





Hillard Heintze File Review Recommendation # 78.1

Finding # 78 The SFPD does not engage in any outside evaluations of its practices, data, or reporting.

Recommendation # 78.1 The SFPD should consider partnering with local academic institutions to evaluate its reform program,
particularly as it seeks to implement the recommendations in this report.

Recommendation Status Complete Partially Complete In Progress
Not Started No Assessment

Summary

The SFPD is to be commended for the work to date on this recommendation. While the SFPD achieves substantial
compliance with this recommendation, ideally the SFPD will begin to fully embrace the concept of independent
academic study and the subsequent internal review and engagement that occurs. It is not easy to open your department
to study and outside analysis, some of which may be challenging or inconsistent. It is this process that allows the
department to become stronger through knowledge of its data and to develop strong internal analytical skills. Academic
partnerships should also help inform policy and operational planning and development, as it provides alternative
viewpoints grounded in empirical theory and academic rigor. The SFPD has engaged with academics to the level of
support for this recommendation. Ideally, it will broaden these partnerships to measure the sustainability and forward
movement of the reform achievements under CRI.

For compliance measure 1, the SFPD identified that it began working with academic partners in 2016. The SFPD
identifies that partnerships with UC Berkeley, Stanford, John Jay College (CUNY), Cambridge and the University of
Chicago have engaged with the department and have directed change in operations. An online search identified focus on
identifving academic partners as part of the reform process. This too demonstrates a commitment to academic
partnerships.

For compliance measure 2, the SFPD provides evidence of data sharing agreements with Berkeley and Cambridge and
provides research agreements with Berkeley for projects initiated in 2018 under attachment #2. It also uses attachment
#3, which does not supply a comprehensive report, but rather pieces of different reports (at least this is what the
reviewer perceives given different formats and layouts). It identifies some data but it is not sufficiently clear to identify
what this data is intended to disclose. While the SFPD references a “new era” report from May 2018 - which it seems
some of the attachments are from - the report is not provided. (An internet search did not disclose this referenced
report). The Berkeley foot patrol study was published and is identified on the SFPD website with a link to the Berkeley
site. There is no link to the recruit retention study.

For compliance measures 3 and 4, the SFPD provides the support for compliance through attachment #4, the tracking of
academic evaluations. This occurs through attachment #5, an academic matrix that is published quarterly at the chief’s
meetings and the SFPD website.

The SFPD did not include controversial studies, including the UofC report and discussion on early identification of
officers at risk. While the SFPD may or may not agree with the report, the department’s engagement with these
institutions is evidence of a commitment to working with research partners and identifies some of the challenges in such
engagements. These partnerships provide for expansion of perspective and information that requires internal review and
examination to defend the department’s position - or to identify best methods for use of the information. This is the
strength of academic partnerships and ideally is something that the department will continue to engage in.
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