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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers detained the complainant without justification.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA          FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant was making a delivery when she observed the named officers 
move from the left lane to the right lane to pull behind her. The complainant was attempting to make a 
right turn and was behind a vehicle that was waiting for pedestrians to clear the crosswalk before making 
the turn. When the pedestrians cleared the crosswalk, the vehicle in front of her turned and she followed. 
She was subsequently stopped by the named officers for cutting off a pedestrian, which she disputed.   
 
Named officer #1 was a field training officer and Named officer #2 was a recruit. The named officers 
denied the allegation, stating they observed a pedestrian step into the crosswalk. Therefore, the 
complainant had the obligation to stop, but the pedestrian had to stop for the complainant to make her 
turn. The complainant was in violation of CVC 21950(a) and the named officers subsequently stopped 
her. 
 
San Francisco Police Department General Order (DGO) 9.01, Traffic Enforcement, states that officers 
shall act on a moving violation after witnessing a violation. Generally, in order to detain a person, officers 
need reasonable suspicion that the person has violated the law. Reasonable suspicion requires more than a 
hunch and requires that an officer be able to articulate the reasons for their belief, among other things.  
 
The complainant and the named officers made conflicting statements as to whether there was a pedestrian 
who had a right of way, and there were no independent witnesses or camera footage of the alleged 
violation.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer cited the complainant without cause. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA      FINDING:       IE            DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the named officer stopped her, accused her of cutting off 
pedestrians in the crosswalk, and issued her a citation. The complainant denied cutting off a pedestrian. 
 
The named officer asserted that the field training program encouraged recruits to perform self-initiated 
activities. He observed the complainant cut off a pedestrian crossing the street in violation of CVC 
Vehicle Code section 21950 (a), Failure to Yield to Pedestrians.  He subsequently stopped and cited the 
complainant for the traffic violation. The named officer acknowledged he had discretion when issuing the 
citations; however, he was learning and believed the more repetition of writing citations, the more 
proficient he would be. He issued the complainant a warning for an out of state warrant she had. 
The body worn camera footage did not capture the violation.  
 
There were no independent witnesses identified.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #4: The officer engaged in biased policing based on race.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant believed the traffic stop was racially motivated due to her race 
as well as the car she was driving. The officers were in the lane next to her and when they noticed her 
they pulled behind her car.  Her vehicle had dealer stock-tinted windows and customized 22-inch colored 
rims. 
 
Department General Order 5.17 states officers shall not consider actual or perceived race, color, ethnicity, 
national origin, religion, gender, age, sexual orientation or gender identity in establishing either 
reasonable suspicion or probable cause except when except when engaging in the investigation of 
appropriate suspect specific activity to identify a particular person or group. 
 
The named officer denied racially profiling the complainant. He was unaware of the complainant’s race 
until he made contact and issued the complainant the citation. He stopped the complainant because he 
observed her violate a traffic law.  
 
The complainant and named officer made conflicting statements.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF DPA-ADDED ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to comply with DB 18-105 and 
18-247, Stop Data Collection System (SDCS) Implementation.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND        FINDING:          IC (Sustained)     DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: SFPD Department Bulletin 18-105 and 18-247, Stop Data Collection System 
(SDCS) Implementation, requires members to submit through the SDCS web portal stop data for all stops, 
including but not limited to pedestrian, bicycle and vehicle stops.  
 
The named officer acknowledged he was familiar with Department Bulletin 18-105 and 18-247 and that 
he was required to make an entry. He mixed up the complainant’s SDCS entry with another stop and as a 
result there was no entry for this incident. 
 
A preponderance of the evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred and that the conduct violated 
Department policy or procedure. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers intentionally and improperly discharged a firearm, 
on or off-duty, in the performance of law enforcement duties. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF          FINDING:          PC          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The named officers were investigating an attempted carjacking by a person with 
a knife when they shot and killed a suspect after a brief foot chase in the middle of a street. The DPA 
investigated the incident because San Francisco Administrative Code §96.11 mandates that the DPA 
investigate any incident in which a member of the uniformed ranks of the San Francisco Police 
Department discharges a firearm resulting in the physical injury or death of a person. The DPA’s 
investigation included interviews of involved parties and witnesses; examination of documentary 
evidence from the San Francisco Police Department, the Department of Emergency Management, and the 
Office of the Chief Medical Examiner; and review of surveillance and body-worn camera video.  
 
On the night of the incident, the two named officers responded to a call-for-service regarding an 
attempted carjacking. Multiple 911 callers had reported seeing a man jump onto a woman’s car, smash her 
windshield, and attempt to pull her from her car. Dispatch advised that the suspect held a knife to the 
victim’s throat during the attempted carjacking and that he was still in the area trying to jump into another 
vehicle. Investigation would later reveal that the suspect had also attempted to gain entry into multiple 
cars waiting at traffic lights, that he shoved a person exiting a City bus, that he was armed with a curved 
tactical knife, that he yelled something to the effect of “kill me bitch” before shattering the carjacking 
victim’s windshield, that the victim was in fear for her life during the encounter, that the victim suffered 
minor injuries related to the suspect pressing his knife against her collarbone area and yanking her 
clothing and a necklace from her neck, that the victim escaped from her car, that the suspect drove a short 
distance in the victim’s car, and that he abandoned the victim’s car to apparently follow her on foot until 
bystanders intervened.  
 
The responding officers were uniformed and travelling in a marked patrol car. Upon arriving in the 
vicinity of the carjacking, the officers activated their emergency lights and met briefly with several 
witnesses. The first witness, a security guard at a nearby hotel, pointed in the suspect’s direction of travel 
and mentioned that he had a knife. Further up the street, a second security guard described the suspect’s 
physical characteristics, his clothing, and his direction of travel. She informed the officers that another 
one of her colleagues was following the suspect and reiterated that the suspect had held the knife to a  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: Continued.  
 
person’s throat. The officers observed the carjacking victim’s car in the middle of a traffic lane with a 
smashed windshield. 
 
The officers drove around a corner in search of the suspect. They briefly pulled alongside another witness, 
who identified the suspect as a man standing on the opposite side of the street. The witness later told the 
DPA that the suspect tried entering two other vehicles after pulling the victim from her car and seemed 
unlikely to stop.  
 
The officers activated their siren and drove toward the suspect. The suspect ran and the officers followed 
him in their patrol car as he turned off a well-lit road and onto a dark alleyway. The officers followed the 
suspect slowly, unsuccessfully attempting to illuminate him using one of the patrol car’s adjustable 
spotlights. In the alleyway, the suspect appeared to throw something to the ground, leading the first 
named officer to believe that the suspect had abandoned his knife.  
 
The suspect rounded a corner and ran down the middle of a four-lane one-way street. The officers noticed 
the suspect slowing down and the first named officer said he believed he could catch him on foot. The 
officers explained that suspects are generally easier to take into custody following a foot pursuit because 
they are tired from running. The second named officer stopped the car and positioned it to block 
oncoming traffic. The patrol car emergency lights remained activated, and the siren was deactivated. It 
was nighttime and the street was dark. The officers were carrying firearms, batons, and oleoresin 
capsicum spray on their belts. They left an extended range impact rifle locked in the patrol car because 
they are only trained to use such weapons to contain stationary suspects in confined areas, not when 
running after a suspect in a large open area or when carrying flashlights.  
 
The officers proceeded with caution because they were pursuing a person suspected of committing a 
violent felony. The officers stated their goal in pursuing the suspect on foot was to take him into custody 
before he attempted to hurt another person. The first named officer stated that the suspect was heading 
toward a more populated area, posing a greater risk to the public. The officers explained that it would not 
have been practical to continue following the suspect in their patrol car because he was nearing an 
intersection with multiple escape routes. Believing the suspect had discarded his knife in the alleyway, the 
first named officer explained that his plan was to tackle the suspect to the ground or use non-lethal force 
such as a baton. The second named officer reminded the first named officer that the suspect might still 
have a knife. Both officers exited their patrol car with their firearms still holstered. The first named officer 
was holding his flashlight.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: Continued.  
 
Both officers ran after the suspect, ordering him to get on the ground. The officers stated they approached 
the suspect with caution because he had just attacked a person with a knife, and they were uncertain 
whether he still had the knife. The second named officer pulled out his flashlight and shone it on the 
suspect. The suspect ran with his back to the officers for about ten seconds. He then slowed to a brisk 
walk, changing direction so that the officers were to his right. The officers observed a knife in the 
suspect’s right hand and both officers drew their firearms. Confirming the suspect was armed with a knife 
influenced the officers’ tactics and their assessment of appropriate force options. The first named officer 
explained that they are not trained to tackle or go hands on with an armed suspect because of officer 
safety concerns. The second named officer explained that his firearm was the only lethal weapon available 
to defend against a knife, which is considered a lethal weapon. 
 
The officers maintained a safe distance and ordered the suspect to drop his knife and get on the ground. 
The suspect continued walking and holding his knife. The second named officer explained that they were 
on a wide-open street with no opportunity to take cover. Both officers described the suspect as reacting 
aggressively to their orders. The first named officer observed the suspect posturing by puffing up his 
chest. The second named officer commented that the suspect took an aggressive stance. Body-worn 
camera video showed that the suspect was carrying a curved knife in his right hand and that he did not 
stop moving in response to the officers’ commands. With his left hand, the suspect flung a pair of glasses 
from his face onto the ground and pulled the hood of his sweatshirt off his head. He took a step backward, 
squared his shoulders, and then ran directly toward the first named officer, pumping his fists with the 
knife still in hand and shouting “Bitch, I’ll kill ya n****.” Both officers fired shots. The suspect fell to the 
ground and rolled onto his front side with his elbows bent and arms tucked under his upper torso.  
 
The officers shouted orders for the suspect to show his hands. The first named officer radioed for 
assistance and requested a backup unit armed with a less-lethal extended range impact weapon. The 
second named officer shouted, “We want to help you, but we can’t do it till you put your hands out.” 
Body-worn camera video showed that the suspect slowly repositioned his head and arms but did not 
clearly show his hands. Neither officer could see what happened with the knife. The officers stated that 
they wanted to render aid but were being cautious in case the suspect was still able to use his knife to 
injure them. The officers called for medical assistance and continued ordering the suspect to show his 
hands until backup officers arrived. The officers explained that they did not know whether any bullets hit 
the suspect’s body until a few minutes later when they handcuffed and turned him over with the assistance 
of backup officers. The second named officer and several backup officers administered first aid until 
medical professionals arrived. Officers located the blade of a curved tactical knife and a broken handle on 
the ground near the suspect’s body.     
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: Continued.  
 
The two named officers stated there was no time to deescalate their encounter with the suspect because, 
within seconds, the suspect switched from fleeing to charging at the first named officer with a weapon in 
hand. The first named officer stated he took a few steps backward to create distance but was unable to 
take cover to protect himself because that would have meant turning his back on a person running toward 
him with a knife. The first named officer stated that he shot the suspect because he feared for his life. The 
suspect was running directly toward him from a close distance with a tactical knife and shouting about 
killing him. The second named officer stated that he fired his weapon out of fear for his partner’s life 
because the suspect was running directly at his partner with a knife and shouting about killing him.  
 
SFPD General Order 5.01, Use of Force, states: 
 

The San Francisco Police Department’s highest priority is safeguarding the life, dignity 
and liberty of all persons. 
… 
Officers may use reasonable force options in the performance of their duties, in the 
following circumstances: 
 
4. In defense of others or in self-defense. 

 
The order describes levels of resistance, and defines “life-threatening” resistance as, “Any action likely to 
result in serious bodily injury or death of the officer or another person.” 
 
It describes levels of force, and states: 
 

It is the policy of this Department to use deadly force only as a last resort when 
reasonable alternatives have been exhausted or are not feasible to protect the safety of the 
public and police officers. 
 
…an officer may discharge a firearm or use other deadly force … In self-defense when 
the officer has reasonable cause to believe that he or she is in immediate danger of death 
or serious bodily injury; or … In defense of another person when the officer has 
reasonable cause to believe that the person is in immediate danger of death or serious 
bodily injury. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: Continued.  
 
It lists factors for evaluating the use of force, including:  
 

Whether the suspect posed an immediate threat to the safety of the officers or others … 
Whether the use of force is proportional to the threat … The availability of other feasible, 
less intrusive force options … The officer’s tactical conduct and decisions preceding the 
use of force … Whether the subject’s escape could pose a future safety risk. 

 
The order also describes de-escalation, and states: 
 

When encountering a non-compliant subject or a subject armed with a weapon other than 
a firearm, officers shall when feasible, use the following de-escalation tactics in an effort 
to reduce the need or degree of force: 
 

1. Attempt to isolate and contain the subject; 
2. Create time and distance from the subject by establishing a buffer zone 

(reactionary gap) and utilize cover to avoid creating an immediate threat that may 
require the use of force; 

3. Request additional resources, such as Crisis Intervention Team (CIT) trained 
officers, Crisis/Hostage Negotiation Team, or Extended Range Impact Weapon; 

4. Designate an officer to establish rapport and engage in communication with the 
subject; 

5. Tactically re-position as often as necessary to maintain the reactionary gap, 
protect the public, and preserve officer safety; and 

6. Continue de-escalation techniques and take as much time as reasonably necessary 
to resolve the incident, without having to use force, if feasible. 

 
In this case, the officers’ use-of-force complied with San Francisco Police Department guidelines. The 
officers appropriately evaluated their force options at each stage of the incident and reasonably used lethal 
force to protect the life of the first named officer. Before using force, the officers had information about 
the suspect committing a violent felony involving smashing a windshield, pulling a person from her car, 
and putting a knife to a person’s throat. The officers’ goal was to take the suspect into custody to prevent 
him from committing further violent acts. The officers slowly followed the suspect as he ran down an 
alleyway and decided to approach him on foot when it appeared that he was growing tired. Although 
aware the suspect might still be armed with a knife, the officers chose to start their foot pursuit by 
following the suspect from a safe distance with their flashlights and issuing verbal commands. The first  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: Continued.  
 
named officer was initially planning to tackle the suspect or use his baton, an appropriate level of force 
for an unarmed person who is resisting officer commands. Both officers drew their firearms after seeing a 
knife in the suspect’s right hand. Once they saw the knife, the officers tried to maintain their distance and 
control the suspect by ordering him to drop his knife and get on the ground. The was no time for the 
officers to deescalate or reposition themselves to create a buffer zone because, a few seconds after the 
suspect stopped running away from them, the suspect abruptly altered course and ran directly toward the 
second named officer while holding a knife and shouting about killing him. Attacking a person with a 
knife is a life-threatening action likely to cause serious injury or death. In this case, the threat was 
immediate because the suspect was running directly at the second named officer shouting about killing 
him. Both named officers were justified in using lethal force to protect the first named officer from being 
attacked with a knife.  
 
The evidence proves that the acts that provided the basis for the allegations occurred; however, such acts 
were 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 that he was involved in an 8-hour standoff with officers 
who threatened to kill him and enter his home unlawfully.  
 
Department records reflected that officers responded to the complainant’s residence as a result of a call 
for service regarding a possible attempt to commit suicide. The records indicated that several concerned 
individuals called the police as they were watching a live stream on social media during which the 
complainant made several concerning statements and appeared as though he was going to jump out of his 
window.  
 
Body-worn camera (“BWC”) footage showed that specially trained officers arrived on scene, contacted 
the complainant, and established a perimeter. The named officer, a member of the Hostage Negotiation 
Team (HNT), assumed the role of contact officer. He attempted to establish rapport with the complainant 
and did not threaten to kill or enter the complainant’s home unlawfully. Officers remained outside the 
complainant’s residence behind a closed door for the duration of the incident. After several hours of 
negotiating with the complainant, the named officer determined that the threat was no longer imminent as 
the complainant closed the window and moved away from it. The named officer ceased communication 
with the complainant and referred the incident to the Crisis Intervention Team (“CIT”) for additional 
follow-up.  
 
The named officer demonstrated compassion and persistence throughout the incident and DPA 
acknowledges his dedication in trying to assist the complainant in this matter.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer displayed threatening, intimidating, or harassing 
behavior. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO           FINDING:            U             DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that he was involved in an 8-hour standoff with officers 
who threatened to kill him and enter his home unlawfully.  
 
Officers responded to the scene and after negotiation with the complainant the incident was referred to the 
Crisis Intervention Team (CIT) for additional follow-up on the complainant’s well-being. The named 
officer was the Sergeant on scene who oversaw the CIT follow-up. 
 
Body-worn camera (“BWC”) footage showed that the responding officers did not threaten to kill or enter 
the complainant’s home unlawfully. They remained by the front door while trying to establish 
communication with the complainant. Due to the nature of the call for service and the complainant’s 
demeanor the officers requested that he come closer to the door so that they could speak with him. The 
footage showed that the complainant came closer to the door but refused assistance and asked that they 
leave him alone. The officers, under the supervision of the named officer, did not enter the premises. 
Ultimately, the officers determined that the complainant, while in distress, did not meet the criteria for a 
psychiatric hold and at the complainant’s wishes, left the premises.  
 
In total, SFPD spent roughly 5 hours attempting to make contact and ensure the safety of the complainant.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers failed to properly investigate. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: In another jurisdiction, the complainant reported her former spouse for perjuring 
himself and for falsely accusing her of child abuse. The case was forwarded to SFPD for investigation. 
The complainant stated that SFPD officers did not properly investigate the false child abuse allegations, 
which meant that her former spouse could not be prosecuted for making a false police report.  
 
The first named officer stated that all cases are reviewed to determine if they meet the criteria for 
investigation. She stated that the complainant filed reports in multiple jurisdictions regarding her former 
spouse’s perjury and false accusations of child abuse. The named officer reviewed evidence submitted by 
the complainant, which included court transcripts from an outside jurisdiction, restraining orders, a 
custody order, and email communications. The named officer completed a supplemental police report and 
determined that there was no information to justify further criminal investigation. The named officer 
consulted with the second named officer, who advised that a Station Investigation Team was closing the 
false report portion of the case for lack of evidence. The first named officer then spoke with the 
complainant, who requested to file a charge of parental abduction. The officer referred the newer 
complainant to the District Attorney’s Investigations office and followed-up by providing copies of the 
reports to an assistant district attorney to review. The District Attorney’s Office informed the officer that 
they would not be pursuing charges in the case.  
 
The second named officer, who was assigned to the Station Investigation Team, stated that the 
complainant was listed as a suspect in police report from another jurisdiction and that a Lieutenant 
assigned him the case for the limited purpose of calling the complainant to ascertain whether the 
complainant had installed spyware on her son’s cell phone.  

Under Department Notice 20-107 (Case Assignments for Investigation), the Investigations Bureau Unit or 
SIT Lieutenant, and their commanding officer, retain the discretion to assign any case for investigation if 
they believe an investigation is warranted.  Factors to consider include the severity of the crime, including 
whether violence occurred, the solvability of the crime, the presence or lack of evidence, and other 
articulable reasons.  

Department records indicate a preliminary investigation was conducted by the second named officer at the 
district level and then subsequently reviewed by the first named officer in charge of assigning 
investigations in SVU. The case was not assigned for investigation because the District Attorney’s Office 
stated it would not pursue the case.  
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The named officers exercised their discretion to cease their investigations due to a lack of evidence, the 
solvability of the alleged crime, and information from the District Attorney’s Office.  
 
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 towed a vehicle without justification. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA         FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that police arrested her partner and told her that her 
partner had used the complainant’s car in a crime. She stated that she gave permission for the officers to 
search her car on scene based on the belief that they would leave it there, but they towed it off premises 
instead. She stated that officers tried to take her car before they had a search warrant. 
 
The named officer was the case lead on the incident. He stated he was on scene executing an arrest and 
search warrant and that the search warrant included the complainant’s vehicle. The named officer stated 
that in essence the decision to search/seize the vehicle was the judge’s and he acted as his agent. He stated 
that the vehicle needed to be thoroughly processed for evidence in a secure location and that it would have 
been inappropriate both for the possibility of evidence of an inculpatory or exculpatory nature to have 
searched it on scene. He stated that a copy of the search warrant was left at the residence. He did not 
recall whether he explained verbally to the complainant or whether someone else may have explained this 
to her, but that the search warrant clearly had the vehicle listed. The named officer admitted that the car 
was towed before the search warrant was signed, but that it was searched afterwards. He stated that the 
tow was within the policy and law as an arrest tow. 
 
The Incident Report showed that the named officer was on scene with others to follow up on the 
investigation of an initial incident involving an armed robbery. The named officer had developed 
information identifying the complainant’s partner, his residence, and his use of the complainant’s vehicle. 
The named officer drafted a search warrant and set up surveillance. He was among a group of officers 
who stopped the complainant’s partner as he walked out of his building to the complainant’s car. He was 
also among a group that later, after the search warrant was signed, searched the complainant’s partner’s 
residence, and among those who later searched the complainant’s vehicle at a separate location. The 
Incident Report further showed that a number of items were seized from both the residence and the 
vehicle and booked as evidence and that the complainant’s partner was booked on felony and 
misdemeanor charges.   
 
Body-worn camera footage (BWC) showed the complainant giving permission to search her vehicle to an 
officer who stated he was not the main investigator and didn’t know the case. The complainant asked 
several questions and the officer advised that they weren’t taking her car. Later footage showed the named 
officer explaining to the complainant that her car had been towed and a discussion regarding storage fees. 
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DGO 9.06 (Vehicle Tows) provides in relevant part that officers may tow a vehicle driven by or in the 
control of a person arrested and taken into custody when the vehicle is needed for evidence or the vehicle 
must be secured while obtaining a search warrant.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
 
  
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #2-4: The officers made a material false statement. 
  
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA          FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that after officers conducted a search of her partner’s 
residence, they gave her false information that they would leave her belongings on scene if she signed off 
on certain paperwork.  
 
Named officer #1 denied that he told the complainant that she would be getting her belongings back 
immediately or that getting those items back was contingent on her signing a form. He stated that 
pursuant to the search warrant, a cell phone was seized from the complainant’s partner and that the 
complainant claimed that the phone actually belonged to her. Named officer #1 stated he recalled 
explaining to the complainant that if the vehicle and the phone belonged to her, she could give permission 
to search them. He denied telling the complainant that providing permission would make it so that the 
items would be returned to her on the spot. Named officer #1 noted that he recalled giving the 
complainant a rough time frame for when he could get the car processed and released to her which was 
sometime in the following week. He stated he released the hold on complainant’s vehicle eight days after 
the seizure and that the decision to release the other evidence was left up to the courts and District 
Attorney’s office.  
 
Named officer #2 stated that he seized a wallet that had the complainant’s identification and other 
belongings inside. He emptied the wallet directly in front of the complainant and explained to her that it 
was an item on the search warrant and that she would be given a property receipt for the item. Named 
officer #2 stated that he explained to the complainant that if the wallet was not stolen it would be given 
back to her. It was later determined that the wallet belonged to the victim of the robbery.  
 
Named officer #3 stated that he explained to the complainant that there was a form she could sign 
(consent to search form) that would allow her to get her cell phone back more quickly (explaining the 
difference between the process of obtaining data via consent to search rather than search warrant) but 
denied ever saying that she could get her car and other belongings back immediately.  
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The Incident Report showed that the three named officers were on scene with others to follow up on the 
investigation of an initial incident involving an armed robbery. Named officer #1 had developed 
information identifying the complainant’s partner, his residence and his use of the complainant’s vehicle. 
Named officer #1 drafted a search warrant and set up surveillance. The three named officers were among 
a group that stopped the complainant’s partner and later, after the search warrant was signed, searched his 
residence. Named officer #1 was among the officers who later searched the complainant’s vehicle. The 
Incident Report further showed that a number of items were seized from both the residence and the 
vehicle and booked as evidence.   
 
Body-worn camera (BWC) footage showed the complainant discussing her cell phone and vehicle with 
Named Officers #1 and #3. Named officer #1 told the complainant that her vehicle has been towed and 
they discussed storage fees. Named officer #1 gave the complainant his card and told her that hopefully 
by the early part of the following week the car would be processed and could be released to her. Named 
officer #3 told the complainant that in order to get her phone back more quickly there is a form that she 
could sign that allows them to get the data out of it. The complaint indicated she would like to do this, and 
the officers asked her to walk downstairs with them as the form was in the patrol car. Named officer #1 
could be heard saying that she could get it within a day or so. BWC footage of named officer #2 was 
consistent with his account.  
 
It appears that the complainant may have been confused about the process by which her items would be 
returned and the purpose of the consent to search form, but the evidence does not show that the named 
officers made any statements about leaving the items on scene.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
 
  
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #5: The officer misused police authority. 
  
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that after the search of her partner’s residence was 
completed, she followed officers downstairs where one attempted to coerce her into making a false 
statement.  
 
The named officer denied coercing the complainant to make a false statement at any time. He stated that 
he recalled a short conversation as the complainant followed him outside after the search warrant but did 
not recall many details as it was unimportant for his investigation. 
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A witness officer who left with the named officer stated that he did not observe anyone coerce the 
complainant into making any statement and was unaware of any statement that she gave regarding the 
robbery being investigated.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #6: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the officer was rude to her and failed to provide 
information both in person and a few days later over the phone. Specifically, the complainant stated that 
the officer made light of her vehicle situation and would not provide details regarding the investigation.   
 
The named officer characterized his demeanor while interacting with the complainant as polite and 
courteous. He stated that he made sure she had a place to sit, that she did not need medical attention and 
had food and drinks available to her. He denied laughing while discussing her predicament and stated that 
he answered all questions to the best of his abilities. The named officer stated that if there was anything he 
couldn’t answer it was because he was not the case lead and provided her with that officer’s name and star 
number. The named officer did not recall speaking with the complainant by telephone a few days later. 
 
A witness who was in the residence during the search stated that one of the officers was calm and 
respectful, but two others were rude. He stated that officers did not allow him to follow them and that they 
made rude comments to him. With respect to comments made to the complainant, the witness stated that 
the officers separated them and although he saw they were asking her questions, he didn’t hear their 
interaction. DPA’s review of BWC did not support this account. 
 
BWC showed that the named officer was professional throughout the interaction on the date of the search. 
BWC at the residence does show other officers speaking about the complainant’s car to her and noting 
that the situation was unfortunate, but not in a rude manner. There is no BWC from the alleged call a few 
days later. 
 
While evidence does not support that the named officer behaved or spoke inappropriately to the 
complainant while in the residence, DPA could not prove or disprove the named officer’s conduct over 
the alleged phone call a few days later.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: A car was stolen from an apartment building managed by the complainant. The 
sergeant assigned to investigate the theft told her he submitted the case to prosecutors, who declined to 
charge the case. However, the complainant learned from the District Attorney’s Office that the officer 
never submitted the case for prosecution.  
 
The named sergeant explained that he did not formally submit the case to the District Attorney’s Office 
because he determined there was no probable cause to make an arrest. The officer stated that he could not 
positively identify a suspect, despite the complainant’s assertion that she saw a photo of a suspect. The 
sergeant stated there was no witness or physical evidence in the case beyond poor quality surveillance 
footage. The sergeant said he explained to the complainant that he provided his investigation records and 
requested a consultation with the District Attorney’s Office.  
 
Evidence in the case showed an email from the District Attorney’s Office to the complainant, confirming 
that prosecutors had received the named sergeant’s investigative file. In that email, the district attorney 
advised the complainant that, while there was a request for a consultation by the named sergeant, the 
district attorney understood from the investigative file that the named sergeant had determined there was 
insufficient proof to identify and arrest a suspect and thus did not file the case with the district attorney. 
The District Attorney’s Office did not respond to requests by the DPA for an interview.   
 
Per SFPD policy, investigators have discretion in determining which cases are submitted to the District 
Attorney’s Office. A preponderance of the evidence established that the named officer did not fail to take 
required action.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-4: The officers failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         ND         FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that his former partner refused to let him into the house. 
The complainant contacted the police but could not provide proof that he lived there. The police denied 
the complainant entry and refused to allow him to enter the home even to retrieve his property. The 
complainant stated that different officers had come out a few months previously after a fight with the 
former partner and had advised the complainant to contact them if he needed assistance gaining access in 
the future. The complainant also stated that the police report did not include any reference to explicit 
photographs that he alleged his former partner had taken.  
 
Named officer #1 was the reporting officer. He stated he responded to a report that the 911 caller’s ex-
partner was trying to break into his house using keys. While enroute, the other party called dispatch and 
advised that he lived at the address despite not being listed on the lease. Named officer #1 stated that he 
spoke with the complainant outside the building upon arrival. The complainant stated he had lived at the 
residence for two years but did not have any proof of residency. The officer stated that he told the 
complainant that the tenant/access matter was a civil issue and that they would not facilitate him gaining 
access. Named officer #1 stated that the complainant referenced the incident from a few months prior and 
that he documented this in his report. Named officer #1 stated that to the best of his knowledge he had 
never met the complainant’s former partner. He stated that the complainant did not show him any 
photographs. 
 
Named officer #2 made statements consistent with those of named officer #1. 
 
Named officer #3 stated that he did not speak to the complainant and spoke only briefly to the former 
partner. He stated he had no prior contact or knowledge of the former partner. 
 
Named officer #4 made statements consistent with those of named officer #3. 
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The Incident Report reflected that all named officers responded to a residence regarding a person breaking 
in. The complainant had tried to enter the residence with keys but was unable to. The complainant stated 
he was not on the lease but had lived there for two years. The complainant could not provide any 
documentation that he lived at the residence but stated that he had been in a casual dating relationship 
with the lessor for two years. The lessor stated that the complainant had moved out a few months prior 
and that he was willing to let the complainant retrieve his property but not that night due to the 
complainant’s emotional state. Due to the matter seemingly being a landlord-tenant dispute, the reporting 
officer advised the complainant that they could not assist him in getting inside. The Incident Report also 
reflected that the complainant provided new information regarding the previous call to the residence.  
 
Body-worn camera footage showed named officers #1 and #2 speaking at length to the complainant, 
reiterating that this was a civil matter and that they did not have the authority to force the former partner 
to allow the complainant inside. The complainant was unable to show documentation proving that he 
lived at the residence. The complainant provided new details to named officer #1 about a prior incident to 
which other officers had responded months earlier. Named officer #2 spoke with the former partner who 
stated that the complainant moved out months prior, that he had been storing the complainant’s 
belongings as a favor, and that the complainant could take his belongings, but not that night. The 
complainant did not reference any photographs.  
 
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 behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that there was a shooting outside of her place of 
employment. During the shooting investigation, a partner of one of the shooting victims was shoved up 
against a wall. The complainant was unable to identify the officer.  
 
The DPA reviewed multiple body-worn camera videos of the officers that responded on scene. The DPA 
was unable to locate the incident that served as the basis for the allegation. 
 
No other witnesses came forward. 
 
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 knowingly engaged in biased policing based on race. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that a gunshot victim was treated like a criminal by 
police officers on scene. The complainant stated that the poor treatment of one of the shooting victims 
was due to the victim’s race. 
 
The DPA reviewed multiple body-worn camera videos of the officers that responded on scene. The DPA 
was unable to locate the incident that served as the basis for the allegation. 
 
A witness officer denied the allegation. 
 
No other witnesses came forward. 
 
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 #3: The officer failed to take required action. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that officers failed to advise medics to come to the scene. 
 
The DPA reviewed multiple body-worn camera videos of the officers that responded on scene. The body-
worn camera footage shows officers on scene providing aid to one of the gunshot victims and requesting 
an ambulance. 
 
A witness officer denied the allegation. 
 
No other witnesses came forward. 
 
The evidence proves that the act alleged in the complaint did not occur. 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #4: The officer conducted an improper search or seizure. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA          FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that a female not involved in a shooting incident was 
searched without cause. 
 
The DPA reviewed multiple body-worn camera videos of the officers that responded on scene. The DPA 
was unable to locate the incident that served as the basis for the allegation. 
 
A witness officer denied the allegation. 
 
No other witnesses came forward. 
 
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 REFERRED ALLEGATION: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s 
jurisdiction. 
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CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:                FINDING:          IO-1/SFFD         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
partially referred to: 
 
San Francisco Fire Department 
Department Headquarters 
698 2nd Street 
San Francisco, CA  94107 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer engaged in threatening, harassing or intimidating 
behavior. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO       FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that he was pulled over for a traffic stop and one of the 
officers had also been present at a previous traffic stop of his vehicle. The complainant was not cited 
during this stop but concluded that because the same officer was present at both stops that the officer was 
harassing him.  
 
The named officer confirmed that he was present at one stop, during which he had a brief interaction with 
the complainant. Aside from that, the named officer did not remember any stops or contacts with the 
complainant. He denied intentionally participating in traffic stops of the complainant in order to harass 
him and denied harboring any negative feelings or biases against the complainant. 
 
The complainant was unable to provide a specific incident date beyond an approximate 3-month time 
frame. The DPA was unable to identify any Department records that would have verified whether the 
incident occurred and provided specific details such as location, time and names of the officers involved.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that a second traffic stop occurred with the named officer. 
However, the DPA notes that the fact that an officer is present at two separate traffic stops does not in and 
of itself constitute misconduct. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:   02/01/21       DATE OF COMPLETION:    10/04/21       PAGE# 2 of 2 

         

 
 
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 he was pulled over for a traffic stop and that one of 
the officers was aggressive and displayed an attitude that the complainant did not find appropriate.  
 
The complainant was not able to provide a specific incident date beyond an approximate 3-month time 
frame. Additionally, the DPA was unable to identify any Department records which would have verified 
whether the incident occurred and provided specific details such as location, time and names of the 
officers involved. 
 
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 ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers detained a person without reasonable suspicion. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA         FINDING:         PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he was grocery shopping and was suddenly detained by a 
few officers and escorted outside the store. The officers told him that he was detained because he matched 
the description of a suspect who pointed their finger at someone simulating a gun. The complainant later 
found out in the police report that the suspect was a bald Latino male between the age of 25-35 and was 
wearing a white shirt, while the complainant was African American, had long hair, was in his 50s, and 
had on a black shirt. The complainant said he did not match the suspect's description but was still 
detained.  
 
Named officer #1 stated the victim called 911 and said a Latino male adult driver in a black Chrysler, who 
had shot at the victim the night before, drove past and simulated like he had a gun to the victim. The 
victim also provided a specific license plate number. The named officer searched the area and located the 
suspect's vehicle, matching the description with the exact number plate, in a nearby grocery store parking 
lot. He explained that "Latin" male is a vague term and Latin individuals come in different shades ranging 
from light to dark. He located the owner of the vehicle, the complainant, inside the store. He said he 
detained the complainant due to his proximity to the incident location and that he was the suspect 
vehicle's registered owner.  
 
Named officer #1 added that during a time of stress and adrenaline, the observations of an untrained 
individual could be altered as a result of the person's high stress. Based on the vehicle information 
provided by the complainant, the officer said it was their obligation to determine whether the complainant 
was the suspect. He said the complainant was detained so that a cold show could be conducted. The 
victim later decided not to participate in the cold show because the detainee was a black male.   
 
Named officer #2 confirmed that dispatch broadcast that a Latino male adult driver had threatened the 
victim by simulating a gun. Officer #2 said the victim provided a vehicle model, make, and license plate, 
which led the named officers to locate the complainant, the vehicle's registered owner. A computer query 
also indicated that the registered owner had a criminal history in San Francisco. Officer #2 explained that 
the complainant had a medium complexion, and the description of "Latin" can range from light to dark 
complexion. Due to the location of the complainant being very close to the incident and the fact that he 
was the registered owner of the suspect vehicle, it was reasonable to believe that the registered owner was 
the suspect. The officer said the complainant was not released upon noticing that he did not match the 
suspect's description precisely. The officers wanted to try and facilitate a cold show to confirm with the 
victim whether the complainant was the suspect. 
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Witness officer #1 confirmed that dispatch only gave out suspect information as a Latino male adult 
driving in a black Chrysler in the initial contact. The license plate of the vehicle was then provided. 
Witness officer #1 stayed with the victim while other officers searched for the suspect. He said officer #1 
contacted him and informed him that a male had been detained with the suspect vehicle.  Officer #1 then 
passed a description of the complainant and asked for a cold show. The victim declined to perform a cold 
show because the detainee's description differed from the suspect description the victim previously 
reported.  
 
Department records indicate that the victim said while he was driving, a Latino male driving in a black 
Chrysler in the opposite direction pointed his fingers at him, simulating a gun, and was the same person 
who shot at him last night. He then turned around, attempted to follow the vehicle, and obtained a license 
plate of a black Chrysler. The records show that the named officers located the complainant, the registered 
owner of the vehicle. After relaying the description of the detainee back to the victim, the victim refused 
to participate in a cold show because the detainee was black; the officers released the complainant. 
 
The body-worn camera (BWC) footage captured that the victim described the suspect as a Latino male to 
the witness officers while the named officers searched to locate the vehicle and its owner with the license 
plate number provided. The named officers detained the complainant and escorted him outside the 
grocery store while waiting to conduct a cold show with the victim. The victim declined to conduct a cold 
show because he learned that the detainee had a different description, and the complainant was released 
from the detention. 
 
SFPD Department General Order 5.03 Investigative Detention 5.03.02 Definitions D. Reasonable 
Suspicion to Detain states, "Reasonable suspicion is a set of specific facts that would lead a reasonable 
person to believe that a crime is, was, or is about to occur and the person under suspicion is reasonably 
connected to the crime." 
 
The evidence collected proves that although the complainant did not appear to match entirely with the 
suspect's description, the complainant's vehicle model, make, and license plate matched precisely the 
information the victim provided for the suspect's vehicle. In addition, since Latino comes in different skin 
complexions, the named officers wanted to confirm with the victim via a cold show. The named officers 
were able to provide articulate facts to support the reasonable suspicion to detain the complainant. The 
complainant was "reasonably connected to the crime" by his vehicle.  Once officers saw the disparity in 
the suspect description, and the victim refused to do a cold-show, the officers released the complainant 
from the detention. The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was 
justified, lawful, and proper.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers failed to properly investigate. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that he was involved in a vehicle accident. The 
complainant stated that the named officers failed to check to see if the other party involved in the accident 
was under the influence. The complainant also stated that the other party involved in the accident left the 
scene prematurely and the named officers did not pursue her. 
 
Named Officer #1 and Named Officer #2 both stated that they had no suspicion that the other party 
involved in the accident was under the influence. Both Named Officer #1 and Named Officer #2 stated 
that they did not pursue the other party due to department policy. 
 
The DPA obtained the incident report concerning this incident. The incident report showed that the other 
party involved in the accident was cited for 22101 (d) and 16028(a) of the California Vehicle Code. The 
DPA also obtained the named officers’ body-worn camera footage of the incident. The body-worn camera 
footage shows the named officers speaking with the other party involved in the accident. The other party 
involved in the accident does not give off any indicators that she is under the influence. The footage also 
shows the other party involved driving off prematurely from the scene but after officers had obtained her 
driver’s license and vehicle information. 
 
No other witnesses came forward. 
 
Department General Order 5.05 “Emergency Response and Pursuit Driving” sub-section ‘A’ “Pursuit 
Guidelines” states, “An officer shall not initiate a pursuit of an individual suspected of a non-violent 
felony, misdemeanor, proper crime, or vehicle code violation.” 
 
Named Officer #1 and Named Officer #2 followed department policy by not pursuing the other individual 
involved in the accident since it was only vehicle code infractions she was cited for. Additionally, while 
the named officers’ body-worn camera showed that the other party involved in the accident was acting 
slightly odd, their behavior did not show any signs of someone who was under the influence. 
 
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 comply with Department General Order 
10.11. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officers did not have their body-worn 
cameras activated while they were on scene. 
 
Both officers denied the allegation. 
 
The DPA obtained both officers’ body-worn camera footage of the incident which showed the entirety of 
their interaction with the complainant. 
 
No other witnesses were identified. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #5-6: The officers displayed threatening, intimidating, or harassing 
behavior. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that both officers had their hands on their firearms when 
they were speaking with him. 
 
Both officers denied the allegation. 
 
The DPA obtained the named officers’ body-worn camera footage of the incident.  The footage does not 
show the officers with their hands on their guns when they are speaking with him 
 
No other witnesses were identified. 
 
The evidence proved that the act alleged in the complaint did not occur or that the named officers were 
not involved in the act alleged. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he was illegally parked in front of a restaurant.  While he 
was inside the restaurant the named officer issued a citation. The complainant found the named officer’s 
behavior rude and disrespectful because the named officer made no attempt to speak to the complainant or 
to inquire why he was illegally parked.  
 
The named officer stated he was on duty and in full uniform at the intersection of a busy one-way street 
when he observed complainant drive up and double park. As traffic became congested and cars 
maneuvered around complainant’s vehicle, the named officer walked over to the vehicle. The named 
officer stated that he could not locate the driver and issued a parking citation to the vehicle. He stated that 
at no time did he have any interaction with the driver.  
 
The complainant provided a copy of the Notice of Parking Violation issued on the incident date signed by 
the named officer. The violation is noted to be related to a red zone. 
 
The evidence proves that a parking citation was issued by the named officer and that no contact was made 
between him and the complainant.  
 
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 stated that after being issued a parking citation, he contacted a 
supervisor requesting help in having the citation dismissed. The complainant stated the named officer 
directed him to file an appeal with the Department of Traffic and Parking and refused to dismiss the 
citation.  
 
The named officer did not recall speaking with the complainant. However, he stated that he would have 
explained that he could not dismiss a citation by law and policy and that he would have explained the 
process for how to request a review of the citation.  
 
Based on the complainant’s own statement about the information provided to the complainant by the 
named officer, the officer’s conduct was justified, lawful, and proper. 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer failed to process a complaint. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          IE             DEPT. ACTION:     
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated that during the call with the supervisor he stated that he 
wanted to file a complaint against the ticketing officer. The complainant further stated that he wanted the 
supervisor to dismiss the unfair citation.   
 
The named officer did not recall speaking with the complainant. However, he stated that if asked, he 
would have complied with the complainant’s request to accept a complaint against the officer.  
 
The facts are unclear as to whether the complainant was asking for assistance solely in dismissing the 
citation or whether the complainant also wanted the supervisor to assist in filing a complaint against the 
officer.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer displayed threatening, intimidating, or harassing 
behavior.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO         FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
  
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer harassed him when he and other 
officers responded to his friend’s residence with a search warrant, searched the premises, and arrested 
him. 
 
Department records showed that the complainant was the subject of an ongoing criminal investigation. 
Pursuant to the criminal investigation, the named officer sought and obtained a valid search warrant 
wherein officers lawfully searched the complainant’s friend’s residence and subsequently arrested the 
complainant based upon items discovered during that search.   
 
One of the primary goals of the San Francisco Police Department Gang Task Force Unit include 
eliminating gang-related crime through proactive enforcement and comprehensive investigation in 
partnership with local law enforcement partners. 

 
DPA understands that the complainant believed he was being harassed; however, the named officer 
obtained and executed a lawfully issued search warrant pursuant to legitimate law enforcement purposes 
where probable cause had been established.  
 
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 made an arrest without cause.   
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer unlawfully arrested him.  
 
Police records and body-worn camera footage confirmed that the named officer had probable cause to 
arrest the complainant. 

The named officer authored an incident report regarding the incident wherein he stated that during the 
search warrant service, the officers located several firearms for which they had probable cause to believe 
belonged to the complainant, a person who is legally prohibited from owning or possessing firearms. The 
named officer determined that such probable cause existed because he previously observed the 
complainant in possession of a specific firearm [the subject of the search warrant], located the matching 
firearm case with a loaded magazine inside the premise, and because the other individuals within the 
home, including the homeowner, declined knowledge and ownership of said firearms and related 
contraband.  

Police records and body-worn camera footage support that the officers had probable cause to believe the 
seized firearms and materials belonged to the complainant. The footage reflects that the officers had, in 
fact, located such evidence, the other individuals within the home at the time denied knowledge and 
ownership, and documents were produced to support that the complainant was in possession of the 
firearm in question on an earlier date, and was seen at that address on other occasions.  It should also be 
noted that the firearms were not concealed or stored in a safe place and that children were inside the 
home. 

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 properly investigate. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he was a pedicab driver when he was involved in a 
traffic collision. The complainant was knocked off the pedicab and was taken from the scene to the 
hospital by ambulance. The complainant said the named officer investigated the collision. However, the 
complainant alleges that the officer failed to interview him at the collision scene, failed to get a statement 
later when the complainant tried to call and see the officer and failed to check if there was video footage 
of the collision. 
 
The named officer confirmed that he had investigated the collision.  He stated he tried to speak to the 
complainant at the scene. However, the complainant was not able to answer the officer's questions at the 
time due to the complainant's injuries.  The officer stated he made multiple attempts to call the 
complainant to obtain a formal statement. However, the officer said he was unable to reach the 
complainant.  The officer also stated he searched for video footage but was not able to find any. 
 
Witness officer #1 stated that he assisted the named officer in investigating the collision. Witness officer 
#1 stated that he tried to interview the complainant at the scene, but the complainant was not 
communicating well due to injuries. 
 
Department records show that the named officer wrote an incident report that documented the collision 
investigation on the same day the collision occurred.  The report records that the officer tried to interview 
the complainant at the collision scene, but the complainant could not answer questions due to the pain 
from the injuries.  The record shows that the complainant was taken to the hospital and later released. The 
named officer documented calling the complainant's phone multiple times to try and gather information 
regarding the collision, with negative results.  There is no mention of security footage in the report.  The 
report documents that the named officer spoke with multiple witnesses and documented the damage to the 
pedicab and another vehicle. The report was forwarded to the Traffic Company for further action. 
 
Body-worn camera footage showed that the named officer and witness officer #1 tried to interview the 
complainant at the scene. The complainant did not answer any questions and complained of pain.  The 
footage showed that the named officer interviewed many witnesses at the scene, including the pedicab 
passengers, other pedicab drivers and passengers, the driver and passenger of the other vehicle involved in 
the collision, and bystanders. The location of the collision was a large multi-lane road with no 
overlooking buildings close by. 
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The evidence showed that the named officer tried to interview the complainant at the scene but could not 
do so due to the complainant's injuries.  Although the Incident Report documented the officer's attempts 
to contact the complainant, there is no other evidence to verify or refute the complainant's allegation that 
the officer failed to make contact at a later date.  There is also no evidence to corroborate the officer's 
account that he searched for video footage of the collision.  As such, the evidence fails to prove or 
disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer prepared an incomplete or inaccurate incident report.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer incorrectly identified him as at 
fault for the collision in the Incident Report.  The complainant stated that he was not at fault.  
 
The named officer stated that he spoke with all parties involved with the collision, except the 
complainant, who could not answer any questions due to his injuries.  The other parties and witnesses all 
stated they did not see the collision occur because they were facing away from the collision point or the 
low sun obscuring their vision. The witness statements were recorded in the incident report. The officer 
also said he collected evidence from the vehicles; there was minor damage to the rear left side of the 
pedicab, and there was minor paint transfer to the right front side of the other vehicle. 
 
The named officer stated that he concluded that the complainant violated California Vehicle Code section 
21804(a) based on the witness testimony and the physical evidence of the collision.  He stated that since 
the physical damage on the other vehicle was on the front right panel side and the physical damage on the 
pedicab was on the rear left side, the other vehicle had already partially passed the complainant and the 
pedicab before the collision.  
 
Department records show that the named officer wrote an incident report that documented the collision 
investigation on the same day the collision occurred.  The report records that the officer tried to interview 
the complainant at the collision scene, but the complainant could not answer questions due to the pain 
from the injuries.  The report documents the accounts for other parties and witnesses as described by the 
named officer. The report documents the damage to the vehicles as described by the named officer.  The 
report also documents that the named officer reached his conclusion based on the physical evidence found 
on the vehicles. 
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Body-worn camera footage showed that officers interviewed other parties and witnesses.  The accounts 
provided were often confusing but ultimately resulted in the person admitting they did not see the 
collision when it occurred. The footage showed the sun was setting directly in front of the traffic in the 
road, causing difficulty with light glare. Body-worn camera footage confirmed that the damage to the 
other vehicle was on the front right panel side of the vehicle, and the damage on the pedicab was on the 
rear left side.   
 
The evidence showed that the incident report accurately summarized the information gathered during the 
collision investigation. It is logical for the named officer to conclude that the only way the damage to both 
vehicles was caused would have been if the pedicab swerved left into the right side of the vehicle.  
 
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:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated that his vehicle was broken into. When he attempted to 
stop the individual, the driver of the suspect’s vehicle pointed a gun at him and told him to get back. The 
complainant called a local police station to request the police respond to his location. He spoke to the 
named officer who advised him to hang up and dial 911.  
 
The named officer stated that on the night of the incident, he was working as a station keeper. He stated 
that he received a phone call from the complainant regarding a person with a gun and requested a patrol 
unit respond. The named officer stated that he told the complainant he would inform dispatch to send a 
police unit out. After he hung up the phone, he called 911 dispatch and requested a police vehicle go to 
the complainant’s location.  
 
The DPA obtained the CAD from the incident. The CAD shows the named officer notifying 911 dispatch 
of the incident and a patrol unit being sent to the complainant’s location to look for the suspect’s vehicle. 
 
No other witnesses were identified. 
 
The evidence showed that the named officer notified 911 dispatch of the incident and a police unit was 
sent to the complainant’s location. 
 
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 behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated that he felt that the officer did not want to listen to him 
when they were speaking over the phone. 
 
The named officer described his demeanor as calm when speaking with the complainant and denied the 
allegation. 
 
No other witnesses were identified. 
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer knowingly engaged in biased policing or 
discrimination. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          U        DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated that the named officer’s unwillingness to help him was 
due to the fact he was of Latin American heritage. 
 
The named officer denied the allegation. 
 
No other witnesses were identified. 
 
The evidence showed that the named officer took action after speaking with the complainant. 
 
The evidence proves that the act alleged in the complaint did not occur or that the named officer was not 
involved in the act alleged. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-3: The officers conducted an improper search or seizure.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         UA         FINDING:          PC          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officers searched a residence without any 
legal basis. The complainant stated that the officers incorrectly thought that the person staying in 
residence had a search condition that allowed them to conduct the search.  
 
The first named officer stated that he participated in a search of the residence and that items were found 
and seized. He stated that an investigation showed that the suspect was residing at the residence. When 
the suspect was arrested, a key was located near his person, which opened the door to the residence. He 
stated that before conducting the residence search, he conducted a computer query of the suspect, which 
showed that the suspect was on pretrial release and probation with search and seizure conditions. The first 
named officer stated that the search of the residence was legally justified for these reasons.  
 
The second named officer stated that he participated in a search of the residence. He stated that he was 
able to determine through investigation that the suspect was residing at the residence. He stated that he 
was made aware that the suspect had pretrial and probation search and seizure conditions by conducting a 
records check and talking with another law enforcement officer.  
 
The third named officer stated that he searched the residence. He stated that an investigation showed that 
a suspect was residing at the residence. He stated that before conducting the residence search, he was 
advised by the second named officer that the suspect had search and seizure pretrial and probation 
conditions. He stated that the residence search was legally justified based on the warrantless search and 
seizure clauses associated with the suspect’s cases.    
 
The first named officer provided DPA with a court document that showed that the suspect in the incident 
was on formal probation at the time of this incident. As a condition the probation in that case, the suspect 
was required to submit to a warrantless search and seizure of his residence anytime.  
 
The incident report stated that the suspect was on active probation and subject to warrantless search and 
seizure as well as pre-sentence warrantless search and seizure for separate cases at the time of the 
incident.  
 
Department records revealed that the suspect in the incident was on active probation with a search 
condition at the time of the incident.  
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Court records at the suspect’s trial showed that a judge determined during a hearing that there was no 
authority for the named officers to search the residence based solely on the suspect being on GPS 
monitoring at the time of the incident. However, the prosecution did not provide the court with admissible 
proof of the suspect’s warrantless search condition from a different case. 
 
Although a Court ruled that there was no authority to search the residence based on the suspect being on 
GPS monitoring, the search of the residence was legally justified because DPA investigation revealed that 
the suspect was on formal probation with the condition to submit to a warrantless search and seizure of 
his residence anytime, day, or any reasonable hour of the night by any probation officer or law 
enforcement officer at the time his residence was searched. 
 
The evidence proves that the underlying events 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:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated his garage was burglarized and that the Burglary Unit 
did not assign his case for investigation.  
 
The named officer stated he is responsible for assigning cases in the Burglary Unit. He explained that, 
although two Crime Alert Bulletins were published regarding the hot prowl burglary incident, no suspect 
had been identified. He classified the case as an open and active investigation, but did not assign it for 
further investigation because there were no new leads to pursue. He explained that a garage burglary does 
not qualify as a violent crime.  
 
Investigators have discretion in determining which cases should be assigned for further investigation. San 
Francisco Police Department Notice 20-107, Case Assignments for Investigation, allows offers to use 
many factors when determining if a case merits further investigation. The factors include the severity of 
the crime, whether violence was used, and the solvability of the crime. Cases may be classified as open 
and active at the discretion of supervising officers.  
 
The named officer exercised his discretion by not assigning the case for further investigation due to a lack 
of evidence and the solvability of the alleged crime. The evidence proves that the alleged conduct 
occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and proper. 
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:     04/30/21         DATE OF COMPLETION:    10/05/21   PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer 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 10/1/2021. 
 
  
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:      NA          FINDING:          IO-1/SFDA         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
partially referred to: 
 

San Francisco District Attorney’s Office 
ATTN: Administration 
Hall of Justice 
850 Bryant Street, Rm. 322 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: 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 named officers, the complaint was 
mediated and resolved in a non-disciplinary manner on 09/14/2021.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #3-4: The officers failed to respond promptly to the scene.   
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:         M          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: By mutual agreement of the complainant and named officers, the complaint was 
mediated and resolved in a non-disciplinary manner on 09/14/2021.  
 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #: The complaint raises matters outside of DPA’s jurisdiction.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:                    FINDING:       IO-1         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complaint raises matters outside of DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
partially referred to the DEM Department of Emergency Management at 1011 Turk Street, San Francisco, 
CA 94102.  
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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 that unknown officers spoke with reporting parties 
regarding providing statements related to an incident, told the reporting parties that they would need to 
make their statements later, and made discouraging comments. 
 
The DPA interviewed the witnesses who spoke with the officers. They stated that the officers they spoke 
to regarding providing statements were unhelpful, told them they would have to make the statements later, 
and made discouraging comments. However, the witnesses could not identify the officers involved.  
 
An officer identification poll was sent to the district station where the incident occurred. The poll came 
back with negative results.  
 
The identity of the alleged officers could not be established. 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer behaved or spoke in a manner unbecoming an officer.
  
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         CUO      FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer spoke with the reporting parties 
and discouraged them from giving statements regarding the incident they were involved in.   
 
The DPA interviewed the witnesses who spoke with the named officer. The first witness stated that they 
spoke with the named officer regarding providing statements related to the prior incident, and the named 
officer made patronizing and discouraging comments. The second witness described the named officer as 
helpful and stated that the named officer ran them through the process related to providing statements.  
 
The named officer stated that she spoke with the reporting parties regarding a prior incident they were 
involved in. She described the reporting parties as upset and frustrated.  The named officer stated that she 
took statements from the reporting parties and was not reluctant to do so. She stated that she did not make 
any patronizing comments and did not discourage either party from providing a statement.  
 
Department records showed that the named officer authored a supplemental incident report which 
included statements made by the reporting parties.  
 
A witness officer stated that she spoke on the phone with reporting parties. The witness officer stated that 
she did not hear the named officer’s conversation with either reporting party.  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 respond promptly to a scene. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC           DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he observed an incident during which paramedics arrived 
at a scene long before police and would not treat a man in distress until police arrived. The complainant 
stated the paramedics waited 10 to 15 minutes before the police arrived, which he believed was too long.   
 
The named officers stated they responded to a call for service regarding a mentally disturbed person. The 
named officers denied responding slowly but said they had been at another call located on the other side 
of their patrol district. The named officers stated that driving from one location to the other took 10 to 15 
minutes, while obeying traffic laws. The named officers stated the paramedics arrived before they did and 
speculated the paramedics were closer when they got the call. The named officers stated when they 
arrived on scene, paramedics were helping the subject onto a gurney. The named officers stated the 
paramedics told them that they had waited until the subject was calm before helping him. The named 
officers said that paramedics at times wait for a scene to be secure before rendering aid, and also render 
aid before police arrive, depending on the situation. The named officers further stated that there is an 
understanding that paramedics will render aid immediately to subjects in need unless the scene first needs 
to be made safe for them by the police. The named officers stated the subject was transported to a hospital 
for mental health evaluation and medical treatment. 

Department computer-aided dispatch record of the call indicated the named officers were at a different 
location within their District when they acknowledged they would respond to the incident at issue. The 
records showed the officers arrived at the distressed-person call about 13 minutes after they completed the 
previous call and about 10 minutes after paramedics arrived. The record contains no mention of delay by 
the officers.  

Review of an online mapping program on the same day of the week and time of day as the incident in 
question indicated the usual travel time between the two locations is at least 8 minutes. 
Body Worn Camera footage revealed the named officers arrived on scene when the subject was on a 
gurney, being treated by paramedics. The camera also showed that someone on the scene complained to 
one of the officers that it took 20 minutes for the police to arrive.  
 
A witness who reported the incident stated he called dispatch regarding the subject, who was injuring 
himself on a sidewalk. The witness stated the paramedics told him they were waiting for the police to 
arrive and that the officers were delayed in traffic.  
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The evidence showed the officers arrived about 10 minutes after paramedics, however the response time 
was reasonable given the distance from which the officers responded, especially since it was not possible 
to ascertain traffic conditions on the date of the incident.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, such conduct was justified, lawful and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:         U          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer exited his police car aggressively 
and in a threatening manner.  
 
Body-worn camera footage begins with the named officer and his partner from the Homeless Outreach 
Unit standing in the street near the complainant, who was removing personal belongings from his tent that 
blocked a sidewalk in an alley. The video shows Department of Public Works (DPW) employees standing 
by while the officers informed the complainant that he needed to move his tent and property for street 
cleaning. The complainant was upset and verbally abusive toward the named officer. The video shows the 
named officer spoke to the complainant calmly and professionally. The named officer disengaged with the 
complainant when his attempts to offer services failed.  
 
A witness from the DPW cleaning crew stated the named officer exited his car and calmly and 
professionally told the complainant to move his belongings.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct did not occur. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer failed to provide his name or star number. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          U          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer refused to provide his name and 
star number upon request.  
 
Body-worn camera footage shows that the named officer provided his star number at the complainant’s 
request. When the complainant expressed doubt that the officer’s star number was accurate, the officer 
and his partner assured the complainant that he was providing accurate identification information. The 
officer also repeated his name and star number. 
  
A witness from DPW stated the named officer provided his star number at the complainant’s request.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct did not occur. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to make an arrest. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          NF/W         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:       NA        FINDING:    IO-1/ATF/DEA         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 
The Bureau of Alcohol, Tobacco, Firearms and Explosives (ATF) 
San Francisco Metro Field Office 
450 Golden Gate Avenue, 15th Floor 
PO Box 36045 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
United States Drug Enforcement Administration  
450 Golden Gate Avenue, 14th Floor 
PO Box 36035 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-3: The officers failed to comply with DGO 5.01, Use of Force. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that he opened his front door to officers pointing 
firearms at him. The complainant stated there was no reason for them to do this. 
 
San Francisco Police Department documents were obtained and reviewed. The documents did not detail 
any use of force by the named officers or any other officers. The documents did not detail the use of any 
firearm being pointed at the complainant or any other person.  
 
Body-worn camera footage showed the named officers knocking on the complainant’s door. The footage 
shows that only one officer was openly carrying a firearm. The footage showed that the officer kept the 
firearm pointed at the ground at all times and did not point it at the complainant. No other officer is seen 
with or pointing a firearm at the complainant.  
 
The named officers denied pointing firearms at the complainant or using any force against the 
complainant.  
 
The evidence proves that 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:          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 9/28/21. 
 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer 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 9/28/21. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         CUO         FINDING:          M          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: By mutual agreement of the complainant and the named officer, the complaint 
was mediated and resolved in a non-disciplinary manner on 10/5/2021. 
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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 the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
referred to: 
 

San Francisco Department of Technology  
 1 S Van Ness Ave., 2nd Floor      

San Francisco, CA 94103 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer drove a City vehicle in a grossly negligent or reckless 
manner. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND        FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that an officer was driving a marked patrol vehicle while 
holding a cell phone to his ear. The complainant provided a vehicle number. 
 
Neither the Department station closest to the alleged incident nor the Fleet Management Department were 
able to locate a vehicle with the number provided by the complainant. DPA sent an Identification Poll to 
the Department station closest to the alleged incident with 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 failed to properly investigate. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that she spoke with the named officer on the phone 
regarding her belief that her boyfriend's death was not of natural causes and requested that the named 
officer open an investigation. She stated that the named officer informed her that he could not proceed 
with an investigation until the San Francisco Medical Examiner directed him to do so. She stated that the 
named officer did not want to investigate her boyfriend's death.  
 
The named officer stated that he does not recall speaking with the complainant. He stated that he 
commonly talks with family members regarding death investigations and informs them that the Medical 
Examiner's Office oversees death investigations. He cannot take on the investigation until their office 
rules the death as homicide or suspicious. If the family members have further information that could 
change the death's ruling, they need to contact the Medical Examiner's Office and relay the information.  
 
The complainant provided an audio recording of her conversation with the named officer. The recording 
revealed that the complainant requested an investigation of her boyfriend's death and informed the named 
officer that the Medical Examiner stated that her boyfriend's death was natural. The recording revealed 
that the named officer informed the complainant that he could not start an investigation until the Medical 
Examiner's Office directed him.  
 
DPA obtained a copy of the Medical Examiner's report. The report found the manner of death to be a 
natural death.  
 
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 failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND        FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that she went to a police station and spoke to the named 
officer regarding her belief that her boyfriend's death was not of natural causes and requested that the 
named officer take a report from her. She stated that the named officer would not take a report.  
 
The named officer stated that the complainant came into the station and spoke with her regarding her 
belief that her boyfriend's death was suspicious. The named officer stated that she obtained the 
complainant's information, researched the incident, and discovered that a police report had already been 
generated. She stated that she contacted the Medical Examiner's Office, the lead investigating unit for 
deaths, and was informed that nothing was deemed suspicious. She stated that the complainant offered no 
additional information to be added via a supplemental police report. She said she offered to provide the 
complainant with contact information for the Medical Examiner's Office to address her concerns further, 
and the complainant declined.  
 
Department records showed that an incident report was authored regarding the death of the complainant's 
boyfriend. The incident report showed that Medical Examiners responded to the scene.  
 
DPA obtained a copy of the Medical Examiner's report. The report found the manner of death to be a 
natural death and stated that there was no evidence of foul play at autopsy. Additionally, the report 
documents that a Medical Examiner spoke with the complainant at length. The findings at autopsy were 
discussed, and the complainant's concerns and belief that there was foul play in the decedent's death. 
 
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:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that she reported threats against her and her family, and 
the named officer failed to record all the information provided by the complainant. This resulted in the 
failure of a judge to issue an Emergency Protective Order (EPO.)  The complainant felt that the officer 
failed to take the necessary action to protect her and her family. 
 
San Francisco Police Department documents showed that the complainant reported threats to the named 
officer. The documents recorded the officer spoke to all parties involved and recorded their statements. 
The named officer called a judge for an EPO for the complainant, but the judge rejected the request. 
 
Body-worn camera footage showed the named officer speaking to all parties involved in the complainant. 
The footage showed that the officer accurately documented all the involved individuals’ accounts of the 
incident. The information provided by the complainant in the camera footage was included in the officer’s 
report. The named officer is also heard explaining to the complainant that a judge would make the final 
decision on an EPO.  
 
The named officer was interviewed about this allegation. The officer stated that he recorded what the 
complainant told him and relayed that to the assigned judge. The officer explained that a judge decided on 
whether or not to issue an EPO. The officer stated he recorded everything relevant from the complainant. 
 
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 behaved and spoke inappropriately. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          U          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant called for police assistance regarding a verbal dispute with his 
neighbor. The complainant alleged that one of the responding officers ridiculed him, refused to check all 
the evidence saved on his phone, and told him that no one would be arrested. The complainant failed to 
respond to requests by the DPA for additional information. 
 
Department training regarding civil disputes instructs officers to handle disputes between neighbors safely 
and efficiently by remaining impartial, preserving the peace, determining whether a crime has been 
committed, investigating any crime, offering names of referral agencies, and considering arrest as a viable 
alternative if a crime has been committed. 
 
Department records showed that two officers responded to the complainant's house to investigate a report 
of threats and harassment. Body-worn camera footage showed the named officer actively communicated 
with the complainant outside his home. The second officer did not speak to the complainant. After talking 
to the complainant, the named officer knocked on the neighbors’ door and talked to them. 
 
The videos showed that the named officer behaved and spoke appropriately and followed Department 
regulations and training. He remained professional and impartial in his investigation by talking to both 
parties to gain understanding of the dispute. He tried to ascertain if a crime had occurred by asking 
relevant questions and actively listening to the parties' narratives. He also preserved the peace by talking 
to them separately. The named officer also advised the complainant regarding the proper courthouse 
location if he wished to obtain a restraining order. 
 
The evidence proves that the act alleged in the complaint did not occur. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer knowingly engaged in biased policing or 
discrimination. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          U          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The named officer interviewed both parties in a neighbor dispute. The 
complainant stated that the named officer was biased against him because of his sexual orientation. The 
complainant failed to respond to DPA’s requests for additional information. 
 
Body-worn camera footage captured the officer’s separate interviews of the complainant and the 
neighbors. The complainant announced his sexual orientation to the officer and surmised that his dating 
life was one source of the conflict. The neighbors stated that they could not sleep because the complainant 
was slamming his door and playing loud music late at night. The officer listened to both sides and 
encouraged them to have a discussion and be considerate of each other’s needs.  
 
There is no indication that the officer knowingly engaged in biased or discriminatory behavior.  
 
The evidence proves that the act alleged in the complaint did not occur. 
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Officer Christopher Flores #1709 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer failed to write an incident report. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officer failed to document his investigation of a 
neighbor dispute. Body-worn camera footage showed that neither party asked for a report or 
documentation of the incident. 
 
Department General Order 1.03 requires that officers make written reports of crimes they observe or that 
are reported to them. When investigating civil disputes, Department training instructs officers to remain 
neutral while determining if a crime occurred.  
 
The named officer investigated and determined that no crime had taken place and was therefore not 
required to write a report.  
 
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 make an arrest. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the named officer did not arrest the person who has been 
harassing the complainant. The complainant stated she contacted police and the named officer stated they 
could not arrest the suspect because there is no video evidence. 
 
No documentary evidence was found during the investigation.   
 
The DPA contacted the complainant on multiple occasions and the complainant did not respond for 
further information. 
 
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 prepared an inaccurate police report. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         ND         FINDING:          M          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: By mutual agreement of the complainant and the named officer, the complaint 
was mediated and resolved in a non-disciplinary manner on 10/26/2021. 
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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 she called 9-1-1 and reported a verbal threat by someone 
from her residential building. The complainant stated the officers did nothing about her call-for-service 
and that they stood by not taking any action. The complainant failed to respond to DPA requests for 
further information necessary to investigate the complaint. 
 
A search of Department records for the location and description of the call provided by the complainant 
failed to find any such call.  
 
The complainant did not provide additional requested evidence. 
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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 went to a district station to report a emergency protective order 
violation and was told there was nothing SFPD could do because the complainant did not call 9-1-1 at the 
scene when the EPO violation occurred. The complainant left the station and called SVU to report what 
had occurred at the station. SVU subsequently instructed the complainant to return to the district station 
because she had a right to file a complaint regarding the EPO violation.  
 
An officer identification poll was sent to the district station where the incident occurred. The poll failed to 
identify any officers involved. 
 
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 has left the Department and therefore the investigation cannot be 
completed. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:    NA      FINDING:   Partial IO-1/ IAD         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
partially referred to: 
 
San Francisco Police Department     
Internal Affairs Division      
1245 3rd Street       
San Francisco, CA 94158 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer condescendingly smiled at her 
before being pulled over and laughed at her while detaining her for not having a front license plate 
displayed on her vehicle. She alleged this behavior was inappropriate. 
 
The named officer stated he did not condescendingly smile at the complainant.  
 
The witness officer stated she did not observe the named officer smile toward the complainant. She stated 
he acted professionally throughout his interaction with the complainant. 
 
Department records indicate that the named officer conducted a traffic stop of the complainant's vehicle 
because the vehicle did not display a front license plate. Complainant expressed her agitation with being 
stopped for this reason. The named officer explained the reason for the traffic stop and asked the 
complainant for her license and registration. The record indicates that the complainant failed to provide 
her documentation after being asked multiple times. Instead, she called and spoke with a San Francisco 
Police Commissioner. The named officer asked the complainant to exit her vehicle, which she did, and 
she provided her driver's license. The named officer issued the complainant a citation for failure to display 
a front license plate.  
 
Body-worn camera [BWC] footage showed that complainant appeared upset immediately after the named 
officer stopped the complainant's vehicle. The named officer provided his name and star number and 
informed the complainant that he pulled her over because her vehicle did not have a front license plate. 
The complainant informed the named officer that she just bought the vehicle and did not know why it did 
not have a front plate. The named officer requested the complainant's driver's license, insurance, and 
registration multiple times; however, the complainant failed to comply and instead called a San Francisco 
Police Commissioner explaining that the named officer was harassing her. Eventually, the complainant 
provided the named officer her driver's license. The named officer then asked the complainant to exit her 
vehicle, and she complied after his second request. The named officer returned to his patrol vehicle and 
conducted a computer search. During this time, the complainant spoke to another officer who came to the 
scene after as the traffic stop was occurring. She told that female officer that the neighborhood needed 
officers to solve the serious crimes that occur there every day. The community does not need officers 
detaining community business owners simply for not displaying a front license plate on their car.  She 
also suggested that the officer should work in a different part of San Francisco.  The named officer then 
issued Complainant a citation for failing to display a front license plate.  
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Department General Order 2.01 states in relevant part that officers must treat members of the public with 
courtesy and respect. While the officer’s BWC captures his statements, it does not capture his facial 
expression as the policy requires that it be worn on an officer’s  uniform in the chest area.  
 
Because DPA has no footage of the named officer’s face and his comments do not infer disrespect or 
discourtesy, the evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer displayed threatening, intimidating, or harassing 
behavior.   
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO        FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer pulled her over because she was 
driving a new luxury vehicle. 
 
The named officer stated he initiated a traffic stop on the complainant's vehicle because the vehicle did 
not display a front license plate.  
 
The witness officer stated the complainant's vehicle did not display a front license plate. 
 
Department records indicate that the named officer conducted a traffic stop of the complainant's vehicle 
because the vehicle did not display a front license plate. Complainant expressed her agitation with being 
stopped for this reason. The named officer explained the reason for the traffic stop and asked the 
complainant for her license and registration. The record indicates that the complainant failed to provide 
her documentation after being asked multiple times. Instead, she called and spoke with a San Francisco 
Police Commissioner. The named officer asked the complainant to exit her vehicle, which she did, and 
she provided her driver's license. The named officer issued the complainant a citation for failure to display 
a front license plate.  
 
Body-worn camera [BWC] footage showed that complainant appeared upset immediately after the named 
officer stopped the complainant's vehicle. The named officer provided his name and star number and 
informed the complainant that he pulled her over because her vehicle did not have a front license plate. 
The complainant informed the named officer that she just bought the vehicle and did not know why it did 
not have a front plate. The named officer requested the complainant's driver's license, insurance, and 
registration multiple times; however, the complainant failed to comply and instead called a San Francisco 
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Police Commissioner explaining that the named officer was harassing her. Eventually, the complainant 
provided the named officer her driver's license. The named officer then asked the complainant to exit her  
 
 
vehicle, and she complied after his second request. The named officer returned to his patrol vehicle and 
conducted a computer search. During this time, the complainant spoke to another officer who came to the 
scene after as the traffic stop was occurring. She told that female officer that the neighborhood needed 
officers to solve the serious crimes that occur there every day. The community does not need officers 
detaining community business owners simply for not displaying a front license plate on their car.  She 
also suggested that the officer should work in a different part of San Francisco.  The named officer then 
issued Complainant a citation for failing to display a front license plate. 
 
The complainant's vehicle did not display a front license plate.  As a result, the named officer had the 
lawful right to detain and investigate this traffic infraction.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer issued a citation without cause.   
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA      FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that she purchased her vehicle two months before this 
incident. She stated she had paper license plates on the front and back as it was given to her when she 
purchased the vehicle. 
 
The named officer stated he initiated a traffic stop on the complainant's vehicle because the vehicle did 
not have a front license plate. A witness officer confirmed that the complainant's vehicle did not have a 
front license plate. 
 
Department records indicate that the named officer conducted a traffic stop of the complainant's vehicle 
because the vehicle did not display a front license plate. Complainant expressed her agitation with being 
stopped for this reason. The named officer explained the reason for the traffic stop and asked the 
complainant for her license and registration. The record indicates that the complainant failed to provide 
her documentation after being asked multiple times. Instead, she called and spoke with a San Francisco 
Police Commissioner. The named officer asked the complainant to exit her vehicle, which she did, and 
she provided her driver's license. The named officer issued the complainant a citation for failure to display 
a front license plate.  
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Body-worn camera [BWC] footage showed that complainant appeared upset immediately after the named 
officer stopped the complainant's vehicle. The named officer provided his name and star number and 
informed the complainant that he pulled her over because her vehicle did not have a front license plate.  
 
 
The complainant informed the named officer that she just bought the vehicle and did not know why it did 
not have a front plate. The named officer requested the complainant's driver's license, insurance, and 
registration multiple times; however, the complainant failed to comply and instead called a San Francisco 
Police Commissioner explaining that the named officer was harassing her.  
 
Eventually, the complainant provided the named officer her driver's license. The named officer then asked 
the complainant to exit her vehicle, and she complied after his second request. The named officer returned 
to his patrol vehicle and conducted a computer search. During this time, the complainant spoke to another 
officer who came to the scene after as the traffic stop was occurring. She told that female officer that the 
neighborhood needed officers to solve the serious crimes that occur there every day. The community does 
not need officers detaining community business owners simply for not displaying a front license plate on 
their car.  She also suggested that the officer should work in a different part of San Francisco.  The named 
officer then issued Complainant a citation for failing to display a front license plate. 
 
The citation indicates that the complainant was cited for violation of the California Vehicle Code § 5200, 
requiring that license plates shall be attached to a vehicle on the front and back. Since a preponderance of 
the evidence proves that the alleged conduct, which was the subject of the citation, occurred, the conduct 
was justified, lawful, and proper. 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #4: The officer knowingly engaged in biased policing or 
discrimination. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the named officer pulled her over because she is African 
American and drove a luxury vehicle. 
 
The named officer stated he pulled the complainant over because her vehicle did not have a front license 
plate displayed as required by law. He did not know the complainant's race before deciding to initiate a 
traffic stop. He stated he first noticed the complainant's vehicle lacked a front license plate which is when 
he decided to cite the complainant. The complainant's race did not factor in his decision to pull over or 
cite the complainant. 
 
The witness officer stated the complainant's vehicle did not display a front license plate. 
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She stated the named officer did not make any statements regarding the race of the complainant. 
 
Department records indicate that the named officer conducted a traffic stop of the complainant's vehicle 
because the vehicle did not display a front license plate. Complainant expressed her agitation with being 
stopped for this reason. The named officer explained the reason for the traffic stop and asked the 
complainant for her license and registration. The record indicates that the complainant failed to provide 
her documentation after being asked multiple times. Instead, she called and spoke with a San Francisco 
Police Commissioner. The named officer asked the complainant to exit her vehicle, which she did, and 
she provided her driver's license. The named officer issued the complainant a citation for failure to display 
a front license plate.  
 
Body-worn camera [BWC] footage showed that complainant appeared upset immediately after the named 
officer stopped the complainant's vehicle. The named officer provided his name and star number and 
informed the complainant that he pulled her over because her vehicle did not have a front license plate. 
The complainant informed the named officer that she just bought the vehicle and did not know why it did 
not have a front plate. The named officer requested the complainant's driver's license, insurance, and 
registration multiple times; however, the complainant failed to comply and instead called a San Francisco 
Police Commissioner explaining that the named officer was harassing her.  
 
Eventually, the complainant provided the named officer her driver's license. The named officer then asked 
the complainant to exit her vehicle, and she complied after his second request. The named officer returned 
to his patrol vehicle and conducted a computer search. During this time, the complainant spoke to another 
officer who came to the scene after as the traffic stop was occurring. She told that female officer that the 
neighborhood needed officers to solve the serious crimes that occur there every day. The community does 
not need officers detaining community business owners simply for not displaying a front license plate on 
their car.  She also suggested that the officer should work in a different part of San Francisco.  The named 
officer then issued Complainant a citation for failing to display a front license plate. 
 
Department General Order 5.17 (Bias-Free Policing Policy) states in relevant part that biased policing is 
"when law enforcement inappropriately considers characteristics such as race, ethnicity, national origin, 
religion, sex, sexual orientation, gender identity or expression, socio-economic status, age, cultural group, 
disability or affiliation with any non-criminal group." 
 
Here, the officer decided to detain Complainant because her observed her violating Vehicle Code § 5200.  
The investigation confirmed that Complainant was in violation of Vehicle Code § 5200 at the time of the 
detention.  Therefore, the evidence proves that the conduct alleged, namely a detention due to biased 
policing, did not occur. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:      NA          FINDING:          IO-1/SFSO         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 
San Francisco Sheriff’s Department 
Internal Affairs Unit 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 350 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to prepare an incident report. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         ND         FINDING:          NF/W          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint on 10/01/2021. 
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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. 
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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: 
 

Stockton Police Telecommunications 
22 E. Weber Avenue 
Stockton, CA 95202 
 
San Joaquin County Sheriff’s Office 
Attn: Internal Affairs 
7000 Michael Canlis Boulevard 
French Camp, CA 95231 
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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 Police Department    
Internal Affairs Division      
1245 3rd Street       
San Francisco, CA 94158   
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1: The officer failed to respond promptly to a scene. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant submitted an online complaint in which she stated that she 
called 911 and officers failed to respond to her call for help. The complainant gave a time and date for the 
phone call on the online form. 
 
Department records showed that no call for service was received from the complainant on the time and 
date provided. 
 
Department of Emergency Management records showed that no call for service was received from the 
complainant on the time and date provided. 
 
The complainant has failed to respond to requests for clarification regarding the information she provided 
on the online form. 
 
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 officers failed to take required action.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         ND         FINDING:          M          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: By mutual agreement of the complainant and a Traffic company representative, 
the complaint was mediated and resolved in a non-disciplinary manner on 10/06/2021. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         ND         FINDING:          M          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: By mutual agreement of the complainant and a representative of Tenderloin 
Station, the complaint was mediated and resolved in a non-disciplinary manner on 10/7/21. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:        NA        FINDING:          IO-1/SFSO         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 
San Francisco Sheriff’s Department 
Internal Affairs Unit 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 350 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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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: 
 

Merrillville Police Department 
7820 Broadway 
Merrillville, IN 46410 
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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. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1:  The officer displayed threatening, intimidating, or harassing 
behavior. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          NF          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated in a voicemail complaint left with SFPD Internal Affairs 
that officers from a district station have been harassing her. The complainant also stated her property has 
gone missing. The complainant did not respond to DPA’s attempts to contact her to obtain further 
information necessary to investigate her complaint.  
  
A review of Department records indicated that the complainant has a history of numerous contacts with 
the station she claimed was the source of harassment and missing property. The complainant is currently 
the subject of a stay-away order barring her from being in the area of the station. Without further 
information from the complainant, it could not be determined to which incident or what officer she was 
referring in the complaint.  
 
The complainant did not provide additional requested evidence.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer misrepresented the truth. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO         FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant was involved in a traffic collision and stated the named officer 
misrepresented the complainant’s account of the collision and made up a version of events that did not 
happen. The complainant stated that a tow truck struck another vehicle before colliding with her vehicle. 
She stated that the tow truck was at fault. 
 
The complainant provided video footage of the collision.  The video was from a camera mounted on the 
tow truck.  The video footage showed the complainant at fault for the collision; she swerved from her lane 
and collided with the tow truck. The complainant stated the footage was fake and did not show the actual 
incident but could not explain how it was fake. No evidence has been found to refute the authenticity of 
the video footage. 
 
San Francisco Police Department documents were obtained and reviewed. The documents stated the 
named officer received multiple different versions of events for the collision from the complainant. The 
named officer was unable to decide on fault for the collision from the statements provided and sent the 
investigation to the appropriate police division for further determination.  
 
Body-worn camera footage was obtained and reviewed in relation to this allegation. The footage showed 
the named officer talking to each of the involved parties in the collision, obtaining their statements. The 
named officer speaks to the complainant on four different occasions and receives different accounts of 
what happened during the collision each time. The complainant’s final version of events was far removed 
from the original version and contradicted all witness statements. The accounts recorded on the video 
footage align with the report authored by the named officer.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
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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 stated that he called dispatch and complained about an 
encampment and a person residing in front of a building. He stated that the encampment was still there the 
following day and had not been cleared.  
 
The first-named officer stated that he does not recall this incident. He stated that per Department records, 
he and the second-named officer responded to this call, and the call made no reference to clearing an 
encampment. He stated that Department records showed his unit provided a final disposition of "No 
Merit."  
 
The second-named officer stated that he and the first-named officer responded to the reported area and did 
not locate a person blasting music or matching the description provided. He stated that there was no merit 
to the incident. He stated that he took all necessary action during this incident by responding to the call 
and determining there was no merit.    
  
Department records showed a call regarding a suspicious person camped in front of a building known to 
blast music. Department records showed that the named officers responded to the call and provided a final 
disposition of "No Merit" for the call.  
 
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:        IE           DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant, who is an unhoused individual, filed an online complaint in 
which they stated the named officer has harassed him on multiple occasions and also awoke him and his 
wife before 7 a.m., which violates the law. The complainant failed to participate further in the 
investigation. 
 
The named officer stated he had had multiple contacts with the complainant and his wife regarding 
domestic violence and a suicide attempt over the past several years. On the morning in question, where he 
was alleged to have awoken the complainant and his wife, he stated the complainant and his wife were 
already awake as he heard them talking in their tent. He stated that due to the recent history of domestic 
violence and a suicide attempt, he conducted a welfare check to ensure the complainant and his wife were 
safe.  
 
Department records indicate that the named officer self-initiated contact with the complaint before 7 a.m.  
  
San Francisco Police Code § 168 (Promotion of Civil Sidewalks) states in relevant part, “[D]uring the 
hours between seven (7:00) a.m. and eleven (11:00) p.m., it is unlawful to sit or lie down upon a public 
sidewalk, or any object placed upon a sidewalk.” 
 
The named officer did not violate San Francisco Police Code § 168 as the complainant did not allege that 
the named officer asked him to move off the sidewalk. In addition, there is insufficient evidence to prove 
or disprove the officer harassed the complainant by having multiple contacts with him over the years.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to provide his name or star number. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he called the police to make a noise complaint about a 
very loud generator operating on the street outside of his home, in the late hours, violating the law. He 
stated he asked the named officer for his name and star number, which was provided. However, he stated 
he asked the named officer to repeat his name and star number because he could not hear it the first time. 
He stated the named officer told him he did not have to repeat himself. 
 
The named officer spoke with the complainant, who was very hostile, on the phone regarding a noise 
complaint. He stated he provided the complainant with his name, spelled out, and star number upon 
request in compliance with Department policy. He stated the complainant continuously spoke over him 
and would not listen, and therefore he did not feel he had to repeat himself. 
 
The witness officer did not speak to the complainant; however, he heard the named officer speak with the 
complainant on the phone. He stated the named officer provided the complainant with his name and star 
number. He stated he heard the complainant repeatedly interrupt the named officer, demanding he shut off 
the generator. 
 
Department records indicate that the named officer contacted the complainant regarding a noise 
complaint. 
 
Department General Order 2.01 states that “When requested, members shall promptly and politely 
provide their name, star number, and assignment.” 
 
The named officer provided his name and star number upon request as required in DGO 2.01; however, 
officers are not required to repeat themselves when a complainant interrupts and does not listen. 
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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 stated he called the police to make a noise complaint about a 
very loud generator operating on the street outside of his home in violation of the law. He stated the event 
for which the generator was running was a huge event San Francisco hosts yearly. He stated the 
corporation that hosts the event receives preferential treatment. The complainant stated the named officer 
did not take any action to abate the noise and told him (the complainant) that he did not know the law 
regarding noise complaints, how to measure sound, and would not know how to read a permit. 
 
The named officer stated he spoke with the complainant on the phone regarding a noise complaint. The 
named officer confirmed an event in his neighborhood and explained to the complainant that he could not 
address the noise issue to his satisfaction because he had not received formal training on calculating noise 
or reading permits. 
 
The witness officer stated Department emails advised him of the event. He stated the named officer 
informed the complainant that he could file a complaint regarding the event setup with his district 
supervisor.  
 
Department records indicate that the named officer contacted the complainant regarding a noise 
complaint. 
 
Documentation from the City and County of San Francisco indicates that the corporation sponsoring the 
event obtained permits allowing “Night Noise.” 
 
Although the named officer stated he did not know how to read a permit or measure sound, City records 
reflect that a valid permit was in place for the significant corporate event. The named officer would not 
have justification to abate the noise.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO         FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated named officer #1, who was working at the police 
station's front desk, laughed at her when she went to the station to inquire about a case that occurred 
several years prior. In addition, the complainant stated that named officer #2 laughed at her in the station, 
but she could not recall when that occurred. She also stated that all police officers laughed at her at that 
particular station. 
 
Named officer #1 stated on the date that the complainant alleged that she laughed at her, she was not 
assigned to the station but was assigned as a patrol officer. She stated that she has never met the 
complainant, nor does she recall ever speaking with her.  
 
Named officer #2 stated he never laughed at the complainant as he has never had contact with her. 
 
Department records indicate that named officer #1 was not stationed at the front desk on the date in 
question, but instead, she was assigned to a patrol unit. 
 
Department General Order 2.01 states that officers must treat members of the public with courtesy and 
respect. 
 
The complainant did not provide sufficient evidence to support that the named officers laughed at her. 
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer failed to properly investigate.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she was involved in an accident several years prior, 
which was never investigated. 
 
Based on the little information provided by the complainant, DPA attempted to locate a police report that 
documented the incident in which the complainant alleged was not investigated. After an exhaustive 
search, DPA was unable to locate any evidence that the alleged incident occurred. 
 
The complainant did not provide sufficient information to conduct an investigation. 
 
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 #4: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA's jurisdiction. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:                FINDING:          IO-1/CHP SFSO         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA's jurisdiction. This complaint was 
partially referred to: 
 
San Francisco Sheriff's Department 
Internal Affairs Unit 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 350 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
 
 
California Highway Patrol  
Office of Investigations 
455 8th Street 
San Francisco, CA 94103  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer used unnecessary or excessive force. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF          FINDING:          NF        DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: In an online complaint, the complainant stated he was driving, then was beaten 
by an officer. The complainant did not respond to the DPA’s requests for evidence required to investigate 
the complaint. 
 
A search of Department records based on the limited information provided in the complaint showed no 
record of SFPD contact with the complainant. The location provided by the complainant does not appear 
to be within SFPD’s jurisdiction. A request for records in the identified jurisdiction showed there was no 
documented contact with police in that jurisdiction with the complainant.   
 
The identity of the alleged officer and the time and location of the contact with police could not be 
established.  
 
The complainant failed to provide additional requested evidence. 
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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. 
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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 completed an online form stating that she was denied service 
when she called up about a police report. The only other information on the complaint was a name and 
badge number.  The complainant failed to reply to further requests for information. 
 
Department records showed no record of an SFPD officer by the name and badge number provided.   The 
complainant had not provided any reference numbers, phone number called, or date and time the call was 
made. Due to the lack of information, no further investigation could be conducted.  
 
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 ALLEGATIONS #1-2:  The officers behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:        NF/W        DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated the officers would not permit her husband to enter their 
rental home. The complainant later decided to withdraw the complaint, and the DPA recorded a 
withdrawal statement confirming she was not coerced into withdrawing the complaint.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          NF/W         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint. 
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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 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND       FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the named officer failed to arrest a person for violating a 
restraining order. He stated that he did not provide the named officer a copy of the restraining order 
because the officer gets “paid millions” and should “just do his job.” 
 
The named officer stated he attempted to speak with the complainant on the phone. However, the 
complainant would not answer any questions and repeatedly yelled at him to “Do your job!” and then 
hung up. The named officer stated he attempted to call the complainant back, but the call went 
unanswered. He stated he contacted Dispatch and asked Dispatch to contact the complainant to see if the 
complainant would meet with him. The complainant also did not answer that call. The named officer 
stated that because he could not confirm the complainant’s identity, he did not have probable cause to 
arrest the person who allegedly violated a restraining order. However, the officer stated he arrested that 
person on an unrelated outstanding warrant. 
 
Department records confirm that the named officer contacted the complainant, who would not answer 
questions about the restraining order. It indicated that the complainant yelled at the named officer to “Do 
your job” then hung up. In addition, the record indicates that the named officer and dispatch attempted a 
call back without success. The record indicates that the subject of the restraining order was arrested. 
 
Because the complainant failed to cooperate and provide the necessary information, the named officer 
could not arrest the subject of the restraining order due to a lack of probable cause. 
 
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 knowingly engaged in biased policing or 
discrimination. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the named officer failed to arrest a person for violating a 
restraining order. He stated that he did not provide the named officer a copy of the restraining order 
because he gets “paid millions” and should “just do his job.” In addition, the complainant stated that the 
named officer did not arrest the subject of the restraining order because she was white. 
 
The named officer stated he attempted to speak with the complainant on the phone. However, the 
complainant would not answer any questions and repeatedly yelled at him to “Do your job!” and then 
hung up. The named officer stated he attempted to call the complainant back, but the call went 
unanswered. He stated he contacted Dispatch and asked Dispatch to contact the complainant to see if the 
complainant would meet with him. The complainant also did not answer that call. The named officer 
stated that because he could not confirm the complainant’s identity, he did not have probable cause to 
arrest the person who allegedly violated a restraining order. However, the officer stated he arrested that 
person on an unrelated outstanding warrant. Therefore the complainant’s allegation that he did not arrest 
her because she was white is not supported by the facts. 
 
Department records confirm that the named officer contacted the complainant, who would not answer 
questions about the restraining order. It indicated that the complainant yelled at the named officer to “Do 
your job” then hung up. In addition, the record indicates that the named officer and dispatch attempted a 
call back without success. The record indicates that the subject of the restraining order was arrested. 
 
The named officer did arrest the subject of the restraining order for an unrelated outstanding warrant, and 
therefore the complainant’s allegation of biased policing is unfounded. 
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
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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 
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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 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:       NA         FINDING:          IO-1/MTA         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 

SFMTA 
1 S. Van Ness Avenue, 8th Floor 
San Francisco, CA 94103 
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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 he attempted to file a police report with an officer at the 
police station's front desk. He stated the named officer told him that he could not interact with the officer 
at the front desk because he had filed complaints against that officer with the Department of Police 
Accountability (DPA). He was told that he would have to file the report with another officer. The 
complainant stated the named officer should not have prevented him from filing a report with that officer. 
 
An officer identification poll was sent to the district station where the incident occurred. The poll came 
back with negative results.  
 
DPA attempted to obtain station video footage. However, due to technical issues, the footage was not 
available. 
 
Department General Order 2.04 Complainant Against Officers forbids officers who have complaints from 
interacting with the complainants. 
 
The identity of the alleged officer could not be established. Even if the officer's identity could be 
established, the officer would be complying with Department policies. 
 
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 complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:        NA        FINDING:          IO-1/SFSO         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 

San Francisco Sheriff’s Department 
Internal Affairs Unit 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 350 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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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: 
 

LAPD Professional Standards Bureau 
201 N. Figueroa Street, Suite 1600 
Los Angeles, CA 90012 
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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: 
 
Commission on Judicial Performance 
455 Golden Gate Avenue, Suite 14400 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
Tel.: (415) 557-1200 
  



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    10/08/21    DATE OF COMPLETION:   10/14/21        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. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 

Fontana Police Department 
17005 Upland Avenue 
Fontana, CA 92335  

 
  



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    10/8/21        DATE OF COMPLETION:     10/12/21        PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
 
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 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    10/12/21        DATE OF COMPLETION:    10/27/21        PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

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

SFPD Internal Affairs  
1245 3rd Street 

 San Francisco, CA 94158 
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    10/13/21        DATE OF COMPLETION:    10/27/21       PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
 
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 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    10/14/21     DATE OF COMPLETION:    10/27/21       PAGE# 1 of 2 

         

 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         CUO         FINDING:         PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he was parking his vehicle beside a curb in front of his 
residence and observed the named officer standing near a pulled-over vehicle. He stated that the officer 
approached his vehicle and informed him that he could not be there due to a police investigation. The 
complainant stated that he told the officer that he was trying to park in his parking spot in front of his 
residence, and the named officer told him to move his vehicle immediately. He stated that the officer’s 
tone of voice was abusive and inappropriate during this incident. 
 
Department records showed that the named officer conducted a traffic stop of a vehicle for a moving 
violation.  
 
Body-worn camera footage showed that the named officer was in the midst of a traffic stop, and the 
complainant’s vehicle parked behind the stopped vehicle. Another officer was moving a patrol vehicle 
towards the location behind the stopped vehicle. The footage showed that the named officer approached 
the complainant’s vehicle, informed the complainant there was police activity taking place, that the patrol 
vehicle was moving to the location behind the pulled-over vehicle, and asked the complainant to please 
move his vehicle. The complainant replied that it was his parking spot. The named officer identified 
himself as a police officer and instructed the complainant to move his vehicle. The named officer did not 
speak to the complainant with an abusive or inappropriate intonation.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  



      
 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    10/14/21     DATE OF COMPLETION:    10/27/21       PAGE# 2 of 2 

         

 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer used profanity. 
       
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          U               DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer used profane language when he 
told the complainant to move his vehicle.  
 
Body-worn camera footage did not show the named officer using profanity when he spoke with the 
complainant.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur.  



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    10/17/21        DATE OF COMPLETION:  10/29/21          PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to take required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated in an online complaint that the named officer failed to 
process her complaint.  She believed she was ignored, and the named officer never submitted her 
complaint to DPA. 
 
Department records showed that the named officer received the complaint and faxed it to DPA on the 
same day the complaint was filed. DPA The received complaint and the complaint was assigned for 
investigation.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
 
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    10/16/21      DATE OF COMPLETION:     10/29/21      PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO     FINDING:          NF/W         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint.  
 
 
 
 
 
 



 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:     10/20/21       DATE OF COMPLETION:   10/27/21         PAGE# 1 of 1 

/         

 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:   NA             FINDING:          IO-1/SFSO         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 
San Francisco Sheriff’s Department 
Internal Affairs Unit 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 350 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
  



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT: 10/22/2021        DATE OF COMPLETION:   10/29/21        PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1:  This complaint raised matters not rationally within DPA 
jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:    NA     FINDING:       IO-2          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  This complaint raised matters not rationally within DPA jurisdiction. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    10/20/21          DATE OF COMPLETION:   10/27/21       PAGE# 1 of 1 

         

 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:      NA          FINDING:          IO-1/SFSO         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
forwarded to: 
 
San Francisco Sheriff’s Department 
Internal Affairs Unit 
25 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 350 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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