
 

 

Please Review Specific Cases for Annual Report/Classification Concurrence 

 
1. 2020OPA-0551 (CL): OIG Auditor Finnell approved Contact Log classification in a routing 

2. 2020OPA-0579 (CL): OPA classified this case for investigation. After conferring with the City 

Attorney’s Office, OPA determined that it did not have the legal authority to investigate the 

SPOG President for making comments in the capacity of his union role. The case was shifted to a 

Contact Log. 

3. 2020OPA-0654 (SAN): Potential bias of 911 caller, not bias of SPD officers. Captain Stampfl 

coordinated a community meeting with the caretaker and other care facility staff members to 

hear their concerns and explain the police response. All three care facility workers expressed 

appreciation to SPD for coordinating the meeting. Further, the caretaker played a voicemail he 

received from the primary officer on the incident date where she expressed regret and 

embarrassment for what had occurred to him. The Chief of Police sent an SPDALL email 

following this meeting commending the North Precinct Captain and Lieutenant and reflecting on 

the unfortunate circumstance that took place due to the 911 call. OPA believes that, given all of 

these steps, an SAN was the appropriate way to handle this incident and did the most good. 

4. 2020OPA-0384 (SAN): The OIG writes that the “Chief of Police is identified as a NE in violation of 

OPA Manual.” It does not violate the OPA Manual to identify the Chief as a Named Employee in 

IAPro. We regularly do so if there is a complaint against the Chief. We are prohibited from 

investigating a sitting Chief but there is no Manual provision that prevents OPA from 

investigating a former Chief, as is the case here. 

5. 2020OPA-0711 (SAN): The OIG interprets a bias allegation from the facts of this case. The 

Complainant never made a bias allegation and there is no language suggesting bias. The OIG 

cites to an officer telling the Complainant that he is “big and scary” without noting the context 

of that statement, specifically that it occurred after the Complainant used homophobic slurs. If 

OPA felt, from its review, that there was bias, it should have made an OPA referral. 

 

Recurring Themes in OIG Disagreed Classifications 
 

Unholstered Firearm as UOF  

OIG cited use of force allegations as a reason for disagreement for several OPA classifications. OPA 

disagrees that unholstering a firearm constitutes an excessive force complaint. 8.300-POL-12(9) dictates 

that it is a Type I use of force if the firearm is pointed at someone. 

 

1. 2020OPA-0460 & 2020OPA-0671 (CL): Unholstered firearms in the low-ready position during 

high-risk vehicle stop. 

2. 2020OPA-0440 (CL): “…aimed assault rifles and guns at [a] home” during attempted warrant 

arrest. 

3. 2020OPA-0415 (CL): Pointing firearm at building in arrest of suspect with documented violent 

tendencies and officer safety cautions. Firearm briefly pointed at suspect and documented as 

Type I. 

4. 2020OPA-0627 (SA): Hand on firearm during building search. 



5. 2020OPA-0721 (SA): One firearm drawn in the low-ready position during response to an assault 

and threats to kill. 

 

Definition of ‘Serious Policy Violation’ 

In a number of cases, the OIG states that actions constituted “serious policy violations” without citing to 

the policy provision establishing this. While the OIG may have a different interpretation of what 

constitutes serious misconduct, disagreeing without citing to policy creates the perception that the 

OIG’s analysis is subjective. 

 

1. 2020OPA-0448 & 2020OPA-0736 (SA): Inaccuracies in report does not necessarily constitute 
serious misconduct.  

2. 2020OPA-0640 (SA): reckless behavior/driving with emergency lights on. OPA has classified 

similar complaints for SA in the past. Unclear basis for the OIG’s determination that this is a 

serious policy violation. 

3. 2020OPA-0703 (SA): Lack of follow up and failure to submit surveillance video. This speaks more 

to resource constraints than serious policy violation.  

4. 2020OPA-0746 (SA): The officer recovered stolen plates on the wrong vehicle and did not 
check the VIN prior to impound. This was a good faith mistake by the officer and does not 
constitute a serious violation of policy or, for that matter, misconduct. 

 

OIG Broad Interpretation of Complaint 

In several cases, the OIG interpreted the complaint more broadly than the plain language or added 

allegations that were not alleged. 

 

1. 2020OPA-0608 (CL): Complainant wrote: “I have twice witnessed a parking officer on a white 

SPD vehicle drive by and wave at the food vendor instead of issuing a citation. Apparently the 

officer gets free food for their dishonesty.” OIG interpreted this as an allegation of fraud (gifts 

and gratuities). OPA finds the complainant’s language to be purely speculative with no witness 

or other information to suggest misconduct. 

2. 2020OPA-0711 (SA): OIG cited “potential” bias allegation. Unclear what that means. The 

statement that the Complainant was “big and scary” was said after the Complainant made 

multiple homophobic statements to the officers. 

3. 2020OPA-0724 (SA): No bias allegation was made to OPA. That allegation was handled by the 

chain of command. At issue was the officer’s failure to report bias. 

4. 2020OPA-0599 (SA): The Force Review Board made a referral to OPA concerning an officer’s 

potential failure to de-escalate. The OIG read the complaint as also including a use of force 

allegation without any explanation for this. 

 

SANs with Lack of Chain of Command Follow-Up 

In several SANs, the OIG references a lack of chain of command follow-up. While relevant to the OIG’s 

overall assessment of SANs, the lack of follow-up should not affect whether the classification was 

appropriate. 

 

• Examples: 2020OPA-0384 (SAN); 2020OPA-0640 (SAN); 2020OPA-0703 (SAN); and 2020OPA-

0711 (SAN) 


