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REPORTING PERIOD
September 19, 2010 through October 17, 2010

CONTACTS

Between September 19 and October 17, Zll€ontacts were received.

Since January 1, 2010 there have hgféhtotal contacts
COMPLAINTS

Complaints Received: 5 complaints were received between September 19 and
October 17, 2010.

1. September 28, 2010: The Complaint received thrabnglOffice of Police Ombudsman
web site. Complainant advised that they were rdgyettheir significant other 2 years ago.
The Complainant advised that since the incidentived the Suspect has not been
prosecuted for the crime and wants to know why.

2. October 1, 2010: The Complainant advised that thegived a citation for reckless
driving. They advised that prior to being issueel titation they were handcuffed,
dragged by their hands in the yard and pushedfwtside wall of their neighbor’s
house. The complainant advised that as a resthieabfficer's excessive force their
shoulder was injured.

3. October 11, 2010: Complainant advised that theyews&spped for driving a car with a
headlight out while it was dark outside. It wasedigtined that the complainant was
driving on a suspended drivers’ license. The compla was advised to get out of their
car at which point they were arrested, searcheajdhdfed, detained, issued a citation
and released. Complainant is upset that during gigisical search they were not
searched by an officer of the same sex although tmaile and female officers were
present at the scene. The officers involved inghigation were a training car however
after the complainant was advised they were dtilhe opinion that the training exercise
was inappropriate. The Complainant is receptivaéaliating the complaint. The
Complainant parent was also upset that they c#tiecChief's Office 3 times requesting
an appointment but did not get the courtesy otarmecall.

4. October 11, 2010: Complainant advised that theytwethe Public Safety building to
report a crime. They advised while waiting in lihey observed an Officer refuse to take
an estranged parental child abduction report floenother distraught parent. The



Complainant advised that the officer was dismissifvéhe parents concern for the safety
of their children. The Complainant was also conedrthat an Amber Alert was not
issued. The Complainant was advised that 3 sumeswsere consulted and the situation
did not meet the State’s requirement for issuingroAmber Alert. The Complainant was
also upset that they had traveled to the Publiet&fuilding to make a police report on a
different matter and they Officer refused to takeport and referred them to Crime
Check.

5. October 14, 2010: Complainant was involved in a éstia violence incident with their
significant other in March 2010. During the incitiéime complainant advised that their
significant other placed a loaded firearm to theptainant’s head and threatened to kill
them. Complainant advised that the significaneothen fled the residence after a brief
confrontation with a handyman who interrupted tfguenent after hearing it.
Complainant advised that after the incident ocalthey called 9-1-1 to report the
incident and requested that police respond howaverfficer never responded.
Complainant had contact with an officer the next dfier they called when the
significant other returned to the residence andééio.

Inquiries: O
Complaints Referred: 1

1. October 7, 2010: A Harassment complaint receiveolyh the Office of Police
Ombudsman web site was referred to the SpokanetZ&ineriff's Office.

Commendations: 0
INVESTIGATIONS CERTIFIED

The following5 investigations were certified as timely, thorowgtd objective:

1. September 24, 2010: An Excessive Force complaistreeived by Internal Affairs.
Complainant advised that they were attending adasming, early morning party. Police
responded to the area of the party on a shots dwetplaint. An officer located the
complainant in the area of the party. When thed@ffcontacted the Complainant the
Officer determined through a search of the Complatithat the Complainant was in
possession of a concealed loaded firearm. It wessdened that the Complainant was in
possession of a valid Concealed Pistol License. amant was arrested on an unrelated
charge but did not feel that the Officers’ treatingithe Complainant was warranted.
The investigation was returned prior to certifioatwith a request to contact some
potential witnesses to the incident. The requestirzanored and the additional work was
completed. The Office of Police Ombudsman suppgbedindings and conclusion in this
investigation.

2. September 25, 2010: A Demeanor complaint was rededy the Office of Police
Ombudsman. The Complainant was a COP Shop voluriteerComplainant has since
decided to resign. The Complainant advised th&féiner chastised them for bothering
Officers who were using (working) at the COP Shapry the time the volunteer was



also working at same location. Several individwedse interviewed regarding this
incident. The Office of Police Ombudsman suppdrésfindings and conclusion in this
investigation. During this investigation it becaolear that there is a need for a formal
policy and/or procedure to address complaints wiagl COPS volunteers and the
discipline process.

September 28, 2010: A Demeanor Complaint was redday the Office of Police
Ombudsman. The complaint involved the conduct cbfdduty officer that occurred 2
years ago. The Complainant advised that the Officerolvement in the Complainant’s
personal business indirectly contributed to the @lamants divorce and directly
contributed to the Complainant losing their job &ethg arrested. This complaint was
initially classified as an Inquiry. The classificat was appealed by the Office of Police
Ombudsman to the Mayor. Upon review, the Mayoraled the Police Department to
conduct additional investigation. That work hasrbeempleted and the investigation has
been completed. The Office of Police Ombudsman aupphe findings and conclusion
in this investigation.

September 28, 2010: An Untruthfulness complaint rgasived by Internal Affairs. The
Complainant alleged that the Officer who arrested@omplainant for disorderly

conduct falsified the arrest report. The OfficdPalice Ombudsman supports the findings
and conclusion in this investigation.

October 2, 2010: A Violation of Constitutional Rtglcomplaint was received by the
Office of Police Ombudsman. The Complainant advibed they were detained by an
officer in a local park for carrying a loaded helstd firearm in plain view. The
Complainant advised that they were compliant whth‘©Open Carry” requirements. The
Complainant advised that they also possess a Qalitealed Pistol License. The
Complainant advised that they were released bfthieer only after they agreed to
conceal the weapon. Spokane Municipal Code prishibdividuals from carrying a
firearm in a park. The ordinance conflicts witht8thaw. The State Law supersedes the
ordinance. The matter has been referred to TheARibyney for correction. The Police
Department has issued a procedural order to adtlresstuation. The Complainant
declined an offer to mediate their complaint. Treerplaint was reclassified as an
Inquiry at the request of the Police Departmentaitd the consent of the Office of
Police Ombudsman. The Office of Police Ombudsmagapaerts the findings and
conclusion in this investigation.

INTERVIEWS

Internal Affairs, Officer Interviews. 4
Internal Affairs Complainant Interviews: 1
Internal Affairs, WitnessInterviews: 4

Closing (Complaint Closure) Interviews: 1

OTHER DUTIES

Critical Incident Responses: 1



Friday, September 24, 2010: The call out involteelghooting of an individual during
the serving of a search warrant. It was determthatithe Officer was employed by the
Washington State Patrol and therefore outsideuhgdiction of the Office of Police
Ombudsman.

Cases Resolved Through Mediation: 3

Saturday, October 2, 2010: Complaint received yQffice of Police Ombudsman.
Complainant manages a convenience store in SpoKameplainant was upset with a
delayed response to the store when they calleddegga customer creating a
disturbance. Complainant was also upset that tiheeofadvised them not to use their
alarm if a hold up was not occurring. The complatregreed to mediate the complaint
but failed to attend at the scheduled time andtiogaAttempts to re contact the
complainant were unsuccessful. Pursuant to theandie regulating mediation the
complaint was closed through default when the campfailed to appear as agreed.

. Wednesday, October 13, 2010: Complaint receiveth&yolice Department.

Complainant was upset regarding they way they Wwesded by an officer when they
complained about traffic violations as the resfihw auto auction in their neighborhood.
Complainant did not realize that the officer wagkirmg a private duty pay job for the
auto auction and was there to keep the peace.

Friday, October 15, 2010: Complaint received byRbéce Department. A local hotel
complained that an officer dropped off a mentdllperson at their hotel rather than
finding a more appropriate disposition for the indual. It was determined that this was
one of several incidents that had previously oaxliat the hotel that ownership and
management had concerns regarding how those ibaddseen dealt with by the police
department. In addition to the officer attending thediation the officer's Sergeant and a
Captain attended the session to address the imteessaie as well as the greater issue.

Recommendations(s): 1

1. During the past 14 months the ombudsman has haggortunity to participate in
the Police Department Ride Along Program. Whiléengdwith 7 different officers the
ombudsman observed that when individuals were texdesnd transported in police
vehicles they were not being seat belted when glatéhe back seat. Pursuant to the
Washington Administrative Code Section 204-41.080ce Departments are exempt
when the vehicle(s) do not have seat belts instafdthough an exemption exists, in
the interest of the personal safety for those iddi@ls being transported in police
vehicles, the ombudsman has recommended to OffiteecChief of Police that when
vehicles are purchased to replace patrol vehibleglbe equipped with seat belts in
the back seats. This recommendation has been addigiCaptain Scalise.

ACCOMPLISHMENTS

October 4-8, 2010: | attended the United States @isiman Association National
Conference in Dayton Ohio

September 20-23, 2010: | attended the NACOLE Nati@onference in Seattle
Washington



NEXT STEPS

e Audit of SPD Taser Use in 2009
e Establish Satellite office hours at the CommunigoR, PJALS

COMMUNITY OUTREACH

Friday, October 15, 2010: The NATIVE Project, siebffice hours (1p-3p)

Friday, October 15, 2010: House of Charity, satelbiffice hours (9a-11a)

Thursday, October 14, 2010: North Hill Neighborhd&@auncil meeting (7p-830p)
Thursday, October 14, 2010: VOICES Representaterei Anderson (330p-5p)
Wednesday, October 13, 2010: Nevada Lidgerwoodibeidiood Council meeting,
Guest Speaker (7p-9p)

Wednesday, October 13, 2010: Police Advisory Conemimeeting (7a-830a)
Tuesday, October 12, 2010: West Hill Neighborhoodi@il meeting (630p-8p)
Tuesday, October 12, 2010: STA, Downtown Termigalellite office

(10a-1230p)

Monday, October 11, 2010: Spokane City Council megegi6p8p)

Friday, October 1, 2010: Community Assembly meef#m530p)

Thursday, September 30, 2010: Heritage Congregdt®nurch Guest Speaker (645p-
830p)

Wednesday, September 29, 2010: Riverside NeighbdrBmuncil meeting (5p-6p)
Tuesday, September 28, 2010: Human Rights Commisseeting (530p-7p)

Monday, September 27, 2010: Spokane City Counacdtimg (6p-730p)

Saturday, September 25, 2010: Community AssembliseRE(830a-12n)

2010 OVERVIEW

Complaints Received: Since January 18, 20180 complaints have been received by the Office
of Police Ombudsman and forwarded to Internal Aéfalhe complaints involve:

26 Inadequate Response

9 Harassment

13 Demeanor

1 Policy/Procedure

6 Excessive Force

1 Ethics

1 Ethics, Unlawful Arrest and Improper Search
2 Racial/Bias Policing

1 Driving

ReferralsMade: 1

One complaint was referred to the Spokane Coungyiffk Office during the reporting period.

Since January 18, 20122 complaints have been referred to the following agen



12 Complaints were referred to the Spokane Couhgyiff's Office

3 Complaints involving the Spokane Valley PolicepBgment were referred to the
Spokane County Sheriff's Office

2 Complaints were referred to the Liberty Lake oDepartment

1 complaint was referred to the Airway Heights BelDepartment

1 complaint was referred to the Spokane Airporid@dDepartment

1 Complaint was referred to The Department of Gxiwas

1 Complaint was referred to the Spokane Fire Depeant

1 Complaint was referred to the Spokane Transihéuity



