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Amendéd in Board

FILE NO. 120046 | 3/13/2012 ORDINANCE NO.

{[Administrative Code - Establish Policy Regarding Participation in Federal

Counterterrorism Activmes]

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Administrative Code by adding Section

12A.84 to: 1) set City policy regarding participation in Federal counterterrorism

activities; and 2) set parameters for Police Deparfment participation in the activities

of the Federal Bureau of lnvestlgation s Jomt Terrorism Task Forc__e and other

counterterrorism actiVities—aneLuiugmg-the—Chief-ef—Pehee%&amend—er—temeate

‘NOTE: . Additions are szngle underlzne n‘alzcs Times New Roman;

deletions are
Board amendment additions are double—underlined
Board amendment deletions are

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

Section 1. Findings. | | -

(a-)‘ It is the resconsibility of the Federal Bureau of Investigation (“-FBI”) to prevent,
nvestigate, and respond to terrorism in the United States. To assist in this mission, the |
FBI has established local Joint Terrorism Task Forces (“JTTF”) to share resoiirces and
coordinate among federal, state, tribal and local governments. |
(b) The San Francisco Police Department's (“SFPD”) participation in the FBI's
UTTF must be consistent with State. and local law, as well as nolicies established by thc

Police Commission and Chief of Police to ensure the protection of civil liberties and civil

‘rights, avoid profiling, avoid use of City staff and resources in federal immigration

enfcrcement, uphold supervision and accountability procedures to provide for consistent
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application of SF.PD"Vs standards, guarantee civilian oversight, providetransparency
consistent with the natute of the SFPD's mission, and enhance public conﬁdence. The
SFPD’s prior JTTF a_rrangement‘s with the FBI addressed t-hese_ ‘import_ant local interests. '
The current arrangements — entered without public review — do not. | |

(c) In"1996, the FBI first proposed that the SFPD join the FBI and the Immigration

and Customs Enforc:ement (then known as the Immigration and Naturahzatlon Service) in

the local JTTF. (then known as the Bay_Area Counterterrorism Task Force). The FBI
proposed that SFPD participate u:nder'a- Memerandum of Understanding (‘;MOU")‘that the

|| SFPD determined would.req‘uire exemptions from certain Police Department General

Orders ("DGOS") that the Police Commission- had adopted to regulate and ensure cmhan
oversnght of mtelllgence act|v1tles and to facilitate compllance w1th the Clty of Refuge
ordlnance. In early 1997, with the questlon of SFPD s participation in the ,JTI'F pendlng

before the Police Comrnission for further discussion, Mayor Willie Brown’s ofﬁee

announced he “would not go along with or support any attempt to circumvent local policy.”

|| Shortly thereafter, the item was removed from the Police Commission’s agenda and the

SFPD did not enter the probosed MOU otjoin the JTTF. - ' , |
(d) ln 2002, the SFPD entered into a revised versuon of the JTTF MOU with the

- FBI (“2002 MOU™). The 2002 MOU contained six specn" ic clauses guaranteemg local

pollmes would fully apply to the SFPD’s actlwtles in the JTTF and ensuring local control
and oversight of local resources. In 2004,.SFFH>D_com-mand staff conﬁrmed publicly to the

Police Commission that, eon-sistent with that 2002 MOU, SFPD officers Were still

|| operating in strict compliance with local policies during their JTTF assignments. |

(e) In 2003, the Board of Supervisors passed by a 9 ~ 1 vote'a Resolution
Opposing the USA PATRIOT Act and related Executive Orders, which resolved in part

that “the City of San Francisco affirms its strong opposition to terrorism, but also afﬁrms |
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that any efforts to end terrorism not be waged at the expense of the fundamental civil
rights and liberties of the people of San Franoisco....” it further resolvedthat “to the
extent IegaI‘ly possible, no City employee or department shall ofﬁ'cially assist or. voluntarily
cooperate with investigations,_ int'errogationé or arrest prooedures, public or clandeetine,
that are in violation ot 'peop-le’s ot'vi'l-righte or civil liberties....” ,

() In 2007 the SFPD and FBI entered into another revised MOQOU governing SFPD
participation in the JTTF (*2007 MOU”) For the first tlme the FBI claimed that the MOU
rtself was “the property of the FBI” and “neither it nor its contents may be released without
authonzatron by FBI Headquarters.” State and local public records laws define a public
record to include any writing containing tnformation relatin,g. to the 'con'duot of the public’é
bdsineés that is used or retained by a local agenoy.' These laws permit local agencies to

claim relevant exemptions to disclosure' but they do not permit a local agency to deny

'requests for access to documents it uses and retains based solely on. the olalm the

| document allegedly “belongs to” an outside agency like the FBI. Nonetheless, the SFPD ,

signed the FBl S drastrcally revised 2007 MOU without lnformlng the Police Commlssron
or the public. The SFPD publroly released the 2007 MOU in April 2011, That 2007 MOU
remains in effeot

(g) The prevrously—undlsclosed 2007 MOU elrmlnated all provrsrons in the 2002
MOU that ensured the full application of local polrmes to SFPD officers, rnoludrng those'
that required “close coordination” with SFPD supervisors and allowed SFPD to retain’
responsibility for the conduct of lts officers. Instead the 2007 MOU places SFPD
members under the control of the FBI and holds them accountable only to federal ,

polrores whrch the 2007 MOU lists as the exclusrve ‘controlling documents.” Further the

2007 MOU states that SFPD members may obtain gurdance on rnvestlgatrve actrvrtles

only from the FBl and U.S., Department of Justice and expressly prohibits them from
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discussing their activities with their own SFPD. supervisors Without the speciﬁc approval of '
a FBI supervisor |

(h) The primary controlllng document” under the 2007 MOU i is the Attorney

Generai s Guidelines for Domestic FBI Operations ("Gurdelines") as last reVised by then-

Attorney General Mukasey Those Guidelines now authorlze a varlety of intelllgence

: gathering and surveillance activities in crrcumstances that are not permitted under

Calrfornia Iaw and San Francrsco standards. For example they authorize use of

Jsurveillance and informants without suspicion of criminal activity or any factual criminal

predicate. Effective October 2011, the FBI revised its Domestic lnvestigations and
Operations Guide, which is based on the Guidelines, to authorize activities such as

searching people’s trash without suspicion of wrongdoing and inﬁitrating}up to five .

‘meetings of a lawful organization before rules governing this so-called “undisclosed

participation” would apply. ’

o (i) The State of Caiifornia has a strong “rig"ht to privacy” that conflicts with many of
the intelligence activities that the Guidelines authorize for federal law enforcement |
officials. In 1972 California voters passed a measure establishing. “privacy” as-an

inalienable right under Article l, Sectlon 1 of the California Constitution. The official baliot

argument in favor of the proposition, co- authored by then-State Senator George o
. Moscone, stated in part — “The right of privacy is the right to be ieft alone. ltisa

| fundamental and compelling interest It protects our homes our families, our thoughts,

our emotions our expressions, our personalities our freedom to associate with people we .

choose. It prevents government and busrness interests from collecting and stockpiling

‘unnecessary information about us....”

() 'Citing rulings of the California Supreme Court, the California Department of

|| Justice has confirmed to law enforcement agencies in the State that this right to privacy
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provides greater protection than federal law against unwarranted intelligence gathering.

The California Attorney General's Model Standards and Procedures for Maintainin-g

} Criminal lnteillgence Files and Criminal Intelligence Operational Activities (2007) wams

local Iaw enforcement that gathering mtelligence without a factual criminal predicate .
based on reasonable suspicion of criminal activity v10iates California’s inalienable right to
privacy. | | |

- (k) ASFPD DGO on intelligence gathering forbids San FranCIsco police offcers
from engaging |n many of the actiwties that federal law allows In 1990 in the wake of
several controverSies over SFPD S inteiiigence gathering practices and acting on
recommendations from the Human Rights Commissmn and Board of Supervrsors, the

Police Commission appointed a speCiaI committee to draft new intelllgence gathering

_ pOllCIeS and protocols. That committee made up of SFPD command staff, Human Rights -

Commission staff and civil rights organizatlons crafted a consensus package of policy
proposals that the Police Commission adopted unanimously. The primary policy,
“Guidelines for First Amendment Activrtles ” remains in effect as DGO 8.10. |

() DGO 8.10 states that “(i)nvestigatlons of criminal activities involving First

Amendment activities are permitted provided that the investigation is justified and

lldocumented as required by these‘guideline’s." Those investigations must be based on:

reasonable suspicion of criminal activity, authorized in writing by members of the SFPD
command staff including the Chief of Police, and subject to speciﬁc Civiiian oversight
protocols involving a designated member of the Police Commission and the Offce of -~
Citizen Complaints ("OCC"). The OCC performs annual audits and submits a Written
report on that audit to the Police Commissmn | N

| (m) In 2003, the Police Commiss10n adopted DGO 5 17, "Policy Prohibiting Biased

Policing," which states that prohibited 'fbiased policing is the use, fo any extent or degree,
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‘Department has not properly performed a duty, except those complaints which on their

of race, color, ethnicity, national origin, gender, age, sexual orientation; or gender identity
in determining Whether to initiate any law enforcement action in the absence of a specific
suspect description." (Emphasis added.) . |

(n) The San FranCIsco Chaiter establishes dual systems for civilian overSIth and

| reVIew of the SFPD and its personnel. SFPD operates at all times under the oversnght of

the civilian Police CommISSIon The Chief of Police reports to the Police Commlssmn

The Pollce Commission has the authonty to adopt and amend the Pohce Department'
most authontative directives - DGOs - and the power to discipline members for vnoiating

those DGOs based on charges filed by the Chief of Police or OCC Dlrectcr [n addition to -

the Police Commission's oversight of the SFPD, in 1982 the voters established the OCC,

a civilian agency also under the oversight of the Police Commission. Under the Charter,

'the OCC investigates "all complaints of police mis_conduct, or that a member of the Police

face clearly in_dicate that the acts complained of were proper and those complaints lodged
by other members of the Police'Department." In addition to its investigative role, under -
the Charter OCC must submit reccmmendaticns for improvements in SF PD policies and

practices and the OCC Director may independently fi t' le dlSCIplInary charges on sustained

| OCC compiamts if the Chief falls to do so. The Charter requires all City departments

officers and employees, including the SFPD and its members, to prov1de prompt and full
cooperation to the OCC. .

" (o) The terms of the current JTTF 2007 MOU compromlse the ability of the Police
Commission and SFPD to effectively assure the public they are: (1) complying with the

inalienable state ccn'stitutionalright to privacy, (2) following their own policies including

IIDGO 8.10 "Guidelines for First Amendment Activities" and DGO 5.17 “Policy Prohibiting
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Biased Policing,” and (3') remainin'g.fully' under the fequired systems of civilian oversight
and review ‘ - -

(p) San Francisco is home to various lmmrgrant communities that contribute to the

| social, palitical, economlc and cultural richness of the City. These include Arab, Middle '

Eastern, Muslim and South Asran ("AMEMSA") communities. -On September 23, 2010 in
response to comments from the Chief of Police and concerns surrounding the SFPD ]
and FBI S possnble racial and religious profiling and survelllance of AMEMSA
communities, the Human ng\hts Commlssmn held a heanng to document the
community’s concerns and make reoommendations to address them. On February 24.
2011, the Human Rrghts Commission voted unanrmously to adopt and publish a report
entrtled Communlty Concerns of Surveillance, Racial and Religious Profiling of Arab,
Middle Eastern Musllm and South Asian Communities, and POSSIble Reactrvatlon of
SFPD Intelligence Gathering’ ("Report") which contalned 31 ﬁndrngs and
recommendations. ”

(q) After lnltrally clarmrng only the FBI had the authonty to do so, on Aprll 4,2011,
the SFPD released the previously-undisclosed 2007 MOU with the FBI in response toa

|l public records request from the ACLU of Northern California and Asian Law Caucus.

(r) On April, 5, 2011, the Board of Supervisors adopted un"animously a resolution

endorsing the Human Rights Commission’s Report commendlng the AMEMSA

community and Human Rights Commission for bnnglng forth the concerns and '

encouraging “the relevant agencies to consider lmplementlng the recommendations.”
(s) The Human Rights Commission’s Report recomntended, among other things,

that the Board of Supervisors:

Supervisors Kim, Avalos, Campos; Chiu, Olague, Mar _ . ) S
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(1)' “evaluate the need to pass more comprehensive protectlveordinances
that would ensure SFPD’s compliance with the California Constitutlon'and_ other state
privacy protections. . . .” |

| - (2). and Police Commission “ensUre that all SFPD officers, including those
deputized to the Joint Terrorism Tavsk Force, follow and comply with local and state |
privacy laws,'lncludlng DGO 8.10.” _ |
| - (3) “require the SFPD to provide transparency regarding SFPD’s

involvement and collaboration with outside agencies, such as the Federal Bureau of

Investigation....”

(t)On May 18,2011 the Police C\ﬁ)ommission held a joint hearing with the Human :
Rights Commission but has otherwise taken no specific action on these
recommendatrons The Chief of Police issued an internal Bureau Order on May 16, 2011

generally indicating oﬂ‘~ icers assrgned to the JTTF must comply Wlth state law and the

|| DGOs, but providing no guidance on how they are to do that in the face of thelr conﬂlctrng

federal obllgatlons under the revised 2007 MOU. Members of the SFPD assrgned to the

FBI's JTTF may face a varlety of serious federal consequences if they violate their

clearances and non- dlsclosure agreements tied to the terms of the 2007 MOU. They are

- subject to internal discipline if they violate SFPD pollmes The Police Commission and
Chief have not .responded to requests that they explain publlcly how officers should

handle these conﬂlcting obligatlons

(u) With the active aSSIStance and explicit endorsement of the federal government,

the City of Portland, Oregon enacted legislation on Aprll 28, 2011 that permlts local

, pollce involvement in JTTF actlvrtles but requires strlct adherence fo state and local

standards and provides for local superwsory control and accountabllrty civilian oversrght

and transparency. The leg‘lslatlon allows for local JTTF participation w1thout an MOU with

Supervisors Kim, Avales, Campos, Chiu, Olague,‘ Mar o
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the FBI, .but permits local Iaw enforcement and ClVIlIan officials to seek federal secunty
clearances and enter into any required non-disclosure agreements

(v) In public testimony to the- Portland City Counc;|| ‘high- ranking federal oﬁ"crais

| provided a variety of specific assurances and representations that this form of non-MOU,

Iocally—controiled JTTF participation would be acceptable from a federal perspective For
example the U.S. Attorney for Oregon DW|ght Holton, toId the Council, “[w]e’re prepared
to make sure that iocal authoritles get— that you, and that any civilian oversrght board

gets _ the information it needs to take any oversight action.” The FBI s national General

C.ounsei, Valerie Caproni, testiﬁed that “[w]e’ve had no problems with providing local

police departments and local oversight mechanisms the information they need in order to

provide appropnate over3|ght for their empioyees consistent with the need fo keep
classified information classified.” Whlle the City of Portland initiaiiy hoped the FBI Wouid
be willing fo enter into an MOU containing provrsmns addressmg local concems, U.S. |
Attorney Holton testified that the FBI suggested they proceed without an MOU and that

other unspecified cities are aiso participating in thelr local JTFF wrthout an MOU.

Immediately prior to the unanimous vote enacting the legisiation U.s. Attorney Holton

testified in support and fold the Council it would put the Portland Police “back on the

[JTTF] team” and into the “daily fabric” of the JTTF, "ge_t them involved in long-term

investigations from the g_round up,” get them “working cases” with the JTTF ‘twhether it's .
the early stages of a case, the middle ground or when cases develop further” and
participating inall JTTF briet"ngs whether they involved local, na.tional or international -

issues. In his testimony, U.S. Attorney Holton the top federal law enforcement official in

|t Oregon at the time, also lauded on behalf of the federal government the ! sensrble and

effective: CiVii rlghts proteotlon_s contained in the Portland legislation.

Supervisors Kim, Avalos, Campos, Chiu, Oiague Mar
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~(w) The Portla‘nd Iegiélation_represents a federally-approved method of local police
JTTF participation that does not reduire adherence to MOU conditions that the FBI
imposed unilaterally and secretly that are inconsistent with state and local sténdards

{

Therefore, thls ordlnance modeled on Portland s legislation, will allow the SFPD to

‘contlnue to partICIpate fully in FBI JTTF activities and assist the FBI locally in

counterterrorlsm efforts where appropnate, while ensuring local control, supervisory
accountability, civilian oversight and some degree of transparency.

5

Section 2. The San Francisco Administraﬁve Code is hereby amended by adding

Section 2A.84, to read as follows: o

SEC. 24.84. SAFE SAN FRANCISCO CIVIL RIGHTS ORDINANCE.

. (a) T itle. This Ordinance shall be known as the “Safe San Francisco Civil Rights
Ordinance.” ‘ .

(ﬁ} Pollcy

(1) Iz‘ is the polzcv of rhe Cztv and County of San Franczsco to assist fea’eral

agencies in preventing and investigating possible acts of terrorism and.other crzmznal activity only

in a manner that is ﬁ_llhl consistent with the laws of the State of California and the laws and

policies of the City and County of San Frqncisco. These laws and policies include but are ﬁqz‘

|| limited to: the inalienable right to privacy guaranteed by Article 1, Section 1 of the California

C’onsz‘z'tution; Section 4.1 27 o_[ the Charter of the City. and County of San Eranéisco regardi'nz the

role and jurisdiction o)‘ the Oﬁ(iée of .Cz'z‘z'zen Complaints (“OCC ) and the 'dutv of City and County

departments, officers and employees to provide prompt and full cooperation to the OCC; the “City

of Refuge” ordinance contained in Administrative Code Chapter 12.H: and the San Francisco

Police Department’s “Guidelines for First Amendment Activities” contained in Deparz‘ineni

General Order 8.10 or any successor policy or policies adopted by the Police Commission.
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(2) Except where preemptive state or federal law requires, departments, agencies,

commissions, officers and employees of the City and County of San Francisco may not enter into

or otherwise engage z'n any arrangement' agreement, memorandum of understanding, contract,

assz,gnment task force or joint operatzon or enforcement activity with any federal, state, local or

| other entity that is inconsistent with this polzcy Officers and employees of the City and County of

San Franczsco shall not be cross—deszgnated or deputzzed as federal or state agents zf the terms of

the deszgnatzon purport to authorzze Vzolatzons of this policy.

(3 ) Except where preemptlve state or federal law requzres departments agencies,

commzsszons officers and employees of the City and County of San Franczsco may not use any

'Cz'tv funds or resources - in a manner that is inconsistent with this policy.

(c) Agreements re‘garding Counterterrorism Activities. The Police Department shall

submit any proposed agreement between the Police Department and the Federal Bureau of

Dvestioation (“FBI”) re,qardzn,g7 the FBI 's Joint Terrorism Task Force or gny successor task force

or joint operation (c_oZZectiveZy hereinafier, “JTT, F ?) or other counterterrorism act‘ivities, or any

amerndment to an existing agreement with the FBI 're,-qardin,q the JITF or other counterterrorism

activities, to the Police Commission for approval at an open public meeting. The Police

Commission may approve the acreement or amendment only if its terms are fully consistent with

subsectzons (b) and (d) of thzs Sectzon

- (d) Conditions for JT T F Partzczpatlon The Polzce Department and its personnel may

| participate in the activities of the JTTE, with or wz'thout a written agreement regardzng that

participation, subject to the following conditions:

(1) Members' of the Police Department may engage in JTTF investigative,

assessment znz‘ellz,qence zntervzewzng and mformatzon-gatherzn,q activities onlv when those

actzvztzes are based on suspected terrorism that has an: artzculable crzmznal predzcate and

2) Members of the Police Department may participate in JITF investigative,
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‘assessment, intellicence, interviewing and information gaz‘herzng activities that znvolve First

Amendmem‘ acz‘zvzl‘zes only under the following conditions:

(4) the members have an articulable and reasonable suspicion of criminal

activity;

' (B) the First Amendment activities are relevant fo the criminal

investigation,. ' S ' ‘

(C) the Polzce Department member seekzng to partzczpaz‘e in the actzvzty has

submztted a written request for aul‘horzzatzan and the Chzefof Police has authorzzed the actzvzty in

writing;

(D) the Police Department retains the request for authorization and any
authorization; o S '

[E) bn a monthly basis, the Police Debartment makes ayailable all requests

for authorization and authorizations fo at least one member of the Police Commission for review;

(F) on a annual vbasis,—b’fhet‘—la-ter—tha-n—eaeh—rla-nua-%g the Police

Department makes available all requests for authorization and authorizations from the prior

calendar year to the OCC for review and auditing: and.

(G) the activity is consistent with the Police Commission’s “Rules of

Conduct for Inﬁltraforsl Informants and Undercover Officers” under Department General Order

8.10 or any successor policy established by the Commission.

. (e) Other Poli'cies and Procedures. The PoZi'ce Commission and the Chief of Police may

establish or maintain policies and procedures applying to the Police Department’s and its

members’ participation and activities with the JIT F._but only so long as the policies and

\procedures are consistent with the terms of this Section,

(1) Federal Security Clearance. If necessary and consistent with subsections.(b) and (d)

of this Section, members of the Police Department, Police Commission and OCC may seek or
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retain federal security clearances and may enter into or remain parties to federal non-disclosure

acreements to facilitate JTT 'F participation or to Supervise or oversee the JITF participaz‘ion and

activities of others. The FBl decndes whether o q@_nt federal securlty clearance or to

execute a federal non- dlsclosure agreement

(g) Repan‘m;,7 Requtrement

(] ) ‘By Januarv 31 of each year, the Police Department shall provzde a publzc

report with approbriare public information fo the Board of Supervisors on the Police Deparﬁneﬁt’s

work with the JITTF in the bfibr calendar year, includz’ng anj} issues related to.compliance with this
Section.

(2) By January 31 of each year, the Police Commission shall announce at a public

meeting appropriate public information about all requesz‘S for authorization and authorizatz'or_z;s‘

that the Police D.eparrmentrmade available in the prior calendar Veaf under subsection (d)(2)(E)

above.

(3) The OCC shall conduct and complete an annual audit of all requests for

authorization and authorizations that the Police Department made available under subsection -

(d)(2)(F) above, and Shdll provide a public report on its audit, with approbrial‘e public information '

|| including statistical analysis, to the Police Commission and the Board of Supervisors.

= (h) City Undertaking Limite\d fo Promotion of General Welfare. In under.takinz the

‘ adom‘zon and enforcement of this Chapter, the Ci zry is assuming an undertakmg only to promote the

zeneral welfare. This Sectzon Is not mz‘ended to create any newrights for breach of whzch the szy

| is liable in money dama,qes to any person who clazms that such breach proximately caused injury.

This section shall not be construed to szn‘ or proscribe anv other existing rights or remedzes

possessed by such person.

" (i) Severability. If any part Qf this ordinance, or the application thereof; is held to be.

| invalid, the remainder of this ordinance shall not be affected thereby, and this ordinance shall |
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‘By:

- otherwise continue in full force and effect. To this end, the provisions of this ordinanbé, and each

of them, are severable.

Section 4§ Effective Date.. This ordinance shall beCome effective 30 days from

. the date of passage.

DENNIS J. HEBRES |

KAfrHAR{E HOBIN F PORTER
Deputy City Attorney:

N
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FILE NO. 120046

R‘EVISED LEGISLATIVE DIGEST
(3/13/2012, Amended in Board)

[Adminiétrative Code - Es_tabllis,h Poliby’ Regarding Participation in Federal Counterterrorism
Activities] ' o - o : ’

Ordinance amending the San Francisco Administrative Code by adding Section 2A.84
to: 1) set City policy regarding participation in federal counterterrorism activities; and
2) set parameters for Police Department participation in the activities of the Federal
Bureau of Investigation's Joint Terrorism Task Force and other counterterrorism
. activities. : - : '

Existing Law

Cufrently, the City Codes do not address participation by City departments, officers and
employees in-federal counterterrorism activities. - ‘ ' :

Amendments to Current Law

The proposed ordinance would establish a policy to assist federal agencies in preventing and .
investigating possible acts of terrorism and other criminal activity only in @ manner that is fully
consistent with the laws of the State of California and the laws and policies of the City and.
County of San Francisco. The proposed ordinance would prohibit City departments, officers .
and employees from entering into agreements or using City funds or resources in a manner -
inconsistent with that policy, and would prohibit City employees from being cross-designated

. or deputized as federal or state agents if the designation was inconsistent with the policy.

" The proposed ordinance would require the San Francisco Police Department (“SFPD”) to -
obtain Police Commission approval for any (1) agreement with the Federal Bureau of
Investigation (“FBI”) regarding SFPD patrticipation in the FBI's Joint Terrorism Task Force or
any successor task force or joint operation (collectively, “JTTF”) and (2) amendment to an
existing SFPD agreement regarding JTTF participation. The proposed ordinance would also
. set minimum requirements for SFPD participation in JTTF investigative, assessment,
intelligence, interviewing and information-gathering activities.

In addition, the proposed ordinance would (1) authorize the Police Commission and Chief of .
Police to establish or maintain policies and procedures regarding JTTF participation and
activities as long as those policies and procedures at a minimum provide the protections set in
‘the ordinance, (2) permit-members of the SFPD, Police Commission and Office of Citizen =
Complaints to seek or retain federal security clearances and enter into or remain parties to
federal non-disclosure agreements, and (3) set audit and reporting requirements. = -
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Baoquound Informatlon .

The ordinance includes proposed findings of fact that desorlbe the history of the SFPD's
participation with the FBl's JTTF; applicable California, City and Police Commission laws and
. policies; and legislation passed by the City of Portland Oregon, regardlng Portland s
parﬂcrpatlon onitslocal JTTF.
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