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I. INTRODUCTION 

Quis custodiet ipsos custodes?  

(Who watches the watchers?) 

1. �Police today increasingly rely on technologies of surveillance, data 

collection, inference, and prediction. These technologies include tools like body 

cameras, license plate readers, data analytics, and predictive crime software. All of 

them have in common a reliance on artificial intelligence and enormous amounts of 

digitized data. We can refer to these tools broadly as �police surveillance 

technologies.� Elizabeth E. Joh, Thomas Wuil Joo, The Harms of Policy Surveillance 

Technology Monopolies, (April 26, 2021) (to be published in the Denver Law Review; 

available at https://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/papers.cfm?abstract_id=3834777.) 

2. Police surveillance technologies may help reduce crime. But they also 

pose a clear and present threat to the civil liberties of the citizens of San Francisco. 

The �inquiry in any given case depends ultimately on the judgment �whether, if the 

particular form of surveillance practiced by the police is permitted to go unregulated 

by constitutional restraints, the amount of privacy and freedom remaining to 

citizens would be diminished to a compass inconsistent with the aims of a free and 

open society.�� Amsterdam, Perspectives on the Fourth Amendment, 58 Minn. L. Rev. 

349, 403 (1974); see also 1 W. LaFave, Search and Seizure § 2.1(d), pp. 310-314 (2d 

ed. 1987).� Florida v. Riley, 488 U.S. 445, 700 (1989) (J. Brennan, dissenting)  

3. Recognizing that a balance must be struck, on June 14, 2019, the City 

and County of San Francisco enacted Chapter 19B �Acquisition of Surveillance 

Technology� by ordinance (�Surveillance Ordinance�) to help San Francisco 

differentiate between appropriate and inappropriate uses of surveillance 

technology, and to balance the potentially harmful effects of police surveillance 

technology, data mining practices, and public safety.1  

 
1 https://codelibrary.amlegal.com/codes/san_francisco/latest/sf_admin/0-0-0-47320 (Surveillance 

Ordinance; Proposition E amendments are not yet reflected online) 
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4. Although many other such frameworks had been adopted across the 

country prior to this effort, San Francisco generated international news coverage 

because it was the first city to include in its oversight framework a prohibition on 

the use of facial recognition technology. Many municipalities have since joined San 

Francisco in banning the use of this controversial and error-prone technology, 

including, locally, Oakland, Berkeley, and Alameda. 

5. Facial recognition technology is known for having significant 

difficulties accurately identifying individuals with darker skin tones or different 

genders. According to a 2018 study, the error rate is sometimes as high as 35% for 

darker-skinned women. Joy Buolamwini, Timnet Gebru, Gender Shades: 

Intersectional Accuracy Disparities in Commercial Gender Classification, 18 

Proceedings of Machine Learning Research 1�15 (2018). All the more concerning in 

the context of policing. 

6. San Francisco has a lengthy and troubling history of racist policing 

practices. When participating in a joint task force effort in 2018 to arrest drug 

dealers in the Tenderloin district, an ethnically and racially diverse neighborhood, 

all 37 people arrested and prosecuted were Black. The Black population in San 

Francisco has shrunk to only 6%. In a report made to its Police Commission, San 

Francisco police revealed that in the last quarter of 2022, they used force on Blacks 

25 times as often as Whites. The San Francisco Chronicle reported that police in 

San Francisco also detain Black drivers 4.4 times more than White drivers, despite 

San Francisco�s historically low Black population.  

7. The Surveillance Ordinance provides that the Committee on 

Information Technology (�COIT�) is responsible for reviewing surveillance 

technology proposals submitted by San Francisco departments.  

8. The Surveillance Ordinance applies to both technologies already in 

hand before enactment of the ordinance, and future technologies which might be 

acquired and/or used.  
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9. For each covered technology, each department must submit to COIT, 

then to the Board of Supervisors (�BOS�), an impact report and a proposed use 

policy. The impact report should identify the pros and cons of using the technology. 

Ideally, any red flags raised during the review would be mitigated by the proposed 

use policy. For each approved technology, there is an ongoing annual reporting 

obligation, which provides the BOS, and the public, information as to its efficacy, 

civil liberties concerns, ongoing costs, and so forth. The three documents and their 

public vetting allow for greater public engagement and better-informed decision-

making by the BOS as they allocate scarce taxpayer resources. 

10. On March 5, 2024, voters approved Proposition E; it took effect on 

April 12, 2024. Although Proposition E modified parts of the Surveillance 

Ordinance, the modifications do not affect any of Petitioner�s claims. 

II. JURISDICTION AND VENUE 

11. This Court has jurisdiction under the California Constitution, Article 

VI, section 10, and Code of Civil Procedure sections 1085 and 1060. 

12. Venue in this Court is proper because Petitioner�s claims arose in the 

City and County of San Francisco, and because this is an action against a San 

Francisco agency. Code Civ. Proc. § 394.  

III. PARTIES 

13. Petitioner Secure Justice, Inc. (�Secure Justice�) is an IRS-registered 

non-profit organization located in Oakland that advocates against state abuse of 

power, and for a reduction in government and corporate overreach. Secure Justice 

actively works in San Francisco, including, but not limited to, helping to draft and 

advocate for the Surveillance Ordinance.  

14. Respondent The City and County of San Francisco (�San Francisco�) is 

a charter city and county of the State of California. The San Francisco Police 

Department (�SFPD�) and COIT are departments of San Francisco. City staff are 

employees of San Francisco. 
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15. Petitioners have no legal remedy that would compel San Francisco and 

its departments to do their duty under the laws discussed below.  

IV. A WRIT OF MANDATE/PROHIBITION IS  

NECESSARY AND APPROPRIATE 

FIRST CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Against San Francisco) 

Failure to Submit Required Use Policies 

16. Petitioner incorporates by reference the allegations of the above 

paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 

17. Section 19B.5 of the Surveillance Ordinance requires that each San 

Francisco department possessing covered technology submit an inventory of its 

technologies to COIT within 60 days of the effective date of the Surveillance 

Ordinance, and that each department submit to COIT and the BOS the impact 

statement and proposed use policy required for each technology for approval within 

180 days, or no later than January 15, 2020. 

18. Although untimely, by at least July 2020, SFPD had identified at least 

forty-two (42) pre-existing surveillance technologies in its inventory, and by July 27, 

2021, had successfully received policy approval for its ShotSpotter technology, and 

Automated License Plate Readers.2 For unknown reasons, SFPD quit complying 

with the Surveillance Ordinance and has not submitted to the BOS any further 

proposed use policies for pre-existing technology beyond July 27, 2021. 

19. Section 19B.8 of the Surveillance Ordinance provides that prior to the 

commencement of any legal action, San Francisco be given a 30-day �right to cure� 

notice. If the alleged violation is substantiated and subsequently corrected, a notice 

must be conspicuously posted on the City�s website, and describe the corrective 

measures taken to address the violation. 

 
2 https://www.sanfranciscopolice.org/your-sfpd/policies/19b-surveillance-technology-policies  
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20. On June 9, 2023, Secure Justice issued such a letter to SFPD and San 

Francisco, referencing SFPD�s 42 previously identified technologies that did not 

have a corresponding BOS-approved use policy. (Exhibit A.) SFPD has made no 

effort to cure its lapse. 

21. As stated above, Proposition E amended portions of the Surveillance 

Ordinance, but not in a manner that moots any of Secure Justice�s claims. As to the 

Surveillance Ordinance, Proposition E provided a one-year grace period for policy 

submission and removed drones and public safety cameras entirely from the 

Surveillance Ordinance. These two technologies are not among the 42 previously 

identified by SFPD. A true and correct copy of Proposition E is attached hereto as 

Exhibit B. 

22. As amended, SFPD must submit to the BOS for approval a policy for 

each covered technology �within one year of the use or acquisition�� As SFPD had 

previously identified 42 technologies that it was already using or had acquired by at 

least July 2020, four years ago, the amended language did not relieve SFPD of its 

duty to submit proposed policies for approval, and SFPD remains non-compliant 

with the Surveillance Ordinance. 

23. On March 19, 2024, the City Attorney provided a Proposition E 

implementation memo to all the key stakeholders, including SFPD Chief Scott, with 

the following guidance: �The Department must submit a proposed policy within a 

year after the date the Department first used or acquired the technology � 

whichever is earlier. Failure to submit a policy within a year is a violation of 

Chapter 19B.� 

24. Out of caution, Secure Justice issued a second right-to-cure notice to 

SFPD on May 27, 2024, again referencing the 42 previously identified technologies 

in SFPD�s possession. (Exhibit C.) SFPD continues to make no effort to cure its non-

compliance. It is clear from the five-year window that SFPD has been afforded to 

comply, that a court order is required to ensure that SFPD performs its mandatory 

duties under the Surveillance Ordinance. At present, the BOS and the people of San 
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Francisco have no idea how such technologies are being used, with whom data 

might be shared, what data on San Francisco residents and visitors is being 

collected, or whether the technology is even working�a timely question as San 

Francisco is attempting to rapidly expand its use of surveillance technology. 

WHEREFORE, as the Surveillance Ordinance and right-to-cure notices have 

been insufficient to ensure compliance, Petitioner requests that the Court issue a 

writ of mandate or prohibition requiring the following: 

A. That SFPD submit to COIT and the BOS the required impact statements 

and proposed use policies for its 42 previously identified and acquired or 

used surveillance technologies in compliance with the provisions of 

Chapter 19B; or 

B. In the alternative, that SFPD permanently cease its use of the 42 

previously identified and acquired or used surveillance technologies; 

C. That the Court award attorney fees and court costs pursuant to Section 

19B.8 of the Surveillance Ordinance and Civil Code section 1021.5. 

SECOND CAUSE OF ACTION 

Violation of the Prohibition Against the Use of Facial Recognition 

Technology or Information Derived from Facial Recognition 

Technology 

(Against San Francisco) 

25. Petitioner incorporates by reference the allegations of the above 

paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 

26. San Francisco generated international news when it became the first 

city to prohibit the use of facial recognition technology by city staff, inspiring at 

least 22 other jurisdictions across the country to follow suit. 

27. As provided in Section 19B.2(d) of the Surveillance Ordinance, 

departments cannot �obtain, retain, access, or use� facial recognition technology 

(�FRT�) or any information obtained from FRT.  
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28. The Surveillance Ordinance further states that a department�s 

�inadvertent or unintentional receipt, retention, access to, or use of any information 

obtained from� FRT is not a violation of the above prohibition, so long as the 

department �does not request or solicit its receipt, access to, or use such 

information� and the department �logs such receipt, access to, or use in its Annual 

Service Report� to the BOS. Sec. 19.B.2(d).  

29. Additional and subsequently amended language allows for possession 

(but not use) of FRT on San Francisco-issued software or products where the FRT is 

otherwise bundled into the software�like iPads and iPhones. See Sec. 19.B.2(f-h). 

This amendment took effect in December 2019. 

30. On January 28, 2021, SFPD Chief William Scott issued Department 

Notice 21-011 to inform his officers of the Surveillance Ordinance�s requirements. 

The Notice states: 

�It is unlawful for SFPD to obtain, retain, access or use information 

obtained from Facial Recognition Technology from city or non-city 

entities unless very narrow exceptions apply.� 

31. In 2021, Secure Justice received documents that confirmed that SFPD 

was violating the prohibition on FRT by outsourcing FRT use to third parties�like 

the Daly City Police Department and the Northern California Regional Intelligence 

Center (�NCRIC,� a local federal-state fusion center).  

32. On September 16, 2021, Secure Justice issued a right-to-cure notice to 

SFPD, placing them on notice that requesting that third parties use FRT on SFPD�s 

behalf violated Section 19B.2(e)(1). (Exhibit D.) In the notice, Secure Justice 

identified two such requests, dated June 17, 2021, and June 23, 2021. No notices 

were posted, nor, upon information and belief, was any corrective measure taken, 

within 30 days as required by Section 19B.8(d). 

33. Secure Justice sought additional documents to ascertain whether more 

violations had occurred. 
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34. On January 31, 2023, SFPD Chief Scott submitted a memo to COIT as 

an addendum to the annual report to the Board, disclosing four additional violations 

of the FRT prohibition�on May 20, 2020; May 28, 2020; June 17, 2021; and June 

23, 2021� while stating that Officer A and Officer B were responsible for the four 

violations. 

35. In this memo, Chief Scott stated that the first SFPD training on the 

Surveillance Ordinance occurred on September 17, 2020, and references the above 

Notice 21-011. Chief Scott stated that a recently submitted ordinance pertaining to 

cameras restated �the prohibition on the use of facial recognition�� and that 

�training will roll out� and �will reconfirm the prohibition to request facial 

recognition technology data.� 

�The Department has over forty technologies that fall under SF admin Code 

19B and each will require BOS approval. This will provide over forty 

additional opportunities to notify members on the approved uses of each 

technology and reaffirm the SF Admin Code 19B facial recognition 

prohibition�. This summarizes the Department�s requests for use of Facial 

Recognition Technology between the SF Admin Code 19B effective date and 

the date of this memorandum.� 

36. Chief Scott�s statement as to the number of violations and number of 

officers involved was not true. 

37. On February 10, 2023, SFPD Assistant Chief of Operations David 

Lazar submitted a letter to the BOS containing almost the exact same information 

as Chief Scott�s January 31, 2023, memo to COIT, informing the BOS of the four 

violations that Officer A and B committed, promising that SFPD �is issuing Bureau 

Orders and training�and will reconfirm the prohibition to request facial 

recognition technology data,� and referring to the over 40 technologies and 

opportunities to reaffirm the FRT prohibition. Mr. Lazar�s letter also states that 

this summarizes the SFPD�s requests for FRT use between the effective date of the 
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Surveillance Ordinance, and the date of the letter. Like Chief Scott�s earlier 

statement, Asst. Chief Lazar�s statement was also untrue.

38. SFPD has only identified two officers, A and B, as having violated the 

FRT prohibition. Based on documents in its possession, Secure Justice has 

identified SFPD officers Rich Jones (#852), Scott Dumont (#711), Jennifer Orantes 

(#2340), Mark Hutchings (#940), Michael Toomey (#1870), and Chris Servat (#285) 

as having solicited the help of third parties (like Daly City and NCRIC), and 

requesting the use of FRT on photos provided by the SFPD officers.

39. Based on documents in its possession, Secure Justice has identified 

additional violations of the FRT prohibition on April 21, 2020; May 21, 2020; June 

3, 2020; July 21, 2020; September 10, 2020; March 3, 2021; and March 25, 2022. As 

these were not included in SFPD�s annual report to the BOS, these failures to report 

are themselves additional violations of the Surveillance Ordinance, Section

19B.2(e)(2).

40. The SFPD officers were so bold as to title their email solicitations 

�Facial Recognition,� and to openly state their intent to solicit the use of FRT from 

third parties in their chronology reports.
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41. NCRIC involvement in these violations was robust. It produced a slide 

deck for SFPD.
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42. The multiple violations already acknowledged by SFPD, the fact that 

the problem is more widespread than SFPD admits, and the fact that the training 

and orders that SFPD claimed would be issued either have not occurred or are being 

blatantly ignored make it clear that a court order is needed to prohibit SFPD�s use 

of FRT. 

43. The �right to cure� is not a get-out-of-jail-free card, wherein a guilty 

party can merely promise to do better next time by simply posting a notice and 
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promising not to do it again. The intent behind this provision was to get 

Departments to perform without the need for court intervention, such as submitting 

required use policies or annual reports which would �cure� their absence. 

Acknowledging a violation is not a �cure,� and the legitimacy of many criminal 

investigations is now called into question.  

44. SFPD�s unlawful use of FRT calls for an investigation into the 

legitimacy of investigations that may have been prosecuted by the District Attorney, 

and a review of all cases for possible Brady violations. The previous District 

Attorney considered dismissing a case after it was revealed in discovery that SFPD 

may have developed a lead based on information derived from the use of FRT. As he 

stated recently to the Washington Post: ��Police are using it but not saying they are 

using it,� said Chesa Boudin, San Francisco�s former district attorney, who said he 

was wary of prosecuting cases that may have relied on information the SFPD 

obtained in violation of the city�s ban.� Douglas MacMillan, These Cities Bar Facial 

Recognition Tech. Police Still Found Ways to Access it. The Washington Post, May 

18, 2024 (available at https://www.washingtonpost.com/business/

2024/05/18/facial-recognition-law-enforcement-austin-san-francisco/). 

45. According to Ean Vizzi, the suspect�s attorney in the above-referenced 

case: 

�It�s too convenient that police officers are so good at identifying photographs 

from surveillance videos. ... (I thought) there has to be something else going 

on there,� he said. �Lo and behold in this case, I see there�s something going 

on there.� 

(available at https://www.sfchronicle.com/bayarea/article/Facial-recognition-tech-

used-to-build-SFPD-gun-15595796.php) 

WHEREFORE, as the Surveillance Ordinance and right-to-cure notices have 

been insufficient to ensure compliance and as no or insufficient corrective measures 

have been taken, Petitioner requests that the Court issue a writ of mandate or 

prohibition requiring the following: 
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A. That SFPD be prohibited from using FRT, or any information derived 

from FRT from any internal or external source; 

B. That an independent party or entity such as San Francisco�s Department 

of Police Accountability or the Controller�s office conduct an audit of SFPD 

records for the past five years to ascertain whether any criminal 

investigations have been compromised by violating the prohibition on 

using FRT or any information derived from FRT and whether any Brady 

violations have occurred, and if so, that such disclosures be provided to 

the pertinent defense counsel or unrepresented defendants; 

C. That an independent party or entity such as San Francisco�s Department 

of Police Accountability or Controller�s office monitor future SFPD 

chronology reports and communications for unlawful use of FRT for three 

years;  

D. That attorney fees and court costs be awarded pursuant to Section 19B.8 

of the Surveillance Ordinance and Civil Code section 1021.5. 

THIRD CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Against San Francisco) 

Failure to Produce Annual Reports  

46. Petitioner incorporates by reference the allegations of the above 

paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 

47. An annual report is required for each technology with an approved use 

policy. The Surveillance Ordinance requires that the report be submitted to the 

COIT and the BOS �within 12 months of Board approval of the applicable 

Surveillance Technology Policy, and annually thereafter on or before November 1.� 

By February 15, on an annual basis, each Department that has obtained 

approval�shall submit to the Board�a copy of its annual report and a resolution to 

accept the report, the Board shall publish all annual reports, and COIT must post 

on its website each annual report submitted in the prior year. Section 19B.6(a-d). 
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48. Based on the approved use policy adoption dates, the following covered 

technologies are missing annual reports: 

 Adult Probation:    Ankle Monitoring Ankle Bracelet 

 Adult Probation:    GPS Monitoring Ankle Brace 

 Emergency Management  Gunshot Detection Technology 

 Human Services Agency  Social Media Monitoring 

 MUNI     Genetec Video Management Software 

 MUNI     Video Analytics for passenger vehicles         

 Recreation and Park Dept. Sensource People Counters 

49. These reports are a critical piece of the overall framework of the 

Surveillance Ordinance; they provide the public and BOS with metrics regarding 

efficacy, potential policy violations, corrective action taken, data security, sharing 

with third parties, and costs to the taxpayer. Without them, residents and leaders 

in San Francisco have no idea whether the technology even works, the technologies 

are performing as desired, there are civil liberties violations, or data breaches are 

occurring. Some technologies may be benign from a privacy infringement 

perspective but are ineffective at fighting crime or improving efficiency, and as a 

result, waste scarce taxpayer resources. This is especially a concern today as San 

Francisco is facing a historic budget deficit. 

50. On May 27, 2024, Secure Justice issued the required �right to cure� 

notice to San Francisco and identified the above reports as having not been 

produced. (Exhibit C.) No attempt to cure has been made. 

WHEREFORE Petitioners request the Court issue a writ of mandate or 

prohibition: 

A.  To compel San Francisco to perform its duties and generate the annual 

reports required by the Surveillance Ordinance.  

B. That attorney fees and court costs be awarded pursuant to Section 19B.8 

of the Surveillance Ordinance and Civil Code section 1021.5. 
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FOURTH CAUSE OF ACTION 

(Against San Francisco) 

Failure to Provide Required Information in Annual Reports 

51. Petitioner incorporates by reference the allegations of the above 

paragraphs as though fully set forth herein. 

52. In addition to threats to our civil liberties and intrusiveness into 

private affairs, the use of these technologies is sometimes simply not effective at 

achieving their stated goal(s) as outlined in their corresponding impact analysis and 

use policies. Section 19B.4 (�Standard for Approval�) calls for a cost-benefit analysis 

to ensure that the benefits outweigh the costs. 

53. Without information�such as how often data is shared and with 

whom, upfront and ongoing costs, and efficacy metrics�the BOS and general public 

cannot gauge whether the expenditure of scarce taxpayer funds has been 

appropriate and responsible. Yet almost none of the Section 19B.4 published annual 

reports provide the minimum necessary information to satisfy this standard. 

Instead, many simply state naked unsupported conclusions like �the technology has 

been effective.�  

54. For example, the Department of Homelessness and Support Housing 

Security Camera Annual Report states: �Our security camera has been effective in 

providing security for the safety of our shelter clients.� This provides no useful 

information to determine whether the �benefits�outweigh its costs.� Section 19B.4.  

55. In its Drone Annual Report, the Fire Department responded to the 

efficacy category with: �The technology has been used according to policy.� Not only 

is that not responsive, but it also provides no quantitative or qualitative 

information to help gauge whether or not San Francisco spent its money wisely on 

the technology. This is even more concerning as the Fire Department states in the 

same report that it wants to procure additional drones, without providing any 

justification. 
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56. The Recreation and Parks Department responded to the same question 

as to whether the technology had been effective at achieving its identified purposes 

with a simple: �Yes.� The Department went on to state, �We have not had many 

cases using this technology.� No other information or response was provided.  

57. These types of responses make a mockery of the spirit and letter of the 

Surveillance Ordinance requirements for annual reporting.  

58. It is all the more important to cure this widespread deficiency in light 

of San Francisco�s projected budget deficit. Cost savings could be realized by 

eliminating the ongoing use of certain technologies that are not cost-effective. The 

Mayor and Chief Scott describe San Francisco as being in a �doom loop� of criminal 

behavior but cannot explain what, if any, effect SFPD�s 42+ surveillance 

technologies have had on combating crime. 

59. Section 19B.1 defines �Annual Surveillance Report,� to require 

�(2)�how often�data was shared with outside entities, the name of any recipient 

outside entity, the type of data disclosed, under what legal standard it was 

disclosed, and the justification for disclosure,� and �(5) [i]nformation, including 

crime statistics, which help the Board of Supervisors assess whether the 

Surveillance Technology has been effective at achieving its identified purposes.�  

60. On May 27, 2024, Secure Justice issued the required �right to cure� 

notice (Exhibit C) and identified the following reports as deficient:  

 Child Support Services Security Camera 2022 and 2023 reports � 

noncompliant with Sec. 19B.1(5). 

 Dept. of Elections Security Camera 2023 report� noncompliant with 

Sec. 19B.1(5). 

 Dept. of Homelessness and Supportive Housing Security Camera 

2022 report� noncompliant with Sec. 19B.1(5).  

 Dept. of Homelessness and Supporting Housing Security Camera 

2023 report� noncompliant with Sec. 19B.1(2, 5). 
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 Dept. of Public Health Security Camera 2022 report� noncompliant 

with Sec. 19B.1(2, 5). 

 Dept. of Technology Security Camera 2022 and 2023 reports�

noncompliant with Sec. 19B.1(5). 

 Fire Dept. Drone 2022 and 2023 reports� noncompliant with Sec. 

19B.1(5). 

 Human Services Agency Security Camera 2022 and 2023 reports�

noncompliant with Sec. 19B.1(5). 

 Municipal Transportation Agency Security Camera 2022 and 2023 

reports�noncompliant with Sec. 19B.1(5), as to �crime statistics.� 

There are references to third-party data sharing with the police, 

sheriff, and city attorney, but no crime information is provided as 

required. In addition, the same cut-and-paste language was used in 

responding to COIT annual report form question 8.2� which 

strongly suggests that no analysis was performed for at least one of 

the years. 

 Police Dept. ShotSpotter 2022 and 2023 reports� noncompliant 

with Sec. 19B. 1(2, 5). �(H)ow often� data is shared is absent from 

both reports; and although a specific number of alerts is recorded in 

both reports, this does not satisfy the requirement to provide 

�information, including crime statistics, which help the Board of 

Supervisors assess whether the Surveillance Technology has been 

effective at achieving its identified purposes.� The use policy and 

impact statement for ShotSpotter identifies multiple potential 

benefits such as faster response times, deterrent effect, recovery of 

guns or spent bullet casings, first aid rendered to victims, and 

arrests made�none of which are addressed in the annual report. 

The BOS, and the public, have no meaningful information to gauge 
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the effectiveness of a technology that is presently losing contracts 

across the country due to its lack of efficacy. 

 Public Library People Counting 2023 report�noncompliant with 

Sec. 19B. 1(5). 

 Public Library Security Camera 2023 report� noncompliant with 

Sec. 19B. 1(2, 5). 

 Recreation and Park Dept. Automated License Plate Reader 2022 

and 2023 reports� noncompliant with Sec. 19B.1(5). 

 Recreation and Park Dept. Body-Worn Camera 2023 report�

noncompliant with Sec. 19B. 1(5). 

 Rent Arbitration Board Security Camera 2022 and 2023 reports�

noncompliant with Sec. 19B. 1(5). 

 War Memorial Security Camera 2022 and 2023 reports�

noncompliant with Sec. 19B. 1(5). 

 War Memorial Third-Party Camera 2023 report� noncompliant 

with Sec. 19B. 1(5). 

61. No attempt has been made to cure these deficiencies.  

WHEREFORE Petitioners request the Court issue a writ of mandate or 

prohibition:  

A. To compel San Francisco departments to perform their duties and 

provide the missing information as required by the Surveillance 

Ordinance.  

B. That attorney fees and court costs be awarded pursuant to Section 

19B.8 of the Surveillance Ordinance and Civil Code section 1021.5. 
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ADDITIONAL PRAYER FOR RELIEF 

WHEREFORE, Petitioner requests that this Court:  

A. Issue a writ of mandate and/or prohibition as specified above,  

B. Award Petitioners their attorney�s fees and costs as provided by the 

Surveillance Ordinance and Civil Code section 1021.5. 

C. Order such other relief as the Court deems just.  

Dated: July 15, 2024 Law Office of Mitchell Chyette 

 

 

 

By:       

 Mitchell Chyette 
Attorney for Secure Justice, Inc. 
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VERIFICATION 

I, Brian Hofer, am Chair of the Board for, and the Executive Director of, 

Secure Justice, Inc. and am authorized to execute this verification on its behalf. I 

have read the foregoing Petition for Writ of Mandate and I hereby verify that based 

on my personal knowledge the facts alleged are true.  

Executed this  day of July 2024 in Oakland, California, I declare under 

penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true.  

__________________________ 

Brian Hofer,  

on behalf of Secure Justice 
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EXHIBIT D. 



September 16, 2021

VIA E-MAIL ONLY

Chief William Scott

San Francisco Police Dept.

1245 Third Street

San Francisco, CA 94158

E-Mail: SFPDChief@sfgov.org

Re: Surveillance Technology Ordinance – Facial Recognition Technology

Notice of Violation

Dear Chief William Scott:

Pursuant to Sec. 19B.8 (c) of the Surveillance Ordinance, I write to inform you of our intent to 

pursue legal action due to your department’s unlawful use of facial recognition technology.

As you are aware, the Board of Supervisors enacted an ordinance prohibiting the use of such 

technology, among other things. See Sec. 19B.2 (d) & (e)(1).

In an unlawful attempt to circumvent the ban, your officers are requesting that third parties

perform facial recognition technology searches on the department’s behalf. As clearly stated in 

Sec. 19B.2 (e)(1), this is a violation of the ordinance.

· On June 17, 2021, your department requested that NCRIC run a search using facial 

recognition technology.

· On June 23, 2021, your department requested that the Daly City PD run a search using 

facial recognition technology.

Sincerely,

Brian Hofer

Executive Director

(510) 303-2871

brian@secure-justice.org

https://secure-justice.org/

cc: Sup. Peskin


