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Dear Director de la Rosa and Director Henderson, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to review the Office of the Controller and Department of Police 
Accountability data collection and reporting audit relative to the uses of force by sworn members of the 
Department.  
 
When a use of force occurs, various divisions within the San Francisco Police Department (the 
Department) have responsibilities from reviewing the incident for compliance with policies to collecting 
points of data for reporting purposes. Review of this audit and any corresponding input was provided by 
members within these divisions who are experts in their respective responsibilities. As a result, the 
Department reviewed thirty-seven recommendations and concurs with thirty and partially concurs with 
seven recommendations.   
 
The Office of the Controller and Department of Police Accountability audit predates many of the 
significant changes related to use of force since the information was collected in 2017, a year in which 
the Department officially entered the Department of Justice’s Collaborative Reform Initiative and 
implemented historical police reforms. One of the most significant policy changes was the Department 
General Order 5.01, Use of Force. On December 21, 2016, the Police Commission adopted DGO 5.01 
and required officers to begin collecting data using the expanded Supervisory Use of Force Evaluation 
form.  
 
The Department’s use of force policy, DGO 5.01 states that our policy builds upon the Supreme Court’s 
broad principles in Graham v. Connor (1989) 490 US 386, yet it is more restrictive than the 
constitutional standard and state law. The policy included extensive changes in use of force areas, such as 
constraints on the application of use of force, limitations in force options, and expansion in reporting 
requirements. The emphasis of the policy was to safeguard human life and dignity, highlight de-
escalation and proportionality, require mandatory medical assessment; and elevate the importance of fair 
and unbiased policing as well as the duty to intervene. It also prohibited the use of the carotid restraint, 
the shooting at moving vehicles, and established the pointing of a firearm as a reportable use of force.  
 
The Department has clear directives to its members on matters relating to the use of force. As DGO 5.01 
is the overall policy governing the use of force, all associated Department Bulletins, Notices, operating 
manuals, unit orders, and training curricula rely on the tenets of this policy. While it may seem to some 
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that “gray areas” may exist, to a sworn officer who has had hundreds of hours of training in this subject, 
the definitions and applications of use of force, as well as when reporting is required, is clear. 
 
Beginning in January 2017, the use of force reporting process was expanded, and data was collected and 
entered into the Administrative Investigation Management system (AIM) as a means to interface with 
Crime Data Warehouse (CDW). This allowed for a more efficient data retrieval process for reporting 
requirements including the quarterly Chapter 96A reports. But more importantly, it allowed for the 
collection of multiple data points including – type of force used, under what circumstance, identifying 
characteristics of the involved individual, and the extent of injury. To meet this obligation, the 
Department’s Legal Division established internal procedures for data entry and information submitted 
following a use of force (Unit Order 17-001, Use of Force Data Entry for EIS Unit).  
 
In January 2018, an internal procedure was established (Unit Order 18-01, Monthly Audit Procedure) to 
perform a monthly audit and ensure accurate inputting of all use of force forms entered into AIM. An 
additional internal procedure was established in December 2018 (Unit Order 18-02, Missing Data 
Procedures) to address the concern related to collecting missing data from the Supervisory Use of Force 
Evaluation form from the district stations. The policy changes and data inputting expectations allowed 
the Department to retrieve all applicable information to meet various reporting requirements including 
Admin Code Chapter 96A-a local mandate of SFPD quarterly reports regarding arrests and use of force 
incidents.  
 
The Department’s use of force policy changes and new data requirements supported the implementation 
of a robust collection process. Yet, the only limitation is the ability to thoroughly analyze data thru a 
modern platform. The majority of the analysis is done with data software limited to collection.  
 
Nonetheless, this does not prevent SFPD from identifying trends and addressing areas of concern that 
need further review, such as additional training and policy updates. Since the time the Department began 
collecting and reporting use-of-force incidents in compliance with SF Chapter 96A in 2016, use of force 
practices are routinely assessed and practices are amended.  In fact, use of force has declined by 49 
percent with the pointing of a firearm reduced by 60 percent and there has not been a fatal officer 
involved shooting since December 1, 2017. The Department is in constant review of use of force data and 
is in the process of creating a use of force dashboard to facilitate analysis and transparency. By early 
October 2020, an interactive use of force dashboard on the SFPD website will be available to the public.  
 
The Department believes one of the top priorities for any law enforcement agency is use of force and 
protecting the sanctity of life. Use of force practices are critical to the establishment and success of 
policing and include re-enforcing policies and procedures, training of officers, and the collection and 
analysis. SFPD consistently reviews any use of force changes related to state and federal laws, court 
rulings, and established national best practices. As state and federal laws related to use of force change, 
SFPD continues to proactively implement changes to its use of force policies.   
 
In fact, the Department works closely with the California Commission on Peace Officers Standards and 
Training (POST) to stay current on any state mandated training changes. POST provides yearly 
evaluations and changes to rules and regulations that agencies must follow, from training to the 
establishment of policies and procedures in order to meet the standards set by POST in accordance with 
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law.  SFPD is audited by POST on a regular basis to ensure compliance with standard policies and 
procedures, updates on legislation and new directives. 
 
After the tragic death of George Floyd, the Department took a further step to analyze and create policy 
enhancements, especially those specifically related to the use of force, and developed Department 
Bulletin 20-110, Use of Force Policy. The Department worked along with the Police Commission and the 
Department of Police Accountability to quickly implement changes to DGO 5.01, Use of Force, not only 
in response to the recent events occurring in the country, but as a means to ensure consistency with recent 
legislative changes including California Penal Code §835(a). On July 1, 2020, the Police Commission 
approved the updated policy for adoption, and as with all policies that affect working conditions, sent 
Department Bulletin 20-110 to undergo the meet-and-confer process.  
 
Critical areas addressed in the revision of the DGO 5.01 policy started with a title change, Use of Force 
Policy and Proper Control of a Person, which places an emphasis on the individual upon whom force is 
being used upon. To provide clear guidance to officers, several definitions were added as follows: 
 

o Reasonable Force: Consistent with California Penal Code § 835a(a)(4), “Force that 
would be objectively reasonable from the perspective of a reasonable officer in the same 
situation, based on the totality of the circumstances known to or perceived by the officer at 
the time, rather than with the benefit of hindsight, and that the totality of the circumstances 
shall account for occasions when officers may be force to make quick judgements about 
using force.”  

o Reportable Force: Now requires officers to report all uses of force involving physical 
controls regardless of injury or complaint of pain.  

o Pointing of a Firearm: Now includes pointing a firearm at or in the direction of a person, 
including when a firearm is in the low-ready position, as a reportable use of force  

o Deadly Force: Consistent with Penal Code § 835a(e)(1) as any use of force that creates a 
substantial risk of causing death or serious bodily injury, including, but not limited to, the 
discharge of a firearm.  

o Imminent Threat of Death or Serious Bodily Injury: Consistent with Penal Code § 
835a(e)(2) imminent means immediate threat to cause death or serious bodily injury not a 
likelihood of harm.  

 
The newly adopted policy and reporting revisions to DGO 5.01 expanded the types of force prohibited, 
such as any use of physical control to the head, neck, and throat unless under exigent circumstances. 
Exigent circumstance is well defined to include reevaluating the circumstance continually, discontinuing 
the force option as soon as possible, avoiding contact with or putting pressure on the trachea or airway, 
the immediate assessment of the person’s breathing, the immediate notification of a supervisor, and 
proper documentation in an incident report. Critical to our responsiveness to the public we serve, the 
Department policy also emphasizes “Safeguarding Dignity” and mandates members to avoid requiring a 
person to sit or lay prone on the ground. 
 
The policy expanded use of force reporting requirements to include documenting any physical control 
regardless of injury or complaint of pain, pointing of a firearm at or in the direction of a person (even in 
the low-ready position), and requiring a supervisor to conduct an evaluation of all cases involving uses of 
force including reviewing all available evidence concerning the use of force incident (including body 
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worn camera footage). Use of force evaluation forms are required to be routed to the Training Division 
for review and assessment to identify training needs.  
 
Another critical observation and concern not mentioned in the audit is the significant investments to 
support personnel and technology enhancement to meet several recommendations. The Department 
“partially concurred” in seven of the thirty-seven recommendations due to the limited financial 
allocations. While the Department is a national leader in most reporting mandates and efforts of 
transparency, the routine and staffing capacity necessary to reach the next level of reporting and analysis 
requires significant increases in the Department’s budget allocation. Prior to COVID-19 pandemic and 
financial restraints facing San Francisco, the SFPD requested support for professional-level civilian 
analyst and technology positions to begin working on significant technology system enhancements.   
 
The Department’s progress in use of force have generated national attention and continue to respond to 
the national outcry on police and community relations. For example, according to Campaign Zero’s there 
are eight major policies to focus on reducing police violence—de-escalation, ban of 
chokeholds/strangleholds, duty to intervene, warning before shooting, prohibit shooting at moving 
vehicles, requires comprehensive reporting, exhausting alternatives before shooting, and has a use of 
force continuum. The SFPD has met all eight major recommendations and continue to work diligently to 
improve performance in use of force.  
 
Furthermore, despite the Department’s concurrence agreements on all the Office of the Controller’s and 
Department of Police Accountability audit, the outdated scope of time does not provide an accurate 
assessment of the Department’s progress in the use of force policy and reporting requirements. SFPD has 
created many institutional changes in use of force data collection and reporting that is not accurately 
captured in the current report. In addition, the city’s financial constraints limit the Department’s ability to 
successfully adopt all recommendations.  
 
Nonetheless, we remain committed to partnering with your respectable Departments and stay fulfilling to 
our obligation to improve use of force data collection and reporting.   
 
I appreciate the time and effort of you and your staff in completing this audit and I look forward to 
further discussions at your earliest convenience. 
 

Sincerely, 
 
 
 
WILLIAM SCOTT 
Chief of Police 
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