City of Sacramento
Community Police Review Commission Report
915 | Street Sacramento, CA 95814
www.cityofsacramento.org

File ID: 2024-02065 12/9/2024 Discussion Item 2.

SCPRC Evaluation of SPD’s Implementation of 2020 Recommendations
File ID: 2024-02065
Location: Citywide

Recommendation: Review and pass a Motion: 1) approving the proposed evaluation of the
Sacramento Police Department’s (“SPD”) implementation of the Sacramento Community Police
Review Commission’s (“SCPRC”) 2020 Recommendations, Attachment 2, (the “Evaluations”); and 2)
directing the Chair and Vice Chair to finalize the Evaluations for inclusion in the 2024 Annual Report
or other applicable report for submission to the Personnel and Public Employee Committee for review
pursuant to Council Rules of Procedure chapter 17.

Contact: Keyan Bliss, Chair, Sacramento Community Police Review Commission
Presenter: Keyan Bliss, Chair, Sacramento Community Police Review Commission

Attachments:
1-Description/Analysis
2-SCPRC Evaluations of 2020 Recommendations

Additional Description/Analysis

Issue Detail: The Sacramento Community Police Review Commission (“SCPRC”) was established in
November 2016 (Ord. 2016-0055) with the purpose of providing community participation in reviewing
and recommending police department policies, practices, and procedures; and monitoring the
implementation, evaluation, and sustainability of city policing initiatives and programs (Sacramento
City Code section 2.110.020).

At the beginning of 2021, the SCPRC provided 38 recommendations to the Sacramento Police
Department (“SPD”) relating to discipline & accountability (18), internal procedures for the SCPRC
(11), and mental health (8). Each recommendation was accompanied with rationale which provided
more specific information for each item.

SPD’s Office of the Chief, Professional Standards Unit was assigned responsibility to receive,
analyze, research, update policies and procedures, and organize responses. In cases in which the
SCPRC recommendation was not within the domain of SPD, applicable references to other
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appropriate City departments were noted. Each recommendation is accompanied with one of the
following dispositions to both 2020 SCPRC recommendations:

Approved and implemented (14)
Approved and pending (2)
Partial implementation (6)
Pending further review (0)

SPD unable to implement (14)
Denied (1)

Following review and discussion between SPD and a subgroup of Commissioners, including the
Chair and Vice Chair, each response is accompanied with an evaluation with one of the following
dispositions for implementation of 2020 recommendations:

Fully implemented (4)
Partially implemented (2)
Started implementation (2)
Not implemented (27)
Pending further review (2)

Based on discussion with Commissioners during the November 4, 2024, SCPRC meeting, the
following recommendations were re-evaluated to be removed from consideration by the City Council:

2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc Recommendation #1
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc Recommendation #2
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc Recommendation #3
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc Recommendation #4
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc Recommendation #6
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc Recommendation #7
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc Recommendation #8

Policy Considerations: The Sacramento Community Police Review Commission (“SCPRC”) was
established in November 2016 (Ord. 2016-0055) with the purpose of providing community
participation in reviewing and recommending police department policies, practices, and procedures;
and monitoring the implementation, evaluation, and sustainability of city policing initiatives and
programs (Sacramento City Code section 2.110.020) Chapter.

Economic Impacts: Not applicable.

Environmental Considerations: This action is not a project that is subject to CEQA because it is an
organizational or administrative activity that will not result in direct or indirect physical changes in the
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environment. (CEQA Guidelines §15378(b)(5)).
Sustainability: None.
Commission/Committee Action: None.

Rationale for Recommendation: The Sacramento Community Police Review Commission
(“SCPRC”) is required to advise the Mayor and Council on matters within its jurisdiction. In doing so,
the SCPRC collaborates with the Sacramento Police Department (“SPD”) to ensure that the
recommendations that the Council approves is implemented within the spirit of that approval. In
addition to making recommendations, the SCPRC is required to update the Council on the ongoing
efforts and activities of the SCPRC and SPD to strengthen bias-free policing and community-police
relations. (Sacramento City Code section 2.110.030.C)

Financial Considerations: Not applicable.

Local Business Enterprise (LBE): Not Applicable.
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #1

DISCUSSED BY SCPRC 02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

VISR AN 02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT | X

RETURNED TO SCPRC 12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

Holding individual police officers accountable for violating their statutory or constit
members is virtually impossible under the doctrine of qualified immunity.

| rights of community

Changes to Existing Policy(s): The Mayor and Council support legislative ef
the following areas: Support the removal of peace officer qualified inm
| SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

It has been well documented for many years by academic, leg journalistic institutions a
police officers accountable for misconduct and excessive use ssible under c judicial
precedents set as well as state laws which allow police enhance tections that or y civilians are
not afforded under the US Constitution. The following court cases ed a wide range of powers for police

then police accountability in

t holding individual |

(1) Pierson v. Ray, 386 U.S. 547 (1967): establ
"qualified immunity," where police officers a

known as the doctrine of
s a plaintiff shows the official
3 reasonable person would have known."

(2) . 2 dment of the U.S. Constitution, a police officer may stop

(3) 7 i .S. di laim of excessive force by law enforcement during an

(4) ; ] 5S, 489 U.S. 189 (1989): established the Fourteenth Amendment does not require
i orcement personnel) to intervene in protecting residents from actions of private
eir life, liberty, and property.

(5) Whren v. United States, 517 U.S. 806 (1996): established the subjective intent (including racial bias) of a police
officer in making a traffic stop is irrelevant for Fourth Amendment purposes so long as there is probable cause to
stop a vehicle for a traffic violation.

(6) Atwater v. City of Lago Vista, 532 U.S. 318 (2001): established that arresting a civilian for any infraction, no

matter how minor or the level of indignity caused by the police officer, is not a violation of the Fourth
Amendment.
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(7) Scott v. Harris, 550 U.S. 372 (2007): states the Fourth Amendment does not prevent a police officer from using
deadly force for violations as minor as a speeding ticket, including ramming a fleeing suspect's car to end a high-
speed chase, regardless of the risk of serious harm to the suspect.

In recognition of these barriers to police reform at the different levels of government, the Commission recommends the
Mayor and City Council support for Federal legislative efforts to remove qualified immunity for police officers including,
but not limited to, the Justice in Policing Act of 2020, (H.R. 7120; Rept. 116-434; 116th Congress (2019-2020).

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.c
o Minute Marker: 44:55
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php
o Pagedand5

SPD unable to implement, requires further input from other cit tments and offices.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

N/A

APPENDIX

As of January 1, 2022, Senate Bill 2 was enacted izes the Califor mission on Peace Officer Standards

and Training to decertify peace officers.
e https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/bill id=2021

that SPD i
ydy on com
acy Corresp@
3s taken n

o implement this recommendation, as it was directed
ty policing issues. The Law & Legislation Committee has a
2nce.” that lists the city’s positions on various state and
ition in support of the removal of qualified immunity

NOT IMPLEMENTED. The Co
at the City Council as its apg
recurring agenda item call€
federal legislation. As of Mar
for police officers.
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https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=21&meta_id=631887
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB2

RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #2

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW
02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X
12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION
Holding individual police officers accountable for violating their statutory or constit
members is virtually impossible under the doctrine of qualified immunity.

| rights of community

Changes to Existing Policy(s): The Mayor and Council support legislative ef then police accountability in
the following areas: Sponsor legislative efforts to allow the state to decer or excessive use of force or

other misconduct. '

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
In recognition of barriers to police reform at the different lev
Council support all legislative efforts to strengthen police accou
efforts to allow the state to decertify a peace officer for excessive

o Minute Marker:4
e Staff Report: https://s Nicus. wer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Page 4 ang

SPD unable to implement, req g g partments and offices.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

APPENDIX

enacted and authorizes the California Commission on Peace Officer Standards

v/faces/billTextClient.xhtmI?bill id=202120220SB2

NOT IMPLEMENTED. The Commission agrees that SPD is unable to implement this recommendation, as it was directed
at the City Council as its appointed advisory body on community policing issues. The Law & Legislation Committee has a
recurring agenda item called “Legislative Advocacy Correspondence.” that lists the city’s positions on various state and
federal legislation. As of March 2024, the Council has taken no position in support of legislative efforts to allow the state
to decertify police officers, including recently passed laws such as SB2.
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https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=21&meta_id=631887
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #3

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW
02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT
12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

GO 255.10 Background Investigation

SPD's hiring policy is outdated and not thorough enough in its vetting process

Amend G.0. 255.10, Section A(5)(i): Require investigations into employe
criminal history record, and out-of-state criminal history.

istory record, statewide

practice at SP‘Eheless, the
| Orders in orde eep up with

” SPD's Background Investigations GO has

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
The Commission understands that some of these recommen are already j
Commission recommends that SPD explicitly incorporate these | i
transparency standards that have advanced in law enforcement hir

not been updated in over 20 years (G.0. 255.10, died 6-14-2001).

SPD RESPONSE

ed by Depum Lester:
i er/clip/4964

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/8
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): http
o Minute Marker: 45:45

o Page5

SPD does crimi J 3 i atienwide (FBI). These queries do not just seek out convictions,
if they were not convicted (excluding expunged criminal records).

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

EN/A v

i APPENDIX
California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training, Background Investigation Manual:
e https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-investigator
e https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post docs/publications/background-investigation-
manual/Background Investigation.pdf
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https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=21&meta_id=631887
https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-investigator
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf

As of January 1, 2022, Senate Bill 2 was enacted and authorizes the California Commission on Peace Officer Standards
and Training to decertify peace officers.

e https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtmI?bill id=202120220SB2

NOT IMPLEMENTED. The Commission agrees with the department concerning POST guidelines. However, the current
practice is not explicitly referenced or described in any SPD general orders or reference manuals, as GO 255.01 is
remains unchanged after 23 years. The Commission would recommend GO 255.01 b ated to reflect the
Department’s current practice in writing and include reference to Senate Bill 2.

1)

If this is the current practice, why isn’t it described in published der or Reference Manual)?
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https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB2

RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #4

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

GO 255.10 Background Investigation

SPD's hiring policy is outdated and not thorough enough in its vetting process

Amend G.0. 255.10, Section A(5): Add o. Review applicant’s social medi
Instagram, Snapchat, LinkedIn, and any other social media websites tforms, for an
discredit to SPD, the City, and/or harm the public’s image of law e ment.

limited to twitter, Facebook,
ct that would cause

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

The Commission understands that some of these recommendati

0. Review applicant’s socia j j ebook, Instagram, Snapchat, LinkedIn,
and any other social 3 conduct that would cause discredit to SPD, the City,

SPD RESPONSE

resented by Deputy Chief Lester:

This is the Defs ) actite. This information is included as part of the Background investigation in
accordance with ik Guidelines. does an in-depth analysis of all social media accounts associated with applicants.
the candidate has/is demonstrating any bias related behaviors or

at would bring discredit to the City and the Police Department.

In addition to reviewing any @#rrent accounts, SPD also reviews closed and inactive social media accounts.
Additionally, the Police Department mandates that all employees comply with General Order 210.04- General and
Professional Conduct, even after being hired. Per Department Policy, employees must not commit any act whether
negligent, intentional, criminal or otherwise that could bring discredit upon the Department or the City. This is also
governed by Rule 12 of the Civil Service Rules.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A
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https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=21&meta_id=631887

i APPENDIX
California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training, Background Investigation Manual:
e https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-investigator
e https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post _docs/publications/background-investigation-
manual/Background Investigation.pdf

As of January 1, 2022, Senate Bill 2 was enacted and authorizes the California Commission on Peace Officer Standards
and Training to decertify peace officers.

e https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtmI?bill id=202128

NOT IMPLEMENTED. The Commission agrees with the department conce g POSTgUIdelines. However, the current
practice is not explicitly referenced or described in any SPD general ocders or reference als, the policy is 23 years
out-of-date from a time when most of these social media platfor t exist. POST Guid have been updated as
recently as 2022. The Department has claimed that GO 255.10 ig 2d for an update, which pmmission insists the
Department include the language we recommended.
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https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-investigator
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB2

RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #5

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

GO 255.10 Background Investigation

SPD's hiring policy is outdated and not thorough enough in its vetting process

Amend General Order 255.10: Reflect that it is a “bona fide occupational
investigated and found clear for any conduct involving association wij
towards any race, color, religion, national origin, creed, immigrati
identification, or disability.

all applicants to be
r speech espousing hate

itizenship status, s ual orientation, gender

-\
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

The Commission understands that some of these recommendation
Commission recommends that SPD explicitly incorporate these items |

n practice at SPD. Nonetheless, the
eneral Orders in order to keep up with
. SPD's Background Investigations GO has

This is the Department’s current isi is inCluded as part of the Background investigation in
accordance wij glines.

ynd to multiple questions to identify whether or not they are a current or
support any group that has negative associations with others based solely of race,

SPD then interviews mul
former co-workers and supe

gonal and professional references including friends, family, acquaintances, current and
sors. This information is then further verified through a polygraph exam.

Any such admissions or accusations from others are flagged and reported to the Background’s Sergeant, Personnel
Captain, and Chief of Police.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A
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APPENDIX

California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training, Background Investigation Manual:
e https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-investigator
e https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post _docs/publications/background-investigation-
manual/Background Investigation.pdf

As of January 1, 2022, Senate Bill 2 was enacted and authorizes the California Commission on Peace Officer Standards
and Training to decertify peace officers.
e https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtmI?bill id=2021202

Effective January 1, 2023, the California Law Enforcement Accountability Reforg
requires law enforcement agencies to screen applicants for ties to hate gro
e https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes displaySection.xht sction 3681&lawCode=PEN

AR) Act was enacted (AB655) and

v ever, the current
0 255.01 remains
e Commission

Not Implemented. The Commission agrees with the departme
practice is not explicitly referenced or described in any SPD g¢
unchanged after 23 years. The Department has claimed that GO
insists any changes reflect this recommendation.

erning POST guidelines.
4l orders or reference manuals}
0 is slate an update, whi
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https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-investigator
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB2
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/codes_displaySection.xhtml?sectionNum=13681&lawCode=PEN

RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #6

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW
02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT
12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

GO 255.10 Background Investigation

SPD's hiring policy is outdated and not thorough enough in its vetting process

Amend General Order 255.10: Require identifying and rejecting applican i | transfer if a background
investigation (or personnel file, including information made accessib eveals gross violations of
UOF or a pattern and practice of excessive UOF. SPD must seek a they hire.

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
The Commission understands that some of these recommendati

SPD RESPONSE
06/01/202 sented by Deputy Chief Lester:
: https://sacr to.granicus.com/player/clip/4964

aViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887

This is th pbartment’s curra

ith POST Guideline

ormation is included as part of the Background investigation in

pterviewed to id6
n violation of

All applicants
they have ever
officer who had ext
or hostile confrontatio
made against them, if the
improper behavior.

violent tendencies and impulse control issues. All candidates must report if

prk policy or had any sort of discipline at work, which would apply to any lateral
force. All applicants are also asked if they have ever been in a physical altercation
er work-related questions include whether or not they had ever had a complaint
5tt a job in lieu of being fired, or ever caused an injury to someone at work due to

Lastly, we review Internal Affairs, Training, and Personnel files for all lateral candidates.

Any allegation of excessive force, whether sustained or not, is brought to the attention of the Background’s Sergeant,
Personnel Captain, and Chief of Police.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS
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https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=21&meta_id=631887

N/A

i APPENDIX
California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training, Background Investigation Manual:
e https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-investigator
e https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post _docs/publications/background-investigation-
manual/Background Investigation.pdf

9 on Peace Officer Standards

As of January 1, 2022, Senate Bill 2 was enacted and authorizes the California Commig
and Training to decertify peace officers.
e https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtmI?bill id=20 0SB2

VN

ping POST guidé
s or reference ma
0 is slated for an updat@

However, the current
as GO 255.01 remains
ich the Commission

Not Implemented. The Commission agrees with the department concg
practice is not explicitly referenced or described in any SPD genera
unchanged after 23 years. The Department has claimed that GQ
insists any changes reflect this recommendation.
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https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-investigator
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB2

RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #7

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

GO 255.10 Background Investigation

SPD's hiring policy is outdated and not thorough enough in its vetting process

Amend General Order 225.10: Reject applicants for hire or lateral transf dgments OR criminal

convictions for excessive UOF. '

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

The Commission understands that some of these recommen
Commission recommends that SPD explicitly incorporate these |
Investigations GO has not been updated in over 20 years (G.O. 255.

are already ja practice at SP‘theless, the
into its | Orders. SPD's ground

4-2001).

r just cause for any ""conviction of a

of the position, or ""any conduct

ployee's employment or the

public service."" However, this regulation is not reflé j 255.10, which states that

The Civil Service Board Regulations states a City
felony or misdemeanor that adversely affects e

To keep up with transpare : ave advanced
recommends the City reject ap il judgeme

aw enforcement hiring practices, the Commission
or criminal convictions for excessive UOF before they

.2(m): "convi
s of the position.

misdemeanor that adversely affects employee’s ability to perform"

dted to employment which impairs, disrupts, or causes discredit to the
public service.

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Coun m #2) on 06/01/20221, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Cou cial Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 50:50
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Page7

This is the Department’s current practice. This information is included as part of the Background investigation in
accordance with POST Guidelines.
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https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=21&meta_id=631887

The Department seeks out any court documents or information related to Civil judgement of any kind, as well as any
criminal charges. All are notated in the background and brought to the attention of the Background’s Sergeant,
Personnel Captain, and Chief of Police.

i OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

N/A

i APPENDIX

California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training, Background Investiga Manual:
e https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-jig gator
e https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post _docs/publications/background-inve ion-

manual/Background Investigation.pdf

As of January 1, 2022, Senate Bill 2 was enacted and authorizes the Cafifornia Commiss
and Training to decertify peace officers.
e https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.x

p Peace Officer Standards

pill id=202120220SB2

NOT IMPLEMENTED. The Commission agrees with the departmen
practice is not explicitly referenced or described in any SPD general o
unchanged after 23 years. The Department has d that GO 255.10
insists any changes reflect this recommendation? \

\/

OST guidelines. However, the current
eference manuals, as GO 255.01 remains
ed for an update, which the Commission
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https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-investigator
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf
https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post_docs/publications/background-investigation-manual/Background_Investigation.pdf
https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xhtml?bill_id=202120220SB2

RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #8

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

GO 255.10 Background Investigation

SPD's hiring policy is outdated and not thorough enough in its vetting process

Amend General Order 225.10: Reject applicants for hire or lateral transf vestigation (or personnel file)
reveals:
1. Deceit/dishonesty lying during an administrative or cri e report; Lying by

omission; Officer’s corroboration of a lead officer’s, o
2. Violence/Battery on Spouse/Co-habitant
3. Sustained finding of racial animus, including but not limite

.

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

ractice at SPD. Nonetheless, the
Orders. SPD's Background

The Commission understands that some of these
Commission recommends that SPD explicitly incorf
Investigations GO has not been updated in over 20

In order to keep up with transpa 1 ave a i orcement hiring practices, the
Commission recommends rejg J S | estigation or personnel records reveals one or more of
the following:

1. Lying during an admin
2. Violence against a spouse

If a person has been convicted of any violent felonious crime, they are ineligible to be a peace officer and would not be
hired as such.

Additionally, in California, a conviction for domestic violence would prohibit one from carrying a firearm- hence one
would also be prohibited from being a peace officer.
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https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=21&meta_id=631887

If an applicant has demonstrated or is accused of demonstrating any of these behaviors, the information is brought to
the attention of the Background’s Sergeant, Personnel Captain, and Chief of Police.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A

APPENDIX

California Commission on Peace Officer Standards and Training, Background Investigation Manual:
e https://post.ca.gov/background-investigation-manual-guidelines-for-the-investigator
e https://post.ca.gov/portals/0/post _docs/publications/background-investig -
manual/Background Investigation.pdf

As of January 1, 2022, Senate Bill 2 was enacted and authorizes the Califo om a on Peace Officer Standards
and Training to decertify peace officers.
o https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xht 1d=202120220SB

Not Implemented. The Commission agrees with the departme erning P@SIguidelines. Howe he current
practice is not explicitly referenced or described in any SPD genera RIS Q 8rence manuals, as GO 255.01 remains
unchanged after 23 years. The Department has claimed that GO 255. ed for an update, which the Commission

insists any changes reflect this recommendatio
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #9

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION § X DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

GO 255.10 Background Investigation

SPD's Background Investigations policy has not been updated since June 14, 2

Bachelor of Arts or Bachelor
e to offer financial

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

The Commission understands that some of these recommendati

SPD's Background investigations policy does not &
officers. Multiple studies have shown a college ed
- civilian encounters. Therefore, the Commission re
within 6 years of joining the department.

ducation, the lack of a requirement creates
easing the likelihood of poor services, poor conduct or
y racial disparities among rates of searches & seizures,

While SPD offers financial sup
inconsistencies among its g
conduct unbecoming, and e
arrests, and UOF.

g higher leve

Sources:

nt/13/1/92.
NY), CUNY Academic Works, Police Officers and College Education: The
ollege Education and the Level of Force Used by a Police Officer in Gaining
ons (John Vespucci, The Graduate Center, City University of New York).

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 52:15
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Page7

SPD supports officers seeking higher levels of education.

- Page 17 of 79


http://pqx.sagepub.com/content/13/1/92
https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view_id=21&meta_id=631887

Officers are currently provided with a pay incentive for possession of a bachelor’s degree and officers without a
bachelor’s degree may be eligible for the city’s tuition reimbursement program.

SPD already requires 60 units to become an officer. Many already hold 4-year degrees at entry (73% of sworn officers
currently hold a bachelor's degree or higher).

This recommendation would require a contractual change to the labor agreement and there may be a significant cost to

the city. '

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

APPENDIX

21 weeks of basic training, on average, before the
police academies spend far more time on firearms | ing e ation - 71 hours against 21, on

This standard is far less than i ; Vhich the US ranks among the lowest at 652 hours of
required training. In Califorg i i 8 664 hours of basic training, which is less than states with
comparable populations li hours). Once in service, California only requires 12 hours

the floor and not the ceiling, which is why we insist this

he city’s tuition reimbursement program?
the City and PD doesn’t have access to this data. Would need to get this data

2) How doe i e college requirement creates more incentive or more of a barrier in hiring?
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #10

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION § X DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

RM 220.01 Internal Investigations Manual
GO 220.05 Biased Based Policing

GO 580.02 Use of Force

GO 320.03 Computer Data and Security Systems
GO 410.09 Use of Communication Equipment

SPD lacks a formal disciplinary matrix for police misconduct and p

Adopt a new General Order: Establish a zero-tolerance polic

maintain the integrity of the department, a sustained finding wi

(1) Lying during an administrative or criminal investigation

(2) Lyingin police report (e.g., where there is a cl
phone video and what the officer alleged i

(3) Lying by omission (e.g., the suspect fell and
fall.)

(4) Colleague officer’s corroboration of a lead officg

(5) Use of prohibited carotid restraint hold (or simila b or oxygen to a person’s head).

(6) Improper Use of city equipme ermi i addresses for personal reasons, or use of
city equipment to comm

(7) Refusal to take drug te

(8) Sustained finding of ra®

(9) Criminal conviction

[Changes tg

including its CAD / RMS sy Is ambiguity leaves too much room for misuse of city equipment, which has been
reported by many commun embers who have reported SPD officers they have never met referring to them publicly
by name as a means of intimidation.

SPD RESPONSE
Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 53:16
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
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o Page8

SPD values integrity and does not tolerate employee misconduct. All allegations are investigated by the Internal Affairs
Division (IAD), with oversight from OPSA. Personnel investigations, regardless of allegation, subject an employee to
significant discipline up to and including termination.

As such, the following situations would necessitate the corresponding misconduct investigation:
e Any form of lying (dishonesty).

Use of the carotid control hold (force).

Inappropriate use of personal body weapons (force).

Improper use of city equipment (conduct unbecoming).

Refusal to participate in drug testing (insubordination).

e Participating in hate speech or crimes (discrimination).

e Conviction of any criminal offense (conduct unbecoming).

Additionally, SPD is required by law, to provide this informatio
(1963).

District Attorney’s Offi Brady v. Maryland

accountable to the high standards of the SPD.

At this time, SPD cannot immediately terminate e i ing of an allegation of misconduct.
Officers are afforded due process by law. Addition i licies is subject to contractual
negotiations with applicable labor groups

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

“‘

APPENDIX
0 ize‘e California Commission on Peace Officer Standards

=N/A

As of January 1, 2022, Senate Bi
and Training to _de

disciplinary measures

Mayor and City Council. ission insists that City Council approve this recommendation.
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #11

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

RM 220.01 Internal Investigations Manual
GO 580.02 Use of Force

SPD lacks a formal disciplinary matrix for police misconduct and policy viol

Amend Reference Manual 220.01: Require automatic suspension wi t pay for an of o uses lethal force

against an unarmed person, regardless of whether it results in de

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
[Changes to this Reference Manual and General Order were ba

sion supports this recommendation.

Pursuant to Rule 12.1, administering discipline r approval from the union. Rule 12.1,
which provides the City Manager, or other offici i iplinary or removal power, the

freedom on such matters. This means that the Cit ipline employees who have been
found to have committed a violation set forth in Rulgi2
need union approval to administer disciplinary meas

Additional grounds for auto i dllowing city and state codes:

e Rule 12.2(n) provid p member of the public where, at the time of the incident,
such member of thé i
employment.

r on for a FELONY that THREATENED or resulted in DEATH or SERIOUS BODILY
INJURY if t i believes that the person will cause death or serious bodily injury to another

A.B. 392 clarifies that® threat of death or serious bodily injury is imminent when, based on the totality of the
circumstances, a reasonable officer in the same situation would believe that a person has the present ability,
opportunity, and apparent intent to immediately cause death or serious bodily injury to the peace officer or
another person.” For example, harm “that, from appearances, must be instantly confronted and addressed.”
(Pen. Code, § 83543, subd. (c), [emphasis added]) (Quoted from CA Attorney General’s Phase 2, SPD investigation,
at page 23, footnote 4.)
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SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Iltem #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 55:30
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Page8

Currently, all officers are afforded due process by law and cannot be suspended without pay during an administrative
investigation by law.

Any such modification would also be incumbent on contractual negotiations wj icable labor unions.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

o N\

APPENDIX

e California Commission on Pe ficer Standards

As of January 1, 2022, Senate Bill 2 was enacted and authoriz
and Training to decertify peace officers.
o https://leginfo.legislature.ca.gov/faces/billTextClient.xht i— 0220SB2

NOT IMPLEMENTED. The Commission recognize many variables pay limit the ability of a Police Chief or
their subordinate leadership from disciplining offi@ of which b& he labor contracts between the City
and its respective Police Officers Association. Howe s maintains position that shooting an
unarmed person is not only a violation of Assembly B ard for the preservation of life which police
officers are expected to uphold.

As it remains the City Mang
insists that City Council red

nion appro@@lto administer disciplinary measures, the Commission
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #12

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED | X

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

RM 220.01 Internal Investigations Manual
GO 210.03 Domestic Violence Related Convictions and Restraining Orders
GO 210.04 Professional Conduct

GO 220.05 Disciplinary Actions

GO 320.03 Computer Data and Security Systems
GO 410.09 Use of Communication Equipment
GO 525.07 Body Worn Cameras

GO 580.02 Use of Force

SPD lacks a formal disciplinary matrix for police misconduct an

Adopt a New General Order: Establishing a general matrix for progres Cipline to inform police officers of
disciplinary consequences associated with sustaj mplaints; ensure consistent administration of discipline;
and set forth a benchmark for future disciplinar J eneral Order s establish mandatory minimum
progressive discipline baseline for taking correctivé pension for s, no discretion) for specific
offenses, including but not limited to:

(1) Failure to deescalate (C ala .0. 580'Q2Y;
(2) Intentionally turning @ 3 3 j on body camera: G.0. 525.07 dated 1-16-2019
(Section F);
(3) Use of city equipma@
(4) Theft of property;
(5) Discourteous to public;
(6) Drunk/i
(7)
(8)

ized purposes (G.0. 410.09);

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

General Order were based on the text as it read in 2019.]

SPD has referre iolati handled under RM 220.01 (Internal Investigations Manual). However, this
iplinary matrix or minimum baseline for sustained complaints, which has been
cited by the CA Attor 020 report. This recommendation seeks to provide transparency and awareness to
all officers of the conseq “causes of discipline” set forth in Rule 12.2 subsections (a) through (x), which may
lead to a Notice of Disciplin ction as provided for in Rule 12.4, and to establish a mandatory minimum baseline for
multiple sustained complaints.

Sources:
e CA Attorney General Press Release, July 8, 2020, found at https://www.oag.ca.gov/news/press-
releases/attorney-general-becerra-issues-second-report-review-sacramento-police.
e Attorney General Review of Sacramento Police Department 2020 Report, found at
https://oag.ca.gov/system/files/attachments/press-docs/SPD%20Report%20Phase%20Il.pdf.
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e Rule 12.2 Causes of Discipline.
e Rule 12.3 Definition of Discipline (when any action below is taken against and employee for misconduct
pursuant to Rule 12.2.).

SPD RESPONSE
Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 55:53
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id
o Page8and9

eta id=631887

Discipline is determined based on the seriousness of the offense, the pas
collaboration with City Labor and the City Attorney’s office.

ficer, and other factors in

Each investigation is unique and mitigating factors should be co
accountability and mitigate misconduct.

ed in the issuing of disc 0 ensure

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

&

A

__APPENDIX

PD employee’s “watch file.” When the Police Chief
iRal decider on whether to issue disciplinary action.

3 “fantastic” idea to implement a progressive disciplinary matrix to ensure
aental standards and discipline as they perform their duties, it has been

gressive disciplinary actions. Even as members of the public are subject
riminal misconduct under existing law, the City Manager’s Office has alluded that
C nary standards as “too rigid” for police officers to be subjected to equivalent
standards for theit . true, it implies that the Sacramento Police Department refuses to hold its
personnel to equal st3 e laws they enforce.

The Commission considers S a position to be fundamentally unjust and unacceptable. If police are tasked with
enforcing the standard of conduct and discipline established under law by our elected representatives on our legislative
bodies, it is only just and fair for police to be held to an equal or higher standard of conduct and discipline. We are
confident that the California Attorney General’s Office would agree based on its investigation and recommendations
calling for a written disciplinary matrix for SPD in 2020.

The Commission insists this recommendation be implemented entirely and without further delay. If SPD or the City
Manager’s Office is unwilling to do this voluntary, we call for the City Council act by formal vote to mandate this
standard of progressive discipline.
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #13

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

GO 580.02 Use of Force

SPD lacks a formal disciplinary matrix for police misconduct and policy violati

“No officer shall cut off a person’s ability to breathe, either by wa A choke hold, knee, or
any other part of an officer’s body that creates a grip around a ’ . or use of any

of restricting breathing, or the possibility of cutting of blood flo in. - icy and violation
thereof shall result in termination.”

.

was updated on 12.26.21]
the Commission recommends that
ds are expressly prohibited and

[Changes to this General Order were based on t
In concurrence with the CA Attorney General’s of
SPD should amend its UOF policy to include written
use of such hold will result in disciplinary action.

A.B. 1196, approved by the Gg
section 7286.5, subdivisio
carotid restraint or choke h@
The statute further provides:

ohibits carotid restraints without exception. Penal Code
enforcement agency shall not authorize the use of a
that agency.” (Gov. Code, § 7286.5, emphasis added.)

While GO 580.0 prohibit carotid holds, choke holds, and other types of neck restraints under
g i ich may confuse members of the public or police officers as to believe there are
C to be used:
e Section |, “Force 8 at subsection 5.a(4), permits use of control holds (NOTE: a carotid hold is a control
hold).
e Section J, “Use of Personal Body Weapons,” permits peace officers to use arms, legs, etc., as an impact weapon
to deliver a strike to a subject. (NOTE: a forearm delivered as a strike to and/or held over a person's trachea or

windpipe is a choke hold)

Supporting Sources:
e Sacramento City Council Resolution 2020-00772 dated June 30, 2020.
CA Attorney General Review of SPD Report and Recommendations, Phase Il, 2020, page 31.
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SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Iltem #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 57:18
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Page9and10

The language has been adopted and is part of the Department’s Use of Force Poliw

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

APPENDIX

Governor Gavin Newsom signed AB1196 into law on September 3Q
restrains from being taught or sanctioned as an authorized use g

0, which prohibits'e gholds and carotid

e in California.

FULLY IMPLEMENTED. The City Council approved updates to SPD’s U
language is present in the latest version of GO 53 pdated on Dece

e policy on June 1, 2021. The POST
23, 2021.

A\ N
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #14

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

GO 580.02 Use of Force

SPD lacks a formal disciplinary matrix for police misconduct and policy violati

Amend GO 580.02: Add language from Peace Officer Standards and Trai
policy. It emphasizes that of the Graham factors used to determine
reasonable, the most important factor is whether the individual p

ing Domain 20 to SPD’s UOF
force is objectively
officer or public.

er an officer’s
n immediate threa

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

Officers, in carrying out their duties, shall, when feasible, apply de-esc echniques before resorting to the use of
force. Peace Officer Standard and Training, Lear i ication of Use of Force laws as set forth by
this government entity, which was established in\@8% i i for the purpose of setting minimum
selection and training for California law enforceme i rinciples of law through studying
“Learning Domains.” Use of Force concepts are set Rai . evant here, it states:

“An officer may use deadly force i jecti ality of the circumstances. Deadly force

e  “A peace officer is just i i ¢ ther person only when the officer reasonably believes,
[ h fofCe is necessary ... to defend against an imminent threat
other person.” (citing Pen. Code 835a, subd. (c)(1)(A).)

hich established that a peace officer may use deadly force to prevent the escape
pfficer has probable cause to believe that the suspect poses a significant threat of

¥a firearm to stop a fleeing suspect escaping on foot), 1) “if the subject threatens the
officer with a wead ere is probable cause to believe that [the suspect] has committed a crime involving
the infliction of seriOWS physical injury [or death]...”; 2) “... probable cause to believe that the subject poses a
threat of death or serious physical harm, either to the officers or others ...”; 3) “... probable cause to believe that
the use of force is reasonably necessary ... “[to prevent escape], and 4) “... some warning be given prior to the
use of deadly force, where feasible...” [emphasis added] (See “Considerations Regarding the Use of Deadly
Force”, Chapter 3, Use of Deadly Force.)

e “According to Penal Code 8354, fear alone does not justify the use of deadly force. An imminent harm is not
merely a fear of future harm, no matter how great the fear and no matter how great the likelihood of the harm,
but is one that from appearances, must be instantly confronted and addressed. The courts have held that a
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simple statement of fear for [an officer’s] safety is NOT t enough; there must be objective factors to justify [the
officer’s concerns] and [the fear] must be objectively reasonable, and [the fear] must be based on the facts and
circumstances known to the officer at the time.” [emphasis added] (See “Considerations Regarding the Use of
Deadly Force, Chapter 3, Use of Deadly Force.)

e  “Circumstances under which homicide by a public officer may not be justified (based on mitigating factors): 1)
pursuing nonviolent felons, e.g., nonviolent offenses such as forgery or grand theft; 2) arresting or pursuing a
felon who DOES NOT PRESENT A THREAT TO LIFE, (A violent felony is one which threatens death or serious
bodily harm.), and 3) when arresting or pursuing a misdemeanant who DOES NOT POSE IMMINENT DANGER of
death or serious bodily injury to people.” (See “Learning Domain 20, Chapter e of Deadly Force.)

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented byw
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento. ic
o Minute Marker: 57:18
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaVi
o Page9and10

Adoption of the five Graham factors from the PQ er consideration for the next policy
update.

It should be noted that the POST Use of Force Stand i of Force, Standard #3 has been
incorporated into the use of force policy, which prov psiderations of reasonableness that include
LD20’s five factors.

https://post.ca.gov/Portals/0/p Orce Standards Guidelines.pdf

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

)

APPENDIX

SOOI N 4

FULLY |
language is P

il approve@Updates to SPD’s Use of Force policy on June 1, 2021. The POST
of GO 580.02 updated on December 23, 2021.

nt in the latest ve
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #15

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

Adopt a New General Order: Establish policy that for all pedestrian or traffic stops
the name, badge number, and an 800 number to put forward a complaint, will b
public/detainee/arrestee; and establish a website for a survey for feedback (s

unters, a business card with
ded to the

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

rees with this

Thls was suggested by a Sacramento City Council member Allen War nd the Commi
recommendation.

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, pres ief Lester: W
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento$ i /player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 58:02
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granic
o Pagel0

etaViewer.php- jd=21&meta id=631887

This recommendation has been implemented.

The cards have been designed, g

resources, but not limited to;
e Internal Affairs Di
e  Office of Public Safe
e Police facilities

in contact information to the following

GO 210.04 (Gg #ated and requires officers to provide a card with their name
and badge ent activity in which a citizen is detained or arrested (including pedestrian

SPD will soon be launc 2riod of a technology platform which will electronically solicit feedback from crime
victims who call for police s. It will also provide follow up information, victim resources, and details about their
incident as well as a survey tO'rate the service they received by SPD personnel.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A

APPENDIX

=N/A
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FULLY IMPLEMENTED. Per GO 210.04(A)(2), SPD officers are required to provide their name, badge number, and/or
identification number verbally or in writing upon request.

<
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #16

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

Changes to Existing Policy(s): Include on SPD website command staff officers by na b-station (and assigned patrol
district, if any) w/ short bio and picture.

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

agrees with this

Th|s was suggested by a Sacramento City Council member Allen Warren aﬂe Com
recommendation.

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, p hief Lester: ‘
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacrame i layer/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 59:18
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicu
o Pagel0

id=21&meta id=631887

This recommendation has been implemented.

Every professional staff and sworn member of the dep @ and short biography.

e https://www.cityofsacrz

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

APPENDIX

N/A N 4

A

MENTED. The Com on obser e City has updated the Police Department’s webpage to provide
pictures of SPD’s mand staff.

FULLY IN
names, bio
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline & Accountability #17

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION § X DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

SPD is using a private, for-profit company to outsource the work of drafting city poli

Change to Existing Policy(s): The City should terminate SPD’s contract with L
for updating/changing SPD policies that requires it to work collaboratively
ensure policy changes comply with existing law and current POST standa

y

e City should establish a process
the City Attorney's Office to

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

SPD has a contract with Lexipol that costs the city $150,000 a . Lexipol is a private, for-p
public oversight in drafting or adapting law enforcement poli fact, the comapany’s terms an
that Lexipol is not liable for the policies it drafts and adapts, lea sible if these poli
in court.

mpany that has no
itions specify
are challenged

For example, the City of Spokane was sued by t migration policy and agreed to pay
$49,000 in damages and attorneys’ fees to a ma ed and held for immigration
authorities after he was the victim of a car accide iola 7 ent rights. While Lexipol maintains

I”

against using words like “shal
mandatory rather than optiog

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 59:41
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Pagel0

City Council approved a contract in September 2019 to contract with Lexipol based on the following:
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e To support SPD with policy development and management while adding a web-based training component to
ensure that employees understand the policy changes and applicable legal requirements.

e To help ensure that the SPD's policies are current and compliant with state and federal legislative and legal
requirements.

e Alternative to adding additional full-time staff to the SPD's Professional Standards Unit to perform these
functions.

Since December 2022, SPD has only utilized Lexipol for legal updates. All policies are drafted and revised by SPD

employees and reviewed by the City Attorney’s Office prior to implementation. The or Lexipol services is $10,000
annually.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

" v

: y N

APPENDIX

s accessible database for modeling its
policy drafts at an annual cost of $10,000. While at Lexipol is no longer drafting SPD

history of bad policies that have cost other cities d L s of dollars in costly lawsuits and
settlements.

Additionally, while there appears i@
revising department policies, y 3 between SPD and OPSA in this practice in addition to
a lack of cooperation or trag 0ts necessary for OPSA investigations.

The Commission insists SPD c8 i drafting and revising SPD policies prior to

implementation, including in find . . i ith a better track-record for fair, equitable, and
sustainable modg ici : . ion has also issued additional recommendations for SPD to
aview prior to activation by the Chief (see Accountability & Organizational
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Discipline and Accountability #18

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING § X SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

SPD does not consistently analyze vehicle stop data to determine the presence and se of racial disparities.

Change to Existing Policy(s): Require SPD to continue analyzing vehicle stop ast every 3 years. SPD should
contract with a third party to determine the cause of racial disparities evid t recent data and should work
with experts and community advocates to ensure that vehicle stopSﬁ cial bias.

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
In addition to collecting vehicle traffic stop data and sharing sai
party to determine the cause of racial disparities evidenced b
community advocates to ensure that vehicle stops are not influe
analyze vehicle stop data at least every 3 years.

A

SPD RESPONSE

ief Lester:
er/clip/4964

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): ht
o Minute Marker: 1:00:44

id=21&meta id=631887

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

APPENDIX

PARTIALLY IMPLEMENTED. The Commission appreciates SPD’s stated intention to build a dynamic RIPA analysis tool to
enhance its decision-making and support evidence-based policing initiatives. While the Commission remains troubled
with the persistent racial disparities observed in SPD vehicle stops and traffic enforcement outcomes reported by the
Center for Policing Equity and OPSA, we recognize the uncertain fiscal situation the City is experiencing with a projected
$77 million deficit and deferred maintenance costs. In lieu of contracting with a third parties, the Commission insists the
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Department and the City provide transparent access to SPD traffic enforcement data for community-based experts and
advocates with the interest and capacity to review and analyze this data without a city contract.

<
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Internal Ad Hoc #1

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

The Commission does not have access to independent legal analysis under the City

Change to Existing Policy(s): Provide the Commission with access to legal cou ependent of the City Attorney's
office.

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
The City Attorney is the attorney for the City of Sacramento, as a
relationship is protected by attorney-client privilege, which pr.

For this reason, we recommend that the SCPRC haye access to legal co dependent of the City Attorney's office.
Independent legal counsel would afford the Co ight differ from the City Attorney. We
believe that the City Charter allows for this actio harter outlines the duties of the City
Attorney as follows:

a. '"The city council shall appoint a city attorney & € glifications, duties and compensation of
such officer. The city attg al co ity'g@Vvernment and all officers, departments,
boards, commissions g o e such other powers and duties as may be prescribed by

ncil. In situations where the city attorney determines

council may authorize the retention or other legal
attorney shall appoint all other members of the city

there is a conflict i
counsel to represent o
attorney's office."

SPD RESPONSE
/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:

inute Marker: 3
: https://sacra o.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887

SPD unable to implem rther input from other city departments and offices.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A

APPENDIX

=N/A
... SCPRCRESPONSE
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NOT IMPLEMENTED. In its audit of the SCPRC, the City Auditor found several deficiencies including the lack of
investment in the Commission, which corroborated this recommendation and others we submitted in 2020. The City
Auditor recommended the City Council determine the staffing needs and funding for the SCPRC.

Given the conflicts between community members’ interest and the City Attorney’s Office’s interest in protecting the City
management and police department from costly litigation, the Commission insists it needs access to independent legal
counsel where the commission’s recommendations may differ from the direction of the city management and police
department.

full City Council and the SCPRC
ission formally agreed to the joint
commitment to a Joint

for this recommendation.

On October 3, 2023, the Mayor and City Council requested a joint workshop betw
to discuss how to address the City Auditor’s findings and recommendations. O
workshop on October 9, 2023. Until such time as the Mayor and City Counci
Workshop, neither the Commission or the public can expect it any consid
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Internal Ad Hoc #2

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW
02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X
12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION
SCPRC is currently staffed by the Office of Public Safety Accountability (OPSA), but
has its own workload it must complete.

as extremely limited staff and

Change to Existing Policy(s): Provide the SCPRC with additional staff supp
another person to help fully staff the SCPRC.

| SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
Members of the SCPRC serve on a voluntary basis and needs a al staff support. SCPRC is
and has its ow

um, authorize OPSA to hire

tly staffed by the
load it must

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on O
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting):

o Minute Marker: 38:57
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.cd : i id=2#&meta id=631887

o Page2
SPD unable to implement, re urt ut from ot y departments and offices.
OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS
" “‘

APPENDIX

SCPRC, the City Auditor found several deficiencies including the lack of

orroborated this recommendation and others we submitted in 2020. To invest in

d the following recommendations:

ine the staffing needs and funding for the SCPRC.

2. tify resources to increase SCPRC’s community outreach.

3. The City Council s arify whether the SCPRC is responsible for issuing an annual report and provide
appropriate resources for production.

1.

The Commission needs more staffing support to complete report writing, meeting coordination (with stakeholders) and
other programmatic support beyond what is currently provided. OPSA staff used to support in these areas including e-
mails out of the commission to its "community list" for outreach. After the City Clerk’s Office took over running SCPRC
meetings, however, this support stopped which has shouldered this burden upon the SCPRC Chair and Vice Chair (who
are unpaid volunteers, by definition). While City Clerk Mindy Cuppy has acknowledged the lack of staff support and
insists the City Council is the only city body that can alleviate this situation, the Clerk has made this strain worse by
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demanding strict compliance with City Council Rules of Procedures and Sacramento City Code Chapter 2.40 which
changed the rules for all city boards, commissions, and committees. This includes refusing to communicate between the
SCPRC and relevant city agencies to complete time-sensitive actions necessary for SCPRC work, such as forwarding
approved work plans requiring City Council approval or attaching SCPRC reports and recommendations to appropriate
City Council staff reports.

We have learned from inside sources that the SCPRC experience with city staff is vastly different compared with other
City Boards, Commissions, and Committees who are staffed by the Departments they work with and are not required to
do half of the things expected of the SCPRC. In addition to producing our own annua orts and recommendations,
the Chair is required to draft and submit our own staff reports that are required tg city-imposed standards and
deadlines for public meeting agendas to be met. We must facilitate all communi s between the Commission, SPD,
and other city stakeholders, including status updates on official requests for jons and reporting. Sometimes,
we also must troubleshoot with fellow Commissioners who experience t i
meeting agendas from the city’s meeting page and confirming whethe i m the day of our meetings.

At this juncture, the Commission recommends the City Council i mento City Code
Chapter 2.110 to establish the responsibility of the City Cler nd the
Commission's overall authority:

1. The City Clerk should provide meeting support. This incl
reports and attachments recorded in the meeting minutes, ating interdepartmental communications
necessary for requested presentations be d City Council.

2. OPSA should provide staffing support. updates and annual presentations of
its complaint activity reports and informi i r-involved shootings and the
Inspector General’s findings once completée
support including research, report writing, keholders, and other

ist serve of its own but would greatly

e Meet witht issi g agenda setting meetings to directly address requests

On October 3, 2023, the d City Council requested a joint workshop between the full City Council and the SCPRC
to discuss how to address the"City Auditor’s findings and recommendations. Our commission formally agreed to the joint
workshop on October 9, 2023. Until such time as the Mayor and City Council honors its commitment to a Joint
Workshop, neither the Commission or the public can expect it any consideration or action for this recommendation.

1) How much staff support will the City Council approve for the Commission?
2) Will additional support be provided such as for research, report writing, and meeting coordination (with
stakeholders) and other programmatic support beyond what is currently provided?
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Internal Ad Hoc #3

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW
02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT
12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION
SPD has no required to attend SCPRC meetings or respond directly to the SCPRC to

s requests or inquiries.

Amend City Code 2.110: Require an SPD liaison to meet with the SCPRC Chair,
requests and respond directly instead of having to use OPSA as an interme

air, and OPSA staff to address

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
The SCPRC role is to provide independent review of police progra help elevate com
effectiveness can be increased by building a collaboratively w elationship with SPD.

VN

voices. The SCPRC's

SPD RESPONSE
Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, present@
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): htps://sacramento.gra
o Minute Marker: 39:08
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicu
o Page?2

Chief Lester:
com/player/clip/4964

1&meta id=631887

As of February 2023, commission chair and vice chair 3 S gularly meeting with the Professional

Since October 2023, SPD very month mission meeting and plans to continue sending an SPD
staff member to future me

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

APPENDIX

SCPRC, the City Auditor found several deficiencies including the lack of
investment in the CO i corroborated this recommendation and others we submitted in 2020. To invest in
the Commission, the C i sued the following recommendations:
1. The City Council s getermine the staffing needs and funding for the SCPRC.
2. The City Council should identify resources to increase SCPRC’s community outreach.
3. The City Council should clarify whether the SCPRC is responsible for issuing an annual report and provide
appropriate resources for production.

As recently as August 2024, the Mayor and City Council has issued multiple directions for SPD to work collaboratively
with the SCPRC, including meeting with SCPRC to discuss its response to our recommendations. However, the two
biggest obstacles to meaningful collaboration have presented themselves in the current City Manager Howard Chan and
Police Chief Katherine Lester — who has personally accused individual commissioners of creating a “hostile work
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environment” based on a perceived “bias against law enforcement” — both of whom have refused to comply with
Council directions and even retaliated against the full Commission by ordering SPD’s disengagement based on their
personal disagreements and prejudices against certain commissioners that had nothing to do with their role or
Commission work. These actions have wasted as much as 13 months of the Commission’s public and private meeting
times with SPD liaisons we started engaging with on a biweekly basis. This has disrupted our approved annual work
plans and inhibited our function and efficiency in performing our duties for the last 2 years.

At this juncture, the Commission recommends the City Council should amend by resolution Sacramento City Code
Chapter 2.110 to establish the responsibility of the City Clerk's office, OPSA, and SP the SCPRC and the
Commission's overall authority:

1. The City Clerk should provide meeting support. This includes preparin
reports and attachments recorded in the meeting minutes, and coor
necessary for requested presentations between SCPRC, SPD, OPS

2. OPSA should provide staffing support. This includes presenti d annual presentations of
its complaint activity reports and informing the Commissio ootings and the
Inspector General’s findings once completed. OPSA sho rovide additional staff
support including research, report writing, meeting c
programmatic support such as outreach. The Commis ould greatly
appreciate staff support in increasing contacts and maint i

3. SPD must operate as a collaborative partner with the Com
required to:

® Meet with the Commission and
instead of having OPSA or the Cit
e Require that SPD have a uniformed onthly meetings to respond to
guestions and information requests.
e Require SPD to repo oncerning Body Worn Cameras, Foot

eports, forwarding relevant
interdepartmental communications

OPSA. To this effect, SPD should be

meetings to directly address requests

® Require tha i i ative, meet with the SCPRC to provide feedback to
e drafting process.
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Internal Ad Hoc #4

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW
02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT | X
12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

City Code requires a quorum of no less than six SCPRC members to conduct busines ut a contingency for

vacancies.

Amend City Code 2.110.090: Change language determining a quorum of S
serving on the Commission in the event of any vacancy or vacancies.‘
i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

The SCPRC consist of 11 members. City Code states that “quor uired for the commission
members” (Sacramento City Code section 2.110.090). This cr r the SCPRC to e incapable of
conducting public meetings if vacancies on the commission wer ore members. efore, we
recommend that the City Council amend the City Code to allow tha of any vacancy or vacancies, that

guorum be the majority of members serving on thi Commission.

s to be the majority of members

duct business is six

i SPD RESPONSE
Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06 um Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): http i er/clip/4964

o Minute Marker: 40:18

e Staff Report: https: icus. id=21&meta id=631887

departments and offices.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

APPENDIX

SCPRC, the City Auditor found several deficiencies including the lack of
investment in the CO i corroborated this recommendation and others we submitted in 2020. To invest in
i ommended the City Council should clarify the purpose, powers, and duties of the
SCPRC and memorialize the anges in City Code.
At this juncture, the Commission recommends the City Council should amend by resolution Sacramento City Code
Chapter 2.110 to establish the responsibility of the City Clerk's office, OPSA, and SPD to the SCPRC and the
Commission's overall authority:
1. The City Clerk should provide meeting support. This includes preparing staff reports, forwarding relevant
reports and attachments recorded in the meeting minutes, and coordinating interdepartmental communications
necessary for requested presentations between SCPRC, SPD, OPSA and City Council.
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2. OPSA should provide staffing support. This includes presenting quarterly updates and annual presentations of
its complaint activity reports and informing the Commission about all officer-involved shootings and the
Inspector General’s findings once completed. OPSA should also be given the resources to provide additional staff
support including research, report writing, meeting coordination between stakeholders, and other
programmatic support such as outreach. The Commission has started a list serve of its own but would greatly
appreciate staff support in increasing contacts and maintaining it.

3. SPD must operate as a collaborative partner with the Commission and OPSA. To this effect, SPD should be
required to:

o Meet with the Commission and OPSA staff during agenda setting me
instead of having OPSA serve as an intermediary.

e Require that the Police Chief, or their representative, meet wit
SCPRC about its recommendations as part of the drafting pr

e Require that SPD have a uniformed police liaison present
guestions and information requests.

e Require that SPD give presentations to the Commis
Commission.

e Require that SPD respond in good faith to re

s to directly address requests

CPRC to provide feedback to
thly meetings to respond to

the scope of the

cil and the SCPRC
r commission formally agreed to the joint
onors its commitment to a Joint

or action for this recommendation.

to discuss how to address the City Auditor’s findings and recommen
workshop on October 9, 2023. Until such time as
Workshop, neither the Commission or the publi

t it any conside
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Internal Ad Hoc #5

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

Inspector General lacks the autonomy and resources to conduct independent investi s of officer-involved shootings

in a transparent or efficient manner.

Amend City Charter Section 34: The Inspector General (IG) position to be i f OPSA supervision and should

be granted subpoena power.

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
In 2016 OPSA was restructured, given addltlonal powers and “under the direction of t
the city, by pu

council, rather than
e office of public

safety accountability in a direct relationship with the citizens’ el es (Ord. 2016-0054¥”" In 2020, the
City Council approved the Mayor’s plan to create an Inspector Gen t OPSA with full independence and
authority to investigate officer-involved shootings hat result in serious bodily injury or death
Some of the additional powers granted to OPSA & i i 22, the Sacramento City Code, which

committee of the council, to issue
, establish the procedures for the
hority that the new IG will be able to

among other things states, “as needed, request thg
subpoenas as provided in section 34 of the charter.
request, issuance, and service of those subpoenas.

' memorieS and potential testimony may change within the undeterminable time
b be approved. This would create a wide window of time for a police officer to
monies to change, coercion of witnesses, or for time-sensitive evidence to be

avoid accountal allowing for

lost or go cold.

With this in mind, the Co recommends the IG should be a separate entity from OPSA with its own subpoena
power. This change would rég@#fire a charter amendment, as Sacramento City Charter Section 34 limits the subpoena
power to the City Council or to any committee of the City Council Members.

i SPD RESPONSE
Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 40:45
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
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o Page3

SPD unable to implement, requires further input from other city departments and offices.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A

APPENDIX

NOT IMPLEMENTED. In its audit of the SCPRC, the City Auditor found sever ies including the lack of
investment in the Commission, which corroborated this recommendatio bmitted in 2020. To invest in
the Commission, the City Auditor recommended the City Council sho owers, and duties of the

SCPRC and memorialize these changes in City Code.

At this juncture, the Commission recommends the City Cou nto City Code
Chapter 2.110 to establish the responsibility of the City Clerk
Commission's overall authority:

4. The City Clerk should provide meeting support. This include

necessary for requested presentations b3
5. OPSA should provide staffing support. T
its complaint activity reports and informing
Inspector General’s findings once completed?
support including researchdiep

6. SPD must operateé ommission and OPSA. To this effect, SPD should be
required to:

® Meet with the issf g - agenda setting meetings to directly address requests
insteaehof having O

eneral orders or policy updates concerning Body Worn Cameras, Foot
2 to the SCPRC before they are activated.

Chief, or their representative, meet with the SCPRC to provide feedback to
endations as part of the drafting process.

On October 3, 2023, the Mayor and City Council requested a joint workshop between the full City Council and the SCPRC
to discuss how to address the City Auditor’s findings and recommendations. Our commission formally agreed to the joint
workshop on October 9, 2023. Until such time as the Mayor and City Council honors its commitment to a Joint
Workshop, neither the Commission or the public can expect it any consideration or action for this recommendation.
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Internal Ad Hoc #6

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW
02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X
12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION
Inspector General lacks the autonomy and resources to conduct independent investi
in a transparent or efficient manner.

s of officer-involved shootings

ommendations directly to the
clude, if requested, access to
ing police records related

Changes to Existing Policy(s): Require the IG to report its factual determin
SCPRC and the Mayor and City Council. The IG’s investigation report to th
information available to the public pursuant to SB 1421 (Chapter 98
to:

ntrol weapons by an offi
to the head gf neck area;

(1) incidents involving the discharge of a firearm or electr
(2) incidents involving strikes of impact weapons or proj
(3) incidents of deadly force or serious bodily injury by an o
(4) incidents of sustained sexual assault by an officer; or

(5) incidents relating to sustained findings of iishonesty by a poli

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
The IG is tasked with providing recommendations

whether officers should be disciplined or terminate
Commission recommends the |G to report its factual

s policies were violated and
ependent oversight entity, the
RC and the Mayor and City Council. It

The thought is for the IG to y Council and the SCPRC before the City Manager
makes a final determination o ensure transparency and accountability, the SCPRC
should be tasked to take the Insp@ : 5 hey are presented to the City Council and make its own
recommendatj isci ination. PRC recommendations should be presented to the City

i SPD RESPONSE
Sacramen #2) on OV01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
eeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964

o
e Staff Repo : to.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Page

SPD unable to implement, ré@tires further input from other city departments and offices.

It should be noted, since SB16 and SB1421 were enacted, SPD uploads for community dissemination of:
e Incidents of public interest
e Officer-involved shootings
e In-custody deaths
e Discharge of a firearm
e Use of force incidents resulting in death or great bodily injury
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e Sustained findings of unreasonable or excessive force

e Sustained findings of an officer failing to intervene during unreasonable or excessive force
e Sustained findings of officer sexual assault involving a member of the public

e Sustained findings of dishonesty

e Sustained findings of bias

e Sustained findings of unlawful arrest or search

Incidents of Public Interest:
https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/police/police-transparency/incidents-of-public-i

Release of Police Officer Personnel Records (PC 832.7b):

https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/police/police-transparency/release-of- r-personnel-records--pc-832-7-b-

A
OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

" &

APPENDIX

NOT IMPLEMENTED. In its audit of the SCPRC, t

the Commission, the City Auditor recommended thé i pose, powers, and duties of the
SCPRC and memorialize these changes in City Code.

At this juncture, the Commis hould amend by resolution Sacramento City Code
Chapter 2.110 to establis < i i s office, OPSA, and SPD to the SCPRC and the
Commission's overall authg€

4. The City Clerk should i . Thi des preparing staff reports, forwarding relevant
g MinUEEs, and coordinating interdepartmental communications
, SPD, OPSA and City Council.

outreach. The Commission has started a list serve of its own but would greatly
: pasing contacts and maintaining it.
6. SPD must 3 prative partner with the Commission and OPSA. To this effect, SPD should be

e Meetw mission and OPSA staff during agenda setting meetings to directly address requests
instead of I g OPSA or the City Manager’s Office serve as an intermediary.

e Require that SPD have a uniformed police liaison present at all SCPRC monthly meetings to respond to
guestions and information requests.

® Require SPD to report any new general orders or policy updates concerning Body Worn Cameras, Foot
Pursuit, Use of Force and Discipline to the SCPRC before they are activated.

e Require that the Police Chief, or their representative, meet with the SCPRC to provide feedback to
SCPRC about its recommendations as part of the drafting process.

e Require that SPD give presentations to the Commission on topics that fall within the scope of the
Commission.
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e Require that SPD respond in good faith to reasonable Commission questions.

On October 3, 2023, the Mayor and City Council requested a joint workshop between the full City Council and the SCPRC
to discuss how to address the City Auditor’s findings and recommendations. Our commission formally agreed to the joint
workshop on October 9, 2023. Until such time as the Mayor and City Council honors its commitment to a Joint
Workshop, neither the Commission or the public can expect it any consideration or action for this recommendation.

<
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Internal Ad Hoc #7

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

The City does not have a formal process or policy that requires City Council to vote action on the

recommendations received by the SCPRC.

Amend City Code Chapter 2.40: Adopt a process requiring the City Council
the SCPRC no later than three months from receipt. The City Council sho
and consider its recommendations by April of each calendar year. Th
Agenda as an action item so the City Council has the ability to ap

e recommendations received by
C representative to present
on the City Council

ort should be
CPRC Recommend

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

the frustrations that the SCPRC and
he lack of a standard process for handling
it of the Sacramento Community Police

, the Measure U Advisory Committee, the Disabilities
Utility Rate Advisory Commission, the Planning and

to vote on the recomme eceived by the SCPRC no later than three months from receipt. The City should
receive an SCPRC representative to present and consider its recommendations by April of each calendar year. The report
should be placed on the City Council Agenda as an action item, so the City Council has the ability to approve SCPRC
Recommendations.

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 41:38
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e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Page3

SPD unable to implement, requires further input from other city departments and offices.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A

APPENDIX

NOT IMPLEMENTED. In its audit of the SCPRC, the City Auditor found sev
recommendation Process which corroborated this recommendation
Recommendation Process, the City Auditor issued the following re

2. The City Council should determine whether the SPD s
recommendations.

as October 8,2024.

On October 3, 2023, the May®
to discuss how to address the Ci 3 d endations. Our commission formally agreed to the joint
workshop on Octok
Workshop, ne
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Internal Ad Hoc #8

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW
02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X
12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION
SCPRC has no access or authority to review or provide feedback on new SPD genera

s or policy updates.

Changes to Existing Policy(s): Establish authority for SCPRC to review and pro
Council before the adoption of any new SPD general orders or updates to
Pursuit, Use of Force and Discipline.

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

The SCPRC role is to provide independent review of police pro and help elevate commu

effectiveness can be increased by building a collaboratively w reIationship‘ith SDP.
SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/Q1/2021, presented uty Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): acramento.grani /player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 41:52
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.
o Page3and4

dback to SPD, the Mayor and City
ning Body Worn Cameras, Foot

jces. The SCPRC’s

meta id=631887

SPD unable to implement, requig i : and offices. This recommendation may be

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A

APPENDIX

=N/A

NOT IMPLEMENTED. In its audit of the SCPRC, the City Auditor found several deficiencies including the lack of clarity in
powers and duties of the SCPRC, which corroborated this recommendation and others we submitted. To clarify these
roles, the City Auditor issued the following recommendations:
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The City Council should clarify the purpose, powers, and duties of the SCPRC. Council should memorialize the
changes in City Code.

The City Council should determine and codify the level of access to information needed by the SCPRC to fulfill its
City Code mandated duties.

At this juncture, the Commission recommends the City Council should amend by resolution Sacramento City Code

Chapter 2.110 to establish the responsibility of the City Clerk's office, OPSA, and SPD to the SCPRC and the
Commission's overall authority:

1.

The City Clerk should provide meeting support. This includes preparing staff rts, forwarding relevant
reports and attachments recorded in the meeting minutes, and coordinati rdepartmental communications
necessary for requested presentations between SCPRC, SPD, OPSA and uncil.

OPSA should provide staffing support. This includes presenting qua tes and annual presentations of
its complaint activity reports and informing the Commission abo i ved shootings and the
Inspector General’s findings once completed. OPSA should als s to provide additional staff

SPD must operate as a collaborative partner with th

required to:

® Meet with the Commission and OPSA staff during a g meetings to directly address requests
instead of having OPSA or the Ci n intermediary.

guestions and information reque
e Require SPD to report any new ge i rning Body Worn Cameras, Foot
Pursuit, Use of Force and Discipline
Require that the Poli
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM

2020 Internal Ad Hoc #9

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

SPD is not required to send a representative to attend SCPRC meetings to respon estions or requests.

to meet with the SCPRC at a
o provide feedback to SCPRC

Amend City Code Chapter 2.110: Require that the Police Chief, or their rep
minimum once a year and prior to the submission of the annual report t

about its recommendations. ’

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

The SCPRC was created to provide a venue for community pa
practices, and procedures (Sacramento City Code section 2.110%
and evaluating the City’s policing initiatives and programs. The SC
recommendations to Mayor and City Council annually. (Sacramento

tion in reviewing police depa
is furthered tas
o report and make its
section 2.110.020.C.)

policies,
ith monitoring

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06 ief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): http Ricus.com er/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 42:51

e Staff Report: https: granicus. i . Ve d=21&meta id=631887
o Page4

SPD representa ilable to review any material provided by the SCPRC.
OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

N/A

i APPENDIX

N/A

STARTED IMPLEMENTATION. In its audit of the SCPRC, the City Auditor found several deficiencies including the lack of
clarity in powers and duties of the SCPRC, which corroborated this recommendation and others we submitted. To clarify
these roles, the City Auditor issued the following recommendations:
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1. The City Council should clarify the purpose, powers, and duties of the SCPRC. Council should memorialize the
changes in City Code.

2. The City Council should determine and codify the level of access to information needed by the SCPRC to fulfill its
City Code mandated duties.

As recently as August 2024, the Mayor and City Council has issued multiple directions for SPD to work collaboratively
with the SCPRC, including meeting with SCPRC to discuss its response to our recommendations. However, the two
biggest obstacles to meaningful collaboration have presented themselves in the current City Manager Howard Chan and
Police Chief Katherine Lester — who has personally accused individual commissioners eating a “hostile work
environment” based on a perceived “bias against law enforcement.” Both charter s have refused to comply with
Council directions to collaborate, which includes open retaliation against the fu mission by ordering SPD’s
disengagement based on his own personal prejudices and disagreements wi Amendment activities of
individual commissioners outside the role and scope of the Commission’s jons have wasted as much as

efficiency in performing our duties for the last 2 years.

At this juncture, the Commission recommends the City Coun
Chapter 2.110 to establish the responsibility of the City Clerk's o PD to the SCPRC and the
Commission's overall authority:
1. The City Clerk should provide meeting supg ing staff reports, forwarding relevant
reports and attachments recorded in th i ting interdepartmental communications
necessary for requested presentations bé
2. OPSA should provide staffing support. Thi i tes and annual presentations of
its complaint activity reports and informing i || officef-involved shootings and the
Inspector General’s findings gnce completed. the resources to provide additional staff
support including resea writi i een stakeholders, and other
programmatic suppg . on has started a list serve of its own but would greatly
taining it.
pmmission and OPSA. To this effect, SPD should be

3. SPD must operate d
required to:
° ring agenda setting meetings to directly address requests

Office serve as an intermediary.

questions and
Require SPD to re eral orders or policy updates concerning Body Worn Cameras, Foot
d Discipline to the SCPRC before they are activated.

Chief, or their representative, meet with the SCPRC to provide feedback to
endations as part of the drafting process.

On October 3, 2023, the Mayor and City Council requested a joint workshop between the full City Council and the SCPRC
to discuss how to address the City Auditor’s findings and recommendations. Our commission formally agreed to the joint
workshop on October 9, 2023. Until such time as the Mayor and City Council honors its commitment to a Joint
Workshop, neither the Commission or the public can expect it any consideration or action for this recommendation.
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Internal Ad Hoc #10

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

SPD is not required to send a representative to attend SCPRC meetings to respond tions or requests.

Amend City Code Chapter 2.110: Require SPD to have a police liaison presen
respond to questions and information request.

e SCPRC monthly meetings to

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

The SCPRC role is to provide independent review of police progra help elevate com voices. The SCPRC's

effectiveness can be increased by building a collaboratively w elationship with SDP.
VN

SPD RESPONSE

Chief Lester:
com/player/clip/4964

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, present@
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): htps://sacramento.gra
o Minute Marker: 43:28
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicu
o Page4

1&meta id=631887

Since 2022, the Assistant City Manager for Public Safe 3 erving as SPD’s representative for
As of February 2023, com i i t access and regularly meeting with the Professional
ommission meeting and plans to continue sending an SPD

e Commissio jaison outside of regularly scheduled meetings by email and phone, as

well as h OPSA.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A

APPENDIX

=N/A

NOT IMPLEMENTED. In its audit of the SCPRC, the City Auditor found several deficiencies including the lack of clarity in
powers, duties which corroborated this recommendation and others we submitted. To strengthen the Recommendation
Process, the City Auditor recommended that the City Council should clarify the purpose, powers, and duties of the
SCPRC and memorialize the changes in City Code.
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The Mayor and City Council has issued multiple directions for SPD to work collaboratively with the SCPRC, including
attending all our public meetings as recently as August 27, 2024. Unfortunately, the two biggest obstacles to meaningful
collaboration are the current Police Chief Katherine Lester and City Manager Howard Chan — who countermanded
Council direction by appointing an Assistant City Manager who does not have the necessary knowledge or experience
compared with a sworn police officer. As raised during recent City Council meetings, the City Manager has refused to
comply with explicit Council directions, which includes open retaliation against the full Commission by ordering SPD’s
disengagement based on his own personal prejudices and disagreements with the First Amendment activities of
individual commissioners outside the role and scope of the Commission’s work. These actions have wasted as much as
13 months of the Commission’s public and private meeting times with SPD liaisons w rted engaging with on a
biweekly basis. This has disrupted the Commission’s approved annual work plans ibited our function and
efficiency in performing our duties for the last 2 years.

ion Sacramento City Code
SCPRC and the

At this juncture, the Commission recommends the City Council should a
Chapter 2.110 to establish the responsibility of the City Clerk's office
Commission's overall authority:

1. The City Clerk should provide meeting support. This inc
reports and attachments recorded in the meeting mi
necessary for requested presentations between SCPR

2. OPSA should provide staffing support. This includes pre
its complaint activity reports and informing the Commission
Inspector General’s findings once complesg@d. OPSA should also
support including research, report writi g coordination
programmatic support such as outreach. ien has starte
appreciate staff support in increasing conta iRg it.

3. SPD must operate as a collaborative partnée n and OPSA. To this effect, SPD should be
required to:

e Meet with the yagenda setting meetings to directly address requests
instead of hz i g Dffice serve as an intermediary.
on present at all SCPRC monthly meetings to respond to

arding relevant
al communications

reparing staff report
and coordinating interdepa
OPSA and Council.
pdates and annual®presentations of
ficer-involved shootings and the

en the resources to provide additional staff
n stakeholders, and other

erve of its own but would greatly

Require that i ons to the Commission on topics that fall within the scope of the
Commission.
Require that SPD pnd in good faith to reasonable Commission questions.

On October 3, 20
to discuss how to ad
workshop on October €
Workshop, neither the Co

such time as the Mayor and City Council honors its commitment to a Joint
on or the public can expect it any consideration or action for this recommendation.
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM

2020 Internal Ad Hoc #11

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED ; X PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

SPD is not required to report the status or timeline for implementing SCPRC reco ations once they are submitted.

Amend City Code Chapter 2.110: Require SPD to report to the SCPRC on th
are submitted to the City Council and SPD at the end of the year. SPD sh
recommendation pertaining to the police department if it was adopt
preventing the adoption.

e recommendations once they
to SCPRC on each
a timeline, or the reason

ill be adop

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
Once recommendations are shared with City Council and SPD a
the status of the recommendations. SCPRC recognizes that some

, SPD should re o the SCPRC on
ndations will require the City to amend
dations might be accomplished through

h recommendation pertaining to the

n preventing the adoption.

administrative changes. To that end, SPD shoul
police department if it was adopted, it will be a

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01 ty Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Spegi gting): https: . i /player/clip/4964
o Minute Marke
° : g . iewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887

es recommendations to Mayor and City Council. It is ultimately up to Mayor
ans and provide direction to the City Manager.

The Policé : i ager, not directly to the Commission. SPD regularly adopts
recommenda i | meetings and provides updates (outside the council process) throughout the

year.

As of February 2023, @ i SSioj ir and vice chair have direct access and regularly meeting with the Professional
Standards Unit’s Lieutena Y Shiraishi.

i OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

N/A

i APPENDIX

N/A
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STARTED IMPLEMENTATION. As recently as August 2024, the Mayor and City Council has issued multiple directions for
SPD to work collaboratively with the SCPRC, including providing written responses to our recommendations. In its audit
of the SCPRC, the City Auditor found several deficiencies including the lack of a formal recommendation Process which
corroborated this recommendation and others we submitted. To strengthen the Recommendation Process, the City
Auditor issued the following recommendations:
1. The City Council should determine a format and required content for SCPRC recommendations.
2. The City Council should determine whether the SPD should provide written responses to SCPRC
recommendations.
3. The City Council should determine whether it should vote on SCPRC recomm
4. The City Council should determine whether the City should track and repo
recommendations.

e implementation of SCPRC

1 recommendation (adding
te by the City Council (June

The Commission has approved over 178 recommendations every year sin
‘last resort’ and AB 392 language to SPD’s Use of Force policy) have ev

the SCPRC received that response. The Commission has waite ng as 4 years for SPD to iss
our earliest recommendations from 2018 and 2019. During th annual revi@w process of SP tary equipment
use (MEU), the department only issued written responses to 23
2023, several of which were duplicated despite receiving our appro e multiple times since October 2023.

The SCPRC has provided its annual recommend d by SPD. It is the department’s
responsibility to respond concisely about whethe emented, partially, or not
implemented. “Fully implemented” meaning comp “Partially implemented”
including an explanation of what was implemented

implemented” should accompany a ed. Responses should include an
estimated timeline for when SPZ emented — whether a specific date or an
approximate period of montk . tantly, it must be delivered in writing to allow for SCPRC
to review and reference wi itori ing i pentation.

Additionally, the Mayor and thé [ i agendize items for City Council meetings but have
refused to agendize &, Council vote despite multiple requests and specific

@mple, the SCPRC Chair was routinely invited to present the
ity Council until April 2021. After Council approved recommended

as not invited to present its annual recommendations for 2021 or

nity to present its 2023 annual report and recommendations in May
2024, this 0 stration was raised by members of the Active Transportation Commission, the
Disability Right i y Council who expressed significant frustration that city commissioners’ work
was being agend ( lendar, which Council Rules prevent an opportunity for Commissions to present

As it stands, the Commissi€ siders one of the biggest obstacles to meaningful collaboration on the backlog of
SCPRC recommendations to B€ the current City Manager Howard Chan. As raised during recent City Council meetings,
the City Manager has refused to comply with explicit Council directions and has openly retaliated against the full
Commission by ordering SPD’s disengagement based on his own personal prejudices and disagreements with the First
Amendment activities of individual commissioners outside the role and scope of the Commission’s work. These actions
have wasted as much as 13 months of the Commission’s public and private meeting times with SPD liaisons we started
engaging with on a biweekly basis. This has disrupted the Commission’s approved annual work plans and inhibited our
function and efficiency in performing our duties for the last 2 years.
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On October 3, 2023, the Mayor and City Council requested a joint workshop between the full City Council and the SCPRC
to discuss how to address the City Auditor’s findings and recommendations. Our commission formally agreed to the joint
workshop on October 9, 2023. Until such time as the Mayor and City Council honors its commitment to a Joint
Workshop, neither the Commission or the public can expect it any consideration or action for this recommendation.
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc #1

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION § X DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

SCPRC lacks timely access to pertinent data and information relevant to its review a nitoring of SPD policies,

practices, and procedures.

Changes to Existing Policy(s): Require SPD to provide the SCPRC a copy of ispatch data provided to the

Department of Community Response on a quarterly basis.

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
On July 1, 2020, the Mayor proposed, and the City Council app a measure to create an a
for 911 calls that are not related to Fire or Emergency Medica ice (EMS) response and do no ire a sworn police
officer. The new direction the city has taken could include the c y division with req@fred staffing
and/or the ability to contract out specific referrals to qualified com organizations. The goal is to have a city
program that can provide the most appropriate response to a person cing a mental health crisis.

ive response model

The City Council also approved the reallocation o dollars for the this new program to begin
immediately with the goal of effectively transferri or law enforcement calls for
emergency service to alternative first responders o of the first year, the reduction in

calls to sworn police officers and Fire Fighter/EMS wi ac what cost savings can be applied to

On July 14, 2020, the City
create a national model th to people in experiencing a mental health crisis. The

and while well intentioned, there are still too many

SPD RESPONSE
/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
s://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964

inute Marker: 1%
t: https://sacra
1,12,and 1

o.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887

As of June 2021, the nformation has been provided.

Based on the nature and senS#ivity of some of the requested information, SPD is unable to produce it. Additionally,
some of the requested information is not recorded, tracked, or maintained.

Additionally, statistics related to response to mental health calls can be found on the SPD Transparency Website, Crime
Statistics, “Monthly Chief’s Report”
e https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/police/crime-and-safety/crime-statistics
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OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A

APPENDIX

=N/A

PENDING FURTHER REVIEW. The SCPRC recognizes that several of the 2020 Mental Health Recommendations were
made at a time before the creation of the Department of Community Response (DC en the changes the City
Council has made and the establishment of the County’s Community Wellness Re Team program, it would be
prudent to revisit whether the collaboration between SPD and DCR is meeting pectations set when the DCR was
first created.

between the streets, the jails, and the emergency rooms in ci the country. As it stands now, police are
only equipped with temporary and gene j j spond to crisis situations.

beyond jails and e j ® of futility as complex behavioral issues move through our
Additionally, the capacity of our police, firefighters and
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc #2

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION § X DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

SCPRC lacks timely access to pertinent data and information relevant to its review a
practices, and procedures.

nitoring of SPD policies,

Information Request: Provide the SCPRC any available information that is its questions from July 2020 and

primary language.
4, Within all of the mental health related i

y were lethal uses of forces? Please provide a
mographics (race, age, gender, primary language),
e force)

; SPD RESPONSE
Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 1:01:22
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Pagell,12,and 13

As of June 2021, the majority of this information has been provided.
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Based on the nature and sensitivity of some of the requested information, SPD is unable to produce it. Additionally,
some of the requested information is not recorded, tracked, or maintained.

Additionally, statistics related to response to mental health calls can be found on the SPD Transparency Website, Crime
Statistics, “Monthly Chief’s Report”
e https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/police/crime-and-safety/crime-statistics

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

y 4

APPENDIX

iN m '

PENDING FURTHER REVIEW. The SCPRC recognizes that severa € 2020 Mental Health Ré
made at a time before the creation of the Department of Co qity Response (DCR). Given the ges the City
Council has made and the establishment of the County’s Com Wellness R&Sponse Team prog it would be
prudent to revisit whether the collaboration between SPD and D cetig & expectations set when the DCR was
first created.

mendations were

To the knowledge of current Commissioners, th&}SPE ever provided d esponses to these questions in writing.
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc #3

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

perform the City services it is
ion, and substance abuse

The Office of Community Response lacks the funding, resources, and staffing neces
tasked related to homelessness, mental health crisis, youth violence and gang in
treatment.

community-based mental
ity Response. The City
ealth services and

Changes to Existing Policy(s): Reallocate at least $5M annually from the
health response programs, such as MH First to work in partnership wi
should create a transparent and equitable process for contractin
provide support for community-based entities to become eligi

e Office of Co
mmunity-based m
city contraction.

-\

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

Even without department specific data, it is clear that law enforce s to mental health crises are
inappropriate, and often escalate the situation and result in inapprop s of force, in some cases even leading to
the killing of a member of our community who gedical attention? nwide, people experiencing the signs
and symptoms of a mental health crisis are 16 ti 0 be killed by orcement as their peers. Black men
experiencing mental health crises are more likely any other demographic. It is
abundantly clear that dispatching law enforcement % only endangers our community,
particularly Black and Brown residents.

Police Department investi isis i ini very officer and developing a mobile crisis response unit,
the California Attorney Gene - €

reviewed, and, most alarmingly ; s reviewed displayed
ttilize de-escalation™".

issues with the tactical choices

€t available at this time, approximately a dozen community members
e initiative.

citywide crisis response. In OR@€r to further the goal of equity, the process for contracting for these services should be
transparent and should ensure that community-based entities without a history of city contracting are eligible and are
supported throughout the process.

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:

e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 1:03:22
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e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Pagel3

SPD unable to implement, requires further input from other city departments and offices.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

=N/A

APPENDIX

PENDING FURTHER REVIEW. The SCPRC recognizes that several of the 2
made at a time before the creation of the Department of Community
Council has made and the establishment of the County’s Communi
prudent to revisit whether the collaboration between SPD and
first created.

Recommendations were
he changes the City
ogram, it would be

ponse (DCR).
ness Response
meeting the expectatio

The deficiencies that lead to the creation of DCR are best articulat

Response Model — Office of Community Response” which states:
“The City’s traditional emergency servic ding police, fire,
the types of crises that are discussed in tf 2 inability of tr al emergency services to resolve crisis
situations, particularly in cases of mental he ( imate part ence, has created a revolving door

0 agenda memo titled “911 Alternative

T services--are not equipped to resolve

between the streets, the jails, and the emergé
only equipped with temposa

gss the country. As it stands now, police are
pond to crisis situations.

ycle of futility as complex behavioral issues move through our
out resolution. Additionally, the capacity of our police, firefighters and
ey can resolve is effectively diminished.”
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc #4

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW
02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X
12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

The Office of Community Response lacks the funding, resources, and staffing neces
tasked related to homelessness, mental health crisis, youth violence and gang in
treatment.

perform the City services it is
ion, and substance abuse

Changes to Existing Policy(s): Allocate at least $20M annually from the S
local, community-based organizations to provide mental health prev
program should focus on resourcing community agencies who ser,

lish a grant program for
and treatment. The grant
ted by police violence.

n, early interv
communities mos

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE
In order to meet the critical need for mental health services, inc
mental health response programs, we additionally recommend tha
establish a grant program for local, community-based organizations to
intervention, and treatment. The grant progra Cus on resourci
communities most impacted by police violence.

tacted by the cc,unity—based
cated annually from the SPD budget to
e mental health prevention, early

munity agencies who serve the

SPD RESPONSE

Chief Lester:

ity departments and offices.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

N/A‘ ‘ ‘

APPENDIX

PENDING FURTHER R RC recognizes that several of the 2020 Mental Health Recommendations were
made at a time before th n of the Department of Community Response (DCR). Given the changes the City
Council has made and the establishment of the County’s Community Wellness Response Team program, it would be
prudent to revisit whether the collaboration between SPD and DCR is meeting the expectations set when the DCR was
first created.

The deficiencies that lead to the creation of DCR are best articulated in July 1, 2020 agenda memo titled “911 Alternative
Response Model — Office of Community Response” which states:
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“The City’s traditional emergency services--including police, fire, and EMT services--are not equipped to resolve
the types of crises that are discussed in this memo. The inability of traditional emergency services to resolve crisis
situations, particularly in cases of mental health crisis and intimate partner violence, has created a revolving door
between the streets, the jails, and the emergency rooms in cities across the country. As it stands now, police are
only equipped with temporary and generally ineffective measures to respond to crisis situations.

The City of Sacramento currently dispatches only traditional emergency services including Police, Fire, and
Emergency Medical Services to 911 calls. However, these responders often ar adequately equipped,
authorized or trained to resolve certain emergencies or crisis situations su ehavioral health, addiction, and
homelessness. Additionally, these traditional first responders do not h dy access to treatment options
beyond jails and emergency rooms. The result is a cycle of futility a avioral issues move through our
our police, firefighters and
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc #5

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION § X DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

perform the City services it is
ion, and substance abuse

The Office of Community Response lacks the funding, resources, and staffing neces
tasked related to homelessness, mental health crisis, youth violence and gang in
treatment.

but not limited to:

(1) training and requiring SPD officers to request the comm
upon assessment that mental health may be a factorin an i

(2) requiring SPD officers to maintain time and distance until the

death or serious bodily injury.

arrives, absent an immediate threat of

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

In order to integrate community-based mental he Jlthi e ices with ‘nt 911 system in the near-term,
we recommend the hiring of trained mental health i calls at atch and appropriately divert
requests for service to the community-based mental ddition, the existing SPD mobile crisis

response program should be maog : i i -based response system.

team immediately upon as factor in the incident. Officers should be required to
maintain time and distance unt s t an immediate threat of death or serious bodily

injury.

SPD RESPONSE

/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
s://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964

inute Marker: 1%
t: https://sacra

o.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887

Since 2016, all officers
Professional Training (CP
importance of de-escalation?

e https://www.cityofsacramento.gov/police/police-transparency/education-and-training-materials

extensive CIT training and are annually required to attend 40 hours of Continued
as included a variety of contemporary police-related topics and trends, to include the

Unfortunately, there does not exist any community-based mental health response teams available to officers.

SPD unable to implement, requires further input from other city departments and offices.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS
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N/A

APPENDIX

=N/A

PENDING FURTHER REVIEW. The SCPRC recognizes that several of the 2020 Mental Health Recommendations were
made at a time before the creation of the Department of Community Response (DCR). Given the changes the City
Council has made and the establishment of the County’s Community Wellness Respo eam program, it would be
prudent to revisit whether the collaboration between SPD and DCR is meeting the tations set when the DCR was
first created.

The deficiencies that lead to the creation of DCR are best articulated in J memo titled “911 Alternative
Response Model — Office of Community Response” which states:
“The City’s traditional emergency services--including polic 1 t equipped to resolve

The City of Sacramento currently dispat ti vices including Police, Fire, and
Emergency Medical Services to 911 calls.
authorized or trained to resolve certain emergenci 1 s behavioral health, addiction, and
homelessness. Additionally, i e ready access to treatment options

streets, jails, and ena i . Additionally, the capacity of our police, firefighters and
e js effectively diminished.”
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc #6

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW
02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X
12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION
SCPRC lacks timely access to pertinent data and information relevant to its review a
practices, and procedures.

nitoring of SPD policies,

Information Request: We request that the Office of Community Response
going work to coordinate community efforts to create systemic collaﬁ
i SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

On July 1, 2020, the Mayor proposed and the City Council app measure to create an al
for 911 calls that are not related to Fire or Emergency Medica ice (EMS) response and do no ire a sworn police
officer. The new direction the city has taken could include the c division with reg@tred staffing
and/or the ability to contract out specific referrals to qualified com organizations. The goal is to have a city
program that can provide the most appropriate response to a person cing a mental health crisis.

erly updates to SCPRC on its on-

ive response model

On July 14, 2020, the City Manager appointed Br the Office of Community Response to
create a national model that can shift how Sacram i cing a mental health crisis. The
creation of this new office was projected to take up i tioned, there are still too many
unanswered questions for the SCPRC to fully evaluat s over 2 years later.

SPD RESPONSE
06/01/202 sented by Deputy Chief Lester:
: https://sacr to.granicus.com/player/clip/4964

gViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887

SPD ung from other city departments and offices.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

APPENDIX

=N/A

NOT IMPLEMENTED. For its 2024 Annual Work Plan, the SCPRC has requested a presentation and discussion on the role
of SPD’s Impact Team within the Department of Community Response’s Incident Management Team. This request was
denied by the City Manager’s Office stating that DCR is not within the purview of the SCPRC, despite SPD’s stated role in
its work.
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Given the changes the City Council has made and the establishment of the County’s Community Wellness Response
Team program, it would be prudent to revisit whether the collaboration between SPD and DCR is meeting the

expectations set when the DCR was first created.

<
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc #7

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT i X

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

GO 580.01 Use of Force Review Board (UOFRB)

SPD’s UOFRB contains only department staff, and it is unclear the scope.

Adopt a New General Order: Establish a Serious Incident Review Board (
includes, but is not limited to:

(1) Reviewing of all reportable Level 1 and Level 2 uses of for
of force against a person demonstrating signs and sy
level.

(2) Analyze the case from the call for service to the conclus
training, and tactics that may have contributed to the inci

(3) Require the staffing include mental health professionals, com
member in addition to SPD staff.

(4) Require all written analyses by the SIRB ilable to the S d the public.

written scope of work that

s of force and all uses
the force reporting

ell as 10% of Leve
of mental illness, regard

embers, OPSA, and at least one SCPRC

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

Wh|Ie the Commission recommend that Sacramento aw enforcement response to mental

health crises, it is likely that SPD g i i i which mental health is a factor.
Therefore, and in light of the A al's findi tinue to recommend changes to the use of force policy
and increased accountabilj i s experiencing mental health crises.

According to SPD, they launch@ f i September 2020; however, this entity contains only
department staff, and it is unclea e, mission recommends SPD establish a Serious Incident
g also mental health professionals, community members,
eview Commission. In contrast with the current UOFRB, the SIRB would
W board, based on the successful model employed by the Seattle Police

evel 1 and Level 2 uses of force, as well as 10% of Level 3 uses of force and all uses
of force against' 3 ating signs and symptoms of mental illness, regardless of the force reporting level.
The SIRB would ana * he call for service to the conclusion of the incident including analysis of the

ave contributed to the incident. The SIRB would make available their written

analysis of the incident t0 e Review Commission and the public.

i SPD RESPONSE
Sacramento City Council Meeting (Item #2) on 06/01/2021, presented by Deputy Chief Lester:
e 2:30 PM City Council (Special Meeting): https://sacramento.granicus.com/player/clip/4964
o Minute Marker: 1:05:17
e Staff Report: https://sacramento.granicus.com/MetaViewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887
o Pagel4and15
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SPD implemented a Use of Force Review Board in 2020 per the recommendation from the Department of Justice. The
Use of Force Review Board'’s policy states:
The Sacramento Police Department shall objectively evaluate officer or authorized non-sworn uniformed
department personnel use of force incidents to ensure that force is used lawfully, appropriately and is
consistent with training and policy.
e GO0 580.01 — Use of Force Review Board — link

Allowing non-departmental staff to participate in reviewing an employee’s use of force incident cannot be implemented

as this topic is a contractual issue that is subject to labor agreements. Additionally, ting the appearance of staff
from other city departments requires further input from other city departments a ces.

OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

VA . 4 \

, VN

APPENDIX

N/A

NOT IMPLEMENTED. v
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RECOMMENDATION SUBMISSION AND RESPONSE FORM
2020 Mental Health Ad Hoc #8

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND IMPLEMENTED PENDING FURTHER REVIEW

02/08/2021 APPROVED AND PENDING § X SPD UNABLE TO IMPLEMENT

12/07/2023 PARTIAL IMPLEMENTATION DENIED
SCPRC RECOMMENDATION

The high rates of physical and mental health conditions among law enforcement offj eflect the need for medical

and behavioral support and treatment.

Changes to Existing Policy(s): Require SPD conduct recurring mental healt

driven.
-y

| personnel not tied to incident-

SCPRC RECOMMENDATION RATIONALE

Studies show that people under stress find it harder than peo experiencing stress to co ith others and
regulate their own emotions. Despite the prevalence of ment th issues amgngst law enforc thereis a
stigma around getting help. Additionally, many law enforcemen i t talking about t struggles will
result in stigma from other officers, career setbacks, and the sham j ir weapons removed.

health crisis are treated with dignity and
sponders have on realizing this goal.

Fostering a culture of emotional wellness within the d advancing the understanding
that high levels of stress are an inextricable part of th& jion recommends that recurring mental

health checks not tied to inciWstituted.

SPD RESPONSE

Sacramento City Council M
e 2:30 PM City Council (
o Minute Marker:

06/01/2021, nted by Deputy Chief Lester:
: o.granicus.com/player/clip/4964

iewer.php?view id=21&meta id=631887

SPD ag of mental wellness of our employees.
Since 2008, e positions for the Employee Services Unit which focuses on employee wellness
through coordin e assistance program, physical fitness, and oversees nearly 100 ancillary

Funding and grant oppor are being sought to offer recurring mental health checks.
OTHER CITY DEPARTMENTS

N/A

i APPENDIX

N/A
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PENDING FURTHER REVIEW.

<
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