “Bro” 

towards Martin or any other person. , an African American, stated that Ordikhani 

always treats  with respect and has never called , “Bro.” Ordikhani denies 

using the term “Bro” because he finds the term to be disrespectful and he tries to promote people 

of color, particularly because he is a person of color (Iranian descent).  

 

In addition, Martin claims that he witnessed Ordikhani use this term on many occasions, but the 

evidence demonstrates that the two men did not interact frequently. They worked in different 

locations with Ordikhani making occasional trips to the CAC. So, the opportunity for Martin to 

witness statements by Ordikhani were few; it is unlikely that Martin witnessed Ordikhani make 

any statement “on many occasions.”  

 

2. The Evidence Showed that Ordikhani Did Not Make the Decision to 

Release Martin from Probation and the Decision Was Not Related to any 

Alleged “Bro” Statement 

 

The decision to release Martin was not made by Ordikhani. The decision was made by , 

AGM, Infrastructure. (Exhibit H, Attachment 5.)  confirmed that she made the decision and 

that Ordikhani did not have the authority to make the decision to release Martin from probation. 

 also confirmed that Kelly did not make the decision to release Martin from probation. 

 

In addition, the evidence demonstrates that Martin’s placement was not working out at the CAC 

– he was not meeting expectations and goals. described Martin’s work performance was 

completely insufficient.  asked Martin to prepare a draft notice to contractors regarding Senate 

Bill 854 and Martin simply cut and paste information from the Department Industrial Relations 

website. Martin’s work had to be completed by Martin’s co-workers. Martin was not proficient 

when it came to working in software programs. stated that Martin could navigate a website 

but may need help getting to the specific website. The SFPUC provided Martin with computer skills 

training through one-on-one meetings with work colleagues and the SFPUC’s Learning Management 

System, but this did not improve Martin’s performance. In summary, Martin was not performing at 

the level of an 1822 Administrative Analyst.   
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Finally, Martin’s release from probation was a “Non-Disciplinary Release” with no restrictions 

on future employment with the City. (Exhibit H, Attachment 2.) The SFPUC did not inhibit 

Martin’s ability to work for the City. Accordingly, the investigation found insufficient evidence 

to support Martin’s retaliation claim. 

 

VIII. REQUIRED RESOLUTION 

 

Based on the foregoing, the SFPUC is required to take the following actions: 

 

1. Inform Ordikhani that the Human Resources Director determined that 

there was insufficient evidence to support Martin’s allegation that he 

subjected Martin to retaliation.  

2. Remind Ordikhani of the City’s policy prohibiting retaliation against 

employees who complain about discrimination, harassment, or retaliation, 

or provide testimony in support of the investigation of a complaint. 

 

IX. ATTACHMENTS TO REPORT 

 

Attached to this report are the following exhibits: 

 

 

Exhibit A:   

Attachment 1:  December 7, 2016 Complaint of Discrimination by Craig Martin 

Attachment 2: January 4, 2017, Intake Interview Notes of Craig Martin by Rachel 

Gardunio and Anna Owens 

Attachment 3: February 22, 2017, Department Report of Employment Discrimination 

Complaint 

 

Exhibit B:  

Attachment 1: April 18, 2017, Memorandum from Linda Simon to Rachel Gardunio 

regarding Investigation of EEO File No. 2301 – Craig Martin  

Attachment 2: April 18, 2017, Partial Administrative Closure Letter from Micki Callahan 

to Craig Martin 

 

Exhibit C: Documents Related to Martin’s CSC Appeal 

 

Exhibit D:  June 16, 2017, Meeting Notes with Craig Martin by Julie Chow 

 

Exhibit E:   

Attachment 1:  Charge of Discrimination 

Attachment 2:  Revised Charge of Discrimination 

 

Exhibit F: 

Attachment 1:  Interview of Craig Martin 

Attachment 2: Interview of Masood Ordikhani 

Attachment 3: Interview of  
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Attachment 4:  Interview of  

Attachment 5: Interview of  

Attachment 6: Interview of  

 

Exhibit G:  Summary of Documents Reviewed 

 

Exhibit H:   

Attachment 1: June 28, 2016, Letter to Craig Martin from Cindy Charan Regarding 

Release from Probationary Appointment (with attachments) 

Attachment 2: June 6, 2017, San Francisco Chronicle Article: Study: Oakland Police Act 

More Respectful to Whites 

Attachment 3: June 15, 2016 Email by  Re CM Employee Log and Docs 

Supporting Bullet Points in CM Employee Log 

Attachment 4: June 15, 2016 Email by Kyger Re Status Update and Supporting Docs 

Attachment 5: May 19, 2016 Emails between Ordikhani and Martin Re Martin’s Time 

Entries 

Attachment 6: January 6, 2015 Email from Scott Kaplan to Re Martin’s Computer 

skills 

Attachment 7: May 26, 2016 and May 31, 2016 Email Exchange Between Harlan Kelly 

and Yolanda Jones 
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Attachment 1: December 7, 2016 Complaint of Discrimination 

by Craig Martin 
 
Attachment 2: January 4, 2017, Intake Interview Notes of Craig 

Martin by Rachel Gardunio and Anna Owens 
 
Attachment 3: February 22, 2017, Department Report of Employment 

Discrimination Complaint 
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February 22, 2017, Department Report of Employment Discrimination Complaint  
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Attachment 1: April 18, 2017, Memorandum from Linda Simon to 
Rachel Gardunio regarding Investigation of EEO File 
No. 2301 – Craig Martin  

Attachment 2: April 18, 2017, Partial Administrative Closure Letter 
from Micki Callahan to Craig Martin 
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Attachment 1 
 

April 18, 2017, Memorandum from Linda Simon to Rachel Gardunio regarding 
Investigation of EEO File No. 2301 – Craig Martin 
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Attachment 2 
 

April 18, 2017, Administrative Partial Closure Letter from Micki Callahan  
to Craig Martin 
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Documents Related to Martin’s CSC Appeal 
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EXHIBIT D 
 

June 16, 2017, Meeting Notes with Craig Martin by Julie Chow 
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EXHIBIT E 
 

Attachment 1: Charge of Discrimination 

Attachment 2: Revised Charge of Discrimination 
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Attachment 2 
 

Revised Charge of Discrimination 
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EXHIBIT F 
 

Attachment 1: Interview of Craig Martin 

Attachment 2: Interview of Masood Ordikhani 

Attachment 3: Interview of  

Attachment 4:  Interview of  

Attachment 5: Interview of  

Attachment 6: Interview of  

  

0147



Attachment 1 
 

Interview of Craig Martin  
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Confidential 
Interview Notes 

 
Witness: Craig Martin EEO File No./Dept.: N/A 
EEO Investigator: Rachel Gardunio (SFPUC) Date & Time: January 4, 2017; 9:00 a.m. 

Others Present: Anna Owens (SFPUC)  
Location: ER Conference Room at PUC (525 Golden 
Gate Avenue, 3rd floor) 

Pages: 6 

 
RG: Today we’re doing an intake interview, we’re getting more information and determine if we need to 
do a full blown investigation and if we do, we’ll sit down and go over everything we’ll be investigating. 
 
CM: Why don’t we start at the beginning? 
 
When I first came to PUC, I was a 9922. I was with Bernie on the 5th floor, and Ken Salmon and Alan 
[Marshall].  I was 50/50 pretty much. And then I went down to the basement to work with a different 
group, also as a 9922. Then I applied for a 3 year temp 1822 position, and was selected by the 
Infrastructure group.  What they wanted me to first start doing was track the upcoming infrastructure 
projects, and what projects are in the pipeline, and then I would track the contracts approved by the 
commission. It was 3 separate spreadsheets, an ongoing assignment, and I was working under Masood. I 
was an 1822. Subsequently they hired a woman, Valerie, I think an 1823, she’s younger than me by the 
way, they took all my assignments and gave them to her. 
 
RG: When was this? 
 
CM: Oct 2015?1 Ben , so I was left helping Scott do the quarterly reports, 
something I was doing before Valerie came. They had me floating around, I was working with Brian 
Thomas for a bit. He’s the union rep, I’d call him, union job placement officer. I was part time helping 
him. I spent time out at Moccasin on a few visits with Zelda Saeli, when they had pre-job meetings and 
those sort of things. I was always working for Masood.  
 
They then sent me to the Contractors Assistance Center, late Nov/Dec 2015, 3 days a week, out at 
Executive Park, 5 Thomas Mellon Circle. My assignments there were to assist LBEs, which are small 
businesses, micro business, to help them understand the contract system and the requirements. I was to 
be a link between what these firms understood or thought they understood, and how do you go about 
introducing yourself to prime contractors and subcontractors. That’s what my sort of job was doing.  
 
The friction started when I would get here (525 GG), my shift was 8-5, when they sent me to CAC, their 
hours are 8:30 to 5:30, so I would get here at 8 and I would leave there at 4 to make my way across 
town.  My experience was to drive a PUC car across town every day. I would make a reservation. Once 
they (FLEET) realized I was using one every day, they asked me to use a natural gas vehicle.  Anyway, the 
authorization to use the car came from Ben and Masood.  
 

                                                                 
1 Valerie was hired as an 1823 in April  2015. 
2 Ben  in January 2016. 
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So then when I started leaving at 4:30 or so, Ben didn’t quite approve of that, and mentioned it to 
Masood, and Masood said I need to be there (at CAC) until 5:30. He said If you don’t want to get a car, 
get on a bus, but those are your hours- 8:30-5:30. That was in late 2015. So then what happened was, 
Ben created a sign-in sheet just for me. Prince Hallowell also worked for him and didn’t have to sign in. 
There was one sign-in sheet and my name was the only one on it. Let me note that they told me to start 
at 8:30 and I was the only one there. Most people, Prince included, went from executive park complex 
shuttle from Bart station, and on some occasions I had to go pick him up. That’s what went on out there. 
I was the one that opened up. Ben would come in sometime after 9 am, and Prince came in around 8:45. 
No one really got there at 8:30 but me. Everyone’s supposed to work 8:30-5:30 because those are the 
hours for the CAC.  
 
Prince is from Sierra Leone, so sometimes it’s difficult to understand what he’s saying. He and Ben 
would get into these clashes, some theory about what is going on and Ben would get frustrated, and I’m 
there listening, and sometimes Ben would tell Prince to “Shut the fuck up”. Ben is younger than me and 
Prince and Prince is an African Man, and I don’t think Ben should do that. Prince would explain things 
and I never understood where he was going with it, so I understand the frustration, but you don’t speak 
to someone like that.  
 
So then what happens is, I’m trying to figure out how to explain to these basically minority businesses 
how to get into this heavyweight contract business.  For these other small businesses trying to bid on 
the SSIP program headworks project, you have to get in with these primes.  As an LBE, I would team up 
with Yolanda from Yolanda Construction, and you can get in the door with her! 
 
The next week, I have a meeting with Masood and he reprimanded me for telling people in the 
community that they have to team up with Yolanda to get a contract. I know no one in the community 
said anything because the only person I mentioned the idea to was Ben, so Ben must have told Masood.  
 
Masood’s the type of guy that is the boss, that doesn’t want these kinds of exchanges , back and forth 
discussions. Clark construction class is on Tuesdays from 7-9, 12 people, blueprints, bidding insurance, 
worker’s comp, estimates. Ben says, “I’m not working, you and Prince work out the coverage.” Prince 
and I are dividing up 6 months of coverage, even though Ben also is an 1822.3 This was before  

 in January. Prince says he doesn’t want to switch off every other week but that he’ll do it 
for a month straight, so then I’ll do the next month. Masood says, “You may not charge comp or 
overtime for those hours. You can take off 3-4 hours the day before, come in late or leave early, but you 
cannot accumulate these hours to take a day off”.   
 
RG: How does Masood say this? 
 
CM: Masood rarely came out to the CAC unless there’s an event or prejob meeting.  
 
RG: When were you 5 days a week? 
 
CM: When Ben  in January. The Clark class was going on September 2015, so I 
started working nights Oct/Nov. Ben and Prince had been alternating each week before that. When I 
came on board, I replaced Ben in their rotation. But when Ben was preparing for  he 
wasn’t going to the class anymore. 

                                                                 
3 Ben was promoted to an 1823 position in December 2014. 
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Masood has a weekly staff meeting, Mondays at 2 o’clock I want to say. I had a few conversations with 
him in his office. He told me all of this schedule stuff in a one-on-one meeting. I never had a regular 
scheduled meeting, I would come downtown when I was able to go to the staff meeting, but if Prince or 
Ben was gone I stopped going to the weekly staff meetings because I’m at the CAC. Masood told me 
about Comp time and Overtime when I saw the issue. It had to be between November and February. I’m 
now into this Clark construction class, you gotta set it up, take it down, sometimes you leave early 
sometimes you leave late. There were times when I’d have to come across town. Example: on a Friday 
before I was fired, I came across town to meet with Scott , unbeknownst to me, Masood had sent me an 
email. But I’m not on my email, I’m in a conference room with scott. Masood sees me  in the building 
and says, “I sent you an email and I need to  meet with you to discuss it.” 
 
This exchange with Prince and Ben, the “must join venture”, Ben says the problem with people in 
Bayview is that they have a poverty mentality. What does that relate to anything? I don’t like your social 
agenda, but I’m keeping my mouth shut.  
 
Yolanda’s construction was one of 3 or 4 firms, there’s one called Big Mouth Productions, Koana Dison, I 
said, here’s the RFP from the PUC, this is how you would respond, this is what you do every day, if you 
could be on call with a photographer, it would work. Then Yolanda was applying for a contract and I told 
her, I’ll help you wordsmith it. I helped her do it, she submits the RFP, she gets awarded the small 
contract. So, unbeknownst to me, Yolanda writes an email to Harlan, thanking Harlan for my efforts with 
this contract. Harlan in turn sends an email to Juliet Ellis and CC’s Masood, and I guess I must have been 
on Yolanda’s email. I ended up in this email chain between Harlan, Yolanda, Juliet and Masood talking 
about my good work. Didn’t ask for it, but that’s great. April maybe? I’m back into helping pe ople and 
stuff.  Then that day the email came out, that morning when I got back in the afternoon from lunch, Ben 
came in. Apparently he got the email as well, he said, “ You be sure that they do the heavy lifting, cuz we 
aren’t doing their fucking work for them”. What do you mean heavy lifting? I’m out there to help firms, I 
get a good report and this is what he says. 
 
Kent Lim, a consultant paid by PUC to assist LBEs, is teaching them how to do things. I do soft skills and 
we work together. Yolanda asks me if I can come to their office to work with them, Ben tells me I can’t 
go to Yolanda’s office, she has to come to CAC. I tell her that, and Yolanda called Harlan and asked what 
the hell’s going on. She’s complaining. I tell Ben that he needs to tell Yolanda himself that I’m not 
allowed to go work at her office. April 2016. Ben’s like, “What are you talking about”.  
 
Apparently I did tell the people in Bayview, Yolanda specifically, what Ben said about people in Hunter’s 
Point having a poverty mentality. Yolanda went to Harlan to complain. Ben says he plays basketball at 
YMCA on embarcadero with Harlan in the mornings. Ben doesn’t come in until 9 o’clock so it must be on 
PUC time. Ben and Masood started in on me in early May about not being here at 5 o’clock at CAC.  
 
Masood said he wants to talk to me about my past deliverables and the deliverables going forward. I’ve 
never been given deliverables! If a deliverable is to help LBEs get contacts, then that’s the only 
deliverable that I’ve been instructed with.  I think, that’s interesting, I do have some deliverables, let me 
contact the LBEs to send an email to Masood so he can see what I’ve been doing. I’m thinking he wants 
to see what he doesn’t see—me helping LBEs write. 
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Masood then contacted me after receiving those deliverables, saying, “Will you stop having these 
people send these emails?”  I told him, “I thought you wanted to know what I was doing”.  He asked me, 
“Do you think you’re being fired?”  I said, “I don’t know.”   
 
Masood during this conversation is calling me ‘bro’. I asked him not to do that anymore. Yes, he’s been 
calling me that all the time. It’s like, I don’t know you, you’re not African-American, we didn’t go to 
school together, I’m your elder. He’s raising his voice and stuff, and he says “Ok, Mr. Martin”. I’m saying 
to him, “Ok, now you’re going overboard.” When I meet people, I don’t tell people about my education, 
but everybody knows or knew that I was a lawyer.  So I went to law school someplace—UCLA. And 
Masood says once in a staff meeting, “Oh yea, and he didn’t tell me he went to Stanford.”  And a week 
later he makes the same comment. I think Masood didn’t want to hire me to begin with, he didn’t want 
to use my talents, so when it blew up about “Don’t call me bro”, then we went to Harlan about our 
friction. I get a letter from someone in HR, in May, was advising me about a claim.  So when I talk to this 
young fellow in HR, I didn’t file a complaint, I don’t know who initiated a letter. I don’t have a beef, I 
want this job. I assume we are grown men, it is really just about not calling me bro.  I finally met with 
Masood, Ivy, and a lady from HR and they said I was fired.  
 
RG: You were released from probation.  
CM: June 28, 2016 something like that. 
 
RG: It sounds like he had been calling you bro for a long time. 
 
CM: In my experience being in his company, if he’s out at Bayview, everyone is “Bro” and that’s my 
“Momma”.  You claim everyone that is black is your cousin. I did not hear him call Ben “bro”. I’ve heard 
him call Prince, but I’m not sure if it was just directed at black people. But generally to men its “Bro”. I’m 
not sure if he calls Todd and Scott “bro”. I don’t care about him calling other people bro, I just don’t 
want to be called “bro”. “Bro” is not a slang I am comfortable with. And that’s what blew the whole 
thing up.  Masood got upset, and found out I wasn’t temp, and found out I was on probation. The thing 
is, I would send emails, and Masood would say, “I don’t want to go back and forth”. I want things 
documented, and Masood wouldn’t want it because he has the weaker argument. Conversations about 
comp time, or the conversations in Bayview are all undocumented. The type of discussions that you 
generally have with your boss, those intellectual exchanges he doesn’t want to get into . I’m not sure if 
it’s just with me. Once, Masood said, “I want you and Ben to get on my calendar.” You can’t find a 
window in there. I’m not saavy on outlook calendaring, I ask Ben, “Can you schedule the meeting on 
your calendar and Masood’s and I’ll be there?” Of course Ben doesn’t do it, Masood gets on me, says 
“You didn’t do it, you delegated to Ben.” April/May 2016. 
 
RG: When were you hired PCS? 
CM: January of 13? 
 
RG: When did you start your probation? 
CM: Six months before.  Would have been January 2016.4 That was when I was on the permanent list. 
Before that I was a 3 year 1822 and before that a 9922. 
 
So, during this window of conversations with Masood, I got an email about meeting with Kathy How 
about being reassigned. I would have been open to that. 

                                                                 
4 CM was promoted to a PCS position March 26, 2016. 
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RG: You say in your letter that your assignment was racially based. What do you mean by that? 
 
CM:  They sent me out to the CAC. They made me work odd hours, with no compensation, they didn’t 
Ben do it, maybe because he worked more. Grunt work was going to me. Covering those classes. At least 
being fair, give me some comp time. Clark construction class was racially based.  
 
I’m not sure why they took my work and gave it to another employee in Fall of 2015.  
 
RG: Do you have a sense of the age or ethnicity of Ben and Prince.  
 
Prince is African, Ben is Caucasian, Valerie is Hispanic/Native American, everyone is younger than me in 
the building. 
 
When Masood asked for deliverables, I don’t think he was thinking about terminating me. The straw 
that broke the camel’s back was the “don’t call me bro” conversation.  I think that was the only friction 
we had. There was never anything in writing. 
 
When senate bill 846 said you must be registered with industrial relations, there was a young lady, 
Samir? Her Father is head of DPW, she just graduated from Saint Mary’s, Masood gave her an 
assignment to write a brief on the new law. I was there, I was helping her. Turns out Emilio Cruz asked 
her to make a presentation to the executive staff about the new law, after the prese ntation, Masood 
had her in tears, because he wanted to make the presentation, but Emilio threw a kink in that.  She also 
gave me praise for helping.  I told Samira, “Don’t worry about that, a bigger boss told you what to do.” 
It’s hard because with Masood, you know you’re being dressed down and you don’t want to speak up.  In 
the old days you don’t do that because you’ll be lynched.  
 
Masood is not the guy to have an intellectual conversation with. You shout at me and I tell you to quit 
calling me bro. I’m gonna put you in your place. Quit calling me bro. that’s what pissed him off. I’d try to 
give Masood what he wants, Masood would do all of the presentations but wouldn’t also read the 
reports. When Scott wants to have something legal read, I would help. I’m  too old to take your job, I was 
trying to stay here, I worked for CAO for a couple years. I worked for the state senate for a year or so, I 
didn’t have enough years in on retirement, I had to pay back to get pension. I wanted to hang here to 
get that time in.  
 
After all of this, even with this termination, I’m helping by volunteering by helping Yolanda get contracts. 
I’m not looking for a contract. 
 
RG: Let me go back to the letter. 
CM: Right, I can tell you. Masood was pissed off because I’m black and I said not call me bro. Retaliation 
is because I asked for him not to talk to me like that, don’t call me bro. The age thing was you took my 
assignments and gave them to a younger person, female, that doesn’t have same 
background/qualifications as I do, the hostile work environment is having to listen to Ben talk to Prince 
shut the F up, talking about the Bayview community  my people, has a poverty mentality.  
 
RG: How often did he talk to Prince that way? .  
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CM:  He would make comments daily. Prince would come on with these cockamamie thoughts or 
processes, and Ben would get frustrated a couple times a day. It was a common occurrence is the best 
way to describe it.  
 
RG: Did Ben talk to you that way or anyone else? 
CM: No. Ben never addressed me as “Bro”, but addressed Prince as “Bro”. Prince didn’t use the term 
“Bro”. “Bro” is a Ben and Masood term. It’s a common occurrence. In my history, no one is a brother 
unless there are riots like in the 60s, and we’re in the 2000s and you shouldn’t be talking like that. 
 
Masood, I know you have a problem with me because of the way I carry myself, I got rights and 
privileges based on my accomplishments, I am a thoughtful considerate person and you will be the same 
to me. I will not antagonize you or entice you to do anything, but I will be a man. I have gone through 
the uncertainty; you build confidence when you go to junior college, Stanford, get a law degree, stand in 
front of judges. I just don’t want to be singled out. 
 
RG: Do you feel he was like this to you specifically. 
CM: Absolutely. I‘m not sure why he has a thorn in his paw when it comes to me.   I got no beef with 
him. If you ask me a set of facts, and we disagree, after that’s over we’re done. With Masood it felt like 
he always had to keep you in your place, that he would do all the talking. That was my interaction with 
Masood. Masood would meet privately in the café with Ben and not in his office, but I was never invited 
down there.  
 
And I thought I had a fairly decent relationship with him. We, as a group, went out beer drinking out at 
Hayes and Laguna. And that was cool. Masood’s a lawyer, we are men, we can have a discussion, but 
he’s never open to being questioned. 
 
RG: Is that your impression of him specific to you, or in general? 
CM: I’m don’t know. In the group meeting he’s the manager, everyone kowtows to Masood. I’ve heard it 
said, “Don’t wanna piss Masood off”.  
 
Conversation about how CM didn’t want to say who may have said that you don’t want to piss Masood 
off. 
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EEO COMPLAINT 

INTERVIEW NOTES 

 

 

Witness:  Masood Ordikhani 

 

Date:  October 17, 2017 and March 13, 2019 

 

Interviewer:  Dena Narbaitz 

 

Time:  11:00 a.m. (October 17, 2017) and 3:00 p.m. (March 13, 2019) 

Representative/Translator: N/A 

 

Location:  Employee Relations Conference Room,  

525 Golden Gate Avenue, 3rd Floor (for October 17, 2017 interview); 

and Mr. Ordikhani’s office (for March 13, 2019 interview) 

 

 

 

October 17, 2017: 

 

Masood Ordikhani is the Director of Infrastructure Economic Opportunities, Class 0933 Manager V. The 

SFPUC Contractor Assistance Center (“CAC”) is part of the Infrastructure group at the SFPUC . Mr. 

Ordikhani did have an anything to do with the hiring of Mr. Martin; Mr. Ordikhani was not on the interview 

panel.   

 

Craig Martin was placed at the CAC.  Mr. Martin reported directly to Todd Kyger, Class 1824 

Professional Administrative Analyst, who helps run the SFPUC CAC.  Mr. Kyger reported to Ben Poole, 

Class 0922 Manager I, who is the Manager of the CAC.  Mr. Poole reported to Mr. Ordikhani. 

 

The CAC is located in the Bayview District of San Francisco.  Mr. Ordikhani works at the SFPUC 

Headquarters located at 525 Golden Gate Avenue in San Francisco.  Mr. Ordikhani did not interface with 

Mr. Martin very much; Mr. Ordikhani had approximately one or two face-to-face interactions with Mr. 

Martin.  Again, Mr. Martin reported directly to Mr. Kyger, not Mr. Ordikhani and Mr. Martin and Mr. 

Ordikhani did not work in the same location. 

 

Mr. Ordikhani is of Iranian descent.  He really tries to promote EEO policies, including working with 

members of the LGBT community, women and people of color.  He did not ever call Mr. Martin, “Bro.”  

Mr. Ordikhani thinks this term is disrespectful. 

 

Mr. Ordikhani reports that there were performance issues with Mr. Martin.  For instance, he did not have 

some basic computer skills, including knowing how to turn on a computer.  He also would be gone from the 

CAC for periods of time without anyone knowing where he was.   

 

Additionally, Mr. Martin had members of the public write letters or emails that praised Mr. Martin and send 

those directly to the SFPUC General Manager, Harlan Kelly, Jr.  Mr. Kelly responded to one of the 
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letters/emails thanking the person, but also informing the person that the SFPUC critiques its employees 

without outside influence from the public. 

 

Mr. Martin was not released from probation due to some supposed comment made by Mr. Ordikhani. Mr. 

Martin’s placement was not working out.  Mr. Ordikhani did not make the final decision to release Mr. 

Martin from probation.  The decision was made by Mr. Kelly.   

regarding what he relied on to determine Mr. Martin should be released from probation  

 

March 13, 2019: 

 

On March 13, 2019, Dena Narbaitz, Senior EEO Specialist, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 

(SFPUC), Human Resource Services (HRS), conducted a second interview with Mr. Ordikhani.  This 

interview regarded what Mr. Ordikhani relied on to determine Mr. Martin should be released from 

probation. 

Mr. Ordikhani wanted Mr. Martin to succeed and perform well.  Mr. Ordikhani relied upon information 

Mr. Poole and Mr. Kyger.  Mr. Ordikhani asked Mr. Poole and Mr. Kyger to provide Mr. Ordikhani 

information on Mr. Martin’s performance, including how Mr. Martin was completing assignments, what 

training and support the SFPUC, and was there any feedback from other employees.  Mr. Oridkhani 

reviewed (1) Mr. Poole’s, June 15, 2016 email to Mr. Ordikhani entitled “CM Employee Log;” and (2) 

Mr. Kyger’s, June 15, 2016 email entitled “Status Update” to Mr. Ordikhani.  (Attachment 2(a) and 

2(b).)1  Mr. Ordikhani confirmed that he relied on these emails and their attachments.  Mr. Ordikhani 

also stated there were “red flag” issues about Mr. Martin’s eTime entries.  For instance, Mr. Martin 

would record eight hours of time when Mr. Martin did not work the entire eight hours. 

Mr. Ordikhani thought Mr. Harlan made the decision to release Mr. Martin from probation, but maybe 

Kathy How, Assistant General Manager of SFPUC Infrastructure, made the decision.  Mr. Ordikhani 

confirmed that Mr. Ordikhani only had one conversation with Ms. How about Mr. Martin’s probation 

and that conversation did not involve many details.  Mr. Ordikhani worked with SFPUC HRS.   

 

 

                                                 
1 Attachment 2(a) and 2(b), respectively, are also contained in Exhibit G, Attachments 4 

and 5 in the Investigation Report 
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reviewed his June 15, 2016 email to Ordikhani and confirms that he wrote the email.  
(Attachment 3(a).)   does not have a distinct memory regarding all the entries but stated he 

would not have written anything which was not true.   thinks he wrote the email because 
SFPUC HRS requested input when the SFPUC was considering releasing Martin during Martin’s 

probationary period.   
 

’s “Early March 2016” entry in his June 15, 2016 email is consistent with ’s experience of 

working with Martin.  (Attachment 3(a).)   asked Martin to review a document prepared by 
 and provide comments.   knew the document was not complete and wanted Martin’s 

assistance.  Martin returned the document to  but did not provide any substantive comments. 
 

 confirms that the “March 14, 2016 – April 29, 2016” entry is correct.  (Attachment 3(a).) 

 
Regarding Martin’s computer skills,  stated that Martin could turn on a computer, but Martin 

was not proficient when it came to working in software programs.   
 

 stated that Martin was not performing Martin’s job at a level expected of a Class 1822 analyst.  

Martin should have been able to produce substantive work. 
 

 remembers counseling Martin regarding Martin’s work performance.  He spoke with Martin 
regarding the “May 25, 2016” and “Early March 2016” entries.  (Attachment 3(a).)   does not 
remember Martin’s response to ’s counseling. 

 
did not have any input regarding Martin’s release from probation other than preparing the June 

15, 2016 email.   
 
During the time in question (2016), Ordikhani did not visit the CAC often.  Ordikhani came to the 

CAC approximately one time per month. 
 

 does not recall Martin making any complaints of discrimination, harassment or retaliation while 
 worked with Martin. 
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CONFIDENTIAL 

MEETING NOTES 

 

Meeting with: , Class 1824 
Professional Administrative Analyst 
 

Dept.: SFPUC 

Person conducting meeting: Dena Narbaitz, Class 

1231 Senior EEO Specialist 
 

Date & Time:  February 27, 2019 at 11:00 a.m. 

Others Present: N/A 

 

Location:  ER Conf Room, 525 Golden Gate 

Ave, SF, CA 94102 
 

 

 
On February 27, 2019, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) Human Resource 
Services (“HRS”) Senior EEO Specialist, Dena Narbaitz (“Narbaitz”), conducted an interview with 

 Class 1824 Professional Administrative Analyst.  This interview covered: 
(1) “bro” statements allegedly made by Masood Ordikhani (“Ordikhani”), Director of Infrastructure 

Economic Opportunities; and (2) Craig Martin’s (“Martin”), former Class 1822 Administrative 
Analyst, work performance. 
 

’s work location is SFPUC Headquarters, 525 Golden Gate Avenue, San Francisco, California 
94102.   has never worked at the SFPUC Contractors Assistance Center (“CAC”), but  
does go to the CAC for meetings.   reports to Ordikhani.   

 
Martin was part of the analysts group for the SFPUC Infrastructure division and  would assign 

work to Martin.   helped supervise Martin.  , however, supervised Martin less when 
Martin was assigned to the CAC because  and Martin worked in different work locations; 

could not keep “eyes on” Martin or keep up with the day-to-day activities. 

 
 

Martin’s Work Performance 

 
 reviewed his June 15, 2016 email entitled “Status Update” to Ordikhani and confirms that 

 wrote the email.  (Attachment 4(a).)1  confirmed that everything in the email is 
accurate.  also confirmed that the spreadsheet attached to the email was prepared by and 

is accurate.  thinks he prepared the spreadsheet to track Martin’s productivity.   does not 
think anyone asked him to prepare the spreadsheet.; as a supervisor tries to keep up with 
assignments. 

 

• In the “Status Update” email, r refers to Martin’s computer skills.   stated that 
Martin struggled with using a computer.   stated that Martin could navigate a website 
but may need help getting to the specific website.   knew that Martin had practiced law 

                                                 
1 Attachment 4(a) is also contained in Exhibit G, Attachment 5 in the Investigation Report. 
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for many years so  (who is also an attorney) expected Martin to be able to use certain 

software programs (e.g., Word and Outlook).   did not expect Martin to be proficient in 
Excel because lawyers do not use Excel very much.  To improve Martin’s computer skills, the 

SFPUC provided Martin with computer skills training through one-on-one meetings with 
work colleagues and the SFPUC’s Learning Management System.   
 

• In the “Status Update” email,  provides samples of problems with Martin’s work 
product and some of these problems are outlined in ’s spreadsheet attached to the 

“Status Update” email.  For instance,  
 

o asked Martin to prepare a draft notice to contractors regarding Senate Bill 854.  

Martin simply cut and paste information from the Department Industrial Relations 
website. 

 
o Martin was assigned a project creating a “Service Territory Map” using Google Maps.  

Martin could not do the project; another SFPUC employee Chanh Tran (“Tran”), 

Class 1402 Senior Clerk, “completed the project from start to finish.” 
 

As a Class 1822 Administrative Analyst, Martin needed to dig into reports, pull out data, and provide 
analysis.  Martin did not seem to be able to do the work or was not motivated to do so.  His work 
product had to be edited and re-formatted.   

 
counseled Martin regarding Martin’s work product.   

 
 
“Bro” Statements 

 has never heard Ordikhani use the term “bro.”   has never heard Ordikhani refer to 
anyone as “bro.”  never heard Ordikhani call Martin “bro.”  never heard Ordikhani cal. 

Prince Hallowell (“Hallowell”), Class 1822 Administrative Analyst, “bro.”  Ordikhani has never 
referred to  as “bro.”  
 

 
Miscellaneous 

 
was not involved in the decision to release Martin during probation.  If anything, would 

only have provided feedback on Martin’s work performance and the fact this it was not “baring fruit.” 

 
During the time in question (2016),  could not estimate how often Ordikhani visited the CAC. 
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MEETING NOTES 

 

Meeting with: , AGM, SFPUC 
Infrastructure 
 

Dept.: SFPUC 

Person conducting meeting: Dena Narbaitz, Class 

1231 Senior EEO Specialist 
 

Date & Time: March 6, 2019 (in-person – 

 office); March 7, 2019 (by 
phone); March 12, 2019 (in-person – 

 office) 

Others Present: N/A 
 

Location:  SFPUC Headquarters 
 

 

 
Dena Narbaitz (“Narbaitz”), Senior EEO Specialist, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission 
(SFPUC), Human Resource Services (HRS), conducted an interview with  

Assistant General Manager (AGM), Infrastructure division, SFPUC, on March 6, 2019.  Narbaitz 
conducted follow-up interviews on March 7 and 12, 2019 to confirm facts.  These interviews regarded 

what  relied upon when deciding to release Craig Martin (“Martin”), former Class 1822 
Administrative Analyst, from probation. 
 

Broad Overview of ’s Duties: 

 

 provided a broad overview of her duties as the AGM of Infrastructure.  These duties include: 

(1) Engineering Management; (2) Construction Management; (3) Environmental Management; (4) 
Project Management (e.g., Capital Improvements). 

 
Interaction with Martin and Involvement Regarding Martin’s Release from Probation: 

 

 did not have any interaction with Martin during Martin’s employment with the SFPUC.   
 

When deciding to release Martin from probation,  mainly relied on information from Rachel 
Gardunio (“Gardunio”), Employee Relations/EEO Programs Manager, SFPUC, HRS, and Gardunio’s 
staff (  thinks the staff person was female but does not remember the name of the person).  

 
Gardunio showed  some documents but  does not remember what documents, except that 

they were emails and that some of the documents may have concerned Martin’s time worked.   
was not given a copy of the documents.   may have seen the: (1) Benjamin Poole’s (“Poole”), 
Class 1823 Senior Administrative Analyst, June 15, 2016 email to Ordikhani entitled “CM Employee 

Log” and its attachment.  How does not remember seeing Todd Kyger’s (“Kyger”), Class 1824 
Professional Administrative Analyst, June 15, 2016 email entitled “Status Update” to Ordikhani or 

any attachments to Kyger’s emails.  (Attachment 5(a) and 5(b).)1   

                                                 
1 Attachment 5(a) and 5(b), respectively, are also contained in Exhibit G, Attachments 4 and 

5 in the Investigation Report. 
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also relied on information from: (1) Ivy Fine (“Fine”), Director of Contracts, SFPUC, 

Infrastructure; and (2) Masood Ordikhani (“Ordikhani”), Director of Infrastructure Economic 
Opportunities, SFPUC Infrastructure.  However, information  received from Fine or Ordikhani 

was limited;  relied on HRS.   only recalls speaking with Fine one time regarding Martin’s 
probation and does not recall any details discussed with Ordikhani. 
 

 
Harlan Kelly, Jr., General Manager, SFPUC, was not involved in the decision to release 

Martin from probation.  Ordikhani did not have the authority to release Martin from 
Probation.   confirmed that she made the decision to release Mr. Martin during his 
probation period. 

 
 

“Bro” Statements 

 does not remember hearing a reference to a “bro” statements.   has never heard Ordikhani 
refer to anyone as “bro.” 
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MEETING NOTES 

 

Meeting with:  
Class 1822 Administrative Analyst 
 

Dept.: SFPUC 

Person conducting meeting: Dena Narbaitz, Class 

1231 Senior EEO Specialist 
 

Date & Time:  March 12, 2019 at 12:50 p.m.. 

Others Present: N/A 

 

Location:  by phone 

 

 
 

On March 12, 2019, San Francisco Public Utilities Commission (“SFPUC”) Human Resource 
Services (“HRS”) Senior EEO Specialist, Dena Narbaitz (“Narbaitz”), conducted an interview with 

, Class 1822 Administrative Analyst.  This interview covered: 

(1) “bro” statements allegedly made by Masood Ordikhani (“Ordikhani”), Director of Infrastructure 
Economic Opportunities. 

 
 work location is the SFPUC Contractors Assistance Center (“CAC”).   reports 

to Ordikhani.   

 
 
“Bro” Statements 

Ordikhani has never called  “bro.”  Ordikhani is always very “official” and refers to 
as “Mr. ”   has never heard Ordikhani refer to anyone as “bro.”  

never heard Ordikhani call Craig Martin (“Martin”), former Class 1822 Administrative 
Analyst, “bro.”   
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EXHIBIT H 
 

Attachment 1: June 28, 2016, Letter to Craig Martin from Cindy 
Charan Regarding Release from Probationary 
Appointment (with attachments) 

 
Attachment 2: June 6, 2017, San Francisco Chronicle Article: Study: 

Oakland Police Act More Respectful to Whites 
 
Attachment 3: June 15, 2016 Email by  Re CM Employee Log 

and Docs Supporting Bullet Points in CM Employee 
Log 

 
Attachment 4: June 15, 2016 Email by  Re Status Update and 

Supporting Docs 
 
Attachment 5: May 19, 2016 Emails between Ordikhani and Martin 

Re Martin’s Time Entries 
 
Attachment 6: January 6, 2015 Email from  to  Re 

Martin’s Computer Skills 
 
Attachment 7: May 26, 2016 and May 31, 2016 Email Exchange 

Between Harlan Kelly and Yolanda Jones 
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Attachment 4 
 

June 15, 2016 Email by  Re Status Update and Supporting Docs 
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Attachment 5 
 

May 19, 2016 Emails between Ordikhani and Martin Re Martin’s Time Entries 
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Attachment 6 
 

January 6, 2015 Email from Scott Kaplan to Re Martin’s Computer Skills  
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Attachment 7 
 

May 26, 2016 and May 31, 2016 Email Exchange Between Harlan Kelly and 

Yolanda Jones 
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Exhibit J 

Human Resources Director’s Determination Letter to Craig Martin, dated January 9, 2020 
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Exhibit K 

Craig Martin CSC Appeal of the Human Resources Director’s Determination, dated February 7, 

2020 
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Exhibit L 

Notification of Litigation Hold Release, dated January 23, 2023 
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From: Donnellan, Jennifer (CAT)
To: Burke, Jennifer (HRD)
Cc: Martinez, Amalia (HRD); Lavina, Eric (HRD)
Subject: RE: Craig Martin / SFPUC - Lit Hold?
Date: Monday, January 23, 2023 12:27:57 PM
Attachments: image002.jpg

image003.jpg
image004.png

Hi Jennifer,
 
The hold is not in effect. It was lifted for everyone on 1/27/2021.    My paralegal said he notified
everyone that the lit hold was released, but I don’t see any email that went to DHR.  I am sorry about
that.
 
Regards,
 
Jennifer Donnellan
Deputy City Attorney
Office of City Attorney David Chiu
(415) 554-3917 Direct
www.sfcityattorney.org
 
Note:  During the pandemic,  email is the best way to reach me.
 
*********Confidentiality Notice**********************

This electronic message transmission contains information that may be confidential or protected by the
attorney-client privilege and/or the attorney work product doctrine.  If you are not the intended recipient,
be aware that any disclosure, copying, distribution or use of the content of this information is prohibited.  If
you have received this communication in error, please notify me immediately by email and delete the
original message.

Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail.
 

From: Burke, Jennifer (HRD) <jennifer.burke@sfgov.org> 
Sent: Monday, January 23, 2023 12:01 PM
To: Donnellan, Jennifer (CAT) <Jennifer.Donnellan@sfcityatty.org>
Cc: Martinez, Amalia (HRD) <amalia.martinez1@sfgov.org>; Lavina, Eric (HRD)
<eric.lavina@sfgov.org>
Subject: Craig Martin / SFPUC - Lit Hold?
 
Hi Jennifer:
 
We got an updated Civil Service Appeal information for Craig Martin, former City employee. Looks
like there was a Lit Hold placed on the matter back in 2018, see attached.  Do you know if this Lit
Hold is still in effect?
 
Thanks,
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Exhibit M 

Order Granting Defendants’ Motion to Dismss 
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Exhibit N 

DHR EEO Interview with  
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One South Van Ness Avenue, 4th Floor ● San Francisco, CA 94103-5413 ● (415) 557-4800 
 

 

City and County of San Francisco                 Department of Human Resources  
                  Carol Isen                           Connecting People with Purpose                    

     Human Resources Director                     www.sfdhr.org                                                                                     
                                                                  

                                   
  

 

 

 

 

CONFIDENTIAL 

DHR EEO INVESTIGATION OF EMPLOYMENT DISCRIMINATION COMPLAINT 

 

WITNESS INTERVIEW NOTES 

Witness:   EEO File No./Dept.:  2309 

Craig Martin / PUC  
EEO Investigator:  Stephanie Medina 

 

Date:  May 25, 2023 

Time:  3:00PM-3:30PM 

Others Present:    

Location: Phone Call  Pages:  1 

 

 

 

) was an 1822 Administrative Analys for the Public Utilities 

Commission (PUC).  started working at PUC on August 26, 1981, and retired from 

City employment on July 01, 2021.  

 

 confirmed that he was previously interviewed by Dena Narabaitz (Narabaitz) who was 

a 1231 Senior EEO Specialist on March 12, 2019, to discuss “bro” statements allegedly made by 

Masood Ordikhani, who was then the Director of Infrastructure Economic Opportunities. 

 

 confirmed that he remembered Craig Martin (Martin) and worked with him.  

stated that he never heard Ordikhani call Martin” bro.”  laughed and said that never 

happened.  remembered that that Ordikhani was often in another office and Martin 

hardly interacted with Ordikhani because he was hardly in their office.  said that 

Martin wanted to be a manager and was frustrated he never got it.  believes this is the 

reason Martin said Ordikhani disrespected him like this.  

 

Ordikhani was not rude or condescending with l.  confirmed no other 

manager talked down to or insulted him.  believes Martin said these things because he 

was frustrated that he was not getting the manager role.  remembers Martin would take 

over a manager’s office and told others to do his job or assignments.   believed Martin 

was vying for the manager position and was upset or frustrated he did not get it.   
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