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USE OF FORCE ANNUAL REPORT      

Of the 12 subjects involved in Type III (non-OIS) incidents, discussed individually in Section II, 
seven were White males; four were Black males; two were Asian-Pacific Islander males; and one 
was a White female.  Of two subjects involved in OIS incidents, one was a White male and one 
was an Asian-Pacific Islander male.   
 

4. Use of Force by Dispatch Type and Priority1 
 
Officers are logged to calls either by a dispatcher (e.g., in response to a 911 call) or by on-viewing 
an incident (observing an incident while on patrol) and responding.  Of the 2,020 use of force 
reports that could be associated to a CAD event in 2018, most (75%) were calls in which the 
officer was dispatched in response to a call for service from the public.  A breakdown of use of 
force, by type, distinguished between dispatches and on-views, is presented in Table 5.    
 
Table 5: Use of Force by Dispatch Type 

 
 
The reasonableness of force, both in law (see, e.g., Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386 (1989)) and 
in policy (see SPD Manual Section 8.000(4)) is based in part on the totality of the circumstances 
known to the officer at the time the force used, and considered from the perspective of the 
reasonable officer on the scene, rather than with 20/20 hindsight and the benefit of additional 
information.  In that regard, call type and priority can be considered to some degree as a priori 
(theoretical, or deductive) knowledge of the circumstances to which an officer is responding.  

Calls for service, whether dispatched or officer-initiated, are assigned a priority, based on the 
immediacy of the need.  Priority 1 calls are incidents that require an immediate response, 
including incidents that involve obvious immediate danger to the life of a citizen or an officer.  
Priority 2 calls are noted as urgent, or incidents which if not policed quickly could develop into a 
more serious issue (such as a threat of violence, injury, or damage).  Priority 3 calls are 
investigations or minor incidents where response time is not critical to public safety.  Priority 4 
calls involve nuisance complaints, such as fireworks or loud music.  Priority 7 calls are officer-
                                                           
1 These numbers exclude a small fraction of force reports that could not be cross-referenced with a specific CAD 
event.   
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initiated events, such as traffic stops; Priority 9 is used to indicate administrative tasks or 
downtime.  As would be expected, across force levels, the highest frequency of force occurred in 
connection with Priority 1 calls.  A breakdown of force, by level, call priority, and percent change 
relative to 2017 is presented in Table 6.  As shown, 40% of all use of force was associated with a 
Priority 1 call; another 36.93% of force was associated with a Priority 2 call.  The largest observed 
increase was in the use of Type I force in Priority 2 calls, up 75.56% relative to 2017.   

Table 6: Levels of Use of Force by Call Priority (2018) 

 
 

When an incident is created by Communications, whether initiated in response to a 911 call for 
service or called in by an officer on-scene, the incident is assigned an initial call type based on 
information that is reported at the outset.  Table 7 sets forth the top ten initial call types that 
were associated with the majority of uses of Type I and Type II force.  Because Type III uses of 
force are statistically random events, they are excluded from this analysis.    
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5. Use of Force by Day and Time 
 

Figure 4: Average Use of Force by Day of Week  

The distribution of force across day of the week is shown in Figure 4.  Use of Type I force was 
reported to occur most frequently on Wednesday (16.61%) and Thursday (15.37%). Use of Type 
II force was reported most frequently on Wednesday (27.21%) and Sunday or Monday, equally 
(15.44%). Rate of Type I force appears to have shifted from Monday and Tuesday to Wednesday 
and Thursday. Generally, Type II force was found to be volatile across the week, with reports 
declining substantially on Fridays, from 34.09% to 8.09% in 2018.  

Distribution of force across the watches remained consistent in 2018. Type I force was most 
frequently reported as occurring during 3rd watch. Type II force was most frequently reported on 
2nd watch.  Type III (OIS included) was dispersed across the watches.  See Table 9.   
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Table 9: Distribution of Use of Force by Type and Watch2 

Distribution of force across the 24-hour day maintained a curvilinear pattern virtually 
indistinguishable in 2018 relative to 2017.  See Figure 5. 
   
Figure 5: Use of Force Rates by Time of Day 

 

                                                           
2 Officers are assigned to one three watches.  First watch is from 0300-1200 hours, or 0330-1230.  Second Watch is 
from 1100-2000, or 1130-2030.  Third Watch is from 1900-0400 or 1920-0430.   
 

Case 2:12-cv-01282-JLR   Document 524-1   Filed 01/31/19   Page 15 of 44



spdblotter.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/2017/12/Taser-Report-2016.pdf






assets.lapdonline.org/assets/pdf/2016-use-of-force-year-end-review-small.pdf




 

 

20 SEATTLE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Figure 9(b): Taser Effectiveness (Percent) by Activation Type 

 

a. Taser Effectiveness by Subject Distance 

To work in probe, or dart, mode, there must be 
adequate spread between the probes to 
generate a sufficient current to cause NMI.  Due 
to the trajectories and lag of the probe wires, 
the greater the distance the officer is from the 
subject, the greater the spread will be; as 
shown in the graphic to the right, Taser 
estimates an approximate one foot spread per 
seven feet of travel.    Optimum distance for a 
Taser deployment is 7-12 feet, with a target of 
center mass.  In probe mode, the spread 
between probes must be generally be a 
minimum of four inches to be effective. 

The reporting module for Taser deployments requires officers to report their estimated distance 
from the subject by way of four drop-down range selections of 0 feet (as would be the case in 
contact mode), 1-5 feet, 6-10 feet, and 11-20 feet.  A breakdown of Taser deployments by 
distance from subject is presented in Figure 10; Figures 11(a) and (b) show a breakdown of Taser 
effectiveness by distance.   
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Figure 10: Taser Deployments by Distance from Subject 

In two instances, officers reported Taser 
deployments at 0 feet, both of which 
(contact/probe applications) were deemed 
effective.  Of the 15 deployments that were 
reported at a distance of 1-5 feet, five were 
reported to be effective, four were reported 
to be not effective, and six were reported to 
be of limited effect.  At a distance of 6-10 
feet, nine of 14 deployments were reported 
to be effective; the remaining were reported 
to be not effective.  Of the 18 deployments 
that were reported at a distance of 11-20 

feet, the majority (11) were reported to be effective; six were reported to be not effective, and 
one was of limited effect.   

 

Figure 11(a): Taser Effectiveness (Count) by Distance from Subject 
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Figure 12(a): Factors Limiting Taser Effectiveness (Count)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12(b): Factors Limiting Taser Effectiveness (Percent)  

Of the 22 Taser deployments 
that were reported to be not 
effective or of limited effect, 
clothing was identified as the 
limiting factor in the majority of 
instances (n=8).  In three 
instances, one or more Taser 
probes missed the subject; in 
three, the officers reported 
insufficient spread between the 
probes.  No reason was 
provided in two instances, and 
an accidental discharge was 
reported in one instance.   
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2. Investigation of Type III Use of Force 

Investigation of Type III uses of force, including Officer Involved Shootings, are governed by 
Manual Sections 8.400 and by the FIT Manual, a comprehensive guide for conducting thorough, 
complete investigations, interviews, and analysis.   

The Force Investigation Team is responsible for investigating all Type III uses of force by Seattle 
officers.  FIT also investigates serious assaults against officers, any discharge of a firearm by an 
officer, in-custody deaths (both within SPD custody or, by agreement with the King County Jail, 
any deaths occurring in the jail or within 72 hours of release of the jail), and any use of force 
incident in which the supervisor believes there was misconduct in the application of the force. 

FIT consists of a Captain, a Lieutenant, a Sergeant, and six Detectives.  The team is deliberately 
decentralized from SPD headquarters, and is instead located in the same building as the Crime 
Scene Investigation Unit and the State Crime Lab at Airport Way Center.  This location facilitates 
ease of access to the Evidence Section, the Crime Lab, the Photo Lab, and allows for privacy of 
officers from their coworkers at each precinct when needed as witnesses in a FIT case. 

Table 11 shows a breakdown of total FIT responses from 2014 to 2018.  Response total reflects 
all responses by the FIT team, including non-force-related incidents (e.g., assisting an outside 
agency, jail death, or assault on officer investigation).  The number of officers reflects the total 
number of officers who used force at any level (Type I, II, or III) across all incidents investigated 
by FIT; because each force case is investigated according to the highest level used in that incident, 
one FIT case can include multiple uses of force at lower levels as well.   
 
Table 11:  Total FIT Responses (2014-2018) 

 
Year 

 
Responses 

Number 
Of 

Officers 

    OIS 
(Fatal) 

Returned 
to 

Patrol 

In-
Custody 
Death 

 
Unintentional 

Discharge 

 
Potential 

Misconduct  
2014 46 70 9 (5) 8 2 3 2 
2015 26 50 5 (2) 3 2 3 2 
2016 32 49 4 (2) 4 1 2 2 
2017 26   49 6 (3) 3 5 1 1 
2018 28 61 2 (2) 0 54 4 4 

 
 

 

                                                           
4 As discussed below, these investigations included the deaths of four subjects in the custody of the King County 
Jail and one death of a subject in the custody of the Washington State Patrol.   
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Of the 28 incidents that FIT investigated in 2018, 

�x Fourteen involved Type III use of force by one or more Seattle Police Officers, two of which 
were Officer Involved Shootings (OIS), both of which were fatal;  

�x Four involved force that, after investigation, was reclassified as Type II; 
�x Four were unintentional firearm discharges that did not result in any injuries;   
�x Five concerned an in-custody death, four of which involved subjects in King County Jail 

custody, and one of which involved a subject in Washington State Patrol custody (none 
involving any SPD use of force);  

�x One required FIT to investigate a criminal assault by a subject on a Seattle Police Officer.  
 

a. FIT Response Process5 
 
A typical FIT response is initiated when FIT receives a screening call from an on-scene sergeant 
or other supervisor.  FIT directs the supervisor to sequester the involved officers and have them 
escorted individually, by an uninvolved officer to the FIT office.  The OPA Director, the Crime 
Scene Investigation Unit (CSI), Training Unit, and executive members of Command Staff are also 
notified to respond to the scene as appropriate.   
 
FIT detectives are responsible for gathering physical evidence, eyewitness and involved subject 
statements, and any video evidence, both at the scene and through later canvassing of the 
neighborhood, news media and internet.  At the scene, the lead FIT investigator consults with 
CSI, Training, and OPA regarding the evidence gathered; if there is any indication of criminal 
conduct by the officer, the investigation is bifurcated such that the administrative review of the 
incident is screened from the criminal investigation.  No case investigated during either 2015 or 
2016 involved a criminal allegation.   
 
Involved and eyewitness officers are interviewed, separately, at the FIT offices, for purposes of 
capturing as close to the event as possible their perceptions and recollections of the incident.  
Recognizing that video is only one piece of evidence, can be misleading, and is often incomplete, 
FIT has moved towards not permitting officers to watch video prior to giving their statements, so 
as to capture as cleanly as possible what the officer perceived leading up to and the moment the 
force was used.   

When complete, the FIT investigation, and CSI investigation if any, is formally presented to the 
Force Review Board.  A completed FIT investigation is required to cover, where applicable: 

�x A summary of the incident; 
�x Scene description, diagram, and/or photographs; 

                                                           
5 FIT policy and procedure is set forth in greater detail in SPD Manual Section 8.400.   
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Incident No. Precinct Event Summary 
2018-298086 
 
Type III 
1 Involved 
Officer 
 
Type II 
1 Involved 
Officer 
 
Subjects Asian 
male, age 28; 
Asian female, 
age 28. 
 

South/K9 A K9 Officer observed two subject in a reported stolen, parked 
vehicle.  The subjects left the vehicle on foot.  The officer 
located the subjects and ordered them to stop.  The subjects 
continued to walk away from the officer.  The K9 officer 
deployed his dog and attempted to physically detain the 
subjects, resulting in a struggle.  Backup officers arrived and the 
subjects were taken into custody.  One subject was taken to the 
hospital and later found to have blood on the brain, the cause 
of which could not be medically determined.   
 

2018-305989 
 
In-Custody 
Death 
 

WSP A Washington State Patrol Trooper had a subject in custody 
after conducting a DUI traffic stop.  The subject was in handcuffs 
and the trooper was escorting the subject to the patrol vehicle 
to place him into the rear seat.  The trooper was standing with 
the subject at the open rear door of his patrol vehicle when the 
subject moved towards the edge of the bridge and went over 
the barrier.  The subject fell approximately 60 feet to the water 
below and sank below the surface.  SPD Harbor units responded 
and recovered the subject from the water.  He was transported 
by SFD medics to Harborview, where he was pronounced 
deceased.  WSP requested that SPD investigate. 

2018-349334 
 
Unintentional 
Discharge 
 

Southwest An officer unintentionally discharged his duty weapon near the 
loading barrel at the Southwest Precinct while preparing to 
clean the weapon in advance of qualifications the following day.  
The round lodged in the wall.  No injuries were reported. 

2018-349646 
 
Type II 
3 Involved 
Officers 
 
2 involved 
Officers 
 
Subject Black 
male, age 61 
 

West West Precinct bike officers were conducting a narcotics 
operation in the 200 block of Blanchard Street.  They observed 
a male complete a suspected narcotics transaction and moved 
in to arrest him.  The subject actively resisted their efforts.  
Officers took him to the ground, where the subject continued 
to struggle.  Knee strikes and a cross-face maneuver were used 
to take the subject into custody.  The subject complained of 
shoulder and eye pain and was transported to Harborview.  
Based on the initial report of possible Type III injuries, FIT 
responded.  Follow review, the incident was reclassified as a 
Type II.    
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�x 47% involved the reporting of Handcuffing Pain Only (768)  
�x 17% involved the reporting of Officers pointing their firearm at a Person (271) 
�x 30% involved the reporting Complaint of Pain Only (492)  
�x 5% involved the reporting of Using Multiple Types of Type I force (77)  
�x 1% involved the reporting of Deploying an NFDD (not at a person) by SWAT (27) 

 
ADDITIONAL LINKS 

 

The Department remains committed to providing the public with as much transparency and 
accessibility into its data as it can within the bounds of the privacy interests of the community 
we serve.  Additional information queries can be explored relating to stops and detentions, use 
of force, crisis responses, and crime statistics at  http://www.seattle.gov/police/information-and-
data.   

**** 
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