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[Police Code - Private Protection and Security Services]  
 
 

Ordinance amending the Police Code to require the Police Department to perform an 

analysis for the implementation of Article 25, which, among other things, provides for 

registration of private protection and security services with the Police Department, to 

ensure that private security firms abide by all legal requirements and that they not 

engage in racial profiling or other discriminatory practices.  
 
 NOTE: Unchanged Code text and uncodified text are in plain Arial font. 

Additions to Codes are in single-underline italics Times New Roman font. 
Deletions to Codes are in strikethrough italics Times New Roman font. 
Board amendment additions are in double-underlined Arial font. 
Board amendment deletions are in strikethrough Arial font. 
Asterisks (*   *   *   *) indicate the omission of unchanged Code  
subsections or parts of tables. 

 
 

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco: 

 

Section 1.  Background and Findings.  

(a)  In November 1972, the Board of Supervisors added Article 25 of the Police Code to 

require all fixed patrols, street patrols, and private watchmen (sic) (collectively, “security 

services”), as defined in Article 25, operating within San Francisco to register with the Police 

Department (“SFPD”) and pay an annual registration fee to the Tax Collector.  Under Article 

25, SFPD is to set forth certain rules governing the operation of a security service that has 

registered, and is to receive information from the security service regarding its employees.  

Security services are required to carry certain types and amounts of insurance, and are 

prohibited from employing titles, clothing, insignia, or vehicles that could be mistaken for those 

of SFPD or the Sheriff’s Department.  In 1981, Article 25 was amended to restrict the drawing 

of handguns by employees of security services. 
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(b)  The Police Department is not currently implementing Article 25.  In a letter dated 

May 21, 2021 to Supervisor Stefani regarding the failure to implement Article 25, the Chief of 

Police indicated a need for a comprehensive assessment that would identify the number of 

security services that are operating in San Francisco, both corporate and small/local 

businesses, and the corresponding need to develop: 

 (1) an SFPD registration process that meets the requirements of Article 25; 

 (2) SFPD internal procedures to manage and sustain the other mandates of 

Article 25;  

 (3) guidelines for denial or revocation of registrations by the Chief of Police; 

 (4) an appeal process for denied or revoked registrations; and  

 (5) a plan to include logistical, procedural, and staffing components, along with 

timelines for bringing the SFPD into compliance with its obligations under Article 25, so that it 

may fully implement its provisions. 

(c)  This ordinance is intended to mandate a comprehensive analysis of what will be 

necessary and feasible to implement Article 25, as an important first step in reviving its 

provisions.  It is also important to update Article 25 to address concerns about racial profiling 

by security services companies that have been reported by members of our Black, 

Indigenous, People of Color (“BIPOC”) community when walking in certain neighborhoods or 

shopping in certain stores.  In the last couple of years, there have been reports of a security 

services company, without any justification, stopping youth from our BIPOC community for 

walking in one of our neighborhoods.  Similarly, there have been recent reports of members of 

our BIPOC community being confronted in stores by security services companies, without any 

justification, and accused of stealing food or shoplifting.  Incidents such as these are deeply 

humiliating to the individuals involved, may well be unlawful depending on the circumstances, 

and are just plain wrong.  The public streets and walkways in San Francisco are for the use of 
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all, as are stores that are open to the public.  Every person who is accessing these public 

spaces should feel free to do so without risking being victimized and humiliated by security 

services engaging in discriminatory practices.   

  

Section 2.  Article 25 of the Police Code is hereby amended by adding Section 

1750.21, to read as follows:    

SEC. 1750.21. ANALYSIS FOR IMPLEMENTATION OF ARTICLE 25. 

(a)  The Police Department (“SFPD”) shall, in consultation with the Controller’s Office, 

perform an analysis of this Article 25 that identifies: 1) the current state of implementation; 2) the 

desired state of implementation; and 3) the gaps in its implementation.  This implementation analysis 

shall include, at a minimum, assessment of the need for, and recommendations for: development of an 

SFPD registration process; development of SFPD internal procedures to manage and sustain other 

mandates of Article 25; guidelines for denial or revocation of registrations for failing to comply with 

Article 25; an appellate process for denied or revoked registrations; non-discrimination and 

elimination of bias requirements for businesses and individuals subject to registration under Article 25; 

penalties for engaging in discriminatory practices, and for the drawing of firearms in violation of 

Article 25; and a complaint process for any alleged violations of Article 25, including but not limited to 

violations of non-discrimination provisions.  The analysis shall also include a comprehensive plan, with 

strategic and operational components, an assessment of staffing needs, and a cost analysis, that focuses 

on feasible implementation of this Article.   

(b)  The analysis required under subsection (a) shall be completed and submitted to the Board 

of Supervisors no later than six months from the effective date of the ordinance in Board File 

No. 210869 enacting this Section 1750.21.  
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Section 3.  Effective Date.  This ordinance shall become effective 30 days after 

enactment.  Enactment occurs when the Mayor signs the ordinance, the Mayor returns the 

ordinance unsigned or does not sign the ordinance within ten days of receiving it, or the Board 

of Supervisors overrides the Mayor’s veto of the ordinance.   

 

 
 
APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney 
 
 
By: /s/  
 ALICIA CABRERA 
 Deputy City Attorney 
 
n:\legana\as2021\2100489\01545813 
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LEGISLATIVE DIGEST 

 
[Police Code - Private Protection and Security Services] 
 
Ordinance amending the Police Code to require the Police Department to perform an 
analysis for the implementation of Article 25, which, among other things, provides for 
registration of private protection and security services with the Police Department, to 
ensure that private security firms abide by all legal requirements and that they not 
engage in racial profiling or other discriminatory practices. 
 

Existing Law 
 
 In November 1972, the Board of Supervisors added Article 25 of the Police Code to 
require all fixed patrols, street patrols, and private watchmen (sic) (collectively, “security 
services”), as defined in Article 25, operating within San Francisco to register with the Police 
Department (“SFPD”) and pay an annual registration fee to the Tax Collector.  Under Article 
25, SFPD is to set forth certain rules governing the operation of a security service that has 
registered, and is to receive information from the security service regarding its employees.  
Security services are required to carry certain types and amounts of insurance, and are 
prohibited from employing titles, clothing, insignia, or vehicles that could be mistaken for those 
of SFPD or the Sheriff’s Department.  In 1981, Article 25 was amended to restrict the drawing 
of handguns by employees of security services. 
 The Police Department is not currently implementing Article 25.  In a letter dated May 
21, 2021 to Supervisor Stefani regarding the failure to implement Article 25, the Chief of 
Police indicated a need for a comprehensive assessment that would identify the number of 
security services that are operating in San Francisco, both corporate and small/local 
businesses, and the corresponding need to develop various processes to implement the 
provisions of Article 25. 
 

Amendments to Current Law 
 
 This ordinance is intended to mandate a comprehensive analysis of what will be 
necessary and feasible to implement Article 25, as an important first step in reviving its 
provisions.  It is also important to update Article 25 to address concerns about racial profiling 
by security services companies that have been reported by members of our Black, 
Indigenous, People of Color (“BIPOC”) community when walking in certain neighborhoods or 
shopping in certain stores.  In the last couple of years, there have been reports of a security 
services company, without any justification, stopping youth from our BIPOC community for 
walking in one of our neighborhoods.  Similarly, there have been recent reports of members of 
our BIPOC community being confronted in stores by security services companies, without any 
justification, and accused of stealing food or shoplifting.  Incidents such as these are deeply 
humiliating to the individuals involved, may well be unlawful depending on the circumstances, 
and are just plain wrong.  The public streets and walkways in San Francisco are for the use of 
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all, as are stores that are open to the public.  Every person who is accessing these public 
spaces should feel free to do so without risking being victimized and humiliated by security 
services engaging in discriminatory practices.   
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From: Katie Colley
To: Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: Public Comments in Support of Oversight for Private Security Firms
Date: Wednesday, January 12, 2022 5:46:23 PM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

Hello Members of the Public Safety and Neighborhood Services Committee,

My name is Katie Colley, and I live with my family in District 2 under the leadership of Supervisor Stefani. I, along
with a few other concerned citizens, reached out to Supervisor Stefani in November of 2019 after hearing about
some unfortunate and inexcusable interactions with children of color and private security firm personnel in my
neighborhood.  In one instance, a private security officer stopped a Black teenage boy who was on a public street,
held him without authority and threatened him with a gun.  In another instance, a member of this same private
security firm followed a 12 year old boy of color, verbally threatened him and took pictures of him without his
consent, again while he was walking on a public street. This kind of behavior is unlawful and must be stopped.

There are laws that exist today that require our Police Department to oversee and monitor private security firms, but
they are failing to do so. You have the power to change this injustice by moving this legislation forward today.

I am proud to live here in San Francisco, where we have enacted some of the most progressive police reform in the
country.  As a mother of two Black children, I feel it is safer for my children to walk our streets knowing that the
police are trained to combat racial profiling, have de-escalation training, wear body cameras and there are reporting
mechanisms should anything unlawful occur. But all this work for police reform does not mean anything if citizens
in our city can by-pass the police, hire private security firms and circumvent these protections, protections
specifically created for children who look like mine.

I implore this committee to move this legislation forward to the full Board of Supervisors. I ask you to help make
our streets safer by creating stricter oversight for private security firms. We simply cannot allow private security
companies to operate without oversight, and we must give citizens a way to report abuse by them.

Thank you to Supervisor Stefani for putting forth this legislation and for being a staunch advocate for this issue.
Thank you for your time.

Katie Colley

mailto:colleykatiea@gmail.com
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Leigha Weinberg
To: Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: Support for Oversight of Private Security Firms
Date: Thursday, January 13, 2022 10:22:24 AM

 

Hello, 

My name is Leigha Weinberg. I'd like to thank all of you for considering the ordinance
to exercise oversight of private security firms. I live in District 2 and have been a client of
private security services. I support the existence of those services, but do not believe they can
continue to carry on without oversight, as evidenced by the shocking harassment of children of
color who live in our neighborhood referenced by Supervisor Stefani at the start of the
meeting. If we are going to continue to allow private security guards, with guns, to patrol
neighborhoods in our city, we need the Police Department's oversight. 

Thank you to Supervisor Stefani for putting forth this legislation and to the SFPD for taking it
seriously. I am so glad this issue is being raised and addressed.

Best regards,
Leigha Weinberg 

mailto:leighaweinberg@gmail.com
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org


From: Barbara Holmes
To: Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: Public comment in support of oversight of private security firms
Date: Thursday, January 13, 2022 7:35:37 AM

This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted sources.

To the members of the Public Safety and Neighborhood Services Committee,

My name is Barbara Holmes and my family and I live in District 5. We are grateful for supervisor Stefani to have
introduced this ordinance and to supervisors Mar and Haney for hearing this item.

We moved to San Francisco with our family that includes two black sons and we have felt lucky to live in a place
where police is specifically trained to avoid racial profiling. I was appalled to hear about the behavior towards
children of color by some of the private security firms in district 2. I had assumed that there must be strong legal and
police oversight of those security firms, but it is clear that what is in place is not enough. As citizens of such a great
city it is our responsibility to protect all members of society and ensure their safety. As parents we teach our
children and especially our black boys to respect the police and follow their instructions for their own safety.
However, circumstances where armed security personnel can stop, question and intimidate children on a public
street is completely unacceptable. These firms need better oversight and the citizens need a reporting mechanism
when they are overstepping their responsibilities. I urge you to move this legislation forward today.

With kind regards,
Barbara Holmes

mailto:barbara.holmes@gmail.com
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org


 
This message is from outside the City email system. Do not open links or attachments from untrusted
sources.

From: Julia R. Eells
To: Somera, Alisa (BOS)
Subject: Support for Supervisor Stefani proposal of private security ordinance
Date: Thursday, January 13, 2022 4:30:43 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png
image004.png

 

I am writing to support amending the police code to require the Police and the Controller do a
comprehensive analysis on their role regulating private security in San Francisco. I believe the
Police Department needs to undertake this work to regulate private security. Thank you
Supervisor Stefani for introducing this ordinance, and to Supervisors Mar and Haney for
hearing this item.
 
As an employer and an educational institution in the city of San Francisco, I care deeply about
transparent and equitable treatment of community members in our neighborhoods.  Our
experience has been that private security firms have displayed biased and harassing treatment
of both our students and employees and I believe that the regulation of private security will
make an impact on creating a more safe and equitable experience for everyone in our city.
 
Thank you,
 
 
JULIA RUSSELL EELLS
Head of School
 

San Francisco University High School
3065 Jackson Street | San Francisco, CA 94115
Tel: 415-447-3100
www.sfuhs.org
 

 

mailto:julia.eells@sfuhs.org
mailto:alisa.somera@sfgov.org
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c: Of f ices of Chair Mar and Supervisor Stefani 
Rowena Carr, Police Department 
Lili Gamero, Police Department 
Diana Oliva-Aroche, Police Department 
Todd Rydstrom, Office of the Controller 
Peg Stevenson, Office of the Controller 
Mark dela Rosa, Office of the Controller 

 

M E M O R A N D U M 
 
TO: William Scott, Police Chief 

Ben Rosenfield, City Controller 
 

FROM: John Carroll, Assistant Clerk, Public Safety and Neighborhood Services 
Committee, Board of Supervisors 

 
DATE:  August 4, 2021 
 
SUBJECT: LEGISLATION INTRODUCED 

 
The Board of Supervisors’ Public Safety and Neighborhood Services Committee has 
received the following proposed legislation, introduced by Supervisor Stefani on 
July 27, 2021: 
 

File No.  210869 
 

Ordinance amending the Police Code to require the Police Department to 
perform an analysis for the implementation of Article 25, which, among other 
things, provides for registration of private protection and security services with 
the Police Department, to ensure that private security firms abide by all legal 
requirements and that they not engage in racial profiling or other 
discriminatory practices. 
 

If you have any comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to me 
at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, San 
Francisco, CA 94102. 
 



Introduction Form
By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or Mayor

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one):
Time stamp 
or meeting date

Print Form

✔  1. For reference to Committee.  (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion or Charter Amendment).

 4. Request for letter beginning :"Supervisor

 6. Call File No.

 7. Budget Analyst request (attached written motion).

 8. Substitute Legislation File No.

 3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

 2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

 9. Reactivate File No.

 10. Topic submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on  

 5. City Attorney Request.

Please check the appropriate boxes.  The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:

 Small Business Commission  Youth Commission  Ethics Commission

 Building Inspection Commission Planning Commission

inquiries"

 from Committee.

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use the Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Stefani

Subject:
Police Code - Private Protection and Security Services

The text is listed:
Ordinance amending the Police Code to require the Police Department to perform an analysis for the implementation 
of Article 25, which, among other things, provides for registration of private protection and security services with the 
Police Department, to ensure that private security firms abide by all legal requirements and that they not engage in 
racial profiling or other discriminatory practices.

Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: /s/ Catherine Stefani

For Clerk's Use Only




