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CITY OF OAKLAND  

BUILDING SERVICES DIVISION 
 

 
The 2010-2011 Alameda County Grand Jury received numerous complaints from 

property owners regarding building inspection fines, protocols, and abusive 

practices in the city of Oakland’s Community and Economic Development 

Agency’s (CEDA) Building Services Division (Building Services). These 

complaints were consistent with issues that had been raised by the 1999-2000 

Alameda County Grand Jury wherein they recognized improvement was needed 

in Building Services. The current Grand Jury’s investigation determined that the 

recommendations of the previous Grand Jury had not been addressed, and in 

fact, the situation had deteriorated.  The reviews, reports, interviews, and 

testimony provided to the current Grand Jury indicate that significant reform is 

needed as set forth in the body of this report.   

 

Introduction 
 
The city of Oakland addresses issues of neighborhood blight and substandard 

buildings through the Building Services Division of CEDA.  This division is 

divided into two areas:  1) engineering for plan review and issuance of permits for 

new construction and renovation, and 2) inspections and code enforcement of 

property (buildings and grounds) suspected of being out of compliance with 

various blight, nuisance and safety standards.   

 

The engineering group issues permits and reviews contracts and documents that 

are required for any construction project.  After permits are issued, inspectors 

review the construction projects to make sure they are proceeding according to 

plan and to ensure current building codes and standards are being met.   

 

The inspections group investigates and responds to complaints of violations, 

unsafe or unsanitary conditions, construction work without permits, graffiti, 
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substandard buildings, illegal dumping, trash and other blight-related issues. 

Additionally, inspectors have the authority to identify problem properties while 

in a neighborhood without having received a complaint. 

 

Investigation 

 

In 1999 an Alameda County Grand Jury investigated the city of Oakland’s 

Building Services Division’s operations, policies and procedures. That 

investigation resulted in three recommendations:  1) that the Building Services 

Division publish clear, written instructions for permit applications and for 

renovation of residential and small commercial properties; 2) that the Building 

Services Division’s policy to aggressively seek building code violations be limited 

to include only life or health and safety violations; and 3) that the Building 

Services Division use prospective liens as a last resort. 

 

In the complaints received by the current Grand Jury from property owners, the 

allegations included:  

1. inconsistent standards for citing blight and nuisance/substandard 

violations; 

2. lack of timely and understandable notice of violations; 

3. lack of clarity about the abatement process; 

4. difficulty in contacting and working with inspectors; 

5. inconsistent evaluations by different inspectors working on the same case; 

6. unprofessional, retaliatory and intimidating treatment by inspectors; 

7. excessive and exorbitant fees, fines and liens;  

8. unclear and ineffective appeals process that is sometimes ignored by 

Building Services personnel; 

9. lack of a reasonable amount of time to comply and take corrective 

measures; 

10.  impropriety in the selection of abatement contractors, including 

allegations of ethical violations in awarding contracts and a lack of 

transparency; and  
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11. citizens feel discouraged from correcting blighted or substandard 

properties because it is too difficult and expensive to work with Building 

Services.   

 

Upon review of the citizen complaints, the 2010-2011 Grand Jury examined the 

city of Oakland’s Building Services operations, policies and procedures. 

Additionally, the Grand Jury compared the codes under which the cities of 

Oakland, San Jose and San Francisco handle blight issues. 

   

In order to understand the department’s process of blight abatement and make 

recommendations for improvement, the Grand Jury reviewed every written 

complaint received and supporting documentation about citizens’ problems 

working with Building Services, and interviewed some property owners who filed 

complaints.  We also met with current and former Building Service employees as 

well as contractors and city officials.   

 

From the Building Services Department we requested information regarding 

several aspects of its code enforcement process, specifically regarding: 

a. inspectors (qualifications, training, performance standards, 

evaluation, supervision and authority);  

b. the inspection and abatement process (internal operating 

procedures, brochures and documentation provided to the public, 

notification of property owners, inspector communications with 

property owners, documentation of blight/nuisance cases, timelines 

for abatements, and compliance plans); 

c. the appeals process (explanation of process, fees, communication 

with property owners, frequency and number of appeals); 

d. fees (types, amounts, application, how appeal fees are determined); 

e. the use of liens  (types of liens, timing, amount, purpose); and 

f. the city’s process for performing abatement work (timing, 

procedures, communication with property owners, selection of 

contractors, and billing of owners). 
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The Grand Jury reviewed the information received from Building Services and 

studied nearly 50 of their files on properties with code violations.  In contrast, 

when we reviewed the complaints from property owners, many of which included 

copies of their property files and documents from the city, we found they 

contained documents not provided to the Grand Jury by the city of Oakland.  

Despite making the request by subpoena, the city provided the Grand Jury with 

files that were incomplete which reflects the poor record keeping of the Building 

Services Division.   

 

The Grand Jury’s investigation found flaws in the following areas: abatement 

process; policies, procedures and training; information communication and data 

management; due process; contracting; and appeals, as noted below.   

 

Abatement Process 

 
Throughout the Grand Jury’s investigation we noted a contrast between what the 

city stated its abatement process is and what many property owners experience.   

   

The way it should work per Building 
Services 

The way it does work per many 
property owners 

An inspector visits the property, confirms 
whether there is a violation, and 
determines whether it is blight, public 
nuisance/substandard or 
dangerous/imminent hazard. 
 

Definition of blight, public 
nuisance/substandard or 
dangerous/imminent hazard is not applied 
consistently by all inspectors, leading to 
confusion by homeowners. 

A notice of blight or declaration of public 
nuisance/substandard is mailed to the 
property owner as listed on the Alameda 
County property rolls.  The notice includes 
a description of the conditions, required 
actions and timeline, recourse for non-
compliance, right to appeal (with payment 
of fees), and notice that failure to appeal 
waives the right to a future administrative 
hearing. 
 

Notice is confusing; notice not received in 
all cases; insufficient effort is made by the 
city to contact property owners beyond the 
initial mailing.   
 

!
!
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The way it should work per Building 
Services 

The way it does work per many 
property owners 

Usually the owner has 14-21 days to appeal 
the violations; enforcement actions are 
suspended while the appeal is reviewed. 
 

Appeals process confusing to homeowners; 
notice not received until appeal deadlines 
have expired; enforcement actions not 
suspended during appeal; building services 
inspectors discourage homeowners from 
appealing. 
 

For violations deemed a dangerous or 
imminent hazard, the city can take 
immediate action to remedy the hazard, 
and the owner has 7 days to appeal.  
 

In some cases, the city misapplies the 
imminent hazard designation and 
undertakes the abatement before the 
property owner has had a chance to appeal.   

The owner must obtain permits (if 
applicable) and commence abatement 
work within 30 days; abatement work must 
be completed 30 days later. (Building 
Services can grant extensions as 
appropriate.) 
 

Timelines to take necessary steps to 
remedy problems are unrealistic.  It often 
takes the city so long to approve a permit 
that the property owner’s deadline for 
abatement has already passed.     

Building Services issues a demand for 
payment, including various fees and 
penalties and cost recovery if the city has 
performed abatement work.  If the owner 
does not pay within 7 days, the city files a 
lien, special assessment of general tax levy 
or nuisance abatement lien against the 
property.   
 

Unrealistic timeline for payment as the 
fees and penalties can cost many 
thousands of dollars; demand notice for 
payment not always received on time.       

 
 
Policies, Procedures & Training  
  
The Grand Jury learned there is a lack of consistency among inspectors in 

identifying and treating blight. For example, in one instance, an inspector cleared 

a property of a blight violation and two weeks later a different inspector visited 

the same property and offered a contradictory opinion, and told the property 

owner there was still a violation.    

 

The Grand Jury found inconsistencies were due in part to the lack of a policy and 

procedure manual with clearly written guidelines for the day-to-day process of 

code enforcement. Instead, inspectors receive periodic training and are directed 
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to the city code that they are to enforce for guidance.  Three Building Services 

witnesses who testified before the Grand Jury confirmed that there is no policy 

and procedure manual. Management fails to provide systematic, consistent 

standards or procedures, leaving inspectors to rely on each other for application 

and interpretation of the code.    

 

The Grand Jury also learned that oversight of field operations of inspectors is 

lacking and there is no consistent system for maintaining files. Property records 

are not kept in one central location but rather in several locations, including 

individual inspectors’ desk drawers.  When asked, the city was unable to provide 

complete records because of this record-keeping problem. Moreover, there is no 

system in place for the department to get feedback from the public, or to make 

improvements. Improved training should include standards for interacting with 

the public.   

 

The Grand Jury received complaints from property owners expressing fear of 

filing appeals or complaining in writing about the Building Services Division due 

to feeling intimidated by inspectors.  These property owners gave examples of 

inspectors telling them they will lose their appeal and it will cost more money in 

the long run.  In one case, it was alleged by a property owner that they were 

threatened with the possible loss of their home.   

 

Information/Communication/Data Management 
!
 
Building Services’ data base is inadequate and fails to track various records 

associated with notifying homeowners for violations, inspections, upgrades, 

permits, appeals, etc., unless information is manually input by individual 

inspectors.  The city imposes a 14.75% records management and technology 

enhancement fee to all property owners who receive violations, but it does not 

appear that this fee has resulted in an effective Building Services computer 

system.   
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The Grand Jury learned that the computer system currently being used by 

Building Services to input notes on cases is nearly 30 years old; there are 

different systems that are not coordinated and do not function together; and 

there is no central access to a file for either inspectors or the property owners.  In 

addition, the city stated it does not have a tracking system for appeals and cannot 

provide any information on them.   

 

Due Process (notice, liens, fees & fines) 

 

Building Services’ procedures for giving notice, recording liens and assessing fees 

and fines fail to provide due process. Building Services lacks clear written 

instructions or brochures to assist property owners in understanding their rights 

and responsibilities if they receive a notice of abatement, or what the process is 

for solving the problems in the most efficient and effective way.  Efforts to notify 

property owners are inadequate.  

 

A common problem noted by many property owners and acknowledged by the 

city is that the notice of violation does not always get to the property owner.  City 

code allows for personal delivery, posting notice conspicuously at the property, or 

mailing a letter to the owner listed on the Alameda County Tax Assessor’s Rolls.  

Common practice by Building Services is to mail a letter to the owner as listed on 

the County Tax Rolls and to take no further action to notify the owners.  The tax 

rolls are often inaccurate.  They often don’t get updated until months after 

properties change hands or mailing addresses have changed.  Failure to actually 

notify an owner does not stop the abatement process. This practice can 

immediately place a property owner in an untenable situation during a very  

time-sensitive process where fines can quickly accrue.   

 

The Grand Jury found there is ineffective communication between inspectors and 

property owners. Owners complain that inspectors are difficult to reach because 

telephone hours are limited to two hours in the morning and two in the evening 
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on different days, and inspectors generally do not provide cell phone numbers for 

property owners to reach them during the day.   

 

Many properties are declared blighted and prospective liens recorded before 

there is an opportunity for appeal or the property owner has had a chance to 

respond.  The Grand Jury found examples where a prospective lien was recorded 

against the property within days of issuing the initial abatement notice.  A 

prospective lien is a notice intended as a warning to property owners.  Filing a 

prospective lien has been perceived as an encumbrance on a property, thus 

interfering with financial transactions related to the property.  The Grand Jury 

reviewed property records from 2007 through 2010 with prospective liens 

ranging from hundreds of dollars to tens of thousands of dollars.  Although 

Building Services has recently revised its procedure for prospective liens to be 

“not less than $1,000,” the Grand Jury believes the use of prospective liens is 

inappropriate at any level.   

 

According to property owner complaints, in many cases the city requires a 

compliance plan before an appeal can take place or before a lien will be cleared.  

A compliance plan is a written list of fees related to work that needs to be 

completed by the property owner. There is a city-imposed fee ranging from $400 

to $1500 just to file this plan.   Even the compliance plan includes fees unrelated 

to the actual cost to remedy blight: a 9.5% records management fee and a 5.45% 

technology fee. (See Exhibit A, Compliance Plan)  

 

According to property owner complaints, Building Services imposed deadlines 

that were unreasonable and impossible to meet.  For example, Building Services 

would give a homeowner seven days to correct a problem that required a permit, 

but the permit issuing process takes 14 days according to the city’s timeline.  If a 

property owner fails to meet the deadline, significant penalties accrue, which may 

ultimately cost the property owners thousands of dollars. (See Exhibit B, Code 

Enforcement Billing Request)  
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The Grand Jury learned that fines are not aligned with the actual cost to remedy 

blight, but appear to be punitive in many cases.  There is a perception by property 

owners that the fees are simply a way to generate funds for the city without 

regard for the residents’ due process.   

 

Examples of Liens, Fees and Fines   

 
Issue Alleged Violation Comments  

Excessive prospective lien 
with no abatement work 
performed by the city.     

Vacant home. Damaged 
interior wall and ceilings.  
Building unsecured.  
 

Property was vacant 
because it was transferring 
ownership at the time. 
Prospective lien for $50K 
was filed 29 days from 
initial notice of violation.  
No remediation work had 
been done by the city. New 
owner required to sign a 
compliance plan and pay 
fees incurred by previous 
owner before prospective 
lien was released. 

   
Excessive prospective lien 
with cleanup performed by 
city in January 2010. 
 
 

Trash and debris. 
Abandoned construction 
site. 
 

Prospective lien amount in 
excess of $827K plus 
interest. 

   
Excessive fees/fines. 
 

Trash and debris, blight. "Trash and debris, blight" 
turned out to be children’s 
toys in the yard.  This 
resulted in fees/fines of 
over $18K and having to 
demolish a garage 
converted to an 
indoor/outdoor recreation 
room that had been 
approved more than 20 
years earlier. 
 
 

   
!
!
!
!
!
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Issue Alleged Violation Comments  

Excessive lien. 
 
 

Overgrown vegetation and 
trash and debris and feces 
in rear yard.  Stagnant 
water in partially filled 
swimming pool. 
 
 

Contract to clean up and fill 
swimming pool with dirt 
cost the city $25K.  
Prospective lien placed for 
$45K.               

   
Excessive prospective lien 
with cleanup performed by 
city. 
 

Parking lot - overgrown 
vegetation, trash, debris, 
and graffiti. 
 

Prospective lien amount  
was $50K plus interest. 

   

Excessive prospective lien 
with NO work performed by 
city. 
 
 

Overgrown vegetation, 
graffiti, trash, debris, 
broken windows. 
 

After owner cleaned up and 
case was closed on 
8/7/2009, prospective lien 
for $35K was placed on 
8/10/2009. 

   
Egregious abuse of 
authority.  
 

Blight, overgrown 
vegetation, trash and 
substandard interior. 

Building inspectors had a 
warrant for entry to 
premises for inspection 
only (not to remove items); 
they removed and disposed 
of EVERYTHING in the 
house and had animal 
control take the property 
owner’s dog.  Subsequently 
the city recorded a lien for 
$30K.  

   
Fees/liens paid and 
reapplied. 
 

Permit violation/owner 
change. 
 

Previous owner paid off all 
fees and liens on closing.  
Within 2 weeks, Building 
Services reapplied all 
charges, fees and liens in 
the amount of $29K to the 
new owner – with no work 
done by the city. 

   
!
!
!
!
!
!
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Issue Alleged Violation Comments  

City contracts for clean up 
before owner contacted.  
 

Overgrown vegetation.  
 

The contract bid for clean 
up of a property was 
approved prior to Building 
Services making contact 
with the property owner.  A 
10-day notice to abate 
should be given to owners 
with a 21-day appeals 
period.  In this case, 
Building Services placed a 
$10K lien because of the 
untimely contract to abate. 
 

   
 
 
Contracting    
 
The Grand Jury received information that suggested appearances of impropriety 

in the contracting process when the city undertakes abatement.  When Building 

Services hires contractors to do abatement work on private property, it does not 

use the contracting procedures employed by other city departments.  Instead, it 

maintains its own short list of qualified contractors and uses a short bidding 

process.  Although many of the contracts are small clean-up projects costing only 

a few hundred dollars, many are in the range of thousand or even tens of 

thousands.  Generally, in situations deemed to be an emergency, the contractor is 

selected by a building inspector in the field.  In awarding emergency contracts, 

oftentimes the building inspector will call selected individual contractors and 

award the contract at the site through an abbreviated selection process. In 

reviewing property records and contracts, the Grand Jury learned that the same 

few contractors show up in the field on a regular basis and the winning contract 

appears to be disproportionately awarded to the same contractor.   

 

The Grand Jury consistently heard that one contractor had inappropriate access 

to the private office of the former inspection manager. This particular contractor 

appeared to receive a disproportionately large percentage of contracts and 
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submitted a disproportionately large number of change orders that were 

approved.   Testimony was provided that this same contractor had inappropriate 

access behind the business counter in the Building Services division.  The 

contractor would submit the lowest bid and then provide a change order for a 

higher amount that was approved by the then-inspections manager. These 

change orders inflated the final price of the contracts, increasing the cost of the 

lowest winning bid. The Grand Jury received testimony that there was a personal 

relationship between the then-inspections manager and this contractor who was 

awarded the majority of the city’s clean-up bids.  This relationship included a 

personal 10-year interest-only loan that was given to the inspections manager by 

the contractor (reported two years after the fact on the inspections manager’s 

Fair Political Practices Commission Form 700).  Public records show the former 

inspections manager at one time also listed her address at a property owned by 

the contractor.  The Grand Jury notes that this relationship contributes to a 

perception of impropriety.  

 

Appeals  
  
 
There is no clear, comprehensive appeals process, and Building Services does not 

always suspend its proceedings against property owners while an appeal is 

pending.    

 

Many property owners complained that they are required to pay substantial fees 

prior to filing an appeal (or upon losing an appeal).  The external review process 

described in the municipal code is rarely used and is costly and generally not 

understood.  Property owners report they almost always lose appeals at the first 

step.  The same inspector that issued the citation often conducts the initial 

appeal.  The next level of the appeal involves a Building Services supervisor, who, 

it is reported, routinely denies the appeal.  More fees are required to continue the 

appeals process, oftentimes adding up to more money than the actual citation 

itself.  Property owners report it is cheaper to pay the fines than file an appeal. 
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Inconsistent record keeping makes it difficult for property owners to file appeals 

or obtain records for their appeal.  Inadequate record keeping in Building 

Services also impacts the ability to track appeals.  As an example, the Grand Jury 

requested the number of appeals denied by Building Services for a specific time 

period but Building Services was unable to provide this information.  

 

Property owners are discouraged from filing appeals by Building Services 

personnel.  Many complained they could not appeal without entering into a 

compliance plan and that fines would multiply if they lost an appeal.  The 

abatement process is not always stopped while the property owner seeks an 

appeal.  Inspections continue and abatement contracts are awarded, sometimes 

even before the period for appeal has run out. (See Exhibits C & D, Code 

Enforcement Violation Appeal and Fee-Charged Re-inspection(s) Schedule)  

 
Examples of Property Owners’ Comments About the Building Services 
Appeals Process:  
 
 
 
One property owner bought a fixer house in Oakland.  He claims he was told there is an 
appeals process but Building Services won’t tell you about it and you cannot appeal until 
after you sign a compliance plan (which costs additional money).  
 
 
 
One property owner received a warning notice threatening large fines if abatement did 
not occur.  The owner did not understand because the property was well kept.  The 
owner discovered that an employee of the city’s Keep Oakland Beautiful Program gave a 
packet of blank warning notices to a neighbor who then distributed the notices 
throughout the neighborhood.  The property owner then received a formal citation from 
Building Services regarding “offensive plant overgrowth” and then filed a written appeal 
that was misplaced by the city.  The owner subsequently trimmed a shrub and the 
inspector told her by phone to disregard the notice.  The owner asked for written 
confirmation of dismissal and the inspector refused.   The property owner scheduled a 
re-inspection and the inspector failed to appear.   
 
 
 
One property owner was fined twice, $865 each time, for having garbage cans in his 
driveway.  The second fine was after the property owner had removed the cans, but 
before he appealed.  He claims he was then told by a Building Services inspector not to 
appeal, because if he lost, he would be fined a third time for $865.  
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The city continued to visit a property during the appeals process, even though all action 
is supposed to stop until the case is reviewed by an independent examiner.  The original 
citation indicated there was overgrowth and debris on the property.  The property owner 
cleaned up, but Building Services placed a lien anyway.  Building Services denied the 
owners appeal, but sent the denial notice to the wrong address.  There are multiple city 
actions, including inspections, which should have stopped as the result of the appeal.  
Ultimately, the work was completed and the inspector noted that the condition had been 
abated; however, a $50K lien was left in place. 
   
 
 
A bid for corrective work was awarded and approved by Building Services within 20 days 
of an abatement letter, before the 21 days for appeal had run.  
  
 
 
Building Services awarded a clean-up contract within 30 days, prior to service of the 
notice (eliminating opportunity to appeal). Abatement letter was not sent to current 
owner.   
 
 
 
  
Comparison to San Jose and San Francisco  

 

The Grand Jury compared the municipal codes under which the cities of San 

Jose, San Francisco, and Oakland address blight, nuisance, and other property 

code violations. The Grand Jury discovered that these Bay Area cities handle 

blighted property issues differently.  (See Exhibit E, Comparison Chart)  

 

! San Jose and San Francisco both specify neutral hearing officers to review 

all appeals.  Property owners are to be notified early in the process of the 

time and location of such hearings.  In Oakland, appeals generally are 

handled within the Building Services division.    

! Neither San Jose nor San Francisco uses prospective liens in their 

processes, whereas the Oakland code appears to allow prospective liens as 

a way of notifying the property owner of a demand for payment (Municipal 
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Code section 15.08.13).  San Jose and San Francisco use liens only after all 

invoices have been sent to the owner and payment has not been received 

within 30 days.  

! San Francisco’s code authorizes summary abatement (immediate 

abatement by the city) only if there is imminent danger in the adjacent 

public right-of-way.  Oakland’s code gives Building Services much more 

discretion in undertaking summary abatement actions.     

! San Jose and San Francisco allow 30 days for payment of invoices for fees 

and abatement costs.  Oakland allows only 7 days.   

! San Jose and San Francisco call for contract bidding for abatement work 

to be handled in the same manner as other city contract bids, whereas 

Oakland uses a bidding process unique to the Building Services Division.  

! San Jose and San Francisco specify fees that appear to be based on the 

actual cost of handling abatement violations.  Their fees and charges 

appear to be invoiced toward the end of the process, after appeals have 

been considered.  In Oakland, significant fees and fines begin immediately 

and are a central part of the abatement process. For instance, a 

compliance plan is essentially a list of fees; there is a fee for every action 

taken by Building Services, including generating and receiving individual 

documents it requires from the property owner.  (See Exhibit F, Master 

Fee Schedule)  

 

Conclusion 

 
Building Services’ code enforcement inspectors have aggressively pursued blight 

and sub-standard properties throughout Oakland as determined by their 

individual interpretations of the applicable city code.  This has led to an 

inconsistent enforcement program backed by inspectors’ threats of filing large 

liens on the offending properties.   This creates an institutional reluctance to lend 

on these properties and reluctance by property owners to improve their 

properties.  
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In 2000 an Alameda County Grand Jury recommended that Building Services 

limit the use of prospective liens.  The city’s 2000 response suggested that it 

would consider use on a case-by-case basis.  The current Grand Jury finds that 

the use of prospective liens continues to be abusive and inappropriate in that they 

are excessive in number; the amounts are open-ended; liens are not always 

mailed to the correct property owner; these prospective liens encumber the 

property title whether intended or not, and there is a perception that the fees 

associated with the liens are used by the city as a source of revenue.  The 1999-

2000 Grand Jury recommended that prospective liens should only be used as a 

last resort.  The current Grand Jury recommends that Building Services stop 

using prospective liens altogether.          

 

The Grand Jury found that property owners complained that it is extremely 

difficult to understand the process for appealing a citation, or to resolve issues 

with Building Services inspectors.  Testimony confirmed there are no standard 

operating manuals or guidelines for Building Services inspectors.  Property 

owners were frustrated by their inability to speak with inspectors who are only 

available for short periods of time on an irregular schedule.       

 

The Grand Jury found an atmosphere of hostility and intimidation toward 

property owners within the Building Services division.  When property owners 

complained, they were sometimes threatened with more fines or, in one case, 

even loss of their home.  Some inspectors inappropriately used their law 

enforcement authority and their city-issued badges to intimidate property 

owners. Therefore, the Grand Jury believes that the city of Oakland should 

reevaluate its policy of granting law enforcement authority and related badges to 

building inspectors.   

         

The Grand Jury is appalled by the actions of the city of Oakland’s Building 

Services Division and its impact on property owners of Oakland.  The significant 

contradictions between the testimony of Building Services employees and the 

testimony of property owners and contractors are disturbing. The division’s 
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practices and its treatment of property owners appear to be a direct reflection of 

poor management, lack of leadership, and ambiguous policies and procedures. 

The Grand Jury concludes from witness interviews and reviews of documents 

that the city of Oakland’s Building Services Division is an organization that needs 

a comprehensive outside management review, and one that could benefit from 

benchmarking other cities and counties.  
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

 
Recommendation 11-15:  
 
The city of Oakland Building Services Division must ensure that the true property 
owners are notified of violations through every stage of the abatement process.   
 
Recommendation 11-16:  
 
The city of Oakland Building Services Division must provide the property owner a 
clear written description in simple-to-understand language on the notice of 
violation, and not just refer the property owner to a city code section. 
 
Recommendation 11-17:    
 
The city of Oakland Building Services Division must implement a training 
program that emphasizes working with – not against – property owners.  
  
Recommendation 11-18: 
 
The city of Oakland Building Services Division must eliminate the use of 
prospective liens. 
 
Recommendation 11-19: 
 
The city of Oakland Building Services Division must revise fees and base them on 
actual reasonable costs incurred by the city. 
 
Recommendation 11-20:   
 
The city of Oakland Building Services Division must establish deadlines for 
inspectors to respond to property owners. 
 
Recommendation 11-21:  
 
The city of Oakland Building Services Division must develop an operations 
manual to ensure inspectors operate in a consistent manner in applying code 
enforcement. 
 
Recommendation 11-22:  
 
The city of Oakland Building Services Division must develop a centralized case 
management system that is easily accessible to all inspectors and property 
owners.  
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Recommendation 11-23: 
 
The city of Oakland Building Services Division must establish a clear, simple, 
effective appeals process that is easily understood by property owners and 
provides clear instructions for use. 
 
Recommendation 11-24:      
 
The city of Oakland Building Services Division must immediately establish an 
ombudsman function (not a Building Services manager or inspector) to review all 
appeals and to assist the property owner.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
RESPONSES REQUIRED 
!
 
Mayor, City of Oakland   Recommendations 11-15 through 11-24 
 
Interim City Administrator, City of Oakland   

Recommendations 11-15 through 11-24 
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