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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

DENNIS J. HERRERA JANA CLARK
City Attorney Deputy City Attorney
Direct Dict: - [415) 554-3968
Email: jana.clark@sfgov.org
-~ MEMORANDUM
PRIVILEGED AND CONFIDENTIAL
TO: Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
FROM: Jana Clark
Deputy City Attorney
DATE:  August 19,2010
RE: Jason Grant Garza v. Department of Public Health (10038)
COMPLAINT

THE COMPLAINANT ALLEGES THE FOLLOWING:

Complainant Jason Grant Garza ("Complainant") alleges that the Department of Public
Health ("DPH") has failed to respond to an Immediate Disclosure Request ("IDR") directed to
the Tom Waddell Health Center for documents regarding his June 11, 2010 urgent medical care
request.

COMPLAINANT FILES COMPLAINT:

July 9, 2010, Mr. Garza filed a complaint against DPH alleging that DPH failed to
respond to his IDR.

JURISDICTION:
DPH is a department subject to the jurisdiction of the Task Force.

APPLICABLE STATUTORY SECTION(S):
Sunshine Ordinance § 67.24 (i)

California Government Code § 6254

45 C.F.R. §164.524 and § 164.508

APPLICABLE CASE LAW:
None.

ISSUES TO BE DETERMINED:
FACTUAL ISSUES:
A, Uncontested Facts: Complainant alleges that DPH has failed to produce all

documents pertaining to his June 11, 2010 attempt to get urgent medical care at the Tom
Waddell Clinic ("the incident™).

Fox PLAZA - 1390 Marker STrReger, 87 FLOOR + SAN FRANCISCO, CALIFORNIA 94102-5408
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RE: Jason Grant Garza v. Department of Public Health (10038)

B. Contested facts/ Facts in dispute: DPH responds that an Authorization to
Disclose Health Information is required to be completed by Complainant before any medical
records may be released and notes that an authorization form was provided to Complainant.

DPH alleges further that the documents requested are medical records not subject to the Sunshine
Ordinance. DPH does not cite the specific law upon which it relies in requiring an authorization.

QUESTIONS THAT MIGHT ASSIST IN DETERMINING FACTS:
* Are all the documents requested medical records?
¢ Does DPH have non-medical records pertaining to the incident?
¢ Can DPH segregate medical and non-medical records pertaining to the incident?

LEGAL ISSUES/LEGAL DETERMINATIONS:
» Are medical records exempted from disclosure by the Ordinance?
e Does state or federal law require an Authorization to Disclose Health Information
before DPH may release records pertaining to the incident?

® Does the Sunshine Ordinance preempt any state or federal law that requires
Authorization to Disclose Health Information before DPH may release records?
e Was the Ordinance violated by requiring an authorization?

SUGGESTED ANALYSIS:

DPH argues that medical records are not required to be disclosed under the Ordinance
and that it cannot release the records requested until the Complainant provides an Authorization
to Disclose Health Information. DPH has not identified the laws involved, but the assumption is
here made that the laws in question are Sunshine Ordinance section 67.24(i), California Public
Records Act ("CPRA") section 6254 and the Privacy Rule of the Health Insurance Portability
and Accountability Act ("Privacy Rule™), 45 C.F.R. sections 164.500, et seq.

The Ordinance requires that any withholding of records must be based on an express
provision of the Ordinance or an express and specific exemption provided in the California
Public Records Act that is not forbidden by the Ordinance. Sunshine Ordinance §67.24(i).

CPRA section 6254 expressly exempts medical records from disclosure, when their
disclosure would constitute an unwarranted invasion of privacy. The Ordinance does not contain
an express provision regarding disclosure of medical records. Cal.Gov, Code §6254(c).
Therefore, in the light of the express exemption in the CPRA and the absence of language in the
Ordinance forbidding that express exemption, DPH may rely on CPRA section 6254 in
exempting medical records from disclosure under the Ordinance.

The Privacy Rule provides a floor of privacy protections for a person’s "individually
identifiable health information." Health information fits this category if it "identifies the
individual” or there is a "reasonable basis to believe the information can be used to identify the
individual.” 45 CFR § 160.103. The Privacy Rule preempts state or local laws that are in conflict
with it. 45 CFR §§ 160.201-160.205. Violations of the Privacy Rule may result in the imposition
of civil money penalties. 45 CFR §§ 160.401-160.424.
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The Privacy Rule requires that individuals be allowed access to inspect and obtain copies
of their protected health information or medical records. 45 CFR § 164.524(a). It permits health
care providers to require that requests be in writing. 45 CFR § 164.524 (b). The Privacy Rule
requires that medical records not be disclosed without authorization and sets out the particular
requirements for acceptable authorizations. 45 CFR §164.508(c). Finally, the Privacy Rule
appears to contemplate the use of an authorization when the records are requested by the subject
of the records. (see 45 CFR § 164.508(c)(iv) [A description of each purpose of the requested use
or disclosure. The statement "at the request of the individual” is a sufficient description of the
purpose when an individual initiates the authorization and does not, or elects not to, provide a
statement of the purpose.])

Based on the above, it appears that DPH may require that the subject of the medical
records requested complete a written authorization.

CONCLUSION
THE TASK FORCE FINDS THE FOLLOWING FACTS TO BE TRUE:

THE TASK FORCE FINDS THE ALLEGED VIOLATIONS TO BE TRUE OR NOT TRUE.

Sunshine Ordinance §67.24(i)

Neither the City, nor any office, employee, or agent thereof, may assert an exemption for
withholding for any document or information based on a finding or showing that the public
interest in withholding the information outweighs the public interest in disclosure, All
withholdings of documents or information must be based on an express provision of this
ordinance providing for withholding of the specific type of information in question or on an
express and specific exemption provided by California Public Records Act that is not
forbidden by this erdinance. (emphasis added)

Cal Gov Code § 6254: Records exempt from disclosure requirements

wicodenflas20TMS60024 I\0064661H .doc
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Except as provided in Sections 6254.7 and 6254.13, nothing in this chapter shall be
construed to require disclosure of records that are any of the following:

(c) Personnel, medical, or similar files, the disclosure of which would constitute an unwarranted
invasion of personai privacy

45 C.F.R. § 164.524
§ 164.524 Access of individuals to protected health information.

(a) Standard: Access to protected health information. (1) Right of access. Except as
otherwise provided in paragraph (a)(2) or (a)(3) of this section, an individual has a right of
access to inspect and obtain a copy of protected health information about the individual in a
designated record set, for as long as the protected health information is maintained in the
designated record set, except for:

(i) Psychotherapy notes;

(i) Information compiled in reasonable anticipation of, or for use in, a civil, criminal, or
administrative action or proceeding; and

(iii) Protected health information maintained by a covered entity that is:

{A) Subject to the Clinical Laboratory Improvements Amendments of 1988, 42 U.S.C.
263a, to the extent the provision of access to the individual would be prohibited by law; or

(B) Exempt from the Clinical Laboratory Improvements Amendments of 1988, pursuant
to 42 CFR 493.3(a)(2).

(2) Unreviewable grounds for denial. A covered entity may deny an individual access
without providing the individual an opportunity for review, in the following circumstances.

(1) The protected health information is excepted from the right of access by paragraph
(a)(1) of this section.

(i) A covered entity that is a correctional institution or a covered health care provider
acting under the direction of the correctional institution may deny, in whole or in part, an
inmate's request to obtain a copy of protected health information, if obtaining such copy would
jeopardize the health, safety, security, custody, or rehabilitation of the individual or of other
inmates, or the safety of any officer, employee, or other person at the correctional institution or

\codenfias2010\060024100646611.doc
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RE: Jason Grant Garza v. Department of Public Health (10038)

responsible for. the transporting of the inmate.

(iii) An individual's access to protected health information created or obtained by a
covered health care provider in the course of research that includes treatment may be temporarily
suspended for as long as the research is in progress, provided that the individual has agreed to the
denial of access when consenting to participate in the research that includes treatment, and the
covered health care provider has informed the individual that the right of access will be
reinstated upon completion of the research.

(iv) An individual's access to protected health information that is contained in records
that are subject to the Privacy Act, 5 U.S.C. 552a, may be denied, if the denial of access under
the Privacy Act would meet the requirements of that law.

(v) An individual's access may be denied if the protected health information was obtained
from someone other than a health care provider under a promise of confidentiality and the access
requested would be reasonably likely to reveal the source of the information.

(3) Reviewable grounds for denial. A covered entity may deny an individual access,
provided that the individual is given a right to have such denials reviewed, as required by
paragraph (a)(4) of this section, in the following circumstances:

(i) A licensed health care professional has determined, in the exercise of professional
judgment, that the access requested is reasonably likely to endanger the life or physical safety of
the individual or another person;

(ii) The protected health information makes reference to another person (unless such
other person is a health care provider) and a licensed health care professional has determined, in
the exercise of professional judgment, that the access requested is reasonably likely to cause
substantial harm to such other person; or .

(1ii) The request for access is made by the individual's personal representative and a
licensed health care professional has determined, in the exercise of professional judgment, that
the provision of access to such personal representative is reasonably likely to cause substantial
harm to the individual or another person.

(4) Review of a denial of access. If access is denied on a ground permitted under
paragraph (a)(3) of this section, the individual has the right to have the denial reviewed by a
licensed health care professional who is designated by the covered entity to act as a reviewing
official and who did not participate in the original decision to deny. The covered entity must
provide or deny access in accordance with the determination of the reviewing official under

nicodenfias20 i (A\960024 10064661 1.doc
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paragraph (d)(4) of this section.

(b) Implementation specifications: requests for access and timely action. (1) Individual's
request for access. The covered entity must permit an individual to request access to inspect or to
obtain a copy of the protected health information about the individual that is maintained in a
designated record set. The covered entity may require individuals to make requests for access in
writing, provided that it informs individuals of such a requirement.

(2) Timely action by the covered entity. (i) Except as provided in paragraph (b)(2)(ii) of
this section, the covered entity must act on a request for access no later than 30 days after receipt
of the request as follows.

(A) If the covered entity grants the request, in whole or in part, it must inform the
individual of the acceptance of the request and provide the access requested, in accordance with
paragraph (c) of this section.

(B) H the covered entity denies the request, in whole or in part, it must provide the
individual with a written denial, in accordance with paragraph (d) of this section.

(ii) If the request for access is for protected health information that is not maintained or
accessible to the covered entity on-site, the covered entity must take an action required by
paragraph (b)(2)(i) of this section by no later than 60 days from the receipt of such a request.

(iii) If the covered entity is unable to take an action required by paragraph (b)(2)()}(A) or
(B) of this section within the time required by paragraph (b)(2)(i) or (i) of this section, as
applicable, the covered entity may extend the time for such actions by no more than 30 days,
provided that:

(A) The covered entity, within the time limit set by paragraph (b)(2)(i) or (ii) of this
section, as applicable, provides the individual with a written statement of the reasons for the
delay and the date by which the covered entity will complete its action on the request; and

(B) The covered entity may have only one such extension of time for action on a request
for access.

(c) Implementation specifications: Provision of access. If the covered entity provides an
individual with access, in whole or in part, to protected health information, the covered entity
must comply with the following requirements.

ricodenfas2010\960024 110064661 1.doe
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RE: Jason Grant Garza v. Department of Public Health (10038)

(1) Providing the access requested. The covered entity must provide the access requested
by individuals, including inspection or obtaining a copy, or both, of the protected health -
information about them in desi gnated record sets. If the same protected health information that is
the subject of a request for access is maintained in more than one designated record set or at
more than one location, the covered entity need only produce the protected health information
once in response to a request for access.

(2) Form of access requested. (i) The covered entity must provide the individual with
access to the protected health information in the form or format requested by the individual, if it
is readily producible in such form or format; or, if not, in a readable hard copy form or such
other form or format as agreed to by the covered entity and the individual.

(i1) The covered entity may provide the individual with a summary of the protected health
information requested, in lieu of providing access to the protected health information or may
provide an explanation of the protected health information to which access has been provided, if:

(A) The individual agrees in advance to such a summary or explanation; and

(B) The individual agrees in advance to the fees imposed, 1f any, by the covered entity for
such summary or explanation.

(3) Time and manner of access. The covered entity must provide the access as requested
by the individual in a timely manner as required by paragraph (b)(2) of this section, including
arranging with the individual for a convenient time and place to inspect or obtain a copy of the
protected health information, or mailing the copy of the protected health information at the
individual's request. The covered entity may discuss the scope, format, and other aspects of the
request for access with the individual as necessary to facilitate the umeiy provision of access.

(4) Fees. If the individual requests a copy of the protected health information or agrees to
a summary or explanation of such information, the covered entity may impose a reasonable, cost-
based fee, provided that the fee includes only the cost of:

(i) Copying, including the cost of supplies for and labor of copying, the protected health
information requested by the individual;

(ii) Postage, when the individual has requested the copy, or the summary or explanation,
be mailed; and

(it} Preparing an explanation or summary of the protected health inforfnation, if agreed
to by the individual as required by paragraph (c)(2)(ii) of this section.

nicodenflas2G 100960024 1\0064661 |.doc
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RE: Jason Grant Garza v. Department of Public Health (10038}

(d) Implementation specifications: Denial of access. If the covered entity denies access,
in whole or in part, to protected health information, the covered entity must comply with the
following requirements. :

(1) Making other information acoessible. The covered entity must, to the extent possible,
give the individual access to any other protected health information requested, after excluding
the protected health information as to which the covered entity has a ground to deny access.

(2) Denial. The covered entity must provide a timely, written denial to the individual, in
accordance with paragraph (b)(2) of this section. The denial must be in plain language and
contain:

(i) The basis for the denial;

(ii) If applicable, a statement of the individual's review rights under paragraph (a)(4) of
this section, including a description of how the individual may exercise such review rights; and

(iii) A description of how the individual may complain to the covered entity pursuant to
the complaint procedures in § 164.530(d) or to the Secretary pursuant to the procedures in §
160.306. The description must include the name, or title, and telephone number of the contact
person or office designated in § 164.530(a)(1)(ii).

(3) Other responsibility, If the covered entity does not maintain the protected health
information that is the subject of the individual's request for access, and the covered entity knows
where the requested information is maintained, the covered entity must inform the individual
where to direct the request for access.

(4) Review of denial requested. If the individual has requested a review of a denial under
paragraph (a)(4) of this section, the covered entity must designate a licensed health care
professional, who was not directly involved in the denial to review the decision to deny access.
The covered entity must promptly refer a request for review to such designated reviewing
official. The designated reviewing official must determine, within a reasonable period of time,
whether or not to deny the access requested based on the standards in paragraph (a)(3) of this
section. The covered entity must promptly provide written notice to the individual of the
determination of the designated reviewing official and take other action as required by this
section to carry out the designated reviewing official's determination.

(e) Implementation specification: Documentation. A covered entity must document the
following and retain the documentation as required by § 164.530()):

n\codenfias2010\966024 100646611 .doc
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RE: Jason Grant Garza v, Department of Public Health (10038)

(1) The designated record sets that are subject to access by individuals; and

(2) The titles of the persons or offices responsible for receiving and processing requests
for access by individuals.

45 C.F.R. § 164.508: USES AND DISCLOSURES FOR WHICH AN
AUTHORIZATION 1S REQUIRED.

(a) Standard: authorizations for uses and disclosures. -- (1) Authorization required:
general rule, Except as otherwise permitted or required by this subchapter, a covered entity may
not use or disclose protected health information without an authorization that is valid under this
section. When a covered entity obtains or receives a valid authorization for its use or disclosure
of protected health information, such use or disclosure must be consistent with such
authorization.

(2) Authorization required: psychotherapy notes. Notwithstanding any provision of this
subpart, other than the transition provisions in § 164.532, a covered entity must obtain an
authorization for any use or disclosure of psychotherapy notes, except:

(1) To carry out the following treatment, payment, or health care operations:
(A) Use by the originator of the psychotherapy notes for treatment;

(B) Use or disclosure by the covered entity for its own training programs in which
students, trainees, or practitioners in mental health learn under supervision to practice or improve
their skills in group, joint, family, or individual counseling; or

(C) Use or disclosure by the covered entity to defend itself in a legal action or other
proceeding brought by the individual; and

(1i) A use or disclosure that is required by § 164.502(a)(2)(ii) or permitted by §
164.512(a); § 164.512(d) with respect to the oversight of the originator of the psychotherapy
notes; § 164.512(g)(1); or § 164.512G)(D){().

(3) Authorization required: Marketing. (i) Notwithstanding any provision of this subpart,
other than the transition provisions in § 164.532, a covered entity must obtain an authorization
for any use or disclosure of protected health information for marketing, except if the
communication is in the form of:

(A) A face-to-face communication made by a covered entity to an individual; or

m\codenfias2010\9600241\0064661 1 doc
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(B) A promotional gift of nominal value provided by the covered entity.

(1) If the marketing involves direct or indirect remuneration to the covered entity from a
third party, the authorization must state that such remuneration is involved.

(b) Implementation specifications: general requirements. -~ (1) Valid authorizations. (i) A
valid authorization is a document that meets the requirements in paragraphs (2)(3)(ii), (c)(1), and
(¢)(2) of this section, as applicable.

(i1} A valid authorization may contain elements or information in addition to the elements
required by this section, provided that such additional elements or information are not
inconsistent with the elements required by this section.

(2) Defective authorizations. An authorization is not valid, if the document submitted has
any of the following defects: -

(i) The expiration date has passed or the expiration event is known by the covered entity
to have occurred;

(if) The authorization has not been filled out completely, with respect to an element
described by paragraph (c) of this section, if applicable;

(iii) The authorization is known by the covered entity to have been revoked;
(iv) The authorization violates paragraph (b)(3) or (4) of this section, if applicable;

(v) Any material information in the authorization is known by the covered entity to be
false.

(3) Compound authorizations. An authorization for use or disclosure of protected health
information may not be combined with any other document to create a compound authorization,
except as follows:

(i) An authorization for the use or disclosure of protected health information for a
research study may be combined with any other type of written permission for the same research
study, including another authorization for the use or disclosure of protected health information
for such research or a consent to participate in such research;

n\codenfas20 10\060024 140064661 1.doc
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(ii) An authorization for a use or disclosure of psychotherapy notes may only be
combined with another authorization for a use or disclosure of psychotherapy notes;

(iif) An authorization under this section, other than an authorization for a use or
disclosure of psychotherapy notes, may be combined with any other such authorization under
this section, except when a covered entity has conditioned the provision of treatment, payment,
enrcllment in the health plan, or eligibility for benefits under paragraph (b)(4) of this section on
the provision of one of the authorizations.

(4) Prohibition on conditioning of authorizations. A covered entity may not condition the
provision to an individual of treatment, payment, enrollment in the health plan, or eligibility for
benefits on the provision of an authorization, except:

(1) A covered health care provider may condition the provision of research-related
treatment on provision of an authorization for the use or disclosure of protected health
information for such research under this section;

(i) A health plan may condition enrollment in the health plan or eligibility for benefits on
provision of an authorization requested by the health plan prior to an individual's enrollment in
the health plan, if: :

(A) The authorization sought is for the health plan’s eligibility or enrollment
determinations relating to the individual or for its underwriting or risk rating determinations; and

(B) The authorization is not for a use or disclosure of psychotherapy notes under
paragraph (a)(2) of this section; and

(1ii) A covered entity may condition the provision of health care that is solely for the
purpose of creating protected health information for disclosure to a third party on provision of an
authorization for the disclosure of the protected health information to such third party.

(5) Revocation of authorizations. An individual may revoke an authorization provided
under this section at any time, provided that the revocation is in writing, except to the extent that:

(i) The covered entity has taken action in reliance thereon; or

(i) If the authorization was obtained as a condition of obtaining insurance coverage,
other law provides the insurer with the right to contest a claim under the policy or the policy
itself.

nicodenfas2010\960024 1\00646611.doc
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(6) Documentation. A covered entity must document and retain any signed authorization
under this section as required by § 164.530().

(c) Implementation specifications: Core elements and requirements. -- (1) Core elements.
A valid authorization under this section must contain at least the following elements:

{i) A description of the information to be used or disclosed that identifies the information
in a specific and meaningful fashion.

(ii) The name or other specific identification of the person(s), or class of persons,
authorized to make the requested use or disclosure.

(ii1) The name or other specific identification of the person(s), or class of persons, to
whom the covered entity may make the requested use or disclosure.

(iv) A description of each purpose of the requested use or disclosure. The statement "at
the request of the individual” is a sufficient description of the purpose when an individual
initiates the authorization and does not, or elects not to, provide a statement of the purpose.

(v) An expiration date or an expiration event that relates to the individual or the purpose
of the use or disclosure. The statement "end of the research study,” "none," or similar language is
sufficient if the authorization is for a use or disclosure of protected health information for
research, including for the creation and maintenance of a research database or research
repository.

(vi) Signature of the individual and date, If the authorization is signed by a personal
representative of the individual, a description of such representative's authority to act for the
individual must also be provided.

(2) Required statements. In addition to the core elements, the authorization must contain
statements adequate to place the individual on notice of all of the following:

(i) The individual's right to revoke the authorization in writing, and either:

(A) The exceptions to the right to revoke and a description of how the individual may
revoke the authorization; or

ni\codenflas20 IANI6G024 00646611 .doc
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(B) To the extent that the information in paragraph (c)(2){(1)(A) of this section is included
in the notice required by § 164.520, a reference to the covered entity's notice.

(ii) The ability or inability to condition treatment, payment, enrollment or eligibility for
benefits on the authorization, by stating either:

(A) The covered entity may not condition treatment, payment, enrollment or eligibility
for benefits on whether the individual signs the authorization when the prohibition on
conditioning of authorizations in paragraph (b)(4) of this section applies; or

(B) The consequences to the individual of a refusal to sign the authorization when, in
accordance with paragraph (b)(4) of this section, the covered entity can condition treatment,
enrollment in the health plan, or eligibility for benefits on failure to obtain such authorization.

(iii) The potential for information disclosed pursuant to the authorization to be subject to
redisclosure by the recipient and no longer be protected by this subpart.

(3) Plain language requirement. The authorization must be written in plain language.

(4) Copy to the individual. If a covered entity seeks an authorization from an individual
for a use or disclosure of protected health information, the covered entity must provide the
individual with a copy of the signed authorization.

m\codenfas201MO600241\G064661 1.doc
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<complaints@sfgov.org> To <sotf@sfgov.org>
07/09/2010 02:02 PM cc '
bee
Subject Sunshine Complaint

To:sotf@sfgov.orgEmail:complaints@sfgov.orgDEPARTMENT:Department of Public Health
CONTACTED:Eileen Shields

PUBLIC RECORDS VIOLATION:Yes

PUBLIC _MEETING_VIOLATION:No

MEETING DATE:

SECTIONS_VIOLATED:IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUESY DENIAL
DESCRIPTION:see emailed paperwork

HEARING:Yes

PRE-HEARING:No

DATE:7/9/2010

NAME:Jason Grant Garza

ADDRESS:1369 B. Hayes Street

CITY:San Feancisco, CA

ZIP:94117

PHONE:415-922-7781

CONTACT EMAIL:jaygarza@pacbell.net

ANONYMOUS:

CONFIDENTIALITY REQUESTED:No
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./_ "\\



Jason Grant Garza To sotf@sfgov.org, jaygarza@pacbell.net
. <jasongrantgarza@yahoo.co _
m>
07/09/2010 08:06 AM _ . bee . '
Subject IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST COMPLAINT to
SOTF from Jason Grant Garza (email documentation)

cc

--- On Thu, 6/17/10, Jason Grant Garza <jasongrantgarza@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: Jason Grant Garza <jasongrantgarza@yahoo.com>

Subject: Fw: ONCE AGAIN INCORRECT PER LAW (PART TWO)
To: Eileen.Shields@sfdph.org, jaygarza@pacbell.net

Date: Thursday, June 17, 2010, 4:25 PM

--- On Wed, 6/16/10, Jason Grant Garza <jasongrantgarza@yahoo.com> wrote:

From: Jason Grant Garza <jasongrantgarza@yahoo.com>

Subject: Fw: ONCE AGAIN INCORRECT PER LAW (PART TWO)

To: Eileen.Schields@sfdph.org, publicrecords.sfdph.org@yahoo.com, jaygarza@pacbell.net
Cc: Kathleen.Sebelius@hhs.gov, Donald. White@oig.hhs.gov

Date: Wednesday, June 16, 2010, 4:14 PM

6/16/2010
Eileen Schields
415-554-2507

Dear Eileen:

I apologize for I just noticed upon receipt that I did not include the attachments and forgot the dot
between your name so the system kicked it back. Here it is again ... hopefully NOT only more
complete ... but a CONTINUATION of my theme regarding DPH and lawbreaking activity.

To that and more .., I must state that the BANALITY of EVIL continues and as the attachments,
the nature of this IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST prove ... NOTHING CHANGES.
The questions and issues raised have NEVER BEEN ADDRESSED and I have NOT received
compliance from Michael Carroll or Carolyn Kaufman since accountability, responsibility, and
humanity HAVE NOT BEEN EXHIBITED ... and I can say that since I sit here with a SIGNED
CONFESSION FROM THE CITY ... yet, the BANALITY of EVIL continues. Are these

195



196

individuals still there (MOBILE CRISIS ... not following the law) or did they retire maybe like
the DA’s prosecutors (mass exodus) over BRADY violations ....

I know you will just compartmentally (situational ethics - my situation is fine why would I want
to change?) shift responsibility .. I just work here and am following orders ... or maybe yow’ll
surprise me ... tell me I’'m right ... demand an investigation and all prior IDR request
re-examined.... I guess your response will answer. '

Yet please be aware that I DO NOT ACCEPT compartmental responsibility and as such ....
Who will answer the questions in my IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST and now these
followup questions from the prior paperwork, mishandling, etc? Since ] HAVE NOT received
PROPER or CORRECT response from DPH after EIGHT (8) YEARS ... why by your own
ADMISSION is DPH still breaking the law and NOT COMPLYING with SUNSHINE??? Who
will ACCOUNT??? When will ALL requests be re-examined for CORRECT
IMPLEMENTATION since apparently following the law WAS and IS NOT DONE??? Or will
the BANALITY of EVIL be complete? Incorrect/false process insured by incorrect/false
inhumanity ... sort of like BP paying for the cleanup or the DA’s arrest over BRADY
VIOLATIONS .... as T am still awaiting payment FROM NOT ONLY DPH but NOW from your
harm ....

Let us NOT FORGET I am SEEKING URGENT MEDICAL CARE at WADELL after denial of
Healthy San Francisco ... NO APPEAL (corrupt process) and NO ACCOUNTABILITY from
DPH having BROKEN the law and SIGNING A CONFESSION just more evasion and
lawbreaking (denial of INDIGENT CARE) activity ... thanks for the continued ability to
DOCUMENT.

Sincerely,

Jason Grant Garza

Oren Jude’s Nonliving Soulmate
jaygarza@pacbell.net
415-922-7781

email cc:
Kathleen Sebelius - Secretary of Health and Human Services
Donald White - Office of the Inspector General

--- On Wed, 6/16/10, jaygarza@pacbell.net <jaygarza@pacbell.net> wrote:

From: jaygarza@pacbell.net <jaygarza@pacbell.net>

Subject: ONCE AGAIN INCORRECT PER LAW

To: Eileen@yahoo.com, Schields@sfdph.org, publicrecords.sfdph.org@yahoo.com,
jaygarza@pacbell.net

Cc: Kathleen.Sebelius@hhs.gov, Donald. White{@oig.hhs.gov

Date: Wednesday, June 16, 2010, 1:40 PM

AT



6/16/2010
Dear Eileen:

Once again you are INCORRECT ... I believe that I have records from

- previously asking either Mobile Crisis or yourself earlier when I was

ILLEGALLY 5150'%ed at my deposition (CO2 3485PTH) where the CITY has me

falsely taken in (witness intimidation) for my FEDERAL LAWSUIT in which the

city TESTILIED about EMTAILA and BROKE (I have a SIGNED CONFESSION) the law.
This is JUST MORE of the same INCORRECT ILLEGAL TREATMENT and as such I
will forward to the SUNSHINE COMMITTEE as to why after even TEN YEARS DPH

is STILL NOT ONLY WRONG but still BREAKING THE LAW; however don't worry for
as my case proves if you are a city worker you can lie, break the law and

not be accountable. SOME THING NEVER CHANGE ...

Have a NICE DAY and GOD BLESS ...

STILL DISGUSTED, ABUSED and DEAD RIGHT,

Jason Grant Garza

Oren Jude's Nonliving Soulmate
jaygarza(@pacbell.net
514-922-7781

~ P.S. I have the paperwork from DPH and ’previous SUNSHINE where the

Department LIED and was WRONG ... why are you still doing it and why was it
NOT CORRECTED way back when? I am sure the task force will be interested ...

P.P.S. When you find out you are wrong ... it does NOT extend the time
requirements ... it just serves as further proof of a corrupt and
unaccountable system ... thank you for the opportunity to CONTINUE to
demonstrate.

SO how long has this department been at this job juxtaposed to my constant
paperwork and how THINGS NEVER CHANGE (Risk Management TACTICS and
illegalities) ... this fact will be brought our in front of SUNSHINE ... :

however, like I said earlier MORAL HAZARD is alive and well since there is

NO CONSEQUENCE. ' '
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email cc:

Kathleen Sebelius - Secretary of Health and Human Services
Donald White - Office of the Inspector General

Original Méssage:

From: Eileen Shields Eileen. Shields@sfdph.org

Date: Tue, 15 Jun 2010 15:28:35 -0700

To: javearza(@pachell.net

Subject: Re: IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST per SUNSHINE

Dear Mr. Garza:

The records you have requested from Tom Waddell Health Center are medicél
records and, as such, do not fall under the Sunshine Ordinance. Any notes,
e-mail's, correspondence, etc. that were generated from your seeking

medical care at TWHC are considered private, confidential medical records.

I am attaching a form for you to request copies of all documents in your
medical records file at Tom Waddell Health Center. After you fill out the
form, bring it to the medical records staff at TWHC. Under the law, we

have 15 business days from the date of receipt of this form to mail your
records to you. ‘

(See attached file: Authorization to Disclose Health Information.pdf)

If the sheriff deputy created any documents on the incident you described,
those records would be under the control and possession of the Sheriff's
Department.

(Embedded image moved to file: pic05529.ipg)

"jaygarza@pacbell
net"
<jaygarza@pacbell To.
net> Eileen.Shields@sfdph.org,
publicrecords.dph@sfdph.org,

06/14/2010 02:49 jaygarza@pacbell.net
PM ce

' Kathleen.Sebelius@hhs.gov,

—
b



Donald. White@oig.hhs.gov

Please respond to Subject
jaygarza@pacbell. IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUEST per
net SUNSHINE
6/15/2010

Eileen. Shields@sfdph.org, publicrecords.dph@sfdph.org
San Francisco Department of Public Health
415-554-2507

3€IMMEDIATE DISCLOSURE REQUESTAEO
To Whom It May Concern:

Pursuant to all relevant provisions of the California Government Codes
(Ralph M. Brown Act et al.) and the San Francisco Sunshine Ordinance,
California Records Act, and the Federal FOIA Act - T'would like to request
a copy of the following: ‘ :

All documents inclusive of medical records generated, emails,

correspondence, logs, notes of conversation, notes of phone calls

concerning the incident (my seeking INDIGENT URGENT MEDICAL CARE AT TOM
WADELL CLINIC on Friday 6/11/2010 - the denial, lack of referral, no

response to questions asked etc) which was amply documented by the TRIAGE

NURSE and other personnel. Please be aware that this request EXTENDS ALSO

TO THE SHERIFFA€™S Department as a SECURITY GUARD (Williams) was brought in
to GUARD TO INSURE MY RIGHTS WERE BEING FOLLOWED ... yet, failed. Please
note that upon PROPER REQUEST I was asked to leave and provided NO SERVICE
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NOR REFERRAL for a duty that MUST BE FILLED UNDER CALIFORNIA LAW (Indigent
care that I was denied.) This request includes all paperwork sent, -

received, emailed or any other form of transmittal to all agencies

involved. This request includes all paperwork sent, received, emailed or

any other form of transmittal from all agencies involved. This request also

includes all internal documentation generated by the 4€ceincident/deniala€l]

concerning this matter also.

The request also includes a response to the asked questions that were

ignored during the &€ceincident/deniald€0) such as how MEDICARE could pay 80%

when I DO NOT have MEDICARE part B and [ specifically stated that I would

NOT GO BACK TO THE PRIEST THAT MOLESTED ME by going back to MEDICARE.
The . -

second unanswered question was ... What about California Welfare and

Institution Code (Code 10000) that states counties SHALL provide INDIGENT

SERVICES .... why am I being DENIED? My last question upon denial was

4€cWHERE DO I GO FOR MEDICAL CAREA4€(] ... no referral ... no answers, etc.

Thou I walk through the valley of shadows .....

Jason Grant Garza
1369 B. Hayes Street
San Francisco, CA 94117

email ce:

Kathleen Sebelius - Secretary of Health & Human Services
Donald White - Office of Inspector General

mail2web.com 4€“ Enhanced email for the mobile individual based on
MicrosoftA®
Exchange - http://link. mail2web.com/Personal/EnhancedEmail

mail2web LIVE - Free email based on Microsoft® Exchange technology -



http://link . mail2web.com/LIVE
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CITY & COUNTY OF BAN FRANCISCO NAME®

DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC HEALTH bop*
_ iy
AUTHORIZATION TO B&#
DISCLOSE HEALTH INFORMATION PCE .

Completion of this document authorizes the disclosure andor use of individually identifiable hea!th
information, as set forth below, consistent with California and federal law concerning the privacy of
such mformatson Failure to provide ALL information marked with an asterisk {*) may invalidate
this authanzatlon

P, ‘ , (AKA)

authorize * e T to disclose health information

obtained in the course of my diagnosis and treatment for the purpose of *
Disclosure requested by DPH facility andfor agent? 0 No Q Yes Purpose?

By checking in the spaces below, | specifically authorize the release of the following medical records
if such records exist. Such disclosure shall be limited to the following types of information or dates of
treatment. | recognize that if | am disclosing my health information to someone who is not legally
retjuired to keep it confidential, it may be redisclosed and may no longer be protected, California law
requires that recipients refrain from redisclosing such information except with my written authorization
or as specifically required by law.

Dates of Treatment AND/OR Specific Medical Condition:

. Complete medical record(s) _._. Outpatient Clinic Notes ___ Immunizations
... Discharge Sumimaty —_Emergency Report ~ __ Consultation
____Histary & Physical . Lab lests ... Pathology
____Progress Notes _ X-ray report ___ Other:

INITIAL below for protected classes of information: |
[ Mental Hezlth Treatment [} Substance Abuse Treatment [} HIVIAIDS Test/Treatment

(1 Sexually Transmitted Disease (City Clinic) [__J Developmental Disabiiities
SEND TO:*

(NAME AND ADURESS OF HOSPITAL OR FACILITY) £l Address of named facility is located on back.

MY DPH RIGHTS: | understand that authorizing the disclosure of this health information is voluntary.
I may refuse to sign this authorization, | may revoke this authorization at any time. Revocation must
be in writing, signed by me or on my behalf by someone with the legal authority to do so and delivered
to the DPH or other facility. My revocation will be effective upon receipt, but will not be effective to the
extent that the DPH may have acted in reliance upon this authorization prior to revocation, | have a
Tight to obtain a copy of this authorization. | may not be denied treatment, payment, enroliment in a
health plan, or eligibility for benefits if | refuse to sign.

EXPIRATION: Unless otherwise revoked, this authorization will expire in 90 days, on the foll owing
event/condition OR immediately upon fulfillment for protected classes. EVENT/CONDITION:

=

Date Signature (Patient/Client/Parent/Guardian/Conservator) Relationship if nol Patient/Glient

7 Interpreter used

Witness {Required if Patient/Client unahle fo sign)

8779301 (Rev. H8/07) Phutucopy for Pativnt/Represeatative iF reqguested. Front of two sides

(



Patient Name: ‘ MRN:

CONSIDERATION OF MENTAL HEALTH PROVIDER

Provider completes the following if the client ig authorizing release of hisfher health information subject
to the provisions of the Latterman-Petris-Short Act:

The undersigned physician, licensed psychologist, or social worker with a master's tdegree in social work who is in
charge of the mental health care of this client hergby U APPROVES 0 DISAPPROVES the releasa of information
and records ko the paiy specified in this authorization.

Note restrictions to release below. If disapproved, please state teasons below.

Date Physician/Paychologist/MSW Signature Degree

ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF REVIEW OF PHI:

I have this date reviewed the rmeadical records of the

patient noted on the raverse al

0 This review has miet all my needs and | have no furiher requests at this time.
Ll This review has NOT mel all my nesds, | have the following further request:
Signed: Date:
75 San Francisco General Hosplial Medical Center {1 Laguna Honda Hospital & Rehab Contar
Heslth information Services, Main Hospal, Room 281 Healh Information Services, Room B300
1601 Potrero Avanta 375 Lagung Honda Boulavard

San Francisto, TA 94110-3518 fan Francisco, CA 54118-1411

Communlty Health Network Heaith Center Addresses

~—  Castro Mission Health Centsr ' O Ocsan FiarkiHealt_'r} Center

880 17th Sireet . 1351 24" Avenue o

San Franclgca, CA 94114-2031 San Francisen, CA 94122-1816
[3 Chinalown Fublic Haalth Center {0 Peotrare. Hill Health Centar

1480 Mason Street 1050 Wisconsin, Striget

San Francisco CA 541334222 Sen Francisro, CA 94107-3328
M Cole Sreel Youth Center 7 S#ver Avenue Family Heslth Genter

555 Cole Stiest . 1826 Sitver Avehus

San Francisea, CA 84117.2800 ‘ San Frarncigco, CA 941341229
1 Larkin Street Youth Cealer - (7 Southaas! Health Center

1198 Sutter Strest ‘ 2401 Keith Slreet

San Fransisce. CA 94109-5608 ’ Ban Francizco, CA §4124-3231
% Maxing Hall Health Center M Tom Waddeh Health Center

1301 Plarce Sireet 80 Ivy Slreel

San Franclsen, CA 941154005 : San Fraheizeo, CA 84402.4506
= Cuny Senter Genter : ) Youth Guldanée Oenter

333 Tuwrk Streel ) ! 375 Woodside Avgnue

San Francisco, CA 941023703 San Francisto, CA 941271223
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wamry Eilcen Shields/DPHISFGOV To SOTRISOTFISFGOV@SFGOV
Al 08/09/2010 09:22 AM ce

bece

Subject Re: Sunshine Complaint Received: #10038_Jason Grant
Garza vs Dept of Public Heaith

Dear Sunshine Task Force:

I have reviewed Mr. Garza's complaint a number of times in an effort to understand the nature of his
SOTF complaint and exactly what records this Department is allegedly denying him. As I understand
the public records aspect of Mr. Garza's e-mail, the complainant alleges that DPH is refusing to provide
him with copies of documents/records relating to a problem accessing health care services at Tom
Waddell Health Center. Because any engagement on behalf of an individual with a DPH clinic is, by
definition a medical matter, then any records that were created as a.result of his visiting the clinic are
confidential and reguire a federally-approved form for release.

In response to his request following what he describes as a failure to get emergency services at Tom
Waddell Health Center, I sent Mr. Garza a form that the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability
Act (HIPAA) mandates we use before releasing any protected health information. Mr. Garza refused to
sign this. In the absence of his refusal, the Department cannot legally release the records.

Explained another way: The Department can no more release Mr. Garza's medical records though the
Sunshine Ordinance than if any other member of the public asked to obtain those records. This violates
HIPAA standards. ‘

If records were created by the Sheriff's Department, then those records are maintained by that agency
and not by DPH.

Finally, in respect to Mr. Garza's complaint that he was denied membership into Healthy San Francisco,
the eligibility workers determined that Mr. Garza already has medical coverage and therefore does not
gualify for the program. Beyond that, I cannot comment on his history of medical care as these records
are protected, confidential information and I have no knowledge of them. I also do not believe this is a
Sunshine Ordinance issue,

Given the narrow parameters of this Department’s ability to respond to.this complaint, and Mr. Garza's

history of rude and hostile behavior towards me and other DPH staff, I submit this statement in lieu of

sending a representative to the August hearing.
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Jason Grant Garza To sotf@sfgov.org, jaygarza@pachell.net

<j K )
nizsongfantgarza@yahoo co cc Donald White@oig.hhs.gov, Kathleen.Sebelius@hhs.gov,

Donald.Berwick@cms.hhs.gov

08/23/2010 11:02 AM bee

Subject Fw: ?77? Re: Sunshine Complaint Received: #10038_Jason
G G Dept of PublicHealth

8/22/2010 10:45 am PST

Dear Mr. Rustom:

I STILL AWAIT PROPER CORRECT TIMELY RESPONSE to my email dated 8/12. In this
email it clearly asks questions that still have NOT been responded to : "Thank you for the email
(below) however, I have one question ... does NOT your email dated 7/19 state "The Department
is required to submit a response to the charges to the Task Force within five business days of
receipt of this notice. Please refer to complaint number #10038 when
submitting any new information and/or supporting documents pertaining to this complaint.” So
my question is ... based on what I see below DPH sent a response 8/9 ... how is that 5 days? My
case file demonstrates why I ask this question based on FALSE HOPE and FALSE
PROCEDURE mixed NO ENFORCEMENT and a little MORAL HAZARD thrown in ... so I
just want to clarify ... when did you receive this response from DPH? Also does not the response
state that they will NOT be sending a REPRESENTATIVE ... hugh? We spoke as to what
PENALITIES ... yet, I have never gotten a response to this question ..."

So when in the FUTURE when this FARCE (SUNSHINE without ACCOUNTABILITY) is
exposed on all the false hope, false process and deadends (since it is an illusion OVERRULED
by ETHICS COMMISSION) and the false hope of ballot measures ... yet, no ANSWER as to
what if the BALLOT fails ... more FALSE HOPE and FALSE CHOICE ... I still can't get
answers to the above questions ...

I am following up since the game is delay and non response ... will a city attorney show up
instead of DPH's INFORMATION OFFICER ... great MEDICAL APPROACH to the TRUTH.
Shall we examine DPH's record in just my cases and meaningless ORDERS of
DETERMINATION (in my favor ... yet,here we are again) for the TRUTH and
CONSEQUENCE ... I can amply point NOT only to my dis-satisfaction.

Still awaiting ADVOCACY ...



Still the LIVING DEAD, DEAD RIGHT and LEFT for DEAD,

Jason Grant Garza
Oren Jude's Nonliving Soulmate
jaygarza@pacbelinet

--- On Mon, 8/16/10, Jason Grant Garza <jasongranigarza@yahoo.cont> wrote:

From: Jason Grant Garza <jasongrantgarza@yahoo.com>

Subject: Fw: 72?7 Re: Sunshine Complaint Received: #10038 Jason Grant Garza vs Dept of
PublicHealth

To: sotfi@sfgov.org, Eileen.Shields@sfdph.org, publicrecord.dph@sfdph.org,
jaygarza{@pacbell.net

Cec: Donald. White@oig.hhs.gov, Kathleen.Sebelius@hhs.gov, Donald.Belwick@cms.hhs.gov
Date: Monday, August'16, 2010, 8:34 PM

8/16/2010

Re: SOTF Case # 10038
Dear Commissioners and Eileen Shields:

Once again comumissioners I stand before your panel with the deepest of regret and despair at a
dysfunctional system (SOTF, DPH and CCSF) regarding health care, medical records, moral
hazard, system structual failure, no “checks and balances™ and the continued illusion of proper
process and accountability. As my prior cases and this current instant matter demonstrate ... not
only is there no accountability ... there is no fix. What this case and its revelations show is a
dysfunctional and deliberate system set to thwart since vears after repeated Orders of
Determination from your illustrious agency (SOTF) ... NOTHING CHANGES!!!

What we are left with is FALSE HOPE, FALSE PROCESS and INHUMANITY since the
illusion is carefully manipulated to cover but NOT correct and then re-spin the deficiencies. The
process is never double checked (to note compliance) nor ever fixed or accountable as my case
file shows. It also shows the inhumanity for these precise issues have been brought up before



when I was priory damaged by DPH. Below are examples of NOT only unanswered questions,
but also the illusion of repair and accountability. Will you open all cases in the last ten years
regarding SUNSHINE and DPH, MEDICAL RECORD REQUESTS and lastly unanswered
questions such as in my case? Such as: WAS IT A MEDICAL DECISION TO LIE IN
FEDERAL COURT - C02-3485-PJH?) I still await an answer.

Moving on to this instant case, the continued risk management by DPH, the failure of SOTF to
correct and hold accountable before and the continuing illusion of competent capable and correct
process. Let us examine the methodology used by DPH, the lawbreaking activities and lastly the
INHUMANITY mixed with moral hazard since accountability will NEVER HAPPEN yet the
illusion will continue. What we are left with is the COLD HARD REALITY of DECEIT and
INHUMANITY as my case, my prior cases and the continuation demonstrate.

Let us look for patterns (“Given the narrow parameters of this Department's ability to respond to
this complaint, and Mr. Garza's history of rude and hostile behavior towards me and other DPH
staff, I submit this statement in lieu of sending a representative to the August hearing™)

with the enclosed attachments of prior dealings with DPH and what punishments, penalities and
consequences have resulted from your prior DETERMINATIONS and naturally DPH’s handling
of it ... the correction, the accountability and requirements of law. Let us look at the pattern of
illusion, moral hazard and illegalities that continue fo this day as set out by the examples listed
below and backed by attachments.

Shall we look at the common tactic of attacking the VICTIM (reverse blame game like domestic
violence ... she made me do it and beat her ... I’'m the victim) what does the attachments
rude0001.jpeg and dark0004-0006.jpeg show 7 Why, it would show the same tactic ... he’s rude
and hostile ... yet it is I who have the DETERMINATION IN MY FAVOR and their lack of
following the law (signed confession.) This speaks to character or lack of it ... such as my
demands to your agency and its failures. Yes, twist the reality, blame the victim and then NOT
comply by continuing the lawbreaking activity (denial of sunshine - some might see this as BAD
FAITH, NEGLIGENCE and INCOMPETENCE.) So please note the pattern when the
department breaks the law ... create a false paper trail, deny and NEVER FIX and move on to the
next VICTIM.

Let us look at the pattern of deception and noncompliance ... look specifically at my
11/28/2006 (dark0015.jpeg) where Eileen Shields ask for a time extension to fill an IDR over
medical records specifically my MEDICAL SCREENING EXAMINATION REPORT that must
be in the file and what consequence that failure provided. Did the SUNSHINE laws change ... or
could this be BAD FAITH?

Ms. Shields goes on further to MISLEAD by stating “Finally, in respect to Mr. Garza's



complaint that he was denied membership into Healthy San Francisco, the eligibility workers
determined that Mr. Garza already has medical coverage and therefore does not qualify for the
program.” Interestingly enough I have a bill from DPH for the denial yet not the services ...
which begs the question per Ms. Shields ... if | have medical coverage ... why did I receive the
bill? Unless, it is not true but simply to mislead and create a false paper trail re-spinning the facts
just like prior compliance regarding MEDICAL RECORDS and SUNSHINE. I would classify
this as OFFICIAL MISCONDUCT however that is my opinion ... I am sure it will be re-spun. Let
us NOT forget 1 am fighting for my medical rights against DPH with a SIGNED confession
regarding prior lawbreaking activities conducted upon me by THE M.

Let us move on the unanswered questions in my instant IDR such as no service, no referral and
what about INDIGENT CARE as required by law. I can state for the record that I told Wadell
Clinic all about my prior history (also they should have it since they brought up my billing
information apparently off the computer) with the lawbreaking DPH activity and naturally stated
that [ had an ARREST record for a CRIME they committed, a signed CONFESSION, no
restitution, contrition nor humanity and that I only had my good name left and that was why I was
asking who would pay? Naturally the bill reaffirms the failure and FARCE but also the
inhumanity. So when will I get these answers?

Shall we move on ...
Prior incidents ... (2002 to present)

What penalities : Wilful Misconduct ... possible BAD FAITH, Negligence/Incompetence,
STRUCTUAL DEFICIENCIES (no answers to prior questions to DPH regarding LAWS,
SUNSHINE, etc), no “checks and balances”, illusion of fake process ...

Since this is MEDICAL as Ms.Shields puts it ... why were my rights repeatedly violated (Such
as lying in federal court, ADA current violations, and “DO NO HARM?” clause)

and now currently? Why with a diagnosis from DPH for Adjustment Disorder (not able to adjust
to disorder) and under ADA (fully knowing this condition) does DPH continued to exasterbate it
, ignored its primary duty, and increase the disorder by continuing the same failed processes that
deny?

However to turn and frame this as I the malcontent (mind you - sitting here with a signed
confession from DPH for BREAKING the LAW) who is rude, abrasive, etc when I am following
up and facing MORAL HAZARD by telling the INCONVIENT TRUTH does not make me
INCORRECT.

Therefore, I am demanding in addition to a finding (SOTF Determination}, and from DPH a



FORMAL WRITTEN APOLOGY and an admission and damages for the ADA violation (current'
mistreatment knowing my condition - more DISORDER) when I am right and have been all
along and the MEDICAL PERFORMANCE/PROFESSIONALS have not.

Otherwise, this would just be FURTHER disappointment, non-satisfaction, a waste of time and
effort to correct (since the process is false and only offers false hope), and some might say
another risk management tactic by the city through one its agencies.

The failure does not lie within me ...

Please don’t even consider given me the FAILED HOBSON’S CHOICE (to a poor person) of
going to court for I can provide the SUNSHINE TASK FORCE with my federal court papers
(C02-3485PJH) which got a CONFESSION out of court by the Office of Inspector General
(Donald White 202-619-1343) (2007) in which the city TESILIED in federal court (2003} to
have my case dismissed and ADMITTED BREAKING THE LAW (EMTALA.) that I had taken
the city to court over and persued here in SUNSHINE to get records ... shall we pull the files?
Just more false hope and false process was the offering of the day and now what MORE FALSE
CHOICE?

STILL AWAITING ADVOCACY ...

Thou I walk thru the valley of shadows ... IMAGINE IN SUNSHINE)
Still the LIVING DEAD, DEAD RIGHT, and left for DEAD ...

Jason Grant Garza
Oren Jude’s Nonliving Soulmate
jaygarza(@pacbell.net

--- On Thu, 8/12/10, jaygarza@pacbell.net <jaygarza@pacbell. net> wrote:

From: jaygarza@pacbell.net <jaygarza@pacbeil.net>

Subject: 77?7 Re: Sunshine Complaint Received: #10038 Jason Grant Garza vs Dept of
PublicHealth

To: sotf@sfgov.org, jaygarza@pacbell.net



Cc: Donald. White@oig.hhs.gov, Kathleen.Sebelius@hhs.gov
Date: Thursday, August 12, 2010, 5:29 PM

8/12/2010
Dear Mr. Rustom:

Thank you for the email (below) however, I have one question ... does
NOT your email dated 7/19 state "The Department is required to submit a
response to the charges to the Task Force within five business days of
receipt of this notice. Please refer to complaint number #10038 when
submitting any new information and/or supporting documents pertaining to
this complaint." So my question is ... based on what I see below DPH sent a
response 8/9 ... how is that 5 days? My case file demonstrates why I ask
this question based on FALSE HOPE and FALSE PROCEDURE mixed NO ENFORCEMENT
and a little MORAL HAZARD thrown in ... so I just want to clarify ... when
did you receive this response from DPH? Also does not the response state
that they will NOT be sending a REPRESENTATIVE ... hugh? We spoke as to
what PENALITIES ... yet, I have never gotten a response to this question ...

Also as the substances, allegations, half truths that are being
referenced by DPH (in their response) ... I will submit to my "TO DO" pile
and get back. Please be aware that I contesting their SPIN ...

STILL AWAITING ADVOCACY,

Jason Grant Garza
Oren Jude's Nonliving Soulmate
jayagarza(@pacbell.net

Original Message:

From: sotf{@sfgov.org .

Date: Tue, 10 Aug 2010 14:06:16 -0700

To: jaygarza@pacbell.net

Subject: Fw: Sunshine Complaint Received: #10038_Jason Grant Garza vs Dept
of PublicHealth



Mr. Jason Grant Garza,
The office is in receipt of this email.

Chris Rustom

Eileen
Shields/DPH/SFGOV
To
08/09/2010 09:22 SOTF/SOTF/SFGOV@SFGOV
AM ce
Subject

Re: Sunshine Complaint Received:
#10038 Jason Grant Garza vs Dept of
Public Health(Document link: SOTF)

Dear Sunshine Task Force:

I have reviewed Mr. Garza's complaint a number of times in an effort to
understand the nature of his SOTF complaint and exactly what records this
. Department is allegedly denying him. As I understand the public records
aspect of Mr. Garza's e-mail, the complainant alleges that DPH is refusing
to provide him with copies of documents/records relating to a problem
accessing health care services at Tom Waddell Health Center. Because any
engagement on behalf of an individual with a DPH clinic is, by definition a
medical matter, then any records that were created as a result of his

visiting the clinic are confidential and require a federally-approved form



for release.

In response to his request following what he describes as a failure to get

. emergency services at Tom Waddell Health Center, I sent Mr. Garza a form
that the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act (HIPAA)
mandates we use before releasing any protected health information. Mr.
Garza refused to sign this. In the absence of his refusal, the Department
cannot legally release the records.

Explained another way: The Department can no more release Mr. Garza's
medical records though the Sunshine Ordinance than if any other member of
the public asked to obtain those records. This violates HIPAA standards.

If records were created by the Sheriff's Department, then those records are
maintained by that agency and not by DPH.

Finally, in respect to Mr. Garza's complaint that he was denied membership
into Healthy San Francisco, the eligibility workers determined that Mr.
Garza already has medical coverage and therefore does not qualify for the
program. Beyond that, I cannot comment on his history of medical care as
these records are protected, confidential information and [ have no
knowledge of them. 1 also do not believe this is a Sunshine Ordinance
issue.

Given the narrow parameters of this Department's ability to respond to this
complaint, and Mr. Garza's history of rude and hostile behavior towards me
and other DPH staff, I submit this statement in lieu of sending a
representative to the August hearing.

(Embedded image moved to file: pic08985.jpg)

SOTF/SOTF/SFGOV

07/19/2010 02:25 To
PM Jjaygarza@pacbell.net, Fileen
Shields/DPH/SFGOV@SFGOV
ce

Subject



Sunshine Complaint Received:
#10038_Jason Grant Garza vs Dept of
Public Health

This e-mail is to confirm that the attached complaint and supporting
documents have been received. The Department is required to submit a
response 1o the charges to the Task Force within five business days of
receipt of this notice. Please refer to complaint number #10038 when
submitting any new information and/or supporting documents pertaining to
this complaint. '

If the Department contests jurisdiction or if the parties request a

prehearing conference a hearing will be scheduled with the Complaint
Committee of the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force who will determine whether
the Task Force has jurisdiction over this matter, and/or to focus the

complaint or to otherwise assist the parties to the complaint.

Date: Tuesday, August 10, 2010
Location: City Hall, Room 406
Time: 330 P.M.

If the Department does not contest jurisdiction or if the parties don't

request a prehearing conference a hearing will be scheduled with the full
Sunshine Ordinance Task Force who will hear the merits of the complaint and
issue a determination.

Date: Tuesday, August 24, 2010

Location: City Hall, Room 408
Time: 4:00 P.M.

Complainants: Your attendance is required at this hearing.



Respondents/Departments: Pursuant to Section 67.21 (e) of the Ordinance,
attendance by the custodian of records or a representative of your
department, who can speak to the matter, is required at the hearing.

Any support documents to be considered by Task Force members, prior to the
meeting, must be submitted by 4:00 P.M. Tuesday, August 17, 2010.

Also, attached is the Sunshine Ordinance Task Force's complaint procedures.

(See attached file: 10038 Complaint.pdf)(See attached file:
10038_Support.pdf)(See attached file: 1 Complaint Procedures 4-28-09
_Final.pdf)

Chris Rustom

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 94102-4689
OFC: (415) 554-7724

FAX: (415) 554-7854
SOTF@sfgov.org

mail2web.com — Enhanced email for the mobile individual based on Microsoft®
Exchange - http://link.mail2web.com/Personal/FnhancedEmail
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Ratched response

‘Sheriff's lawyer rakes fun of mental patient

Nuge Beaches
Bestormsy
B Bays aé@é&ﬁ:

By Shadi Rahimi

Jason Grant Garza says he's ad enough.

‘Tha reital y dllémtl 2 Medicarg :easpn:em foid the Sunshine: Orrjmame Taslk Foroe
Aug, 27 that after requesting records fron the San Frencisco Sherifl's Department,

gL
e received & leltersigned by RN, Ratchad, the nurse from Ong Flew Overthe
Cuickon's Mest:

8 "' nat laughing,” said Garza who iater found ot {hat Sheriff Depar@mani legal
“gounsel Jim Harrigan signed the letter.

Garza: told the iask force he amved aE the Bar Fgam sc6 Senersl Hospital
emammm_‘:y o in mental digtren Ap 'iz’i ;on y w ba afreqiad and "thrown naked

: gisgid hedater e srestit "'ﬂ‘s-;t}epaz%merxt e R
or 2l récords perfammg oy his arest. " e

; Modern ¥ _The lekter denying His request, which was s&:bmttted as, ewdance te iﬁe task force;
L : T Bwas wiilten on Sheff Michael Hennessay's E’ﬁitomm with the handwritien and
e = typed signaturs "R, Ratched.” :

Nouha from'the E;hernff 5 E}ep&ﬁment ias: pfasant at tﬁe heaﬂng, in whrch thatask
foree. fcund h apart. ent guilly a?_y_m?ating tha Sunshine Ordingnce: becauqa

they improperly reﬁpcnée@ to Garza's r&que'ssi and far[@zﬂ to- g.jrowda Ferm with the:
reicorgds; ,

tﬁtt&rs;

 podE apd the § Thglask force also voted uﬂanlmnusiy im ask the- czlys Ethics Compission to:
Califofaia énergy Westrga&e the issue further: "'m exrémely tired of people agking f ine and

x:r:sé;s’ﬁ hey get mc:med M iask fores membe t}aug Com&ioc;k sald. "Thigi s ihn shrongest
Firy

Artsand.
En%er’&amm&nt' _

Venie Gulds

Tjgeron beat
By Patrick Macias 'Eariser in fhig hearing, Garza tatd ihe task force it ruings "dan't Snoinit to.a Al of
in the anforce: ar aimdf:z by 1 them Task force membars.

d.

- Preguenciés |
By Josh Kun

e‘spmndﬁ:% that theirr :
il stive to manitor ampizanz:e and recol mémef nforcament.
3 c:umm;itee will be H@amar Siemar {chair}, Richard Knes, amﬁ Alexandra-Ntck&ss

E_a!emiar:
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Lol [£2£2007 305 PN



nonitorhtml

Aligust 7, 2002

" EiARiAN]

' for wmnmg appmvas m’ daveﬁcpmeni pro;acis Yoy
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'aga nsi c;harges that he viol atezi San anm%ms co¥ ﬂ: :
%a’k_mg frioney for dr:iwamg o projects that regul
e Planning Compmission. City hall sources tal| u Chinch
probief by not: showing up for Key votes on. s
m it doesn' matler whether b vited or not What o
to.provide assmtartce in'a "matier related. ics the' gwemmengai pr{}wssas mf 3?:@

:mty”

Andrea Nemerson's .
aftisex.column:

Nefman Sotomon’s

ot *f‘he e

‘t‘om Tumormw :
T«i’im Maﬁ&m Wurld"

3&1’%’}{ ﬁo!eza B
E:a [ ne Tvas he

. approva
Mews certainiy the possimn gaw e mnnem ans zmai tmz‘s ﬁxac;.

will be lookinig at.-
heftets Chinchilla did not return & phone call placed to the Rillenniver fﬁmup

ga_ggl;fgfaé;feﬁh;ﬁj : We wonder whether the Milennilm Grcup will iong dqwn ts Bogsts row that
erieis - @ Ghinchillz hasnoway of getting back onithe commission. The Sani Fra )
T | Cfivonicle reported Aug. 2 that Mayor Willie Brown has clianged his mind and:

Aresand. icim:i@d not to nominate him. {Savannah Blackwell}
Entertainment

o "eSunshmﬁ victory: lna hagring.that shadsa%qhi ori probiems patients face whcn
'-wm; -requesimg fecords: fram the! Depaﬁm"' t of l’-“ubHc Health, the i shme
e ‘1 Ordinance Task Forge voled July 23 that & DPH staff member vickated the.

JE-W—-_ “Sunshine. @:rdmance when he provided 2 patseni with Hcomp ate records yan
By Patrick l"‘iacaas,_‘_ fun’bm eiy Ay

i rgg geicies
By Josh Kan

Jason Grant Garza, who is knemployed and recewes soneial sagunty d;saba sty
Irsuran ,-”tmlci the task firoe hie requastad medical; _nd freatment records from the
{3l May 8o Use as evidence ih a; slate medmai board hearing. May 20, “where he
planned fo criticize the d@glartmmm far falling ko provide him and his deceased
partnar praper medical care,

Calendar

Music Listings : o Lo :
| He sald he was routed o AUMEOUS DPH staif members before he-finaliy reached

11202007 3104 PM.
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Gormitinity Mertal Hsalth Setvices quality managerne i plainner Jaries T. Gildav.
Bit he said Siiday didn'l provide i with the records-until.a few days before his”

nos - | fiearing: Gildav appeared at tie hearing and conceded that hi did not provide fhe
Lo §records in g fimely manner. S

Cultire:

Techsploitation
| By Annalee Newitz

_Reservation:

Ty

By Paul Reidinger

Bars & Clubs

O Masthesd

i Garza said he was appalied 1o find out In the middls ie;zf_hi_‘shéé'icéai hearing that the
Tecords wers missing 8 crucis! piece of evidence: a telephone fog of & tonvérsation

-6l betwesn 2 DPH doctor and & city attorney about his medical reatment, which:
he claimed cuvsed Him to loek s sase. S

| went o represent myself i the p‘aér'ogjiéf;'a;)ﬁé{éﬁ"@r@é&dgr&-witbauf_saiiE the necessary
infermation,” Garza sald. Mow | kniow why peopis give U The process i g farcs,!

Thenekt meeting of the Sunsiine Ordinanca Task Foree will be hield Aug. 27, 4

g, City Hail, Room 408, 1 Dr. Cariton 5. Goodlett Place, §.F. Call (415}

554.7724 to file 3 complaint. (Shedt Rahimi)
| Homeless polities: Things have changed since i oid days when Sup, Tom
Ammiane’s sirategy in dealing wiib paverty issues closely mier edhatel
fomeless sefivists, Case in point: the guestion of W fo neasure

‘Hovermber ballot chalieriging Sup, Gavin Newsom |

E which would cut welfare payments toa paltry $59. .

Homeless advocales wers 1pﬁﬁiﬁg:'?t_c'}.=c_:_df"[jf:;“a.ﬁ‘;\éégsg.ﬁrgﬁ*sz‘pﬁah' with an altemative
aEEﬂt_mﬂ&au:é.ih&i'wpi}_ﬁd'ﬁegsﬁy Gt in cash payments 1o a gusrantes that the city
tailn leva of services (affordable housing, drug Yreatment eto.;

was offering 2 certain levalof s i
sen Hall Morittor, 71311023, Aimrijano decided

nitial discussions, :Ammizén'c’i'_‘haw_"és_!é.ﬁ'c}i,iﬁgdgaé. & rrilder ve ; :
was on the teble. Word of that plas Tloatéd out July 28 in Frank Gallagher's San
Francisco Examiner coluimn, snd Ammianc ingisted to us at the time-thal he was

notgoing fobackeny pr@g;ﬁgg-‘th‘aﬁ_,s,ﬁ{;;uiéi-.ﬂi‘i%‘g ¥ o

The final version isn't ex: s viould call “Newsom ite.* But L2150 stops

shorl of what the co ftion wantad: it dossn't include a sweeping banan welfare
ts linked 102 requirement ihal the city provide services.

ity what yoir

i ol us he cidt fink the coallor's Version inclided yiable solutons.
The coalition has yet o danide whether it wiltsuppor Ammianc's ngw plan:
(Blackwell) B S

miiang told us Fe didnt think the coalitio
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jaygarza@pichellnet

9 Reply «ﬁ‘&% Raply At - “SH Forerd - S5 View Source - €2 pravious - 5 Next - Message: 18/ 18
From: <jaygarza@packellnet>
feply To: fevoarza@pachellnet- _
Tar < gotf@efaav.ort >, <jaygarza@pacheilnets, <troy.willlams@skdph.org>,
<§?E;r§ha,saldgSyéill'afdae@afﬁgh};mg},.vé:&ilaars.&m}aiel&s@éfdph;_quzn o
Subjgct: FW: DRH Response to Reconsideération: #06034_Jason Garza vs DPH

Piate: Thu, 1 Nov 2007 12:01118 -0400° '

CC: <Bévan.dufty@sfgov.args, <valerle milier@eansta.cagovy
Atrathiments: 06034 DPH Response fo Reconsideration pdf Sizes 207594 bytes.

Click here to clegn up the sttachvients o0 rgll 2wabServer

11/1/2007.
4 pLh.

Dear Mr. Darby and Feliow Commissioners:

Iam in recelpt of the the Tollowlng along with the sttachment. In my.
William's Latter (Attachment) dated 10/2 /2007 (06034 DPH Response 1o
Reconsideration.pdf)first paragraph, Mr. William states that the departrhant
has been consistently responsive to the SOTH's requests. What he failes to
menkion s that the responses and answers (documents subiniited, testimony
offered) are false, fradulent, manipulative and intended to decleve: Yes;

he js correct that in his interpretation of the sunshing spirit the _
departrnent bas sent you fraudlent and inarroneous information. Let us not
forget that when Ms, Soldevilla-Dae appeared she stated that the hospital
had fully complied with. the law, provids the required a medical streening
examination and not put it down to paper: This was false, riisleading

statements intended to decieve and thwart the spirit and purpose of .
'SUNSHINE. T Have a capy of the aldid tapes wherg she stated these facts.

When 1 was asked if I had received all my paperwork per request ... 1.
statéd no since I had not received the medical screening examination repert.
as required by taw. This was hot Bertha's representation ... she stated
that | had my complete medical record and that the law had been fully
complied withs What pther records am 1-missing since.apparently according

to the settioment agreemett the hospitaland its representative.don't know

what the law fs ... 56 tioWw cotld they possibly be stating that they are in
complaince or following it

Thes second papragragh is correct in the fact that the SOFT has
comprehensive records in this matter .., these records show, decelt,
traachery; and NO SUNSHINE when fully exa ned; Ir his'second sentence he
s tryinig to faciliate clasure (Instead of facing punisfirient. accountibilty

por ah effort ta make their victim “whale"); howevar; without remedy,

restitution; or damages 10 thel yictim thelr closure is immuoral, ¢
unethical, and illegal and tofally scceptable for it vlolates albmy

patient rights, human rights; legal rights, miadical rights; and civil’

rights, He goes on fo state that was necessary for M. Saldeville-Dae to

receive 2 security escort to ber car after last appearance { I certainly
hope that they are not pointiag fingers or assperations at ‘me for they too

of3 L E/L/20077 3:09 PM



veb.com - Pick UpYo hitp :ffW;tﬁéﬁZwab&comfcg by,nfra&dasg}“?mb:&mp '

wollld be false); however, it she did need an ascoust., .. it MUST BE fram:
i) the bthers that she has harmed. dedjeved, and misleaded. I this s the
ease .. truly there'is & God: However; 1 will not be painted 882 trouble .

maker oranything bad gxeept as an individuaul fighting & corupt system in
vihich trith-hias so far has held o weight. Lastly, 11 remember the rules

of the sanshine commision ... & representative MUST be present to answer,
please check this rule as 1 feel the otherside is trying all it can do
pullancthiet no-no. 1 will gahter &l evidence of staterments from the

hospltal regarding full compliance with the law and tecotds request &s per-
their admisions and will bring the tapes in with MS. Swideville-Dae
mislead, dedieved , and mis-stated the fatis, lav, and ‘r_ésr:;'ﬂiramenta;

-P._E:;e{a{se-;ijﬁ prepared to have 3 long meeting and “ming opening’ experience ag
£o thé:fraud, deceit purpartrated Upon you by your trained profesionals.

Tﬁ{s alsa serves as notice that all those vequired to atiend must still
atbend.

Cormissioners; let’s not forget this hospital, its rapresentatives and city
the city attorneys' rapresentatitions had been and how truthful inlieu of
the NOW SIGNED SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT. Too bad they didn't have to verify the
facts, sigri under penalty of parjury; however, thet was & way to provide

fajse, incomplete end inaccurate information that was "spoon feed to you.™

Therefore, as is my right & have alt attend and respond in order to point
out decélt, ireachery, and bad faith . this requést must be forfilled and

if t @m correct is required by the ordinance. I am also in process of
receive my FOIA request froim the Inspector general which shiould iliunate
the tactics, deceit; and manipltation used throughout that I5 case. The.
implications, rarifications, and deliberate harm wil bé apparent and os-
such my request to push up all these individuals to the Ethics Commission
for “official Misconduct” will be a no brainer,

Stifl the living dead,

Jason Grant Garza ‘
Oren Jude's nonfiving Sculmate
415-368-7551 jayggr'za@-gacbeli*net

Oﬁginaf Méz_s_saga:

[N Tra————L P

~grom: SOTE sutf@sfaov.org
Bater Thy, §:Nov 2007 09:38:12 -0700
Ta: jaygarra@pachell.nat, arturo2245@yahoo.com o
gunfect; DPH Responsé to keconstderation: #06034 Jason GGarza vs DPH

Aftachad Is the Department of Public Health's rasponse to your request for
reconsiderstion of the above titled complaint.

(See attached filer D6034_DPH Response m.%mnsldamﬁon,pﬁf}

Frank Darby, Admiaistrator

Sunshine Ordinance Task Force ;
1 Dr. Carfton B, Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 244

San Francisco, CA 941024689

SOTF@SM0u.org

OFC: {415) 554-7724

20663 | 11/1/2007 3:00 PM



Sui me&sm Geneml Hc«spatni

LY f San Framcléco - ‘Medica] Center

: Thﬁ SOTE shiould now have & “mm;amh' i . .
of the complaint, we hereby resubmit the documnents o record wn‘h our {}ffm in

EENET

Tmy i ti'i'rtmr:sr, RN
- Directer
© Depariment of Risk Manigenient

of Public Health

Gavin Nowsom
Mayor

October 26,2007

" Frank: Darby A&mxmstmmr

Sumhme Ordinance Task Foree (SOTFY
I Dr. Caﬁmn B, Goadletl Plice

City Hall, Rﬂ{)m 244

San ancma i’,f«‘s 94102 .

Dear Mr ﬁﬁrb}f:

Tam: wrmug ) ﬁcimnwkdge réceiptof the %{)’I‘T s request for DPH staff to appear again
at a Recenmdamtmn Haar&ng %:ei'(ﬁre tha‘(:" ripliance & Am&némcmq Commlttem OH

var%’aus fequasts f@‘ ining todtk
Soldevilla-Dae; SFGH Risk Maﬂagcr. appeai vz{iz at,
Febmary 12 :ZGE}?

resprmsé o Mr, Garza's contipuing, complaint. Asthe departmeérit believes that the SOTF

.hab hefum itan ﬂdequatzz recor{i thai addresses the concern set forth inf the subject

zsri Sgﬁdﬁvzllglm}:}aa m Lecawe a qwumy

1001 Poiriro Avenie Bldz 20 Raam\
Fehepla riH “Dé»m&*’m wa {19 206-4¥ ﬁlil
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M@rchant acc:mun , an.. ‘I,PQS sa!uucns WO, ianf:imarkmemham net

Al b*,g umzdsa

me:- ” i
Raply Ta:{ :

Subgact' r—w, Re, Fw‘ Puﬁiic Recaw&s comnlaint Pmce&s fur saemal of Mat&nais
ﬂate “Wed, 27 D EGE}E« 12 19 93 Gﬁ{]x’.}

13{2?,{2005

Dear Eilden Shields:

Thansk ymu fm’ you mt& hvww&r, i ns mis Eaacfmg 1 fofiowed the ;arm:;adura
tpks and did nat receive:: my sansmna

d;ﬁcom:ernmg, amj magt {::f all mhumaﬂa. As roy prior corFesspondence toyou.
ind|cates this'case.is dver a false
arrest, ~dental of emergem:'y ﬂerwces, abtme of treatrment seeking rectirds,

anel a fat more. 1 spatifically told you of :
the pmb;em*s angd nuw want tm make the Sunshine sﬁommltw aware of ail af

-&5 !'ID g EYCUSE m'y"

szmsEamc g}acket that T was told was rea{:iy fo
pac:kup IFyou research 13)'8 sunshine file: vou will find: rey mdgemems
agamst the CJPH ?:)y the Sunshme :ask Force

.tD:. Eéved Tha frustratmn caus&d !5 deitberate, mtentionai and most
of all extremely bad treatment. This witl
ok ‘_I w;ti nof; _p;ckug} the mates‘aai T ev&r set foot on SF

‘anstead face Gem

un cee 'a&bie treatment deiay, ami ost !mpurtam!y i:he congtant fatlure bo
records (and whether they are

ccrmptpte_as requested.) Hopefulty, the cominigsicnars won't be # faitureé
reqilesting understanding and will act,

Thank you for your opinion.and. please NO MORE of your best ... you're
KILLING MEL I only you conld: follow the law

ar 5F General, or the 56 Pahc& Dept mnybe, the:consmissioners will,

NO'HOPE,

Jgson Grant Garza

Qrén Jtide's Monliving Soulmate

Jévgarza{@ﬁmamli net
415-368-7551

P.5. How was thig r@&punswa to: my’ prmr ermail about starting the
complaing? Iz this just another Hsk-managetrient

hﬁg;:f#’iﬁ*ﬁimﬁiﬂﬁsﬁ kcomfcgz*hnﬂwadasp?‘mbm&mp

12/2872006 4:00 PM



htep:/ivewin.matl 2y

th%

5 5 =54 pparentty W le’! * aven sfay -on ta;;m:,
t's Lo fmm Iov 27t ) and still .

: .v::er:an fmm rjfat disciosure request: Thas 5 a faa:t and i{ have the.
ncluding the past

e K you but your aumas&ammt dign't work ... save it
ror sameone else o'hssAt bean

anstantly mxstr&ated and abiused! Have a nice day and GOD bléss.

(}ngmal Meﬁﬁsags&

me F’ut}iscRecords EDP‘H ”Puuxc%m“ﬂn,mm@;rdpﬁ org

Date: Tue, 26 Dec 2006 17:31:22-0800

To: jevgarzafpacbellngt, Frank. Darby@sfaov.org

Si{hinct Rer Fid: Publie Recerds Complaint-Pracess far Demial of Materials

[}nar Mr Gar’za

Ralea% i mz«:{i«ucal recmrds Cels) not wma undm e Sunahma Laws of the City
and County of San Francisco. Medical recards are tovemned by’ HIPPA ard
there are very strict gu!delmes that medical growders misst follow prier

to releasing them. One of the requirernents is that you miust sxgn for tham.

Sp.s0ity for the Incorvenience..
WMs. Bertha Soldevilla-Dae is oul of the office untH Jehusry: ‘gth: I will

try te reach someong In, her uf’ﬁf:ﬁ this week and let you know i W CETY
arrang& far yc:u m p:ck up the non-medical records she collected on your

Ag apatagnze.far-the mcnm{emenca & 1) swi ,derstamimg This
canbe: very fmstratmg, as Vol kaow,-We wil i do our best, ~-E8

gaygarz.a@pacbeﬁ
saet”
<;aygama@pacbﬁti To -
.het> publicrécords. d;ﬁh sfdph.org,
3aygarza@pa¢be%% net
1271572006 1833 e
Al
‘Subject.
FW: Pubitc Records Compiaint
Please respend to Process for Denisl of Materials,
ipvgarzadipachell,
‘net

12/18/2006

Dear Bifean Shiskds:

20f6

k) camfea;whmfraacf dsp?mb '&mp

12/28/2006 4:00 PM




3of6

- nevrwhen went o retrieve the material, 1 was denled. E.ast week aﬁier

Pick Up Yot Fmail littp Y. al

, stated: l was deni ad ey suashme recruest-
awazﬁmg process onthe filing: of this
: as-of yeband naed this information;
and nstrz;c:i:at}' ﬁ%?;.?iease coritact me zmmedsate!y

ﬂEQﬁiﬁﬁ‘,i rppba b SEE

' Dfiginai"Message :

e s . . i b 4 o

Fromiz wygarza@gqcba} ekt 3dygarzaﬁpac:l§ﬁ¥l ne

Date: Mon, 18 Dec 2006 14:37:23 500

To, publicreconds, dph@sfdph.org, ;ay@ama{?pwb&sl net
Sué}jécﬁ' Public Records. Complaing Peocess for Denial of Materials.

12/1872006

Deat Eit oy Shislds:

1 viish roostart the process. of ﬁ?mg & farmai mmpifant Asyou know i
requeated faterial under an immediate disc/osure; T was notified of &' 1@
day request 1o ill. T was never recelved stuff "on 2 rolling basis" and

a, sunsh;na request}, and was demed myf packat r:ausa 1 waum rmt sion ®
maeiscai release: 1 was told that g ‘packet reponsive (by Bertha) would be’
mady for mé to pac%a:up -and that if T wanted oy pysczh records that' I wculd
have to 'sx'g'n‘ fcér thief 1 dacided to sek what was.in my packst befors

dect .;:qu 10 See what more 1 needed: {or hove responsive the mater tal Was)
hefora signing & r@iaasa in‘order to get more material. vet, [ waginat
alloived to. re.tneve my sunshine packet Please contact me ASAP inorder to

proceéd with the paper’wark on the this followup campiaxra‘:

Jaﬂan Grant Garza.

Oren Jude's. Nﬁﬁiiving Sou!mate
415-368-7551
Jayaar‘a@pa:hell riey

Orrgma] Message:

me 33}fgarxa@paatml§ et Jwgarza@pmmﬂli pet
+Thu, 30 Nov Fobe 11714 23 ~500.

Tos PublicRecdrds. dmht‘wfﬁph mg, ;;ayg?r,«,a@gmcbel nel
Subject: FW: Re:sFW: public records request:

1173072006
Desr Cilsen Shields?

Thank you for your respanse in this maltar; however, I wish o express, my'
"yheaginess” with the pracedure that you have notified me of. A5 VoU &

o commmwhmfmaé %pﬁmh &mp

12/28/2006'4:00 PM




m - Pick Up Your Ensail hip W, matld "mﬁcm—bzw reazi asp'?mh”&;mp;. o

_.«:—:ware by ! my reguest; { ha & 3!t with Bertha Soldevilla-Dag in the past:
ared. ref::ent[}f bt hm" ihadey Fespbnss {11/ 1742006 tattér) exhibiis.
v, {at 1wl receive more.
OnsE,. aTid moTe delay’ and ﬁmfers*at Fleass
stions ‘or fears that they: will b ad:iressa:%
z-beard® and transpawnt method thatwilk
Hfication of said meaning to my orany or
soh's satisfaction. Az such; 1.am notifing you: that my mrost
wﬁth ertha fras Tot beent satisfactory nor. ressdnable: My
parly answered: and’L haye no faith i this individuat

it ou fnay or may not: ko this' z‘equest
estiand deni @margency garwmsfpmhc R
nd: a5 such this matter and its ;—esc&utamn are critical.

pEr e

Tason Gfazﬁtzsar‘zja

{}ﬂgmm Message*

_...-.uq-,....-.,

Fri '?ubliaﬁemrx OPH - Pubimﬁemfda.iﬁpi s@sidphiorg
Diate: Wed, 29 Nay 2006 14! 42 38 DBDB ‘

Tos Jwgur?a{:‘amczb&l piesk B

Subject: Re: FW‘ public records: request

Dear Mr, Garza:

Thas wamail account was estabimhad to frack g:nul:dlc Faguests arad BNGUTE.
‘that they confarii to the Sunshing Laws. & number of different individials
pverses this masliﬁmx Al public’ recorés requests areassigned to an-
individyat WGTK!{IQ wrt*&m the upitor divlsian where the publie documents
: d&a‘“ SFGH, your raguast ig belha
[ oy =_§0c;al.es:’z czre tha BEGH..

“Thank-you for your interest in our programs.
E. Shields |

"aygarza@pacbelt

qet®
{}aygama@pacbm HTo

ek PuldicRecords, éphﬂsrdph ara,
Jaygmma@mmm Aet
alragf 2005 D806 ¢
AR

Subject
FWi public records request.
Pleass respond 0
Savparzafpatbell,
nEt

11/26/2006

4676 _ 1272872006 4:00°EM



Sols

?espema ythe ?”'IEGICE Sereer
ilegal:

;_amthar oa:ampunent of the aganf:y or with anuthw ag&my ‘that has'a.
su%&stantaai mterest in the response to the reguest.

« Pick t }p ‘& ur Em 333 f]ftg::.ﬁ"\f".ﬁ‘-wﬁaxé“ﬁ?ﬁﬁﬂzf;f

Dear Eileen Shigids: .

n.glad to kinow that 1 will finally ba

imﬁtﬁiﬂ

_,Exammatton Repcré that is- reqa[red under
JEE}EE}MQ o

Thank ye for your Brriai
TECEVIG e Hacti:

;::agmmcric‘? Your Below emait is mmimg some of this infarmBtion,

Jasin Grant Garza _
Oren Judas Lrﬂmn Hving: Soutmate} R

-Grsganal Message

mmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmmm

Fr{}M'_:PithacReccms {FH Publsﬁ%&ewms DPﬁ%ﬁﬁg}ﬁ oG
Date: Tue, 28 Nov 2006 13:46:21-0800
To: Jamar?a@pac!, efl.net, Filpen.Shiel ds@sfdph A

‘Sul}gmt public records re&queﬂt

Dedr Mr. Sarda:

We are working fowards, maetmg yoir Immediate Disciosure public records
requ&st of November 277, On behalf of the Departmerut: &f Public Health, T
arh hiereby. mxtxfymg you of ourneed for 5 14-day extepsion of thme under
Goverhment code section §6293 «. The reason for tHe gxtension, s provided

in 5&6:1: o §5’}53 o {a} T search far and cc-ilact the requested records.
: h

ffice pmmsmm thf:: request (b} Seafch

You will receive your, mfcf'matmn yeai- ] miung basis as it s collected and
all of it will be available by cose of business day, Dersiber 12,

E.Shields
Public trformation Officer

—hew

e e s e s B A 9 9 TS

mal2wab - Chetk your emai| from the web at
hitp: fimailawebioomy

o it

A R 1 i e e 0

Frail?web - Check yﬂur &maul fmm the web at
‘httpsfmail2wshicomy

e st e a0 AN B e o e o e e S B M 7 g et e 5 e 4 -

¥ saparat@ am%:;-

;s wmf%z bm!mad asp‘?mb”&m;m -

127282006 4:00 P




