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OMBUDS CLOSING REPORT C25-065 

This report was authored by and Bart Logue, Police Ombuds, and Lissa Mascio, Deputy Police 
Ombuds (former). The Office of the Police Ombuds (OPO) presented this report to the Office of 
the Police Ombuds Commission on April 21, 2026.   
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Executive Summary 

This report reviews a Spokane Police Department community-member complaint arising from a 
traffic-control encounter. During the incident, an officer drew a firearm to low ready while 
attempting to stop a driver from proceeding past a roadblock toward an active emergency scene. 
SPD reviewed the matter through Internal Affairs and chain of command, but this case was not 
reviewed by the Use of Force Review Board, despite several concerns identified by supervisors. 

This report does not evaluate whether the officer acted properly or whether the findings should 
have been different. Rather, this report identifies several policy and review gaps exposed by the 
department’s own review. First, current SPD policy does not clearly classify a firearm drawn or 
displayed at low ready to compel compliance when the officer is not intentionally pointed in as a 
use of force. Second, current policy allows deadly force when there is an “immediate threat of 
serious physical injury or death” but is ambiguous where a perceived danger remains separated 
by distance, obstacles, and time for reassessment. Third, the existing distinction between 
reportable force and reviewable force appears to allow some serious, force-adjacent incidents to 
generate Internal Affairs review and command concern without reaching the formal review board 
process. Finally, this case shows that de-escalation and force are not separate tactical judgments, 
but part of the same decision-making framework.  

To address those issues and improve clarity, consistency, and accountability, this report 
recommends that SPD: (1) clarify in Policy 301 how firearm display used to compel compliance is 
classified, documented, and reviewed; (2) revise Policy 301 to better distinguish an immediate 
threat from a possible downstream danger separated by distance, obstacles, or time; (3) narrow 
the gap between reportable force and reviewable force so significant coercive or force-adjacent 
incidents are eligible for formal learning review; and (4) more directly integrate de-escalation 
requirements into the force-analysis framework so that time, distance, cover, repositioning, and 
coordinated communication are treated as central to necessity and proportionality.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

4 
 

Staff Information 

Bart Logue, Police Ombuds  
Bart Logue began serving in this capacity in September 2016, after serving as the Interim Police 
Ombuds.  Bart also serves as a Commissioner on the Washington State Criminal Justice Training 
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Mission, Authority, and Purpose 

The Office of Police Ombuds exists to promote public confidence in the professionalism and 
accountability of the members of the Spokane Police Department (SPD) by providing independent 
review of police actions, thoughtful policy recommendations, and ongoing community outreach. 

The OPO does so through providing independent and thorough oversight of matters that impact 
the community and the department. We desire to help bridge the gap between the community 
and the SPD by writing closing reports on cases that are of public concern to increase 
accountability and transparency into the matter as well as closing reports that may lead to 
recommendations for improving police policies or practices. By insisting on transparency, our goal 
is to help eliminate similar incidents in the future and ensure that the practices contained herein 
are limited and/or never happen again. It is also our intent to highlight effective police practices 
to give the community a better understanding as to why those practices were utilized, although 
this is limited by provisions within the 2023-2026 Collective Bargaining Agreement (CBA). 

Spokane Municipal Code (SMC) §04.32.030 and the CBA provide authority for the OPO to publish 
closing reports on a case once it has been certified by the Police Ombuds or Deputy Police 
Ombuds and the Chief of Police has made a final determination in the matter. The OPO can also 
publish policy and procedure reports regarding cases the OPO reviews during a review board 
process. The OPO’s recommendations will not concern discipline in specific cases or officers and 
shall not be used in disciplinary proceedings of bargaining unit employees. Reports are solely 
meant to further discussion on aspects of incidents that may be improved upon.   

Reports also provide opportunities for policy and procedure recommendations that can result in 
improved police performance through their eventual implementation. Writing a report allows the 
OPO to provide a more thorough review of what occurred in an incident to offer 
recommendations for improving the quality of police investigations and practices, including the 
Internal Affairs (IA) investigative process, policies, and training or any other related matter.   

The OPO may also recommend mediation to the Chief of Police at any time prior to certifying a 
case. Should all parties agree, and the officer(s) participate in good faith, the OPO may publish a 
report following a mediation including any agreements reached between parties. Mediations are 
governed by the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 7.07.070 and are considered confidential. 
The content of the mediation may not be used by the City or any other party in any criminal or 
disciplinary process. 
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Required Disclosures 

Under Article 27 of the current CBA’s between the City of Spokane the Spokane Police Guild, and 
the Lieutenants and Captains Association, this report must provide the following disclosures: 

1. Any closing report from an IA investigation shall clearly state the information expressed 
within the report is the perspective of the OPO, that the OPO does not speak for the City 
on the matter, and the report is not an official determination of what occurred.  

2. The report will include the current policy practice, policy, and/or training as applicable 
and shall expressly state the policy recommendations that follow reflects the OPO’s 
opinion on modifications that may assist the department in reducing the likelihood of 
harm in the future; they do not reflect an opinion on individual job performance under 
the current policy, practice, or training. 

3. A report shall not comment on discipline of an officer(s). This prohibition includes a 
prohibition on writing in a report whether the OPO or OPOC agrees with or differs from 
the Chief’s findings, whether the officer acted properly, whether the officer’s actions were 
acceptable, or whether the officer’s actions were in compliance with training or policy. 
Additionally, no report will criticize an officer or witness or include a statement on the 
OPO or OPOC’s opinion on the veracity or credibility of an officer or witness. 

4. The OPO’s closing report shall not be used by the City as a basis to open or re-open 
complaints against any bargaining unit employees, or to reconsider any decision(s) 
previously made concerning discipline. 

5. The report may not be used in disciplinary proceedings or other tangible adverse 
employment actions against bargaining unit employees, but not limited to decisions 
regarding defense and indemnification of an officer. 

6. The names of officers or witnesses may not be disclosed.1 
 

Additional information and records regarding this matter are available through the City Clerk’s 
Office by Public Records Requests. 

 

 

 
 

 

 
1 In addition to not mentioning officer or witness names, every effort was made to remove identifying pronouns 
throughout this report. The same standard was used for the other involved persons. 

https://my.spokanecity.org/administrative/public-records/


 

8 
 

C25-065 
Procedural History 

This incident arose from a July 08, 2025, traffic-control encounter during a wildfire response near 
2800 W. Elliot Drive. Spokane Police officers were managing road closures, evacuations, and 
traffic control near Spokane Falls Community College when a Community Member drove up to a 
roadblock staffed by Officer A. The Community Member later alleged that Officer A drew their 
pistol and threatened them after directing them to turn around. The Community Member then 
filed a complaint with Internal Affairs, which opened an investigation into allegations of Excessive 
Force under SPD Policy 301 and Demeanor under SPD Policy 340.3.2.K.  

The IA investigation was assigned to the Investigator on July 15, 2025. The investigation included 
follow-up with the Community Member, collection of two dash camera videos, review of CAD 
notes, Officer A’s supplemental report, and body-worn camera footage from both Officer A and 
Officer B. The Community Member later provided additional concerns by text, including that 
Officer A unjustifiably pulled a gun on them, continued speaking aggressively during Officer B’s 
intervention, and appeared willing to shoot someone trying to reach their home during the fire. 
Officer A was interviewed on December 3, 2025, and stated they believed the Community 
Member was going to drive through the blockade and toward firefighters farther down the 
roadway.2 The investigation also included a tactical opinion from Officer D, a Subject Matter 
Expert (SME) inside of the Department. 

The investigation was originally routed to the OPO for certification on October 07, 2025, and was 
returned by the Police Ombuds for further investigation on October 08, 2025. Once the 
investigation was completed, the Police Ombuds certified the investigation on December 12, 
2025, and the investigation was sent for a Chain of Command review. Supervisor A and 
Supervisor B recommended Not Sustained findings on the excessive force and demeanor 
allegations, while also identifying training needs related to tactics, communication, and de-
escalation. Supervisor C was the final reviewer and made a finding determination on January 02, 
2026.3 Officer A provided a statement of rebuttal and Supervisor C made the final determination 
on February 03, 2026. 

The OPO’s summary of facts are based upon a careful review of the IA investigation, reports, BWC 
footage, the chain of command review, and participation and certification of the complaint 

 
2 For context, three firefighters were ambushed and two were killed at Canfield Mountain, near Coeur d’Alene, on June 29th, 2025, 
just over a week before this incident on July 8th. The shootings had been covered in the local and national news. 
https://www.kxly.com/news/this-was-a-total-ambush-kootenai-co-sheriff-believes-only-gunman-in-coeur-dalene-
shooting/article_def00f0a-c42c-484f-bf90-25782db8a208.html 
3 Under the agreements between the City, the Police Guild, and the Lieutenants and Captains Association in the 
current CBAs, the OPO is prohibited from mentioning whether the officer(s) acted properly, whether the officer’s 
actions were acceptable, or whether or not the officer’s actions were in compliance with training or policy. As such, 
the final determination by the chain of command cannot be mentioned.   

https://www.kxly.com/news/this-was-a-total-ambush-kootenai-co-sheriff-believes-only-gunman-in-coeur-dalene-shooting/article_def00f0a-c42c-484f-bf90-25782db8a208.html
https://www.kxly.com/news/this-was-a-total-ambush-kootenai-co-sheriff-believes-only-gunman-in-coeur-dalene-shooting/article_def00f0a-c42c-484f-bf90-25782db8a208.html
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investigation. This report provides an analysis of issues identified through the investigative and 
chain of command review processes, which allow for a closing report. 

OPO Summary of Facts 
Incident4 

On July 08, 2025, Spokane Police officers responded to the area of 2800 W. Elliot Drive after 
multiple reports of fires near the Spokane River. The event involved several “bus-sized” fires and 
prompted a significant emergency response. Apartment buildings, businesses, and Spokane Falls 
Community College facilities in the area were being evacuated, roadways were closed, and 
officers were being used both for traffic control and to help locate a suspect associated with the 
broader fire incident.  

Officer A was assigned to traffic control on West Whistalks Way near Spokane Falls Community 
College. Their patrol vehicle was positioned to block roadway access toward the fire area.5 In 
their supplemental report, Officer A described numerous emergency conditions on scene, 
including firefighters, fire apparatus, and hoses in the roadway, as well as a large-scale 
evacuation involving apartment complexes and a daycare. Officer A reported that other motorists 
had already been contacting them seeking to drive through the closure in order to reach 
apartments in the area.6  

Shortly before the incident with the Community Member, Officer A had directed another driver in 
a pickup truck to park and walk in rather than continue driving past the closure.7 The IA summary 
notes that body-worn camera showed Officer A speaking to that prior driver in a raised voice as 
well,8 which Supervisor A later considered relevant to Officer A’s demeanor and emotional 
presentation before the interaction with the Community Member.9  

The Community Member drove up to the roadblock in a black Dodge Charger.10 Officer A 
approached and stated they could not continue driving down the closed roadway. The 
Community Member said they lived farther down the road. Officer A responded that they would 
have to park and walk in but would not be allowed to drive farther. As Officer A began moving 
back toward their patrol vehicle, they heard the Community Member say, “you can’t stop me.”11  

 
4 C25-065 IA Additional at 1 (uploaded to IAPro on Dec 16, 2025). 
5 Id. 
6 Officer A’s Field Case Report, case 2025-20137208 at 2 (July 08, 2025). 
7 Officer A’s BWC at 7:35. 
8 C25-065 IA Additional at 5 (uploaded to IAPro on Dec 16, 2025). 
9 Supervisor A’s Supervisor Review for C25-065 at 3 (Dec 18, 2025). 
10 Officer A’s BWC at 8:05. 
11 Officer A’s Field Case Report, case 2025-20137208 at 2 (July 08, 2025). 
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At that point, the Community Members’s vehicle moved forward.12 Officer A reported that the 
vehicle’s wheels were not turned which is seen in their BWC footage,13 and Officer A interpreted 
the vehicle’s movement as an indication that the Community Member intended to continue 
straight ahead toward the blocked fire area rather than turn around.14 Officer A then drew their 
handgun to a low-ready position and ordered the Community Member to stop.15 Officer A wrote 
that they did not point their firearm at the Community Member, but drew it because they 
believed the Community Member was refusing commands and potentially driving toward 
firefighters and emergency vehicles, creating a risk of life-threatening injury.16 The Community 
Member then stopped the vehicle.17 

The interaction did not end immediately after the vehicle stopped. The Community Member 
began telling Officer A that they were being recorded on dash camera and argued that they were 
trying to comply with Officer A’s direction to turn around or move their vehicle out of the 
roadway.18 Officer B then approached and took over much of the communication with the 
Community Member.19 The Community Member parked in the SFCC parking lot and returned to 
continue to complain about Officer A’s conduct to Officer B. Officer B provided the Community 
Member with identifying information for both officers in writing.20  A second interaction with 
Officer A occurred a few minutes later,21 and Officer C also spoke with the Community Member 
about their complaint while the broader fire incident was still ongoing.  

Complainant account 

The Community Member’s complaint was that Officer A unjustifiably drew a firearm while they 
were attempting to follow directions during an emergency. In their written complaint, the 
Community member stated that as they pulled up to the roadblock, an officer instructed them to 
either turn around or park and walk. The Community Member alleged that when they attempted 
to follow those directions by moving forward to park, Officer A turned, drew their service 
weapon, and threatened them with it. The Community Member contrasted Officer A’s behavior 
with Officer B’s, describing Officer B as civil and helpful.22  

The Community Member later elaborated on their concerns in text exchanges with the IA 
Investigator.  They stated that Officer A “pulled [their] weapon unjustifiably” and characterized 
the conduct as “brandishing a firearm.” They also complained that Officer A continued “running 
[their] mouth” while Officer B was trying to speak with them, and said they viewed Officer A as a 

 
12 Officer A’s BWC at 8:20. 
13 Id. at 8:22. 
14 Officer A’s Field Case Report, case 2025-20137208 at 2 (July 08, 2025). 
15 Officer A’s BWC at 8:21. 
16 Officer A’s Field Case Report, case 2025-20137208 at 2 (July 08, 2025). 
17 Officer A’s BWC at 8:24. 
18 Id. at 8:24 – 8:38. 
19 Id. at 8:41. 
20 Officer B’s BWC at 9:59. 
21 Officer A’s BWC at 21:31. 
22 Community Member’s Web Complaint Form (July 08, 2025). 
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“hothead.” The Community Member expressed particular concern that Officer A appeared willing 
to shoot someone who was trying to get to their home and save belongings during a fire. They 
further stated that if Officer A truly believed they posed that serious a threat, then they should 
have been arrested and placed in a patrol car rather than confronted with a drawn firearm.23  

When the Investigator asked the Community Member what they meant by saying “you can’t stop 
me,” the Community Member explained that they meant Officer A could not stop them from 
getting to their apartment by some safe method, whether by driving or walking.  They did not 
intend it to mean that they would force their way through the roadblock. The Community 
Member also stated that they believed Officer A’s positioning in the roadway prevented them 
from actually turning around or parking when instructed. The Community Member told the 
Investigator that they wanted accountability, training, or discipline when an officer makes a 
mistake, rather than what they viewed as a meaningless reprimand. They also expressed fear that 
a frustrated or “hotheaded” officer might overreact in the future. 24 

Officer Account  

Officer A consistently stated that they perceived the Community Member’s actions as presenting 
a potential threat to themself and to firefighters staged farther down the roadway. In their 
report, Officer A wrote that after the Community Member said “you can’t stop me,” they heard 
the vehicle driving forward and observed that its wheels were not turned, taking it to mean that 
the Community Member intended to continue straight ahead. Officer A stated that because of 
the potential for life-threatening injuries to fire personnel, and the Community Member’s refusal 
to obey commands to turn around, they drew their handgun to the low-ready position and 
directed the Community Member to stop.25  

In their administrative interview, Officer A stated that they believed the Community Member was 
going to drive “through me and into a crowd of firefighters that were in the street.”26 They 
estimated there were “probably at least a dozen firefighters and hoses across the street just 
east” of their vehicle.27 Officer A further explained that the incident occurred about a week after 
the Coeur d’Alene attack in which firefighters were shot and killed while fighting a fire, and that 
this recent event affected their perception of the encounter. Officer A said they “kind of took it as 
a threat towards them.”28  

When asked about their demeanor, Officer A acknowledged that their interaction with the 
Community Member was elevated once they tried to drive past Officer A.  Officer A stated they 
were at least somewhat frustrated with drivers at the traffic-control post.29 The Investigator 

 
23 Text message exchange between the Community Member and IA Investigator (July 30, 2025). 
24 Id. 
25 Officer A’s Field Case Report, case 2025-20137208 at 2 (July 08, 2025). 
26 Transcript of Interview with Officer A at 3 (Dec 03, 2025); and Audio recording at 2:48. 
27 Transcript of Interview with Officer A at 2 (Dec 03, 2025); and Audio recording at 2:30. 
28 Transcript of Interview with Officer A at 3 (Dec 03, 2025); and Audio recording at 3:04. 
29 Transcript of Interview with Officer A at 3 (Dec 03, 2025); and Audio recording at 3:50 – 4:10. 
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stated in their summary that Officer A appeared elevated not only with the Community Member, 
but in the encounter with the prior driver as well.30 Officer A did not agree that they were in a 
heightened emotional state, but they did acknowledge frustration. 31 

The most significant portion of Officer A’s interview, and one later emphasized in supervisor 
review, came when they were asked what they would have done if the Community Member had 
continued driving past the blockade toward firefighters.32 Officer A answered that they 
potentially would have used lethal force to stop the Community Member because, in their view, 
the Community Member would have been driving into a crowd of fire personnel and their lives 
would have been in danger.33 Officer A estimated the firefighters were roughly forty yards away 
and said the Community Member was driving straight rather than turning.34 Officer A also stated 
that in eight years of patrol work, despite directing traffic a handful of times per month, they had 
never previously displayed their pistol in response to a driver’s behavior at a roadblock.35  

In a later rebuttal, Officer A acknowledged that their mood was elevated and that a softer tone 
would have benefited the public.36 Officer A maintained that they remained professional, gave 
clear directions, and was attempting to prevent the Community Member from endangering 
firefighters. Officer A wrote that they tried to create space by walking back toward their patrol 
vehicle, which they viewed as a de-escalation tactic.  However, Officer A believed that the 
Community Member then showed signs of not obeying commands.37 Officer A also stated that 
they did not want to arrest the Community Member, engage in a physical struggle, tow their 
vehicle, or use lethal force, but simply wanted the Community Member to turn around and get 
out of the roadway.38  

Officer B’s Intervention and De-escalation 

A significant feature of the incident is that Officer B then stepped in and took over much of the 
communication with the Community Member after the encounter had escalated. The 
investigative summary states that Officer B approached and spoke with the Community Member, 
and at one point told Officer A, “I’ve got it...”39 Officer B then explained the situation to the 
Community Member, provided identifying information for both officers, and continued the 
contact in a calm and controlled manner while Officer A moved out of the primary 
communication role. The Community Member ultimately parked in the SFCC parking lot and 

 
30 C25-065 IA Additional at 5 (uploaded to IAPro on Dec 16, 2025). 
31 Id. at 4. 
32 Transcript of Interview with Officer A at 3 (Dec 03, 2025); and Audio recording at 4:38 – 4:45. 
33 Transcript of Interview with Officer A at 3 (Dec 03, 2025); and Audio recording at 4:46 – 4:54. 
34 Transcript of Interview with Officer A at 4 (Dec 03, 2025); and Audio recording at 6:48 – 7:05. 
35 Transcript of Interview with Officer A at 4 (Dec 03, 2025); and Audio recording at 8:12 – 8:49. 
36 Officer A Rebuttal at 2 (January 28, 2026). 
37 Id.  
38 Id. at 3. 
39 Officer B’s BWC at 7:11. 
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continued the encounter through conversation rather than further vehicle movement or physical 
escalation.  

The available record repeatedly reflects Officer B’s intervention as a de-escalating influence. 
Officer D’s memorandum specifically noted that it was clear Officer A was in a heightened 
emotional state and stated that Officer B’s actions in stepping in and attempting to defuse the 
emotional state of both parties “should be commended.”40 That observation is notable because it 
identifies Officer B’s conduct not merely as routine backup assistance, but as an active effort to 
lower the intensity of an interaction that had become emotionally charged on both sides.  

Officer A’s rebuttal letter also supports the view that Officer B’s involvement functioned as a de-
escalation measure. In that rebuttal, Officer A wrote that Officer B was able to speak with the 
Community Member after Officer A recognized that their rapport had deteriorated and 
communication was no longer productive. Officer A described situations like this as ones in which 
another officer can step in and successfully de-escalate when the first officer has become the 
focus of a subject’s frustration. Officer A wrote that they stepped aside while Officer B spoke with 
the Community Member and stated that this helped bring the incident to a conclusion without 
any further force being used.41  

OPO Review of Video Footage 

The BWC footage42 of the incident shows that traffic coming eastbound on W. Whistalks Way was 
generally stopping at a traffic light at W. Whistalks Way and Mitchell Drive, a wide intersection 
with a wide 2-lane entrance/exit into the SFCC complex to the left. Prior to encountering the 
Community Member, Officer A had directed a few vehicles to make the left turn into SFCC to park 
and walk to their residences down the hill in the fire zone. The Community Member also stopped 
at the traffic light when Officer A approached the vehicle, yelling “Gotta go back that way,” from 
across the width of the intersection. The Community Member can be heard yelling back, across 
the wide intersection, that they lived “down there” in the direction smoke was coming from.43  

Officer A shouted, still some distance from the vehicle and in the middle of the large intersection, 
“Okay. Then park and walk in, you’re not going that way,” [indicating the roadway behind the 
police vehicles] and then turned their back and started to walk away from the vehicle. The 
Community Member shouted “you can’t stop me, it’s my risk,” and started to slowly pull forward 
into the very wide intersection.44 Officer A turned back abruptly, gun drawn, yelling “Stop!” At 
that point, the Community Member’s vehicle is barely into the large intersection and still facing 
forward, pointed towards the broad side of a police vehicle. The Community Member stopped 

 
40 Memo from Officer D re: Opinion on Actions of SPO [Officer A] during 2025-20137208 (October 09, 2025). 
41 Officer A Rebuttal at 3 (January 28, 2026). 
42 The OPO was able to review Officer A’s BWC footage, Officer B’s BWC footage, and dashcam footage provided by 
the Community Member, which were part of the IA file. 
43 Officer A’s BWC at 8:04; Officer B’s BWC from a distance, starting at 5:27; and dashcam footage from the 
Community Member’s clip 122369A.mp4 at :04 and :13.  
44 The Community Member’s dashcam clip 122369A.mp4 at :16.  
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their vehicle when Officer A said to stop, and when Officer A said “you are not driving through 
the firetrucks,” the Community Member made it clear that their intention is to park their vehicle, 
but that Officer A is blocking the way.45 Officer A walked backwards, positioned several feet from 
the left front of the Community Member’s car, but between the car and the entrance to SFCC.46 
Officer A continued to shout at the Community Member with their gun still drawn while the 
Community Member shouts back “Can I go fucking park?”  

Officer B walked toward Officer A, who continues to walk backwards with their gun in their hand, 
and continued directly up to the Community Member’s driver’s side window.47 The Community 
Member continues to say “Can I go fucking park? Can you tell [Officer A] to get out of my way?” 
several times48 pointing left at the entrance to SFCC, while Officer A continues to shout from 
behind Officer B, “turn around.”49 The Community Member’s said “I’m gonna get down there one 
way or another, if I have to walk” to Officer B.  Officer A continued to engage yelling “No, you’re 
not driving through fire trucks.” The Community Member never said that they intended to drive 
anywhere near fire personnel or trucks and finally said to Officer B “I’m not gonna drive. I’m going 
that way [indicating to the left at the SFCC entrance] and [Officer A] keeps blocking me” pointing 
to Officer A50 and the entrance to SFCC parking behind Officer A.51  

Officer B ultimately directed the Community Member’s to park and their vehicle can be seen drive 
forward some distance in order to make the left into SFCC.52 Throughout the interaction between 
the Community Member and the Officers, the police car blocks the view of any potential fire 
personnel or vehicles that are much further down Whistalks Way.53 The Community Member can 
be seen approaching Officer B and Officer C54 twice more, with Officer A approaching yelling again 
each time, to lodge a complaint about Officer A’s behavior, and the drawing of their weapon, 
which the Community Member said was “uncalled for.”55 At one point, the Community Member 
stated that all they did was move forward to turn around like Officer A asked me to do and they 
pulled out their fucking gun.56 Officer B ultimately provided the Community Member with their 
own and Officer A’s name and badge numbers written on a slip of paper, and told Officer A “we’re 
done with that.”57 

 
45 Id. at :25. 
46 From Officer B’s BWC starting at 5:50. 
47 Officer A’s BWC at 8:41; Officer B at 6:15; the Community Member’s dashcam 122371A.mp4. 
48 The Community Member’s dashcam 122371A.mp4 at :01. 
49 Officer B’s BWC at 6:17. 
50 Officer B’s BWC at 6:47 – 7:25; CM A’s dashcam 122371A.mp4 at :32 - :39. 
51 Officer A’s BWC at 9:25. 
52 Officer A’s BWC at 10:06. 
53 Officer B’s BWC at 7:30. 
54 Officer B’s BWC at 7:30. 
55 Officer A’s BWC at 12:42; Officer C can be seen speaking with the Community Member on Officer A’s BWC at 
20:31, and Officer B’s BWC at 18:30.  There is no BWC for Officer C. 
56 Officer B’s BWC at 18:19. 
57 Officer A’s BWC at 13:04; Officer B’s BWC at 8:46 and at 18:03. 
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Review 

The following summaries describe the reasoning reflected in the chain-of-command materials 
and Blue Team routing history. These summaries are included to document SPD’s review 
framework, concerns identified by supervisors, and the decision pathways reflected in the record. 
They are not endorsements or critiques of individual determinations.  

The allegations in this case were:  Excessive Force – SPD Policy 301; Demeanor – SPD Policy 
340.3.2 K; and De-escalation – SPD Policy 300.58  The incident ended without arrest or physical 
injury, but the firearm draw, the verbal exchange, and Officer A’s later statement that they might 
have used lethal force if the Community Member had continued forward became the central 
facts during the subject matter expert and chain of command reviews.  

 

Subject Matter Expert Review 
As part of the IA investigation of the Community Member’s complaint, Officer D was asked to 
provide their opinion as a firearms training expert. Officer D concluded:59 

• Reference SPD Policy 301, Use of Force, this action does not fall into a current definition 
within the policy.  What would have formerly been termed “coercive force” is no longer 
included as the policy includes the pertinent definitions “Physical Force” (301.2.M) or 
“Intentional Pointing of a Firearm” (301.2.I). The action of drawing a firearm to the low 
ready is not defined within policy.    

• One could ask whether this action is objectively reasonable given the circumstances 
provided. As limits are not placed within the policy reference this action as a use of force, 
one could look at the purpose intended by the action and the tactics used.  One could 
analyze objective reasonableness of drawing a handgun to the low ready by forecasting 
the action the suspect was undertaking that needed to be stopped.  In this case, a person 
would’ve driven past a roadblock thereby committing a misdemeanor under RCW 
46.61.015.  Driving over a firehose is an infraction under RCW 46.61.640. 

• Though not a violation of a specific policy, drawing a handgun in this case is tactically 
unsound. I posit that it would be better for an officer to have [their] hands free to flee 
from a vehicle failing to stop at a roadblock. 

• It is clear in this circumstance that [Officer A] was at a heightened emotional state. Officer 
B’s actions to step in and attempt to defuse emotional state of both parties should be 
commended. 

 
58 This last allegation was added after the completion of the Internal Affairs investigation by Supervisor D. 
59 Memo from Officer D re: Opinion on Actions of SPO [Officer A] during 2025-20137208 (October 09, 2025). 
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Supervisor A Review60 
Supervisor A wrote a review on the investigation and arrived at their suggested finding of “Not 
Sustained” for both allegations of Excessive Force and Demeanor.  Supervisor A also identified 
training needs in communication and traffic mitigation options.  Supervisor A noted the following 
elements to arrive at their suggested findings:61  

• Supervisor A highlighted Officer A’s statement that they potentially would have used 
lethal force if the Community Member had driven past the blockade toward firefighters.62  

• Supervisor A noted that drawing a firearm to low ready was not clearly defined within 
current policy, relying in part on Officer D’s memo.63  

• Supervisor A wrote that Officer A “in [their] mind had a reasonable belief” to prepare for a 
potential lethal-force situation but also stated that drawing the firearm was not a sound 
decision under the totality of the circumstances.64  

• Supervisor A further wrote that if lethal force had actually been used, it would not have fit 
what a similarly situated reasonable officer would have done under the circumstances.65  

• On demeanor, Supervisor A concluded that Officer A appeared frustrated and in a 
heightened emotional state, but Supervisor A is careful to look for completely 
inappropriate behavior i.e. cursing at a suspect while angry or yelling at individuals and 
acting out of control emotionally being disrespectful.66 

• While it was apparent that Officer A appeared frustrated with traffic and was in a 
heightened emotional state, Supervisor A felt training would be appropriate for definite 
improvements that should be made going forward.67 

• Supervisor A identified training needs in both tactics and communication. Recommended 
training included:  

o Appropriate tactical responses to similar incidents.68  
o Communication, de-escalation, and traffic-mitigation options.69  

• Supervisor A provided mitigating factors for Officer A such as recent training with the 
Dialogue Team and TAC team which will help improve tactical decision making and 
improved communication.70 

 
60 Supervisor A’s Supervisor Review for C25-065 (Dec 18, 2025). 
61 These elements are not all-inclusive nor direct quotes. For full context, refer to Supervisor A’s Supervisor Review 
for C25-065.  
62 Supervisor A’s Supervisor Review for C25-065 at 1 (Dec 18, 2025). 
63 Id. at 1. 
64 Id. at 2. 
65 Id. at 2. 
66 Id. at 3. 
67 Id. at 3. 
68 Id. at 2. 
69 Id. at 3. 
70 Id. at 3. 
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Supervisor B Review71 
Supervisor B wrote a review on the investigation and arrived at their suggested finding of “Not 
Sustained” for both allegations of Excessive Force and Demeanor.  Supervisor B also identified 
training needs.  Supervisor B noted the following elements to arrive at their suggested findings:72  

• Supervisor B analyzed the act of drawing the firearm to low ready as a form of compulsory 
conduct that fit more closely within physical force/reportable force under SPD Policy 
301.73  

• Supervisor B acknowledged that Officer A articulated a concern about an imminent threat 
of bodily injury to [them] or others but provided emphasis on whether the physical force 
was reasonable and proportional considering the legal purpose for stopping the car.74 

o The purpose for drawing a firearm is to ready the ability to use that firearm. 
o When Officer A was hypothetically asked what they would have done had the 

Community Member drove past the vehicle blockade, Officer A stated they would 
have used lethal force. 

o The legal purpose of the roadblock and the lack of significant objective threat 
factors was concerning. 

• Officer A relied upon the “imminent threat” the community member created to draw 
their firearm and not necessarily the low-level crimes the Community Member would be 
violating if they drove past the roadblock.75 

• Supervisor B emphasized several additional concerns: 76 
o The underlying offenses, if the Community Member had merely driven past the 

roadblock, were relatively low-level.  
o The Community Member’s vehicle advanced slowly and only about a car length.  
o There are no objective threat factors present that would indicate the Community 

Member’s intent to aggressively drive over Officer A or firefighters or around the 
roadblock.  

o Officer A later positioned [themself] in front of the Community Member’s vehicle 
again after re-holstering.  

• Supervisor B described the firearm draw as a poor tactic, counter to de-escalation, and 
one that contributed to the Community Member filing the complaint.77  

• Supervisor B recommended training on SPD’s use-of-force policy and the importance of 
using force only when reasonable and necessary. 

• On demeanor, Supervisor B concluded that Officer A’s verbal treatment of the Community 
Member was not ideal but did not clearly violate SPD Policy 340.3.2.K.78  

 
71 Supervisor B’s Supervisor Review for C25-065 (Dec 19, 2025). 
72 These elements are not all-inclusive nor direct quotes. For full context, refer to Supervisor B’s Supervisor Review 
for C25-065.  
73 Supervisor B’s Supervisor Review for C25-065 at 1 (Dec 19, 2025). 
74 Id. at 2. 
75 Id. at 2. 
76 Id. at 2. 
77 Id. at 2. 
78 Id. at 3. 
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• Officer A does not use obscene language towards the Community Member, nor did Officer 
A verbally threaten them.79 

• Supervisor B pointed out that Officer A had a lawful purpose for setting the roadblock, but 
employing de-escalation communication tactics would have resulted in a better 
outcome.80 

• Supervisor B recommended additional de-escalation communication training.81  

Supervisor C Review 
Supervisor C was the final reviewer and made the final determination on January 02, 2026.82 
Supervisor C provides findings for Excessive Force, Demeanor, and De-escalation Tactics after 
consulting with Supervisor D and Supervisor E.   

Recommendations 

Per the Collective Bargaining Agreements, the policy recommendations that follow reflect the 
OPO’s opinion on modifications that may assist the Department in reducing the likelihood of 
harm in the future; they do not reflect an opinion on individual job performance under the 
current policy.83 

Applicable Policy84 

At the time of this incident, SPD Policy 30185 defined Intentional Pointing of a Firearm only when 
an officer was intentionally “pointed in” at a subject, while Physical Force was defined as an act 
exerted on a person’s body to compel, control, constrain, or restrain movement. Policy 301 also 
distinguished between Reportable Force, which must be documented, and Reviewable Force, 
which requires a BlueTeam Use of Force Report and supervisory review. Policy 301.1186 required 
supervisory notification for specified categories such as intentional pointing of a firearm, firearm 

 
79 Id. at 3. 
80 Id. at 3. 
81 Id. at 3. 
82 Under the agreement between the City, the Police Guild, and the Lieutenants and Captains Association in the 
current CBAs, the OPO is prohibited from mentioning whether the officer(s) acted properly, whether the officer’s 
actions were acceptable, or whether or not the officer’s actions were in compliance with training or policy. As such, 
the final determination by the chain of command cannot be mentioned.   
83The City of Spokane and Spokane Police Guild CBA 2023-2026, p. 65 states that prior to making any policy 
recommendations, the closing report will include the current practice, policy, and/or training as applicable and shall 
expressly state that the policy recommendations that follow reflect the OPO’s opinion on modifications that may 
assist the Department in reducing the likelihood of harm in the future; they do not reflect an opinion on individual 
job performance under the current policy, practice, or training. 
84 Due to the length of these SPD policies, they are not attached to this report.  For this report, we utilized the 
Spokane Police Department Policy Manual issued March 13, 2025, which was in place at the time of the incident.  
The current SPD policy manual is available at https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/police/accountability/police-
policy-manual-2026-01-28.pdf. 
85 Use of Force. 
86 Use of Force Notification to Supervisors. 

https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/police/accountability/police-policy-manual-2026-01-28.pdf
https://static.spokanecity.org/documents/police/accountability/police-policy-manual-2026-01-28.pdf
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discharge, Conducted Energy Weapon use (Taser), OC/CS exposure, Level 2 strikes, canine 
deployment, allegations of those acts, and any action resulting in apparent injury or 
unconsciousness or a complaint injury.   

Policy 301.287 also used the defined term “Immediate threat of serious physical injury or death,” 
which required that, under the totality of the circumstances, it be objectively reasonable to 
believe a person had the present and apparent ability, opportunity, and intent to immediately 
cause death or serious bodily injury.  This is directly in line with Washington State law.88 The 
policy did not separately define “imminent threat,” even though Policy 301.589 authorized 
physical force to protect against an imminent threat of bodily injury.  

Policy 30090 addresses de-escalation as a standalone topic, while Policy 301 governs force, yet 
RCW 10.120.020(3)91 requires officers to use reasonable care when determining whether to use 
physical force or deadly force, to use all available and appropriate de-escalation tactics when 
possible before physical force, and to use the least amount of force necessary.  

Use of a Firearm to Compel Compliance 
 

Currently, policy 301 defines Intentional Pointing of a Firearm92 only when an officer is pointed in 
at a subject, and it separately defines Physical Force93 as an act exerted on a person’s body to 
compel or restrain movement. The manual does not clearly say where a firearm draw to low 
ready fits when it is used to compel compliance. That ambiguity mattered here. Supervisor B 
specifically concluded that Officer A’s draw to low ready functioned as a compulsory action and 
therefore should be treated as physical force/reportable force but also noted that SPD policy did 
not clearly classify it as reviewable force.94 Supervisor C similarly noted that the draw was not 
considered a reviewable use of force even though it had “huge ramifications.”95  

Policy 301.11 sets the parameters for supervisory notification in use of force incidents.  It does 
not expressly require use of force reporting when an officer draws a firearm to low ready or 
otherwise displays it to gain compliance. However, in this case, Officer A did report it in a 
supplemental case report.96 While a supervisor reviewed the report it is unclear if a supervisor 
was notified immediately after the force was used.  Officer C was on scene and interacted with 

 
87 Use of Force Definitions. 
88 RCW 10.120.020(2). See https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=10.120.020. 
89 Use of Force When Physical Force is Authorized. 
90 De-Escalation Tactics. 
91 See https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=10.120.020 
92 Policy 301.2.I. 
93 Policy 301.2.M. 
94 Supervisor B’s Supervisor Review for C25-065 at 1 (Dec 19, 2025). 
95 Supervisor C’s BlueTeam Comments for C25-065 (Jan 02, 2026). 
96 Officer A’s Field Case Report, case 2025-20137208 at 2 (July 08, 2025). 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=10.120.020
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=10.120.020
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the Community Member, and was the ranking officer on scene, but there is no documentation or 
BWC of that interaction and if they were acting as a supervisor on scene. 

A definition could be added to Policy 301.297, or a subsection in 301.1098 or 301.1199, stating that 
drawing or displaying a firearm in a manner intended to compel compliance, but without 
intentional pointing in, is a reportable force event, and such conduct requires documentation and 
supervisory review even if no injury occurs. That would close the classification gap exposed by 
this case. During the review of this case by the OPO, a senior officer stated to the Police Ombuds 
that officers can pull their guns whenever they want.  That ambiguity should be clarified in policy. 

 

Immediate Threat 

Policy 301.2.H100 defines immediate threat as: “Based on the totality of the circumstances, it is 
objectively reasonable to believe that a person has the present and apparent ability, opportunity, 
and intent to immediately cause death or serious bodily injury to the peace officer or another 
person.” SPD does not provide a separate definition of imminent threat in Policy 301. Instead, the 
policy uses that phrase in operative sections, including Policy 301.5,101 which authorizes physical 
force to protect against “an imminent threat of bodily injury” to the officer, another person, or 
the person against whom force is used.  While the terms are often used interchangeably, there is 
a subtle difference between the two terms as imminent refers to danger that is about to occur 
and immediate means the threat is happening right now.  Washington State makes this 
distinction.  RCW 10.120.020(2)102 requires an immediate threat for the police to utilize deadly 
force.   

The record reflects a meaningful gap between the kind of danger Officer A described and the kind 
of threat that policy should recognize as immediate or imminent for purposes of escalating to 
firearm display and potential deadly-force readiness. Officer A viewed the possibility of the 
Community Member reaching firefighters approximately 40 yards away as an immediate lethal 
force problem even though the scene also involved distance, intervening space, and patrol-car 
positioning, between Officer A and the firefighters. Supervisor B also emphasized the limited 

 
97 Use of Force Definitions. 
98 Use of Force Reporting. 
99 Use of Force Notification to Supervisors. 
100 Use of Force Immediate threat of serious physical injury or death. 
101 Use of Force When Physical Force is Authorized. 
102 See https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=10.120.020. 

Recommendation 26-05:  SPD should amend Policy 301 to clarify that drawing or 
displaying a firearm to compel compliance, even without intentional pointing, is a 
reportable force event requiring documentation and supervisory notification. 

 

 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=10.120.020
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objective threat indicators visible in the incident and concluded the circumstances did not clearly 
show an aggressive attempt to drive over Officer A or firefighters. 

Officer D’s memo103 focuses on the tactical consequences of using a firearm in this setting. 
Officer D wrote that drawing a handgun in this circumstance was tactically unsound and opined 
that it would be better for an officer to have hands free to flee from a vehicle failing to stop at a 
roadblock. Washington State emphasizes necessity, proportionality, and reasonable care in RCW 
10.120.020 which allows deadly force only when necessary to protect against an immediate 
threat of serious physical injury or death. The AGO model104 policy also ties proportionality to 
both the immediacy/severity of the threat and the seriousness of the law enforcement objective.  

Possible or subjective downstream danger should be clearly distinguishable from an immediate 
threat of serious physical injury or death. A related problem is that once the firearm becomes the 
tool selected, the encounter is functionally framed around deadly force readiness, even though 
the facts may not yet satisfy an immediate-threat analysis. That concern appears throughout the 
reviews in this case. Supervisor A focused on Officer A’s statement that they potentially would 
have used lethal force if the Community Member drove through the blockade.105 Supervisor B 
described the low-ready draw as a poor tactic and counter to de-escalation.106 Supervisor C wrote 
that the draw was not the most tactically sound choice and that better de-escalation, like Officer 
B’s intervention, may have eliminated the need to draw at all.107  

 

Reportable and Reviewable Force Gap  

SPD’s policy creates a purposeful gap between reportable force and reviewable force and this 
case appears to have fallen into that gap. Under Policy 301, Reportable Force108 is defined 
broadly: all use of physical force shall be thoroughly documented in a report. By contrast, 
Reviewable Force109 is a narrower category: a use-of-force incident that requires a BlueTeam Use 

 
103 Memo from Officer D re: Opinion on Actions of SPO [Officer A] during 2025-20137208 (October 09, 2025). 
104 See Washington AGO, Model Use of Force Policy PDF, p. 10. https://agportal-
s3bucket.s3.amazonaws.com/uploadedfiles/Another/UOF%20Model%20Policies_070122_FINAL_0.pdf 
105 Supervisor A’s Supervisor Review for C25-065 at 1 (Dec 18, 2025). 
106 Supervisor B’s Supervisor Review for C25-065 at 2 (Dec 19, 2025). 
107 Supervisor C’s BlueTeam Comments for C25-065 (Jan 02, 2026). 
108 Policy 301.2.M(3). 
109 Policy 301.2.M(4). 

Recommendation 26-06:  SPD should revise Policy 301 to clarify that an immediate 
threat requires present ability, immediate opportunity, and intent to cause serious 
physical injury or death, not a possible future danger separated by distance, obstacles, 
or time for reassessment. 

 

 

 

https://agportal-s3bucket.s3.amazonaws.com/uploadedfiles/Another/UOF%20Model%20Policies_070122_FINAL_0.pdf
https://agportal-s3bucket.s3.amazonaws.com/uploadedfiles/Another/UOF%20Model%20Policies_070122_FINAL_0.pdf
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of Force Report. Policy 301.11110 then lists the circumstances that trigger supervisory notification 
and the process for chain-of-command review. 

Policy 302111 says the Use of Force Review Board (UOFRB) is designated to review applications of 
non-deadly force after a use-of-force incident receives a final determination. The board review 
mechanism depends on the incident first being routed as a qualifying force incident through the 
BlueTeam review path. As exemplified in this case, the current policy structure appears to permit 
a category of incidents that are serious enough to matter but not categorized enough to be 
formally learned from. If an act is reportable because it is force used to compel compliance, but 
not reviewable, it may never reach the UOFRB even if the event exposes policy ambiguity, poor 
tactics, de-escalation failures, or escalation risks.  

Supervisor B’s review is important because it explicitly analyzed the low-ready firearm draw as a 
form of physical force/reportable force used to compel compliance, but not as deadly force and 
not as a clearly reviewable force category under the current policy structure.112 Supervisor C then 
stated even more plainly that “the drawing of the firearm itself would not be considered a 
reviewable use of force,” even though they recognized that it could have “huge ramifications.”113  

This case was handled as an Internal Affairs citizen complaint and went through OPO and chain-
of-command review, and received chain of command findings on excessive force, demeanor, and 
de-escalation. The Blue Team report shows that route in detail, but this case was never reviewed 
by the UOFRB. This incident involving conduct serious enough to generate an IA complaint, OPO 
review, chain-of-command findings, and recommended training, yet not serious enough under 
current classification rules to trigger UOFRB review even though there are significant tactical 
concerns by multiple supervisors.  

 

De-escalation and Use of Force 

A decision whether to use force and a decision whether to de-escalate are part of the same 
tactical judgment. Washington law already makes de-escalation and reasonable care part of the 
legal analysis governing force, not a separate or optional consideration. Under RCW 

 
110 Notification to Supervisors. 
111 Use of Force and Deadly Force Administrative Review. 
112 Supervisor B’s Supervisor Review for C25-065 at 2 (Dec 19, 2025). 
113 Supervisor C’s BlueTeam Comments for C25-065 (Jan 02, 2026). 

Recommendation 26-07:  SPD should revise Policies 301 and 302 to reduce the gap 
between reportable force and reviewable force. An incident should not remain solely 
reportable if it presents significant tactical, de-escalation, or escalation concerns. SPD 
should require those incidents to be routed for supervisory BlueTeam review and, 
when appropriate, forwarded to the Use of Force Review Board. 
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10.120.020(3),114 a peace officer “shall use reasonable care when determining whether to use 
physical force or deadly force,” and, “[w]hen possible,” shall use “all de-escalation tactics that are 
available and appropriate under the circumstances before using physical force.”115 

Washington law also defines de-escalation tactics as actions intended to minimize the likelihood 
that force will be needed, including using clear instructions and verbal persuasion; attempting to 
slow down or stabilize the situation so that more time, options, and resources are available; 
creating physical distance by employing tactical repositioning to maintain the benefit of time, 
distance, and cover; and, when multiple officers are present, designating one officer to 
communicate in order to avoid competing commands. 116  The RCW further defines necessary to 
mean that, under the totality of the circumstances, no reasonably effective alternative appears to 
exist and that the force used is a reasonable and proportional response to the legal purpose or 
threat involved.117 

That statutory language fits this case directly. Supervisor C wrote that if Officer A had recognized 
the need to use de-escalation tactics as Officer B did, there may not have been a need to draw 
the firearm at all.118 Supervisor B’s review reinforces that point. They concluded that drawing the 
firearm to low ready functioned as a compulsory act119 and therefore as physical force/reportable 
force, but also wrote that the tactic was poor, counter to de-escalation, and escalated the 
encounter.120  

If Policy 300121 is treated as a standalone policy and Policy 301122 is treated as the true force 
policy, reviewers may end up asking first whether force technically fits a definition, and only later 
asking whether the officer used time, distance, cover, tactical repositioning, single-officer 
communication, or other de-escalation tools before escalating. However, Washington law and 
SPD’s own policy language already make clear that those questions should come first, not second. 
Policy 301.4123 says officers must use reasonable care,124 use all available and appropriate de-
escalation tactics when possible before physical force,125 and use the least amount of force 
necessary.126 That means de-escalation is not merely a best practice running alongside force 
policy; it is one of the core legal and policy conditions that determines whether force is necessary 
and reasonable in the first place.  

 
114 See https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=10.120.020. 
115 RCW 10.120.020(3)(a). 
116 RCW 10.120.010(2). See https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=10.120.010. 
117 RCW 10.120.010(5). 
118 Supervisor C’s BlueTeam Comments for C25-065 (Jan 02, 2026). 
119 Supervisor B’s Supervisor Review for C25-065 at 1 (Dec 19, 2025). 
120 Id. at 2. 
121 De-Escalation Tactics. 
122 Use of Force. 
123 The Decision to Use Force. 
124 Policy 301.4.II. 
125 Id. 
126 Id. 

https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=10.120.020
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=10.120.010


 

24 
 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Recommendation 26-08:  SPD should combine the requirements of Policy 300 into 
Policy 301 because de-escalation is not collateral to the use-of-force analysis; it is 
central to the determination of whether force is necessary and reasonable.  
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Summary of Recommendations 
 

1. Recommendation 26-05:  SPD should amend Policy 301 to clarify that drawing or displaying a 
firearm to compel compliance, even without intentional pointing, is a reportable force event 
requiring documentation and supervisory notification. 

2. Recommendation 26-06:  SPD should revise Policy 301 to clarify that an immediate threat 
requires present ability, immediate opportunity, and intent to cause serious physical injury or 
death, not a possible future danger separated by distance, obstacles, or time for 
reassessment. 

3. Recommendation 26-07: SPD should revise Policies 301 and 302 to reduce the gap between 
reportable force and reviewable force. An incident should not remain solely reportable if it 
presents significant tactical, de-escalation, or escalation concerns. SPD should require those 
incidents to be routed for supervisory BlueTeam review and, when appropriate, forwarded to 
the Use of Force Review Board. 

4. Recommendation 26-08: SPD should combine the requirements of Policy 300 into Policy 301 
because de-escalation is not collateral to the use-of-force analysis; it is central to the 
determination of whether force is necessary and reasonable. 
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