DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 01/12/18 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/28/18 PAGE#1of1l

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer behaved inappropriately and made inappropriate
comments.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: CRD FINDING: NS DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated he met with the named officer at the station. The
complainant stated that the named officer ignored and dismissed his concerns about getting his security
deposit back from his landlord. The complainant stated the named officer told him to “Chalk it up! Take
itas aloss!” The complainant also stated the named officer failed to review his court papers.

The named officer denied that he dismissed and ignored the complainant’s concerns over his landlord/
tenant dispute. The named officer also stated that the complainant failed to provide new information. The
named officer further stated that he never saw or reviewed any supporting documentation from the
complainant.

No witnesses were identified.

There was insufficient evidence to either prove or disprove the allegation.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #2: The officer failed to write an incident report.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: ND FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that during his meeting with the named officer, he asked
for a police report regarding his landlord/tenant dispute from the named officer, but a report was not
generated.

The named officer stated the complainant did not request for a written report. The named officer stated
the complainant’s matter was civil in nature. The named officer further stated he did not see or review
any of the complainant’s documentation and that there was no new information from the complainant.

The evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation, occurred. However, the act
was justified, lawful, and proper.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT
DATE OF COMPLAINT: 01/29/18 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/28/18 PAGE#1of1

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer made inappropriate comments and behaved
inappropriately.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: CRD FINDING: NF DEPT. ACTION:
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she went to the police station to report an individual she
believed was involved in criminal activity. She stated that one officer hid upon seeing her, and another

officer told her that no crime had been committed and there was nothing to report.

An Officer Identification Poll was sent to the district station where the incident occurred. The poll came
back with negative results.

The identity of the alleged officer could not be established.
No witnesses were identified.

There was insufficient information to either prove or disprove the allegation



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 01/30/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/12/18 PAGE# 1 of 2
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers failed to write an incident report.
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: ND FINDING: NS DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officers failed to write an incident report. The
complainant stated she reported unauthorized people in her apartment stealing and moving her personal
property. The complainant’s boyfriend, who was present when she made her report, did not respond to
requests for additional evidence.

The officers stated their investigation determined a crime had not taken place, and that the complainant
and her boyfriend were in altered mental status, and there was no merit to the complainant’s allegations.

DGO 2.01 (25) states that while on duty, officers shall make all required written reports of crimes or
incidents requiring police attention.

The officers described the complainant and her boyfriend making statements about “little people”
burrowing through walls and floors, creating holes in the apartment. The officers further stated that while
the complainant and her boyfriend were apparently delusional, they did not meet the criteria for
involuntary psychiatric evaluation. The officers stated they handled the call as a well-being check.

Dispatch records indicated that the complainant phoned 911 to report that there had been 5-6 people in her
room and that they were hiding under the sofa, in closets and under the bed. Body Worn Camera (BWC)
video footage associated with the call documented that the officers responded to the complainant’s room.

Body Worn Camera (BWC) footage documented that the officers responded to the scene and contacted
the complainant. The BWC video revealed that one of the officers entered the crowded room and
apparently interacted with its occupants. However, the actions of the officer could not be fully ascertained,
and the occupants could not be seen, as personal items stacked floor-to-ceiling and the officer’s body in
the doorway blocked the view of the room.

No witnesses came forward.

There was insufficient evidence to either prove or disprove the allegation.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 01/30/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/12/18 PAGE# 2 of 2
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #3-4: The officers failed to properly investigate.
CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: ND FINDING: NS DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officers did not fully investigate her complaint about
unauthorized people being in her apartment, stealing and moving her personal property.

The officers stated they investigated the incident properly and professionally. The officers stated they
listened and questioned the complainant and her boyfriend, who appeared to be in altered mental states.
The officers stated at no point did the complainant and her boyfriend identify what specific property had
been stolen. The officers stated they did look behind the couch and in other locations of the apartment for
people and property damage but to no avail. The officers stated the complainant was agitated and rambled
senselessly. The officers further stated they determined that there were no “little people” burrowing
through the complainant’s walls or floors. The officers determined that no crime occurred.

The Body Worn Camera (BWC) video footage documented that the officers responded to the scene and
contacted the complainant. The BWC video revealed that one of the officers entered the crowded and
cluttered room and apparently interacted with its occupants. However, the actions of the officer could not
be fully ascertained, the occupants could not be seen as there were personal items stacked floor-to-ceiling
and the officer’s body in the doorway blocked the camera view of the room.

No witnesses came forward.

There was insufficient evidence to either prove or disprove the allegation.



OFFICE OF CITIZEN COMPLAINTS
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/01/18 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/12/18 PAGE#1 of 1

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The officer detained the complainant without justification.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UA FINDING: NF/W DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant requested a withdrawal of the complaint.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT
DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/02/18 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/20/18 PAGE# 1of1l

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: The complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: NA  FINDING: I0-1 DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside the DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was
referred to:

San Francisco Police Department
Internal Affairs Division
1245 379 Street, 41 Floor
San Francisco, CA 94158



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT
DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/14/18 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/26/18 PAGE#1of1l

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #1: This complaint raises matters not rationally within DPA
jurisdiction.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: N/A FINDING: 10-2 DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters not rationally within DPA jurisdiction.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/14/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/12/18 PAGE# 1 of 2

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers failed to properly investigate.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: ND FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officers did not take down information, such as her
name. The complainant stated the officers left even though she asked for help and a case number.

The named officers stated they responded to a well-being check involving the complainant. Upon their
arrival, the officers observed the complainant talking to herself. She appeared distracted, confused and
was wandering. One officer said when they attempted to gather information from the complainant, she
was scattered and rambling about people following her, but she could not provide any descriptions of the
subjects. Both officers said the complainant provided inconsistent answers. The officers stated they looked
around for possible subjects in the area with no results. They offered the complainant homeless resources,
but she refused. The officers also evaluated the complainant for a 5150 W1 hold, however, she did not
meet the criteria.

The evidence established that there was no evidence of a crime having occurred, nor was the complainant
involved in an incident.

SFPD detailed event history shows evidence that Dispatch reported the reporting party (complainant)
states she is being followed by subjects, everywhere she goes she is followed, subjects are mixed raced,
biracial, female is 20s-30s, male is 20-30s and they had been following her since Tuesday. Dispatch
reported that the reporting party was not being very forthcoming.

No witnesses were identified.

The evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation, occurred. However, the act
was justified, lawful, and proper.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/14/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/12/18 PAGE# 2 of 2

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #3-4: The officers failed to write an incident report.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: ND FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she wanted a case number. When she requested a case
number the officers told her to go to a police station. The complainant stated she went to the police
station, asked for a case number and was told they could not find the incident.

The named officers stated there was no evidence of a crime having occurred, nor was the complainant
involved in an incident. One of the officers stated the complainant could not provide a statement why she
felt the threat to be credible and if the subjects who were following her were doing so with a specific
intent to place her in a reasonable fear for her safety. The officers stated they evaluated the complainant
for 5150 and offered homeless resources. Both officers stated they did not recall the complainant
requesting a report.

The evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation, occurred. However, the act
was justified, lawful, and proper.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: N/A FINDING: 10-1 DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: This complaint raises matters outside DPA’s jurisdiction. This complaint was
partially referred to:

San Francisco Police Department
Internal Affairs Division

1245 379 Street, 4t floor

San Francisco, CA 94158



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT
DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/16/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/20/18 PAGE# 1 of 2

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers arrested the complainant without cause.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UA FINDING: NS DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that he just came from the doctor where he got his
prescription medication. He was walking through the city plaza and stopped to take a pill when suddenly,
two officers arrived and arrested him. They accused him of selling the drugs to someone in the plaza,
which he denied.

The named officers stated that they saw the complainant hand over a pill to another man who was handing
him money. They went up to detain the two men and arrested the complainant for drug sales. The
complainant had a container of prescription drugs that was confiscated.

Body worn camera footage shows the detention and arrest at the plaza, but it does not capture the alleged
sales transaction.

No witnesses came forward.

There was insufficient evidence to either prove or disprove the allegation.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/16/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/20/18 PAGE# 2 of 2

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #3-6: The officers failed to properly process property.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: ND FINDING: NS DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that officers took all his property before going to jail.
One of his items was a wheeled dolly that contained several valuable art supplies and other personal
property. The complainant stated when he was released from jail, the dolly was never returned to him.

The first two named officers stated they arrested the complainant and gathered his property. They called
the third named officer to come and transport the complainant and his property. The first two named
officers then walked back to the station and became involved with another call that involved force. The
first two named officers went to the hospital for injuries. By the time they returned to the station to write
their reports, the complainant and his property had been transported to jail.

The third named officer stated that he transported the complainant and his property to the station and gave
it to the station keeper. The fourth named officer, the station keeper, stated that he did not remember the
complainant. The fourth named officer listed the complainant’s property in the “station property inventory
form” as 2 jackets, 1 pair of socks, miscellaneous property, a SFPD issued property receipt and 2 cents.
There were no further details about the “miscellaneous property.”

Body worn camera footage shows the third named officer receiving the complainant’s property from the
initial two named officers and the property is placed in the trunk of the patrol car. The body worn camera
of the third named officer ends before he takes the property out of the car.

A supervisor with the Department of Public Works stated that there was no property related to the
complainant’s belongings in the storage area.

A property receipt from the sheriff’s department does not show the complainant’s property; however,
there is a listing for miscellaneous items in a clear plastic bag with no further description.

No witnesses were identified.

There was insufficient evidence to either prove or disprove the allegation.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/16/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/21/18 PAGE# 1 of 2

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1: The officer issued a citation without cause.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UA FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated the officer cited her for “unsafe starting and vandalism,”
which she denied. The complainant stated the officer did not appear to issue the bicyclist (other party) a
citation. She said the officer gave her a ticket based on what the other party claimed she did.

The named officer stated the violations did not occur in his presence and were not a bookable offense. The
complainant and the bicyclist told the officer they wanted to press charges against one another. Therefore,
the officer accepted the citizen’s arrest forms from each party and cited the parties to appear in court. The
officer stated the bicyclist admitted he struck the complainant in her mouth and the officer observed blood
on her mouth area. The office said the bicyclist stated the complainant ran over his toe with her car and
vandalized his bike.

The incident report established that each party was issued a citation for the alleged offenses. The bicyclist
was cited for battery and the complainant was issued a citation for unsafe starting and vandalism. Both
parties signed citizen’s arrest form against one another.

The FTO witness officer activated his body worn camera. The body worn camera footage establishes that
the witness officer was the FTO and supervised the named officer. The FTO witness officer explained the
citizen’s arrest process in detail to both parties and that the citations are required to state the charges
against the parties for the court to decide on the legal outcome.

SFPD Department General Order 5.04 establishes the “Arrests by Private Persons,” 1l. Procedures:
(4) Determine if probable cause exists to believe the individual committed the crime in question. If
probable cause exists such that an arrest should be made, accept the private person’s arrest and

book or cite the individual as appropriate

The evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation, occurred. However, the act
was justified, lawful, and proper.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/16/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/21/18 PAGE# 2 of 2

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #2: The officer failed to take required action.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: ND FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she was shocked that the other party was not arrested for
assaulting her.

There is no evidence that the officer failed to take required action. The body warn camera footage and
incident report established that the incident was handled appropriately according to laws of arrest and
DGO 5.04. The issuance of the citation is an arrest.

The evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation, occurred. However, the act
was justified, lawful, and proper.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #3: The officer engaged in biased policing, due to race and sex.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: CRD FINDING: U DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated she was treated unfairly. The complainant believes her
sex and race played a factor in how the incident was handled by police. She stated that when the officer
interviewed her it did not appear that he was writing anything down. She also stated the named officer
kept telling her to calm down and to not interfere with his interview with the bicyclist.

The named officer stated that the complainant’s race and sex had no bearing on how he handled the
investigation and the complainant was not treated differently.

The body worn camera footage depicts no evidence of biased policing or disparate treatment towards the
complainant. The FTO witness provided both the complainant and the bicyclist with the same information
while explaining the citizen’s arrest process. The body worn camera does not capture the named officer
telling the complainant to calm down.

The evidence proved that the act alleged in the complaint did not occur or that the named officer was not
involved in the act alleged.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/22/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/26/18 PAGE# 1 o0f5

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1-2: The officers entered a residence without cause.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UA FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that officers entered her home looking for her brother,
who lives in the unit next door. The complainant stated that officers also entered her brother’s home
without a warrant.

The complainant was not present at the scene. Her brother did not come forward.

Records from the Department of Emergency Management (DEM) show that DEM received a 911
regarding a male on top of a female, who was “screaming violently” for him to get off of her. It was also
reported that the male subject “kicked the door closed.”

Records from the San Francisco Police Department show that the named officers and other officers
responded to the complainant’s brother’s home regarding a domestic violence call. When one of the
named officers attempted to enter the complainant’s brother’s home, the complainant’s brother “forcibly
pushed the door,” locking it — prompting the officer to forcibly push open the door. A search of the
complainant’s brother’s home produced negative results. During the search, however, officers discovered
that the back door was open. There was a stairwell outside leading to the backyard and to the unit
downstairs. A search of the backyard also produced negative results. The complainant’s brother was then
located in the complainant’s unit, hiding in one of the rooms.

The above-mentioned circumstances provided the officers the right to enter both units. As such, the
evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation, occurred. However, the act was
justified, lawful and proper.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: The officer intentionally damaged property.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UA FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that her brother’s door was damaged during the entry.

The complainant was not present at the scene. Her brother did not come forward.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/22/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/26/18 PAGE# 2 of5
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #3: (continued)

As stated above, when the named officer attempted to enter the complainant’s brother’s home, the
complainant’s brother “forcibly pushed the door,” locking it — prompting the officer to forcibly push open
the door. The 911 call and the complainant’s brother’s action provided the named officer the right to force
the door open. As such, the evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation,
occurred. However, the act was justified, lawful and proper.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #4-11: The officers searched a residence without cause.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UA FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that officers searched her home looking for her brother,
who lives in the unit next door. The complainant stated that officers also searched her brother’s home
without a warrant.

The complainant was not present at the scene. Her brother did not come forward.

Records from the Department of Emergency Management (DEM) show that DEM received a 911
regarding a male on top of a female, who was “screaming violently” for him to get off of her. It was also
reported that the male subject “kicked the door closed.”

Records from the San Francisco Police Department show that the named officers responded to the
complainant’s brother’s home regarding a domestic violence call. When one of the named officers
attempted to enter the complainant’s brother’s home, the complainant’s brother “forcibly pushed the
door,” locking it — prompting the officer to forcibly push open the door. A search of the complainant’s
brother’s home produced negative results. During the search, however, officers discovered that the back
door was open. There was a stairwell outside leading to the backyard and to the unit downstairs. A search
of the backyard also produced negative results. The complainant’s brother was then located in the
complainant’s unit, hiding in one of the rooms.

The above-mentioned circumstances provided the officers the right to enter and search both units. As
such, the evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation, occurred. However,
the act was justified, lawful and proper.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/22/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/26/18 PAGE# 3 of5

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #12-17: The officers displayed their weapons without justification.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UA FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated officers had their guns displayed while searching both
her and her brother’s homes. She stated that the officers pointed rifles at her brother during his arrest in
front of young children. Furthermore, she stated that her young grandchildren were present in her
residence at the time and frightened by the officers’ actions.

Two of the named officers stated that they had their weapons displayed; however, they did not point them
at anyone while searching for the suspect. Another two named officers did not recall if they displayed their
weapons during the incident and another named officer denied displaying his weapon as he was
coordinating the officers during the incident.

SFPD General Order 5.02, Use of Firearms, section 1.B.2. states, in part:
An officer may draw or exhibit a firearm in the line of duty when the officer has reasonable cause
to believe it may be necessary for his or her own safety or for the safety of others.

Given the circumstances, it was reasonable for the officers to believe that their safety or the safety of

others may be at risk.

The evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation, occurred. However, the act
was justified, lawful and proper.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/22/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/26/18 PAGE# 4 of5

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #18-19: The officers made a detention without justification.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UA FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated officers erroneously detained her son and one of her
brothers who resided with her at her home.

Department records show that individuals were detained while the officers searched for the suspect. The
detained individuals were later released and given Certificates of Release as required.

Department General Order 5.03, Investigative Detentions, allows a police officer to briefly detain a person
for questioning or request identification only if the officer has reasonable suspicion that the person’s
behavior is related to criminal activity.

The evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation occurred. However, the act
was justified, lawful, and proper.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT
DATE OF COMPLAINT: 02/22/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/26/18 PAGE#5 of 5

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #20: The officer used unnecessary force.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UF FINDING: NF DEPT. ACTION:
FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that her son was thrown against a police car.
The complainant was not present at the scene. Her son did not come forward.

The identity of the alleged officer could not be established.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATION #21: The officer made an arrest without cause.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UF FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant stated that officers arrested her brother for domestic violence
without merit.

Department records show that the named officer had probable cause to arrest the complainant’s brother.

The evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation occurred. However, the act
was justified, lawful, and proper.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 03/01/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/20/18 PAGE# 1 of 4

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1 - 2: The officers used unnecessary force during an arrest.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UF FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant and her son went to the Juvenile Justice Center (JJC) for a
hearing. After passing through the metal detector, the complainant saw the named officers waiting for her
son. The complainant stated her son ran outside, and the named officers chased him. The complainant
stated the named officers slammed her son to the ground, and one of them began punching him in the
chest.

One of the named officers stated that he and his partner went to JJC to arrest the complainant’s son, who
on two prior occasions, had evaded arrest. The named officer stated the complainant’s son tried to escape
again by running towards the entrance door. The named officer stated he chased the complainant’s son and
tackled him to the ground. The named officer stated the complainant’s son struggled with him and
clenched his hands around him. The named officer stated the complainant’s son was placed in handcuffs
with the assistance of his partner, the other named officer, and some sheriffs’ deputies. The named officer
stated the force used was reasonable and necessary because the complainant’s son resisted and tried to
escape.

The other named officer stated that he saw the complainant’s son tightly clench his hands around his
partner’s body. The named officer stated he told the complainant’s son numerous times to stop resisting,
and that he was being taken into custody. The named officer stated that the complainant’s son refused to
comply with his commands. The named officer stated that he believed the complainant’s son was a threat
to him, his partner, and the deputies that assisted. The named officer stated one of the deputies struggled
to gain control of one of the complainant’s son’s arms. The named officer stated he punched the
complainant’s son’s body three or four times, prompting the latter to separate his hands. As a result, the
named officers were able to handcuff the complainant’s son. The named officer stated the force used was
reasonable, necessary and proportional to the level of resistance.

The complainant and her son failed to come forward with additional information.

The related incident report documents an earlier vehicle chase in which the named officers pursued a
vehicle they believed to be driven by the complainant’s son. The report documents that the car was found
and the complainant’s son was believed to have fled the scene. A firearm, photos of the complainant’s
son, and the ID of a shooting victim, were all found in the vehicle.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 03/01/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/20/18 PAGE# 2 of 4
SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #1 - 2 continued:

A supplemental to the initial report documents the arrest of the complainant’s son at the JJC. It states that
the complainant’s son ran from one of the named officers to evade arrest, that the named officer tackled
him, that the complainant’s son continued to resist, and that the other named officer intervened to help.
One of the named officers wrote in the report, “In order to release [the complainant’s son’s] grip and
overcome his resistance | struck [him] 3-4 times with a closed right fist, impacting the left side of [his]
torso while giving him commands to stop resisting.” The report documents that the complainant’s son had
no complaint of pain, and that a medic examined him and determined he had no injury. The report further
documents that the complainant’s son admitted possessing the firearm found in the abandoned vehicle.

SFPD General Order 5.01, Use of Force, states, “Officers may use reasonable force options in the
performance of their duties ... To effect a lawful arrest ... To overcome resistance ... In defense of others
... To gain compliance with a lawful order.” The order states that, “Intermediate force will typically only
be acceptable when officers are confronted with active resistance and a threat to the safety of officers or
others. Case law decisions have specifically identified and established that certain force options such as
OC spray, impact projectiles, K-9 bites, and baton strikes are classified as intermediate force ...”

The named officers used intermediate force to carry out the lawful arrest of the complainant’s son, who
was actively resisting the named officers’ efforts. The amount of force used was objectively reasonable
under the circumstances.

The evidence proved that the act, which provided the basis for the allegation, occurred. However, the act
was justified, lawful, and proper.

SUMMARY OF ALLEGATIONS #3: The officer arrested the complainant’s son without cause.

CATEGORY OF CONDUCT: UA FINDING: PC DEPT. ACTION:

FINDINGS OF FACT: The complainant alleged the officers arrested her son without cause.

The named officer stated that the complainant’s son was arrested for unlawfully possessing a firearm
found in his vehicle on a previous date.

The named officer’s partner stated that the complainant’s son was arrested for a firearm violation. The
officer stated that the complainant’s son was interviewed after his arrest and admitted possessing the
firearm and having fired it.



DEPARTMENT OF POLICE ACCOUNTABILITY
COMPLAINT SUMMARY REPORT

DATE OF COMPLAINT: 03/01/17 DATE OF COMPLETION: 02/20/18 PAGE# 3 of 4
SUMMARY OF ALLEGA