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. Patrolmen Jenkins and Banks who were called to :,hzelos‘sfgws
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and describe the entire incident as routine. ) Bybofis
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Mrs Eloise Rahaman who also made a statement to the
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he Recorderts Court proceedings, denied being close .enot;lgh
“@8éeribe the details. She called the sScout car and didn L earen
know that police officers were involved in what she describe
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Several witnesses, police officers and Rege_iving Hospital
atfendants, heard Mr. Mitchell state that the incident was his
owf] ‘Fault and that he should have been more cooperative. To
Patrolman Jerry Cody, Mr. Mitchell stated that "I wogldn't let
them search me on the street. If they wanted to do it, they
were going to take me to the station to do it." it the con-
clusion of an interview with Detective Kovacich who was in charge
Of the 'investigation, Mr, Mitchell in the hallway of the precinect
statioii, ‘became emotional and stated, "Some day I will have to
learn t6 control my temper," 3 S 2

- Both of the accused officers, young and comparatively new
in the department, who have excellent records with no previous’
demeritis or Trial Board charges, testified substantially the
sames - They were attracted to Mr. Mit chell's car by ‘a deijectiye
headlight. They had been assigned to the Special Patrol Force,
created as a special crime fighting division, and ‘as a result of
it, had been cautioned to be particularly alert to possible
crime in the area, - :

They were patrolling an intersection described by Mr.
MitcheXl and Mr. Bobo as a "hot comer", They noticed, as
every alert police officer should notice, that a man had left
a car and entered a bar; that the car remained stopped in front
of the bar with the motor running. This would normally create
a_suspicion sufficient to alert any police of ficer,

On questioning ‘Mr, Mitchell, to them he appeared nervous,
uncooperative, hostile and in a hurry. On checking over the
call'box, they found an out standing warrant for a Robert F,

Mit chelkl, although at the time they were not certain that it
Was 10t this Robert F. Mitchell, it tured out to be another,
‘according ‘to their testimoney, in the midst of being Questioned,
Mr, Mitchell suddenly started his car and moved it a distance
described by several witnesses as anywhere from 30 to 823 feet,

" Mr, Mitchell claims the officers ordered him to curb his
car. The officers deny this, and Officer Lessnau claims he was
dragged or pulled by the abrupt movement of the car as it started,
?nd Wg}:.le ke w?g tal‘kigigit;o_ M}f :lit[t chell, he disengaged himself

rom the ‘car after ‘grab the license and re stration ¢ &
from Mr, Mitchell's hand.sf,lg 2 81 S .n. card
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SRS rch and for further questioning., Mr. Mitchell resented
e eriSlve'questiqnmg and the search on the stréet. This is
X ,.i,,%.hga ural and justifiable resentment. In his own mind’ he knew
e © he had not committed a crime, neither was he a criminal.
he officers, however, did not know this at the moment and had
cause to believe otherwise. Had he been more of an understanding
citizen and conscious of the duties of a police-of ficer, he
. would have recognized that the officers did not know this, and
‘l}hat in their o m.’.md they were justified in stopping, question-
ing and searching him in view of the physical facts, his atti-
_-.tude and the information they had received. :
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slthough it is humiliating to be searched on the street,
and although it is not the practice of this department to pre-

. - miscuously search every individual on a public thoroughfare,
1t times it'becomes necessary in the performance of efficient
. police work, and as it was most appropriately stated by ‘one

- of the witnesses, "Some officers have been killed by their
failure to do so." ;

If Mr. Mitchell resisted the search and the arrest, which
under the circumstances the Board finds was proper and legal--
and this Board also finds that he did resist--, then the of ficers
did not exceed their authority. Even though the arrest was legal,
if Mr. Mitchell then became the victim of excessive force, then the
officers would have exceeded their authority.

However, no fair minded, reasonably intelligent person,
in the light of the testimony presented, could honestly con-
clude in all good conscience that the officers indulged in ex-
cessive, inhuman, or brutal treatment of Mr. Mitchell. Neither
this Board nor the Detroit Police Department for one moment will
condone the use of excessive force or brutality, Contrary to
the opinion of some, this policy is known and is adhered to by
every good officer of this department.

Too often police officers are the victims of unjustifiable
criticism by unthinking citizens who otherwise mean well, Too
often there are some of us who refuse to recognize that a police
officer's sworn duty, of which he is constantly reminded, is to

. protect and defend and not to persecute or abuse. Too often
some of us forget that every time a police officer steps on the
street he puts his life on the line, and that tragedies frequently

1t from instances which originally appear to be minor or

ce. For this, he mekes untold and seldom recognized

sacrifices, in return for which he too often receives

ent respect and an abundance of ready criticism,
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