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L ]

Number of Complaints Filed with the CPRB

Complaints Filed by Intake In the first half of 2017, the CPRB re-
Method ceived 214 complaints. Figure 1

January-June 2017 . )P
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CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AND CPRB INVESTIGATIONS
|

Complaint Incident Location

Complaints received by the CPRB include address information about the location of the inci-
dent that generated the complaint. Figure 3 (below) is a map of this 1 i, information for

complaints filed in the first 6 months of 2017.
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CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AND CPRB INVESTIGATIONS PAGE 4

Complaints Not Assigned for I»nvestigatio_ni

Of the 214 complaints received in the first half of 2017, 29 were assigned to CPRB investigators
for further investigation, and 42 remained unassigned at the end of June. Therefore, fourteen
percent (14%) of all complaints were assigned for complete investigatio %e;other 143 com-
- plaints received were declined for a number of reasons. These included complalnts in which

Other were most likely to have been resolved through infor
officer and complainant prior to investigation, and inclu
did not rise to the level of a MOR violatio

Complaints Received but not Assigned for Investigation
by Reason for Declination
January-June 2017

No Jurisdication, 2,

Complainant Refused
1%

to Cooperate, 3, 2%

© Reason-Summary

- Finding - Unfounded,
1, 1%

Mo MOR Violation,
11, 7%

Sevice Complaint,

14, 9% Other, 43,27%

Summary Finding -

summaryFinding - Exonerated, 42, 27%

Unfounded, 41, 26%

Figure 4
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CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AND CPRB INVESTIGATIONS PAGE 5
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Cases Assigned for Investigation

Complaints that involve use of force, profiling, in which the CPRB legltlmately believes that
there is a basis for a positive finding of a MOR violation, or that the Directgt deems appropriate
for further investigation are assigned to the professional investigative staff of the CPRB. Indi-
vidual investigations include a review of all police documents an orts, camera footage

relatively simple complaints involving single complain cers and a limited number
of allegations to major incidents which may involve dozen: itnesses and officers and hun-
dreds of hours of VldeO ev1dence Complalnts are categorlze based on their complexity at in-

1 Minimal effort to complete

2 Average complexny
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CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AND CPRB INVESTIGATIONS PAGE 6

Resolved Complaints

The CPRB resolved 40 separate complaints
in the first half of 2017; thirty-three (33) by
Administrative Closure, five (5) by Eviden-

Both complaints received and closures are
slightly lower in the first: half of 2017 than
2016, however

the comparable - periot
more closures went:
than in the entire

 full Board Hearing (5)
le previous year.

tiary Hearing, and two (2) by Staff Recom-
mendation brought directly to the City Ad-
ministrator. Staff Recommendation is anoth-
er method to bring findings to the City Ad-
ministrator when a hearing cannot be held,
for example, because of pending litigation or
unavailability of parties or when the board is
unable to hear an Administrative Closure due
to schedule conflicts.

Number of complaints resolved
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CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AND CPRB INVESTIGATIONS PAGE 7
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Board Findings for Resolved Allegations

In the first half of 2017, the CPRB was Mo Not
able to determine findings in 161 of the “”'i;' ‘i;f:"'""’» T Justified, 1,
allegations underlying complaints that y, yor Lo g 1%

were investigated. In ten percent Violation,
(10%) of those allegations, CPRB inves- '3 %
tigators were unable to reveal sufficient

evidence to affirm whether an officer’s ... .-
actions were either appropriate or inap- Sug’:’;’:\( "
propriate resulting in a finding of Not 15 10%
Sustained. Seventeen (17) allegations
(11%) resulted in no finding because
complainants and/or witnesses did not No Finding
provide sufficient information for the
CPRB to complete its investigation. In
the remaining 79% of these allegations,
CPRB investigations revealed sufficient
evidence for positive findings regarding
incidents that were subjec itizen :
2%) were sustained and generated disciplinary recom-

Unfounded,
' 56, 35%

oy, ExONRIated,

SSustained,
31, 19%

20,12%

Figure 6

» Unfounded: The act(s) alleged by the complainant did not occur.

« Not Sustained: The available evidence can neither prove nor disprove the act(s) alleged
by the complainant.

A finding of Sustained affirms that the officer acted inappropriately, and findings of Exonerat-
ed or Unfounded affirm that the officer acted appropriately. These findings require the vote of
five Board members. A Not Sustained finding makes no judgment about the behavior of the
officer; a majority of Board members present may reach a finding of Not Sustained.

L -9
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CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AND CPRB INVESTIGATIONS PAGE 8
—

Allegation Categories and MOR Violations

Each complaint consists of allegations of misconduct against specific officers. Misconduct is
defined as a violation of the Oakland Police Department Manual of Rules (MOR), and is char-
acterized by both the category of violation and the specific rule that the officer is alleged to
have violated. The nature and number of allegations in a complaint sometifiies change over the
. . . P . & »s&@ .
course of investigating a case. Each complaint may name multiple officers and*each officer may
be the subject of multiple allegations. In the first half of 2017, complaints ranged from 1-24 al-
legations and the average complaint consisted of 4.025 allegation

234.00-2 Commandmg Officers - Authority and Respon5|b|I|t1 5
285.00-1 Supervisors - Authority and Responsibilities - Gross dereliction. ofduty e
285.00-2 Supervisors - Authorlty and Respon5|blllt|es

314.0;3-2;;,GeneralConduct ST Y
314.04-1 Conduct Toward Others Harassment and D

314.07-2 Conduct Toward Others - Demeanor. - 18 . 4 222%.
314.08-2 Conduct Toward Others - Relatlonshlps 1 o
314.39-1 Performance of Duty - I\/llra[\da Violation - 101 100.0%
314.39-2 Performance of Duty - Car'é of Pro s
314.39-2 Performance of Duty General : Pl T e 24 ST 29.2%
314.39-2 léital RecordingDevice (PORD) 66.7%
314.42-1

314.42-2 (

314.48-17
314.69-1°
370.27-1 Use of P
370 81 1f, GO R
398.76-1

= WL N

398.76-2 Failure to Accept or Refer a Complaint (Unintentional) 1 333%.

398.77-1 Refusal to Provide Name or Serlal Number

398.80-1 Truthfulness - ‘ S

No Duty/No MOR Vlolatlon o

Grand Total S0 12.4%
| o ®
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CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AND CPRB INVESTIGATIONS PAGE 9

Bias/Discrimination 2
Excessive Force - Bodily Injury- 3
Excessive Force - Choklng 1
Excessive Force - Grab/push/shove/trlp v
Excessive Force - Handcuffs too tlght 3
Excesswe Force - Kicked or kneed ‘ 7 5
Excessive Force - Other 8
Excessive Force - Pomtmg of firearm - 3
Excessive Force - Strike w hand or unknown obJect
Excessive Force - Strike w weapon ’ 1 _’
Excessive Force - Taser . “ 2‘”
Excessive Force - Use of patrbl vehicle 20
Failure to Act - Failure to accept or refer a comp ail A - -
Failure to Act - Failure to activate PDRD i 3. . 66.7%
Failure to Act - Failure to ldentlfy self o
Failure to Act - Failure to investigate 333%
Failure to Act - Failure to properly sd ~40.0%
Failure to Act- Failure to report misconduct. T
Failure to Act - Failure to write a report | W ‘ 2 333%
Failure to Act - Other ‘ o S as A 267%
Harassment 2.
' 6 1 167%
1001 100%
21T 500%
g e
-3
g
Service/Re onse/Repor'tlng gL 2500%
Sexual Misconduct 1
Untruthfulness - Reports or booking 20
Untruthfulness - Verbal statements 1
Verbal Misconduct - Other a4 i
VerbaIMlsconduct Profanity 2 2 100 0%
Verbal Misconduct - Rudeness 12 200 167%
Verbal Misconduct - Threats ‘ 2 ‘
GrandTotal .~ =« . Lh o 1el 200 0 12.4%
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CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AND CPRB INVESTIGATIONS PAGE 10
_

Administrative Closures

After an investigation is complete, a complaint is administratively closed and documented by a
written Administrative Closure Report that is considered by the Board if a hearing on the com-
plaint would not facilitate the fact-finding process. The Board votes on each allegation included
in an Administrative Closure Report, and on proposed discipline in the ¢4 sustained alle-
gations of officer misconduct. In the first half of 2017, the Board administratively
closed 33 complaints. Figure 7 (below) shows the reasons for all Adininistrative Closures in
the first half of 2017. The following page defines the reasons administratively
closed. The largest number of complaints are administrative hearing would
not facilitate the fact finding process based on the evidenceicc

3304 Violation(s)

There were two (2) cases which the CPRB closed through a
the City Administrator because holiday k{ in the regular
otherwise have led to a violation of the §33 ;
There were no §3304 violations during this period

{f Recommendation directly to
meeting schedule would
ring the first half of 2017.

Service Related, 1,

“Unableto ldentify.
Officer, 1, 3%

Complainant
Uncooperative, 2,
6%

Hearing Would Not:
Factlitate Fact-
finding, 29, 88%

Figure 7
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CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AND CPRB INVESTIGATIONS
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Reasons for Administrative Closures

Hearing would not facilitate the

Jact-finding process

The complaints that fall under this category
include either those in which the investigator
finds conclusive evidence to sustain an alle-
gation, or those in which they are unable to
find corroborating evidence of the allega-
tions. If the investigator finds conflicting ev-
idence, or if questions remain that would
benefit from the gathering of additional
sworn evidence, the case proceeds to the full
Board Hearing procedure.

No MOR Violation
These complaints do not constitute a vio
tion of OPD’s Manual of Rules. Such com-
plaints include actions lawful for officers to

finding.

Service relate
A few complaints“are filed with the CPRB
which complain about the quality of service
received, for example, the time it takes OPD
to respond to a call for service. Such com-
plaints are not individual acts of officer mis-
conduct.

3304 Statute of Limitations
A one-year statute of limitations applies to
bringing disciplinary action against a public
safety officer (CA Governn ,u_knt Code §3304).
Therefore, investigations in which a full
Board Hearing pr %would cause the case

b complalnant repeatedly fails to respond
o the investigator’s request for an interview,
the complaint is closed without a finding,

Unable to identify officer(s)

If an investigation cannot determine the
identity of the officer involved in a com-
plaint, it is closed without a finding.

CPRB 2017 SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT
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Evidentiary Hearings Conducted January-June 2017

Zerena Diaz

16-0115(1) Excessnve Force Use of patrol vehlcle

1/26/2017 16-0115(2)  Failure to Act - Failure to write a report Suspension
16-0115(3) Other Suspension
16-0115(4}  Failure to Act - Failure to properl Suspension
16-0115(5)  Service/Response/Reporting
, - 16-0115(6)  Untruthfulness - Reports o ling ¢
Christopher Britt - 16-0199(1) lmproper/UnIawfuI Detentlon/Stop ~ “Exonerated - .
2/23/2017 16-0199(2) - Improper/UnIawfuI Detentlon/Stopf~. o Exoneratedk:’; B
‘ 16-0199(3) Verbal: Mlsconduct Profamt i Sustained a -Oul
16-0199(4). - ‘Verbal Mlsconduct Other e »-r;,_l_“’Unfounded e e
16-0199(5) Racnal/ldentlty Proﬁlmg Race ‘Unfounded" - ‘
Trudi Bryant-Williams  16-0487(1) Sustained Written Reprimand
5/11/2017 16-0487(2) Sustained Suspension N
Charrika Harris ~ ~  16-0545(2) i ‘SUStaﬁ d ' Counseling . .
5/25/2017 . 16-0545(5) - o 1{ Unfounded = =t o !
. 16-0545(6) ~Unfounded. o
Faheema Kayaba) etal. 16- 0669(H1) Sustained Counseling
3-member Hearing 16 0669(H2) Unfounded
6/17/2017 Sustained Written Reprimand
Full Board Review ‘ Unfounded *
6/22/2017 16-0669(H5): Improper:Supervision Unfounded
16-0669(H6) ‘Improper Supervision ‘Not Sustained
proper/Unlawful Detention/Stop ‘Not Sustained
mproper Supervision Unfounded
69(H9) Improper Supervision : Unfounded
(H10) Improper/Unlawful Search - Vehicle Sustained Written Reprimand
16-06%9(H11) Failure to Act - Failure to properly supervise Exonerated
16-0669(H12) Improper Supervision Sustained Counseling
16-0669(H13) Failure to Act - Failure to properly supervise  Not Sustained
16-0669(H14) Failure to Act - Other Exonerated
16-0669(H15) Failure to Act - Failure to properly supervise  Unfounded
@ o

CPRB 2017 SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT



CITIZEN COMPLAINTS AND CPRB INVESTIGATIONS PAGE 13

Evidentiary Hearings

The Board uses several methods to review a complaint to determine the findings and appropri-
ate discipline for the subject officers. In certain cases, complaints reviewed by CPRB investiga-
tors contain conflicting evidence, turn up issues that were not sufficiently addressed by the in-
vestigative documentation provided by the OPD Internal Affairs Division and investigator in-
terviews, or for some other reason are determined to require the collegt'on of sworn testimony
during a formal evidentiary hearing process before the full board. '

Prior to an Evidentiary Hearing, the board generally assigns tw: bers as Examiners.

as court officer, after which the assigned board examin
es. After the hearing, the Board convenes in Closed Ses

In case #16-0669, Faheema Kayaba, et al., the boar
Three-Member Panel selected from the Board

Board Disciplinary Recommendations for Sustained

Findings lanuary-June 2017 R T
b Y The Board recommended discipline in

response to 20 individual allegations

closed through Board Hearings and
cprmmg 1. 35% Administrative Closure Reports in
2017. Disciplinary recommendations
ranged from counseling to suspen-
sion. Figure 8 shows all recommen-
dations made by the Board in the first
half of 2017.

Couns elivg?
Training, 3, 15%

founsehing 4, 20% &

LSuxpernsian, §
pivs

Figure 8
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APPENDIX A — ADMINISTRATIVE CLOSURES BY BOARD MEETING PAGE 14

Administrative Closures by Board Meeting

1/12/2017 _ 16 0065 Leonard Ambrose
16-0073 Dane Smith
16-0146 Saleem Bey
16-0161 Andrew King
L ~ 16-0176 __Victor Xavier Pamiroya
1/26/2017 . ' 16-0184 . KiraJanaiSecrease
. 160329 - Duntala
160181 . Sarrita
2/9/2017 16-0606 Ben M
16-0662 C
16-0663
16-0309
16-0158
2/23/2017 150883 Man
A D e e 0477‘_;;;;‘” K

3/9/2017

Ste ven Lamont Day, Jr
M..:;,\Gabrlel Ortiz
Jaton Horatlo HUI’t

3/23/2017
4/13/2017
4/27/2017

o Tamala Demse T:sdale/Meya Dean N
: o i"‘ﬂaYoIanda DaVIs-Rodgers e
. , 16 0475(2) 'Alton Long, Leon Wllllams Jlmmy Watkms'f"
e 16 0669(AC) " Faheemah Kayaba, et al. 3 :
6/8/2017 ' 16-0545(AC) Charrika Harris
16-0870 Ashanti Renee Payne
; 16-0757  Jolie Brown -
6/22/2017 160589 . latrelleParker -
STEREIEE . 16-0634 - "f,j"‘Saral Smlth Mazarlegos, Nola Brantley
e i',1f6-ﬁ_(_)776‘ . Bernell Williams' et T
. 16-0876 -~ .-Robert Campbell, Amy Caroa. s

5/25/2017‘ . .
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APPENDIX B — CLOSURES BY STAFF RECOMMENDATION BY BOARD MEETING PAGE 15

Closures by Staff Recommendation by Board Meeting

1/12/2017 ‘ 16-0015  Alicia Hurtado
2/9/2017 160142 Caitlin Miller .~
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APPENDIX C — NON-CONFIDENTIAL SUMMARY REPORTS OF INVESTIGATIONS PAGE 16
L. |

NON-CONFIDENTIAL SUMMARY REPORTS OF INVESTIGATIONS

veloped a new format for public disclosure of closed investi
Oakland City Attorney’s Office. Though all confidential a'
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APPENDIX C — NON-CONFIDENTIAL SUMMARY REPORTS OF INVESTIGATIONS

NON-CONFIDENTIAL SUMMARY REPORT

V. ¢ /08 CITY OF OAKLAND
/ —~ CITY ADMINISTRATOR’S OFFICE

CITIZENS’ POLICE REVIEW BOARD

CLOSURE REPORT: DECEMBER 20, 2016

250 FRANK H. OGAWA PLAZA * SUITE 6302 * OAKLAND, CA 94612 * 510-238-3159 * FAX 510-238-6834 * TTY 510-238-2007

Complainant’s Name: | Alicia Hurtad
CPRB Case Number: 16-0015 .
Subject Officer(s): N
Witness Officer(s):
Civilian Wifness(es):
Date of Incident:
Location of Incident:

Date Complaint Filed:

Investigator: .
3304 1

This is a brlef summary des_lgned
misconduct by sworn members
reflect the entlrety of the extensive investigation by the Compldmt Investigators of the
Citizens’ Police Review Board (CPRB) or the deliberations by the CPRB Commissioners.
In evaluating this mat@gr the CPRB considered the information contained, in part, on the
following pages, mcluding tements from complainants, witnesses, subject officers and
witness officers; police reports and other related OPD documentation; and any related
third-party evidence obtained during the course of the CPRB investigation.

In accordance with state law, divulging the identity of police officers in public reports is
prohibited, so the masculine pronouns (he, his, and him) will be used in this report in
situations where the referent could in actuality be either male, female, or non-binary.

DESCRIPTION OF COMPLAINT:
(Note: “They” and “them” will replace “she” and “her” when referring to the Complainant in this
report in accordance with the Complainant’s preferred pronoun)

CPRB 2017 SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT



APPENDIX C — NON-CONFIDENTIAL SUMMARY REPORTS OF INVESTIGATIONS

This complaint originated via a telephone call to the Oakland Police Department (OPD) Internal
Affairs Division (IAD). The Complainant alleged the officer intimidated them with his tone of
voice and harassed them by calling them derogatory names.

ALLEGATIONS:

1)

MOR 314.04 - Conduct toward Others — Harassment and Discrimination — It
is alleged by the Complainant that S.0. #1 harassed them and used female
pronouns in a derogatory way saying “she looks like a girl so she must be a girl.”

314.04 CONDUCT TOWARD OTHERS: - HARASSMENT AND
DISCRIMINATION

Members and employees shall treat all persons with courtesy and respect. The
Department has a zero tolerance policy for harassmi nt and discrimination against
members, employees and pers n the ba51s of race‘i ehglon national origin,
marltal status, age sex, sexualx"}o entatlon ancestry, physical.or mental dlsablllty,

respon51b1hty for reportmg tha tnduct in accordance with the provisions of

Ai‘y;ij-;_,Manual of Rules Seotlon 314 48 (Reporting Violations of Laws, Ordinances,

2)

MOR 314.07 - Conduct Toward Others — Demeanor — It is alleged by the
Complainant that S.O. #1 laughed and made fun of the request not to refer to the
Complainant as “she.”

314.07 CONDUCT TOWARD OTHERS - DEMEANOR - Members and
employees shall perform their duties attentively and courteously, avoiding rude,
threatening, harsh, insulting, insolent or demeaning language, and they shall
maintain a professional bearing regardless of provocation to do otherwise.

CPRB 2017 SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT



APPENDIX C — NON-CONFIDENTIAL SUMMARY REPORTS OF INVESTIGATIONS
Members and employees shall treat superior officers, subordinates, and peers with
respect. They shall be courteous and civil at all times in their relationships with
one another and shall avoid any inappropriate conduct.

All persons, except the very youthful and those known personally by the member
or employee, shall at all times be addressed by their appropriate title followed by
their last name. When on duty and in the presence of others, superior officers shall
be referred to by rank title.

Members and employees shall attend to requests from the public quickly and
accurately, avoiding unnecessary referral to othef:parts of the Department.

Orders from superior to subordinate me

nd employees shall be given in a
civil manner, without the use of profane '

RECOMMEDED FINDING:
that the act or acts complained;o did

y provides guidelines and procedures for using force in order
to .protect the safety of both themselves and the public in
" plishing the police mission

C. Members are allowed to use a reasonable amount of force based on a
totality of the circumstances. Members are required to de-escalate the
force when the member reasonably believes a lesser level or no further
force is appropriate. Members shall intervene and prevent or stop the
use of unreasonable force by other members.

III. FORCE OPTIONS THAT DO NOT INCLUDE FIREARMS

CPRB 2017 SEMI-ANNUAL REPORT



APPENDIX C — NON-CONFIDENTIAL SUMMARY REPORTS OF INVESTIGATIONS
A. Verbal Persuasion Verbal commands are the minimum means of

halting an offense, gaining compliance or overcoming resistance. A
member, announcing his or her identity as a peace officer, presence
and intentions, may result in the peaceful resolution of the situation.
Verbal commands shall be .courteous and clearly relay the police
objective.

To the extent possible and without ever compromising safety,
members are required to use verbal commands to accomplish the
police objective before resorting to physical force. Members shall
consider the possibility of anguage barriers, noise, other
distractions, or disabilities wh1c _ impair or frustrate the member’s
effort to courteously and elearly communicate with the person.

RECOMMEDED FINDING: No MOR Viola(ipn

BACKGROUND: s
On January 3, 2016, police made:‘?ﬁ;\ act w1th the
parked. Officers issued a warning and. al

Complainant contacted IAD to make a ¢ [

plainant because they were double-
inant to leave. Five days later the
ncident.

ANALYSIS: ~ g ! :
1) Did S.0. #1 harass the complalnant and _use female pronouns in a derogatory saying
“she looks like a glrl SO she must be a glrl"”

Harassment and Dlscrlmmatmn

MOR 314 04 C nduct toward Others

/female pronouns in a derogatory way or make
: Q.O. #1 made a similar statement which was appropriate

The Complamant‘ id witnesses confirmed during interviews with IAD that the Complainant was
double parked when' ofﬁcers made contact with the Complainant, The PDRD revealed that S.O.
#1 waited fifteen minutes before conducting an enforcement stop on the Complainant’s vehicle
and shows the Complainant acknowledged the vehicle was double parked for at least fifteen
minutes before officers made contact with them. The PDRD also shows that S.0. #1 exited a
marked patrol car dressed in full uniform and informed the Complainant within seconds that he
was conducting a traffic stop because the vehicle was double parked. The PDRD also shows that
the Complainant refused to provide their driver’s license, registration, and insurance, and did not
provide the documents until four minutes into the stop, after several requests from S.O. #1. The
Complainant and PDRD also confirm that the Complainant moved their vehicle into a parking
space and attempted to exit the vehicle while S.O. #1 was conducting the traffic stop.

In this instance S.O. #1 gave the Complainant ample opportunity to move their vehicle before he
took enforcement action, DGO K-3, Use of Force specifies that officers use “verbal persuasion”
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APPENDIX C — NON-CONFIDENTIAL SUMMARY REPORTS OF INVESTIGATIONS

and that “verbal commands” are the minimum means of halting an offense, gaining compliance
or overcoming resistance. The interaction between S.0O. #1 and the Complainant was prolonged
because the Complainant was noncompliant during the stop, first failing to move their vehicle as
directed, then refusing to provide their identification, license and registration. This required S.O.
#1 to speak to the Complainant longer than usual, utilize a stern voice, assert his presence and
repeat directives in an attempt to gain compliance and accomplish his objective. S.O. #1 was
conducting a lawful traffic enforcement stop, not harassing the Complainant.

Regarding the derogatory use female pronouns; PDRD footage shows that S.O. #1 used “she”
twice before the witness (not the Complainant) asked him to stop using “she.” S.0. #l
responded “Well, it looks like a girl to me” then asks the wittiess several times for the correct
pronoun, which is not provided. d

The recommended finding for this allegation is Unfounded The investigation has determined
that the act or acts complained of did not occur. :

2) Did S.0. #1 laugh and make fun of the req t to l't"e:fer to the Complainant as
“she?” .

Demeanor

MOR 314, 07~ Con oward Other

The recommended finding for th1s allegation is Unfounded. The investigation has determined
that the act or acts complamed of d1d not occur.

3) No MOR Vlolatlon

The Complainant alleges that S.O. #1 was aggressive in his words and intimidating when he
spoke loudly, stood close to her car and opened the car door without permission; however, these
actions, if true, do not constitute an MOR violation.

The recommended finding for this allegation is No MOR Violation.

REASON CASE IS PROPOSED FOR CLOSURE: :
Oakland City Council Ordinance No. 12454 C.M.S, section (6)(G)9) provides “After
appropriate investigation and upon the recommendation of staff, the Board may dismiss a
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APPENDIX C — NON-CONFIDENTIAL SUMMARY REPORTS OF INVESTIGATIONS
complaint without a hearing if it concludes: (1) that a hearing would not facilitate the fact-
finding process, and (2) that no good cause is shown for further action.”

EFFORTS MADE TO CONTACT THE COMPLAINANT AND THE SUBJECT
OFFICERS ABOUT THIS PROPOSED CASE CLOSURE:

An administrative closure letter was sent to the Complainants by regular and certified mail and to
the subject officer(s) via inter-office mail on December 14, 2016.
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