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OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL ACCOUNTABILITY
REVIEW BOARD

. SPECIAL REPORT:
OPA’S INVESTIGATION INTO THE ARREST OF GEORGE T. PATTERSON!

I, Summary

In late March local news media launched a series of investigative reporls into the
nighttime drug arrest of wheelchair-bound paraplegic George T. Patterson by two Seattle
police officers, on January 2, 2007.> Mr. Patterson posted bail bond for his release the
following day, and personally filed a complaint two days later against both officers with
the Office of Professional Accountability (OPA) in the Seattle Police Department (SPD).
At Mr. Patterson’s urging, the OPA Sergeant assigned to investigate his complaint
recovered video footage of the encounter from a Walgreens store security camera.
Discrepancies between the officers’ sworn arrest statements and the video prompted the
King County Prosecutor to move to dismiss the criminal case against Mr. Patterson by
early March, and so-called “Brady” notices were subsequently issued to defense counsel
in numerous other municipal, state, and federal criminal proceedings involving the same

two officers.

OPA had apparently just completed its investigation on April 9@ when the Chief of
Police issued a Press Statement that minitized the officers’ conduct while imposing
unspecified discipline for failing to follow atrest procedures, simultaneously refusing to
«_..apologize for making arrests and seizing narcotics and illegal firearms.” The OPA
Review Board* requested OPA’s closed investigative files on May 10 and again on May
16, seeking to reconcile the Chief’s and prosecutors’ apparently conflicting views of the
officers’ conduct. Subsequently, concerns about the officers’ conduct from OPA Auditor
Katrina Pflaumer and King County Superior Court Judge Catherine Shaffer were
reported, and the FBI commenced its own investigation into the matter.’

|
' OPA-IS Case No. 07-0013 (“Case™). All references are to the hand-numbered pages of the closed,
unredacted OPA case file as provided to the Board on May 23, 2007 (e.g., “Case at 1™).
* See, e. £., Castro, Hector, “Investigation of officers leads to dropped drug charges”, Seattle Post-
Intelligencer, 29 March 2007 <httjr//seattlepl.nwsource.com/local/309411 _cops29 himlx; Martin,
- Jonathan, “Questions in drug bust may derail cases”, Seattle Times, 29 March 2007

<http://archives.seattletimes nwsource, com/cgi- .
bin!texi;.cgi/weh/vortex/display?slug=webggli6329m&date=20070329&gue_r1ﬂ— uestionstin+dmethugitm

ay-rderailtcase.
* SPD Press Statement dated April 9, 2007 (*Press Statement™), at 2. The Press Statemont is attached as

Exhibit A. .
* Far background information on the Board, its mission, and its current members, please see Appendix A,

“About the OPA Review Board™.
* Carter, Mike, “2 officers’ reports on arrest questioned”, Seattle Times, 12 May 2007

| <http://archives seattletimes.nwsource.com/cgj-
bin/texis.cgi/web/vortex/display?slug=officers12m&date=200705 1 2&query=judge+shaffer> ;Carter, Mike,
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On May 23, after nearly two-week’s delay, the Board received OPA’s closed,
unredacted files on Mr. Patterson’s arrest. Board member Bradley Moericke and Board
chair Peter Holmes independently reviewed OPA’s closed files before collaborating to
prepare this report. Board member Sheley Secrest previously recused herself from
substantive deliberations in this matter due to a potential conflict of interest.

We reach the following central conclusions in this matter:

!

A. Excellent investigative work by OPA from the outset of this case led to (1)
dismissal of criminal charges against Mr. Patterson and (2) issuance of Brady
notices in other proceedings involving the named officers, simultaneously (3)
exposing inadequate supervision of West Precinct bicycle patrol squads.

B. The Chief of Police subsequently intervened in OPA’s open investigation,
directing extraordinary measures to obtain the testimony of a previously
uncooperative, unreliable witness to (1) bolster part of the officers’ inconsistent
testimony and (2) discredit the complainant and another independent witness. We
have never reviewed a sustained OPA, complaint which relied upon such
questionable evidence to resolve credibility issues.

C. The Chief’s April 9, 2007, Press Statement, apparently issued in lieu of a final
proposed disposition certified by the Acting OPA Director, is not fully supported
by the facts uncovered in OPA’s investigation.

A serious conilict implicating Seattle’s public safety remains unresolved: The same

allegations of police misconduct that compelled prosecutors to dismiss criminal charpes

. against Mr. Patterson and issue Brady notices in related matters have been publicly
sanctioned by the Chief of Police. The Chief further appears to ignore evidence
uncovered by OPA indicating broader, at best perfunctory compliance with arrest
screening procedures. Unless and until current SPD leadership addresses the very real
problems revealed by this investigation, recurring misconduct is likely, leading to a
decline of public confidence in the Department.

| | ' - IL. OPA’s Investigation

Single arrests not involving shootings, vehicle pursuits or other dramatic storylincs
seldom generate the level of media attention that has followed the arrest of George

“Cops lied, hindered probe, says watchdog”, Seattle Times, 24 May 2007
-:hup:/farchives.mattletimes.nwsog;ce.conﬂc’gi~ .

hip/texis. cei/ wgb/vonexfdisElax?glu;Fconaudit0r24mr¢fdate=20070524&querv=Pﬂaumer}; Sullivan,
Jennifer, “FBI probes disputed drug arrest by Seattle officers®, 23 May 2007
ht_rp://archives.seattlethnes.nwsource.com/cgi- :
bin/texis.cgi/web/vnrtexfdislglaﬂslug=fhi23m&:date=2007052§&source=§t>. Previously lost emails
between the OPA Auditor and the Chief regarding this matter have been recovered, and the Board has just

received copies these emails from the new OPA Director (on Thursday, June 14, 2007).
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Patterson. The fact that a video camera caught most if not all of the important details of
the arrest is rare even'in this post-Patriot Act age of increasing video surveillance. This
case is unusual, too, in that much of OPA’s investigation took place during a vacancy in
the office of the civilian OPA Director. It is also among the first cases reviewed by the
OPA Review Board unencumbered by the confusing and burdensome redaction of
witness identities. And the very public discormect between the Chief of Police and
prosecutors makes this matter ripe for review by the Board.®

Once we had obtained OPA’s closed case file, another important fact quickly
emerged which further distinguishes this matter: Unlike the hundreds of other closed
OPA cases reviewed by the Board since its inception, OPA-IS Case No. 07-0013 lacks a
final proposed disposition certified by any command staff or the Acting OPA Director.
The next closest documents we found are the Acting OPA Captain’s draft, unsigned
disposition memorandum and the Chief’s Press Statement—both dated April 9, 2007. We
believe that the key to understanding this investigation lies in comparing these two
documents in light of the evidence gathered by OPA. We start with the five underlying
misconduct allegations, and examine how events during the investigation itself unfolded
to transform this case into an exceptionally revealing snapshot of civilian oversight and

police accountabilily in the SPD today.

A, Complainant’s Allegations

One day into the New Year, on January 2, 2007, at around 10:15 pm, George Troy
Patterson was arrested at the Walgreens store on the corner of Third and Pike and
charged with a violation of the Uniform Controlled Substances Act (VUCSA)7 by two
Seattle police officers. Mr. Patterson posted $7,500 bail bond the following day, and was
released. Two days later, on January 5, Mr. Patterson appeared in person at OPA offices
in SPD Headquarters and filed a complaint against both officers, alleging that they (1)
used Unnecessary Force both in effecting his arrest and again at the West Precinct, and
(2) lied about recovering drugs from his person (Honesty). When interviewed by
telephone on January 18, Mr. Patierson urged the assigned OPA Sergeant to seek out
Walgreens® security surveillance video, believing it had captured the encounter.’

B. OPA’s Additional Allegations

. The OPA Sergeant promptly requested the Walgreens video. When he finally
obtained the recording on January 29, the OPA Serpeant discovered that the two named
officers had already detained and handcuffed another male individual (the “First

. Witness”) prior to contacting Mr. Patterson—a fact not disclosed in the officers’ arrest
reports. The video further reveals a female (the “Second Witness”) who later engaged
Mr. Patterson and the officers in conversation, often at very close quarters. After '
reviewing the video and subsequent witness statements, OPA eventually added new

% The Board published its reasons and authority for requesting this case in a document attached to the May
23, 2007, press release, attached in turn to Appendix A. -

7 Chapter 69.50, Revised Code of Washington.

¥ Case at 252,







































