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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers used unnecessary or excessive force.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF          FINDING:          IE           DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated that officers used excessive force and choked her family 
member during an arrest. The DPA interviewed the complainant’s family member with his attorney and 
the complainant present. The complainant’s family member was standing outside with friends late one 
evening when an unfamiliar car pulled up. Several men got out of the car and ran toward them. The men 
were not uniformed or driving an obvious police vehicle. The complainant’s family member did not 
initially realize the men were officers and so he ran for safety. While being chased, he fell, got back up, 
and continued trying to escape. He stated that officers caught up to him and “roughed [him] up” by 
choking him, pulling his hair, and twisting his arms. He admitted resisting officers’ efforts to handcuff 
him and take him to the ground. When asked to describe the choking, he stated that an officer forced him 
to the ground by holding an arm around or near his neck. After the arrest, he received medical treatment 
for symptoms that included vomiting and trouble breathing.  
 
The two named officers acknowledged using force during the arrest and stated that the amount of force 
used was reasonable and necessary because the subject was carrying an assault rifle and physically 
resisted their efforts to take him into custody. The officers encountered the complainant’s family member 
while assigned to the Violent Crime Reduction Unit. They were wearing plainclothes and patrolling in an 
unmarked car in response to community concerns about gun violence and other quality of life issues. The 
complainant’s family member was standing with a group of men, one of whom the officers recognized as 
having a warrantless search condition. The officers shone spotlights onto the subjects, pulled over, and 
announced themselves as police. The three men ran, and all four officers chased after them.  
 
One named officer chased the complainant’s family member, tackling him to the ground. The subject 
regained his footing and a struggle ensued. During the struggle, the subject pulled an assault rifle from his 
waistband and threw it into the street. The officer struck the subject’s head with his arm to gain 
compliance and yelled for help. A second named officer assisted by striking the subject’s back with his 
fists to distract him. He stated the purpose of the strikes was to gain physical control and quickly arrest 
the subject. Both officers believed the subject was verbally signaling a friend to grab the abandoned rifle 
from the street to use against the officers.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: Continued. 
 
Both named officers stated that they were justified in using force because the complainant’s family 
member attempted to escape, disobeyed their commands, and physically resisted their efforts to secure his 
hands behind his back. The officers stated there was not enough time to de-escalate because the subject 
was actively resisting and assaulting officers. The named officers denied choking the subject. 
 
The involved officers stated that the contact was not recorded using body-worn cameras because they 
were assigned to a plainclothes unit and were therefore not equipped with body-worn cameras in 
accordance with Department policy. Uniformed officers wearing body-worn cameras arrived after the 
subjects were handcuffed and do not show officers using force.  
 
Surveillance video corroborated the sequence of events but was inconclusive as to the level of force used 
due to the angle of the camera and low video resolution. 
 
San Francisco Police Department General Order (DGO) 5.01, Use of Force, precludes the use of a choke 
hold but permits the use of reasonable force to effect a lawful detention, to overcome resistance or prevent 
escape, to gain compliance with a lawful order, and in self-defense.  
 
Officers were permitted to use force to apprehend and gain control of the complainant’s family member, 
who was fleeing and actively resisting arrest. However, there was insufficient evidence to prove whether 
the level of force used complied with Department policies.  
 
No other witnesses came forward.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred.  
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SUMMARY OF DPA-ADDED ALLEGATION #1: The SFPD failed to equip its plainclothes officers 
with body-worn cameras (BWC) and failed to require its officers to activate their BWCs during non-
covert enforcement activity. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          PP          FINDING:          PF          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The DPA received a complaint about plainclothes officers in the Violent Crime 
Reduction Unit using excessive force and choking a person during an arrest. The officers were patrolling 
to abate community concerns about gun violence when the arrest occurred. Although the officers were 
wearing plainclothes and riding in an unmarked car, the operation was not covert and all four officers in 
the unit had stars visible on their outermost garments. One officer explained that they were driving around 
at night “showing [police] presence” as a deterrent for violent crime. He stated that their unmarked car 
was “easily identifiable as a police vehicle” because it was a black sport utility vehicle that was equipped 
with emergency lights, a siren, and spotlights.   
 
The use-of-force incident occurred when the officers attempted to detain three individuals who were 
suspected of having firearms. To initiate the detention, the officers shone spotlights and flashlights onto 
the individuals, got out of their car, and announced themselves as police officers. The individuals ran and 
officers chased and caught two of them. One individual stated that officers roughed him up unnecessarily 
and choked him during the arrest. The officers acknowledged using force but denied choking the arrestee, 
who they said pulled an automatic rifle from his waistband and threw it into the street while struggling 
with the officers. The officers described tackling the arrestee to the ground and using their arms and fists 
to deliver distraction blows to the arrestee’s head and back. They stated that the force they used was 
reasonable and necessary because the arrestee was attempting to escape, and they believed he was trying 
to signal his friend to find the firearm he threw and use it against the officers.  
 
Under Department policy, the involved officers were exempt from wearing body-worn cameras because 
they were working a plainclothes assignment.  
 
Surveillance video was inconclusive as to the type and level of force used due to the angle of the camera 
and low video resolution. The DPA was unable to make definitive findings in its use-of-force 
investigation for lack of sufficient evidence. 
 
 
 
 
SUMMARY OF DPA-ADDED ALLEGATION #1: Continued.  
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The DPA finds that the Department should authorize and order plainclothes officers to wear body-worn 
cameras when taking enforcement action. The officers involved in the use-of-force incident were  
 
patrolling to abate gun violence by showing a police presence in a particular area. Their purpose was to 
detect and investigate crime in a non-covert capacity. They were wearing stars on their outermost  
garments and, when they decided to detain three individuals, they used spotlights and immediately 
announced themselves as officers. In this situation, wearing body-worn cameras would not have posed 
any logistical or safety risks and would have served a valuable evidentiary purpose by showing the 
individual discarding his firearm.      
 
Body-worn cameras are effective tools for gathering evidence and ensuring accountability. Department 
General Order 10.11, Body Worn Cameras, states that “Only members authorized by the Chief of Police 
and trained in the use of BWCs are allowed to wear Department-issued BWCs.” Additionally, officers 
working plainclothes assignments were specifically exempted from wearing body-worn cameras in 2018 
under Department Bulletin 18-256. The DPA recommends that the Chief of Police authorize plainclothes 
units to wear body-worn cameras and order that the cameras be activated when plainclothes officers 
engage in non-covert police action. The DPA acknowledges that policy changes are forthcoming and 
reiterates the importance of body-worn cameras, given that the lack of footage in this case rendered the 
DPA unable to make findings by a preponderance of the evidence.  
 
The DPA recommends that SFPD policy or procedure be changed or modified.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:         PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that while seated on the ground next to Southern Station, 
the named officer approached and asked him to move. The complainant declined, explaining that he was 
homeless, felt safer where he was seated and was there to add information to a previously filed incident 
report. The complainant stated that during the conversation, the officer was rude and condescending. In 
the complainant’s view, there is a war on homeless people, and he admitted that he refused to move until 
cited to bring attention to the treatment the homeless receive from police.  
 
The named officer stated that he encountered the complainant as he was returning to Southern Station.  
The officer described that the complainant was seated near the secure access door to the police station, 
which presents a security risk. The officer was aware that unauthorized people use this door to gain 
entrance into the building. The officer believed it prudent to ask the complainant to move away from the 
access door.  
 
The officer stated he attempted to engage in cordial conversation with the complainant to persuade the 
complainant to relocate. The attempt to have the complainant move failed and the conversation became 
adversarial. During the conversation, the officer repeatedly identified several locations where the 
complainant could sit, including a nearby park, and afforded the complainant ample opportunity to 
comply before being cited. Nonetheless, the complainant continually refused the request to do so. At this 
juncture, the officer issued a citation for violating of MPC 168(b). Under Civil Sidewalks Ordinance, 
MPC 168(b) of the San Francisco Penal Code, it is unlawful for people to sit or lie on public sidewalks 
between 7:00 am and 11:00 pm. As such, the named officer’s conduct was lawful and proper. 
 
Because the complainant was seated on a public sidewalk between 7:00 am and 11:00 pm, in violation of 
MPC 168(b), the evidence shows the conduct was lawful and proper.   
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer failed to activate body-worn camera in compliance 
with Department Order 18-256  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND        FINDING:         PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: According to the complainant, it was only after the named officer asked him to 
move that the officer activated his body-worn camera 
 
The named officer stated that he encountered the complainant as he was returning to Southern Station.  
The named officer described that the complainant was seated near the secure access door to the police 
station, which presents a security risk. The officer was aware that unauthorized people use this door to 
gain entrance into the building, and the officer believed it prudent to have the complainant move away 
from the access door. The named officer stated the conversation became adversarial when the 
complainant accused the officer of being disrespectful by wearing sunglasses. At this point, the named 
officer activated his body-worn camera in compliance with department regulations. 
 
Department General Order 10.11 Body-Worn Camera Section C 11, and Department Bulletin 18-256 
states that body-worn camera shall be activated, “During any encounter with a member of the public that 
becomes hostile.” 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officers drove improperly. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         ND         FINDING:          M          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: By mutual agreement of the complainant and the station representative, the 
complaint was mediated and resolved in a non-disciplinary manner on 08/05/2021. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer drove improperly. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          IE          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she observed an officer driving too fast and in a reckless 
manner.    
 
Department records document the vehicle number provided by the complainant was assigned to the 
named officer. The named officer stated he was on scene at another location at the time of the alleged 
incident. The officer had no recollection of the incident as described by the complainant.  
 
The named officer’s partner stated he does not recall an incident as described by the complainant.  
 
A Department of Emergency Management record corroborated the officer’s statement that he was at 
another location at the time the complainant stated the incident occurred. However, this record is self-
populated by officers and not an accurate record of actual physical locations of cars and officers at all 
times.  
 
No independent witnesses came forward.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          IE          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated she asked the male officer to slow down, and the officer 
yelled at her and sped off. The complainant did not hear what the officer yelled. 
 
The named officer stated he was at a call for service at another location at the time of the alleged incident. 
The officer had no recollection of the incident as described by the complainant.  
 
The named officer’s partner stated he does not recall an incident as described by the complainant.  
 
A Department of Emergency Management record corroborated the officer’s statement that he was at 
another location at the time the complainant stated the incident occurred. However, this record is self-
populated by officers and not an accurate record of actual physical locations of cars and officers at all 
times.  
 
No independent witnesses came forward.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to return the complainant’s telephone calls. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          U          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the named officer did not return her phone calls or those 
of her friend regarding a cold case homicide investigation.    
 
The named officer stated that he spoke with the complainant’s friend over the phone. He explained that he 
was not involved in the homicide investigation and referred her to an officer in the homicide detail. The 
complainant’s friend referenced a case number that did not correspond to the homicide investigation. The 
officer explained to her that the case number corresponded to an unrelated confidential internal 
misconduct investigation about which he could not reveal any details.  
 
The named officer was not involved in the homicide investigation and had no duty to update the 
complainant or her friend on the status of the cold case investigation.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur or that the accused officer was not involved. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer failed to investigate. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         ND          FINDING:          NF          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the named officer failed to investigate a cold case 
homicide.    
 
 
The named officer is no longer employed with the Department and therefore is no longer subject to 
Department discipline. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1 The officer conducted an improper search or seizure. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA           FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he was pulled over by the named officer in a marked 
police unit while driving his Honda hatchback vehicle. The officer told the complainant he was stopped 
because the complainant's rear license plate was missing.  The complainant acknowledged this and told 
the officer that the paper license plate must have blown off the vehicle. The complainant alleged that as 
the officer approached his vehicle on the driver's side, the complainant saw the officer try to open the 
vehicle's rear hatch.  
 
Body-worn footage showed the officer briefly touching the rear of the complainant's vehicle as he 
approached the driver's side. There is no indication on the video footage that the officer attempted to open 
the hatch or trunk of the car.  The footage revealed that the officer does not break his stride as he walks 
toward the driver's door.  Further, the complainant can be heard on the body-worn footage asking the 
officer "why he touched" the back hatch of the vehicle. In reply, the officer explained that officers are 
trained to "touch" the trunk to ensure the door is closed and that no one is trying to jump out.  
 
The evidence proves that the acts alleged in the complaint did not occur. 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2 The officer knowingly engaged in biased policing or 
discrimination.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          COU           FINDING:          U             DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated that when he asked the named officer why he tried to 
open the back hatch of his vehicle, the officer responded that it was routine and part of his training in case 
someone in the back tried to jump out and run. The complainant interpreted this explanation as racial 
profiling because the officer believed criminal activity was taking place because of the complainant's race 
 
Body-worn footage showed the officer did not try to open the hatch or trunk but only touched the 
vehicle's back as he approached the driver's side.  In a review of the body-worn footage, there is no 
indication the officer attempted to open the back hatch. Further, the complainant is heard to ask the officer 
why he "touched" the vehicle's back. There is no mention, no question posed by the complainant, that the 
officer attempted to open the hatch. The officer is heard explaining to the complainant that touching the  
 
  
back trunk door or hatch is part of his training and routine. The officer does not ask, suggest, or indicate 
that he suspected criminal activity was taking place.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct did not occur.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3 The officer failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:           U             DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer colluded with their partner officer 
by failing to challenge or report the partner officer's improper and racially biased attempt to open the rear 
of the complainant's vehicle. 
 
Body-worn footage demonstrated the partner officer did not try to open the hatch or trunk but only 
touched the vehicle's back as he approached the driver's side.  The partner officer is heard explaining to 
the complainant that touching the back trunk door or hatch is part of his training and routine. The partner 
officer does not ask, suggest, or indicate that they suspected criminal activity. 
 
The named officer cannot challenge or report actions that did not happen. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct did not occur.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-3: The officers used unnecessary or excessive force. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF          FINDING:          PC          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she observed officers handcuff a woman in a wheelchair 
behind the back of the chair and that it appeared the position twisted her arms and caused her pain. 
 
Named Officer #1 stated that he and named officer #2 were dispatched to conduct a wellbeing check of a 
woman in a wheelchair who was yelling in the street. After a discussion amongst the officers, the decision 
was made to place the wheelchair bound woman (“detainee”) under a mental health detention as she was 
determined to be a danger to herself.  Named officer #1 handcuffed the detainee as named officer #2 held 
her right wrist in preparation to transport the detainee to the hospital. Named officer #1 stated that he was 
trained in the police academy to handcuff individuals behind their backs for the safety of officers as well 
as the safety of the individuals being handcuffed. Named officer #1 further stated that this was the reason 
that he and named officer #2 handcuffed the detainee in the manner that they did.  He stated that he was 
able to move the detainee’s arms and wrists behind the back into position without difficulty and that he 
received no complaint of pain from the detainee while he was doing so. Similarly, named officer #1 stated 
that he received no complaint of pain or discomfort from the detainee after the handcuffing. Named 
officer #1 recalled that the detainee was in handcuffs for a short stint before being transferred to a gurney. 
 
Named officer #2 provided information that was consistent with the information provided by named 
officer #1. He stated they responded to a wellbeing check of a woman in distress in the street. They found 
her in a wheelchair with traffic streaming around her and moved her to the sidewalk. Named officer #2 
stated the woman became agitated when the ambulance arrived and stated she did not want to go. 
Eventually he and named officer #1 placed her in handcuffs. Named officer #2 stated he was taught to 
handcuff individuals behind their backs for the safety of all involved. He stated he did not hear any 
complaints of pain regarding the handcuffing by the detainee. He noted that applying handcuffs in the 
front of the body can allow an opportunity for a detainee to swing his/her arms and/or to reach for 
weapons.  
 
Named officer #3 stated that he was observing the other named officers as they handcuffed the detainee’s 
wrists behind the back of the wheelchair and explained that it is Department policy to handcuff 
individuals behind the back for the safety of all on scene. Named officer #3 further stated that handcuffing 
the detainee did not appear to cause her pain.  
 
Department records reflected that named officers #1 and #2 were dispatched to a wellbeing check of a 
wheelchair bound woman in the street screaming and that named officer #3 was present on scene 
sometime later.  
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None of the named officers were aware of any written Department Policies specifically addressing the 
handcuffing of wheelchair bound individuals.  DPA requested any such policies from the Department and 
none were provided.  
 
Body-worn camera footage showed officers speaking to a woman in a wheelchair about her wellbeing. 
Medics arrived with a gurney and the woman became extremely agitated. Footage showed the woman 
yelling and being wheeling backwards away from the officers. Named officer #1 handcuffed the woman 
with her hands behind the wheelchair and named officer #2 checked the handcuff tightness. Footage 
showed the woman being moved to a gurney at which time named officer #2 removed her handcuffs and 
the medics restrained her with fabric strips. The time the detainee is shown in handcuffs was 
approximately five (5) minutes. 
 
No witnesses came forward to provide relevant information.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #4-6: The officers failed to comply with Department General Order 
5.07.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officers she observed failed to answer her questions. 
 
Named Officer #1 stated he and named officer #2 were dispatched to conduct a wellbeing check of a 
woman in a wheelchair who was yelling in the street. The decision was made to place the wheelchair 
bound woman (“detainee”) under a mental health detention.  Before reviewing his body-worn camera 
footage, named officer #1 did not have any independent recollection of interacting with an onlooker at the 
scene. 
 
Named officer #2 provided information that was consistent with the information provided by named 
officer #1. Both officers responded to a wellbeing check of a wheelchair bound woman in the street 
screaming. The officers subsequently placed the woman under a mental health detention.  Named officer 
#2 stated that he recalled an onlooker being on scene but did not specifically recall any conversations he 
may have had with her.  
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Named officer #3 did not recall receiving questions from any onlooker (the “complainant”); however, he 
did request that an onlooker back away from the scene due to questions of a medical nature being asked of 
the detainee.  
 
Department records reflected that named officers #1 and #2 responded to a wellbeing check of a 
wheelchair bound woman in the street screaming. Records further reflected that named officer #3 also 
responded to the scene. The detainee was subsequently placed under mental health detention.  
 
Body-worn camera footage showed that as the named officers were in the process of preparing the 
detainee for transport to the hospital, the complainant approached the detainee and began asking her 
questions. The detainee also responded to the onlooker’s questions.  As the onlooker spoke with the 
detainee the three named officers observed but did not intervene or interrupt the onlooker’s questioning of 
the detainee in any manner. Named officer #3 was shown requesting the onlooker back away from the 
scene due to questions of a medical nature being asked of the detainee; however, he did not tell the 
onlooker that she could no longer observe or film. Footage also showed the bystander approach named 
officers #1 and #2 at the end of the incident and request their names and star numbers which they 
provided. Named officer #1 asked the bystander why she was asking for that information at which time 
the bystander appeared to leave the scene. 
 
The complainant provided two links to cell phone footage of the encounter. In the first clip, the detainee 
was not handcuffed and was speaking with the medics. The complainant approached and asked why the 
woman was being detained. Named officer #3 came up to the complainant and stated they would be 
asking medical questions. The complainant stopped filming at that time. The second clip was longer and 
captured the woman being handcuffed, speaking with the medic, and being moved to a gurney. The 
footage showed the officers and medic negotiating with the woman and the woman exhibiting what 
appeared to be agitation. There was loud drumming in the background, so it was difficult to hear the 
conversations between the parties.  
 
DGO 5.07 sets forth the rights of onlookers. It states in relevant part, that absent certain circumstances 
onlookers are “allowed to remain in the immediate vicinity to witness stops, detentions and arrests of 
suspects occurring in public areas.” In addition, the DGO provides that “[p]ersons shall be permitted to 
make a short, direct inquiry as to the suspect's name and whether the officer or the suspect wishes a 
witness. The suspect shall be allowed to respond to the inquiry.” 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-3: The officer failed to properly care for, process, or book 
property. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that officers seized cash from the arrested person during 
an arrest and search.  The arrested person was transported to San Francisco General Hospital and 
subsequently booked into County Jail # 1. The complainant alleges that property taken from the arrested 
person was neither booked into evidence nor returned to the arrested person at the time of his release. 
However, the arrested person told a witness that he did not see the officers remove cash from his 
belongings. 
 
Named Officer #1 stated he arrested and searched the arrested person.  Named officer #1 removed all 
items from the arrested person's pockets and belongings, placing everything next to the arrestee.   Named 
officer #1 stated that once the search was completed, all the items were either replaced into the arrested 
person's backpack or into a brown paper bag that accompanied the arrested person to San Francisco 
General Hospital.  
 
Named Office #2 responded to the scene to assist Named Officers #1 and #3 with the investigation.  
Named Officer #2 did not see any cash removed from the arrested person nor his belongings.  Named 
Officer #2 stated that he never seized any evidence or property from the arrested person.  
 
Named Officer #3 arrived on the scene after Named officer #1 made the arrest. Named Officer #3 
reported that he did not search or recover any evidence from the arrested person. Named Officer #3 stated 
that he did not see any cash recovered or removed from the arrestee or his belongings. 
 
The arrested person was interviewed and stated that officers arrested him, searched his backpack, and 
transported him to the hospital.  The arrested person said he had $300 concealed in a cannabis grinder in a 
small compartment inside his backpack.  When he was released from jail two weeks later, the grinder was 
missing. The arrestee opined that the named officers took the item and threw it away. However, he later 
admitted he did not see the officers find or take out the grinder.  
 
Body-worn camera footage corroborated the named officers' accounts.  The footage showed that officers 
did not remove or seize any cash or cannabis grinder from the arrested person. No cash or cannabis 
grinder can is seen on the video.   
 
There is no evidence to corroborate the arrestee's assertion he had $300 that is now missing. The arrestee 
admitted that the officers did not find the cannabis grinder/money and did not see the officers seize the 
item.  This corroborates the named officers' statements and the body-worn camera footage.  
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The evidence shows that it is more likely than not that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer improperly detained a person. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA        FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant filed his complaint on behalf of his client who was detained by 
the named officers. The complainant stated that the named officers detained his client for expired 
registration after his client’s vehicle was parked. The complainant believed that based on the 
circumstances, the incident only required a parking citation to address the violation; however, the named 
officers requested his client’s driver’s license and asked if his client was on probation, which unduly 
prolonged the detention. As a result of the prolonged detention, the named officers discovered that his 
client had a warrantless search condition. 
 
The named officer, a Field Training Officer (FTO), stated that he and his partner, a recruit, were on patrol 
when they observed the complainant’s client violate a traffic law. A record check of the complainant’s 
client’s license plate came back showing that the registration had been expired for 10 months. The named 
officer stated that it was SFPD policy to tow a vehicle if the registration was expired by more than 6 
months; however, officers have discretion. The officers lost sight of the complainant’s client’s vehicle for 
a bit and when they found it, the complainant’s client was already legally parked, and outside the vehicle. 
The named officer and his partner stopped and detained the complainant’s client. The named officer stated 
that the complainant’s client had the keys to the vehicle, but he could not attest to seeing the 
complainant’s client driving the vehicle. Thus, they decided to issue the complainant’s client a citation for 
expired registration, instead of towing the vehicle. The named officer stated that he directed the 
complainant’s client to give his partner his driver’s license and his partner returned to the patrol vehicle to 
conduct a records check on the complainant’s client on the computer.  
 
The named officer stated that he was trained to conduct a records check for all traffic and investigatory 
stops and that was how he trained every recruit he evaluated. The named officer explained that the records 
check catches all driver’s license status, probation/parole status, and wants or warrants. The named officer 
stated that it would take him between 30 seconds and 3 minutes to read through returns of a records check 
depending on the uniqueness of the name or if an individual has a warrant or a search condition. However, 
he could not recall how long it took his partner. While he waited with the complainant’s client, he asked 
him whether he was on probation or parole. He stated that the complainant’s client acknowledged that he 
was on probation for a weapons charge. The named officer stated that when his partner exited the patrol 
vehicle, he yelled to him that the complainant’s client might be on probation and asked his partner to  
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check whether the complainant’s client had a search condition. The named officer stated that he asked his 
partner to check the complainant’s client’s probation status because his partner was in training, and he 
wanted to ensure that his partner checked. He denied prolonging the complainant’s client’s detention. He 
stated that he was trained that once he conducted an investigation, he could not start a new investigation 
without any other core transaction or reasonable suspicion. Thus, the detention should not be longer than 
necessary to conduct the investigation.  He stated that he read the Department’s 2016 case law update, 
which included a case on prolonged detentions, but believed that it had no relevance to this incident. He 
stated that he was trained that a records check during a traffic stop did not constitute a prolonged 
detention.  
 
The named officer’s partner stated that when the named officer instructed him to check the complainant’s 
client’s probation status, that request did not alter his records check because his standard records check 
included that information. He further stated he had not yet initiated the records check, and that he 
momentarily got out of the patrol vehicle to see if the named officer needed assistance.  
 
Department records and body-worn camera showed although the named officers perceived that the 
complainant’s client had been speeding, they advised him that he would only be cited for expired 
registration. Records also confirmed that the named officer’s partner conducted a standard records check. 
 
The Subject Matter Expert (SME) stated that officers were trained that once they decide to only issue the 
citation for a non-moving violation, they have the discretion to either place the citation on the vehicle or 
obtain the owner’s identification and issue the citation directly to the driver because he was present. The 
SME also stated that officers were trained that pursuant to People v. Brown (1998) 62 Cal.App.4th 493 
they were permitted to ask a traffic detainee whether they were on probation and parole, as long as it did 
not add any additional time to the traffic stop.   
 
DPA concluded that no previous court decision and no Department training or updates would have alerted 
a reasonable officer that the question posed in this case would unduly prolong the detention, given that 
named officer’s partner was already in the process of conducted a standards records check. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer conducted an improper search of an individual. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA        FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer unlawfully pat searched his client. 
 
The named officer stated that he was justified in pat searching the complainant’s client because the 
complainant’s client gave pre-flight indicators such as sweating, fidgeting, and looking for what appeared 
to be avenues of escape, and after learning he was on probation for a weapons charge. The named officer 
stated that he asked if he had a search condition because he had never known anyone on probation for a 
weapons charge without having a search condition. He stated that other factors he took into consideration 
were that it was the high crime area, he was standing by himself, the complainant’s client was large in 
stature, and there was reasonable suspicion to believe he had weapons on him.  He also stated the incident 
took place in the highest crime area of the city for firearms, discharges, and weapons seized.  
 
Body-worn camera footage corroborated the named officer’s statement regarding the pre-flight indicators, 
location, and the complainant’s client’s stature.  
 
DPA determined that the named officer was able to articulate specific facts that supported reasonable 
suspicion that the complainant’s client was armed and dangerous, and that those facts were corroborated 
by video footage. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3-4: The officers improperly searched a vehicle. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:       UA          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the officers improperly searched his client’s vehicle. 
 
The named officers stated that upon verifying that the complainant’s client’s search condition, they 
conducted a vehicle search. 
 
Department records and body-worn camera confirmed the complainant’s client’s vehicle was searched 
after the named officers verified that he had a current, active search condition.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
 
SUMMARY OF ADDED ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to comply with Department Bulletin 
20-175 Activation of Body Worn Cameras.   
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND        FINDING:          IE             DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The named officer failed to activate his body worn camera in a timely manner.  
His body worn camera did not capture the beginning of the incident. 
 
The named officer stated his body-worn camera was in buffering mode and he firmly believed he had 
activated his body worn camera prior to exiting the patrol vehicle and contacting the complainant’s driver. 
He stated that while on scene he heard his FTO and an audible sound indicating his BWC was in 
recording mode. He stated that it was at that moment when he checked his BWC and found much to his 
horror that his camera had not been activated. He stated he immediately activated his BWC which 
recorded from that moment until the completion of the incident. He stated he could only equate that 
mistake to human error and there was no intent whatsoever to violate the DGO or bulletin. 

DPA received body-worn camera footage of the incident; however, the named officer activated the body-
worn camera late.  

There was insufficient evidence to either prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred due to 
operator error rather than misconduct. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:      NA            FINDING:          IO-1          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint has 
been referred to another agency.   
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer used unnecessary or excessive force. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer grabbed her, put her in a choke 
hold, ripped her clothing, and handcuffed her tightly. 
 
The named officer stated that he responded to a report of a fight at the complainant’s relative’s house. 
When he approached the house, he saw the complainant on the porch yelling and screaming as she tried to 
gain entry into the house. The named officer ordered the complaint down the stairs, and she refused. To 
not further escalate the situation, the named officer stayed outside with the complainant while his partner 
entered the house to talk to the complainant’s relatives. He described the complainant’s demeanor as 
angry, irate and flustered. When he obtained her statement, he noticed that she was pale, sweaty, rambled, 
and repeated herself. The officer believed her to be under the influence of alcohol. He stated that he used 
reasonable force on the complainant when she attempted to enter the house to grab her things. He 
explained that he ordered her to stop and attempted to gain control of her arm to place her in handcuffs. 
He stated that when he grabbed the complainant’s arm, she turned around and tried to push and swing at 
him. He stated that he complied with Department General Order 5.01 and used Department trained 
techniques to arrest her. He denied choking the complainant or pulling her up from the ground by her hair. 
He stated that his partner placed her in handcuffs and walked her to the sidewalk. He did not observe any 
injuries to the complainant, but she did complain of pain to her hand and head. When medics arrived, the 
complainant declined treatment.  
 
The named officer’s partner stated that although the complainant appeared angry and yelled at someone in 
the house, she was compliant until he went inside the house. He stated that he observed the complainant’s 
relatives inside the house and there was alcohol present. The complainant’s relatives appeared calm and 
wanted to press charges and obtain a restraining order against the complainant. The named officer’s 
partner did not witness the named officer pull the complainant’s hair, pick her up off the ground by her 
hair, grab, or choke her. When he opened the front door of the house, he saw the complainant and the 
named officer in a struggle and saw them fall to the ground. He also did not recall the complainant’s shirt 
being ripped open. He acknowledged that he handcuffed the complainant and walked her down the stairs 
to the sidewalk.  
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Department records, body-worn camera footage, and other evidence indicated that the complainant and 
her relatives were partying and there was alcohol present. A fight broke out at the house between the 
complainant and a relative which resulted in the relative being injured. The named officer and his partner 
arrived and observed the complainant yelling, screaming, and banging on the front door, in an attempt to 
gain entry. The complainant’s relative wanted to press charges and obtain a restraining order against the 
complainant.  The complainant was combative and physically resisted arrest. The named officer used 
Department taught techniques to place the complainant in custody. There was no evidence that the named 
officer choked, ripped the complainant’s shirt, or pulled her up from the ground by her hair. The 
complainant complained of pain to her hand and head and the named officer requested a paramedic. The 
complainant refused to be evaluated by the paramedics that responded. The named officer took photos of 
the complainant; however, she refused to have her right hand or head area photographed.  The 
complainant confirmed that she declined treatment from the medics. She also failed to provide additional 
requested information, such as a signed HIPAA so that DPA could obtain medical records related to the 
incident. Additionally, the named officer reported the use of force, and the use of force was evaluated and 
approved by a senior officer. 
 
Department General Order 5.01 stated that use of force must be for a lawful purpose and that officers may 
use reasonable force options in the performance of their duties to effect an arrest, detention, or search. The 
DGO also stated that when a subject actively resists or is combative, officers are allowed to use control 
holds to gain an advantage over the subject. 
 
The evidence showed that the complainant was emotional when the officers arrived on the scene. She 
refused to comply with several verbal commands from the named officer. The named officer explicitly 
identified the control hold that was used on the complainant and had appropriate reasons for utilizing that 
hold based upon the complainant’s noncompliance. Moreover, the officers requested an ambulance to 
check the complainant out and she declined the evaluation. DPA also notes that alcohol intoxication can 
impair one’s memory. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1-2: The officers engaged in inappropriate behavior. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CRD      FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:   The complainant stated officers filmed her without her consent. 
 
The named officers denied filming the complainant. Officer #1 stated that he did not know the 
complainant, but he might have spoken to her. He stated an unknown woman said something to him 
regarding consent, but he did not understand what she was referring to.  
 
Department records showed no calls for service or body-worn camera footage involving the complainant 
and the named officers.  
 
The complainant failed to provide further information and did not participate further in the investigation. 
A preponderance of evidence proved the conduct alleged did not occur.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers seized property or money without justification.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA      FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The witness officers and San Francisco Fire Department personnel found the 
complainants’ relative deceased in his bedroom. The complainants were present when their relative’s 
body was discovered; however, they were not initially allowed in the bedroom until the scene was clear. 
The complainants noticed that the safe in their relative’s bedroom was open and there were no contents 
inside. The complainants never saw any valuable property but were told that their deceased relative had 
valuable property in the safe.  They believed the valuable items in the safe were stolen.  
 
The witness officers denied stealing the complainant’s deceased relative’s valuable property. Witness 
officer #1 prepared the incident report and did not recall seeing a safe in the decedent’s bedroom or 
having a conversation about a safe or missing contents. Witness officer #2 could not recall any additional 
details of the incident that were not included in the incident report.  
 
A witness stated that the decedent told him that he had valuable property in his safe, but the witness never 
saw the valuable property. 
 
Body-worn cameras were not issued to officers at the time of the incident. 
 
Medical Examiner records, police records, and other documents indicated that no valuable property was 
reportedly seized.  
 
DPA, the complainants, and the witness could not confirm that the decedent had any contents in his safe. 
There was no evidence that anyone removed property from the decedent’s safe before or after the 
decedent was found. Indeed, the preponderance of the evidence supports an inference that no property 
was in the safe when the witness officers arrived. The preponderance of the evidence proves that the 
witness officers did not take or seize the decedent’s valuable property. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer used unnecessary or excessive force. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that she was arguing with her partner when the named 
officer arrived, used excessive force, and injured her wrist. The complainant did not proceed with any 
DPA interviews and did not provide additional requested information.  
 
The named officer stated that he received a call of kidnapping in progress, and when he first arrived, he 
was the only officer on the scene. He saw that both the complainant and another subject were walking in 
different directions and did not know who the suspect and victim were. The officer said he asked both 
subjects to stop, but both subjects refused to comply. The named officer then approached the complainant, 
who moved towards a car, to prevent her from fleeing and told her that she was detained. The complainant 
argued she was not detained. The officer walked the complainant away from the car and told her to put 
her hands behind her back. He said the complainant became combative, trying to turn her body and twist 
away from him. The complainant appeared upset and shouted for the other subject to come back. The 
officer said he was struggling to get the complainant under control and in handcuffs. The officer said the 
other subject walked back and quickly grabbed something out of the complainant’s pocket. This item later 
turned out to be narcotics. The officer grabbed the jacket of the subject and asked her to put down the bag. 
The officer admitted using a bent wrist lock control hold twice on the complainant before and after 
handcuffing the complainant. He explained that the first hold was one-handed because he was also 
checking the complainant for weapons. He said the complainant kept twisting back and forth. After the 
complainant was handcuffed, she attempted to wrestle free, so the officer put her back in the control hold. 
The officer described the scene as chaotic. Other officers eventually came on the scene, and the 
complainant also calmed down and agreed to sit on the sidewalk.  The officer said the complainant 
complained of pain later on, and he requested an ambulance to check her.  
 
Department records indicate that a neighbor at the location called regarding a potential kidnapping. The 
officer first called out to the complainant’s girlfriend to stop, and she refused and continued to walk away. 
Simultaneously, the complainant opened the driver’s door and began to enter her vehicle. He called out to 
her to stop, but the complainant refused. The officer walked the complainant to the front of the police car 
and told her to put her hands behind her back. The complainant began to pull away from him, leaning 
forward. The complainant became increasingly upset, was crying and screaming. The named officer 
attempted to de-escalate by telling her to relax and calm down. In the report, it was recorded that both  
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subjects were uncooperative. The records documented that the officer kept the complainant in a bent wrist 
lock because he had not been able to place her in handcuffs. As the officer was handcuffing the 
complainant, she continued to twist her arms and pull away. The record also documented the girlfriend 
grabbing a bag of green leaves from the complainant while the officer was by himself trying to handcuff 
the complainant and contain the situation. 
 
Other department records indicated that the named officer did report the use of force and it was evaluated 
and approved by a senior officer.  
 
Body-worn camera footage captured that the named officer was first on the scene while the two subjects 
were already separating and walking in separate directions. The officer asked the complainant’s girlfriend 
to stop, and she refused to comply and continued walking. The officer then approached the complainant 
and said he was detaining her. The complainant denied and yelled that he was not detaining her and asked 
why she was being detained. The complainant appeared to be half crying and emotional. The officer 
walked the complainant away from the vehicle and asked her to put her hands behind her back. The 
complainant asked loudly for the girlfriend to come back and call somebody. The girlfriend walked back 
and quickly grabbed something from the complainant’s front pocket. The officer ordered the girlfriend to 
put the bag on the hood and for her to sit down. The footage captured that the complainant had attempted 
to pull away during the detention and lean forward multiple times while the named officer tried to put her 
under control. The officer told her to calm down and relax several times. After putting the handcuffs on 
the complainant, she still had her body leaning forward, and the officer told her to stop flexing on him. 
More units then arrived and helped to handcuff the partner.  
 
The complainant failed to provide additional requested information, such as her medical record of the 
incident. 
 
Department General Order 5.01 Use of Force states that when a subject is actively resisting or is 
combative, an officer is allowed to use control holds to gain an advantage over the subject. 
 
The evidence gathered showed that the complainant was emotional when the named officer came on the 
scene. She refused to comply with several verbal commands from the officer, attempted to pull away, and 
resisted the detention. Since the complainant was actively resisting, it was justified for the officer to use a 
personal body weapon such as a bent wrist lock to contain the complainant. Moreover, the officer also 
requested an ambulance to check the complainant out.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred. However, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant said a package was stolen from the package room of her 
apartment building. The incident was captured on surveillance footage, a copy of which was sent to the 
complainant. The complainant called for police assistance, and the responding officers took her report. 
The case was routed to the Burglary Unit for investigation. The complainant stated she made several 
follow up calls to the Burglary Unit and learned that no one was assigned to her case. 
 
The named officer stated that he assigned the case for investigation in accordance with Department 
Bulletin 20-107, Case Assignment for Investigations.  
 
Pursuant to Department Bulletin 20-107, the Department mandates reasonable, effective, and efficient 
allocation of its resources. One of the factors it considers when assigning cases for investigation is the 
seriousness or severity of the crime.  
 
Department records show the named officer assigned the case a few weeks after the incident had 
occurred. The assignment was reasonable and in accordance with the Department’s mandate of efficiently 
allocating its resources.  
 
The evidence proves that the act alleged in the complaint did not occur. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer misrepresented the truth. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the named officer lied by saying that nothing could be 
done to her case because the suspect was never identified. The complainant stated she provided the 
Department with the identity of the suspect who lives in the same building with her. The complainant 
stated the named officer also said that he contacted the apartment manager about the incident, but the 
latter had no record of him making any contact. 
 
Th named officer stated that he could not recall speaking with the complainant. 
 
Department records showed that another officer contacted the apartment management during the 
pendency of the case. The apartment manager failed to come forward. No other witnesses were identified. 
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: In her follow-up calls to the Burglary Unit, the complainant stated that she 
recalled talking to the named officer, who accused her of making harassing calls. 
 
The named officer stated he recalled speaking with the complainant but denied accusing her of making 
harassing calls. 
 
No witnesses were identified. 
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer conducted an improper search or seizure 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA        FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer unlawfully seized her vehicle. 
 
Department records showed that another law enforcement agency seized the vehicle. 
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur or that the accused officer was not involved. 
 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:      NA        FINDING:     IO-1/CHP         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
partially referred to: 
 

CALIFORNIA HIGHWAY PATROL 
455 8TH STREET 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94103 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated an officer came to his apartment building, called him on 
the telephone, and asked him to come down to the lobby to speak with her. The complainant alleged the 
officer’s phone call was intended to get him to the lobby so police could kill him. 
 
The officer stated she is assigned to the SFPD Crisis Intervention Team (CIT), which is primarily 
concerned with the effective, safe, and respectful engagement of subjects in crisis. The Crisis Intervention 
Team provides supportive assistance to Crisis Specialists, who work at The Department of Public Health 
(DPH) who plan to engage with subjects in crisis. The officer stated a physician from the DPH requested 
a supportive response from the CIT Unit to the complainant’s residence to help facilitate a field visit with 
the complainant.  The named officer stated she and her partner responded to the complainant’s residence 
to meet with DPH Crisis Specialist clinicians. The officer acknowledged contacting the complainant by 
phone as alleged, but said she followed policy and protocol consistent with her assignment. The named 
officer said she and her partner determined it was safer to contact the complainant by telephone and ask 
him to visit with crisis professionals downstairs. The complainant declined to meet with the officers.  
Records from the Department of Emergency Management document that officers responded to a “B” 
priority call for service for a wellbeing check and to meet with a City employee.  
 
Per SFPD CIT Policy, San Francisco Police Department General Order 5.21, contacting the complainant 
and encouraging him to meet with DPH professionals trained in crisis intervention is within Department 
policy.  
 
The evidence proves the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and proper.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officer called his medical doctor and tried to 
persuade the physician to have the complainant come in for a psychiatric examination. The complainant 
stated the officer told the physician that the complainant threatened to shoot officers. The complainant 
stated he never threatened to shoot police.  
 
The named officer stated she did not contact a doctor about the complainant and did not try to persuade 
the complainant’s doctor to facilitate a psychiatric evaluation. The named officer stated that the 
complainant did not threaten to shoot police and that she did not tell anyone he made such a statement.  
 
DPA contacted the complainant’s medical provider. A spokesperson stated that an officer reached out in a 
general capacity to see if the provider could offer anything to help the complainant. The spokesperson 
stated no one from SFPD called or spoke with any physicians directly. The spokesperson stated the named 
officer explained that she had several long phone calls with the complainant and that she was trying to 
understand his perspective.  
 
By a preponderance of the evidence, the conduct alleged did not occur. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1-2: The officers behaved inappropriately.   
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         CUO           FINDING:       PC           DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that they summoned police to deal with a threat by a 
roommate against her family member. When the complainant attempted to tell the officers what 
happened, one of the officers told her in a rude tone, “We don’t want to talk to you.” The complainant 
acknowledged that she did not hear the alleged threat against her family member. 
 
Named officer #1 stated that when he and named officer #2 first arrived at the scene they informed the 
complainant that they needed to speak to her and her family member separately; however, the 
complainant ignored their request. When they asked the complainant’s family member for the name of the 
subject, the complainant interjected and gave one name, while her family member provided a different 
name. Named officer #1 stated that it became confusing when the complainant continued to talk over her 
family member. Named officer #1 further stated that they did speak to the complainant, but it was the 
complainant’s family member who called 9-1-1 to report the crime, not the complainant.  
 
Named officer #2 corroborated named officer #1’s statement regarding their interaction with the 
complainant. 
 
Body-worn camera confirmed that the named officers told the complainant that they would speak to her 
family member first and they would talk to her separately, if needed. The body-worn camera footage also 
supported the named officers’ statements that the complainant interjected, spoke over her family member, 
and provided a different suspect name than her family member provided, which caused confusion.  
 
Evidence showed that what the officers told the complainant and what the complainant perceived or 
remembered the officers telling her were different. Based on the totality of circumstances, the officer’s 
tone and comment did not rise to the level of misconduct. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #3-4: The officers failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that they summoned police to deal with a threat by a 
roommate against her family member. The officers did not make any effort to talk to the suspect. She 
stated the officers told her and her family to get a restraining order and subsequently left. The complainant 
was not provided an incident report number which she later learned was needed to file a restraining order. 
She acknowledged that she did not request an incident report while police were present.   
 
The named officers stated that they investigated a call for criminal threats and determined that no crime 
was committed. Named officer #1 did not dispute that the words, “I kill you” were heard by the 
complainant’s family member; however, those words alone did not meet the Penal Code criteria for 
criminal threats. He stated that the complainant’s family member provided no other details other than the 
threatening words he heard. He stated that the complainant and her family member ultimately wanted 
them to speak to the alleged suspect and ask him to leave them alone.  Named officer #1 stated that they 
lacked probable cause to make an arrest and because there was no criminal conduct, there was no need to 
write a police report. He stated that the complainant did not request an incident report and the alleged 
suspect was not around. 

Named officer #2 stated that he recommended the complainant and her family member file a restraining 
order because he wanted to leave them with some type of service. He also stated that an incident report 
was not required to obtain a restraining order.  
 
Body-worn camera footage corroborated the named officers’ statements regarding no probable cause for 
an arrest, no merit to a crime, and the complainant did not request a citizen’s arrest or an incident report. 
The BWC showed that the complainant’s reaction to the incident was based on previous disputes with the 
alleged suspect. It was not clear if the complainant and her family member wanted the alleged suspect 
arrested or if they wanted the officers to just talk to him.  
 
Penal Code Section 422 (a) states, in part: 
 

 
 
Any person who willfully threatens to commit a crime which will result in death or great bodily 
injury to another person, with the specific intent that the statement, made verbally, in writing, or  
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by means of an electronic communication device, is to be taken as a threat, even if there is no 
intent of actually carrying it out, which, on its face and under the circumstances in which it is 
made, is so unequivocal, unconditional, immediate, and specific as to convey to the person 
threatened, a gravity of purpose and an immediate prospect of execution of the threat, and thereby 
causes that person reasonably to be in sustained fear for his or her own safety or for his or her 
immediate family’s safety. 

 
Department General Order 5.04 states, in part, that the Department receives complaints 
from citizens who state that an officer failed to place a person under private person arrest. In 
these cases, the citizen thought that he or she had made it verbally clear that the person was to 
be placed under such an arrest. Officers should be aware that a citizen may say that he or she 
wishes to arrest an individual without using a formally worded demand. Officers must always evaluate the 
intent of the person making the arrest and, if necessary, ask questions in order to determine if the person is 
actually requesting a private person arrest.  Lastly, in all instances involving requests for a private 
person’s arrest, an incident report shall be prepared. 
 
DPA attempted to obtain a statement from the complainant’s family member, but the complainant did not 
respond to DPA’s request. 
 
According to DGO 5.04, the officers should have asked if the complainant’s family member wanted the 
alleged suspect arrested, but DPA did not find that the failure to ask that question rose to the level of 
misconduct because nothing the complainant said intimated that she wanted an arrest or incident report. 
There was no probable cause to arrest the alleged suspect, the complainant and her family member 
provided conflicting information regarding the suspect’s name, there were no witnesses to the incident 
other than the complainant’s family member, the alleged suspect was not around, and the complainant and 
her family member were clear that they wanted the officers to talk to the alleged suspect. DPA 
recommends that as a best practice if there is any question as to whether a person desires a private 
person’s arrest an officer should simply ask the question. 
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer improperly used physical control. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF      FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he was selling food without a permit in a city park when 
an officer approached him and told him to leave the area.  The complainant stated the officer subsequently 
arrested and handcuffed him in a manner that was too tight.  
 
The named officer was on leave and unavailable for questioning. The named officer’s partner stated the 
named officer handcuffed the complainant after detaining him for violating a Park Code – vending 
without a permit in a public park. The named officer’s partner stated that the complainant verbally and 
physically resisted officers when he was detained. The named officer’s partner stated that the complainant 
did say that the handcuffs were tight, but he did not indicate he was in pain.  
 
Witness officers and a responding sergeant confirmed that the complainant complained about tight 
handcuffs. The complainant did not indicate that he was injured. The sergeant immediately inspected the 
handcuffs and noticed that they were double cuffed for comfort and lateral pressure relief and that there 
was more than a sufficient gap in between the handcuff link and the complainant's wrist. The sergeant saw 
no signs of pinching, extreme skin pressure, or lack of circulation that would be indicative of tight 
handcuffs. 
 
Body-worn camera footage captured the entire contact among the named officer, the complainant, and 
other officers on scene. The footage confirmed the named officer handcuffed the complainant, who had 
insisted on being handcuffed, and confirmed that the complainant was argumentative, and repeatedly 
pulled away from the officer after she had detained him and before she handcuffed him. The footage 
showed that the named officer used two sets of handcuffs to allow for extra space between wrists and to 
ensure that the handcuffs would not pull on his shoulders unnecessarily. The footage revealed the named 
officer and another officer checked the degree of tightness on the handcuffs. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct did not occur.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer failed to take required action.   
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC            DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant asked the named officer to loosen his tight handcuffs, but she 
did not take any action to loosen them.  The complainant stated that the named officer failed to loosen the 
handcuffs after he repeatedly asked her during the incident.  
 
The named officer was on leave and unavailable for questioning. The named officer’s partner stated that 
the named officer checked the tightness of the complainant’s handcuffs, double locked them and made 
sure they were on correctly at the complainant’s insistence.  
 
Witness officers stated the officers, along with a responding sergeant, checked for the proper degree of 
tightness. The named officer’s partner stated handcuffs would not be loosened if they were applied 
correctly as it would create an officer safety issue. The sergeant inspected the handcuffs and concluded 
that they were properly placed and not too tight. 
 
Body-worn camera footage captured the entire interaction between the named officer and the 
complainant. The footage showed that the named officer applied two sets of handcuffs so that the 
complainant would be more comfortable. The footage showed that the named officer checked for proper 
degree of tightness, described that she could fit her finger between the handcuffs and the complainant’s 
wrist, and verbally informed him of the outcome of her tightness check.  The footage also revealed that 
another officer checked the handcuffs at the complainant’s insistence, determining they were correctly 
applied.   
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer failed to request medical aid in a 
timely manner.  The complainant stated he asked the named officer multiple times for an ambulance but 
the officer refused to get medical aid to the scene.  The complainant stated the ambulance eventually did 
arrive on scene but it was over an hour into the incident.   
 
The named officer stated the complainant said he needed medics but refused to say what his medical issue 
was.  The named officer also stated the complainant asked to speak with the medics privately and he was 
assessed while in the rear of a police vehicle. The named officer stated the complainant was not in any 
state of obvious medical distress. The named officer stated an ambulance was requested within minutes of 
the initial request. 
 
Witness officers stated the primary officers on scene requested an ambulance for the complainant.  
 
Body-worn camera footage confirmed the named officer called an ambulance after the complainant 
repeatedly requested medics. The footage showed medics arrived within a half hour from the initial 
contact by the named officer. The footage revealed that medics evaluated the complainant while he was in 
the back of a police car. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1: The officer drove improperly. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND       FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that she witnessed the named officer speed and blow 
through stop signs without activating her lights and siren.  
 
The named officer acknowledged she was driving the patrol vehicle witnessed by the complainant. She 
could not recall if she violated the rules of the road or if she activated her lights and siren. However, based 
on the nature of the call that she was responding to at the time the complainant witnessed her allegedly 
violating the rules of the road, she was authorized to respond Code 3. She explained that officers are 
authorized to drive Code 3 when an emergency response appears reasonably necessary to prevent serious 
injury to persons, whether or not a criminal offense is involved. She cited California Vehicle Code section 
21055(a) which exempts officers from the rules of the road while responding Code 3.  
 
The named officer’s partner could not recall the named officer speeding or running through stop signs; 
however, she reiterated that the named officer was authorized to respond Code 3 to the emergency call. 
 
Department records and body-worn camera confirmed the named officer was responding to an emergency 
call, which justified a Code 3 response. Additionally, the named officer’s partner’s body-worn camera 
footage showed the named officer activated her forward visible red light while responding to the 
emergency call.  
 
It is the policy of the San Francisco Police Department that officers respond to emergency calls 
expeditiously. Department General Order 5.05 authorizes officers to respond Code 3 only when an 
emergency response appears reasonably necessary to prevent serious injury to persons, whether or not a 
criminal offense is involved. Furthermore, officers performing an emergency response shall activate their 
forward visible red light and shall sound the siren as reasonably necessary under the circumstances to 
provide suitable warning to afford other users of the highways an opportunity to yield the right-of-way 
(21055 CVC). DPA finds by a preponderance of the evidence that because the red lights were activated, it 
is more likely than not that the siren was also activated, even though that portion of body-worn camera 
footage did not have audio capability.  
 
Based on the totality of circumstances, the evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, 
the conduct was justified, lawful, and proper.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer knowingly engaged in bias policing or discrimination. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA         FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: In the online complaint, the complainant wrote that an officer showed favoritism by 
protecting one protest group over another protest group. The complainant also wrote that officers charged the 
member of one protest group with a hate crime while providing a driving escort for the members of the other 
protest group.  
 
Due to the number of officers assigned to the rally and the rapid change of task and assignment in response to the 
clash between protestors and counter protestors, DPA was unable to identify the officer that escorted the protestors 
away from the location. However, DPA interviewed the commanding officer that monitored the rally. He reviewed 
police records as well as social media videos capturing the rally and he agreed that an emergency evacuation of the 
protestors was necessary and justified. He believed that not evacuating those protestors would have resulted in even 
more injured officers, protestors and counter-protestors.  
 
Body-worn camera and police records revealed that counter-protestors substantially outnumbered protestors.   
There was an outbreak of violence directed at the protestors at that particular moment, and officers had to act 
quickly to protect the protestors from further injury.  
 
DPA was unable to obtain a statement from the complainant because they wished to remain anonymous and 
requested to not be contacted. 
 
The officer that escorted the protestors was ordered to remove the protestors for their own safety from counter-
protestors. There were no witnesses, video evidence, or any other evidence that suggested officers favored any 
particular protest group.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer drove improperly. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          IE          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that, while he was driving, an unmarked police vehicle 
suddenly swerved into his lane, cutting him off. The complainant stated the driver attempted to push him 
into incoming traffic. The complainant provided the license plate number of the vehicle and the date and 
time. He also recalled two men being onboard and emergency lights flashing from the car’s visor. The 
complainant failed to respond to numerous requests by the DPA for an interview. 
 
Inquiries made to the Department determined the vehicle was assigned to a district police station. An 
identity poll sent to the station resulted in the identification of the named officer as patrolling in the 
vehicle on the date in question.  
 
The named officer stated that he could not recall the vehicle he drove on the day in question. He also 
stated that he could not recall patrolling with a partner. He denied any recollection of an incident as 
described by the complainant. 
 
No witnesses were identified. 
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
 
 

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer behaved and spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          IE          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated officers in a car that cut him off in traffic rolled down 
their window, menacingly and aggressively yelled at him, and sped off against incoming traffic. The 
complainant failed to respond to numerous requests by the DPA for an interview. 
 
The named officer denied any recollection of the incident. 
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant called the police non-emergency number to report garbage, 
drug dealing, as well as tents blocking the sidewalk and door entrance to her building. She stated that the 
police never responded to her call for service.  
 
Police records indicated that the named officers responded to a public health violation call regarding drug 
dealing and multiple tents blocking the entire sidewalk. The complainant did not provide any further 
information or details and she did not request to meet with the officers. The officers arrived at the location 
within five minutes, did not see any drug dealing, and subsequently left.  
 
Department Notice 20-100, Legal Enforcement Options for Addressing Lodging and Illegal Tents, Living 
Structures, and Encampments during Covid-19, set relaxed and discretionary enforcement rules regarding 
homeless encampments during the COVID 19 pandemic; therefore, even if the officers responded and 
saw the encampment, they had no duty to act. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer displayed threatening, intimidating, or harassing 
behavior. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated in an online complaint that officers continue to harass 
him for a past crime. The complainant did not provide specific dates or times for the incidents. He 
indicated that the harassment occurred 24 hours a day for the past 12 years. 
 
The named officer denied harassing the complainant. He did not recall knowing the complainant or 
having any contact with the complainant. He stated that he was sorry the complaniant was being harassed 
but believed that the complainant named him in error. 
 
Department records showed that the complanaint had no San Francisco police contacts in the last year.  
 
The complainant failed to provide further information and did not participate further in the investigation.  
 
A preponderance of evidence proves the conduct alleged did not occur.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO         FINDING:          NF        DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that he called a police station to report aggressive 
homeless people and the officer he spoke with was rude and unprofessional.  
 
An officer identification poll sent to the district station was returned with negative results. 
 
The officer could not reasonably be identified. 
 
No finding outcomes occur under four circumstances: the complainant did not provide additional 
requested evidence, the complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint, the officer could not 
reasonably be identified, or the officer is no longer with the Department and therefore is no longer subject 
to Department discipline.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant approached and reported a theft she witnessed to an officer that 
was detaining an individual involved in a different incident. The complainant believed the officer was 
rude, dismissive, and failed to investigate the theft she witnessed.   
 
Department records showed no calls for police service or body-worn camera footage involving the 
complainant, any particular officer, or the alleged theft.  
 
An identification poll sent to the district police station where the incident occurred failed to identify any 
officer. 
 
The complainant did not provide sufficient information to conduct an investigation. 
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 SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to properly supervise. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that three to five marked SFPD vehicles were sitting on 
her block with their sirens activated “for no apparent reason” at around 2:30 a.m. The complainant stated 
that the vehicles’ sirens were activated for approximately five to 10 minutes. 
 
The DPA obtained the CAD for the incident in question. The CAD showed that there was a vehicle stunt 
show or a “sideshow” less than a block away from the complainant’s residence.  
 
The DPA also obtained the incident report which described the chaotic stunt driving event involving 
several cars and spectators in the street. The incident report also showed that there were multiple 
shotspotter activations at the location. The incident report showed that the named officer was the lead 
supervisor during the incident and directed officers to form skirmish lines with their cars to disperse the 
event.  
 
No other witnesses were identified. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer knowingly engaged in biased policing or 
discrimination. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant called for police assistance because her property manager was 
behaving aggressively during an apartment inspection. The complainant stated when the named officer 
arrived, he was biased against her from the start because he spoke initially to the other party in the 
dispute, who was white. The complainant felt the officer had taken the side of the other parties because 
they were white, and the complainant is Black. The complainant added that the named officer was also 
sexist and never asked the complainant if she was okay. The complainant provided no overt evidence of 
bias. 

The named officer was questioned pursuant to DPA’s Biased Policing Investigation Protocol. The named 
officer stated that he and his partner spoke to the property manager and her husband first because they 
encountered them in the building lobby first and complainant was not present. The officer denied taking 
the other parties' side. The officer stated he gave equal weight to both parties and did not find one party to 
be more credible than the other. The officer stated he did not know the complainant’s race until he met the 
complainant outside her apartment. The officer stated that neither the complainant’s race nor sex was a 
factor in his policing.  

The officer’s partner stated the property manager and her husband approached them in the lobby. The 
property manager stated she and her husband had called off an inspection of the complainant’s apartment 
and wished only to retrieve a purse they had left inside the apartment. The witness officer stated the 
named officer acted professionally toward the complainant when they contacted her outside her 
apartment. He stated that there was no biased treatment on the part of the named officer toward the 
complainant. The officer stated they took information from both parties and objectively made a decision.  

Body-worn camera footage showed the officers entering the lobby of the apartment building to which 
they had been dispatched. The property manager and her husband were present and approached the 
officers, who spoke to them about the reported incident. The complainant was not present in the lobby. 
The video then showed the officers walking to the apartment that was the scene of the reported dispute. 
The officers knocked on the door and waited until the complainant approached them from behind, and 
they then entered her apartment together to talk. The video also showed that the named officer and his 
partner acted in a professional and courteous manner when addressing the complainant.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged in the complaint did not occur.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer failed to prepare an incident report.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she asked for a report about an attempted battery and the 
named officer commented that it was a civil matter. The complainant stated the named officer’s partner 
assured the complainant they would write a report. The complainant stated she was provided with a report 
number.   

The named officer stated he and his partner responded to a call for service regarding an attempted battery.  
When they arrived on scene, they entered the lobby and met with a female property manager and her 
husband who were waiting in the lobby. The property manager said they had gotten in a verbal argument 
with the complainant about wear and tear in the apartment the complainant was vacating. The property 
manager stated she left her purse in the apartment and wished to retrieve it. The husband said he was 
getting angry because complainant was getting angry. He did not say anything about threatening the 
complainant. 
 
The named officer stated he and his partner went upstairs with a security guard to the complainant's 
apartment. The named officer stated they told the complainant they met with the other parties and the 
property manager just wanted her purse back. The complainant stated that the husband had “aggressed” 
her, describing him raising his hands in a menacing manner and making vaguely threatening statements. 
The named officer stated he questioned the complainant and determined there were no elements of a 
crime in what had transpired. The named officer stated he did not recall the complainant requesting an 
incident report, but he did recall that he and his partner explained to the complainant they do not write 
reports for civil matters. The named officer stated the complainant made a statement while they were 
walking through the parking garage – “If he would have hit me, I would have owned this place.” He 
considered her statement as further evidence there was no criminal action by the property manager's 
husband. 
 
The named officer’s partner stated that he and the named officer, after questioning the parties to the 
reported dispute, determined that no crime had occurred.  He stated the named officer asked complainant 
if she was injured and asked questions about the male threatening her when they were inside the 
apartment. The witness officer stated when the complainant asked for a report, he and the named officer 
told complainant it would be reported that Dispatch sent them there and told her there would be no 
criminal investigation because they deemed it a civil incident. He told complainant it would be  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: Continued. 
 
documented in CAD, not in an incident report. The witness officer stated he gave the complainant a CAD 
number and she accepted that.  
 
Department of Emergency Management CAD records show the complainant called Dispatch and reported 
a tenant and landlord dispute-heated verbal.  
 
Body-worn camera footage showed the complainant describing the dispute and telling the officers that she 
had been threatened. The named officer asked the complainant a series of questions and whether there 
was any physical contact. The complainant responded, “No” to each question. The officers told the 
complainant the matter was civil and there was no crime.  They accompanied her to the lobby to facilitate 
an exchange of paperwork and keys. On the way to the lobby the complainant asked for a report and 
officers again explained that it was a civil matter and that they would give her a CAD number. The named 
officer then negotiated with the property manager to allow the complainant to drop off her keys at the 
building’s front desk to avoid any more contact between the parties. The complainant said, “Thank you” 
to the officers as they left.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer failed to properly investigate.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated the officer failed to fully investigate the incident. The 
complainant stated the named officer seemed more interested in retrieving the property manager’s purse, 
which she left inside the apartment following the verbal altercation between her husband and the 
complainant. 

The named officer stated he spoke with the involved parties and asked questions. The named officer and 
his partner concluded it was a civil matter and that no crime had occurred.  

The body-worn camera footage covered the contact with the complainant. The video showed that the 
named officer and his partner investigated by asking the complainant about the crime she was reporting 
and found no crime had occurred.   

Body-worn camera footage proved that the officers conducted an appropriate investigation under the 
circumstances.  
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful and 
proper.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:     NA          FINDING:    I-O1             DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
referred to: 
 

SFMTA Muni Security, Investigations & Enforcement 
1 South Van Ness Ave., 8th Floor 
San Francisco, CA  94103  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:     NA           FINDING:      IO-1/SFMTA         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency  
Department of Parking & Traffic  
11 South Van Ness Avenue  
San Francisco, CA 94102   



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    05/05/21     DATE OF COMPLETION:   08/23/21       PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer issued an invalid order. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA        FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that he was on his bicycle on a local trail and was 
stopped by an unnamed officer who informed him he was not allowed to ride his bike in that area. The 
complainant stated that there were multiple signs in the area that said that biking was allowed. 
 
The DPA conducted a thorough search to identify the officer but was unable to locate the incident. The 
DPA also sent an ID Poll to a nearby police station which produced negative results.   
 
No finding outcomes occur under four circumstances: the complainant did not provide additional 
requested evidence, the complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint, the officer could not 
reasonably be identified, or the officer is no longer with the Department and therefore is no longer 
subject to Department discipline. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that an officer addressed him with an obscene term. 
 
The DPA conducted a thorough search to identify the officer but was unable to locate the incident. The 
DPA also sent an ID Poll to a nearby police station which produced negative results.   
 
No finding outcomes occur under four circumstances: the complainant did not provide additional 
requested evidence, the complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint, the officer could not 
reasonably be identified, or the officer is no longer with the Department and therefore is no longer 
subject to Department discipline. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer made an arrest without cause.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officer arrested him without cause.    
 
Department records, including the incident report, body-worn camera footage, and dispatch records, 
indicate that the named officer responded to a call for service regarding a fight without weapons at an ice 
cream shop. The caller reported the complainant was harassing staff and customers. The named officer 
ran a warrant check through dispatch, which revealed the complainant had an outstanding felony arrest 
warrant in another jurisdiction. The complainant acknowledged to the officer he knew about the warrant 
and told the officer the warrant was dismissed. The complainant lacks credibility in general. The officer 
verified the warrant with the Warrant Bureau and arrested the complainant.    
 
The arrest was proper on its face.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:      NA      FINDING:      IO-1/SFMTA         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 

  
San Francisco Municipal Transportation Agency 
Parking, Permits, and Citations 
11 So. Van Ness Avenue 
San Francisco, CA 94103 

 
 
  



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:     06/14/20            DATE OF COMPLETION:  08/30/21      PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officers failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         ND         FINDING:          M          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: By mutual agreement of the complainant and the station representative, the 
complaint was mediated and resolved in a non-disciplinary manner on 08/02/2021. 
 
 
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:     NA        FINDING:          NF/W         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction and the complainant 
requested a withdrawal of the complaint. 
 
 



 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:   06/23/21       DATE OF COMPLETION:    08/23/21      PAGE# 1 of 1 
 
 

         

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1:  The officer behaved or spoke in a manner unbecoming an officer. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         CUO          FINDING:        NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated he was at his home when he heard a loud explosion 
about one block away. The complainant stated the explosion made his eyes hurt and gave him a headache. 
The complainant stated he contacted SFPD’s non-emergency number to report the incident. The 
complainant stated the male officer who spoke on the phone was unhelpful, told him to call 911, and only 
provided him an option of a visit or no visit from an officer. The complainant stated he did not want to 
call 911 and wanted to be contacted by and speak with the officer first before the officer arrived. The 
complainant stated the officer hung up on him. 
 
A dispatch records search showed the complainant reported the explosion. The report was a Priority C 
Noise Nuisance. Records showed that no fire, smoke, or smell of smoke was reported. The complainant 
refused for provide further details. 
 
During the interview, the complainant could not provide the name or badge number of the officer he 
spoke to. When asked for further details, the complainant immediately hung up the phone. 
 
An ID Poll was conducted. The officer could not reasonably be identified. 
 
No finding outcomes occur under four circumstances: the complainant did not provide additional 
requested evidence, the complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint, the officer could not 
reasonably be identified, or the officer is no longer with the Department and therefore is no longer 
subject to Department discipline. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          NF          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated an officer from a BART train did not take any action 
against a fare evader. The complainant got off the train on her way to work at the San Francisco 
International Airport and alerted a male officer about a fare evader. The officer ignored her and walked 
away. The complainant stated that she could not identify the named officer or agency he represented and 
was unable to provide further identifying information.   
 
A request for dispatch’s calls-for-service for the incident and a list of officers posted in or near the 
incident location was sent to SFPD Legal. The responses came back with negative results. 
 
No witnesses were identified.  
 
No finding outcomes occur under four circumstances: the complainant did not provide additional 
requested evidence, the complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint, the officer could not 
reasonably be identified, or the officer is no longer with the Department and therefore is no longer subject 
to Department discipline. 
 
 
  
 
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:     NA           FINDING:          IO-1        DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 

San Francisco Patrol Special 
            Police Officers Association 

P. O. Box 590241 
San Francisco, CA. 94159-0001 

  



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    07/26/21       DATE OF COMPLETION:    08/05/21      PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:     NA           FINDING:          IO-1/IAD         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 

SFPD Internal Affairs Division 
1245 3rd Street 
San Francisco, CA 94158 

 
  



 
 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:      NA        FINDING:    IO-1/DEM         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 

DIVISION OF EMERGENCY COMMUNICATIONS 
DEPARTMENT OF EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT 
1011 TURK STREET,  
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102  

 
  



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1:  This complaint raises matters not rationally within DPA 
jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:     NA      FINDING:    IO-2          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  This complaint raises matters not rationally within DPA jurisdiction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:     NA            FINDING:       IO-1/DACC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 

Dept. of Animal Care and Control 
1419 Bryant Street 
San Francisco, CA  94103 

 
  



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    08/13/21      DATE OF COMPLETION:    08/26/21        PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1:  The complaint raised matters that were imaginary or not 
rationally within DPA jurisdiction. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:      NA         FINDING:          1O2         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complaint raised matters that were imaginary or not rationally within DPA 
jurisdiction. 
 
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    08/15/21      DATE OF COMPLETION:    08/18/21       PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:     NA           FINDING:       IO-1         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction.  
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