Professional Standards
2016 Annual Report

Sergeant M. Sommer
Sergeant L. Uptagraft
SergeantF. Zadnik



© N o a0 s wDdh R

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Introduction

Complaints

Use of Force

Vehicle Pursuits
BiasedBased Profiling
Accreditation

Forfeitures and Seizures
Signature Approval Page



Section 1
Introduction



Ocala Police Department
Office of Professional Standards
2016 Annual Report

The Ocala Police Departmer@®@ffice of Professional Standards is assigned to investigate
comgaints against members of the police departmélite Department westigates complaints
originatingboth internally and externallgnd they arassigned through the Chief of Polaedbr
Deputy Chief of Police. The Office of Professional Standards iesponsible forconducting
various audits, inventorigsand inspections throughout the year. The Office of Professional
Standards is the repository for Internal Affairs Investigation Reporiper8isory Inquiry
Reports, Citizen Complaint Forms, Use of Force Repaitsl Vehicle Pursuit Reports. The
Office of Professional Standardssists witlthe accreditation process. T@eminal Intelligence
Unit within the Investigative Services Bureautasked witmanagingall Forfeiture and Seizure
actionsof the departmenbut a short summary of each actlaas beemncluded in this report.



Section 2
Complaints



Complaints

The Office of Professional Standards conducts Internal Affairs investigations and is the repository
of all Internal Affairs Investigation, Supervisory Inguiand Citizen Complairfiles. Depending

on the seriousness of the complathie Chief of Policeandbr the Deputy Chief of Police will
assigna complaint to a supervisor for investigation or assign it to the Office of Professional
Standards so an Internal Affairs Investigation can be conducted.

During the 206 calendar year the Office of ProfessabrStandards receiveseven Citizen
Complaint forms. Two of the complaints were investigated and completed by individual
supervisors within the police department divét of the complaints wasandled through the
Office of Professional Standards. Out of #avencomplaints receivedll sevenwere resolved
with thecomplainant Sevenof the complaints were generated from external sourfée® of the
complaints involved officers assignedRatroland/or Special Operationsneinvolvedamember
assigned tadhe Communications Centeaind one involved a detective assigned to the Criminal
Investigation Bureau

The Office of Professional Standards receivage Supervisory Inquiries. SevenSupervisor
Inquiries were assigned to a Patr@pecial Operations, or Investigatiossipervisor for
investigationand two were assigned to a supervisor in Professional Standards. Outmhée
Supervisory Inquiriesonewasnot sustainedfour were sustainedonewas unfoundeéndthree
wereresolvedduring the course of the inquirySevenof the complaints originated from outside
the department anivo were internal complaintsEight of the complaints were against officers
assigned to Patrahnd/a Special Operationsind onewas againspersonnelassigned to the
Criminal Investigations Bureau

The Office of Professional Standards conduatésl/en Internal Affairs investigations for the
2016 calendar year. Of theleveninvestigations,eight investigations resulted in sustained
violations, one investigation resulted in the accusations being not sustained against the officer
and twoof the accusations were unfoundden of the complaints originated from within the
departmenandonefrom acitizen. All eleveninvestigationsnvolved officers assigned to Patrol.

The following is a short summary of each of the Internal Affairs Investigations:

IA 16-01: On Januaryl9", 2016, Jason Nasworth met with Ocala Police Department Chief Greg
Grahamto discuss an issue concerning his wife, Ocala Police Department Officer
Jessica Naswort h. Jason Nasworth is a
Office. During that meeting, Jason Nasworth informed Chief Graham that his wife
had been having a saxl relationship with several Ocala el Department Officers,
including Sgt. Scott Rowe. Jason Nasworth was concerned because all persons
involved were married, Sgt. Rowe is a supervisor, and that some of the activities may
have occurred while one orame of the officers were on duty.

Chief Graham ordered an Internal Affairs investigation to determine the facts of this
complaint. After the investigation was completed, it was forwarded to a Disposition
Panel. It was the recommendationtié Disposition Panel to sustain violations of
departmental directives against the accused officers. The Chief of Police agreed with
the findings.
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IA 16-02: On January'8 2016 Officer Casey Walsh intervened in a disturbance while
socializing in a drinking establishment. She was off duty and did not identify herself
as a LEO to the subject. Officer Walsh's intervention resulted in a physical altercation
during which she strikca subject twice. Officers Vitale and Nasworth were present
with Officer Walsh at the time. None reported the incident to any supervisor within the
Department.

Chief Graham ordered an Internal Affairs investigation to determine the daetny
potential Directive violations. After the investigation was completed, it was forwarded
to a Disposition Panel. It was the recommendation of the Disposition Panel to sustain
violations of departmental directives against the accused officersCHib&of Police
agreed with the findings.

IA 16-03: On March %', 2016, Officer Jose Gonzalez responded to 3015 SE Maricamp Rd.
(Dunkin Donuts) in reference to a Criminal Mischief investigation (Case
201600049478). Dunkin Donuts Manager Britté&wrleigh reported that the sink in
t he menos bat hroom had been damaged an
surveillancevideo, that four juveniles wheegularly frequent the business may have
been responsible. Ofc. Gonzalez documented the incidentlsmdeplained the
trespass warning procedure to Ms. Burleigh in the event that the juveniles or anyone
else was at the business causing problems. Ms. Burleigh in turn explained the
procedure to her employees.

On March 6, Dunkin Donuts employee Taylor decalled the Ocala Police
Department and requested that an officer be dispatched to issue three males trespass
warnings. Officer Amado Burgos responded to the location, made contact with two

of the males who were still at the location, and escorted thetrafdhe business. It

was later determined that these subjects were the same as the ones suspected of being
involved in the criminal mischief case. Ofc. Burgos did not issue the subjects
trespass warnings per Department policy/procedures and closedaltheut as
AGOAO.

Deputy Chief Smitlordered an Internal Affairs investigation to determine the facts of
this complaint. After the investigation was completed, it was forwarded to a
Disposition Panel. It was the recommendation of the Disposition Parslstain
violations of departmental directives against the accused officer. The Chief of Police
agreed with the findings.

IA 16-04: On March 1%, 2016, aip was received that Officer Hall was engaging in the use of
marijuana at 3601 W. Silver SprinBés/d, Lot 44. A criminal investigation was
initiated that resulted in Officer Hall being confronted with his actions. He declined to
participate in a drug screen, was suspended, and ultimately resigned from the
Department Multiple formsof marijuanaanddrug paraphernalia were foud
Of f i cer Ha l-i$sded pattotvehaclartd @& certHall was arrested for
several drug charges.

Chief Graham ordered an Internal Affairs investigation to determine policy violations
and violation of CJSTC rulesAfter the investigation was completed, it was



forwarded to a Disposition Panel. It was the recommendation of the Disposition
Panel to sustain violations of departmental directives against the accused officer. The
Chief of Police agreed with the findings.

IA 16-05: On May 17", 2016, Officer Emmanuel Ramijit sent an email, via his Ocala Police
Department GroupWise account, to Sergeants Malone and Uptagraft requesting that
day off. The email was sent at 1458 hours and Ofc. Ramjit was expected tedsk at
at 2100 hours on that same date. The email contained no written content in the body
section and only Al would I|ike to take to
Neither Sgt. Malone nor Sgt. Uptagraft replied to Ofc. Ramjit anigd Ofc. Ramijit
the day (night) off. At 1811 hours on the same date, a text message was sent out
stating APD 96 Ramjit wild.l not be in toni
why Ofc. Ramijit called into the Communications Center to inform therwould not
be in for his scheduled shifsick leave, etc.)

On May 229 Ofc. Ramiit completed his timesheet and submitted it to Sgt. Malone for
approval. Of c. Ramjitdos timesheet indica
17", Sgt. Malone advised Ofc. Ramiit that his request to take MAypff vas never

approved and asked him if he had called in sick on M8y Ofc. Ramijit advised Sgt.

Malone that he did call in sick and was then directed to correct his timesheet to

acaurately reflect the proper leave type.

It was later determined that Ofc. Ramjit left for a boating trip with Officers
Chrisbpher Scaglione and Joseph Kadarly on the morning of May f8during the
shift that he called in sick forBoth Officers Scaglione and Kglivork the same shift
but had prior approval from their supervisor to be off.

Deputy Chief Smittordered an Internal Affairs investigation to determine the facts of
this complaint. After the investigation was completed, it was forwarded to a
Disposition Panel. It was the recommendation of the Disposition Panel to sustain
violations of departmentalirgctives against the accused officer. The Chief of Police
agreed with the findings.

IA 16-06: On the evening of June 252016 Officer Nasworth made a narcotics arrest and
seized quantities of illegal drugs. Earlylme 28, she was processingigalrugs
when she potentially exposed herself to them. She allegedly failed to notify anyone in
her chain of command tihteturning to work on June 39

Deputy Chief Smith ordered an Internal Affairs investigation to determine the facts of
this complant. After the investigation was completed, it was forwarded to a
Disposition Panel. It was the recommendation of the Disposition Panel to sustain
violations of departmental directives against the accused officers. The Chief of Police
agreed with the fidings.

IA 16-07: On August 38, 2016,0cala Police Department Sergeant Mike Sommer attempted to
contact Ocala Police Department Officer Ashley Stinehour at the request of the State
Attorneyodos Office. The State Attorneyos
Stinehour for several days tohedule a prérial conference with her. Sergeant
Sommer checked Officer Stinehouros regul a



Detail alendar to see when she worked and while doing so, discovered Officer
Stinehour and several other midnight shift @gfis were signing up for special details
that began prior to the end of their regular duty shifts. Further investigation by Sgt.
Sommer revealed these officers, to include Officer Stinehour, Officer Rachel
Mangum, and Officer Joshua Warner, had reportedkivg their regular duty shift as
well as the overlapping special detail shift on their timesheets and received regular
duty pay as well as special duty pay at the same time. The overlapping regular duty
shifts and special details were signed off onrttigiesheets by Sergeants Chris Smith
and Lenny Uptagraft.

Deputy Chief Smitlordered an Internal Affairs investigation to determine the facts of
this complaint. After the investigation was completed, it was forwarded to a
Disposition Panel. It was thegommendation of the Disposition Panel to sustain
violations of departmental directives against the accused aifidéajor Mike Balken
agreed with the findings.

IA 16-08: On September 17 2016 Officer Caruthers responded to 1911 NW'Bt. in
reference to the complainant making threats to family members. He made the decision
to initiate a Baker Act on the complainant at the conclusion of his investigation. The
complainant alleges Officers Caruthers and Wong used excessive forceakinige
her into custody which caused her to suffer a wrist injury. She further alleges Officer
Wong failed to secure her residence which resulted in items being stolen while she
was under the Baker Act. Testimony received in the investigation gave ndether
Use of Force reporting practices were followed. This led to further investigation to
explore this aspect of the incident.

DeputyChief Smithordered an Internal Affairs investigation to determine the facts of
this complaint. After the investitan was completed, it was forwarded to a
Disposition Panel. It was the recommendation of the Disposition Panel to unfound the
accusations against the accused officdrse Deputy Chief of Policagreed with the
findings.

IA 16-09: On November 8, 2016, ®veral officers requested permission to attend a training
course and this request was denied by Captain C. Taylor and Sgt. S. Fernland. It is
alleged Lt. A. Scroble then contacted Sgt. Fernland on behalf of two of the officers
and requested permissifor the officers to attend the training. Sgt. Fernland
explained to Lt. Scroble the requests had already been denied. Lt. Scroble then
contacted Captain S. Cuppy and asked him for permission for the officers to attend the
training. Captain Cuppy was notawfe aware of the previous denials and approved the
training. Several of the officers as well as Lt. Scroble are assigned to Captain Taylor
and are not under Captain Cuppyods direct
behavior was counterproductiaed potentially threatened the ability to maintain an
efficient and orderly workplace within the Department.

DeputyChief Smithordered an Internal Affairs investigation to determine the facts of
this complaint. After the investigation was completed,wids forwarded to a
Disposition Panel. It was the recommendation of the Disposition Panel to not sustain
violations of any departmental directives against the accused officer. The Deputy
Chief of Police agreed with the findings.



IA 16-10: On November 19, 2016, Ocala Police Department Officer Rachel Mangum was
working the Light Up Ocala detail. Ofc. Mangum stated she was speaking with
another city employee (Mr. Brandon Farmer) and he told her two other officers were
speaking to him negatively about he&ccording to Ofc. Mangum, Mr. Farmer would
not go into detail about what the officer
Ofc. Mangum felt théehavior of thefficers (who she identified as Sgt. Dustin
Keuntjes andfficer Derek Vitalewas umprofessional and offensive.

Deputy Chief Smittordered an Internal Affairs investigation to determine the facts of
this complaint. After the investigation was completed, it was forwarded to a
Disposition Panel. It was the recommendation of the Dispoditanel to unfound the
accusations against the accused officers. The Deputy Chief of Police agreed with the
findings.

IA 16-11: On December 12 2016,Captain Taylor received information that a potential criminal
investigation and use of force incidewas mishandled and minimized by the accused
officers due to personal relationships and the fact adudff Ocala Police Department
officer was at the scene with the potential violator. didad reports on the incident
did not shed light on the full storyherefore, Deputy Chief Smith ordered an Internal
Affairs investigation to determine the facts.

After the investigation was completed, it was forwarded to a Disposition Panel. It was
the recommendation of the Disposition Panel to sudta@ accusations against the
accused officers. Major Mike Balken agreed with the findings.
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Use of Force

The Office of Professional Standards received a tota®0tUse of Force reports during the 201
calendar yeaiThe table below shows the yearly totals since62@uring this period, the average
is 131 Use of Force incidents per yefbee Chart 3.01)

Number of Use of Force Reports by Year
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Chart 3. D1

Review ofthe 20% force reportsshowedthere were25 incidens during whichthe subject
sustained an injury. Of dsereported injuriesall 25 were minor in nature Subjects sustainegl
injuries from a K9 bite and2 from the use of daser Conducted Energy Weapohhere werd 0
officersinjured during a use of forceThe reports indicated subject(s) had been arrested during
103 of the incideng with a total of 110 subjects arrested

Instances ofdrce wereused63 times against white maleg2 times against black maleand 24
times against Hipanic males. Force was uskEtitimes against white female% times against
black femalesand 2 times against Hispanic femalesSeveralof the Use of Force reports
indicated multiple offenders. (See Chart 3.02)

Use of Force by Race and Sex
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Chart 3.02




In 52 incidensit was documented that officedisplayed their firearm at a subject or subjécta
Show of Force. Actual applications of forceonsisted of fiicers uilizing a knee strikg2), a
punch (1), some type of restrairtechnique (8), a takedown(62), an am bar technique7), a
deployment oftheir TaserCEW (49), or some other type of forc21). Of the49 total Taser Use

of Force incidents33 involved the use of the Taser aiming beam onlgix times a K9
apprehended a subject with a bite. There wWéstypes of force indicated to have been used on
the 190 Use of Force reports because multiple officargl/or multiple levels of forcevere
involved in some of the use of force encounters. (See Chart 3.03)

Type of Force

Chart 3.03

Each incidentrequiring a Useof Force waseviewed througlthe involved officer(s)chain of
command Each of these review processes required several supervisors to review an incident for
conformity to establishedractices and directives. In 2016ll Use of Force incidentaere
deemedvithin theguidelines of the Use of Force Policy.

In the 205 calendar year &aserCEW was deployed against white malgdimes, 11 times
against black maled,time against Hispanic malesd?2 times against white femalegSee Chart

3.04)

Taser Deployments by Race and Sex
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There was one Internal Affairs Investigation conducted by the Office of Professional Standards
during 2016 in reference to the amount of force used by an officer. At the conclusion of Internal
Affairs case 1608, the incident was unfounded and it was weteed that there were no
violations of the Use of Force Directive. The Chief of Police accepted the findings of the board.

The IA Trakprogram currently used by the Office of Professional Standards to track Use of Force
reports will notify the user wimean employee reaches or exceeds five dfg-orce reports within

a 182day period. In 2016 there were8 alerts oré different officers for the 2. calendar year.

The notifications were sent to the Bureau Majors for dissemingiiter a review of thdJses of

Force for each alerit was determined the involved officers were justified in the amount of force
used.

Officer Assignment Number of Alerts
Burgos, A. Community Policing 1
Fried, J Community Policing 2
Hall, J. Community Policing 2
Reghetti,A. Community Policing 3

Thenext page of this repodisplays the number of arrests an officer maul@016, the number of

Uses of Forcethe officer was involved inand the percentage of times force was utilizdle

making the arrest.This chart is for informational purposes only because an officer may have
assisted in a use of force where another officer was documented as making the arrest. Supervisors
were not included in the report because they rarely make an, éuesiften assist im use of

force K-9 officers were not included because they fill out a Use of Force repod Ke®
apprehensiomand are not credited with the arrest. The arresting officer and the number of arrests
versus the number of Use of Forces are relative &0 thof f i cer 6s positi on
Additionally all Uses of Force do not ultimately result in an arrest. Therefore, the percentages in
the chart may not reflect an accurate picture of the offiferse use.

Officer 2016 Arrests 2016 Number of Use of Percentage Officer used
Forces Officer Involved In force while making an

Arrest
Arnold, Justin D. 28 1 3.57%
Barth, Trevor 37 2 5.41%
Bertalan, Dominic 27 6 22.22%
Bowman, Michael 4 2 50.00%
Brown, Robert 35 1 2.86%
Buetti, Melissa 25 1 4.00%
Burgos, Amado 64 11 17.19%
Cabrera, Janette 37 4 10.81%
Camacho, Luis 31 2 6.45%
Collazo, Ferdinand 45 3 6.67%
Collier, Daniel 56 4 7.14%
Colon, Arnaldo 41 6 14.63%
Compton, Harold 37 5 13.51%
Coughlin, Michael 46 1 2.17%
Crandall, Mark 34 5 14.71%
Deas, James 40 2 5.00%
Diesso, Michael 39 3 7.69%
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Vehicle Pursuits

In 2016, The Office of Professional Standards received-&git (48) Pursuit Reports. Eight (8)

of the pursuits ended when the drivers stopped their vehicles, nine (9) ended when the driver
abandoned the vehicle and fledfont, two (2) ended when the pursued vehicle became disabled,
six (6) ended after the pursd vehicle crashed, and tweitktyee (23) of the pursuits were
discontinued or canceled. All the pursuits were reviewed for adherence to policy. After the
pursuitswere reviewed through the chain of command it was determined officers violated the
pursuit policy in three (3) of the pursuits. The following charts provide statistical information on
the pursuits for 2016:

Number of Pursuits by Year

50 48
45 $+—41 —
40 T T H
35 32 1 1
30 (T — 1 &
* e 18 1] ][O
DT 11— [
15 4 — - 10 — — K
12 nimlmlE o minlininl
0 O

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2018

Maximum Pursuit Speeds

100+
S0-99 |
80-389 1
70-79 |
60-69 |
50-59 |
40-49 |
30—39_
0-29 |

Mile Per Hour

2 3 4 5 6 7 2 9

Number of Pursuits




Pursuits by Day of Week
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Bias-Based Profiling

Ocala Police Department Directive 7.25 states in part:
It is the policy of the Ocala Police Department to protect the Constitutional rights
of all people,regardless of race, color, ethnicity, gender, sexual orientation,
physical handicap, religion or other belief system or physical characteristic; and
to treat each person with respect and dignity. While contacting persons in a
variety of situations is noonly routine, but also relevant to law enforcement
activities, the Department will not accept or tolerate Hiased profiling.

Members of the Ocala Police Department are prohibited from takingpaszsl law enforcement
action, such as contact, detenti@asset seizur®r interdiction toward any person(s). Persons
who believe they have been stopped and/or searched as a resulthaEdadprofiling may file a
complaint with the Department. There were no complaints received by patrdent in
referance to biasbased profiling during the 26Xkalendar year.

To conduct an analysis of possible biaessed Profiling by Ocala Police Department officers for

the 205 calendar yeaitwo sets of dta were reviewed. Most biased Profiling occurs through
sdf-initiated activiys o t he first data reviewed came from
second set of data used was traffic enforcement information which included reviewed data from
Citations, Written Warnings and Verbal Warnings. Under fiield Interview Sectiont he F 1 Rd s
will be shown in totals and percentajesy r ace and sex. There wild/
documented by white male officers, white female officers, black male officers and Hispanic male
officers.

Under the Traffic Eforcement Sectionthe traffic contacts will be shown in totals and
percentages by race and sex. There will be a breakdown of traffic contacts documented by white
male officers, white female officers, black male officers, black female officers, Hispatc m
officers, Hispanic femalefficers and male officers afther race and female officers of other

races

A spreadsheet containing a bréawn of each individual officetin both the FIR section and the
Traffic sectionhas been included

After a review of the Field Interview Reports and Trafff&ops information gathered for this
report,it does not appear the Ocala Police Departhperforms any type of bidmsed profiling.

Field Interview Reports

The Community Policing philosophy encourage®diircitizen contact by officers. In addition to
gathering information to facilitate the performance of their duties, officers may approach any
person who is on a public street or in a public area to engage in voluntary conversation.

When an officer obsees suspicious activity, the officer should make contact with the suspicious
individual(s) and make every effort to resolve the reason for suspicion. If there is no reasonable

! with the present computer program there is no way to separate as to whether a citation was issued during an
accident or a traffic stop.

2When dealing with smaller groups of numbers it will normally show high percentages.

¥ When data is broken down by éaadividual officer the percentages are rounded off to the closest whole number.



suspicion that a crime has occurred or is occurring, the individual will noletsened. The
individual cannot be forced to answer questions; however, the officer will attempt to gather the
individual's personal information. Information concerning the contact will be appropriately
documented on a Field Interview Report.

Field Interview Reports by all Officers

During the 2016 calendar year, officers documented a total of 528 Field Interview Reports. A
total of 258 (49%) were documented on white males, 84 (16%) were documented on white
females, 123 (23%) were documented on black males, 27 (5%) were documented on black
females, 27 (5%) were documented on Hispanic males, 4 (1%) were documented on Hispanic
females, 2 (0%) we documented on a males of another race, and 3 (0%) were documented on
females of another race. (See Chart 5.1)

Of the Field Interview Reports documented, a total of 342 (65%) were documented on
Caucasians, 150 (28%) were documented on African AmeriBan&%) were documented on
Hispanics, and 5 (1%) were documented on a person of another race. (See Chart 5.2)

Of the Field Interview Reports documented, a total of 410 (78%) were documented on males and
118 (22%) were documented on females. (See Ci8rt 5.

Total FIR's by Race & Sex

W/F,84,16%

B/M, 123,23%

B/F,27,5%
H/M, 27,5%

W/M, 258, 49% HF 4, 1%

Charts.1

* All percentages are rounded off to the closest whole number.



Total FIR's by Race

Black, 150, 28%

. . o
White, 342, 65% Hispanic, 31, 6%

- 0
Charts.2 Other, 5, 1%

Total FIR's by Sex

Male, 410, 78%

emale, 118,22%

Charts3

Field Interview Reports by White Male Officers

During the 2016 calendar year, white male police officers documented a total of 384 Field

Interview Reports. A total of 197 (51%) were documented on white males, 60 (16%) were

documented on white females, 82 (21%) were documented on black males, 17 (4%) were
documented on black females, 20 (5%) were documented on Hispanic males, 4 (1%) were
documented on Hispanic females, 2 (0%) were documented on males of another race%gnd 2 (0

were documented on females of another race. (See Chart 5.4)

Of the Field Interview Reports documented by white male police officers, a total of 257 (67%)
were documented on Caucasians, 99 (26%) were documented on African Americans, 24 (6%)
were documeted on Hispanics, and 4 (1%) were documented on persons of another race. (See
Chart 5.5)

Of the Field Interview Reports documented by white male police officers, a total of 301 (78%)
were documented on males and 185 (21%) were documented on femal&h48&e6)



White Male Officers' Total FIR's by Race & Sex
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White Male Officers' Total FIR's by Race
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White Male Officers' Total FIR's by Sex

Female, 83,22%
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Charts.6




Field Interview Reports by Black Male Officers

During the 2016 calendar year, black male pobécers documented a total of sevéreld
Interview Reports. A total of 3 (43%) were docuneeh on white males, 1 (14%) was
documented ora white female, 2 (29%) were documented on black males, 1 (14%) was
documented ora black female. No Field Interview Reports were documented on persons of
either Hispanic or other racial origins. (See Chart 5.7)

Of the Field InterviewReports documented by black male police officers, a total of 4 (57%) were
documented on Caucasians and 3 (43%) were documented on African Americans. No Field
Interview Reports were documented on persons of either Hispanic or other racial origins. (See
Chat 5.8)

Of the Field Interview Reports documented by black male police officers, a total of 5 (71%) were
documented on males and 2 (29%) were documented on females. (See Chart 5.9)

Black Male Officers’' Total FIR's by Race & Sex
B/M, 2,29%

W/F, 1,14%
BF, 1, 14%

W/M, 3,43%

Charts.7

Black Male Officers' Total FIR's by Race
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Chart5.8




Black Male Officers' Total FIR's by Sex
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Charts9

Field Interview Reports by Hispanic Male Officers

During the 2016 calendar year, Hispanic male police officers documented a total of 111 Field
Interview Reports. A total of 50 (45) were @cumented on white males, 22 8D were
documented on white feres, 26 (2%0) were documented on black males, 7 (6%) were
documented on black females, 5 (5%) wetecumented onHispanic males and 1 was
documented om female of other racial originNone were documented on Hispanic females or
males of other racial origins. (See Chart 5.10)

Of the Field Interview Reports docemted by Hispanic male police officers, a total of 72 (65%)
were documented on Caucasians, 33 (30%) were documented on African Americans, 5 (4%) on
Hispanics, and 1 ¢b) on person of other racial origins. (See Chart 5.11)

Of the Field Interview Reports domented by Hispanic male police officers, a total of 81 (73%)
were documented on males and 30 (27%) were documented on females. (See Chart 5.12)

HispanicMale Officers' Total FIR's by Race & Sex
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Field Interview Reports by Other Origin Male Officers

During the 2016 calendar year only one ndéce officer of other racial origin documented any
Field Interview Reports. The male officenducted total of 1 Field Interview Report
documenting a black femate.

Field Interview Reports by White Female Officers

During the 2016 calendar year, wehfemale police officers documented a total of 143 Field
Interview Reports. A total of 63 (44%) were documented on white males, 22 (15%) were
documented on white females, 42 (29%) were documented on black males, 10 (7%) were
documented on black female8, (2%) were documeetl on Hispanic males, 2 (1%) were
documented on Hispanic females, and 1 (1%) was documented on a female of another race. (See
Chart 5.13)

Of the Field Interview Reports documented by white female police officers, a total of 85 (59%)
were documented on Caucasians, 52 (36%) were documented on African Americans, 5 (4%) were
documented on Hispanics, and 1 (1%) was documented on a person of another race (See Chart
5.14)

® No graphs were shown because only one officer had any data in this category



Of the Field Interview Reports documented by white female policeeoffi@ total of 108 (76%)
were documented on males and 35 (24%) were documented on females. (See Chart 5.15)
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Field Interview Reports by Hispanic Female Officers

During the 2016 calendar year only one Hispanic female police officer docunemteldield
Interview Reports. The Hispanic female officer documented a total of 8 Field Interview Reports.
2 (25%) were documented on white males, 1 (12%) on a white female, and 5 (63%) on black
males.

® No graphs were shown because only one officer had any data in this category



Field Interview Reports Totals

L Name _[wM| |WF [ BM™ | [Be[  [am [wF  fom| OF |w] [B] [u] o] [ m | [ F] | Tots |
Arnold, J. 6 46% 1 8% 4 15% 1 0% 0 0% 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 7 54% 5 38% 1 8% 0 0% 10 1% 3 23% 13
Barth, T. 15 711% 2 10% 3 14% 0 0% 1 5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 17 81% 3 4% 1 S% 0 0% 19 9% 2 10% 21
Bertalan, D. 7 58% 2 17% 2 1% 0 0% 1 8 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 9o 7% 2 1% 1 8% 0 0% 10 8% 2 17% 12
Bode, K. 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% o0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1
Bos, M. 9 75% 1 8% 2 1% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 10 83% 2 1% 0 0% 0 0% 1 92% 1 8% 12
Brown, R. 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% o0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 1
Buchbinder, J. 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% o 0% 0 0% o0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 2
Burgos, A. 9 4% 3 16% 4 21% 1 5% 2 11% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 12 6% 5 2% 2 1% 0 0% 15 1% 4 21% 19
Cabrera, J. 2 25% 1 13% 5 63% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 38% 5 63% 0 0% 0 0% 7 88% 1 13% 8
Caruthers, J. 5 42% 2 17% 2 S0% 0 0% 2 1% 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 7 58% 2 17% 3 25% 0 0% 9 5% 3 25% 12
Clark, G. 8 62% 2 15% 1 8% 0 0% 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 1 8% 10 7% 1 8% 1 8% 1 8% 10 7% 3 23% 13
Collazo, F. 9 38% 8 33% 6 25% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 17 7% 6 25% 1 % 0 0% 16 67% 8 33% 24
Collier, D. 4 29% 2 14% 6 0% 1 04 1 7% 00% 0 0% 0 0% 6 4% 7 50% 1 7% 0 0% 11 7% 3 2% 14
Colon, A. 6 50% 3 25% 2 1% 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 9 5% 3 2% 0 0% 0 0% 8 67% 4 33% 12
Compton, H. 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2
Coughlin, M. 14 50% 7 25% 6 4% 0 0% 1 4% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 21 7% 6 21% 1 4% o0 0% 21 5% 7 25% 28
Crandall, M. 2 50% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 125% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 75% 0 0% 1 25% 0 0% 3 75% 1 25% 4
Deas, J. 2 40% 2 40% 1 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 80% 1 20% 0 0% 0 0% 3 60% 2 40% 5
Diesso, M. 5 50% 2 20% 2 120% 0 60% 1 10% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 7 70% 2 20% 1 10% 0 0% 8 80% 2 20% 10
Douglas, J. 3 3% 0 0% 4 57% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 43% 4 5% 0 0% 0 0% 7 100% 0 0% 7
Ferguson, B. 24 49% 6 12% 12 24% 6 12% 0 0% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 30 61% 18 371% 1 2% 0 0% 36 73% 13 27% 49
Ferguson, M. 2 6% 0 0% 1 333% 0 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 3
Freeman, H. 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 3% o0 0% 0 0% 4 100% 0 0%

Fried, J. 22 51% 9 21% 10 23% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 31 2% 1 26% 0 0% 1 2% 32 74% 11 26% 43
Gauthier, M. 7 35% 4 20% 4 5% 3 0% 2 10% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 55% 7 3% 2 10% 0 0% 13 65% 7 35% 20
Gonzalez Jr, J. 4 4% 2 2% 2 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 11% 6 67% 2 2% 0 0% 1 11% 6 67% 3 33% 9
Green, M. 2 6% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 3
Griffith, S. 0 0% 1 50% 1 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 2
Gurney, J. 4 44% 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 2 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 56% 2 2% 2 2% 0 0% 7 8% 2 22% 9
Hall, J. 1100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% { 100% 0 % 0 0% o0 0% 1 100% o 0% 1
Hazel, P. 1 20% 0 0% 2 0% 0 0% 120% 0 0% 1 20% 0 0% 1 20% 2 40% 1 2% 1 20% 5 100% 0 0% 5
Hernandez, M. 6 46% 0 0% 5 38% 2 15% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 6 46% 7 4% 0 0% 0 0% 11 85% ) 15% 13
Hoffmann, J. 3 5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 3 75% 0 0% 1 25% 0 0% 3 75% 1 25% 4
Howie, K. 6 60% 1 10% 1 1% 1 10% 1 10% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 7 70% 2 20% 1 10% 0 0% 8 80% 2 20% 10
Hunley, G. 24 59% 9 22% 3 % 3 % 2 5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 33 80% 6 15% 2 5% 0 0% 29 TMN% 12 29% 41
Kelly, J. 6 60% 2 20% 1 10% 1 10 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 8 80% 2 20% 0 0% 0 0% 7 70% 3 30% 10
King, G. 3 60% 0 0% 1 100% 0 20% 1 20% 0 0% O 0% 0 0% 3 60% 1 20% { 2% 0 0% 5 10% o0 0% 5
Knobloch, R. 2 40% 1 20% 1 20% 0 0% 1202 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 60% ] 20% 1 2% o0 0% 4 80% 1 20% 5
Leggett, R. 7 4% 2 13% 5 31% 1 6% 0 0% 0 0% 1 6% 0 0% 9 S6% 6 38% 0 0% 1 6% 13 8% 3 19% 16
Letson, R. 3 21% 1 7% 6 14% 2 7% 2 14% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 29% 8 57% 2 14% 0 0% 1 79% 3 21% 14
Malone, R. 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 2
Mangum, R. 1 25% 0 0% 2 50% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 25% 3 7% 0 0% 0 0% 3 5% 1 25% 4
Marcum, J. 1 20% 1 20% 2 40% 0 0% 1 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 40% 2 40% 1 2% 0 0% 4 80% 1 20% 5
Messenger, A. 7 47% 2 13% 5 33% 1 7% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 9 60% 6 40% o0 0% 0 0% 12 80% 3 20% 15
Moorehead, D. 0 0% 0 0% 2 6% 0 0% 133% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 3% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 8
Morales, P. 9 64% 2 14% 3 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 11 7% 3 20 0 0% 0 0% 12 86% 2 14% 14
Nasworth, J. 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% o 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 2
Pitman, J. 4 40% 0 0% 4 40% 1 10% 1 10% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 40% 5 50% 1 10% o0 0% 9 90% 1 10% 10
Ramijit, E. 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 11006 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 1
Reese, E. 2 50% 0 0% 1 25% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 50% 2 50% 0 0% 0 0% 3 75% 1 25% 4
Ritz, A. 4 50% 2 25% 1 13% 0 0% 1 13% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 6 5% 1 13% 1 13% 0 0% 6 75% 2 25% 8
Rodriguez, J. 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% O 0% 1
Rose, L. 2 40% 1 20% 2 40% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 60% 2 40% 0 0% 0 0% 4 80% 1 20% 5
Rossi, M. 2 40% 2 40% 1 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 80% 1 20% 0 0% 0 0% 3 60% 2 40% 5
Rowe, S. 7 78% 0 0% 2 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 7 8% 2 2% 0 0% 0 0% 9 100% 0 0% 9
Russell, D. 9 30% 4 13% 14 4% 0 0% 1 3% 0 0% 1 3% 1 3% 13 43% 14 47% 1 3% 2 7% 25 83% 5 17% 30
Scaglione, C. 8 67% 2 17% 0 0% 1 8% 0 0% 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 10 83% 1 8% 1 8% 0 0% 8 67% 4 33% 12
Snow, D. 2 50% 1 25% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 75% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 3 75% 1 25% 4
Stack, C. 5 29% 1 6% 9 53% 2 12% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 6 5% 1 65% 0 0% 0 0% 14 82% 3 18% 17
Stinehour, A. 2 50% 1 25% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 5% 1 25% 0 0% 0 0% 3 75% 1 25% 4
Tuck, R. 7 88% 1 13% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 8 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 7 88% 1 13% 8
Tuburski, H. 2 25% 1 13% 5 63% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 8% 5 63% 0 0% 0 0% 7 88% 1 13% 8
Uptagraft, L. 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% O 0% 1
Vitale, D. 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 2
Wabbersen, D. 27 63% 7 16% 6 14% 1 2% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 34 79% 7 6% 1 2% 1 2% 34 79% 9 21% 43
Wagner, D. 6 50% 4 33% 1 8% 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 10 83% 2 17% 0 0% 0 0% 7 58% 5 42% 12
Walker, A. 5 50% 3 30% 2 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 8 80% 2 20% 0 0% 0 0% 7 70% 3 30% 10
Walsh, C. 0 0% 0 0% 4 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100% O 0% 4
Warner, J. 1 33% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 133% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 3 100% O 0% 3
Watt, T. 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 3% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 33% 3
Whitston, K. 9 50% 5 28% 2 1% 1 6% 0 0% 1 6% 0 0% 0 0% 14 78% 3 7% 1 6% 0 0% 1 61% 7 39%% 18
Wong, J. 5 33% 2 13% 4 21% 32% 0 0% 1 7% 0 0% 0 0% 7 4a7% 7 47% 1 7% 0 0% 9 60% 6 40% 15
Woods, M. 4 36% 0 0% 3 21% 0 0% 321% 1 9% 0 0% 0 0% 4 36% 3 27% 4 36% 0 0% 10 91% 1 9% 1
Woods, W. 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 100% O 0% 1
Wright, D. 4 57% 1 14% 1 14% 0 0% 1 14% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 5 % 1 14% 1 14% 0 0% 6 86% 1 14% 7
Young, S. 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 2
Totals 258 49% 84 16% 123 23% 27 5% 27 % 4 1% 2 0% 3 1% 342 65% 150 28% 31 6% 5 1% 410 78% 118 22% 528



Traffic Enforcement

Total Traffic Contacts by all Officers

During the 206 calendar yearofficers issued23,456 citations, written warningsand verbal
warnings. Of ts total, 8,750(37%) wereto white males6,946 (30%) wereto white females,
3,390(14%) wereto black males2,970(13%) wereto black females474 (2%) wereto Hispanic
males,289 (1%) wereto Hispanic females373 (2%) wereto males of other raceand264 (1%)

wereto females obther races. (See Chart 5.16)

Of the total citations, written warnings and verbal warnings issuEsj696 (67%) were to
Caucasian%,360(27%) wereto African Americans/62 (3%) wereto Hispanics and637 (3%)

wereto persons of other races. (See Chart 5.17)

Of thetotal citations, written warnings and verbal warnings issd@87 (55%) wereto males

and10,469 (45%) wereto females. (See Chart 5.18)
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Officers' Total Traffic by Sex
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Total Traffic Contacts by White Male Officers

During the 205 calendar yearwhite male officers issued a total ©6,431citations, written
warnings and verbal warnings. A total&f20(37%) wereto white males4,905 (30%) wereto
white females2,362(15%) wereto black males?2,022 (12%) wereto black females,334 (2%)
wereto Hispanic males194 (1%) wereto Hispanic females287 (2%) wereto males of other
racesand207 (1%) wereto females of other races. (See Chart 5.19)

Of the total citations, written warnings and verbal warnings issued by white male officers
11,025 (67%) wereto Caucasians4,384 (27%) wereto African Americans528 (3%) wereto
Hispanics and494 (3%) wereto persons of other races. (See Chart 5.20)

Of thetotal citations, written warnings and verbal warnings issued by white male offg;&03
(55%) wereto males and,328(45%) wereto females. (See Chart 5.21)
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Total Traffic Contacts by Black Male Officers

During the 206 calendar yearblack male officers issued a total 481 citations, written
warnings and verbal warnings. A total 466 (38%) wereto white males, 100 (23%) wereto
white females67 (16%) wereto black males52 (12%) wereto black females12 (3%) wereto
Hispanic males]13 (3%) wereto Hispanic females]l3 (3%) wereto males of other raceand8
(2%) were on females of other races. (See Chart 5.22)

Of thetotal citations, written warningand verbal warnings issued by black male officers, a total
of 266 (62%) wereto Caucasians119 (27%) wereto African Americans,25 (6%) wereto
Hispanicsand21 (5%) wereto persons of other races. (See Chart 5.23)



