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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer used unnecessary force. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF          FINDING:          NF          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The officer is no longer employed by the department and is no longer subject to 
discipline.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer failed to properly maintain radio contact.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          NF          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The officer is no longer employed by the department and is no longer subject to 
discipline.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer failed to take a required action. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          NF          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The officer is no longer employed by the department and is no longer subject to 
discipline.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #4: The officer failed to comply with DGO 5.02, Use of Firearms. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          NF          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The officer is no longer employed by the department and is no longer subject to 
discipline.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #5: The officer failed to comply with DGO 5.05, Emergency 
Response and Pursuit Driving. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          NF          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The officer is no longer employed by the department and is no longer subject to 
discipline.  
 
   
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #6: The officer failed to properly maintain radio contact. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          S          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The Department of Police Accountability (DPA) initiated an investigation in 
which a named officer used deadly force against an unarmed individual (“decedent”). The decedent was 
the suspect in a crime and fled the scene in a vehicle. The named officer and his partner engaged in a 
vehicle pursuit with the decedent. The pursuit ended with both the decedent’s vehicle and the officers’ 
patrol car stopped at a dead end. The decedent exited his vehicle and moved towards the officers. One of 
the officers fired a single shot, killing the man.  
 
 

Records from the Department of Emergency Management (DEM) 
 
Audio from the Department of Emergency Management (DEM) shows that the named officers did not 
identify themselves and their location at any time. The first radio communication from their unit identifier 
comes only seconds before the shooting occurred. 
 
 

Statement of Named Officer #1 
 
Named Officer #1 had recently graduated from police academy. He stated that because he lacked a trained 
radio ear, he did not hear the dispatcher broadcast several important pieces of information. Named Officer 
#1 stated he was unable to announce their location on the radio because he was busy spotting for the 
second named officer. He believed it was more important to help Named Officer #2 drive safely than to 
get on the radio and broadcast to other officers. Named Officer #1 also stated he did not want to tie up 
radio traffic.  
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Statement of Named Officer #2 

 
Named Officer #2 stated he does not remember if he or Named Officer #1 notified dispatch that they were 
headed to an assignment. Named Officer #2 did not remember if they radioed at all that they were going 
out on patrol. He stated that if they did not, it was because there was so much radio traffic that he did not 
want to tie the radio up. Named Officer #2 also said he believed he and the other named officer put out 
information on the radio, but it was not captured in the audio from the DEM. 

Analysis and Conclusion 
 

DGO 1.03 states that officers shall remain in constant radio contact. Neither officer communicated their 
unit identifier and location with dispatch when they went into service. The officers had differing accounts 
of what happened. The second named officer stated that he believed he went on the radio to give dispatch 
information, but there is no record of such a communication. Both officers stated that they did not want to 
tie up radio traffic. The officers’ failure to maintain radio communications put them both in an unsafe 
situation. Their omissions also obscure some of the important purposes of maintaining radio 
communication – to provide a record that is reviewable in hindsight to determine the actual course of 
events, to document accountability, or, as in this case, to avoid potentially fatal errors. The officers’ 
differing accounts further cloud any accounting of the events leading up to the fatal shooting. Department 
regulations require that, at the very least, the officers should have radioed their unit identifier to dispatch 
and describe their location and destination.    
 
A preponderance of the evidence proved that the conduct complained of did occur, and that, using as 
standard the applicable regulations of the Department, the conduct was improper.  
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #7: The officer failed to properly follow vehicle pursuit policy. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          S             DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The Department of Police Accountability (DPA) initiated an investigation in 
which the suspect in a crime fled the scene in a vehicle. The named officer and his partner engaged in a 
vehicle pursuit wherein they failed to adhere to Department pursuit policy. The pursuit ended with both 
the decedent’s vehicle and the officers’ patrol car stopped at a dead end. The decedent exited the vehicle 
and moved towards the officers. The named officer’s partner fired a single shot, killing the man.  
 
 

Records from the Department of Emergency Management (DEM) 
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There is no indication in the audio recordings or the printed CAD transcript that the officers identified 
themselves and called in a Code 33 when they engaged in a high-speed pursuit.  
 
 

Statement of Named Officer #1 
 

Named Officer #1 had recently graduated from police academy. He stated that because he lacked a trained 
radio ear, he was unable to use the radio very well. Named Officer #1 stated that he was unable to 
announce their location on the radio because he was busy spotting for Named Officer #2. He believed it 
was more important to help his partner drive safely than to get on the radio and broadcast to other officers. 
Named Officer #1 also stated that he did not want to tie up radio traffic.  
 

Statement of Named Officer #2 
 
Named Officer #2 stated that he engaged in a pursuit as the primary pursuit vehicle. He noticed there was 
a secondary vehicle behind him. He stated that he was concentrating on driving and was not able to safely 
use the radio. He also said that he assumed the secondary unit would handle the radio communications. 
Named Officer #2 stated that he instructed Named Officer #1 to inform dispatch when he believed the 
suspect was going to abandon his vehicle and flee on foot. 

 
 

Analysis and Conclusion 
 
DGO 5.05 states that when a “unit initiates a pursuit, the unit shall communicate to DEM that it is in a 
pursuit and request a “Code 33.” The DGO requires that an officer's initial broadcast of a pursuit shall 
contain the following information: 1) Unit designation and description of the pursuing unit, if it is not a 
marked patrol sedan; 2) The suspected law violation(s) or reason for the pursuit; and 3) Location, 
direction of travel, and speed of pursuit.  
 
In this instance, neither officer communicated basic, required information when they engaged in the 
vehicle pursuit. Named Officer #1 stated that he was “spotting” for the other named officer and could not 
safely communicate over the radio. Named Officer #1 also mentioned that he is a novice at radio 
communications. Named Officer #2 stated that he was concentrating on driving and that communicating 
on the radio would not be safe. However, engaging in a high-risk vehicle pursuit without communicating 
is also extremely unsafe. DGO 5.05 states, “Communications from the pursuing unit(s) to DEM are 
essential. It is imperative that the pursuing unit(s) provide DEM with all information necessary for initial 
and ongoing supervisory evaluation of the pursuit.”  
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Named Officer #2 also stated that he expected the secondary unit to handle communications once he had 
engaged as the primary pursuit vehicle. There is nothing in DGO 5.05 about the secondary unit taking 
over communications for a primary unit; neither is there any ambiguity regarding the instruction that 
when a “unit initiates a pursuit, the unit shall communicate to DEM that it is in a pursuit and request a 
Code 33.” While this incident occurred in a matter of seconds, Named Officer #2 could have made the 
decision to terminate the pursuit because they were unable to perform basic safety measures required by 
department regulations. Alternately, Named Officer #2 should have thought twice before embarking on a 
vehicle pursuit partnered with a trainee who obviously did not possess the requisite radio skills to fulfill 
the requirements of the DGO.  
 
A preponderance of the evidence proved that the conduct complained of did occur, and that, using as 
standard the applicable regulations of the Department, the conduct was improper.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #8: The officer failed to properly supervise. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          S          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The Department of Police Accountability (DPA) initiated an investigation in 
which a named officer used deadly force against an unarmed individual (“decedent”). The decedent was 
the suspect in a crime and fled the scene in a vehicle. The named officer and his partner engaged in a 
vehicle pursuit with the decedent. The pursuit ended with both the decedent’s vehicle and the officers’ 
patrol car stopped at a dead end. The decedent exited his vehicle and moved towards the officers. Named 
Officer #1, who was on his fourth day of field training, fired a single shot, killing the man. The DPA 
found that the officers committed several errors: they did not maintain radio communication, they did not 
follow Department pursuit policy, and they failed to activate their body-worn cameras. Named Officer #2 
was the Named Officer #1’s field training supervisor.  
 
 

Statement of Named Officer #1 
 
Named Officer #1 stated that he arrived at his shift early to get his equipment ready. While he was getting 
ready, a high-priority call came over the radio. Named Officer #2 told Named Officer #1 to get in the car 
because they were going out on the call, despite their shift not having yet begun. The officers then 
engaged in a pursuit of the suspect. Named Officer #2, who was the supervising officer, gave very little 
guidance to Named Officer #1, his recruit officer.  
 

Statement of Named Officer #2 
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Named Officer #2 stated that he had been the field training officer for the recruit officer for the three days 
prior to this incident. When the officers were getting ready for their shift, a high priority call came in and 
Named Officer #2 told his recruit to get into the car because they were going to take a report. Named 
Officer #2 stated that he wanted to offer some training during a high priority call. The officers got into a 
pursuit and Named Officer #2 decided to become the primary pursuit vehicle. As the pursuit was about to 
end, Named Officer #2 told the recruit that he believed the suspect was going to exit his vehicle and flee 
on foot. Named Officer #1 unholstered his gun, and when the decedent ran towards them he shot and 
killed the man. Named Officer #2 stated that he did not know that Named Officer #1 had his gun out.  

 
 

Analysis and Conclusion 
 

In his position as a field-training officer, the named officer was directly responsible for the actions of his 
recruit officer. The named officer received a 40-hour training on the duties of a field-training officer in 
2014 and a 24-hour follow-up training in 2016. The training material used by the SFPD Academy teaches 
officers who are going to be FTOs that they are “considered a supervisor of trainee” and are “responsible 
for performance of subordinates.” Potential FTOs are also trained when to step in and when to let a 
trainee perform. Finally, the training materials exhort, “Responsibility truly remains with the supervisor.”  

 
A subject matter expert stated that field-training officers are instructed that they are 100 percent in a 
supervisory role over their recruit. Should something occur that appears to be serious or potential 
misconduct, the FTO is required to step in and prevent it from happening. Although there is no specific 
DGO that spells out the responsibilities of an FTO, SFPD follows the state of California’s POST training 
guidelines. Those POST training guidelines state that FTOs are the supervisors of their recruits, and thus 
are responsible for their actions: “Field Training Officers (FTOs) have significant additional 
responsibilities over and above their law enforcement duties when assigned to train a new officer. In 
addition to performing in an exemplary manner, while trainees closely watch, FTOs must slow their pace 
to review the purpose and detail of every new encounter.”   

 
The officers in this matter failed to perform basic police functions meant to preserve the safety of officers 
as well as the public, and to limit Department liability. As the field training officer, the named officer was 
responsible for correcting these mistakes or slowing down the encounter. In this situation, the named 
officer should have corrected the recruit officer’s mistakes immediately or else terminated their 
involvement in a high-risk, felony, vehicle pursuit. Also, as a supervising officer, it was the duty of the 
named officer to model appropriate conduct even under the most stressful conditions. 
 
A preponderance of the evidence proved that the conduct complained of did occur, and that, using as 
standard the applicable regulations of the Department, the conduct was improper.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #9: The officer failed to take a required action. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          S             DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The Department of Police Accountability (DPA) initiated an investigation in 
which a named officer used deadly force against an unarmed individual (“decedent”). The decedent was 
the suspect in a crime and fled the scene in a vehicle. The officers responded and initiated a pursuit. The 
pursuit ended with both the decedent’s vehicle and the officers’ patrol car stopped at a dead end. The 
decedent exited his vehicle and moved towards the officers. The named officer’s partner fired a single 
shot, killing the man. Neither of the officers activated their body-worn cameras during the pursuit as 
required by Department policy. 
 
 

Statement of Named Officer #1 
 
Named Officer #1 stated that he turned on his body-worn camera after he fired his gun at the decedent. 
The camera’s 30-second buffering period captured the shooting but not the pursuit that occurred prior.  
 
 

Statement of Named Officer #2 
 
Named Officer #2 stated that he did not activate his body-worn camera when he initiated a pursuit, 
because he was concentrating on safely maneuvering the vehicle. Named Officer #2 stated that when the 
pursuit ended and the shooting occurred, he attempted to turn on his body-worn camera but failed. Named 
Officer #2’s body worn camera was never activated during the incident.   

 
 
 

Analysis and Conclusion 
 
DGO 10.11 states that all on-scene members equipped with a body-worn camera shall activate their body-
worn camera equipment to record during a vehicle pursuit. Neither officers activated their body-worn 
camera when they entered into this vehicle pursuit. While the named officer explained that he was paying 
attention to the road and could not turn on his body-worn camera, that statement does not negate his 
responsibility to do so. Vehicle pursuits inherently involve risky driving, yet DGO 10.11 is still explicit 
about activating the camera during them. Furthermore, the named officer was required to activate his 
body-worn camera when he engaged with the suspect, as well as when a shot was fired, yet he did not.  
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A preponderance of the evidence proved that the conduct complained of did occur, and that, using as 
standard the applicable regulations of the Department, the conduct was improper.  
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #10: The officer failed to properly supervise. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC            DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The Department of Police Accountability (DPA) initiated an investigation in 
which a named officer used deadly force against an unarmed individual (“decedent”). The decedent was 
the suspect in a crime and fled the scene in a vehicle. When the call went out regarding the fleeing 
suspect, a field training officer asked his supervisor, the named officer, if he could respond to the call with 
his recruit trainee. The named officer agreed. The FTO and his trainee engaged in a vehicle pursuit that 
ended with both the suspect’s vehicle and the officers’ patrol car stopped at a dead end. One of the 
officers fired a single shot, killing the man. 
 
 

Statement of Officer #1 
 
The first officer stated that he got to work early for his shift as a recruit officer so that he could prepare his 
equipment and be ready for the day. While he was getting ready, a high priority call came over the radio 
and his field training officer told him to get in the car because they were leaving. While in the car, the 
recruit officer realized they could not access the on-board computer because they could not sign in to the 
system before their shift started. The recruit officer could still use his radio but had trouble understanding 
everything that was going on. The two officers then got into a pursuit that ended with a fatal officer 
involved shooting.  
 

Statement of Officer #2 
 
The second officer stated that he was working with his recruit officer before their shift so that they could 
be prepared for the day. While the recruit officer was getting ready, a high priority call came over the 
radio. The second officer asked his supervisor, the named officer, if he could take his recruit out on the 
call. The named officer approved. The second officer told his recruit to get in the car because they were 
leaving to go take a report at the original scene of the crime. While in the car, the officers were unable to 
use their computer because they could not sign into the system before their shift had started. The second 
officer was able to monitor his radio. The two officers then got into a pursuit that ended with a fatal 
officer involved shooting.  
 

Statement of Named Officer 
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The named officer stated that he was the supervisor of the other two officers when a high-priority call 
came in over the radio. One of the officers asked the named officer if he could take his recruit out on the 
call. The named officer acknowledged giving his consent. He stated that he approved of the two officers 
going out on the call prior to the start of their shift because the call would require a lot of officers. The 
named officer stated that he trusted the field-training officer with his recruit because he believed the FTO 
was an experienced officer who would do the right thing. The named officer stated that it is common to 
send officers off before their shift if needed and that a radio is all they require to maintain 
communications. The named officer commented that an on-board computer is just a luxury. 
 

Conclusion 
 
The evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation, occurred. However, the act 
was justified, lawful, and proper.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to properly investigate. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated in his written complaint that the officer failed to include 
all the relevant statements made by the complainant and because the incident report reflected an incorrect 
spelling of an involved party’s (“the patron”) surname, it was indicative of an improperly conducted 
investigation by the named officer.   
 
The DPA attempted to interview the complainant; however, the complainant failed to make himself 
available for an interview. 
 
DPA interviewed the complainant’s companion who stated that the complainant challenged the patron to a 
fight and that the named officer could have reasonably concluded that the patron acted in self-defense.  
 
The incident report reflected that the complainant, the complainant’s companion, and the patron were 
detained for fighting at a bar. The named officer and other officers obtained statements from the reporting 
party, a witness, the complainant, the complainant’s companion, and the patron.  Based on the conflicting 
statements and the named officer’s observation that the complainant and his companion appeared to be 
intoxicated, the named officers determined that the patron fought the complainant and his companion in 
self-defense.  
 
The body-worn-camera footage corroborated the incident report, the apparent intoxication of the 
complainant and his companion, and the thoroughness of the investigation. 
 
Department General Order 2.01 (5) states that members shall perform their duties promptly and 
according to Department policies and procedures. 
 
Department records demonstrated that a full and thorough investigation was conducted. While the 
patron’s surname was misspelled, and not every single statement was included in the incident report, the 
entire investigation was captured on body-worn camera, officers are not required to include every single 
statement from a witness when the interaction is captured on body-worn camera, and the misspelling had 
no effect on the conclusion of the investigation. Finally, the main complaint was that the investigation 
was incomplete and improper. 
 
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 he was a victim of a battery and the named officer 
failed to arrest the patron, who was the aggressor. 
 
Police records, body-worn camera footage, and witness statements reflected that the patron fought the 
complainant in self-defense.   
 
Department General Order 1.03 (I.A.3) states that it is considered neglect of duty if patrol officers fail to 
discover serious crimes committed in their areas which could have been discovered through the exercise 
of reasonable diligence. 
 
The named officer thoroughly investigated the incident and determined that no crime had been 
committed; therefore, no one was arrested. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer prepared an incomplete or inaccurate incident report. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officer prepared an inaccurate and 
incomplete report. He stated that the named officer misspelled the patron’s name and failed to include 
relevant statements made by the complainant in the report.  
 
The incident report showed that the named officer misspelled the patron’s name. It also showed that no 
arrests were made, and that the patron punched the complainant in self-defense. 
 
Body-worn-camera footage corroborated the named officer’s observations of the complainant’s behavior 
as well as the description of the complainant’s attitude and demeanor in the incident report.  
 
Department Bulletin 16-125 states that preparing factual and thorough incident reports is one of the most 
important duties of a professional police officer. This incident occurred in 2017. The San Francisco Police 
Department expects professional incident reports from its members, sworn and non-sworn. Thorough 
investigation(s) memorialized in well-prepared incident reports are essential to follow- up investigations 
and eventual prosecution. Officers are responsible for preparing incident reports that are complete and 
accurate when memorializing an incident. A properly completed incident report creates the foundation for 
any further legal action. 
 
The misspelling of the patron’s name was a clerical error that did not rise to the level of misconduct and 
the body-worn camera corroborated the completeness and accuracy of the statements made by the 
complainant as well as the narrative of the incident report. Although the named officer’s conduct did not 
rise to the level of misconduct, it also was not proper, as the officer had the patron’s identification.  
 
There is insufficient evidence to either prove or disprove the allegation made in the complaint.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #4-#11: The officers failed to properly investigate. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND      FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated in his written complaint that the named officers 
conducted an incomplete and improper investigation.   
 
The DPA attempted to interview the complainant; however, the complainant failed to make himself 
available for an interview. 
 
Department records reflected that the named officers were dispatched to the scene as backup officers and 
their role was to support the primary officer.  Although the named officers assisted in the investigation, 
the primary officer obtained statements from the reporting party, the complainant, the complainant’s 
companion, and the patron. The primary officer gathered all the evidence before concluding that no arrest 
would be made.   
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur or that the accused officers were not involved. 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #12-#19: The officers prepared an incomplete or inaccurate incident 
report. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND       FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officers prepared an inaccurate and 
incomplete report. 
 
Department records reflected that the named officers did not prepare the incident report or write 
statements for the incident report. 
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur or that the accused officers were not involved. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO         FINDING:          PC        DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that he was sitting in his vehicle with his friend when the 
named officer approached, banged on the passenger window, began asking the complainant’s friend 
questions and then asked complainant if he was a sex offender. The complainant stated this was untrue 
and it was inappropriate for the named officer to suggest such a thing in front of his friend. The 
complainant further stated that the named officer provided the name of a sheriff’s deputy that was false.   
 
The named officer denied that he spoke with the complainant’s passenger and stated instead that he spoke 
only briefly with the complainant for approximately one minute. He stated that he had information about a 
prior sex-related case against the complainant and based on that believed that the complainant was a 
convicted sex offender. The named officer stated that he had obtained information from a parole officer 
and confirmed that he provided an incorrect name as he did not want to let the complainant know with 
whom he had spoken. The named officer stated that the complainant denied this status and he accepted his 
denial. The named officer characterized the interaction as a consensual, non-criminal encounter. The 
named officer also stated that he had not identified the complainant, so he was unsure if he was the person 
in question. The named officer stated that he used the term “290” in the hopes of asking the complainant 
using a code that his passenger wouldn’t know. He stated he did not want to shame the complainant in 
front of his passenger who was a young shirtless male estimated to be in his twenties. 
 
The DPA obtained the complainant’s rap sheet which showed he was the suspect in a sex crime case. 
 
The named officer’s partner stated that she was present but did not interact with the complainant or his 
passenger and did not overhear any other officer interact with the complainant or his passenger. 
 
There was no body-worn camera footage for this interaction. 
 
Given the totality of the circumstances and the complainant’s previous criminal history, the named officer 
was within reason to ask about the complainant’s sex-offender status. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF DPA ADDED ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to comply with Department 
General Order 10.11 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:       ND         FINDING:          IC/S        DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: During the DPA’s investigation, it was discovered that the name officer did not 
activate his body-work camera during the incident. 
 
The named officer admitted that he did not activate his body-worn camera but stated that he didn’t need to 
since it was a consensual encounter. The named officer stated that he was provided information from the 
complainant’s parole officer regarding the make and model of their vehicle prior to their contact. He also 
stated that the complainant’s vehicle was parked illegally. 
 
Department General Order 10.11, Body Worn Cameras, states, “All on scene members equipped with a 
BWC shall activate their BWC equipment to record in the following circumstances…2. Consensual 
encounters where the member suspects that the citizen may have knowledge of criminal activity as a 
suspect, witness, or victim, expected as noted in Section III, D.” 
 
The named officer failed to activate his body-worn camera during a consensual encounter where he 
suspected the citizen may have had knowledge of criminal activity as a suspect, witness, or victim. 
 
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 ALLEGATION #: 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 
partially referred to: 
 

San Francisco Sheriff’s Department 
25 Van Ness Avenue Suite 350 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers failed to take required action. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          IE       DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that while at a retail store she encountered the named 
officers violating Center for Disease and Control (CDC) guidelines regarding face coverings. She stated 
that named officer #1 told her that he could not breathe with the mask, so he left his nose out and exposed, 
while named officer #2 was wearing scarf as his face covering. 
  
Named officer #1 stated he did not recall speaking to the complainant at the retail location. However, he 
confirmed that he was familiar and complied with both Department of Human Resources (DHR) Face 
Covering Requirements and Department Notice 21-107.  
 
Named officer #2 stated he has always worn a department approved face mask. He also advised that he 
was familiar and complied with both DHR Face Covering Requirements at work and DN 21-107. 
 
Department records showed that the named officers were assigned to the retail store on the day of the 
incident.  
 
DPA was unable to obtain any surveillance footage from the retail store. 
 
There was no body-worn camera footage of the incident. 
 
The Department of Human Resources Face Covering Policy states employees are not required to wear 
face coverings when working outdoors and employees who have submitted documentation to the City 
verifying that they are fully vaccinated are not required to wear face coverings indoors or outdoors, except 
as otherwise described in this Policy. Employees who have not submitted documentation verifying fully 
vaccinated status must wear a face covering indoors, except as otherwise described in this Policy.  
 
This incident did not require the officers to activate their body-worn cameras; however, without seeing 
the interaction between the officers and the complainant, DPA could not determine if the officers did or 
did not comply with Department policy. 

The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers behaved and spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO      FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: In the complainant’s typed complaint, he stated that he overheard a conversation 
between two men and one woman outside his apartment discussing how they were going to break into his 
apartment with the intention of harming him. He did not know them but believed that they were law 
enforcement. He therefore texted 9-1-1 for help. The complainant stated that the named officers 
responded to his apartment, obtained his statement, and then left. The complainant stated that he was 
concerned with how the named officers knew that he called 9-1-1, unless they were the officers that were 
planning to harm him. 
 
Department of Emergency Management records showed that the named officers were dispatched to the 
complainant’s apartment regarding a suspicious person because the complainant reported hearing men in 
the room next to him plan to break in his apartment. The call type was changed to a well-being check 
when the complainant subsequently sent a text to 9-1-1 for help.  
 
Body-worn camera footage showed that the officers obtained a statement from the complainant and 
determined that there was no merit to the emergency text for help. The complainant apologized and 
thanked the named officers before walking back into his building.  
 
The complainant did not respond DPA’s request for an interview.  
 
DPA’s investigation showed the complainant made irrational statements and the named officers acted 
appropriately. 
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-6: The officers failed to take required action. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND           FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officers did not formulate a plan regarding how to 
arrest a non-violent, drug dealer that fled the scene. The fleeing suspect was the complainant’s client. 
 
The named officers described their operation and their plan for arresting the suspect. Additionally, they 
explained their training regarding fleeing suspects stating, that the outcome is unpredictable as it is 
unknown at the time if a suspect is armed or not, and their experience is that narcotics dealers are often 
armed. However, the officers did have a plan for the operation, including cover officers and an arrest 
team. 
 
SFPD DGO 2.01 (5), General Rules of Conduct, stated that members shall perform their duties promptly 
according to Department policies and procedures. 
 
Department records corroborated the officers’ statement. 
 
The evidence showed that the named officers had a plan for arresting the complainant’s fleeing client.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #7: The officer failed to comply Department General Order 5.01.   
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF        FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officers used excessive force on his client. The 
complainant stated the officers tackled his client aggressively and a “dog-pile” of officers caused 
unnecessary injury to the suspect. The complainant stated there was no attempt to communicate to gain 
voluntary compliance or to deescalate the situation. 
 
The named officer stated he used a take down tactic, a “tackle” style, to arrest the complainant’s client, to 
prevent further attempt of escape, and to overcome active resistance by the suspect in accordance with 
Department policy. After the takedown, the named officer stated he used his body weight to neutralize the 
resistance. He stated reasonable force was used to place the suspect into handcuffs by manipulating his 
body to roll him over. The named officer stated the suspect defied all commands for them to effectuate an 
arrest and to stop resisting and after reasonable force was used to overcome his resistance safely, the 
suspect did suffer injury. The named officer stated the injury to the suspect’s forehead was a result of 
contact with the pavement and the left side facial abrasion he believed was sustained while trying to place 
the handcuffs on, as the suspect was moving his head back and forth. The named officer stated another 
officer assisted him in placing the suspect in handcuffs. The officer stated that it was not feasible to 
employ de-escalation techniques as there was no time. 
 
A handcuffing officer who assisted the named officer in handcuffing the suspect stated that he arrived on 
scene when the named officer was on the ground with the suspect and was trying to control him.  The 
handcuffing officer stated he concentrated on getting control of the suspect’s hands to assist in getting him 
handcuffed.  The officer stated he did not have contact with the suspect’s head or face while handcuffing 
him. 
 
The reporting officer who authored the incident report clarified that although he wrote that numerous 
officers assisted to arrest and handcuff the suspect that he meant that it took many officers to arrest the 
suspect for the entire incident. He further stated that officers did not pile up on the suspect and said the 
named officer is big and his weight was enough to keep the suspect down. 
 
Another officer who was part of the arrest team stated he assisted the arrest by taking suspected narcotics 
out of the suspect’s mouth as the suspect attempted to bite the suspected narcotics in an attempt to get it  
back into his mouth. The officer stated that the suspect resisted by refusing to place his hands behind his 
back, and by moving back and forth while in the prone position. The officer stated that there were no 
other officers on top of the suspect other than the named officer and said that no one pushed the suspect’s  
 
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:    01/03/22      DATE OF COMPLETION:  08/12/22         PAGE# 3 of 5 

         

 
face to the concrete or put pressure on his face. The officer stated that the injuries on the suspect’s face 
were a result of the take down and the suspect moving his head around as he was attempting to place the 
suspected narcotics back into his mouth. 
 
SFPD Department General Order 5.01, Use of Force, in pertinent parts states: 
 

Officers shall, when feasible, employ de-escalation techniques to decrease the likelihood of the 
need to use force during an incident and to increase the likelihood of voluntary compliance.  

 
• When determining the appropriate level of force, officers shall, when feasible, balance the severity 

of the offense committed and the level of resistance based on the totality of the circumstances 
known to or perceived by the officer at the time. It is particularly important that officers apply 
proportionality and critical decision making when encountering a subject who is armed with a 
weapon other than a firearm. 

 
• Active Resistance- Physically evasive movements to defeat an officer’s attempt at control 

including bracing, tensing, running away, verbally or physically signaling an intention to avoid or 
prevent being taken into or retained in custody. 

 
• Possible force options for active resistance are use of personal body weapons to gain advantage 

over the subject. Pain compliance control holds, takedowns and techniques to direct movement or 
immobilize a subject. 

 
Department records showed the use of force was documented and a supervisor evaluated the use of force. 
The records also showed photographs of the suspect’s injuries sustained during the arrest.  
 
Plainclothes officers are not required to wear body-worn cameras; therefore, there was no body-worn 
camera footage for this incident. 
 
The DPA made attempts to reach the arrestee for an interview regarding this incident to no avail. 
 
There are differing perspectives regarding if the force used on the suspect was excessive or reasonable 
and there is a lack of body-worn camera footage and no available independent witnesses. Therefore, the 
DPA was unable to determine by a preponderance of the evidence whether the force used was reasonable 
under DGO 5.01. 
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION # 8: The officer failed to comply with Department General Order 5.01. 
  
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF       FINDING:          U        DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officers used excessive force using aggressive 
tackling and “dog-pile” of officers that resulted in unnecessary injury to the complainant’s client, an 
unarmed drug dealer. 
 
The named officer stated that he arrived on the scene when one officer was on the ground with the suspect 
and was trying to control him.  The named officer stated that he concentrated on getting control of the 
suspect’s hands to assist in placing him in handcuffs.  The named officer stated he did not have contact 
with the suspect’s head or face while handcuffing him. The named officer stated he did not use reportable 
force and as such was not required to write a statement for the report. 
 
Department records documented that the officer assisted by holding the complainant’s hands for 
handcuffing and that there was no use of force by the officer. 
 
Although the suspect was injured in this incident, the evidence showed that this named officer’s 
involvement to assist another officer with taking the suspect into custody was a minimal use of force. The 
named officer assisted by controlling the suspect’s hands.   
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS # 9-12: The officers failed to comply with Department General Order 
5.01.   
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF       FINDING:          U       DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officers used excessive force using aggressive 
tackling and “dog-pile” of officers that resulted in unnecessary injury to the complainant’s client, an 
unarmed suspected narcotics dealer. 
 
The named officers stated that they did not touch the suspect and they denied using any force at the scene.  
 
Named Officer # 1 stated that he was across the street when he observed an officer tackle the suspect to 
the ground. He saw other officers arrive but did not see how they assisted in the arrest. Named Officer #1 
stated that he had no physical contact with the suspect.  
 
Named officer # 2 stated that she arrived on scene when the suspect was already apprehended. 
 
Named Officer #3 stated he observed the tail end of incident. He saw the suspect being placed in 
handcuffs after the struggle. Named Officer #3 stated that he assisted by taking the narcotics out of the 
suspect’s mouth. Named Officer #3 stated he did not have contact with the suspects head, face, or body. 
Named Officer # 3 stated that no other officers were on top of the suspect other than the officer who used 
the take down.  
 
Named Officer #4 stated that they never piled up on top of the suspect because it could have restricted his 
breathing and create unnecessary injuries. Named officer #4 did not recall his position in placing the 
suspect under arrest but stated that he makes it a point not to contact any suspect’s face.  
 
Department records documented that there was no other use of force by any officers other than the officer 
who used reportable force. 
 
The evidence showed that the named officers did not have physical contact with the suspect and/or did not 
contact the suspect’s head or face during the incident.    
 
The evidence proves that the named officers were not involved. 
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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 he visited the police station, asked to speak with an 
officer, but the officer never showed up. The complainant did not provide the video evidence he stated he 
took on the day of the incident. 
 
One named officer stated he was ill on the day of the incident and was at home. He stated he was never 
made aware of the situation but stated there is a protocol if a higher-level officer is not available. The 
named officer stated he does not know if the protocol was followed. The other named officer stated he 
was on patrol the day of the incident and does not recall a specific assignment during the time of the 
incident. The named officer also stated he does not recall meeting or interacting with the complainant on 
this day.  
 
The witness officer stated the complainant came in the station and requested to speak with the named 
officer. The witness officer stated he informed the complainant the named officer was not available.  
 
The named officers’ work schedules showed that one named officer was out sick on the day of the 
incident and the other named officer was assigned to a unit on patrol. 
 
Surveillance video showed the complainant sat in the lobby of the station for about ten minutes before he 
approached the window. The video did not contain audio, but it showed the complainant’s hand motions 
were dramatic and the complainant appeared irritated while speaking to the person at the window. The 
video showed the complainant left the station after about a one-minute interaction with the person behind 
the window.  
 
The evidence showed the named officers could not have done what the complainant stated because the 
named officers were not present at the station the day of the incident or could not have responded. 
Evidence also showed that if the complainant had asked to see a supervisor, he did not wait a reasonable 
amount of time for a supervisor to respond.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur or that the accused officers were not involved. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer behaved or spoke in a manner unbecoming an officer.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he wanted to speak with a high-level officer but was told 
by the named officer the person was unavailable. The complainant stated the named officer made him 
wait for two hours and then left. No video evidence of the incident was provided by the complainant. 
 
The named officer stated he is familiar with the complainant because of previous encounters. The named 
officer stated the complainant was aggressive, upset, hostile and emitted an odor of alcohol on the day of 
the incident. The named officer stated after he informed the complainant that the high-level officer was 
not available, the complainant hurled insults and called the named officer derogatory names. The named 
officer stated he remained calm and professional as the named officer tried to come to a solution. The 
named officer stated the complainant waited ten to twenty minutes in the lobby, yelled and gave the 
named officer the middle finger as the complainant stormed out. The named officer stated the complainant 
did not wait in the lobby for time the complainant claimed. 
 
Surveillance video showed the complainant sat in the lobby of the station for about ten minutes before he 
approached the window. The video did not contain audio, but it showed the complainant’s hand motions 
were dramatic and the complainant appeared irritated while speaking to the person in the window. The 
video showed the complainant left the station after about a one-minute interaction with the person behind 
the window.  
 
Both the visual evidence and the response from the named officer does not support the complainant’s 
allegation that he was made to wait for a long period of time.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur or that the accused officer was not involved. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers behaved or spoke inappropriately.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         CUO       FINDING:          IE          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant witnessed a traffic collision between a city vehicle and an 
injured bicyclist and subsequently called 9-1-1. When officers did not respond promptly to the scene, he 
went searching for officers. The complainant approached the named officers and reported the traffic 
accident to them. The complainant stated that the named officers made inappropriate comments by 
suggesting the complainant was on meth.  
 
The named officers denied making any comments about the complainant. 
 
There were no independent witnesses identified. 
 
There was no body-worn camera footage of the encounter with the complainant.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS#3-4: The officers failed to take required action.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officers failed to call for backup when he 
informed them of a traffic accident. 
 
The named officers stated that they were assigned to assist and monitor the safety of the Homeless 
Outreach Team (HOT) for a large encampment resolution when the complainant approached them. They 
were wrapping up at the scene and deactivated their BWC when the complainant informed them that he 
witnessed a non-serious vehicle accident and had already called 9-1-1. The named officers stated that they 
did not observe any calls for service regarding a vehicle accident. 
 
Department of Emergency Management records showed that the complainant called 9-1-1 and reported a 
city vehicle and bicyclist collision. The call was classified as a B priority. The call type was “meet with 
city employee” and not “vehicle collision”. The Dispatcher described the complainant as uncooperative, 
and he was advised that the responding officers would call him if he was needed.  The complainant called 
9-1-1 again to report that the bicyclist had injuries. However, when the dispatcher asked if the bicyclist 
needed an ambulance, the ambulance was refused.  The dispatcher advised the complainant that there 
would be a delay with the police response. The dispatcher advised that the complainant was agitated and 
upset. Police records showed that another unit responded to the traffic collision and the appropriate action 
was taken.  
 
DGO 1.03, Patrol Duties, states that officers are required to exercise reasonable diligence regarding 
serious crimes committed in their areas and to respond promptly to assigned calls.  
 
The evidence showed that the traffic accident that the complainant witnessed was not coded as a vehicle 
accident. Thus, when the named officers attempted to verify the complainant’s statement, they could not 
find his call for service. The named officers were not dispatched to the incident and could not verify the 
complainant’s statement that he witnessed and reported a vehicle accident. The named officers’ actions 
were proper. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful and 
proper.   
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #5-6: The officers failed to activate body-worn camera as required 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the named officers told him that they were recording 
their encounter; however, DPA’s investigation found that there was no BWC for the encounter between 
the complainant and the named officers.  
 
The named officers indicated that when the complainant approached them, they were leaving their 
incident and they had deactivated their body-worn cameras. They stated that the interaction between them 
and the complainant did not meet the BWC activation criteria. Named officer #1 stated that he did not re-
activate his body-worn camera during his interaction with the complainant because the complainant 
wanted to inform them about a traffic accident and stated that he had already called 9-1-1. Named officer 
#1 also stated that the complainant was not involved in an incident involving a crime or an alleged crime. 
Named officer #2 stated that he did not re-activate his body-worn camera during his encounter with the 
complainant because the complainant was not a witness or victim of a crime, and the complainant was not 
reporting a crime. Named officer #2 also stated that the interaction was not hostile or confrontational.  
 
Department General Order 10.11 states that the authorized use of BWC activation is: 
 

1. Detentions and arrests 
2. Consensual encounters where the member suspects that the member of the public may have 

knowledge of criminal activity as a suspect, witness, or victim, except as noted in Section 
10.11.03, D. 

3. 5150 evaluations 
4. Traffic and pedestrian stops 
5. Vehicle pursuits 
6. Foot pursuits 
7. Uses of force 
8. When serving a search or arrest warrant 
9. Conducting any of the following searches on one’s person and/or property: 

• Incident to an arrest 
• Cursory 
• Probable cause 
• Probation/parole 
• Consent 
• Vehicles 

10. Transportation of arrestees and detainees 
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11. During any encounter with a member of the public that becomes hostile 
12. In any situation when the recording would be valuable for evidentiary purposes 
13. Only in situations that serve a law enforcement purpose 

 
Based on the preponderance of the evidence, the named officers complied with Department policy. 
 
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 she was parking her vehicle when she and her 
companion were detained. After further investigation, officers determined that neither the complainant nor 
her companion was involved in a crime. Despite this, the complainant’s vehicle was towed. 

Police records and body-worn camera footage showed that officers had reasonable suspicion to detain the 
complainant and her companion. The officer’s investigation revealed that the complainant and her 
companion were not the wanted suspects. However, the complainant did not have a valid driver’s license, 
and her companion, the driver of the complainant’s vehicle, had a suspended driver’s license. The 
complainant was issued a Certificate of Release, while her companion was arrested for driving on a 
suspended license and having an outstanding arrest warrant. The named officer subsequently authorized 
the tow of the vehicle pursuant to Vehicle Code section 22655.5. 

Tow records showed that the complainant’s vehicle was towed pursuant to Vehicle Code section 22655.5. 
The section states that officers can remove a motor vehicle when the vehicle is found upon a highway or 
public or private property, and a peace officer has probable cause to believe that the vehicle was used as a 
means of committing a public offense. Vehicle Code section 22651(p) further specifically authorizes the 
tow of a vehicle, “(p) If the peace officer issues the driver of a vehicle a notice to appear for a violation of 
Section 12500, 14601, 14601.1, 14601.2, 14601.3, 14601.4, 14601.5, or 14604, and the vehicle is not 
impounded pursuant to Section 22655.5. A vehicle so removed from the highway or public land, or from 
private property after having been on a highway or public land, shall not be released to the registered 
owner or his or her agent, except upon presentation of the registered owner’s or his or her agent’s 
currently valid driver’s license to operate the vehicle and proof of current vehicle registration, to the 
impounding law enforcement agency, or upon order of a court.” 

Department General Order (DGO) 9.06 is the policy that gives officers the authority to tow vehicles 
pursuant to Vehicle Code Section 22650, et seq., and various sections of the San Francisco Traffic Code. 
DGO 9.06 San Francisco mandates officers to tow any vehicle being driven by a person who has had their 
driver’s license suspended or revoked, or who has never been issued a driver’s license. The vehicle shall 
not be released to anyone at the scene. The DGO further explains that officers are to place a “hold” on a 
vehicle when the driver has been arrested for driving on a suspended or revoked driver license.  
 
DPA’s investigation revealed that the complainant’s companion drove her vehicle with a suspended 
license. As a result, the named officer was required to tow the vehicle in compliance with Department 
policy that relied on the authority granted by the Vehicle Code.   
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:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT:  The complainant stated that she was told that her vehicle would be released, and 
the storage fees would be removed; however, she was charged storage fees. 
 
Tow records showed that the named officer removed the “hold” on the complainant’s vehicle in a timely 
manner, and the tow fees were subsequently waived. However, the complainant accrued a storage fee 
after she left the vehicle in storage a day after its release. 
 
DGO 9.06 stated that before a vehicle that has been towed by the Department can be released, a Vehicle 
Release shall be completed and presented to the tow garage. 
 
The named officer complied with Department policy by releasing the “hold” on the complainant’s vehicle 
and waiving the storage fees. The only remaining fee was due to failure to retrieve the vehicle the day the 
hold was lifted. 
 
A preponderance of the evidence proves the conducted alleged did not occur.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officer failed to prepare an incident report. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that he was verbally assaulted and chased, called police, 
and met with officers. Notwithstanding this, the officers failed to prepare an incident report.  
 
The named officers stated that no criminal activity had taken place and no report was prepared. The first 
named officer stated that the complainant did not state he was the victim of a crime and did not request an 
incident report from him.   
 
Department records showed that the complainant reported he had been taking pictures when an individual 
confronted him and then chased him like he was going to assault him. The records documented that the 
suspect was no longer present when the named officers arrived.  
 
DGO 1.03 provides in part that patrol officers shall make written reports on crimes observed or brought to 
their attention that have not been previously reported.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer failed to prepare an incident report.  
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND        FINDING:          U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that he was chased and assaulted, called police, and met 
with officers. Notwithstanding this, the officers failed to prepare an incident report. 
 
Body-worn camera footage showed that the named officer was not on scene during this incident.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur or that the accused officer was not involved. 
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SUMMARY OF ADDED ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to activate a body-worn camera as 
required. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND       FINDING:          IC/S         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: In investigating this complaint, the DPA was unable to locate body-worn camera 
footage from the named officer. 
 
The named officer admitted that he did not activate his body-worn camera. He stated that the complainant 
had reported that he was “chased like he was going to be battered.” Because he was unsure whether there 
was in fact a crime, he stated he did not activate. However, upon reviewing Department policy he stated 
that he realized he should have activated his body-worn camera prior to his arrival as there was the 
possibility of criminal activity. 
 
Department records showed that the complainant reported he had been taking pictures when an individual 
confronted him and then chased him like he was going to assault him. The records documented that the 
suspect was no longer present when the named officer arrived.  
 
DGO 10.11 provides in part that all on-scene members equipped with a BWC shall activate their BWC 
equipment to record in circumstances including “[C]onsensual encounters where the member suspects that 
the member of the public may have knowledge of criminal activity as a suspect, witness, or victim.” 
 
A preponderance of the evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred and that the conduct violated 
Department policy or procedure. 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:                FINDING:          IO-1/DEM         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
partially referred to: 
 
DEM Division of Emergency Communications 
1011 Turk Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer made a discourteous statement or act related to gender 
identity or expression.   
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:       CUO      FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that when she walked into a district station to file a 
counter report, she felt the named officer was glaring at her with unkind eyes. The complainant also stated 
that she found the named officer’s overall demeanor to be rude and disrespectful.  
The named officer recalled treating the complainant with dignity and respect like any other member of the 
community.  The named officer stated that he informed the complainant that he was not assigned to take a 
report, but someone would be able to assist her shortly. The named officer stated that he did not try to 
intimidate the complainant nor speak with an attitude or glare at her.  

DPA reviewed surveillance footage from the district station but determined that it was inconclusive 
because there was no audio, and it was difficult to see the mannerisms and facial expressions of the 
complainant and the named officer.   

DGO 2.01 states that members shall treat the public with courtesy and respect, including respect of the 
individual’s gender identity as expressed by the individual. 

There are differing perspectives on how the incident occurred and a lack of independent witnesses. 

The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer issued a citation without cause.   
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA        FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she had been double parking at the same spot for years 
and had never gotten a ticket until the named officer issued her a citation. She stated other vehicles were 
double parked also but the officer did not cite them. 
 
The named officer stated he noticed the vehicle double-parked on the street and issued the driver a 
citation. The named officer stated he did not recall if there were other vehicles double-parked or how 
many citations he issued on this day. 
 
A witness officer stated he did not recall much as the incident had occurred a long time ago. The witness 
officer stated he did recall seeing a double-parked vehicle and that the citation was issued by his partner. 
 
The citation showed the violation was for double parking.  
 
The complainant admitted her vehicle was double-parked. Therefore, the named officer was justified in 
issuing the citation. 
 
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 engaged in a retaliatory behavior.   
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she was double-parked in front of her boyfriend’s 
building when a police car passed by going the opposite direction as her vehicle. The complainant stated 
the police car slowed down and then the named officer asked her what she was looking at. The 
complainant stated that when she looked back and responded to the officer, the officer ran her license 
plate, smirked, and then left. The complainant stated she received a citation in the mail a few weeks after 
the incident. 
 
The named officer stated he noticed the complainant’s vehicle because it was double-parked in a one-lane 
road. The named officer stated he did not recall having contact with the complainant but did remember 
filling out a citation for a double-parked vehicle. He denied that the citation was a result of retaliation.  
 
A witness officer stated he recalled a vehicle was double-parked and a citation was issued without any 
interaction with the complainant. The witness officer stated his partner was the one who issued the 
citation. 
 
The dispatch report (CAD) showed the incident was a Priority C Passing Call. It showed both the witness 
and named officers responded to the call. 
 
There was no video evidence that either support or refute the complainant and the officers’ version of the 
event. Therefore, it cannot be ascertained that the alleged conduct occurred. 
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer failed to provide name or star number. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND         FINDING:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she went into a station and asked an officer for the name 
and star number of the officer who issued her a citation. The complainant stated the named officer would 
not provide the issuing officer’s name or badge number. The complainant also stated the named officer 
would not provide the Department of Police Accountability’s (DPA) phone number. 
 
The named officer stated the complainant came into the station upset and provided a description of the 
officer who issued her a citation. The named officer stated he was unable to provide the information 
because he did not know who the complainant was describing. The named officer also stated that he did 
not recall the complainant asking for the DPA’s contact information. 
 
A witness officer stated the complainant came in upset about a citation. The named officer stated the 
complainant wanted the named officer to fix or void the ticket. The witness officer stated the named 
officer told the complainant would have to go through the appeal process to address the citation.  
 
There was no video evidence to either support or refute the complainant and the officer’s version of the 
event. Therefore, it cannot be ascertained that the alleged conduct occurred. 
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers behaved or spoke in a manner unbecoming an 
officer.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she had problems with air blowing into her bathroom. 
She called the police, but the named officers would not check the problem. 
 
The named officers stated they responded to a Priority “A” call made by the complainant who threatened 
to shoot people if her demands were not met. One named officer stated, for their safety, he asked if the 
complainant had any firearms. Once it was determined that there was no firearm, the named officer stated 
he spoke to the complainant about how the building manager could help with her problem. The named 
officer stated the complainant was upset, became argumentative, yelled at them then asked the named 
officers to leave, which they did. As they were leaving, the named officer stated he contacted a building 
employee and informed them about the issue in the complainant’s room. 
 
There were two dispatch reports (CAD) related to this incident. The CADs showed the complainant called 
Dispatch two days in a row. The CAD with the earlier date showed that it was a Priority C call and the 
complainant called twice. The other CAD was a Priority A call with the caller threatening to shoot people 
if her demands were not met. The CAD showed the named officers responded and determined there was 
no gun. 
 
The body-worn camera (BWC) showed the named officers spoke to the complainant and inquired first 
about the gun she reported. The BWC showed the complainant appeared upset when she told the named 
officers about the issue of air blowing in her bathroom. The BWC showed the named officer prioritized 
the call about the gun and once the complainant confirmed there was no gun, the named officer proceeded 
to provide the complainant information on how to resolve her issue. The BWC showed the complainant 
became upset and raised her voice at the named officers. The BWC showed the complainant told the 
named officers to leave. 
 
The evidence proved the named officers did not check the complainant’s main complaint of air blowing in 
her bathroom. The air blowing was not a police matter but a building owner/manager matter to resolve. 
Nevertheless, the named officers attempted to offer a resolution, but complainant told them to leave. Still, 
the named officers went further in helping resolve the complainant’s issue by informing a building 
employee. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #3-4: The officers failed to take required action. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND           FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she called for police assistance because of an issue with 
air blowing in her bathroom. The complainant stated the named officers did not respond to the 
complainant’s call right away. The complainant stated she called several times. During the last call, she 
told the dispatcher that she had a gun. 
 
One named officer stated he was not working patrol that day and the other named officer stated he was 
already on a call about a stolen law enforcement weapon when the complainant’s first call came in. The 
named officer stated the complainant’s call was a Priority C. He stated he did not recall dispatch 
broadcasting the call and therefore did not know about the request at the time. The named officer added 
that even if he had known about the complainant’s call, he would not have disregarded the Priority A call 
that he was already responding to. The named officers stated they were once again on a Priority A call 
when the complainant reported she had a gun and would shoot if her demands were not met. The named 
officers stated they left the scene and responded to the complainant’s call.  
 
The dispatch record (CAD) showed the complainant called the police two days in a row. On the first day 
of the call, the CAD showed the complainant called twice within minutes of each other. The CAD showed 
it was a Priority C call. On the following day, the complainant called once again and because there was 
report of a firearm, the call was identified as Priority A. The CAD showed the named officers responded 
within fifteen minutes. 
 
The body-worn camera (BWC) footage showed the named officers responded to the scene and asked the 
complainant about the firearm. The BWC showed the complainant stated there was no firearm and that 
she just wanted the police to respond right away. 
 
The evidence showed the named officers responded to the calls in the order of priority. The evidence 
showed that when the call from the complainant became a Priority A, the named officers responded right 
away. 
 
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 officer failed to write an incident report 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:        PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officers provided him with an incorrect 
incident number associated with his case.  
 
The first named officer stated that she was the reporting officer. She stated that there was a 
communication mix-up with another unit on scene that led to her receiving the wrong case number and 
then providing that number to the complainant. The first named officer stated that she later tried to call the 
complainant numerous times to provide the correct case number but that the complainant’s phone would 
not accept her calls.  
 
The second named officer’s statement was generally consistent with that of the first. 
 
Department records included a police report authored by the first named officer that detailed the incident. 
 
Records provided by the complainant showed that the case number written on the follow-up form was 
different from that assigned to the incident report. The complainant provided additional records that 
showed that when he requested a copy of the incident report with the number provided to him the 
Department corrected the number on the form. 
 
Body-worn camera footage showed the officers providing an incorrect case number to the complainant.  
 
The officers completed an incident report as required. Although the officers provided an incorrect case 
number to the complainant, it appears to have been a mistake and does not rise to the level of misconduct.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #3-4: The officers misrepresented the truth.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO         FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the named officers failed to include in the police 
report his statement that his son was pushed to the ground and instead stated that his son had fallen.  
 
The first named officer stated that after she wrote down the complainant’s statement she summarized and 
recapped for him what she had written, including that the son had fallen over, and the complainant did not 
correct her. She stated that she did not believe she had misrepresented the truth, that the complainant was 
saying a lot of things on scene, and that she wrote his statement down as she understood it.  
 
The second named officer stated that he spoke to the complainant on scene but that he was not the 
primary investigating officer, nor was he the author of the police report.  
 
Both officers denied that the son being knocked down as opposed to falling would have impacted the way 
they dealt with the situation. 
 
The incident report reflected that the complainant stated that his son had fallen to the ground and that one 
of the other involved parties stated that she believed the complainant took a step back when the fight 
began, and he accidentally knocked over his son.  
 
Body-worn camera footage showed a scene that became chaotic with verbal altercations between various 
parties. The complainant can be heard stating that his son was knocked down. The officers do not respond 
to the allegation and are seen trying to calm the situation down. When all parties have been calmed, the 
named officer speaks to the complainant to clarify and confirm his statement. The named officer stated 
that the son fell, the complainant does not correct her and appears to agree.  
 
Although the first named officer did not include a reference to the complainant’s son having been pushed, 
she otherwise described and documented the incident as required. 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 conducted an improper search or seizure. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA        FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
  
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the named officer arrived at his mother’s residence with 
a warrant to search and seize his vehicle parked in the driveway. He said the named officer asked his 
mother to move her vehicle out of the driveway as it was blocking access to his vehicle. He said the 
named officer told his mother he needed to search her vehicle for weapons prior to her moving it out of 
the way, and if she did not allow him to do so he would have to tow the vehicle. The complainant said his 
vehicle should not have been seized and the search for his mother’s vehicle was improper.  
 
The named officer said he responded to a residence, advised the resident that he had a search warrant and 
seizure order for a vehicle parked in the driveway, asked the resident if she could move her vehicle out of 
the way, and the vehicle was then towed from the location. He stated his legal basis to seize the vehicle 
was a search warrant and seizure order signed by a Superior Court judge. He denied telling the 
complainant’s mother that if she didn’t let him search her vehicle, he would tow it. He said the 
complainant’s mother consented to a search of her vehicle parked in the driveway prior to her moving it 
out of the way. He said he searched the complainant’s mother’s vehicle for any potential weapons as the 
complainant had been involved in prior incidents involving firearms. He said based on his training and 
experience persons with a history of firearm possession and use often attempt to conceal them in areas 
they believe difficult to detect.  
 
Department records showed a valid search warrant and seizure order pertaining to the complainant’s 
vehicle. 
 
Body-worn camera (BWC) footage showed the named officer arrive at a residence and advise a resident 
that he had a search warrant to seize a vehicle in her driveway.  The named officer asked the resident if 
she could move a vehicle blocking the vehicle they wanted to seize, and she confirmed she could. The 
named officer asked the resident if she would mind if he searched her vehicle for any weapons prior to her 
moving it. She consented, unlocked the vehicle, the named officer searched it, and she moved the vehicle 
out of the way. BWC footage showed the complainant’s vehicle was towed out of the driveway and the 
named officer provided the resident with a copy of the search warrant and seizure order. 
 
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:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant said his vehicle was seized and the named officer left 
paperwork for him that included two incorrect phone numbers that were meant to throw him off. He said 
one phone number did not go to the officer’s department as listed and the other went to a civil court 
department which he was confused by. The complainant submitted photographs of the paperwork left for 
him.  
 
The named officer stated his unit relocated to a new address and had issues with their phone lines not 
rolling over to the new location. He said the contact number left for the complainant was a phone number 
assigned to their old office. He also stated he left an accurate email address for the complainant, the 
complainant called him and left a message, and an attorney who claimed to represent the complainant also 
contacted him less than a week after the seizure. The named officer said a phone number for a civil court 
department was included on the paperwork for the complainant as a civil court judge granted the seizure 
order and per a California Vehicle Code the complainant had the option to request a hearing with the 
issuing magistrate.  
 
The DPA called the two phone numbers at issue and confirmed that one did not go to the named officer’s 
unit as listed and the other went to a civil court department. 
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct does not rise to the level of 
misconduct. The conduct was justified, lawful, and proper.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers engaged in unwarranted action. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA          FINDING:          PC          DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he was parked in a red zone when the named officers 
improperly asked for his identification and told him to put his cell phone away. The complainant said that 
one of the named officers almost put his hands on him. 
 
The body-worn camera (BWC) showed the complainant’s car parked in a red zone. The named officers 
approached the complainant’s vehicle and told him they were stopping him because he did not have a real 
license plate and was parked in a red zone. Named officer #2 asked for the complainant’s ID, and the 
complainant provided it. Named officer #1 asked the complainant to stay in the vehicle and to put his cell 
phone down. The complainant said something unintelligible about his phone and did not put it down, to 
which named officer #1 replied, “Ok.”  Neither of the named officers touched the complainant. 
 
Department General Order 9.01 states that traffic enforcement is a major priority of the Department and 
an important task assigned to uniformed personnel. Members shall give priority to enforcing violations 
consistent with reducing traffic collisions, facilitating traffic flow, and easing parking congestion. 
 
California Vehicle Code Section 21458(a)(1) states that red paint upon a curb “indicates no stopping, 
standing, or parking, whether the vehicle is attended or unattended, except that a bus may stop in a red 
zone marked or signposted as a bus loading zone.” 
 
The evidence established that the named officers had cause to stop the complainant for the traffic 
infraction and obtain his identification. No law or policy prohibits officers from directing people to put 
their cell phones down during traffic stops. 
 
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 an officer made an inappropriate comment to the 
complainant. 
 
The Department of Police Accountability (DPA) could not reasonably identify the involved officer based 
on the information provided by the complainant. Attempts were made to various City Departments to 
identify the officer; however, no results correlated with the incident.  
 
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 #1-4: The officers failed to take required action. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND        FINDING:         U         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that officers failed to respond to her calls for service 
regarding things that the complainant was seeing and hearing her neighbors doing which included hacking 
into the complainant’s email, tapping her phonelines, and tampering with things inside the complainant’s 
apartment. 
 
Department of Emergency Management records showed that the named officers were dispatched and 
responded to the complainant’s calls for service. However, when the named officers arrived at the scene 
and attempted to contact the complainant, the complainant was unavailable.  
 
The evidence proves that the conduct alleged did not occur. 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:                FINDING:          IO-1/DEM         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
partially referred to: 
 

DEM Division of Emergency Communications 
1011 Turk Street 
San Francisco, CA 94102 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer engaged in unwarranted action.  
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA      FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant reported that the named officer disregarded her call for service.  
 
Department of Emergency Management records showed that the complainant frequently calls 9-1-1 for 
non-emergency calls or calls that do not require law enforcement action. Additionally, when officers are 
officers are dispatched and respond to the complainant’s residence, the complainant is typically not 
available, and the officers subsequently leave the scene without contacting her. The records also showed 
that the named officer did instruct officers to disregard the complainant’s call for service from the pending 
runs. The complainant was subsequently transferred to the district station by Dispatch regarding her non-
emergency report. 
 
The guiding policy regarding clarifying issues between Dispatch and patrol indicates that Patrol Sergeants 
are responsible for directing unit activities, prioritizing waiting assignments, ensuring that runs are being 
handled efficiently and acknowledging serious situations requiring immediate supervision over the radio. 
Sergeants are required to review waiting assignments on an hourly basis to determine if a waiting 
assignment requires an expedited response. There are instances where Department of Emergency 
Management Dispatchers may refer callers to District Stations to make reports to reduce the volume of 
calls for services. When that occurs, members are required to prepare reports as required by Department 
policy. 
 
Based on the totality of circumstance, the named officer’s decision to disregard the complainant’s call for 
service was within Department policy.  
 
The evidence proves that the alleged conduct occurred; however, the conduct was justified, lawful, and 
proper. 
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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 raised matters not rationally within DPA 
jurisdiction. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:     NA           FINDING:          IO-2         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complaint raised matters not rationally within DPA jurisdiction.  
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer misused police authority. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO         FINDING:          NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant said an officer cloned his cell phone at an out-of-state Public 
Library. 
 
Attempts to speak with the complainant and obtain more information about the incident were 
unsuccessful. The complainant’s phone number was incorrect, and the complainant did not respond to 
emails requesting additional information.  
 
The complainant did not provide sufficient information to identify an officer or investigate the incident. 
 
This case was closed with no finding. No findings are made when the officer cannot reasonably be 
identified. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to promptly respond to a scene.  
 
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: 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:  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/SFPD HR         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
referred to: 
 
SFPD Human Resources Department 
1245 Third Street 
San Francisco, CA 94158 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved or spoke in a manner unbecoming an officer. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:     NA       FINDING:         IO-1/SFPD HR         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was 
referred to: 
 

SFPD Human Resource Department  
1245 Third Street 
San Francisco, CA 94158 
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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/IAD       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 #1-2: The officers used unnecessary force. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UF      FINDING:          PC         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The named officers were investigating a person with a gun, when they shot and 
killed a suspect inside a barber shop. DPA investigated the incident because San Francisco Administrative 
Code §96.11 mandates that 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 first named officer stated that on the date of the incident she was working in a plainclothes unit. She 
heard a call over dispatch about a known subject with a gun, outside of a house, threatening to kill 
members of a family. She and her partners went to the house, and then heard over dispatch that the subject 
had gone to a nearby barbershop. The named officer stated that they then went to the barbershop and saw 
a person being detained by uniformed officers outside. She stated that she doubted the detained person 
was the subject they were looking for, primarily because his clothing did not match the description. The 
named officer said she entered the barbershop to see if anyone inside was a better match. A barber at the 
doorway told her, and the second named officer who was next to her, that he thought they had the wrong 
person. She said the second named officer then pointed to an individual inside the barbershop and asked 
who he was. She said that this individual was seated and better matched the subject description provided. 
The named officer stated that the individual looked towards her and the second named officer and had a 
“fight or flight” look on his face. She said that the individual stood up, pulled a gun out from his 
waistband area, and started firing towards her and the other officer. She stated she immediately pulled out 
her own firearm and returned fire. Although she was focused on the subject at that moment, she found out 
later that the second named officer also returned fire. She stated that the subject slumped over and fell to 
the ground, and she stopped firing when he was no longer firing at them. Because he was still moving, she 
ordered him to put up his hands, and another officer entered the shop and ordered him to not reach for his 
gun. She said that she, and this other officer, then coordinated in safely moving towards the subject. She 
then handcuffed him and helped secure the scene. 
 
The first named officer stated that a sergeant separated her from the scene and drove her to the district 
station. At the district station, she gave a public safety statement to a different sergeant, and her firearm 
was taken from her and replaced with a different firearm. The named officer told the DPA that she only 
spoke to her attorney and did not view any Body Worn Camera (BWC) recordings of the incident, until 
her interview with the SFPD homicide unit, two days later. 
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The second named officer stated that on the date of the incident he was on regular, uniform patrol, 
working alone, and equipped with a BWC. He said he was wrapping up a different call, when he 
responded to the dispatched call of a person with a gun. He arrived first at the residence, where other 
officers were already present, and then went to the barbershop. The named officer stated that he got out of 
his car, and saw another officer detaining a person outside of the shop. He said that he did not think the 
detained person completely matched the clothing description provided over dispatch; and when he 
approached the shop, he noticed an individual inside who more closely matched the subject description. 
He stated that he asked a barber, first, about the person outside, and then about the person inside. He said 
the subject inside appeared on-edge and nervous. He said the other named officer started to walk further 
inside, and he followed. He stated that the subject inside then stood up, reached towards his waistband, 
and pulled out a gun. He said he heard a bang, saw a flash from the subject’s gun, and immediately pulled 
out his own gun and started to return fire. He stated that he moved in such a way as to have a better sight 
line and pose less of a risk to bystanders. He also stated that he was hit in the leg by the subject’s gunfire, 
causing him to fall. The named officer said he stopped firing, because the subject fell backwards and had 
also stopped firing. He did not know, in the moment, that the other named officer had also been firing her 
weapon but realized it soon after. He said that another officer came in and pointed his weapon at the 
subject, as he was helped outside by other officers. 
 
The named officer said he was taken to the hospital by ambulance, while other officers offered him moral 
support. He said he did not provide a public safety statement. He also said he did not know what 
happened to his firearm in the immediate aftermath of the incident, but he was aware, at the time of the 
interview, that it was in evidence. He stated that he did not speak with anybody about the incident, besides 
his attorney, and did not view any BWC video of the incident, until his SFPD homicide interview, eight 
days later. 
 
A number of SFPD officers were involved in the initial call of a person with a gun, and dozens more 
responded to the Officer Involved Shooting. The DPA, SFPD homicide division, and internal affairs 
division, interviewed several of the more involved officers. None of the other officers stated they had 
entered the barbershop before shots were fired. Some were able to see inside the barbershop through a 
window, and their recollections did not contradict the facts provided by the named officers. 
 
Three witnesses, barbers working at the barbershop on the date of the incident, were interviewed by the 
DPA. They stated that there were over a dozen individuals inside their shop at the time, including more 
than one juvenile. One of the witnesses stated he was working when the subject who was later shot 
walked into the shop. He stated they exchanged brief words, and that he knew the subject from the 
community. That witness stated that he walked outside and was ordered to stop by a uniformed officer. 
He said he complied but told the officer that the officer had made a mistake. The officer handcuffed him 
and asked his name. The witness told the officer his name, and soon after that he heard shots fired from 
within the shop. A second witness stated he was cutting a client’s hair when he saw his fellow barber  
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detained outside. He stated that he walked to the doorway of the barber shop and met one of the named 
officers. He said he asked the officer, “What’s going on? Is everything okay?” He stated that the named 
officer responded by asking about a subject sitting inside the shop. The witness replied that he did not 
know, because, at the time, he did not recognize the subject. He walked back to his chair, and both named 
officers walked in behind him. He said the named officer he had been speaking with, directly addressed 
the subject inside, stating, “You in the black hat.” The witness said that gunfire erupted right after that, 
and he was hit in his leg by the gunfire. The third witness said he also approached officers in the doorway 
to ask what was happening. He also said when an officer asked about the subject inside, he replied that he 
did not know who the person was. That witness stated the two named officers walked past him, and he 
started making his way back into the shop. He heard, “Hey, you in the black hat,” and then immediately 
heard gunshots. He said he was hit in the foot by the gunfire. The two injured barbers left the scene by 
ambulance. 
 
BWC recordings from the incident show several uniformed and plainclothes officers standing outside of 
the barbershop, some with a detainee in handcuffs. The plainclothes named officer is shown walking up to 
the doorway, while the uniformed named officer stands just outside the threshold. The recordings show 
the uniformed officer pointing towards the individual detained outside, and pointing inside the shop, as he 
stands just outside the threshold of the shop doorway. The plainclothes named officer then walks into the 
shop, and the uniformed named officer follows. The uniformed officer’s BWC, the only one that captured 
the shooting, then shows three people seated on benches inside the shop. The person furthest away on the 
benches, at the opposite end of the shop, appears to be wearing a black cap. That person begins to stand 
up, and the two named officers immediately react, two seconds after they cross the threshold into the 
shop. The uniformed officer points his firearm towards the subject, and the other people on the benches 
duck down. There is no audio, and the camera is, at times, pointed at the ground. A clear image of a 
person standing at the end of the benches, in a black top, blue jeans, and black cap is visible. That 
person’s hands are together and in front of his body, consistent with the pointing of a firearm. The next 
seconds then show the uniformed officer falling to the ground, while still aiming his firearm towards the 
subject, and presumably firing. The plainclothes officer can be seen just in front of him, to the left, also 
pointing a firearm and huddled behind a barber chair. The next view of the subject shows that he has 
fallen and a hand mirror hanging on the wall next to him is swinging. The uniformed officer reloads his 
gun and taps his camera. The sound can then be heard in the clip. People are shouting, but there are no 
additional gunshots. The subject remains on the ground, moving slightly; and blood can be seen on the 
floor below the uniformed officer. A third officer enters and jumps on the benches, with his firearm 
pointed to the subject. Three bystanders, who remained in the main room of the shop, run out at that point. 
A fourth bystander is still inside, yelling, “I have kids!” A female voice, presumably the plainclothes 
officer’s, is heard ordering the subject to put his hands up. The recordings show the plainclothes officer 
moves in with other officers, pulls the subject’s body away from the gun and handcuffs him. The 
recordings then show officers clearing the rest of the building, providing medical care to the victims, and 
preserving the crime scene. 
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A dash cam video, and other recordings capture the scene outside of the shop. 
 
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. 

 
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: 
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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. 

 
Both of the named officers felt the person detained outside of the barbershop was not likely the suspect 
described as the person with the gun. Looking inside the shop, they both saw an individual who better 
matched the description.  
 
Although Department guidelines appear to emphasize the use of de-escalation techniques in situations 
other than when a person is armed with a firearm, they also include the opportunity for de-escalation as 
factors to consider in evaluating the use of force. Whether officers created time and distance is one factor 
that should always be considered when officers take a life or seriously injure a person in the course of 
their work. In this case, the video evidence shows that the subject stood up and pulled his gun out two 
seconds after the named officers entered the shop. While it could be argued that the named officers, 
immediately upon recognizing that the subject inside was the more likely suspect, should have 
immediately created time and distance; in that moment, they had reasonable suspicion to question and 
detain that individual, but they still did not know that he was the person with the gun, or that the 
allegation that he was armed was credible. Furthermore, if the named officers had decided to temporarily 
retreat, rather than immediately investigate, their actions would have undermined the overall purpose of 
Department guidelines on Use of Force. The fact that they would be leaving a potentially dangerous 
individual inside a public shop with over a dozen members of the public, would be antithetical to the 
overall goal of safeguarding the life, dignity and liberty of all persons. 
 
The video evidence does not show who fired the first shot, but clearly shows the subject standing and 
pointing something at the officers before they reacted by pulling their own weapons. The evidence is 
overwhelming that the named officers faced an immediate threat from a person pointing and then shooting 
a gun at them in a location with many innocent bystanders. Their reaction to use deadly force against life-
threatening resistance was justified as self-defense and defense of others. Other options were not feasible 
under the circumstances. The evidence proved 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 #3: The officer detained a person without justification. 
 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          UA      FINDING:          S         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The named officer responded to the call of a person with a gun. Before the 
Officer Involved Shooting that occurred inside a barbershop, the named officer detained a person just 
outside of the shop. The DPA reviewed that detention. 
 
The named officer stated he was “given intelligence over the radios that the subject in question was inside 
the barber shop.” His memory of the suspect’s description was, “a 20 to 25-year-old Middle Eastern male, 
partial facial hair, black hoodie, blue jeans.” The named officer said he was aware that the suspect was 
known (a family member had made the report) and police had his name. He was able to remember the 
suspect’s first name. The named officer said that he saw a person come out of the barbershop and, “I 
immediately recognized him as a barber at the barber shop from previous contacts um, so I immediately 
placed him in handcuffs.” He insisted that the person he detained matched the description provided over 
the radio. 
 
Two other officers, also on scene, stated that they entered the barbershop after seeing the named officer 
with his detainee outside. They stated that they did not believe the named officer had the right person, and 
in particular, mentioned the suspect description as a person with blue jeans, while the person being 
detained had green pants on. One of the officers also heard the detainee state his name, and she felt 
uneasy because it was different from that provided by the reporting party. 
 
The barber detained stated that he walked out of the barbershop with his backpack in one hand and his 
son’s photo album in the other hand and straight into four to five police officers. He did not know what 
was going on. The detainee said he told the officers, including the named officer, that they had him 
mistaken with someone else, and he provided them with his name. He stated that he recognized the named 
officer and said he “sees me out there all the time.” 
 
The CAD records from the Department of Emergency Management show that the female caller reported 
that her cousin was threatening her with a gun at her house. The caller gave the suspect’s name, and 
described him as an Arab male, 21-years old, 6’2”, “kind of big,” wearing a black hoodie. The caller later 
stated that the suspect had gone to the barbershop from her house but did not say that he worked there.  
The first description, heard on the CAD Audio, provided the suspect’s name and that he was an, “Arab 
male, 21 years old, 6’2”, medium build to heavy, black hoodie, the gun was actually seen, he’s on drugs, 
flashed a big gun under his jacket and tried to break into the house.” The CAD shows that another officer  
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then repeated the description. Another unit reiterated, “Black jacket, blue jeans.” Then a unit reported that 
one was detained. 
 
The incident report describes the detained person as 5’7” tall and 30-years-old. It describes the suspect as 
6’2” and 21-years-old. 
 
Department personnel records document that the named officer is 6’2” tall. 
 
BWC recordings show that the named officer detained a person who had just walked out of the 
barbershop. The detainee was much shorter than the named officer and was wearing a black hoodie with 
the barbershop logo, and green cargo pants. The detainee also had a slim build. The recordings show that 
the detainee asked why he was being detained, and that he thought the officers had him confused with 
someone else. The BWC recordings show that an officer asked the detainee for his name, and he provided 
it. 
 
SFPD General Order 5.03, Investigative Detentions, states:  
 

A police officer may briefly detain a person for questioning or request identification only 
if the officer has a reasonable suspicion that the person's behavior is related to criminal 
activity. The officer, however, must have specific and articulable facts to support his/her 
actions; a mere suspicion or “hunch” is not sufficient cause to detain a person or to 
request identification. 

 
The named officer (1) knew that the suspect’s description came from a family member, (2) knew that the 
suspect was 6’2” tall and had a medium-heavy build, (3) had no information that the suspect worked at 
the barbershop, (4) had previously encountered the detainee, and (5) immediately recognized the detainee 
as a barber. The detainee was a 5’7”, 140 pounds, 30-year-old Arab man with a small build wearing green 
cargo pants, and a black hoodie with the barbershop logo on it. Thus, the detainee only matched the 
description of Arab male. Even his black hoodie had the barbershop logo written on it – a fact not 
included in the suspect description. Additionally, the detainee was very cooperative and stated that he 
believed the police had the wrong man – behavior that should have immediately alerted police that he was 
not the 911 caller’s cousin, who was allegedly high on drugs, flashing a big gun, and trying to break into 
the family home before he left the home and was next reported to be at the barber shop. 
 
The named officer unlawfully detained a person who did not match the description of the known suspect. 
The suspect’s cousin provided a name, age, height, build, race, and a description of the suspect’s facial 
hair and clothing. The detailed description should have been given great weight by the named officer 
because it came from someone who knew the suspect well. A preponderance of the evidence proved that  
 



 
 DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY 
 COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT 
   
 
DATE OF COMPLAINT:       03/21/18     DATE OF COMPLETION:  08/17/22        PAGE# 8 of 9 

         

 
the conduct complained of did occur, and that, using as a standard the applicable regulations of the 
Department, the conduct was improper. 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #4: The officer behaved inappropriately during a detention.   
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CRD      FINDING:          S         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The named officer responded to the call of a person with a gun. Before the 
Officer Involved Shooting that occurred inside a barbershop, the named officer detained a person just 
outside of the shop. When the shooting started, the named officer abandoned his detainee. The DPA 
reviewed that conduct. 
 
The named officer said he had detained a person outside of the barbershop because he believed he 
matched the description of the suspect. He said he handcuffed that person and moments later heard shots 
fired. The named officer said he saw officers getting shot at inside the barbershop. He stated that he ran 
into the barbershop, leaving his handcuffed detainee. The named officer said he did not attempt to move 
the detainee out of harm’s way. He said that he understood that other officers filled his role of trying to 
protect the detainee, but he did not assume that would happen when he left his detainee. He acknowledged 
that the detaining officer is responsible for his or her detainee, and that he was the person with that 
responsibility in this case. He also stated that SFPD policy dictated that when an officer has somebody in 
custody and there is an emergency, that officer is not to respond to the emergency or incident. But, he 
stated that this situation was different because he was at the emergency. 
 
BWC and dashcam video shows that the named officer handcuffed a person just outside of the 
barbershop, by a large window. There are many other officers nearby. The video shows that a gunfight 
erupts inside of the shop, and the named officer runs behind a car for safety, leaving the detainee on his 
own. Some of the video shows that bullets went through the wall of the barbershop. The video shows the 
named officer then running into the shop, and the detainee walking himself behind a car. The video shows 
two other officers moving the detainee into safer positions after the gunfire ends. 
 
SFPD General Order 1.03, Duties of Patrol Officers, states that officer are to, “Be responsible for the 
security of prisoners in their custody.” 
 
General Order 2.01, General Rules of Conduct, states, “Members shall be responsible for the custody, 
control, and safety of prisoners in their care until the prisoner has been formally remanded to the custody 
of another. Members shall treat prisoners with due respect and courtesy.”  
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General Order 5.18, Prisoner Handling and Transportation, states, “It is the policy of the San Francisco 
Police Department to treat all persons taken into custody in a humane manner and with due regard for 
their physical safety and protection while in police custody. 
 
POST - Learning Domain 31, Peace Officer Responsibilities in a Custodial Situation, states: 
 

Peace officers who have custody of arrested persons are lawfully responsible for the care 
and safekeeping of those individuals…Peace officers who have responsibility for arrested 
persons are liable for the safekeeping and standard of care of those persons…  

 
These mandates do not provide an exception for officers to abandon their detainees in situations where 
they are subjected to gunfire, in order to assist multiple officers already on scene as they deal with a 
shooting suspect. While the named officer’s ability to run to the emergency, rather than shy away from it, 
is admirable, he cannot lose sight of his responsibility and abandon a defenseless, handcuffed individual 
on the street as a gunfight breaks out. Before running into the barber shop, the named officer should have 
secured his detainee’s safety by leaving him with one of the other officers, or directing one of the other 
officers without a detainee to go into the barber shop to help the officers inside while he attended to his 
detainee’s safety. A preponderance of the evidence proved that the conduct complained of did occur, and 
that, using as a standard the applicable regulations of the Department, the conduct was improper. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer failed to prepare an incident report. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:         ND         FINDING:          PC        DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that they visited a district station to file a report about 
things that they overheard or saw occur in their neighborhood, and the named officer failed to write an 
incident report.  
 
The named officer did not recall the interaction with the complainant.  
 
Department General Order 2.01(25), General Rules of Conduct, states that while on duty, members shall 
make all required written reports of crimes or incidents requiring police attention. 
 
The complainant reported things that were seen or heard in their neighborhood, none of which clearly 
qualified as a crime or an incident requiring police attention. The failure of the named officer to take a 
report was within Department policy.  
 
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 misrepresented the truth. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:         NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that she believed she was sexually assaulted, the San 
Francisco Police Department opened an investigation, and the case was later designated inactive. The 
complainant said she spoke with a representative from the San Francisco District Attorney’s Office who 
said they spoke to a San Francisco Police Department officer who advised that the complainant’s case was 
being reinvestigated. The complainant said she followed up with the assigned investigating unit and 
discovered that her case was not being reinvestigated. The complainant alleged that the officer lied to the 
District Attorney’s Office regarding her case being reinvestigated.  
 
The DPA contacted a representative of the San Francisco District Attorney’s Office who stated they were 
not informed by any San Francisco Police Department Officer that the complainant’s case was being 
reinvestigated and did not inform the complainant of such information during their conversation. The 
representative stated they informed the complainant that an officer brought up to colleagues the possibility 
of the complainant’s case receiving a second look and that another officer encouraged the complainant to 
contact the investigating unit to follow up.  
 
No finding outcomes occur under four circumstances: the complainant did not provide additional 
requested evidence, the complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint, the officer could not 
reasonably be identified, or the officer is no longer with the Department and therefore is no longer subject 
to Department discipline. 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
 
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:         NF         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she called the unit assigned to a case in which she is the 
victim to follow up on the case’s status. She said she spoke on the phone with an officer who was rude, 
didn’t believe anything she was saying, and screamed at her. 
 
An officer identification poll was sent to the involved district station. The poll came back with negative 
results. The identity of the alleged officer could not be established.   
 
 
 
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer behaved or spoke inappropriately. 
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CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          CUO          FINDING:          IE             DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she called the unit assigned to a case in which she is the 
victim to follow up on the case’s status. She said she was put through to the named officer to discuss the 
case and he was disrespectful, condescending, and cut her off numerous times. She said the conversation 
turned into a shouting match.  
 
The named officer recalled speaking with the complainant and said he provided her with information 
regarding the case’s status and she was upset and yelled at him. He said he understood the complainant 
was upset and hoped she would calm down. He denied being disrespectful or condescending when 
speaking with the complainant. He said he interrupted the complainant when she was yelling at him 
because at that point the conversation was going nowhere. He said the complainant was the only person 
shouting during their conversation.  
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #4: The officer failed to properly investigate.  
       
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT:          ND          FINDING:          PC            DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she was sexually assaulted, the San Francisco Police 
Department had a case regarding the incident, and it was later designated a “cold case.” She was later 
informed that her case was being reinvestigated and called and spoke with the named officer to obtain a 
status update. She stated the named officer told her that they were looking at her case and investigating by 
periodically running an unknown DNA profile obtained through a database until there was a match 
identifying it. She said she did not feel that was investigative work and that an investigation should 
happen.  
 
The named officer stated he was the assigned cold case investigator for the unit where the complainant’s 
case was assigned. He stated that he investigates when a case has a DNA match that names a possible 
suspect. He said he spoke with the complainant on the phone and told her that he reviewed the case file, 
that her case had been inactivated by the original investigator, and the original investigator had no further 
leads on the case. He said he tried advising the complainant that an unknown DNA profile was obtained, 
that it was not a match with the primary suspect, and that the unknown profile is processed through a 
nationwide database once a week to search for a match. He said if the unknown DNA profile ever became 
a match and a suspect identification was made, the case would be reopened.  
 
Department records showed that the named officer was not assigned to the case. Records showed the case 
had been assigned to an investigator, the primary suspect was excluded as a contributor to the obtained 
unknown DNA profile, and the investigator requested the case remain open and inactive pending any 
further investigative leads and/or suspect identification. 
 
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:          IE         DEPT. ACTION:          
 
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that the officer disseminated her confidential information 
and made false statements about her to the property management in her building.  
 
The identity of the alleged officer could not be established after numerous requests for the complainant to 
provide additional requested information. 
 
The evidence fails to prove or disprove that the alleged conduct occurred. 
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