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December 1, 2012

Dear Citizens and Residents:
The Prince George’s County Citizen Complaint Oversight Panel (CCOP) is
charged with monitoring and evaluating investigations of police misconduct. The
CCOP is part of a police accountability process established in 1990 to ensure that
anyone with a complaint regarding the conduct of an officer of the Prince George’s
County Police Department (PGCPD) is able to complain formally, that their
complaints are treated and investigated professionally and swiftly, and that there is
independent oversight of the investigative process.
I am the longest serving panel member and I have been fortunate to serve
under three County administrations. My original appointment was in 1991 under the
Glendening administration, I was reappointed ten years later by the Johnson administration, and my term continued
into the Baker Administration. I want to take this opportunity to publicly thank each of these administrations and the
Panel members who have served with me for their confidence in my abilities and integrity.
My years on the Panel have been among the most rewarding in my life. However, due to term limitation, I
cannot be re-appointed to another consecutive term. While I will continue to serve the citizens and residents of the
County until my replacement has been appointed, my departure from the Panel is imminent.
As in prior reports, I affirm that the significance and value of what the Panel does is not just reflected in the
statistics and data detailed in this report. There are unseen and immeasurable benefits to what we do. The Panel has
been persistent and meticulous in its scrutiny of the investigative process, not only to ensure that police misconduct
is properly and thoroughly investigated, but to also serve as a deterrent for future misconduct and to inhibit an
internal culture of cronyism that can foster misconduct. The CCOP continues to be the external “eyes over the
shoulder” of not only the officers on the street, but the officers assigned to investigate their conduct, as well. The
CCOP exists to facilitate greater accountability and transparency in police operations. Its role in the accountability
process is quite serious and essential. The panel’s role in this process is strengthened by the fact that it is comprised
of private citizens who are not members of the PGCPD and that it is a separately funded County government
function.
Included in this report is an in-depth presentation of statistical data on misconduct investigations reviewed
by the CCOP in FY11. In the FY09 and FY10 reports, the Panel expressed concerns regarding the decline in the
number of Field (FC) complaints and completed investigation referred to the CCOP. FC investigations referred to
the CCOP have gone from 131 in FY06 to 61 in FY08. In FY11 this number was 13.
Sometime in FY11, the Department implemented a new inquiry process for handling incoming complaints.
However, the CCOP was not made aware of the implementation of this process until the beginning of FY12, when it
began reviewing its yearly statistics and noted an overall decrease in the number of complaints and completed
investigations referred for its review. The CCOP sought an explanation for this trend and was advised that the Police
Department implemented new procedure for processing incoming complaints in 2011. The Panel met with Chief of
Police, Deputy Chief Administrative Officer for Public Safety and Commander of the Office of Professional
Responsibility in early FY12 to express its concerns regarding the impact and implications of this new process. To
address the Panel’s concerns, the Police Department has made several modifications to this new process. The CCOP
continues to monitor and review complaints handled via this process and it still has some reservations regarding the
impact on CCOP’s mandate and authority. The Panel reserves its final assessment for the FY12 annual report.
Each year, the CCOP’s annual report outlines critical issues related to the CCOP’s operations, the PGCPD’s
policies and training, as well as community and citizen relations. Some are issues reiterated from prior period(s). Other
were new in FY11. Please note that the decision to reiterate a concern is not an indication that the Department has not
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acknowledged or made attempts to address an issue. It is notification to the Department that the Panel reviewed
investigations in FY11 that further illustrates the issue. The issues expressed in this report include:
Lack of Functioning Mobile Video Systems during Traffic Stops: Again in FY11, the CCOP
recommends that the Department develop a long-term plan to provide for proper video monitoring equipment to be
installed in all departmental vehicles as soon as possible. Additionally, the CCOP recommended that officers be
given periodic training to remind them of the necessity and benefit to properly functioning video monitoring
equipment. The CCOP has been advised that as fleet vehicles are retired, they are replaced with vehicles that are
equipped with the technology to do audio and video recording of required stops. This replacement cycle will
continue as vehicles are retired and updates technology are dictated.
Delay or Failure to Clearly Provide Officer Identification Information: In FY11, the CCOP also noted a
continuing pattern in cases where officers are not providing identification information to citizens or not providing it in the
manner dictated by the GOM, Volume I, Chapter 32, Section 21, which states that when confidentiality is not an issue, “an
employee will provide their name rank and identification number upon request, The identification will be clearly
provided.”
Investigative Process- As in the FY09 and FY10 annual reports, the CCOP continues to note that, in some cases,
investigators fail to fully investigate or address all the charges applicable to a complaint.
General Order Manual Format - The CCOP continues to state that the revised GOM is difficult to navigate, is
not intuitive and is not user-friendly. The GOM, in its current format, makes locating and reviewing GOM provisions
cumbersome and time-consuming.
Police Property Management – NEW- The CCOP noted the emergence of a pattern in cases where officers
had failed to appropriately handle and track evidence or property in a case.
Implementation of New Category for Complaint Processing – NEW- In FY11, the Department
implemented a new inquiry process for handling incoming complaints. . The Panel had a number of concerns
regarding the implications of the inquiry process, not only for the processing of complaints, but also for the quantity
and quality of the investigations resulting from this process. The CCOP has scheduled meetings in FY12 with the
Chief of Police, Commander of the Office of Professional Responsibility and the Deputy Chief Administrative
Officer for Public Safety to review, discuss and make recommendations regarding this new process.
I would like to remind the citizens and residents of Prince George’s County that the CCOP has always
worked very hard to facilitate a police accountability process that wins the confidence of the police and the public. I
assure you that the CCOP will continue to provide added assurance that the PGCPD is accessible, transparent and
fair to all concerned.

Clyde B. Davis
Chairman
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Overview
REPORTING REQUIREMENTS
CB 25-1990 requires that the CCOP prepare an annual
report of its activities to the public. The first annual report
covered the period January 1 - December 31, 1991. CB 592001 broadened the scope of the CCOP’s annual report and
established specific reporting categories. Now, the CCOP’s
annual report includes summary reports, statistical analysis,
and recommendations for policy changes. Effective with the
2003 annual report, which included both calendar year 2003
and fiscal year 2004, the CCOP began publishing its annual
report on a fiscal year basis.
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History
In the summer of 1990, the Prince George’s County Council introduced legislation
(CB-25-1990) which created the Citizen Complaint Oversight Panel (CCOP). The
legislation that established the CCOP resulted from the findings and recommendations of
the Blue Ribbon Commission on Public Safety and Community Relations. The legislative
intent was to provide objective citizen participation in the complaint process and
strengthen existing procedures for handling complaints made by citizens against policerelated allegations of excessive force, harassment, and/or abusive language.
CB-25-1990 also included a vital role for the Human Relations Commission
(HRC). HRC was directed to investigate complaints in accordance with the provisions of
the Human Relations Code, and submit its finding to the CCOP within 20 working days.
This authority was later rescinded by CB-59-2001.
Originally, the CCOP members served two-year terms. However, recognizing the
training required of members and the amount of time devoted to the review process, this
was amended by CB-44-1994 to provide for four-year terms. By extending the term
length, the CCOP members would have the full benefit of member training and
experience.
The CCOP began reviewing cases on January 1, 1991. Initially, the CCOP only
reviewed reports of investigation of citizen complaints for excessive force, abusive
language, and harassment to insure their completeness, thoroughness, and impartiality.
The Panel also commented on the reasonableness and appropriateness of the report
recommendations.
From 1991 to 2002, the CCOP’s recommendations were based primarily on
information contained in the Internal Affairs Division’s Report of Investigation, as the
Letters of Determination from HRC’s investigations were rarely available. The CCOP
did not have the authority to conduct de novo or new investigations.
Enacted on November 26, 2001 and effective January 10, 2002, CB-59-2001
significantly expanded the CCOP’s powers and gave the CCOP the authority to conduct
its own investigations and to issue subpoenas through the County Council. CB 59-2001
also expanded the CCOP’s responsibilities and the scope of investigations reviewed by
the CCOP. The CCOP now reviews all complaints filed for violation of any law or
regulation, whether brought by a citizen, superior officer or any source, all discharge of
firearms, and all in-custody deaths that may have resulted from an officer’s use of force.
It also reviews disciplinary documents and hearing board reports.
The CCOP now has the authority to make recommendations regarding policy
changes, supervision, operational procedures and training. These recommendations, as
well as case review findings and comments, are submitted to the Chief of Police. The
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CCOP’s authority is limited to officers of the Prince George’s County Police Department.
Park, state, or local municipal police forces, as well as the Sheriff’s Department, are not
included under the CCOP’s jurisdiction.

Panel Responsibilities
The CCOP’s specific responsibilities include:

Reviewing the processing and investigation of
complaints and submitting comments and
recommendations to the Chief of Police;

Conducting concurrent and subsequent investigations,
as well as issuing subpoenas through the County
Council, when appropriate;

Participating in police accountability outreach and
information dissemination;

Reviewing supervisory, disciplinary, and hearing board
reports; and

Issuing an annual report to the public.
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Panel Composition
The CCOP is comprised of seven members appointed by the County Executive and
confirmed by the County Council. The CCOP members must be Prince George’s County
residents and broadly representative of the County. The CCOP members can not be employees
or elected officials of any non-federal jurisdiction, a candidate for such office, or employed by
any law enforcement organization. The County Executive designates the Panel chair. The Panel
selects the vice-chair.

PANEL MEMBERS
Clyde Davis, Chair
Eileen Thomas, Vice Chair
Dale Crowell
Irma Spruill
Angela King
Vernell Richardson (July 2010 – March 2011)
Oralyn Weston

LEGAL COUNSEL
Darryl Kelley
STAFF
L. Denise Hall
Administrative Director
General Clerk

Ashley Smalls
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Program Operations
COMPLAINT CLASSIFICATION
All incoming complaints are assigned to the following investigative
categories based on the most serious allegations in the complaint:
Special Investigations (SI) - Complaints that allege a criminal act or could
result in a criminal charge or investigation, such as domestic violence,
DWI/DUI, theft, unauthorized access to a criminal data base, uses of force that
result in injury and all discharges of firearms. A special investigation team
within the police department investigates these complaints.
Internal Affairs Investigations (IA) - Complaints alleging use of abusive,
derogatory or inappropriate language, most uses of force that do not result in
injury, and certain types of misconduct.
Field Cases Investigations (FC) - Complaints alleging selected categories of
minor offenses such as unbecoming conduct, unreported misconduct, process
violations, minor uses of force, and failure to attend to duty. These
complaints are referred directly to the district commander of the involved
officers for investigation.
Police Supervisory Investigations (PS) - Complaints initiated by police
supervisory staff regarding an officer's performance of or failure to perform
his assigned administrative duties. They are also related to citations received
by officers for violations of traffic laws.
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The CCOP is required to complete its deliberations and forward its recommendations to
the Chief of Police within 30 working days after receipt of the completed Internal Affairs
Division’s (IAD) Report of Investigation. The CCOP has the option of requesting a 10-day
extension. The Panel makes comments regarding the completeness and impartiality of the IAD
report. Additionally, the CCOP renders a recommendation regarding each allegation presented
in the IAD Reports of Investigation. The Panel can agree with each recommendation or it can
disagree and make alternative findings and recommendations as follows:
Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation
violated departmental policy or procedure;
Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged
act(s) occurred;
Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged
act(s) occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper;
Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or
the accused officer was not involved;
Panel Investigation - Substantive issues were not adequately or
impartially addressed by the Internal Affairs Investigation, the Panel
may conduct its own investigation; or
Remand to Chief of Police - The Panel defers disposition and sends
complaint back to the Chief for further investigation.

The CCOP also reviews investigations with a focus on identifying
policy, training or disciplinary issues in need of review, update or
evaluation. The Panel refers any concerns regarding these issues, along
with recommendations, to the Chief of Police.
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Statistical Review
The charts on the following pages provide various statistical data on cases referred to the
CCOP from IAD for FY11. The data reflects the distribution of IAD investigations referred to
the CCOP by type, findings, the CCOP’s recommendations, complainants and officer
demographics. Also provided are illustrations of the time frames for processing citizen
complaints and the Chief of Police’s disposition in cases where the CCOP disagreed with IAD
findings. Additionally, this section includes several historical perspectives.
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I.

WORKLOAD

Prior to the passage of CB 59-2001, the CCOP reviewed IA investigations in three
limited categories: Excessive Use of Force, Abusive Language, and Harassment. The CCOP now
receives ALL categories of complaints and investigations regarding the conduct of a Prince
George's County Police Officer. These categories include, but are not limited to: ALL uses of
force, ALL uses of language, departmental shootings, harassment, unbecoming conduct, criminal
misconduct, procedural violations, ethical violations and attention to duty.
In FY11, CCOP panel members reviewed 177 investigations and received notice of 306
incoming complaints. Chart 1 illustrates the trend for the CCOP’s workload since 1991. Please
note that investigations referred to the CCOP in a given year also include investigations
completed for incidents that occurred in a prior year.
NOTE: In a September 2011 meeting with the Commander of the Office of Professional
Responsibility, the CCOP was advised of a new process implemented by the Police Department
in FY11 that drastically changed the way in which complaints are being processed, as well as
the nature of the resulting investigations. As a result of this new process, there are complaints
and inquiry investigations that were not referred to the CCOP in FY1.
Chart 1
CCOP WORKLOAD HISTORY
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**In 2002, the scope of CCOP's authority expanded from three (3) selected types of complaints to ALL complaints filed by
ANYONE regarding the conduct of an officer. ***In 2003, CCOP changed its annual reporting period from calendar year to
fiscal year. Data for both calendar year 2003 and FY2004 are included above.

A.

INVESTIGATIONS

Between 1991 and 2000, the CCOP reviewed 763 investigations of police misconduct.
For a period after the CCOP’s authority was expanded in 2001, there was a noticeable increase in
the number of investigations of police misconduct reviewed by the CCOP. Since this expansion
of authority, the CCOP has reviewed 1,906 investigations, for a total of 2,669 investigations
reviewed since the CCOP began reviewing investigations in 1991. See Charts 1 and 2.
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Chart 2
NUMBER OF INVESTIGATIONS
Historical Perspective

The bulk of the Panel’s effort is spent reviewing SI, FC, and IA investigations,
collectively referred to as Internal Affairs Division (IAD) investigations (see page 7 for
explanation of investigation types). Police Supervisory (PS) investigations normally deal with
personnel and administrative issues and are reviewed, processed and tracked by staff. A
historical distribution of investigations for FY08-FY11 by type is shown in Chart 3 below.
Chart 3
NUMBER OF INVESTIGATIONS
by TYPE*

See Page 7 for explanation of investigation types. PS investigation data is reviewed and tracked by staff.

Chart 4 below shows the distribution of FY11 misconduct investigations reviewed as
compared to FY09 and FY10. There was a 10% decrease across the board in the number of
misconduct investigations referred for the CCOP’s review, with the most notable decreases
occurring in Districts 1 and 5. However, there was also a 33.3% increase in investigations for
District 2, a 35.3% increase in investigations for the category Others, and a 29.4% decrease in
investigations for District 6.
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Chart 4
DISTRIBUTION OF INVESTIGATIONS
by District*

Other includes officers assigned to Headquarters and special operations such as Homicide, Criminal Investigations, Training, etc.

B. ALLEGATIONS
When the CCOP’s authority was expanded in 2001, there was a noticeable increase in the
number of investigations reviewed. However, the number of investigations reviewed is not the sole
indicator of the CCOP’s workload. As the Panel must review, discuss, and deliberate each allegation
in an investigation, the total number of allegations is a better indicator. Since 2001, the CCOP has
reviewed more than 6,031 allegations in 1,906 investigations. While the number of investigations
decreased from 2007 to 2011, the number and complexity of allegations also increased. The average
number of cases per allegation during this period was between 3 and 4.5. With 588 allegations,
FY2011 was the first year since 2004 that the total number of allegations fell below 600. Even
so, the average number of allegations per case remained greater than 3.
Chart 5
NUMBER OF ALLEGATIONS
Historical Perspective
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In FY11, the CCOP deliberated a total of 588 allegations (IAD referred 582 and CCOP
recommended an additional six. For statistical purposes, all allegations are divided into the nine
categories outlined below. Their distribution is illustrated in Chart 6.
Attention to Duty - Failure to perform duties as prescribed.
Conduct Related - Unbecoming conduct and unreported misconduct.
Criminal Misconduct – Administrative charge for misconduct not successfully prosecuted in courts.
Ethics Violation - False Statements and Misrepresentation of Facts.
Firearms Charges -Intentional and accidental discharges of a firearm by an officer.
Harassment/Discrimination - Acts of unwarranted verbal or physical threats or demand, and any acts of
misconduct related to a person’s race, creed, color, national origin, gender or religion.
Procedure Violation - Failure to adhere to procedures as outlined in the police General Order Manual or
Standard Operating Procedures.
Use of Language -Abusive, discriminatory or inappropriate use of language.
Use of Force – Non-firearms related excessive, unnecessary, and aggressive use of force.
Chart 6
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS by TYPE
Dischargeof
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(20)
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(124)
21.1%

UseofLanguage
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* Conduct Related allegations include unbecoming conduct, unreported misconduct, etc. **
Ethics Violations also include false statements and misrepresentation of facts.

In FY11, there was a 21% decrease in allegations reviewed since FY09 and a 34%
decrease since FY10. As previously noted, staffing issues and changes in complaint processing
contributed to the FY11 decrease.
Historically, Use of Force is the most frequently alleged category of police misconduct.
This remained true in FY11. There were 160 Use of Force allegations, which accounted for 29%
of all allegations. The second most frequent allegations reported in FY11 was Conducted Related
allegations. There were 124 allegations in this category, representing an 11% decrease in this
allegation type since FY10. The FY10 total was due, in part, to one case that contained 96
procedural violations, which is an anomaly. Use of Language and Procedural Violations were 3rd
and 4th, respectively, in the distribution of allegations by type.
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Chart 7
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
Historical Perspective

When viewed by category, there were other significant statistical changes in the number
of investigations reported in FY10. Please see Table 1 below.
Table 1 – Distribution of Allegations - Comparison to Prior Year

Attention to Duty
Conduct
Criminal Misconduct
Ethics Violation
Firearms
Force*
Harassment
Language
**Procedure Violation
Total

FY10
60
140
32
25
33
244
9
128
226
897

FY11
33
124
36
20
20
168
3
95
89
588

Chg
FY09-FY10
-45.0%
-11.4%
12.5%
-20.0%
-39.4%
-31.1%
-66.7%
-25.8%
-60.6%
-34.4%

*Any allegation of force that does not involve the discharge of a firearm, including the deployment of a canine. **In FY10, one case had
96 Procedural Violations.

1.

Distribution of Allegations by Type and District

Again in FY11, District 3 had the largest number of misconduct allegations reported. As
seen in Chart 8 below, the number of allegations reported for this district decreased more than
30%. The most noted decreases in the number of allegations by district were in District 6, with a
53% decrease since FY10 and District 1 with a 47% decrease. As shown in Chart 8, for the
category “Other,” allegation increased by 46%.
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Chart 8
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
Historical Perspective
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As shown in Table 2 below, for the FY11 distribution of allegations, District 3 did not lead in
the number of allegations for categories it has historically had the most allegations; Use of Force,
Conduct, and Procedure Violations allegations. District 1 lead in Use of Force and Conduct
allegations and District 5, in Procedural allegation. However, if the anomaly of 96 procedural
allegations is discounted, District would again lead in the number Procedural Violation allegations
investigated. See Charts 9 - 17 for percentage of distribution of each allegation type by police district
and Charts 18 - 24 for percentage of distribution of allegations within each police district and the
category “Other”.

Table 2 - Distribution of Allegations by Type and District

Attention to Duty
Conduct
Criminal Misconduct
Ethics Violation/Credibility
Firearms
Force
Harassment/Profiling
Language
Procedure Violation
TOTAL

District
I

District
II

District
III

District
IV

District
V

4
15
4
1

4
14

4
16
9

2
9
1
6

37
2
23
7
93

18

10
24
9
8
5
38
1
24
42
161

1

8
7
52

*
District
VI

13
5

16

3
11
3
2
2
7

3
4
54

5
8
47

4
3
35
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2
47
28
18
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Chart 9
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
33 Attention to Duty Allegations

DistrictI
4
12.1%

Other
6
18.2%
DistrictVI
3
9.1%

DistrictV
2
6.1%

DistrictII
4
12.1%

DistrictIII
10
30.3%

DistrictIV
4
12.1%

Chart 10
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
124 Conduct Allegations
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Chart 11
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
36 Criminal Misconduct Allegations
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Chart 12
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
20 Ethics/Credibility Violation Allegations
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Chart 13
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
20 Firearm Discharge Allegations
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Chart 14
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
168 Uses of Force Allegations
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Chart 15
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
3 Harassment Allegations
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Chart 16
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
95 Language Allegations
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Chart 17
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
89 Procedure Violation Allegations
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2.

Distribution of Allegations within Districts
Chart 18
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
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Chart 19
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
District II
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Chart 20
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
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Language
24
14.9%

Criminal
Misconduct
9
5.6%
EthicsViolation/
Credibility
8
5%

Harassment/
Profiling
1
1%

Force
38
23.6%
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Chart 21
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
District IV
54 Allegations

Language
3
5.6%

Procedure
Violation
4
7.4%

AttentiontoDuty
4
7.4%
Conduct
16
29.6%

Harassment/
Profiling
0
0%

Force
5
9.3%
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0
0%

Firearms
13
24.1%

Criminal
Misconduct
9
16.7%

Chart 22
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
District V
47 Allegations
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Violation
8
17.0%

AttentiontoDuty
2
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Conduct
9
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Language
5
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0
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Force
16
34.0%

Firearms
0
0.0%
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Chart 23
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
District VI
35 Allegations
AttentiontoDuty
3
5.9%

Language
4
7.8%

Conduct
11
21.6%

Harassment/
Profiling
0
0%
Force
7
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21
41%

Firearms
2
3.9%

Criminal
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3
5.9%

Chart 24
DISTRIBUTION OF ALLEGATIONS
Other
146 Allegations
AttentiontoDuty
6
4.1%

Procedure
Violation
18
12.3%

Language
28
19.2%
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Profiling
0
0%

Conduct
35
24.0%

Criminal
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10
6.8%
Force
47
32.2%

Firearms
0
0.0%
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C.

IAD RECOMMENDATIONS

When the Internal Affairs Division of the Police Department completes its investigation,
the investigator makes recommendations regarding the findings for each allegation in the case.
These recommendations are as follows:
Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental
policy or procedure;
Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s)
occurred;
Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s) occurred,
however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and
Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer
was not involved.
Of the 588 allegations reported for FY11, IAD referred 582 and the CCOP, based on its
reviews, recommended an additional six. As shown in Chart 25 above, for the recommendation
referred by IAD, non-sustained was the most frequent recommendation in FY11, with sustained
as the next highest. In FY11, there was a decrease in the percentage distribution for
recommendations made to sustain allegations, down from 40% in FY10 to 29.7% in FY10. There
was also a corresponding increase in recommendations to exonerated or unfound allegations of
misconduct. Recommendations to exonerate were up from 13% on FY10 to 15.3% in FY11 and
recommendations to unfound were up from 5% in FY10 to 10.8% in FY11. Chart 26 below
shows the four-year trend for the distribution of recommendations.
Chart 25
HISTORICAL DISTRIBUTION OF RECOMMENDATIONS
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As shown in Tables 3a and 3b below, Procedural Violations (71%), Ethics Violations
(75%) and Criminal Misconduct (36%) allegations were most likely to have a recommendation
to sustain. Conduct, Use of Force and Use of Language allegations were most likely to be nonsustained, 52%, 50% and 74% respectively. Exonerated was the overwhelming
recommendation for Firearms allegations, with 75%. Sustained was the most likely
recommendation for Ethics/Credibility allegations, also 75%. Tables 3a and 3b below show
the distributions of these findings.

Table 3a – Distribution of Recommendations by Allegation Type – Percentages
Attention to Duty

Exonerated
3%

Non-Sustained
45%

Unfounded
21%

Sustained
30%

Conduct

1%

52%

15%

31%

Criminal Misconduct
Ethics/Credibility
Violations
Firearms
Use of Force
Harassment/Profiling
Use of Language
Procedure Violation

14%

28%

22%

36%

5%
75%
32%
0%
2%
11%

15%
0%
50%
33%
74%
15%

5%
0%
10%
67%
6%
3%

75%
25%
8%
0%
18%
71%

Table 3b – Distribution of Recommendations by Allegation Type –Actual Count
Attention to Duty
Conduct
Criminal Misconduct
Ethics/Credibility
Violations
Firearms
Use of Force
Harassment/Profiling
Use of Language
Procedure Violation

Exonerated
1
1
5

Non-Sustained
15
65
10

Unfounded
7
19
8

Sustained
10
39
13

1
15
54
0
2
10

3
0
84
1
70
13

1
0
17
2
6
3

15
5
13
0
17
63

Table 4 shows the percentage distribution of recommended findings by allegation type among the
six police districts and the category “Others”. For illustrative purposes only, Chart 5 further breaks
downs these findings by allegations type within each district.
Table 4 – Distribution of Recommendations by Allegation Type and Districts
District I

District II

District III

District IV

District V

District VI

Other

Exonerated

14%

16%

14%

25%

7%

15%

14%

Sustained

16%

22%

38%

29%

69%

36%

30%

Non-Sustained

58%

64%

42%

43%

25%

44%

48%

Unfounded

5%

4%

5%

6%

1%

3%

8%
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D.

CCOP RECOMMENDATIONS

When the CCOP disagrees with IAD recommendations, identifies additional allegations,
or has comments regarding questionable aspects of an investigation, the CCOP submits a letter
detailing its findings to the Chief of Police. In FY11, the CCOP disagreed with IAD findings,
rendered comments or recommended additional allegations in 21% of the investigations
reviewed by the CCOP. This was an approximate 2 point increase from the FY10 rate of 19%.
See Chart 26 below.
Chart 26
DISTRIBUTION OF CCOP RECOMMENDATIONS for FY11
Disagree
11%

Agree
81%

Agree with
Comments
8%

The CCOP takes pride in the part it plays in assuring that the Department holds officers
fully accountable for their conduct. The Panel has noted several improvements in the scope and
quality of IAD investigations that the Panel believes is, in part, due to it diligence and insistence
on impartiality and thoroughness. Investigations were more thorough and broader in scope and
investigators were more diligent in delineating and fully charging officers.
While there was improvement in these areas, the Panel continued to receive
investigations it deemed incomplete or missing evidence. In these instances, the Panel either
remanded the investigations back to IAD to correct the deficiencies or recommended that
additional allegations be added to the list of charges.
In instances where the CCOP disagrees with the IAD recommendation, the CCOP
researches the issue and presents recommendations for alternative findings, policy changes
and/or training. After reviewing the CCOP’s recommendations, the Chief renders a final
disposition for the investigations. Only data for final dispositions received in FY11 are included
in this report. At the end of FY10, there were 14 letters pending a disposition from the Chief.
E.

INCOMING COMPLAINTS

In FY11, the CCOP received notice of 306 new complaints. PS complaints represented
115 of these and will most likely result in investigations that will not require the CCOP’s full
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review. The remainder will result in complete Internal Affairs investigations that are referred to
the CCOP in the current or a subsequent year. These 191 incoming complaints will become 118
IA, 11 FC, and 62 SI investigations. Chart 28 above shows a 4-year comparison by complaint
type.
The investigations for many of these complaints will not be referred to the CCOP until
next fiscal year or later. Therefore, the exact type and number of allegations contained in these
complaints, as well as the factors related to these increases, were not known at the time of this
report.
Chart 27
DISTRIBUTION OF COMPLAINTS BY CATEGORY

*** These complainants are initiated by police supervisory staff regarding an officer’s performance of or failure to perform specific

administrative functions. They are also related to traffic and other citations received by officers.
The

As noted previously, the CCOP was advised of a new process implemented by the Police
Department in FY11 that drastically changed the way in which complaints are being processed,
as well as the nature of the resulting investigations
F.

OFFICER AND COMPLAINANT DEMOGRAPHICS

Table 5 below gives a comparative overview of officer and complainant demographics
across gender and race for investigations reviewed by the CCOP. The demographic information
is consistent with prior years’ distributions
Table 5 – Officer and Complainant Demographics
SEX

County
Demographics
Officer Demographics
Complainant
Demographics

RACE

Male

Female

Unknown*

AfricanAmerican

47%

53%

N/A

69%

22%

9%

N/A

91%

9%

N/A

48%

42%

9%

1%

72%

28%

N/A

86%

4%

8%

2%

White

Other

Unknown*

*Unknown is due to anonymous complaints where sex or gender was not indicated by the complainant or the identity of the officer or the complainant
could not be determined or was not clearly noted in the investigation.
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G.

CASE PROCESSING TIME FRAME

As the number and complexity of investigations and allegations increased, the CCOP
adjusted its meeting schedule to meet the increase. The Panel now meets 1–2 evenings per week
to review and discuss cases. Additionally, some members spend non-meeting hours in the CCOP
office reviewing case files, videotapes and other evidence to prepare for review meetings. Even
with these special efforts, however, the CCOP is sometimes unable to meet the legislatively
mandated time of no more than 40 days to complete case reviews and prepare recommendations
to the Chief. In FY11, the average processing time for cases remained at 48 days.
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Outreach and Education
Key to the CCOP’s mission is its mandate to
strengthen the relationship between the police and the
community. The CCOP’s efforts to achieve this are
normally concentrated in three main areas:
Community Relations
Partnership Building
Improved Training for Panel Members
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Again in FY11, the CCOP’s participation in outreach was limited due to budget limitations.
For the most part, FY11 outreach was limited to the distribution full color brochures and posters
available in both Spanish and English, a kiosk-style PowerPoint presentation on the CCOP
services and activities, and a large exhibition display. These were made available upon request.
The CCOP continued to inform the public of its services via its web pages found on the
Prince George’s County Government’s web site located at www.princegeorgescountymd.gov.
The CCOP’s web pages offer a complete step-by-step guide to the complaint process. The 1072
Complaint Form, in both English and Spanish, can also be downloaded from the site. The site
also provides an email link to the CCOP, as well as links to PDF versions of the CCOP’s current
and prior annual reports. As of FY2008, the CCOP’s annual report is published online only.
The CCOP was included in the 2011 Directory of Organizations published by the Prince
George’s County Memorial Library System. This list identified the CCOP’s willingness to
provide speakers for educating the public on the complaint process, the CCOP’s functions, and
the role of law enforcement oversight panels in general. Additionally, staff continued to work
with the Department Compliance Unit to ensure compliance with the standards and
improvements made under the Department of Justice monitoring.
Panel members continued to be available to provide information on the CCOP and
citizen/police interaction at various professional and community meetings. The CCOP office
continued to provide outreach materials upon request.

Partnerships
The CCOP continued to foster and strengthen its partnerships with stakeholders in law
enforcement, government and the community. A major part of this effort is periodic meetings
with its two major stakeholders, the Office of the County Executive and Chief of Police. During
this reporting period, the CCOP conducted meetings and attended training conducted by senior
staff from the PGCPD’s Bureau of Professional Responsibility and Special Investigate Response
Team (SIRT) units.

Training
The CCOP maintains membership in the National Association for Civilian Oversight of
Law Enforcement (NACOLE). Since its focus is on the work of similar oversight groups across
the United States, NACOLE is of particular interest and significance to the CCOP, and has
become a valuable resource.
As a result, the CCOP instituted a modified version of its
recommended training program for civilian oversight panels. A major component of this
program includes participation in NACOLE’s training provided at its annual conference. The
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focus of the NACOLE conference is to provide a national debate on civilian oversight and
policing in the United States. NACOLE speakers and panelists from diverse countries,
professions and backgrounds provide invaluable information and insight at these conferences.
Panel discussions cover a wide range of issues including: 1) types of civilian oversight best
suited for a given community; 2) trends in civilian oversight and their effect on various types of
oversight; and 3) suggested policy changes and best practices.
The CCOP also attended in a PGCPD led training session on the Department’s early
warning system. The Panel also conducted several meetings with IAD commanders and
investigators to discuss pertinent case issue and concerns.
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Issues and Concerns
Long Standing Issue
SECONDARY EMPLOYMENT

Recurring Issues
LACK OF MOBILE VIDEO SYSTEM DURING TRAFFIC STOP
DELAY OF FAILURE TO CLERLY PROVIDE OFFICE IDENTIFICATION IN\FO
INVESTIGATIVE PROCESS
GENERAL ORDERS MANUAL

New Issues
PROPERTY MANAGEMENT
IMPLEMENTATION OF NEW CATEGORY FOR COMPLAINT PROCESSING
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Each year, the CCOP’s annual report outlines critical issues related to the CCOP’s
operations, the PGCPD policies and training, as well as community and citizen relations. This
section includes continuing issues and new issues for FY11.
A.

CONTINUING ISSUES

1.

Secondary Employment

ISSUE: Per the General Orders Manual, Extra Duty Employment /Secondary Employment is
any paid employment that results from being a departmental employee (e.g. police officers) and
is not county sponsored. The police officers act within the scope of their police duties when
working secondary employment. Secondary employment is an issue that has resulted in
numerous citizens and Department initiated complaints over the past few years. Some stem from
secondary employment at nightclubs and often relate to incidents that occur at the end of an
evening, when officers are actively assisting with egress from the property. A typical complaint
is that officers are rude and abusive in their attempt to quickly clear the crowd from a parking
lot. Others stem from incidents related to officers working inside establishments, such as bars
and restaurants, and are enforcing the rules of management under the guise of their police power
and duties. These cases are often difficult to investigate and for the CCOP to review the
resulting investigations. In these situations, the reporting and recordkeeping processes for
tracking officers working secondary employment needs improvement. The CCOP has reviewed
situations where officers simply call in to report where they will be working and
all the information is recorded in handwritten logs. When complaints are lodged, this often
makes it difficult for investigators to determine which officer is working where and on what date
and what shift.
RECOMMENDATIONS: The Panel continues to recommend that the Department develops a
process for stricter reporting and monitoring to govern officers' participation in part-time employment.
Additionally, the panel also recommends that ways to mitigate the County’s liability regarding officers
on secondary employment, especially for nightclub assignments, be investigated. The CCOP also
recommends that the Department develop and implement a computerized process for reporting
and tracking officers’ off-duty assignments, not just for nightclub employment, but all secondary
employment.
STATUS: Realizing that this issue had reached critical mass as it relates to risk and liability for the
County, during his phase as the interim police chief, Police Chief Magaw created an "Office of
Secondary Employment" to review, revise, and provide ongoing management of policies and
issues related to secondary employment. This new office has already implemented a new process
for the officers to notify their commanders when and where they will be working secondary
employment. The CCOP looks forward to the full implementation of the new program and to
receiving reports regarding its progress and outcomes.
2.

Lack of Functioning Mobile Video Systems during Traffic Stops

ISSUE: In many cases, video evidence could have helped to more clearly resolve several
allegations. Numerous cases which involved traffic stops may have benefited from properly used
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or adequately functioning audio visual equipment. Unfortunately, a pattern appears to be
emerging where many older police cruisers either have no audio visual equipment, have obsolete
or malfunctioning equipment or officers have demonstrated a lack of training in properly
deploying the equipment.
RECOMMENDATIONS: In FY10, the CCOP recommended that the Department develop a
long-term plan to provide for proper video monitoring equipment to be installed in all
departmental vehicles as soon as possible. The CCOP continues to make this recommendation.
Additionally, the CCOP recommended that officers be given periodic training to remind them of
the necessity and benefit to properly functioning video monitoring equipment.
STATUS: With regard to insuring that vehicles are equipped with operational MVS systems, the
CCOP has been advised that as fleet vehicles are retired, they are replaced with vehicles that are
equipped with the technology to do audio and video recording of required stops. This
replacement cycle will continue as vehicles are retired and updates to technology are dictated.
The CCOP has received no status regarding its recommendation to insure updated training on
MVS.
3.

Delay or Failure to Clearly Provide Officer Identification Information

ISSUE: In FY10, the CCOP noted a continuing pattern in cases where officers are not providing
identification information to citizens or not providing it in the manner dictated by the GOM, Volume
I, Chapter 32, Section 21, which states that when confidentiality is not an issue, “an employee will
provide their name, rank and identification number upon request, The identification will be clearly
provided.” Cases reviewed in FY11, further illustrated this pattern. Statements and video evidence
included in the investigative files continue to serve as sufficient evidence to document incidents in
which this information has not been clearly provided. As stated in the FY10 report, in some
incidents, citizens who are unaware that officers no longer have “badge numbers”, ask for badge
numbers. Officers in many of these instances have only responded that they do not have badge
numbers and failed to provide any officer identification information. In other instances, the citizen
had to request the identification information multiple times, only to receive vague or unclear
responses or no response. In other instances, the information is provided in a manner that would not
be deemed as clear or sufficient by any standard.
RECOMMENDATION: The CCOP continues to recommend that officers be required to promptly
respond to requests for identification, regardless of how the request is phrased and reiterates its initial
concerns. The CCOP is aware that the GOM specifies that the information does not have to be
provided in writing. However, to improve community relations and to prevent further escalation of
situations where a citizen does not understand the information verbally provided by the officer, the
CCOP suggests that the officer provide citizens with a business card. The CCOP further
recommended that the Department consider providing officers with generic Police Department
business cards that include space for officers to write their specific identification information.
STATUS: While the Panel was advised that its recommendation would be taken under
consideration, again in FY11, no formal response was received.
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4.

Investigative Process

ISSUE: As in the FY09 and FY10 annual reports, the CCOP continues to note that, in some cases,
investigators fail to fully investigate or address all the charges applicable to a complaint. Specifically,
the Panel reiterates that some investigators do not take into consideration:
a. All allegations outlined in the original written complaint;
b. Additional allegations made by the complainant or witness(es) during taped or written
statements; and
c. Additional charges or allegations made during a 911 call or other requests for assistance.
RECOMMENDATIONS: The CCOP recommended that the Department explores national best
practices to identify processes and procedures for conducting police accountability investigations and
interviews that will ensure all aspects of a complaint are fully identified and investigated. It is also
recommended that investigators be trained or re-trained on interrogation techniques.
STATUS: While the CCOP has seen improvements in the delineation of charges, the Panel noted a
new concern; investigators who recommend dispositions for charges without outlining or explaining
the evidence that supports their recommendations. The CCOP met with IAD command staff in FY10
and advised them of this concern.
5.

General Order Manual Format

ISSUE: As part of its Department of Justice Memorandum of Agreement compliance efforts, the
Department revised its GOM. The CCOP continues to state that the revised GOM is difficult to
navigate, is not intuitive and is not user-friendly. The CCOP expressed this concern in its FY07, FY08,
FY09, FY10, and FY11 annual reports and in conversations with Department representatives. The
GOM, in its current format, makes locating and reviewing GOM provisions cumbersome and timeconsuming.
RECOMMENDATION: The CCOP recommended, that at a minimum, the Department adds a
subject index to the format. This would provide users with a logical base to begin a search for specific
GOM provisions. However, to make the GOM a more responsive document, the Panel also
recommends that it be published in an electronic format, with word, topic and citation search
capabilities.
STATUS: No changes to the GOM or formal response have been received.
B.

NEW ISSUES FOR FY11
1. Police Property Management

ISSUE: The CCOP noted, in two key cases, an emerging pattern where officers had failed to
appropriately handle and track evidence or property in a case. One particular case resulted in a
complainant losing a specific amount of cash, despite the officer acknowledging having seen the
money. In another more troubling case, it became apparent to the panel that the department has a
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system-wide challenge of properly recording and subsequently tracking both evidence and
property. Upon further inquiry with the department, it became clear that the property and
evidence management system was highly decentralized and full of opportunities for error and
mismanagement. If not corrected, this could prove challenging in a number of ways, particularly
when related to prosecuting cases or properly returning property to citizens.
RECOMMENDATION: The CCOP recommends that the department review the overall
system of handling and tracking property and evidence and establish a single, standardized
method that reduces the chances for misplacing, mislabeling, or simply losing materials.
STATUS: The CCOP met with IAD command staff in FY11 on several occasions to review the
status of the property and evidence tracking system. By the end of FY11, the CCOP had been
informed that the department was in the process of installing a completely revised and updated
property management system and that all of the police districts throughout the county would be
updated before the end of the next fiscal year.
2.

Implementation of New Category for Complaint Processing

ISSUE: Sometime in FY11, the Department implemented a new inquiry process for handling
incoming complaints. However, the CCOP was not made aware of the implementation of this
process until the beginning of FY12, when the CCOP began reviewing its yearly statistics and
noted an overall decrease in the number of complaints and completed investigation referred to
the CCOP. The CCOP sought an explanation for this trend the Panel was first advised by the
Department that it had implemented new inquiry processing procedures in early 2012. The Panel
had a number of concerns regarding the implications of the inquiry process, not only for the
processing of complaints, but also for the quantity and quality the investigations resulting from
this process. These concerns were expressed in an initial meeting with the Deputy Chief
Administrative Officer for Public Safety and Commander of the Office of Professional
Responsibility. As a result, incoming complaints that were processed as inquires, to-date for
FY12, were retroactively forwarded to the CCOP for review. Sixty-two inquires, dated July 5 October 5, 2011, were forwarded to CCOP. After reviewing these 62 inquiries, the CCOP
disagreed with the Department’s decision not to conduct an IAD investigation for 59%. There is
an additional undetermined number of incoming complaints for FY11 that were not referred to
the CCOP or investigated by IAD. Therefore, the CCOP had no data to report on these
complaints or subsequent dispositions for FY11.
RECOMMENDATION: As the inquiry process is currently implemented, the CCOP is not
receiving notification of the complaints or the inquiry, until after the Department has made the
decision to conduct an inquiry vs. an Internal Affairs investigation, and the complainant has been
notified. Because of its concerns regarding the the inquiry process, the Panel has requested that
complaints designated for the inquiry process be forwarded to the Panel for review and
recommendation prior to final determination of the complaint status.
STATUS: The CCOP has scheduled meetings in FY12 with the Chief of Police, Commander of
the Office of Professional Responsibility and the Deputy Chief Administrative Officer for Public
Safety to review, discuss and make recommendations regarding this new process.
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A.

Glossary of Terms
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The terms defined below pertain to
CB-25-1990, and CB-59-2001 which
engendered new terms and definitions.

ALLEGATION - The specific charge for
each act or behavior investigated in complaints
alleging that a law enforcement
officer has violated standards imposed by
law or the Prince George’s County Police
Department (PGCPD) procedures. The
allegations investigated by IAD and
reviewed by CCOP include, but are not
limited to the following categories:
Use of Force:
Aggressive Force - Force unreasonable in
scope, duration, or severity under circumstances
(e.g., continued use of force when
resistance has ceased).
Excessive Force - Intentional, malicious, or
unjustified use of force resulting in injury or
potential for injury.
Unnecessary Force - Force inappropriate to
effect an arrest or control a situation;
includes use of force when none is necessary.
Use of Language:
Abusive Language - Harsh, violent, profane
or derogatory language that would demean
the dignity of any person.
Discriminatory Language - Demeaning,
derogatory or abusive language, or other
unbecoming conduct relating to the race,
color, national origin, gender, or religion of a
person(s).
Inappropriate Language - Name calling,
sarcastic remarks or other unnecessary language
which serves to belittle, or embarrass
a citizen, or otherwise inflame an employee/
citizen contact.

Conduct - Refers to excessive, unwarranted
or unjustified behavior that
reflects poorly on the officer the department
or on the county government,
regardless of duty status. This category
includes allegations of misconduct, unbecoming
conduct, and unreported misconduct.
Harassment - Repeated, unwarranted
verbal or physical annoyances, threats or
demands including sexual harassment.
Credibility - Allegations of dishonest
behavior that may diminish public trust
and undermine the credibility, effectiveness
or integrity of the officer or contribute
to the corruption of others.
Process Violations - Failure to comply
with specific policies and directives related
to operational procedures.
Firearms - Complaints or cases related
to the intentional and unintentional discharge
CB-25-1990 - The legislation establishing
the Citizen Complaint Oversight
Panel (CCOP) that sets forth its duties
and responsibilities and the composition
of its members. (See Appendix B)
CB-44-1994 - The legislation that
changed the length of terms of panel
members from two years to four years,
and provided for the staggering of the
terms. (See Appendix C)
CB-59-2001 - The legislation that
amended CB-25-1990. (See Appendix D)

Citizen Complaint Oversight Panel

CCOP - The Citizen Complaint
Oversight Panel
COMPLAINT - Any written allegation,
signed by the complainant and submitted
to the Prince George’s County Police
Department (PGCPD), alleging that the
conduct of a law enforcement officer
violated standards imposed by law or the
PCGPD procedures. A complaint can also
be filed using Form #1072 (PGCPD
form).
FORM #1072 - Complaint Against
Police Practices - A Prince George's
County Government Form for filing
complaints against the Prince George's
County Police Department.
IAD - Internal Affairs Division of the
Prince George's County Police
Department.
LETTER OF DETERMINATION Refers to the summary report of
investigations
conducted by the HRC prior to
January 11, 2001. This function was
made obsolete by CB-59-2001.
RECOMMENDATIONS - CCOP’s
conclusions submitted to the Chief of
Police for each of the allegations listed
in the Internal Affairs ROI, and are
based on IAD’s investigation, comments,
recommendations, and, when
applicable, CCOP’s investigation. The
CCOP can concur with the IAD findings
in their entirety or the CCOP may disagree
and make its own recommendations
to the Chief of Police with any of
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the following conclusions or
recommendations”
for each allegation as follows:
Sustain - A preponderance of the evidence
proves that the alleged act(s) occurred and
that the act(s) violated Department policy
and procedures.
Not Sustained - The evidence fails to prove
or disprove that the alleged act(s) occurred.
Proper Conduct - Also referred to as
“Exonerated” is a finding that the
investigation found the alleged acts did occur,
but they were justified, lawful and proper.
Unfounded - The investigation found the
alleged acts did not occur or did not involve
police employees.
Panel Investigation - Substantive issues
were not adequately or impartially addressed
by the Internal Affairs investigation; the Panel
may conduct its own investigation; or
Remand to Chief of Police - The Panel
defers disposition to send complaint back to
the Chief for further investigation and/or
additional investigation.

REPORT/REPORT OF
INVESTIGATION
(ROI)- The report by lAD that is
the written record of its investigation.
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B.

Enabling Legislation
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Selected Case Summaries
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Special Investigative Team responded for a domestic incident involving an officer.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT

The Respondent attempted to place the Involved Citizen under arrest for disorderly conduct. The Involved Citizen resisted arrest and the Respondent deployed his pepper
spray. When the Involved Citizen continued to resist being handcuffed, the Respondent deployed an arm bar take down maneuver.

-SI 10-00001

-SI 10-00002

The Complainant alleged unbecoming conduct by the Respondent when she stopped and issued a citation to the Complainant for speeding.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED

The Respondents were posing as drug users when they purchased illegal drugs from the Involved Citizen. The Involved Citizen was taken into custody and a search of his
vehicle produced suspected crack cocaine. The Involved Citizen denied making the drug transaction and filed a complaint alleging that officers forced him to the ground,
punched him, handcuffed him, and continued to kick and punch him while he was on the ground. He alleged that he sustained serious injury to his face.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

IAF 10-00003

-SI 09-00003

1

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

The Complainant fled when several unmarked police vehicles surrounded him. He struck an unmarked police vehicle. He alleged that when he saw the police emergency lights,
he immediately stopped. He also alleged that officers then pulled him out of his vehicle, through the window, slammed his head against the pavement and kicked him in his
jaw. He was transported to a local hospital and received several stitches.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00003

CCOP RESPONSE: The investigation failed to produce a preponderance of evidence to support the Respondent's actions as lawful and proper. There was no statement from
the Involved Citizen nor video tape evidence nor any witnesses to the interaction between the Involved Citizen and the Respondent. The CCOP found that the investigation
failed to prove or disapprove the Use of Force allegation and recommended that the allegation be Non-Sustained.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondents pushed him against a wall during a "stop and frisk". The Respondents are also accused of misrepresenting the facts as they relate
to this incident.
MISREP. OF FACTS
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
MISREP. OF FACTS
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE REVIEW
SUSTAINED
STOP & FRISK REPORT
SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations

IAD 10-00001

Allegations

FY2011
Case Summaries

The Complainant alleged that when she was pulled over, officers were rude and malicious. She alleged that she was searched by Respondent #1 in a manner that made her feel
uncomfortable and disrespected. She also alleged that the Respondent used profanity. The Complainant was issued two tickets, and alleged that after she signed the tickets, her
license and registration were thrown at her. The Complainant felt that she and her vehicle were searched without probable cause.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent and his canine responded to an activated alarm at a local school. The Respondent observed suspects exit the building carrying electronic equipment. When
they failed to comply with orders to stop, the Respondent released his canine. The canine seized the Involved Citizen and the Involved Citizen was taken into custody.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The officers allegedly approached a vehicle and kicked the passenger door, causing damage to the vehicle. It was also alleged that the officers dragged Witness #2 out of the
vehicle and slammed him against the vehicle. Respondent #1 approached the Complainant at the rear of the vehicle, patted him down, then lifted him off his feet and slammed
him onto the trunk of the vehicle, causing injury to his ribs. Respondent #1 searched the Complainant's vehicle while Respondent #2 searched his person. It was also alleged
that Respondent #1 and Respondent #2 refused to give the Complainant their names or badge numbers. The Complainant stated that after the Respondents left the scene he
discovered he was missing a check from his wallet.
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED

The Respondents are were involved in a domestic confrontation. Both sustained minor injuries and were placed under arrest. Additionally, both Respondents had taken their
assigned cruisers to their out-of-the-county residence, while off-duty and without authorization.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
VEHICLE USE OFF DUTY
SUSTAINED
VEHICLE USE OFF DUTY
SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
UNFOUNDED

The Complainants alleged that the Respondents cursed at them and punched Complainant #1 after he was asked to sit on the ground. The Respondents were also accused of
making inappropriate comments and one respondent was accused of misrepresenting facts when questioned about the incident.
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00004

-SI 10-00004

IAD 10-00005

-SI 10-00005

IAD 10-00006

2

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

The Respondent lost control of his vehicle. The vehicle struck a guard rail, flipped over several times, and then came to rest on the roadway. The Respondent reported to Prince
George's Hospital as a result of injuries sustained in the accident. The Respondent was cited via Maryland Uniform Complaint and Citation for traffic violations that lead to
this accident.
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
SUSTAINED
EMPLOYEE DUI
SUSTAINED
EMPLOYEE DUI
SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations

-SI 10-00003

Allegations

Complainant alleged that the Respondent told him to step out of his vehicle after he was stopped for speeding and that he was placed under arrest. He alleged that his head was
banged on the hood of his car. He stated that he was thrown to the ground and kicked in his eye, neck and back. Complainant was placed in the police vehicle and he requested
to go to the hospital.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED

Complainant alleged that the Respondent arrested her son after a hit and run accident and did not place his cellular phone in property. Her accusation was based on the fact that
calls were allegedly placed on the phone in question while it was supposed to be in property. The unauthorized calls were allegedly placed to Ethiopia.
PROPERTY SUBMISSION
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent and the Involved Citizen engaged in an argument. The Involved Citizen obtained a protective order for the Respondent. The protective order was subsequently
rescinded. However, the Respondent failed to appear for an ordered appointment.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
INSUBORDINATION
SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that she was waiting at the bus stop when a fight between high school students started. She alleged that when the Respondent arrived he began yelling
and saying that she had to leave. She claimed that she was not involved in the fight and that when she advised the Respondent that she was waiting for the bus he grabbed the
back of her shirt, pulled her across the parking lot and threw her into a bush.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainants alleged that the Respondents were inattentive in their duties while investigating a first degree assault involving the Complainants.
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent arrested the Complainant. The Complainant alleged that during the arrest, the Respondent slammed her head against a brick wall and a fire alarm box. She
further alleged that the Respondent hit her several times, dragged her on the ground and down a set of steps. She also alleged that the Respondent handcuffed her wrist so tight
that it cut off the circulation to her hands. She stated that the Respondent used profanity, and was rude and unprofessional while transporting her to the district station for
processing.

IAD 10-00008

IAF 10-00008

-SI 10-00008

IAD 10-00009

IAD 09-00010

IAD 10-00010

3

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

CCOP RESPONSE: This investigation is related to an incident where the Complainant alleged that the Respondent used excessive physical force that resulted in injuries.
However, while the force and a hospital transport were reflected throughout the investigative file, no medical report or evidence regarding the hospital visit was included in the
case file. In fact, there is no indication that the medical evidence was ever requested or reviewed by the investigator. There have been other cases submitted for the Panel's
review that were also missing medical evidence related to hospital transports. Thus far, the missing evidence has not been crucial to the CCOP's review of those investigations.
This may not always be the case, and CCOP brought this matter to the Department's attention.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent followed a vehicle that matched the description of a carjacked vehicle to confirm the tag number. The pursued vehicle spun out of control and headed in the
direction of the Respondent's vehicle. When the Respondent realized that the pursued vehicle was still operational and was accelerating towards him, he drew his weapon and
fired at the driver, as he jumped back into his cruiser. As the pursued vehicle passed, it struck the open driver's door of the cruiser. This caused the cruiser door to strike the
Respondent's left leg, which was still exposed after he jumped into his cruiser.
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED

IAD Recommendations
NON-SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED

-SI 09-00007

Allegations
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
MISREP. OF FACTS

The Respondents responded to a report of an individual armed with a handgun inside a liquor store. When Respondent #1 patted the Involved Citizen down to check for a
weapon, the suspect became uncooperative and began to fight with the officers. The suspect started to run, while pulling a handgun from his waistband. The suspect fired his
weapon and the Respondents discharged their firearms, wounding the suspect. The suspect ran back into the liquor store and took one of the occupants as a hostage. He then
placed a gun to the hostage's head, but was later persuaded to release the hostage. He then fired one round from his handgun into the front window of the liquor store. He later
exited through the front door, firing his weapon at officers in the parking lot. The officers returned fired.
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED

The Respondent was working secondary employment for a local church. The Respodent stated that he took off his department issued gun belt, which contained his issued
Smith and Wesson MP .40. The Respondent then threw the gun belt onto the passenger side of his police cruiser. The weapon subsequently discharged one round into the
passenger's side door frame, shattering the window. The round did not exit the vehicle. There was no injuries.
FALSE STATEMENT
SUSTAINED
FIREARMS
SUSTAINED
MISREP OF FACT
SUSTAINED
ETHICS VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
PROCEDURAL VIOLATION
SUSTAINED

The Complainant stated that several officers began to follow her son as he was riding his bike. The Complainant and her son alleged that the Respondents stopped her son and
ordered him to remove his coat so they could search him. The son alleged that while he was taking off his coat, one the Respondents struck him in the face and the
Respondents pushed him into the front door of his residence, causing damage to the grillwork. The Complainant alleged that when he asked for the Respondent's names and ID
numbers, the respondents got in their cars and quickly left the area. The Complainant alleged that when she called the district station to lodge a complaint, Respondent #5 was
rude.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
EXCESSIVE FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

-SI 09-00011

-SI 10-00011

IAD 10-00012

4

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

The Respondent was in his residence cleaning his assigned patrol rifle. The Respondent had forgotten that he had chambered a round in the rifle and while he was performing
the function test for the rifle, the rifle discharged one round into the ceiling. There were others in the residence at the time, but there were no injuries. The Respondent called
the local police department and a police report was completed. No further action was taken by local police and SIRT assumed investigative responsibility. The Respondent was
off-duty at the time of the incident.
FIREARMS
SUSTAINED

Allegations
IAD Recommendations
The Complainant reported that her adult daughter is involved in a romantic relationship with the Respondent. The Complainant feels the relationship is inappropriate and
unethical.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

-SI 10-00010

IAF 10-00010

The Complainant stated he became involved in a verbal dispute with a female while he shopped at a local store. The female followed him while screaming profanities at him.
As the Complainant walked down the aisle he observed three or four males running down the aisle towards him. The Complainant believed he was in immediate danger of
being assaulted and drew his service weapon. All of the males fled. However, the Complainant was able to detain suspect.

IAF 10-00013

Police were dispatched for a suspect armed with a handgun. The Involved Citizen was observed sitting at a bus stop and officers conducted a pat-down search for a weapon;
none was found. The Involved Citizen was asked to sit on the bench while the officers conducted a field interview and checked the area for weapons. The Involved Citizen sat
and began to eat and drink food. Respondent #3 alleges that the Involved Citizen was asked to stop eating and drinking until they concluded their field interview. Respondent
#3 moved the Involved Citizen's cup away from him and the Involved Citizen grabbed the cup, causing it to collapse and the contents to spill. Respondent #3 alleged that he
attempted to do the same with the Involved Citizen's bag of food, and the Involved Citizen stood up and shoved Respondent #3 with both hands. Respondent #3 alleges that the
Involved Citizen advanced towards him and he pushed the Involved Citizen with a closed hand and struck the Involved Citizen on the side of the face. The Involved Citizen
fell to the ground, with Respondent #3 falling on top of him. Respondents #1 and #2 came to Respondent #3's aid. Following a brief struggle, the Involved Citizen was
handcuffed. He was transported to a hospital, where he was treated for a broken nose. The Involved Citizen refused to make a statement to police regarding the injury to his
nose.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent used force that was inappropriate during an arrest.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The Complainant reported for a scheduled spa treatment she received as a gift. The Respondent was the masseuse scheduled to provide a massage for the Complainant. The
Complainant alleged that during the massage, the Respondent touched her breast inappropriately touched her breast and penetrated her with his fingers. The Complainant
advised that she expressed to other spa employees her displeasure in reference to the inappropriate contact; however, the employees could not recall the Complainant making
the described comments.
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent approached her in court and made inappropriate comments.
RETALIATORY ACTS
NON-SUSTAINED

-SI 09-00014

IAD 10-00015

-SI 10-00015

IAD 10-00016

5

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

The Complainant advised that he was stopped by the Respondents for speeding. He questioned Respondent #1 about the stop and his grandson, Witness #1 spoke up and said
that he had done nothing wrong. The Complainant stated that Respondent #2 pulled Witness #1 from the vehicle and pinned him to the ground. The Complainant stated that
after the Witness #1 was removed from the vehicle, the officers searched his vehicle without cause.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED

IAD 10-00014

The Respondent was the acting Shift Commander and responded to the scene. The Complainant alleged that the Department did not properly pursue and investigate the matter.
The Complainant also alleged that the Respondent seemed irritated that he had to respond to the scene. The Complainant felt the Respondent "questioned me as if I was the
suspect."
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT

The Complainant alleged that when he was confronted by two Prince George's County police officers at a local hotel, he was pushed into a wall. He further alleged that he was
grabbed and shoved to the floor and that the Respondents stood on his hands, neck, and feet. The Complainant later complained to a witness that his ankle was injured during
the encounter.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations

IAD 10-00013

Allegations

The Respondent was at the scene of a Departmental Shooting. The Respondent had contact with both the involved officer and the subject that had been shot. The Respondent
submitted to a deposition with regards to a civil action in connection to a Departmental Shooting. During that deposition, the Respondent provided testimony that was greater
detail than that he had provided to investigators. As a result the Associate County Attorney notified the Special Investigative Response Team.

-SI 09-00017

The Respondent made an investigative traffic stop involving the Complainant. The Complainant alleged that an officer pushed him against a car, frisked him without cause,
and took his picture without reason. The Complainant stated that he asked the Respondent his reason for wanting a picture of him and the Respondent allegedly said "You're in
P.G. County; We can do what we want to do."
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00018

6

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

Involved Citizen and her husband Respondent were having a dispute. Respondent had visible sratches on his face, neck, and chest. According to Complainant, Involved Citizen
had a small scratch on her left arm that would not show up in a picture. Involved Citizen grabbed at The Respondent's face in an attempt to prevent him from leaving. The
Respondent then pushed The Involved Citizen into a wall three times, causing her head to strike the wall each time. The Involved Citizen futher alleges that the Respondent
grabbed her by her shirt and ripped her shirt, as he ran out of the house. As a result, both parties were arrested and transported to separate stations for processing.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

-SI 10-00017

CCOP RESPONSE: The GOM Volume 1, Chapter 32, Section V, Subsection 10 states that employees shall maintain a strong personal commitment to perform their duties
properly. Failure to honor this commitment results in a reduction of professional standards, a potential decrease of public service, and a potential increase in jeopardy. In this
case, the Respondent provided a written statement with regard to a departmental shooting. In his statement, the Respondent said that the subject was making a continuous
utterance of "you're supposed to fire warning shots." The Respondent also submitted to an audio recorded interview, in which he gave the same response. When asked
whether there was anything else that he felt was pertinent to this investigation, the Respondent replied, "Not to my awareness." When the Respondent was later deposed by an
attorney and questioned about what the shooting subject said, again he gave the same response as above. But when asked by the deposing attorney to repeat everything the
shooter said, the Respondent gave a more detailed response. When asked why he didn't provide the same information when he was question ealier, the Respondent stated that
he was not asked the same questions. This is true. The Respondent provided a statement that approximated one to two pages, with regard to the shooting. The Department
interview was approximately four pages long. The deposition, which was very detailed and required direct answers to direct questions, was over one hundred and sixty pages
long. The Department asked the respondent a vague question which gave him an opportunity to decide what was pertinent. The Respondent focused on one statement of the
shooting subject. He may have thought that was more important. Given the questions asked of him by the Department, it is unclear whether the Respondent's answer violated
the GOM and the CCOP recommended that the allegation be Non-Sustained.
ATTENTION TO DUTY
SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondents failed to maintain a strong personal commitment to perform their duties properly by showing favoritism to one of the parties
involved in a dispute.
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED

CCOP RESPONSE: The CCOP disagreed with Exonerated for the Use of Force allegation. None of the multiple witness statements and evidence documented in the case file
supports that shooting the Involved Citizen was lawful or proper. Additionally, none of the evidence supported the Respondent's allegation that the Involved Citizen struck
him. There was no corroboration that the Involved Citizen took the actions the Respondent said precipitated him discharging his weapon and striking the Involved Citizen.
Therefore, the CCOP found that the investigation failed to prove or disprove that the Respondent's lethal discharge of a weapon was justified and lawful and recommended that
the allegation be Non-sustained.
.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The Respondent was involved in a departmental shooting while working secondary employment at a local apartment complex, after he observed what he believed to be a drug
transaction in progress. The Respondent alleged that he saw one of the suspects make a throwing motion and began to walk away. The Respondent further alleged that when he
ordered the suspects to stop, one suspect continued to walk away. The Respondent chased and took the suspect to the ground.

IAD Recommendations
NON-SUSTAINED

IAF 10-00017

-SI 08-00016

Allegations
USE OF LANGUAGE

The Complainant advised that in the District III Investigative Section Office the Respondent and Witness #1 were engaged in a conversation, when he approached them and
advised Witness #1 to stop discussing a case. The Complainant stated that the Respondent became insubordinate and also struck him.
INSUBORDINATION
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that two officers stopped and frisked her sons and nephew in a parking lot. She further alleged that they were patted down and forced to sit on the wet
ground. The Complainant also alleged that while the young men were detained, they were called derogatory names and that racial slurs were used in reference to their skin
color and dreadlocks. She alleged that an officer kicked one of the boys in the ribs and pulled his hair.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Department was notified by the Sheriff's Office in a neighboring county that a Temporary Protective Order had been issued for the Respondent. The allegation was that the
Respondent had grabbed the Involved Citizen who is a minor and put his hands around the Involved Citizen's throat, then threw and pinned her against a wall. A witness, the
Involved Citizen's mother, petitioned the court for a Temporary Protective Order for the Respondent. At the hearing for the Final Protective Order, the witness withdrew the
petition. The witness subsequently declined to cooperate with this investigation and did not allow the investigator access to the Involved Citizen.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant was engaged in a verbal altercation with two officers. A physical altercation ensued and the Complainant was pepper sprayed in a tightly enclosed area and
handcuffed.

IAD 10-00019

IAD 10-00020

-SI 10-00020

IAD 10-00021

The Complainant alleged that he was sitting in his vehicle when he was approached by the Respondent. He alleged that the Respondent pepper sprayed him, pulled him out of
his vehicle, punched him, struck him with the ASP baton and arrested him.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

IAD 10-00022

7

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

Police Witness #1 stated there had been several robberies in the area and stopped both Complainants to conduct a field interview. For officer safety, Police Witness #1 and
Police Witness #2 responded to his location. During the interview, a check of Civilian Witness #1's backpack was conducted and a 25 caliber semi-automatic handgun was
located. In order to render the weapon safe, the Respondent attempted to remove the duct tape and magazine. During this action, the weapon discharged, firing one round into
the ground causing a small chip in the roadway.
FIREARMS
SUSTAINED

-SI 10-00021

CCOP RESPONSE: The CCOP disagreed with Exonerated for the Use of Force allegation. The Respondent indicated that he and another officer were escorting the
Complainant and another women from the hotel for disturbing the peace when the Complainant struck him in the neck and that he immediately deployed his OC Spray. He
stated that he did not give a warning because he did not want her to assault him again. This was done in a confined space and although there were others present at the time.
Without corroboration or a preponderance of evidence to show that the Complainant struck the Respondent, his use of force can not be exonerated. The CCOP recommended
that the allegation be Non-Sustained. Additionally, the CCOP questioned the Respondent's decision to deploy OC spray in a confined space, with another officer and a citizen
present.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Repsondent, a canine handler, responded to assist a patrol officer with the location and apprehension of three suspects that had bailed out of a carjacked vehicle. The
vehicle was also reported to have been involved in a fatal pedestrian hit and run in the District of Columbia. Three occupants fled from the vehicle on foot. The Involved
Citizen discarded a handgun as he exited the vehicle. The MVS captured the Involved Citizen discarding the handgun as he fled. The Respondent initiated a track that led to the
location of the Involved Citizen and Witness #1. The Respondent confonted them and issued loud commands for them both to surrender. Witness #1 immediately complied
with the command, but the Involved Citizen did not. The Involved Citizen stood and turned to flee. The canine was deployed. After the canine was deployed, Witness #2
observed the Involved Citizen go to the ground and comply with orders issued by the Respondent. The Respondent then removed the canine and the Involved Citizen was taken
into custody without further incident.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

IAD Recommendations

-SI 10-00018

Allegations

The Complainant alleged that she had been assaulted by the Respondent. The Complainant alleged that the Respondent approached her from behind, punched her in the head
and threatened to kill her with her service weapon during a Sunday church service.
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent was accused of attempting to initiate an unauthorized traffic stop on one of the Complainant's associates near her home, allegedly threatening and harassing
the Complainant and her friends, placing unauthorized mail in her friend's mailbox, and flattening one of her friend's vehicle tires. The Involved Citizen also alleged that the
Respondent disobeyed a direct order from a police supervisor to stop contacting her. As a result, the Involved Citizen requested and received a Peace Order stipulating that the
Respondent was to have no contact with the Involved Citizen.

-SI 09-00022

-SI 10-00022

The Complainants alleged that Complainant #1 was arrested and charged with disorderly conduct. Complainant #1 alleged that the Respondent drove over 65 mph while
transporting her to the Department of Corrections. Additionally, Complainant #1 accused the Respondent of breaking his driver's license in half. She also alleged that the
Respondent closed the car door on her leg. Complainant #2 filed her complaint to say that she witnessed the incident and to complain about how the Respondent spoke to her.

IAD 10-00025

8

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

CCOP RESPONSE: Complainant #2 specifically accused the Respondent of screaming and yelling at her in a "disrespectful tone." This allegation of unbecoming conduct
merited investigation. However, the Unbecoming Conduct allegation included in the investigation only addressed the Respondent's alleged action of shutting the car door on
Complainant #1's leg and does not cover the conduct alleged by Complainant #2. Since this alleged action involved a different complaint, it should not be included under the
Unbecoming Conduct charge related to Complainant #1. Therefore, the CCOP recommended that an additional and separate charge specifically addressing Complainant #2's
allegation be added. However, as the investigation did not provide sufficient evidence to prove or disprove the allegation, the CCOP recommended that the allegation be
Non-Sustained. Additionally, the CCOP found that the investigation was not complete or thorough and that the investigator failed to conduct follow-up on several potential
allegations noted during the investigation.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant observed officers checking young men and vehicles at her apartment complex. The Complainant alleged that she observed one of the Respondents slap a man
in his head and knee him in his side. The Complainant alleged that she heard the man scream "stop, please stop." The Complainant alleged that when she asked for and
received the Respondent's name and ID information, she called 911 to report the Respondent's actions.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00023

CCOP RESPONSE: While the CCOP agreed with the finding for the allegations in this case, the Panel noted that the investigation failed to address why the Respondent was in
the area near the Complainant's home. The Respondent and the Complainant were previously involved in a four-year relationship that ended and resulted in the Respondent's
supervisor issuing a direct order for the Respondent to stop contacting the Complainant. One of the charges in the investigation is that the Respondent conducted an
unauthorized traffic stop involving the Complainant's male associate and questioned the associate about his relationship with the Complainant. The alleged stop was conducted
near the Complainant's home. The investigator did not attempt to determine why the Respondent was near the Complainants home. Since this was not his assigned district, the
CCOP questioned if he lived in that area or had another legitimate purpose for being so close to her home?
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
FAILURE TO OBEY
SUSTAINED

Complainant alleged that the Respondent's conduct was unbecoming when the Respondent stopped him and issued him a citation for a traffic violation.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations
EXONERATED
NON-SUSTAINED
EXONERATED
EXONERATED

IAF 10-00022

Allegations
USE OF FORCE
USE OF LANGUAGE
USE OF FORCE
USE OF FORCE

The Complainant, an acting lieutenant at the time, was notified by a sergeant of an incident involving the Respondents who were fellow squad members. The sergeant
forwarded documentation of the incident that was received from a witness. The witness completed a memo stated that the Respondents were involved in a heated dispute in
which curse words were used.

IAD 10-00026

The Complainant was allegedly approached by the Respondent, who introduced himself as an officer and asked the Complainant to leave a parking lot. The Complainant stated
that he requested that the Respondent produce identification to show that he was a police officer. He alleged that the Respondent pushed him several times. Complainant stated
that in response, he pushed the Respondent. He also stated that the Respondent struck him, causing him to fall. A physical altercation between the Complainant and the
Respondent continued unil they were separated by another officer. The Complainant also alleged that he was pepper sprayed.
ATTENTION TO DUTY
UNFOUNDED

The Complainant stated that Witnesses #1, #2, and #3 were in the woods shooting a BB gun. When officers arrived on the scene the witnesses fled on foot and were
apprehended a short distance away. The Complainant, her son, and Witness #1 stated that the Respondent punched the son in his face, kicked him in his ribs, kicked him in the
back of this head, put his foot on his head and smashed his head into the ground.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00027

IAD 10-00028
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

After receiving approval for deployment of his canine the Respondent played his canine announcement over his in-car PA system and waited for a response from the suspects.
After receiving no response from the suspects, the Respondent and Witness approached the front door of the apartment. While at the front door, the Respondent gave several
more verbal canine announcements. After receiving no response again, the Respondent released his K-9 off its lead into the apartment to conduct a search.
DEPLOYMENT OF CANINE
EXONERATED

-SI 10-00026

SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED

The Respondent was suspect in a local bank robbery.
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT

-SI 09-00026

CCOP RESPONSE: While the aspects of the actions of the Respondents had been addressed in the context of Use of Force and Use of Language, the CCOP believed there
was a need to further address their overall behavior in the context of Unbecoming Conduct. The argument between these Respondents occurred in a public setting and to the
point where a superior had to stop them and advise them that their behavior was inappropriate. Their conduct violates the GOM, Volume 1, Chapter 32, Section 3,
Unbecoming Conduct, which states, "As the most visible representatives of the government, employee must display unblemished professional conduct are duty bound to avoid
excessive, unwarranted or unjustified behavior that would reflect poorly on themselves, the Department, and County government, regardless of duty status." Therefore, the
CCOP recommended adding and sustaining an allegation of Unbecoming Conduct for both Respondents.
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
ADDED ALLEGATION
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED

The Respondent spent the night with his the girlfriend at a local hotel and is accused of forcing her to have viginal intercourse with him against her will. The Involved Citizen
also alleged that the Respondent destroyed her cell phone by throwing it into a toilet.
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations
NON-SUSTAINED

-SI 10-00025

Allegations
DEPARTMENTAL VEHICLES

The witness complained about the circumstances that lead to the arrest of her neice, the Complainant. Police were called to a domestic disturbance at her home. As a result of
the police response, the Complainant was arrested by the Respondent. The witness accused the Respondent of abusing his authourity and falsifying the facts in his Statement of
Probable Cause, which led to the Complainant's arrest.
MISREP. OF FACTS
UNFOUNDED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
UNFOUNDED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

Involved Handler was called to assist with with the arrest of a subject wanted for Armed Carjacking with the use of a handgun. Handler was granted approval for deployment
of canine. Prior to approaching the residence officers showed the Handler a photograph of the Involved Citizen. When officers knocked on the door, they observed they
Involved Citizen look out the door, turn and run through the residence toward the rear of the house. Involved citizen attempted to exit a window on the side of the house and
obsereved the Handler with canine. The Handler ordered the Inovled Citizen to exit the residence and surrender. The Involved Citizen refused that fled back into the residence.
Witness officer opend the front door and spoke with witnesses in the residence, and they gave consent to search the residence, and advised that there was no one else in the
house besides the Involved Citizen. Handler gave a loud verbal canine announcement, that yeilded negative results. Handler then released the canine. After clearing the first
floor, Involved Handler made another loud verbal canine announcement at the top of the basement stairs of the residence, which also yeilded negative results. Handler relased
the canine. While checking the basement, the canine showed a behavior change when he approached a bedroom in the basement. Handler gave another loud canine
announcement, with negative results. Canine was deployed into the bedroom. Once in the bedroom, the canine seized the Involved Citizen on the left arm as he attempted to
hide under some bedsheets. Handler observed the Involved citizen was holding a steak knife, which he dropped when the canine seized him. Handler then ordered the Involved
Citizen to surrender and comply with his commands. Once the Involved Citizen complied, the Handler immediately removed the canine. The involved citizen was handcuffed
and transported to the hospital.
CANINE SEIZURE
EXONERATED

Witness #2 petitioned for a protection order related to the alleged child abuse of her son, Witness #1. Witness #2 stated that Witness #1 informed her that he feared being hit by
his the father, the Respondent. Witness #2 stated that Witness #1 informed her that between October and November of 2009, the Respondent would put his hands around his
neck and pick him up by his neck. It was further alleged that when Witness #1 informed the Assistant Principal, the Respondent slapped and punched him. According to
Witness #2, Witness #1 also informed Witness #2 that the Respondent has kicked him in the stomach. A temporary protective order was granted by Judge.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED

IAD 10-00029

-SI 11-00029

-SI 10-00030
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

Witness #1 notified the Prince George's County Police Department about the intoxicated actions of the Respondent. Witness #1 spoke with Witness #2, the Respondent's
supervisor, and provided him with details of the Respondent's alleged behavior. Witness #2 then completed a Commander's Log detailing the chronological facts about the
Respondent's behavior.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED

CCOP RESPONSE: The only evidence in support of the Respondent's version of events is the statement of another officer involved in the saturation patrol and efforts to stop
the involved citizen and the two other individuals. As there were no independent witness or evidence to corroborate the Respondent's statement, the investigation lacked the
preponderance of evidence needed to support the investigator's recommended finding of Exonerated. The CCOP found the investigation failed to prove or disprove that the
Respondent's use of force was necessary and lawful. The CCOP recommended the allegation be Non-Sustained.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The Respondent stated that the Involved citizen was combative and non-compliant and turned on the Respondent in an aggressive manner that led the Respondent to believe he
was about to be assaulted. The Respondent struck the Involved Citizen with a closed hand in the face and took him to the ground. The Involved Citizen was transported to the
hospital and diagnosed with a broken jaw that needed surgery to be repaired. The investigator unsuccessfully attempted to obtain statements from several independent
witnesses.

IAD Recommendations
NON-SUSTAINED

-SI 10-00028

-SI 09-00028

Allegations
USE OF LANGUAGE

Respondent #2 was assigned by her supervisor, Witness #2 to patrol the parking lot where officials were attending a meeting. Witness #2 returned and found the parking lot
empty. Respondent #2 was not in the lot. Witness #2 reported he made several attempts to contact Respondent #2 over the police radio and by telephone. Respondent #2
contacted Public Safety Communications and Witness #2 directed her to return to the lot. Respondent # 2 responded and stated she had been with Respondent #1 since the
meeting ended and that Respondent #1 was showing her around because she was unfamiliar with the area.

11

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

-SI 09-00033

The Complainant indicated that the Respondent came to his residence because his daughter had a dispute with the Respondent's sister. The Complainant alleged that the
Respondent displayed his weapon and failed to identify himself as a police officer.

IAD 10-00033

CCOP RESPONSE: The CCOP disagreed with Non-Sustained for the Unbecoming Conduct and Procedure Violation allegation related to the display of the weapon. The
investigator indicated that the investigation did not reveal sufficient evidence to prove or disprove that the Respondent intentionally exposed his gun. As with accidental
discharges of firearms, intent does not determine if a firearm safety has been violated. The GOM sets forth directives regarding firearm display and safety that are
unambiguous in their intent and focus. The GOM, Volume II, Chapter 52, Weapons, clearly states that "Unless operationally necessary, firearms shall be concealed at all times
from public view when officers are not in uniform." As such, it is an off-duty officer's responsibility to secure and conceal weapons in a manner that would prevent violation
of the stated GOM policy. The Respondent failed to do so and his weapon was not concealed from public view at all times. As the GOM policy is clear in this regard, the
CCOP recommended that allegation # 2- Procedural (Firearms) be sustained. With regards to Allegation #3- Procedural Violation (Identification), the CCOP disagree with
Exonerated and recommended Unfounded. The GOM, Volume I, Chapter 32, Protocol only addresses an officer's responsibility to provide officer identification information
"upon request" There are no statements or indication in the case file that the Respondent was asked to produce his identification, and as such had no obligation to voluntarily
provide this information. Therefore, the CCOP found that a violation did not occur and that the allegation should be Unfounded.
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
EXONERATED

The Complainant alleged that he was being harassed by the Respondent. He alleged that he had four contacts with the Respondent. He alleged that the fourth encounter
occurred when he walked past Respondent in a grocery store. He alleged that when he left the store, the Respondent followed him through the parking lot, on foot, whistling.
The Complainant stated that he felt that the Respondent's whistling was an attempt to intimidate or harass him.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT TO WIT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

CCOP RESPONSE: The Report of Investigation states that, "a review of the evidence revealed that the respondent's actions were due to her normal duties as a member of the
Pawn Unit." The CCOP agrees with this assessment and find that the Respondent was enforcing the existing laws, that related to pawn shop operations. The Panel found no
evidence to support that the Respondent's conduct or actions were outside of the scope of her authority and recommend that the allegation of Unbecoming Conduct be
Exonerated.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent verbally abused, demeaned and insulted his employees. Additionally, the Complainant alleges that the Respondent has degraded
their choice of occupation, harassed his customers, used her position to enforce her personal biases and unfairly targeted his shops with enforcement of State and Local laws.
The Complainant wished to ban the Respondent from his stores.

CCOP RESPONSE: The CCOP disagrees with the unfounded recommendation for Use of Language. The investigator indicated that he was unable to reach the Complainant by
certified mail or by phone to obtain a statement. However, the CCOP notes that no documentation of these attempts was provided as evidence. Irrespective of these attempts,
the Complainant did provide a statement, on his signed 1072 form, alleging a Use of Language by the Respondent during a traffic stop. The substance of this allegation was
not disproven by the witness statements the investigator was able to obtain. In fact, Witness Officer #1 stated that he did not recall the Respondent using profanity; Witness #2
was not at the scene during the initial stop, arriving after the stop was in progress; and Witness #3 also arrived after the stop was initiated, getting there after the Respondentl
already had the Complainant out of the car. These statements do not provide the preponderance necessary to prove that the alleged conduct did not occur. Therefore, the CCOP
recommends that the allegation of Use of Language be Non-Sustained.
USE OF LANGUAGE
UNFOUNDED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent used demeaning language and profanity during a traffic stop.

IAD Recommendations

IAD 10-00032

IAF 10-00031

IAD 10-00031

Allegations

Members of the Washington Area Vehicle Enforcement (WAVE) Team reponded to a stolen vehicle investigation. A vehicle was impounded. While conducting the impund
inventory, the WAVE team located currency in the vehicle. The money was later reported missing by the vehicle owner, The case also involved a civilian employee of the
Department of Resources. The civilian employee was investigated by the Police Department and allegations of Criminal Theft and failure to secure property were sustained for
the civilan employee.
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
EXONERATED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
EXONERATED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
EXONERATED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
EXONERATED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
EXONERATED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
EXONERATED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
EXONERATED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
EXONERATED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
EXONERATED

The Complainant submitted a letter complaining that officers used force against her nephew, Witness #1. The Complainant stated that she watched as Witness #1was pulled
over for a traffic violation by Respondents #1 and #2. The Complainant alleged that the Respondents were belligerent and rude. Additionally, she alleged that one of the
Respondents removed some of his police geared and threatend Witness #3 by balling up his fists, as though he wanted to fight Witness #1.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED

The Respondent reported to Witnesses #1 and #2 that she had been going to see her chiropractor three times a week for the previous two years. This statement from the
Respondent was in response to her advising Witness #2, her supervisor that she needed to leave work early for a chiroprator appointment. The Respondent told Witness #2 that
the appointment was related to an on-duty injury she incurred. However, the Respondent could not produce any paperwork justifying her leaving work to attend her
appointment. Witness #1 then advised the Respondent to keep her appointment, but ordered her to produce documentation supporting her assertion she had been seeing a
chiropractor two to three times a week for the past two years in connection with her injury. The Respondent was placed on a "No Duty" status as a result of an unrealated
medical condition. Respondent's police powers were suspended by her commander.
DEDICATION TO DUTY
SUSTAINED
DEDICATION TO DUTY
SUSTAINED

-SI 10-00034

IAD 10-00035

-SI 10-00035
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

The Complainant alleges that the Respondent used inappropriate language, pushed him up against his own vehicle, grabbed his hooded shirt and neck area before making him
leave the parking lot.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

IAD Recommendations
SUSTAINED
NON-SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00034

Allegations
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
ATTENTION TO DUTY
DEDICATION TO DUTY
UNBECOMING CONDUCT

The charges in the case are related to an incident in which the Respondent was accused of domestic assault. SIRT investigated the incident.

-SI 09-00037
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

The Complainant went into the restroom in a local retail establishment and was approached by the Respondent. When the Respondent asked the Complainant what was wrong
with him physically, the Complainant advised the Respondent that he had suffered a stroke. The Complainant alleged that the Respondent pushed the Complainant against a
wall and asked him what was inside his coat. Complainant told the Respondent that he did not have anything inside his coat. The Complainant alleged that the Respondent
cursed at him and ordered him out of the store.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

CCOP RESPONSE: The CCOP disagrees with the finding of exonerated for Use of Force allegation #1 for Respondent #1 and the unfounded finding for Use of Force
allegation #1 for Respondent #2. The CCOP reviewed the video evidence presented in this case and found that the evidence is not clear-cut. The angle of the camera capturing
the initial contact that caused the incidence does not provide a clear picture of what was happening. Additionally, the CCOP questions why, instead of using force, the
Respondent did not simply step back to make more space between him and the Complainant. There is nothing to prove that smoke was intentionally blown in the officer's face
or to support the need to use force on the Complainant. As such, the CCOP finds that the Use of Force allegation for Respondent #1 should be Non-Sustained. With regards to
the Allegation, Use of Force, for Respondent #2, the CCOP disagrees with unfounded. There was no evidence presented in the case file to prove that the Respondent did not
use force. In fact, from a review of the video evidence of the incident at the bottom of the stairs, there is no way to determine that the Respondent was not involved in the
incident. The angle of the camera again obscures a full picture of the incident. Therefore, there is not a preponderance of evidence to prove that Respondent #2 did not use
force. As such, the CCOP finds that the allegation should be Non-Sustained. The CCOP agreed with the Non-Sustained finding for the Attention to Duty allegation for the
Respondent. However, it should be noted that this recommendation is not supported by the investigator's wording in the summary for the recommendation. His summary reads,
"the investigation found sufficient evidence or testimony to show that the Respondent used force and failed to notify a supervisor and write an incident report."
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
SUSTAINED

The Complainant stated that as he and his brother entered a club, his brother was instructed by an Officer to put his cigarette out. The Complainant stated that his brother
complied, however, his brother was punched in the his face repeatedly. The Complainant alleged that when he attempted to stop Respondents #1 and #2 from punching his
brother. he was knocked down the steps. The Complainant further alleged that he was able to gain his balance, however, he was hit again and knocked unconscious. The
Complainant stated that he woke up with an Officer kicking him in his body and back.

IAD Recommendations
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
UNFOUNDED
NON-SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00037

IAD 10-00036

Allegations
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
DEDICATION TO DUTY
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
COMPLIANCE WITH ORDER
DEDICATION TO DUTY
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
DEDICATION TO DUTY
DEDICATION TO DUTY

The Complainant applied for and received a Temporary Protective Order against the Respondent for Domestic Violence. The Respondent was served with the Temporary
Protective Order and suspended pending resolution.

-SI 10-00038

The Respondent was involved in a domestic dispute. As a result of the alligations made by the involved citizen, the Respondent was taken into custody and placed under arrest.
The involved citizen was allowed to leave the scene and was not in the area when the investigator arived later that night.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent was investigating a kidnapping and armed robbery. Witness #1 responded to be interviewed by the Respondent. Witness #1 provided a written confession
detailing his involvement in the armed robbery. Witness #1 was placed under arrest by the Respondent. Witness #1 sustained cuts to his wrists and neck from the glass of a
fluorescent light bulb. The Commander's Information Report stated that Witness #1 broke the light and cut his wrists and neck with the glass. Complainant was advised by
Witness #1 that the injuries were caused by the detectives who placed him under arrest.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED

-SI 10-00041

IAD 10-00042
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

An anonymous letter was sent to the Chief's Office. The letter alleged that Respondent #1 made inappropriate and sexual advances towards a student officer in session.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED

CCOP RESPONSE:
The stories of the police officer, officer witness and civilan witness were very different. The CCOP found that there was NOT preponderance of evidence sufficient to support
a finding of Exonerated and recommended that both allegation be non-sustained.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The Complainant alleged that when the Respondens extracted him from his vehicle. the Respondents punched and kicked him.

IAD 10-00041

IAD 10-00040

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent was at the Motor Vehicle Adminstration, dressed in his police uniform, and met with the Complainant, who is a MVA employee.
The Complainant alleged that during the meeting, the Respondent became rude and disorderly, prompting the Complainant to contact their sercurity officer.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

IAF 09-00038

The Complainant applied for and received a criminal summons against the Respondent for a second degree assault that occurred at their home.
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED

The Respondent resported to the Complainant's home to settle a family dispute. The Complainant alleged that Respondent #1 was yelling and spitting in his face and head
butted him in an attempt to provoke a fight and threatened him.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations
NON-SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00038

Allegations
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
PROCEDURE VIOLATION

Complainant alleges that the Respondent took his money while he was searching him.
THEFT

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent assaulted her son, Complainant #2. It is alleged by Complainants that the Respondent grabbed Complainant #1 two times while
at the playground area of an apartment complex. Additionally, Complainant #2 alleged that the Respondent used demeaning and inappropriate language.
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

-SI 09-00044

IAD 10-00045
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

UNFOUNDED

Complainant #1 and Complainant #2 submitted complaint forms. They alleged that they were pulled over and harassed by the Respondents. Complainant #1 advised that he
was "snatched" from the vehicle and asked to sit on the curb of the center median. He further alleged that when a backup officer arrived, the officer drove his cruiser on the
center median and almost hit Complainant #1 in his back. Complainant #1 stated that when the officer realized that Complainant #1 had tattoos of Ronnie White on his chest,
he used profanity and became abusive. Complainant #1 alleged that the officers removed Complainant #2 and Witness out of the vehicle aggresively. He alleged that the
officers threatened that if they moved, the officers would push them into the street, "so they could be run over like Ronnie White ran over Officer Findley." He alleged that the
officers further threatened that they would wait until the Ronnie White incident calmed down, then kill him slow because he had a "cop killer's" name on his chest. He said the
officers took his address and put it in their pockets. He stated that they trashed the inside of his vehicle and made them sit on the ground with no shirt or shoes for 3 hours.
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

Allegations
IAD Recommendations
Complainant alleged that she was involved in a dispute with the Respondent, who was working secondary employment at the location of the incident. She alleged that the
Respondent threw her on the floor. She further alleged that after a witness helped her up, the Respondent pushed her out of the facility, there her against a police car, and
handcuffed. She was later released from handcuffs/ She was not charged nor was a report written. She claimed that her wrist was injured when she was thrown to the floor by
the Respondent.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00044

IAD 10-00043

Respondent allegedly violated a procedure while at his Lieutenant's promotional test review. Respondent used his cell phone to take pictures of test questions after he was
instructed to stop.
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED

16

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

IAD 10-00047

The Complainant alleged that the Respondents used demeaning and inappropriate language towards him and his cousins. The Complainant also alleged that he had prior
contacts with Respondent #2 and that Respondent #2 stated at that time that he was going to having him evicted from his apartment.

IAD 09-00047

CCOP RESPONSE: While the Panel agreed with the allegations in this case, it was noted that this case was also another example of the Panel's concerns regarding: (1)
officers' reluctance and, in some cases refusal, to provide their officer identification information and (2) investigators' failure to completely address all the allegations detail in a
complaint. The Complainants stated that officer identification info was requested and that the information was either not provided or was incorrect. This allegation was not
addressed as a charge in the investigation, nor were Respondents asked questions related to the Complainant's allegation that they failed to provide the information upon
request. The Panel recommended that officers be reminded of the GOM provision that requires them to "clearly" provide their identification information when it is requested,
as a prompt response to a citizen request for this information could prevent the unnecessary escalation of some situations.
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY. x3
SUSTAINED
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY. x2
SUSTAINED
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY.
EXONERATED
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY. x3
SUSTAINED
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY. x3
SUSTAINED
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY.
SUSTAINED
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY.
SUSTAINED
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY. x3
SUSTAINED
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY.
SUSTAINED
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY. x3
SUSTAINED
FALSE STATEMENT
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
EXTRA DUTY EMPLOY. x3
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
EXRTA DUTY EMPLOY.
SUSTAINED

The Respondent was accused of making a bank transaction on a bank account without the Complainant's knowledge or premission. The Respondent stated that she contacted
the Involved Citizen about the tranaction for a mortgage payment and believed the Involved Citizen might have been intoxicated at that time. She stated that the Involved
Citizen gave her the account information necessary to facilitate the transfer of funds from the personal checking account of the Involved Citizen to their joint account, they
used to pay the mortgage and other bills. The Respondent stated that she did this transfer with the knowledge and consent of the Involved Citizen. She further stated that her
nephew, Witness #2, was present and helped her accomplish the transfer.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
UNFOUNDED

Allegations
IAD Recommendations
The Respondent was working routine patrol, when he observed an altercation between the Involved Citizen and Witness #1. Witness #1 was advising the Involved Citizen that
he could no longer enter an establishment due to his intoxication. However, the Involved Citizen attempted to re-enter the establishment. The Respondent was escorting the
Involved Citizen away from the establishment when the Involved Citizen pushed the Respondent and began cursing. The Involved Citizen resisted when the Respondent
attempted to handcuff and arrest him. The Respondent used an arm bar, take-down technique to control the Involved Citizen. As the Involved Citizen was going to the ground,
he struck his head on a brick wall.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

-SI 09-00046

-SI 09-00045

The Complainant stated that she telephoned the police when her husband violated a final protective order. When officers arrived, her husband had left the scene. The
Complainant advised that she wanted him apprehended. According to her statement, she then followed police to help locate her husband. When she arrived on the scene, her
husband had already been stopped by police. The Complainant stated that when she attempted to point her husband out, the Respondent "body slammed her, face first to the
top of the hood of the police cruiser." She stated that she sustained an injury to her right middle finger, her first and fourth fingers, and her arm. The Complainant also stated
that the Respondent threatened to arrest her if he saw her again.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent was returning to his home in his personal vehicle. As he pulled into the apartment building parking lot, he observed a couple of other vehicles driving into the
lot. The Respondent parked his vehicle and then exited. The Respondent was then confronted by the Involved Citizen. The Involved Citizen was armed with a handgun. The
Respondent was able to draw his service weapon and he and the Involved Citizen then exchanged gunfire. The Respondent was struck in his left hand by one of the Involved
Citizen's rounds. The Involved Citizen then fled the location. Patrol units responded to the scene for an officer involved shooting. The Respondent was transported to a local
hospital and the patrol units conducted a search of the area for the Involved Citizen.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The Complainant alleged he had entered a local bar when he realized that he did not have his identification with him. He informed the Respondent, who was working
secondary employment at the bar, that he did not have his identification and went back to his vehicle to retrieve his ID. He alleged that when he returned with his ID, the
Respondent used profanity while addressing him and made, what the Complainant felt, was an insulting remark.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent punched him and banged his head against a wall during an arrest. The Complainant also alleged that he is being harrassed by the
Respondent and other officers.

IAD 10-00048

-SI 09-00048

IAD 10-00049

IAD 10-00050
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

CCOP RESPONSE: The CCOP found that the investigator in this case failed to thoroughly address the incident under review. Specifically, the investigator failed to establish
clear circumstances or probable cause for the Respondent to arrest the Complainant and subsequently the need for forcibly preventing the Complainant from entering a
building. The Respondent stated that he observed the Complainant engaged in a hand-to-hand transaction and attempted to detain him when he bolted for the building's door
and attempted to "hide" something behind his lower back. The Respondent never established that the Complainant was, in fact, hiding anything. The investigator failed to
further question the Respondent or other witnesses about the attempt to "hide something." The investigator also failed to present sufficient evidence to establish the
preponderance needed to support his recommended findings of Exonerated and Unfounded for the Use of Force and Harassment Allegation, respectively.
HARASSMENT
UNFOUNDED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
HARASSMENT
UNFOUNDED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The Respondent was at the district station to complete administrative paperwork. As the Respondent was preparing to leave the station, he was adjusting his gun belt and
placed his county issued handgun into the holster when one round was discharged from the weapon.
FIREARMS
SUSTAINED

Allegations
IAD Recommendations
The Respondent and Witnesses #1, 2, and 3 responded to the report of a suspicious vehicle possibly engaged in illegal drug activity parked in the area. The Respondent
observed a vehicle backed into a parking space. The vehicle backed up onto the curb and into the bushes. Witness #3 ordered the vehicle to stop, several times. Witness #3
attempted to break the vehicles window in an effort to get the vehicle to stop. The vehicle accelerated in a direct line toward Witness #1, who was standing outside his vehicle.
Witness #1 dived back into the vehicle to avoid being struck. The Respondent fired two rounds from his departmentally issued handgun at the driver of the vehicle. Witness #3
then ran back to his vehicle and immediately responded to the area where the fleeing vehicle was last observed. As the witness proceeded, he observed what appeared to be the
Involved Citizen's vehicle stopped, with the driver's door open, and unoccupied. Witness #3 observed a large amount of blood inside the vehicle, on the driver's side and there
was a trail of blood that led up the street. The Aviation and Canine Units responded to the scene. Witness #6, along with his canine partner, began a track for the Involved
Citizens. Involved Citizen #1 was observed running from behind a storage shed. The canine brought the Involved Citizen to the ground by seizing him on his left hip/buttocks
area. He was subsequently taken into custody. The canine went to the rear of the shed and seized Involved Citizen #2 on his left shoulder/tricep area. The Canine was
immediately removed and the Involved Citizen was taken into custody.
DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
EXONERATED

-SI 10-00047

-SI 09-00047

Respondent misplaced his issued handgun and reported it stolen.
FIREARMS SECURITY

Complainant submitted a Memorandum requesting that the Internal Affairs Division review a Use of Force packet involving the Respondent for compliance of departmental
policy regarding the Use of Force.
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
FAILURE TO APPEAR FOR COURT
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
SUSTAINED

The Respondents were allegedly discourteous to the Complainant while responding to a check weapon/disorderly call at the Complainant's residence.
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED

Members of the Violent Crimes Unit noticed a vehicle with truck tags displayed on a passenger vehicle. When Respondent #2 approached the vehicle and requested the driver's
license and registration card, the driver was asked to step out of the vehicle. The driver pushed Respondent #2 and attempted to flee. When Respondent #1 observed the
struggle, he produced his ASP baton and ordered the Involved Citizen to stop resisting. The Involved Citizen grabbed the baton. However, Respondent #1 was able to free the
baton and strike the Involved Citizen's torso area. When the involved Citizen was reportedly unfazed by the ASP strikes, Respondent #2 deployed his OC spray. The Involved
Citizen continued to resist and a call for assistance was made. The Involved Citizen was handcuffed and medical personnel were requested for both officers and the Involved
Citizen.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent, along with several other units, intercepted a carjacked vehicle as it was pursued from the District of Columbia into Prince George's County. When the pursuit
ended, both the driver and the passenger "bailed out" of the vehicle and fled on foot. The Respondent saw the Involved Citizen run behind a residence. As the Respondent
appproached a shed where the Invovled Citizen was hiding, the Involved Citizen attempted to grab the Respondent's issued firearm. As the Respondent pulled back, the
weapon was unintentionally discharged. The Involved Citizen released the weapon when it discharged and he was taken into custody.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
UNINTENTIONAL DISCHARGE OF FIREARM
SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondents assaulted him after he refused to let them or an amusement park security guard check his bag. The Complainant also alleged that
one of the Respondents used derogatory language and that the officers removed their name tags to conceal their identity.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00053

IAD 10-00054

IAF 09-00054

-SI 08-00054

-SI 09-00054

IAD 09-00055
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

SUSTAINED

The Complainant recieved an inter-office memorandum advising that an accident report filed by the Respondent will conflict with the accident re-construction report.
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations

IAD 10-00051

Allegations

The Respondent was stopped by the Sheriff's Office in another jurisdiction, as a result of a broadcast for a drunk driver. Deputies determined that the Respondent was under the
influence. The Respondent became belligerent and began using profanity. The deputies secured the Respondent's vehicle and took him home. However, the Respondent
returned to his vehicle and the deputies found him at the vehicle when they were checking on the vehicle. The Respondent became belligerent and argumentative again, put on
his body armor and duty belt. The Respondent consented to a PBT, which registered a 0.178.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
FIREARMS & INTOXICANTS
SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
LEAVE & DUTY STATUS
NON-SUSTAINED

CCOP RESPONSE: The Respondent admitted to taking a forceful action to confiscate the phone from the non-compliant complainant. He admitted to seeing a "small
laceration" on the Complainant's lip and asked the Complainant if he needed medical attention. He offered him medical attention 3 times. Additionally, when another officer
approached the scene, he too asked if a fireboard was needed. If there was evidence that a use of force did not occur, why would the Respondent feel compelled to offer
medical attention multiple times and why would another officer inquire about the need for a fireboard? The preponderance of the evidence supports that an action of force
requiring a use of force occurred. The Panel recommended that a Procedural Violation for failure to complete a Use of Force Report be added and Sustained.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent stated that after he approached the Complainant's vehicle, the Complainant's phone rang and the Complainant answered. The Respondent stated that for safety
reasons he ordered the Complainant, several times, to put down the phone. He stated that the Complainant was non-complaint and that he reached into the car and ordered the
Complainant to hand him the phone. When the Complainant did not, the Respondent grabbed the phone. As he did, the Complainant pulled away. After this forceful action,
the Respondent noted a "small laceration on the left side of the Complainant's bottom lip. The Complainant, however, alleged that the Respondent struck him twice in the
mouth, causing a laceration to his lip. The investigative file implied that forceable taking the Complainant's cell phone was not a use of force and, since a use of force had not
occurred, a use of force report was not required.

CCOP RESPONSE
The CCOP found that the investigation failed to prove or disprove that rhe Respondent's use of force was necessary and lawful. Therefore, the CCOP recommended that the
allegation be Non-Sustained.
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The Respondent allegedly punched an Involved Citizen during this incident. The Involved Citizen sustained a laceration to his face. IAD recommended that the Use of Force
allegation be Exonerated,

Allegations
IAD Recommendations
Off-duty police officers were working secondary employment when several citizens were ejected from a club following being involved in a fight. The Respondent and Witness
#1, escorted the unkown male citizens towards their vehicles. Witness #1 observed this male standing over another male that was lying on the ground. According to Witness
#1, the male that was standing was about to "shoot him." This armed citizen noticed Witness #1, and the citizen put the handgun into his waistband and fled to an awaiting
vehicle. However, realizing there were no available exits, the driver turned around and started driving in the direction of the Respondent and Witness. When the vehicle
returned to the area of the Respondent and Witness, commands were made for the driver to "turn the vehicle off and show some hands." The driver refused to comply with the
officers orders and accelerated the vehicle in the direction of the Respondent and struck a another vehicle. According to Witness #1, the Respondent, "fearing for his life",
started running backward and discharged his firearm. The vehicle continued to flee and officers pursued the suspect vehicle. Witness #6 observed a handgun being thrown out
of the passenger side window of the suspect vehicle. The suspect stopped the vehcile and the two front seat occupants bailed out and continued fleeing on foot. The other three
suspects remained in the vehicle. Involved Citizens #2, 3, 4 and 5 were apprehended and placed under arrest. Involved Citizen #1 was able to make good of his escape.
However, he later turned himself in.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

-SI 09-00056

IAD 10-00056

IAD 09-00056

-SI 08-00055

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent was extremely aggressive and abusive when he questioned the Respondent about a disturbance near his home. He alleged that
the Respondent poked him in the chest and that when he tried to walk around the Respondent, the Respondent pushed him into the bushes. The Complainant stated that when
he continued to question the Respondent, the Respondent cursed at him and strangled him.

IAD 09-00062

The Respondent observed the Complainant loitering in a parking lot. The Respondent approached the Complainant and several other males at that location, identified them and
checked them for open warrants. Afterwards, all were advised to leave the property. The Complainant refused to leave and began complaining that he was missing a $100 bill.
Complainant was advised several more times he was trespassing and was told to leave the property. He refused and was arrested and transported to the Department of
Corrections for processing. Upon arrival at the Department of Corrections, the Complainant stated he was having chest pains and was then transported to the hospital for
treatment. Upon his discharge from the hospital, the Complainant was then transported back to the Department of Corrections and released into their custody. The Respondent
stated the $100 bill was submitted with the Complainant's property and given to the Department of Corrections personnel. However, according to the Department of
Corrections Intake Money/Valuables Form, there was only twenty-four dollars in cash submitted with his property.
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
UNFOUNDED

Respondent #1 conducted a traffic stop on a vehicle driven by the Involved Citizen. As Respondent #1 began to interview the Involved Citizen, the Involved Citizen started to
reach inside of the center console compartment of the vehicle and was observed by the Respondent placing something under his seat. Concerned for his personal safety, the
Respondent requested backup. Respondents #2 & #3 responded. After refusing officers' requests to exit the vehicle, the Involved Citizen attempted to restart the engine of the
vehicle. Observing this, Respondent #3 broke out the passenger side window with his ASP baton. Respondent #2 unlocked and opened the driver's side door and officers
forcibly pull the Involved Citizen from the vehicle.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

IAD 10-00063

-SI 09-00063
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent kicked him after pulling him over for driving too slowly. The Complainant also alleged that he was harassed by the Respondent.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
EXONERATED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00062

CCOP RESPONSE: The investigator established, that the Respondent allegedly shoved or pushed the Complainant onto a police vehicle, but failed to add a related allegation
of Use of Force to the investigation. The existing Use of Force allegation only addressed the alleged actions of bumping the Complainant in the chest, intentionally pushing
him into the bushes and strangling him. Therefore, to cover all of the allegations identified in the investigation, the Panel recommended adding and non-sustaining an
additional Use of Force allegation that addresses the alleged action of pushing the Complainant onto the vehicle.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NO RECOMMEND
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent reported his vehicle stolen. He then filed an insurance claim, and was paid for that claim. The vehicle was subsequently recovered out-of-state, when the
driver of the vehicle was arrested for DWI. The arrested driver told police that he had been paid to get rid of the vehicle. The Attorney General's Office's Fraud Division was
notified of the arrest and began an investigation. The Respondent voluntarily provided a statement at the Attorney General's Office. In that statement he admitted to staging the
theft and to making a false police report and insurance claim. He stated he paid a subject to get rid of his vehicle.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
SUSTAINED
FALSE STATEMENT
SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations
NON-SUSTAINED

-SI 09-00058

Allegations
LEAVE & DUTY STATUS

Respondent #1 initiated a traffic stop on a vehicle driven by the Complainant. The Respondent's basis for the traffic stop was the dark window tint. The Complainant alleged
that he was taken out of his vehicle by Respondent #1 and that the Respondent grabbed him by the back of his suit jacket and threw him to the ground, causing his jacket and
vest to rip. The Complainant also alleged that his car was ransacked by Respondent #1 and Respondent #2.

IAD 09-00066

The Complainant advised that he was arrested, taken to District III station, and interviewed by Respondents #1 and #2 in reference to a burglary. He alleged that when he
denied involvement in the crime, the Respondents used force by hitting him in the face and pushing him against the wall. He alleged that the Respondents were also threatening
and verbally abusive.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

IAD 10-00066

The Respondents reported to the scene of an armed robbery. The victim described the suspect and vehicle and a lookout for the vehicle was broadcast. The vehicle was
spotted. The driver of the vehicle attempted to flee and a short vehicle pursuit ensued before the occupants of the vehicle "bailed-out". After a short foot pursuit, Civilian
Witness #1 was apprehended and placed under arrest. One of the occupants was observed throwing a backpack as he fled on foot. The backpack was subsequently recovered
and a gun was located inside, along with several items of property that the victim had reported stolen. Canine Handler responded to the scene to locate the second suspect.
Involved Citizen #1 was discovered lying on a snow embankment. The Handler gave Involved Citizen #1 verbal commands to surrender. The Involved Citizen attempted to run
towards the woods. The Handler deployed his canine on a 15 foot lead and he seized Involved Citizen #1's right forearm. The Involved Citizen stopped resisting.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

-SI 09-00065

CCOP RESPONSE: With regards to Use of Force #1, the Panel disagreed with Non-Sustained. An independent witness, who the investigation established was in proximity to
have heard and witnessed the alleged behavior of Respondent, was very clear, concise and adamant that she observed the Respondent: (1) "slam" the Complainant against the
car; (2) "slam" the Complainant to the ground; and (3) use profanity while speaking to the Complainant. The independent witness described actions that were overly
aggressive, under the circumstance. Nothing presented in the investigation gave the Panel reason to doubt the independent witness's character, credibility, or veracity. The
Panel also noted that this was another case presented for the CCOP's review that involved missing components of the MVS recording. The tape from Respondent #2's vehicle
was missing the audio portion of the recording.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The Respondent observed what appeared to be the handle of a handgun in the waist area of the Complainant. The Respondent and Witness observed the Complainant get into
his vehicle and drive into the parking lot of a local business. At that location, the police officers conducted a vehicle stop. The Complainant was ordered out of his vehicle and
patted down. Complainant was then ordered to sit on the curb while his vehicle was being searched. Complainant became agitated and began demanding answers. The
Respondent gave several commands for the Complainant to cross his legs. The Complainant did not comply. Respondent once again advised the Complainant to cross his legs.
Complainant became even more agitated about the way he was being treated.
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED

CCOP RESPONSE: The Panel noted that the investigation revealed that the Respondent was allegedly insubordinate and used inappropriate language during the incident under
investigation.
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURAL VIOLATIONS
SUSTAINED

Allegations
IAD Recommendations
The Officer Witness initiated a traffic stop on the Respondent for failing to stop at a stop sign. Upon approaching the vehicle, the Officer Witness discovered the Respondent
was in the company of a female, who he believed was a neighborhood prostitute. He had previously arrested the female for CDW and CDS. After initiating a wanted check, the
Officer Witness discovered that the Respondent had an open warrant.

IAD 10-00065

-SI 07-00064

The Complainant alleged that the respondents struck her repeatedly with a baton upon her thigh, back, neck and head while using profanity.

IAD 10-00067

The Complainant stated that she was walking to her apartment when the Respondents approached the Involved Citizen and began questioning him. The Complainant alleged
that Respondent #2 cursed at the Involved Citizen when asking him to move. The Complainant alleged that Respondent #2 "slammed" the Involved Citizen against a car
approximately ten times. Complainant also alleged that Respondent #2 continued to use profanity towards her and the Witness. The Complainant alleged that Respondent #1
"snatched" her car keys from her hand, ordered her to sit on the curb, cursed at her and searched her vehicle without permission.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED

22

Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

IAD 10-00068

Members of another jurisdiction pursued the involved vehicle into Prince George's County. The involved vehicle matched the description of a vehicle that was wanted in
reference to a robbery. After the vehicle pursuit entered our jurisdiction, the Respondent and witness maintained the pursuit. The suspects subsequently bailed out of the
vehicle. The Respondent and his K-9 partner went into the woods and apprehended the suspects. A Sergeant responded to the scene to conduct a Use of Force review for the
canine seizure. During the review, the Sergeant was made aware of concerns that Anne Arundel County Police K-9 Corporal had in reference to the need for the Respondent to
deploy his K-9 partner and seize the Involved Citizen. The Sergeant recommended that this incident be referred to the Special Investigative Response Team (SIRT) for further
investigation. A Sergeant of SIRT responded to the scene and assisted with the initial investigation
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

-SI 09-00066

CCOP RESPONSE: The CCOP disagreed with the finding of Exonerated for Allegation #3, Use of Force, for Respondent #1. The Panel's disagreement is based on the fact
that there is no independent corroboration (testimony, medical records, etc) to support the allegation that the Complainant was struck with an ASP baton to stop her from biting
the Respondent. The police witness stated that he did not see the use of force, only saw a wet spot on the Respondent's sleeve. He also stated that he did not see a puncture
mark and that no pictures of the alleged bite were taken. According to the statement of the only independent witness who according to her testimony saw the interaction
between the police officer making the arrest, she saw the officers hit the Complainant. However she was never questioned about this bite. The investigation failed to present a
preponderance of independent testimony or evidence to prove or disprove that Respondent struck the Complainant as an attempt to stop her from biting the Respondent.
Therefore, the Panel recommended that this allegation of Use of Force be closed as Non-Sustained. Additionally, the Panel made note of the investigator's failure to question
witnesses thoroughly regarding the alleged bite. As stated earlier, the Witness said she observed the officers' interaction and the strike to the Complainant. However, she was
never questioned about the bite, which was alleged to have precipitated the Respondent striking the Complainant. The investigator also failed to question or address the
Respondent in reference to the fact that he deployed his OC spray into a crowd that had gathered. There were no further questions about the deployment of the OC spray and
no allegation presented in the case to address this deployment of the OC spray as an additional use of force.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

Members of the Narcotics Enforcement Division (NED) Interdiction Team became aware of a package being delivered containing a large amount of marijuana. The NED team
set up surveillance at the facility and waited for the suspect(s) to pick up the package. Members of NED were attempting to apprehend the suspects who picked up the package.
Suspect #2 fled the scene on foot and members of NED gave chase. The Respondent pointed his issued firearm at Suspect #1 and gave him commands to show his hands.
Suspect #1 reached out and grabbed the Respondent's handgun. A struggle over the handgun ensued and two rounds were discharged during the struggle. Witness #2 observed
the Respondent bleeding from his hand and assisted with apprehending Suspect #1. The suspects were arrested and transported to District I processing by NED.
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

IAD Recommendations
NON-SUSTAINED
NON-SUSTAINED

-SI 08-00066

Allegations
USE OF LANGUAGE
USE OF FORCE

The Involved citizen was accused of not obeying commands to stop his vehicle, place his foot on the brake and roll down the window. The Respondent stated that the Involved
Citizen produced an unknown object in his hand and accelerated the vehicle while the Respondent was next to the driver side front wheel. The Respondent indicated that he
feared for his life, jumped back and discharged his weapon, striking the Involved Citizen .

-SI 08-00071

CCOP RESPONSE: The CCOP found that evidence in this case failed to prove or disprove the allegations against the Respondents and agreed with a finding of Non-Sustained
for each allegation. However, it was noted that the summary of the findings offered by the investigator, did not support his recommendations of Non-Sustained. In the
summation of his findings, the investigator concluded that the evidence "proved" that the Respondents "did not" perform the alleged behavior. If his intent was to establish that
the officers should be absolved of any wrong doing, he failed to properly make that case. While his summations clearly provided a basis for unfounding these allegations, his
recorded recommendation for each allegation was Non-sustained. This is indicative that the investigation failed to prove or disprove that the officer committed the alleged
behavior. If the investigator truly believed that the investigation proved that the officers were innocent of the allegations, then his recorded recommendations did the officers a
disservice. His recommendations of Non-sustained defeat this purpose and call in to question his assessment of the officers' behavior.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondents stopped her son for robbery. She alleged that the Respondents kicked, spat on, pulled her son by the hair and used racial slurs
during the stop.
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

IAD 09-00075

It is alleged that the Respondents failed to complete a police report and failed to complete an emergency psychiatric evaluation on an individual.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
SUSTAINED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED

IAF 09-00071

CCOP RESPONSE: The Panel notes and questions the lapse of time that occurred between the shooting incident and the Panel's receipt of the investigation. While the
Respondent was interviewed within 3 months of the incident, it took almost 3 years to complete the investigation and refer to the CCOP, from November 2008 to March 2011.
In fact, because of the time delays in this investigation, the retention dates of useful video evidence requested for investigator's review had expired. Additionally, the case was
submitted for the CCOP's review more that 1 ½ year after the case was reviewed by the Department's internal executive review committee. The CCOP requested an
explanation to the delays in completing and referring this investigation.
DEPARTMENTAL SHOOTING
EXONERATED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant stated that Respondents searched him and his friend as they stood outside of a store. The Complainant alleged that when he reached in his pocket to retrieve
his identification Respondent #1 struck him in the face two times. The Complainant further alleged that Respondent #2 stuck him in the back of his head. He also alleged that
while he was on the ground, the respondents punched him in the face and head.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

Allegations
IAD Recommendations
Respondent obtained the Complainant's telephone number as a witness to a traffic accident. Respondent later called the Complainant for personal reasons using the information
garnered from the traffic investigation. The Respondent later responded to the Complainant's address, while on duty, to enagage in sex.
DEDICATION TO DUTY
SUSTAINED
ETHICS
SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00071

IAD 10-00070

Complainant stated that he was flagged down by the Respondents for a traffic violation. He alleged that once he signed the traffic citation and stated that he was going to
dispute the citation in court, he was ordered out of his vehicle, handcuffed, and beaten. Respondent #1 allegedly pushed the Complainant to the ground and used profanity
when he advised him that the handcuffs were too tight. Respondent #2 allegedly threatened the Complainant and pushed him to the ground while in handcuffs. Respondent #3
allegedly also pushed the Complainant to the ground. The Complainant alleged that Respondent #1 kicked him about the face and neck area, while Respondent #2 forcibly bent
his legs towards his hands. The Complainant further alleged that the Respondents did not adjust the handcuffs that were cutting into his skin.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant stated that the Respondent harassed him, falsified a police report, and made a false statement in the court documents he submitted. These allegations are
related to the arrest of the Complainant by the Respondent.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
FALSE STATEMENT
UNFOUNDED

The Complainant, the mother of Witness #1, alleged that the Respondent choked her son. The Complainant was not a witness to the incident. Complainant stated that the
Respondent told her son to pick up trash that did not belong to her son. She stated that after her son refused to pick it up, the Respondent grabbed him by the neck and started
choking him.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent hit him in the head with his hand, cursed at and threatened him.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant rented a room at a church for a wedding reception. The Complainant alleged that the Respondents used offensive language during a confrontation with the
Complainant. The Complainant also contends that the behavior of both officers in dealing with the incident was unprofessional and unbecoming of an officer. Respondent #1
was working secondary employment at the location and Respondent #2 was on a street unit that responded as a back-up officer.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Respondent was involved in an altercation with an unidentified subject at a local club, while working secondary employment at the club next door. Witness #1 captured
the event on his cell phone. The video clip showed the Respondent repeatedly striking the unidentified subject while the subject was lying on the ground. A second video clip
showed the Respondent lifting the unidentified subject by his wrists as the subject's arms are secured behind him. The Respondent was also seen leading the unidentified
subject to a waiting vehicle where he is placed in the rear passenger seat. A preliminary investigation revealed that the Respondent failed to make the proper notifications to a
supervisor regarding his use of force and failed to document the incident by completing the required departmental reports.
ATTENTION TO DUTY
SUSTAINED
PREPERATION & REVIEW OF REPORTS
SUSTAINED
PERSONAL CAR PROGRAM
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
SUSTAINED

IAD 09-00077

IAD 10-00077

IAD 10-00078

IAD 10-00079

IAD 10-00080

-SI 08-00080
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent refused to loosen her handcuffs after she complained that they were too tight. It is also alleged that the Respondent tightened the
handcuffs once she complained that they were hurting her wrist. The Complainant further alleged that the Respondent bruised her hand and forearm while escorting her to his
cruiser.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations

IAD 10-00076

Allegations

Complainant alleges that when he was arrested by the Respondent, that the Respondent referred to his sister as a "one tiddy whore."
USE OF LANGUAGE
UNFOUNDED

The Complainant alleged he placed a call to the Respondent regarding a vehicle that was not properly reported as being stolen. He alleged that the Respondent placed his call
on hold for approximately seven to ten minutes and made a rude comments once he came back to the phone. He alleged that the Respondent did not exhibit a professional
image of the agency while interacting with the Complainant.
ATTENTION TO DUTY
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent threatened him and used profanity. The Complainant stated that the Respondent retrieved a shotgun from his car and entered his
residence without a warrant. The Complainant also alleged that the Respondent "grabbed" him by his shirt and pulled on his chain, pulled a knife, "sliced" the ticket he issued
the Complainant and pointed the knife at the Complainant's wife.
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that excessive force was used against his son. He stated that two unknown County police officers handcuffed his son, took him to a remote location,
kicked him to the ground, and threatened to arrest him.
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
EXONERATED

The Complainant alleged that he was stopped by the Respondent for no apparentin the face. The Complainant claims that he ran from the Respondent and was struck by a
truck. The Complainant stated that when additional officers arrived on the scene, he became fearful for his life and ran again. The Complainant alleged that he was
subsequently handcuffed, beat, and tasered, before being taken to the hospital for treatment.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00081

IAF 08-00081

IAD 10-00082

IAD 09-00085

IAD 10-00087
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

The Complainant alleged that she was hiding in her closet from the police, when more than six officers pulled her out of the closet and proceeded to "knock her around." She
alleged that one of the officers slammed her head into the cruiser doorframe while placing her into the vehicle. She also alleged that she had bruises and scratches from the
encounter.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
SUSTAINED
UNFOUNDED
SUSTAINED

IAD 09-00081

Allegations
USE OF FORCE
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
USE OF FORCE
USE OF FORCE
USE OF FORCE
USE OF FORCE
RADIO PROCEDURES
ETHICS
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
CRIMINAL MISCONDUCT
ATTENTION TO DUTY

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent entered her apartment and asked her and the rest of the occupants to provide identification. The Complainant alleged that the
Respondent handcuffed her and that when she complained that the cuffs were too tight, the Respondent used profanity. The Complainant also alleged that when she told the
Respondent that he should not speak to her in that manner, the Respondent pushed her against the wall and continued to use profanity. According to the Complainant, the
Respondent then proceeded to pull her arm high, making it difficult for her to walk up a stairway.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF INTOXICANTS
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that she had a video tape of officers manhandling, shoving and arresting her daughter after her daughter was attacked by a family member.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant stated that he reported to the lot where his car was towed to take possession of his vehicle. An employee of a local store became suspicious of his behavior
and called police. The Complainant stated that he was attempting to hide an open alcoholic container and two glass crack cocaine pipes when officers arrived. He stated that he
advised the first responding officer that his driver's license had been stolen during a robbery and that his vehicle was just recovered from a carjacking and his registration was
missing. The Complainant alleged the officers were verbally abusive.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainants alleged that the Respondents assaulted their son and withheld medical attention. The Complainant also alleged that the Respondents took items from their
son's room. While each officer was asked about the missing property, there was no related allegation. To fully account for the allegations made by the Complainant, the
CCOP recommended that an Unbecoming Conduct allegation for the alleged theft of personal property be added to the investigation. As the investigator and the Respondent
were unsure which of the Respondent officers searched the son's room, the allegation should be added and Non-sustained for each officer.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NO RECOMMEND
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NO RECOMMEND
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NO RECOMMEND
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 09-00089

IAD 10-00089

IAD 10-00090

IAD 09-00091
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

The Complainant stated that a cashier refused to sell to him and requested that he leave the store. The Complainant alleged stated that the Respondent, who was working as
security, approached him and told him to leave the store, while pushing him out of the store. The Complainant alleged that the Respondent then put on a pair of black gloves
and grabbed the Complainant by the throat and pushed him from the property, while yelling profanities.
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED
USE OF LANGUAGE
UNFOUNDED

IAD Recommendations

IAD 10-00088

Allegations

The Complainant alleged that when Respondents arrested him after a chase, he was thrown to the ground, put in cuffs, and that officers kicked him in the head and stomach.
USE OF FORCE
SUSTAINED
ETHICS VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
SUSTAINED
FALSE STATEMENT
SUSTAINED

The Respondent was subpoenaed to court for three juvenile cases. She was also scheduled to work evening shift at a district station. Instead of reporting to Juvenile Court and
evening shift, as schedules, she called in "Family Sick" and drove with her family out of state.
ETHICS
SUSTAINED
ETHICS
SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED

The Respondent and Witness responded to a disorderly complaint. Upon arrival, the responding officers spoke with the manager and were told that the Complainant was
advised to leave the property and had refused to leave. The manager asked the officers to escort the Complainant off the property. The responding officers advised the
Complainant to leave the property per the request of the property manager. The Complaint alleged that the officers were rude and used profanity and force to remove her from
the property.
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED
PROTOCOL - COURTESY
UNFOUNDED
USE OF LANGUAGE
UNFOUNDED

The Complainant alleged that she was boxed in by officers, causing her to stop in the middle of a traffic lane. She stated that the Respondent approached her vehicle and
instructed her to pull to the right side of the roadway. She further alleged that he forcibly removed her from her vehicle and used excessive force by "throwing her up against
the car" while removing her from the vehicle. She stated that she was not advised of the reason for the stop and that when she began to cry, the Respondent used profanity. She
stated that other officers arrived on the scene and would not tell her why she was stopped and that they searched her vehicle without her permission.

IAD 10-00093

IAD 09-00094

IAD 10-00094

IAD 09-00095
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

CCOP RESPONSE: The Complainant's vehicle was searched. While the Complainant stated that this was done without her permission, the investigator did not address this as
an allegation in the investigation. The investigation failed to establish if the Complainant's permission for the search was needed, and if so, if it was given. To fully address all
aspects of the complaint, the CCOP recommended that a Procedure Violation Allegation regarding the appropriateness of the vehicle search be added. However, since the
investigator failed to present evidence that could be used to prove or disprove the allegation, the panel recommended that the allegation be non-sustained. Additionally, the
investigation fails to indicate which Respondent searched the vehicle and, therefore, the allegation should be added and non-sustained for all respondents.
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant drafted a memorandum and sent it through his chain of command at the Special Operations Division requesting a formal investigation into the actions of the
Respondent. The Complainant alleged in his memorandum that the Respondent, while working a Redskins football game, left his assigned traffic post and provided an
unauthorized vehicle escort for a former Redskin's motorcade. The Complainant further alleged that when he attempted to counsel the Respondent by telephone, in reference to
this incident, the Respondent became abusive and profane during their conversation and ended the conversation by hanging up on him.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURE VIOLATION
SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations
NON-SUSTAINED
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 09-00093

Allegations
USE OF LANGUAGE
USE OF FORCE

The Respondent phoned the witness to express his displeasure to the witness about being removed from a department program. The Respondent is alleged to have used
profanity related to the Chief of Police during this conversation. The Respondent was also alleged to have made several other profanity laced statements while speaking to the
witness.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent was disorderly and used abusive and demeaning language during a citizen contact.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant stated that he was stopped by the Respondents. The Complainant alleged that Respondent #1 punched him in the face twice and that Respondent #2 poured a
can drink on the Complainant while he was sitting on the curb.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant stated that he was stopped for a traffic violation. The Respondent was screaming and cursing at him during the traffic stop and that another officer had to
calme the Respondent.

IAD 09-00098

IAD 10-00098

IAD 10-00099

IAD 10-00100

The Complaintant alleged that the Respondent dislocated one of his limbs during an incident at an outside event.
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

IAD 10-00103

The Complainant stated the Respondents used excessive force when arresting her, refused to provide medical assistance, and stole a pair of handcuffs from her residence.
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
UNFOUNDED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
ATTENTION TO DUTY
UNFOUNDED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
UNFOUNDED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED

IAD 10-00096

CCOP RESPONSE: As the conversation during the stop was not recorded by the MVS, as required, the CCOP recommended adding and sustaining a Procedureal Violation
allegation for Respondent's failure to check the audio on his MVS system.
USE OF LANGUAGE
UNFOUNDED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent knocked on her hotel room door. When she opened the door, her dog ran out of the room. The Respondent threatened to shoot the
dog. Complainant also alleged that the Respondent struck her twice, knocking her to the ground.
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED

IAD Recommendations
NON-SUSTAINED
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD 10-00095

Allegations
USE OF LANGUAGE
USE OF FORCE

The Complainant stated that when she was denied entrance into a night club for lack of identification by the Rrespondents. She alleged that the Respondent pulled her arms and
hair as she was attempting to leave. The Complainant alleged that the Respondents dragged her on the ground, used excessive force and abusive language while arresting her.
The Complainant further alleged that the officers put her in a police cruiser without attaching a seatbelt and drove recklessly. She also alleged that the Respondents deleted
videos she took of the incident from her cell phone.
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
PROCEDURAL VIOLATION
EXONERATED

Complainant reported that while in a federal courthouse, he Respondent stood within a few inches of him, making threatening remarks.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED

The Complainant stated that the Respondent responded to her residence for a burglary call. The Complainant alleged that when the Respondent left her residence she received a
text message on her cell phone from a number that she did not recognize. Complainant stated that she observed the Respondent sitting in his cruiser, texting from his phone as
she was reading the message she recieved on her phone.
UNBECOMING CONDUCT
SUSTAINED

The Complainant alleged that the Respondent used force by snatching his keys and also used racially offensive language. The Complainant stated that he was pulled over by
the Respondent. The Complainant that after waiting "30 minutes", he attempt to start his car with the intention of driving to a satellite police station located a short distance
away. He stated that he was told by the Respondent not to move his vehicle and alleged that the Respondent "took my cars keys by force." He stated that the Respondent
proceeded to refer to the Complainant using an ethinc slur. The Complainant recieved two traffic citations and alleged that he was racially profiled because the Resondent had
called him an "African" and a "Nigerian."
USE OF LANGUAGE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
UNFOUNDED

IAD 10-00110

IAD 10-00114

IAD 10-00115

IAD 10-00119
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Sustained - A preponderance of the evidence proves the allegation violated departmental policy or procedure; Non-Sustained - The evidence fails to prove or disprove that alleged act(s) occurred; Exonerated (Proper Conduct) - The evidence proves that the alleged act(s)
occurred, however, the act(s) were justified, lawful and proper; and Unfounded - The evidence proves the alleged act(s) did not occur or the accused officer was not involved.

Complainant alleged that the Respondents used more force than necessary while arresting her.
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED
USE OF FORCE
NON-SUSTAINED

IAD Recommendations

IAD 10-00106

Allegations

