





Hillard Heintze File Review Recommendation # 75.3

Finding # 75 The SFPD does not devote sufficient administrative or command-level resources to the

process of creating, implementing, maintaining, and updating Department General Orders
and Bulletins.

Recommendation # 75.3 The Written Directives Unit should be sufficiently staffed with personnel and resources to
enable the unit to function as the project managers for Department General Orders at the
direction of the Police Commission.

Recommendation Status Complete Partially Complete In Progress
Not Started  No Assessment

Summary

SFPD continues to engage in the work necessary to support an effective general order process. There are still challenges
with the overall timeliness of the system - but the work here and to date provides this reviewer confidence that SFPD is
substantially compliant with the recommendation.

Compliance Measure #1 - The submitted evidence does not speak to the strategy of staffing the WDU. However, in
conversations with the SFPD and others, it is the strategy of the SFPD to task operational subject matter experts with
developing the key components of policies and the WDU to help manage the process from an administrative
perspective. The SFPD believes this provides sufficient credence to the staffing within the WDU.

Compliance Measure #2 - SFPD has implemented DGO 3.01 which identifies how the process for order update and
review is to occur, and this is bolstered by internal review matrices, in accordance with unit level policy, Unit Order 19-
01.

Compliance Measure #3 - SFPD identifies that the Executive Director of Strategic Management is tasked with quarterly
review of the progress of orders that are under review. The ED is tasked with a summary review and updating the Chief.
SFPD identifies that this has not yet occurred. The last review, dated 5/1/20 was included in the package at which time
the SFPD identified that all were in compliance.

The last internal SFPD review before submission is dated 5/27/20. The draft for many of these was due on 6/1/20. The
reviewers requested a new copy of the matrix to inform this review. The responses indicated that the majority of orders
were in compliance with the draft due date. A few were non-compliant, and we assume they will be addressed in the
next quarterly report coming from the Executive Director.

Compliance Measures Status/Measure Met

1 Establish a strategy to staff the Written Directives Unit with sufficient staff. vYes [ONo [IN/A

2 Develop and implement policy and procedures to support a Project Manager

approach to the development of DGOs. UiEs Wit (LN

3 Ongoing and continuous improvement loop for process. vYes ONo [ON/A
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Administrative Issues

The matrix identifies orders that are nearing two years into the process without clear identification as to why and what -
it is not clear if SFPD has a running file that support this - they should. The matrix identifies some of these as
“discussed” back in February 2019 without any further guidance or information. Finally, this is a record of orders in
progress, it might be helpful to show those that have made it through. The end goal should be implementation and that is
not on this matrix. However, in the final column it seems this is being entered as “adopted” and “published.” A separate
column and consistent terms would help clarify this.

The SFPD is nearing a year on many of the orders on this matrix (and one is at 2 years). This process seems to have
challenges in getting to completion. The order on tows, assigned on 9/27/19 shows as draft due on 8/1/20 - but almost
a year to draft on a regulatory order seems undue. Critical Incident eval (DGO 8.01) has been in concurrence for 10
months and others have lengthy delays as well. One issue may rest with a review by DPA - but who is managing that in
the overall process? Does this fall to WDU or to the SME to address?

These are issues that require vigilance as to the bureaucratic responses - and the WDU may have challenges working
these issues, thereby resulting in delay.

Compliance Issues

What is the relevance of Attachment #4 in light of the DGO 3.01 and why is that not incorporated into DGO 3.01?

Of the 50 orders on the matrix, some going back to 9/19, only 3 have moved to promulgation.
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