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Fourth, Respondent has been a police officer since 1993. In his 22 years of
service he has had only one prior disciplinary case — an unrelated matter resolved ip
1999.

On the one hand, this tribunal acknowledges that there is concern for officers who
might be penalized for taking vigorous police action where close choices must be made.
On the other hand, the Department has a compelling interest to minimize serious injuries
resulting from undue pressure exerted on the neck and throat of a suspect. All officers,
however, are charged to know the standards set forth in the Patrol Guide and are placed
on notice that violations can lead to disciplinary charges. In this case, Patrol Guide
Section 203-11 sets forth a very clear message that officers must stay clear of the fragile
pathways of the neck area. Respondent did not abide by this clear standard. Penalties
have been consistently imposed for cases involving Patro] Guide violations of use of
force prohibitions. See, Disciplinary Case No. 2011-4135 (July 23, 2013)(a 23-year
detective who discharged his firearm outside Department guidelines, in that he fired at a
moving vehicle, forfeited 30 vacation days even though he reasonably believed that he
had 1o act to prevent his partner from suffering serious physical injury or death);
Disciplinary Case No. 2013-10417 (Sep. 22, 2015), (a 21-year captain forfeited 15
vacation days for shooting at a moving vehicle even though he believed if he had not

fired his gun when he did he would have been killed.)












