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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF COLORADO

Civil Action No. 25-cv-00669-NYW-STV
(To be supplied by the court)

ANTHONY WRIGHT,
Plaintiff
V.
Jury Trial
requested:
Please check one
~_ X Yes ___ No

CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER,
OFFICER JAYSON FRANCESCHINI, in his individual capacity,

OFFICER CALEB CONNER, in his individual capacity,

OFFICER KEVIN LEE, in his individual capacity,

JOHN DOES 1-11, Denver Sherift Officers, in their individual capacities,

Defendant(s).

(List each named defendant on a separate line. If you cannot fit the names of all defendants in
the space provided, please write “see attached” in the space above and attach an additional
sheet of paper with the complete list of names. The names of the defendants listed in the above
caption must be identical to those contained in Section B. Do not include addresses here.)

AMENDED COMPLAINT

NOTICE
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Eederal Rule of Civil Procedure 5.2 addresses privacy and security concerns resulting from public
access to electronic court files. Under this rule, papers filed with the court should not contain: an
individual’s full social security number or full birth date; the full name of a person known to be a
minor; or a complete financial account number. A filing may include only: the last four digits of a
Social Security number; the year of an individual’s birth; a minor’s initials; and the last four digits
of a financial account number.

The plaintiff need not send exhibits, affidavits, grievances, witness statements, or any other
materials to the Clerk’s Office with this complaint.

A. PLAINTIFF INFORMATION

You must notify the court of any changes to your address where case-related papers may be
served by filing a notice of change of address. Failure to keep a current address on file with the
court may result in dismissal of your case.

Anthony Wright 15069 E Mexico Dr Aurora,CO 80012
(Name and complete mailing address)

7206099199/Mr.Wrightl G@gmail.com
(Telephone number and e-mail address)

B. DEFENDANT(S) INFORMATION

Please list the following information for each defendant listed in the caption of the complaint. If
more space is needed, use additional paper to provide the requested information. The further
pages regarding defendants should be labeled “B. DEFENDANT(S) INFORMATION.”

Defendant 1: City and County of Denver, 201 W. Colfax, Dept. 205, Denver, CO 80202
(Name and complete mailing address)

7208652700
(Telephone number and e-mail address if known)

Defendant 2: Officer Jayson Franceschini 3921 Holly St. Denver, CO 80207
(Name and complete mailing address)

720-9131000
(Telephone number and e-mail address if known)

Defendant 3: Officer Caleb Conner 3921 Holly St. Denver, CO 80207



http://www.google.com/search?q=FRCP+5.2
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(Name and complete mailing address)

720-913-1000
(Telephone number and e-mail address if known)

Defendant 4: Officer Kevin Lee 3921 Holly St. Denver, CO 80207
(Name and complete mailing address)

720-913-1000
(Telephone number and e-mail address if known)

Defendant 5: JOHN DOES 1-11, Denver Sheriff Officers 490 W Colfax Ave, Denver,CO 80204
(Name and complete mailing address

720-337-0400
(Telephone number and e-mail address if known)

C. JURISDICTION
Identify the statutory authority that allows the court to consider your claim(s): (check one)

X Federal question under R8 U.S.C. § 1331 (claims arising under the Constitution, laws,
or treaties of the United States)

List the specific federal statute, treaty, and/or provision(s) of the United States
Constitution that are at issue in this case.

LS. Constitution, Article I11; Fourth Amendment; Fourteenth Amendment; PR US.C. §

[331;: PRUS.C. § 1343(a)(3): KAU.S.C. §§ 1981, 1983, [0]8].

Diversity of citizenship under R8 U.S.C. § 1332 (a matter between individuals or corporate
citizens of different states, and the amount in controversy exceeds $75,000)

The plaintiff is a citizen of the State of __Colorado

If Defendant 1 is an individual, Defendant 1 is a citizen of

If Defendant 1 is a corporation,


http://www.google.com/search?q=28+u.s.c.++1331
http://www.google.com/search?q=28+u.s.c.++1331
http://www.google.com/search?q=28+u.s.c.++1331
http://www.google.com/search?q=28+u.s.c.+28
http://www.google.com/search?q=28++u.s.c.++++1343(a)(3)
http://www.google.com/search?q=28++u.s.c.++42
http://www.google.com/search?q=42++u.s.c.++++1981
http://www.google.com/search?q=42++u.s.c.++1983
http://www.google.com/search?q=42++u.s.c.++1988
http://www.google.com/search?q=28+u.s.c.++1332
http://www.google.com/search?q=us+const+art+3
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Defendant 1 is incorporated under the laws of Colorado

USDC Colorado

(name of

state or foreign nation).

(name of state

Defendant 1 has its principal place of business in _ Colorado
or foreign nation).

Defendant 2: Officer Jayson Franceschini
Type: Individual
Citizen of: Colorado

Defendant 3: Officer Caleb Conner
Type: Individual
Citizen of: Colorado

Defendant 4: Officer Kevin Lee
Type: Individual
Citizen of: Colorado

Defendant 5: John Does 1-11 (unknown Denver Sheriff booking officers)
Type: Individuals
Citizenship (upon information and belief): Colorado

(If more than one defendant is named in the complaint, attach an additional page

providing the same information for each additional defendant.)

D. STATEMENT OF CLAIM(S)

State clearly and concisely every claim that you are asserting in this action. For each claim,
specify the right that allegedly has been violated and state all facts that support your claim,
including the date(s) on which the incident(s) occurred, the name(s) of the specific person(s)
involved in each claim, and the particular facts that show how each person was involved in each
claim. You do not need to cite specific legal cases to support your claim(s). If additional space is
required to describe any claim or to assert further claims, use extra paper to continue that claim
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or to assert the additional claim(s). Please indicate that the additional paper is attached and
label the additional pages regarding the statement of claims as “D. STATEMENT OF CLAIMS.”

Count I — Fourth Amendment: Unlawful Seizure / Arrest

42 U.S.C. § 1983

Against: Officer Jayson Franceschini, Officer Caleb Conner, and Officer Kevin Lee

(individual capacities)

Plaintiff was unlawfully seized and arrested during two separate traffic stops on February 15,
2025, and May 26, 2025. In both incidents, Plaintiff was operating his vehicle lawfully,
committed no traffic violations, and exhibited no suspicious behavior. Despite this, Defendants
initiated traffic stops without reasonable suspicion or probable cause.

February 15, 2025:

Officer Franceschini followed Plaintiff and a similarly situated white male motorist for several
blocks (at least 8 blocks). Without observing any violation, he activated his emergency lights and
forced Plaintiff into the Phillips 66 gas station. Officer Conner arrived shortly thereafter. Plaintiff
was ordered out of the vehicle, handcuffed, searched, fingerprinted, and detained in the back of a
patrol car. Officers falsely claimed Plaintiff had an active warrant, but produced no
documentation. No warrant existed for the plaintiff arrest. Plaintiff was released without citation,

report number, or judicial process.

May 26, 2025:

Officers Franceschini and Lee followed Plaintiff and a similarly situated Hispanic female motorist
for several blocks. Neither vehicle committed any violation. Immediately before initiating the
stop, Officer Franceschini asked Officer Lee, “Are you ready?” and Officer Lee responded,

“Yeah,” affirmatively participating in the decision to stop Plaintiff. Plaintiff was ordered out of


http://www.google.com/search?q=42+u.s.c.++1983
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the vehicle, handcuffed, searched, fingerprinted, and detained while officers attempted to locate a
nonexistent warrant. Plaintiff was released for the second time without citation, report number, or
judicial process. Officers must articulate specific, objective facts supporting a stop. Defendants
articulated none. Their only stated basis was that a fabricated warrant match was out for plaintiffs
arrest, unverified, and contradicted by their own computer checks. The absence of any traffic
violation, combined with the absence of a warrant for the plaintiffs' arrest, renders both detentions
unconstitutional. The scope and intrusiveness of the detentions, including handcuffing,
confinement in a patrol vehicle, and fingerprinting, constituted de facto arrests requiring probable
cause. Furthermore, these unlawful detentions were influenced by contaminated booking records
created by Denver Sheriff Department misidentifications, which falsely associated Plaintiff with a
White offender, Anthony Worth. Defendants’ actions were intentional, reckless, and taken with

deliberate disregard for plaintift’s clearly established constitutional rights.

Count II — Fourth Amendment: Excessive Force

B2 US.C. §1983

Against: Officer Franceschini, Officer Conner, and Officer Lee (individual capacities)
Plaintiff was subjected to excessive force during both stops despite offering no resistance, posing
no threat, and complying fully with all commands. Defendants forcibly handcuffed Plaintiff,
physically manipulated him, and conducted intrusive searches while he was restrained. Plaintiff
suffers from documented medical conditions, including a thoracic herniated disc, cervical disc
protrusion, and myofascial pain syndrome. Defendants ignored Plaintiff’s visible discomfort and
his statements regarding pain. On May 26, Plaintiff audibly expressed pain while exiting the

patrol vehicle. Officer Lee acknowledged the pain but continued the detention.


http://www.google.com/search?q=42+u.s.c.++1983
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The force used was objectively unreasonable. Plaintiff posed no threat, made no movements
suggesting danger, and complied fully with all commands. Handcufting a compliant,
non-threatening individual constitutes excessive force, particularly when the underlying detention
lacked probable cause. In both arrests, the force used exacerbated Plaintiff’s pre-existing spinal
injuries and caused significant physical pain. Defendants acted intentionally and with reckless

disregard for Plaintiff’s safety and known medical conditions.

Count III — Fourteenth Amendment: Due Process (Fabricated Warrant / Detention Without
Judicial Process)

K2 US.C. §1983

Against: Officer Franceschini, Officer Conner, and Officer Lee (individual capacities)
Plaintiff was deprived of liberty without due process of law during the February 15 and May 26
detentions. In both incidents, Defendants falsely asserted that Plaintiff had an active warrant,
detained him without judicial authorization, and collected biometric data without a lawful basis.
Defendants knowingly relied on false warrant information and continued to detain Plaintiff after
confirming no warrant existed, demonstrating intentional fabrication rather than a reasonable
mistake. Defendants bypassed every procedural safeguard required by the Constitution and
Colorado law.

A. Required Judicial Process That Was Violated

Under the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments, Officers must follow specific judicial procedures
before detaining a person on a claimed warrant.

Defendants violated each of the following:

1. Verification of the Warrant’s Existence


http://www.google.com/search?q=42+u.s.c.++1983
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Officers must confirm the warrant exists, is active, is signed by a judge, and matches the person’s
identity.

Defendants never verified any warrants.

2. Production of the Warrant or Explanation of Its Absence

Colorado law requires officers to show the warrant or explain why it cannot be produced.

No warrant was shown because none existed for the plaintiff's arrest.

3. Judicial Review After Arrest

If detaining someone on a warrant claim, officers must initiate judicial review and file an
affidavit.

No affidavit, no judicial review, no case number (For the Plaintiff’s arrest)

4. Filing of a Police Report or Incident Documentation

DPD policy requires documentation of the stop, warrant verification, and search.

No report exists for either stop.

5. Judicial Authorization for Biometric Seizure (Fingerprinting)

Fingerprinting requires a lawful arrest, judicial authorization, or consent.

Plaintiff was fingerprinted without any of these.

6. Immediate Release When No Warrant Exists

Once officers confirmed no warrant existed, they were required to release Plaintiff immediately
and document the stop. Defendants continued detaining Plaintiff and provided no documentation.
B. Constitutional Violation

By fabricating a warrant match, detaining Plaintiff without judicial authorization, collecting

biometric data without legal basis, and bypassing all required judicial procedures, Defendants
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violated Plaintiff’s rights under the Fourteenth Amendment. Defendants acted with reckless

disregard and deliberate indifference to Plaintiff’s procedural due process rights.

COUNT IV - EQUAL PROTECTION / RACIAL PROFILING

Fourteenth Amendment — #2 U.S.C, §§ 1981,

Against: Officer Jayson Franceschini (Feb 15 & May 26) and Officer Kevin Lee (May 26)
This Equal Protection violation arises not from any obligation to stop the non-Black motorists,
but from Defendants’ decision to single out Plaintiff for enforcement solely because of his race
while treating similarly situated non-Black motorists more favorably. Defendants acted
intentionally and with discriminatory purpose, treating Plaintiff differently from similarly situated
non-Black motorists. Plaintiff, a Black male, was subjected to intentional racial discrimination
and selective enforcement by Denver Police Department officers during two separate traffic stops
occurring on February 15, 2025, and May 26, 2025. In both incidents, Plaintiff was treated
differently from similarly situated non-Black motorists traveling beside him under identical
circumstances. The discriminatory treatment was motivated by racial bias and violated the Equal

Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment.

A. February 15, 2025 — Selective Enforcement Against Plaintiff Instead of a Similarly
Situated White Motorist

On February 15, 2025, Plaintiff was driving northbound on Colorado Boulevard in the far-left
lane. A white male motorist driving a black sedan traveled immediately beside Plaintiff at the
same speed, in the same direction, and under identical traffic and lighting conditions. Both

vehicles were simultaneously visible to Officer Jayson Franceschini for approximately eight
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blocks. Neither Plaintiff nor the white male motorist committed any traffic violation. Despite
having equal opportunity to stop either vehicle, Officer Franceschini accelerated into the far-left
lane behind Plaintiff, activated his emergency lights, and initiated a stop solely against Plaintiff.
The white male motorist who was similarly situated to Plaintiff in every material respect was not
stopped, detained, questioned, searched, handcuffed, fingerprinted, or subjected to any law
enforcement action. Accordingly, for the February 15 incident, this Equal Protection claim is

asserted solely against Officer Franceschini.

B. May 26, 2025 — Selective Enforcement Against Plaintiff Instead of a Similarly Situated
Hispanic Motorist

On May 26, 2025, Plaintiff was driving westbound on Colfax Avenue while a Hispanic female
motorist traveled beside him in the adjacent lane at the same speed, in the same direction, and
under identical traffic and lighting conditions. Both vehicles were simultaneously visible to
Officers Franceschini and Lee for several blocks. Neither Plaintiff nor the Hispanic female
motorist committed any traffic violation. Immediately before activating the emergency lights,
Officer Franceschini asked Officer Lee, “Are you ready?” Officer Lee responded, “Yeah,”
affirmatively endorsing and participating in the decision to stop Plaintiff rather than the similarly
situated Hispanic female motorist. Both officers had an equal opportunity to stop either vehicle,
yet they jointly chose to stop only Plaintiff. The Hispanic female motorist who was similarly
situated to Plaintiff in all material respects was not stopped, detained, questioned, searched,
handcuffed, or subjected to any law enforcement action. Accordingly, for the May 26 incident,

this Equal Protection claim is asserted against both Officer Franceschini and Officer Lee.

10
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C. Pattern of Racially Selective Enforcement

The February 15 and May 26 incidents were not isolated events. In both encounters, officers
followed multiple vehicles for extended distances, observed no traffic violations by any driver,
and nevertheless chose to stop only Plaintiff. The same primary officer, Franceschini, engaged in
the same selective enforcement pattern on two separate dates, targeting Plaintiff while declining
to stop similarly situated non-Black motorists traveling beside him under identical circumstances.

This repeated conduct establishes a pattern of racially discriminatory enforcement.

D. Racial Misidentification as Additional Evidence of Discriminatory Intent

The discriminatory intent is further supported by the City’s repeated failure to prevent or correct
the misidentification of Plaintiff, a Black male, as a White offender, Anthony Worth, over an
eight-year period. Although Plaintiff himself was never booked under the wrong identity, Denver
Sheriff Department booking officers repeatedly processed and accepted criminal charges
committed by Worth under Plaintiff’s name and identifiers, including bookings in 2017, 2019,
2022, and 2025. Despite clear racial and biometric differences between Plaintiff and Worth, the
city failed to implement or enforce basic identity-verification safeguards. These failures,
combined with the selective enforcement carried out by Officers Franceschini and Lee,
demonstrate a broader pattern of racially disparate treatment and support a reasonable inference

of discriminatory purpose.

E. Constitutional Violation

By selectively stopping, detaining, and searching Plaintiff while declining to take any action

against similarly situated non-Black motorists traveling beside him under identical circumstances,

11
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Defendants intentionally discriminated against Plaintiff on the basis of race. Their conduct

violated the Equal Protection Clause of the Fourteenth Amendment and Plaintiff’s statutory rights

under B2 U.S.C. §§ 1981/ and [1983.

COUNT V —-MONELL LIABILITY (PATTERN OF MISIDENTIFICATION, FAILURE
TO TRAIN, SUPERVISE, AND INVESTIGATE)

M2 U.S.C. §1983

Against: City and County of Denver

The City acted with deliberate indifference to the known and obvious consequences of its
policies, customs, and failures to train, supervise, and investigate. Plaintiff brings this Monell
claim against the City and County of Denver for maintaining unconstitutional policies, customs,
and practices that were the moving force behind the violations of Plaintift’s Fourth and
Fourteenth Amendment rights. The City acted with deliberate indifference to known risks of

misidentification, racial profiling, unlawful detentions, and warrant-verification failures.

From January 6, 2017, through September 11, 2025, Denver law enforcement repeatedly
misidentified Plaintiff, a Black male, as a White offender, Anthony Worth, despite clear racial,
biometric, and physical differences. Denver Sheriff Department booking officers (John Does 1—
11) processed Worth under Plaintiff’s identity during at least four separate booking events,
including:

January 6, 2017 — Misbooking under “WRIGHT, ANTHONY” for drug and weapons charges.

May 20, 2019 — DOC intake listing “WORTH, ANTHONY G” linked to the 2017 case.

12
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July 26, 2022 — Misbooking under Plaintiff’s identity for assault and disturbing the peace.
September 11, 2025 — Misbooking under Plaintiff’s identity for vehicle theft, identity theft, and
two warrants. No fingerprint verification, biometric comparison, or identity confirmation was
performed in any of these bookings. No corrective action was taken. This eight-year pattern of
misidentification reflects systemic racial disparity in Denver law enforcement practices. Plaintiff
was repeatedly subjected to scrutiny, detention, fingerprinting, and restraint, while similarly
situated non-Black individuals were not. On February 15, 2025, a white male motorist traveling
beside Plaintiff was not stopped. On May 26, 2025, a Hispanic female motorist traveling beside
Plaintiff was left undisturbed while Plaintiff was targeted. The City’s failure to implement
safeguards against racial misidentification, combined with its continued use of Plaintiff’s identity
in criminal proceedings involving another individual, demonstrates deliberate indifference to

racial equity and constitutional protections.

A. Policy or Custom

The Denver Sheriff Department maintained a widespread custom of failing to verify identity
during booking procedures. Sheriff booking officers (John Does 1-11) repeatedly processed a
White male offender, Anthony Worth, under Plaintiff’s identity in 2017, 2019, 2022, and 2025.
These misidentifications occurred because the city failed to implement or enforce basic biometric
safeguards such as fingerprint comparison, facial recognition, or identity verification protocols.
The Sherift’s repeated use of Plaintiff’s identity created a link between Anthony Worth and
Plaintiff associating a false criminal history that directly contributed to the fabricated warrant
claims and unlawful detentions Plaintiff suffered in 2025. Denver maintained the following

unconstitutional policies, customs, and practices: A widespread custom of failing to verify

13
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identity during arrests and bookings, resulting in repeated misidentification of Plaintiff as another
individual (Anthony Worth) over an eight-year period. A custom of racially disparate enforcement
in Denver Police District Two, where Black motorists are disproportionately stopped, searched,
and subjected to warrant checks. Failure to train officers on proper warrant verification, identity
confirmation, and constitutional stop procedures. Failure to supervise and discipline officers who
engage in unconstitutional stops, fabricated warrant claims, and racial profiling. Failure to
investigate known misidentification events, including the 2017, 2019, 2022, and 2025 bookings
of Worth under Plaintiff’s identity. Failure to preserve body-worn camera footage and incident
reports, impairing Plaintiff’s ability to challenge unlawful stops. These policies and customs are
attributable to the City and constitute official municipal action. These repeated misidentifications
were persistent, widespread, and well-known within the Denver Sheriff Department,

demonstrating a longstanding custom rather than isolated negligence.

B. Deliberate Indifference

Denver had actual and constructive notice of identity verification failures within the Denver
Sheriff Department. Public reports from the Colorado Department of Public Safety, the Denver
Office of the Independent Monitor, the NAACP Colorado State Conference, and the Colorado
Criminal Justice Reform Coalition documented systemic misidentification, racially disparate
enforcement, and failures in warrant verification. Despite this notice, Denver took no corrective
action, allowing the misidentification of Plaintiff to continue for eight years. Denver had actual
and constructive notice of systemic failures in identity verification, racial disparities in
enforcement, and unconstitutional stop practices. Public reports from the Colorado Department of

Public Safety (2021-2024), the Denver Office of the Independent Monitor (2018-2024), the

14
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NAACP Colorado State Conference, and the Colorado Criminal Justice Reform Coalition have
repeatedly documented:

1. Racial disparities in Denver Police Districts

2. Failures in warrant verification

3. Misidentification of Black motorists

4. Inadequate training and supervision

5. Body-worn camera retention failures
Despite this notice, the City took no corrective action.
The eight-year pattern of misidentification involving Plaintiff’s identity occurred at the Van
Cise-Simonet Detention Center under the authority of Denver Sheriff Department booking
officers (John Does 1-11). Despite clear racial and biometric differences between Plaintiff, a
Black male, and Worth, a White male, the City failed to implement or enforce basic biometric

safeguards.

C. Causation (“Moving Force”)

The Sheriff Department’s misidentification of Plaintiff was the moving force behind the
constitutional violations he suffered. The entry of plaintiff information to book Anthony Worth
created by Sheriff booking officers directly influenced DPD officers’ decisions to detain, search,
fingerprint, and restrain Plaintiff on February 15 and May 26, 2025. Without the Sheriff’s
repeated misidentifications, the fabricated warrant claims and resulting constitutional violations
would not have occurred.

The City’s policies, customs, and failures were the moving force behind the constitutional

violations Plaintiff suffered

15
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The City’s failures were the moving force behind:
1. The fabricated warrant claims
2. The unlawful detentions on February 15 and May 26
3. The fingerprinting and biometric seizures
4. The racial profiling
5. The repeated misidentification of Plaintiff
6. The reputational harm and emotional distress Plaintiff suffered
Had the City implemented proper training, supervision, and identity-verification safeguards, the

constitutional violations would not have occurred.

D. Constitutional Violation
Denver’s policies, customs, and deliberate indifference directly caused violations of Plaintift’s
rights under the Fourth and Fourteenth Amendments, including unlawful seizure, excessive force,

due process violations, and racial discrimination.

Supporting facts:

From January 6, 2017 through September 11, 2025, Denver Sheriff Department booking officers
(John Does 1-11), working at the Van Cise-Simonet Detention Center located at 490 W. Colfax
Ave., repeatedly misidentified a White male offender, Anthony Worth, as Plaintiff, a Black male,
despite clear racial, biometric, and physical differences. These misidentifications occurred during
at least four separate booking events:

1. January 6, 2017 — Worth was booked under “WRIGHT, ANTHONY” for drug and weapons

charges. No fingerprint or biometric verification was performed.

16
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2. May 20, 2019 — DOC intake records list “WORTH, ANTHONY G” linked to Plaintiff’s 2017
case, confirming Worth served time under Plaintiff’s identity.

3. July 26, 2022 — Worth was again booked under Plaintiff’s identity for assault and disturbing the
peace.

4. September 11, 2025 — Worth was booked under Plaintiff’s identity for vehicle theft, identity
theft, and two out-of-jurisdiction warrants.

Across all four bookings, Sheriff officers failed to:

1. Compare fingerprints

2. Compare mugshots

3. Compare race or physical descriptors

4. Flag identity discrepancies

5. Notify DPD or DOC

6. Correct the record

7. Prevent future misidentification
This systemic failure is consistent with racial disparity data published by the Colorado
Department of Public Safety, the NAACP Colorado State Conference, the Denver Office of the
Independent Monitor, and the Colorado Criminal Justice Reform Coalition, all of which
document disproportionate misidentification, warrant checks, and enforcement actions against
Black individuals in Denver. These misidentifications created contaminated criminal records that
directly influenced DPD officers’ warrant checks during the February 15 and May 26, 2025,
detentions. On February 15, 2025, between 10:00 PM and 11:30 PM, Plaintiff, an African

American male, was operating his vehicle, a gold Yukon Denali, with a passenger, Christian

17
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Jackson, an African American male, traveling northbound on Colorado Boulevard in the far-left
lane. Before the unlawful stop, Plaintiff saw Officer J. Franceschini parked on the east side of
Colorado Boulevard and then noticed him merge northbound onto Colorado Boulevard.

At the intersection of Colorado Boulevard and Bruce & Randolph, both Officer J. Franceschini
and an unknown white male driver in a black sedan were in the middle lane as Plaintiff continued
northbound. As the vehicles continued, Officer J. Franceschini accelerated rapidly and merged
into the far-left lane directly behind Plaintiff. Plaintiff followed a safe maneuver to allow Officer
J. Franceschini to pass; however, Officer J. Franceschini fell behind Plaintiff.

As the Plaintift prepared to turn left onto 40th Avenue, he signaled and moved into the left lane.
Officer J. Franceschini followed and, without reasonable suspicion or probable cause in violation
of the Fourth Amendment and C.R.S. § 16-3-101, activated his emergency lights, forcing
Plaintiff to turn into the Phillips 66 gas station. Shortly thereafter, Officer Conner arrived in a
marked Denver police patrol vehicle. Officer J. Franceschini unlawfully stopped Plaintiff despite
a complete lack of probable cause, violating Plaintiff's rights under the Fourth Amendment and
C.R.S. § 16-3-301. Upon approaching the driver’s side, Officer J. Franceschini falsely informed
the Plaintiff of an outstanding warrant for his arrest, which constitutes a violation of B2 TU.S.C_§
[[983 for knowingly making a false statement and violating the Plaintiff's rights under the
Fourteenth Amendment. Officer J. Franceschini then opened Plaintiff’s car door and ordered him
to exit the vehicle. The plaintiff tried to close the door after exiting, but was handcuffed and
subjected to a search. Officer Franceschini emptied the plaintiff's pockets, placing all the contents
into a plastic bag, and subsequently putting the bag in the front seat of the marked Denver patrol
car he was operating. Officer Conner walked the plaintift to the patrol vehicle, placed the

plaintiff in the back seat. Sitting in the back of the patrol car, the plaintiff was asked by both

18
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officers to provide his Social Security number, which he did. Both officers then searched the
patrol car's computer to locate any valid warrants. When the officers found no warrants, the

plaintift was released. This incident violated the plaintiff's rights under the Fourth Amendment,

C.R.S. § 16-3-301, and g2 U.S.C. § 1983 for unlawful detention and search. While Plaintiff was
handcuffed in the patrol vehicle, Officer Conner opened the rear passenger door and forced
Plaintiff to give a fingerprint scan. This action violated Plaintiff's Fourth Amendment rights
against unreasonable searches and seizures and did not establish probable cause as required by
C.R.S. § 16-3-301.

In addition to the February 15, 2025, incident, Plaintiff has been repeatedly misidentified in
Denver Sheriff booking records. On January 6, 2017, Plaintiff’s name and date of birth were used
to book charges for dangerous drugs and weapons. On May 20, 2019, Anthony Worth was
received into DOC under Plaintiff’s name for the same case. On July 26, 2022, and again on
September 11, 2025, Plaintiff’s name and date of birth were used in arrests for assault, vehicle
theft, identity theft, and two out-of-jurisdiction warrants. These records confirm a pattern of
biometric misidentification and systemic failure to verify identity, resulting in reputational harm,
unlawful arrests, and loss of liberty. Plaintiff brings claims against John Does 1-11, who are
Denver Sheriff Department booking officers involved in the misidentification, biometric
processing, and custodial intake of Anthony Worth under Plaintiff’s identity. Plaintiff will amend
this complaint to substitute the proper names of these individuals once identified through
discovery. On May 26, 2025, at approximately 1:00 AM, Plaintiff Anthony Wright, an African
American male and the registered owner of a gold Yukon Denali, was driving westbound on
Colfax Avenue near Syracuse Street in Denver, Colorado, accompanied by Brittney Sysavoung,

an Asian/Black female passenger. Defendants Officer Jayson Franceschini and Officer Kevin
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Lee, both on duty and in uniform, were operating a marked Denver Police patrol vehicle (Unit
8112). Officer Lee, seated in the passenger seat, entered Plaintiff’s license plate into the patrol
system. The officers began following Plaintiff’s vehicle for several blocks without observing any
traffic violations or erratic driving. A Hispanic female driver in a dark green sedan was traveling
parallel to Plaintiff in the adjacent lane. Despite being similarly situated, she was not stopped or
investigated. The officers focused exclusively on Plaintiff’s vehicle, suggesting a racially
motivated pretextual stop. At Colfax Avenue and Monaco Street, the officers activated their
emergency lights. Plaintiff promptly and peacefully pulled over between Monaco and Locust
Street. Both officers approached the driver’s side. Officer Franceschini requested Plaintift’s
license, which Plaintiff provided while asking the reason for the stop. Franceschini replied, “I’1l
let you know here in a sec, dude,” and handed the license to Officer Lee, saying, “Hold this real
quick.”Without articulating any suspicion, probable cause, or safety concern, Officer
Franceschini pulled on the driver-side door handle twice and ordered Plaintiff to exit the vehicle.
Plaintiff complied. The officers immediately detained and handcuffed Plaintiff on the public
roadside.When Plaintiff asked, “What, I got a warrant?” Franceschini responded, “We think so,”
and Officer Lee added, “We’re just going to double-check and verify.” Franceschini stated, “It
came back with your name, your date of birth.” No warrant had been confirmed at that time.
Both officers physically searched Plaintiff, lifting his hoodie and patting him down. Franceschini
asked if Plaintiff had “anything crazy” on him, and Lee added, “Just making sure you don’t have
any weapons on you.” Franceschini used a flashlight to scan the vehicle's interior and asked
Sysavoung whether there were any weapons inside. Sysavoung offered her ID and expressed
concern about the speed and manner of Plaintiff’s handcuffing. Franceschini replied, “Yeah,

’cause you never know.” Franceschini then asked Plaintiff if he knew someone named Anthony
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Worth. Plaintiff said no. Franceschini inquired about Plaintiff’s prior arrests and probation
history. He instructed Officer Lee to “run him with his information and just throw his social in
there.” Officer Lee noted that the last four digits of Plaintiff’s Social Security number did not
match any records. Franceschini told Lee to “pull up a photo of the other dude” and “run the
other name that’s on the warrant.” Plaintiff was placed in the rear of the patrol vehicle while both
officers used their onboard laptops to search for a warrant. Officer Lee scrolled through multiple
screens but did not enter Plaintiff’s license information. He asked for the last four digits of
Plaintiff’s Social Security number, then entered the full number. Officer Lee confirmed that no
warrant existed under Plaintiff’s identity and that the date of birth on the warrant did not match
Plaintiff’s. He also stated that the person referenced in the warrant was on probation for felony
menacing. Despite these discrepancies, the officers continued searching for information related to
“Anthony Worth” but failed to retrieve a photo or confirm a match. Officer Lee eventually stated,
“Let’s get him out of here.” As Plaintiff exited the patrol vehicle, he let out a sound of pain.
Officer Lee asked if he was alright, and Plaintiff replied, “No, I have a back injury.” Plaintiff
requested a contact card from Officer Lee and asked whether a warrant had come back in his
name. Lee replied that he would show Plaintiff the warrant information before they left. Officer
Lee then removed the handcuffs. Plaintiff asked Franceschini for his contact card. Franceschini
told Lee to write down his badge number and said, “We’ve got to go to this fucking rose call.”
Lee asked Franceschini, “Do you have one written down?”, but no card was provided. Both
officers told Plaintiff to “call Jefferson County”. Plaintiff was released without citation, arrest
warrant, or charges. No documentation was provided regarding the alleged warrant or the basis
for the stop. No judicial process was initiated before Plaintiff’s restraint, search, or data

collection. Upon information and belief, no official police report exists documenting the stop or
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the warrant-related investigation. Defendants informed Plaintiff that the stop was related to a
felony warrant associated with a person named Anthony Worth. Both officers stated that
Plaintiff’s name and date of birth matched the warrant. Still, they later confirmed that the date of
birth and Social Security number did not match, and no warrant existed under Plaintiff’s identity.
This incident is part of a broader pattern of biometric misidentification by the Denver Sherift’s
Department. From 2017 to 2025, a white male named Anthony Worth was repeatedly booked
under the Plaintift’s name and date of birth. These misidentifications occurred on at least four
occasions, including a 2019 DOC intake under Plaintiff’s name for a case originally booked
under Worth. Despite apparent racial and biometric differences, Denver Sheriff booking officers
failed to verify identity through fingerprint or facial recognition. Plaintiff brings claims against
John Does 1-11, who are Denver Sheriff Department booking officers involved in the
misidentification, biometric processing, and custodial intake of Anthony Worth under Plaintiff’s
identity. Plaintiff will amend this complaint to substitute the proper names of these individuals
once identified through discovery.” The City and County of Denver had actual or constructive
notice of these repeated misidentifications and failed to implement biometric safeguards,
investigate known anomalies, or correct systemic failures. Supervisory personnel were unable to
intervene, discipline involved officers, or ensure compliance with constitutional standards. As a
result of the May 26, 2025, incident and the City’s ongoing failures, Plaintiff suffered
reputational harm, emotional distress, physical pain, and repeated unlawful arrests, including
being publicly restrained, searched, and associated with a felony warrant for which he was not
responsible. The failure to preserve incident reports from the May 26, 2025, supports an

inference of bad faith and concealment.
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State the relief you are requesting or what you want the court to do. If additional space is needed
to identify the relief you are asking for, use extra paper to order it. Please indicate that the
additional paper is attached and label the additional pages regarding relief as “E. REQUEST
FOR RELIEF.”

E. REQUEST FOR RELIEF

WHEREFORE, Plaintiff respectfully requests that this Court enter judgment in his favor and
against all Defendants, and award the following relief:

A. Declaratory Relief

A declaration that Defendants’ actions violated Plaintiff’s rights under the Fourth and Fourteenth
Amendments to the United States Constitution, including:

1. The right to be free from unreasonable searches and seizures

2. The right to due process of law

3. The right to equal protection of the laws

4. The right to be free from racially discriminatory enforcement

5. The right to be free from municipal policies and customs that cause constitutional violations

B. Compensatory Damages
Compensatory damages in an amount to be determined at trial, including but not limited to:
1. Physical pain and suffering
2. Emotional distress and psychological harm
3. Reputational damage
4. Loss of liberty and dignity
5. Exacerbation of pre-existing medical conditions

6. Time lost, disruption of daily life, and ongoing fear of future misidentification
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7. Harm caused by the eight-year pattern of biometric misidentification

C. Punitive Damages
Punitive damages against the individual Defendants (Franceschini, Conner, and Lee) for
intentional, reckless, and deliberately indifferent conduct that violated Plaintiff’s clearly

established constitutional rights.

D. Nominal Damages
Nominal damages for each constitutional violation where compensatory damages may not be

available.

E. Injunctive Relief

An order requiring the City and County of Denver to implement and enforce:

1. Biometric verification safeguards at arrest and booking, including fingerprint and
facial-recognition confirmation

2. Identity-verification protocols to prevent future misidentification of Plaintiff or others
3. Racial-profiling prevention policies, including training and supervisory review

4. Constitutional stop, search, and seizure training for DPD officers

5. Retention and audit policies for body-worn camera footage, fingerprint scans, and
warrant-verification logs

6. A full audit and correction of all criminal justice records, booking logs, and biometric
databases associating Plaintiff’s identity with arrests or charges involving Anthony Worth or any

other individual
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7. Notice to all relevant agencies (DPD, Denver Sheriff, DOC, CBI, NCIC, CCIC) of corrected

identity information

F. Attorney’s Fees and Costs

Reasonable attorney’s fees and litigation costs under B2 U.S.C. § 1988, including expert-witness

fees and discovery-related expenses.

G. Additional Relief
Such other and further relief as the Court deems just and proper, including leave to supplement
this request upon receipt of discovery, including:

1. Body-worn camera audit trails

2. Fingerprint logs

3. Booking records

4. Identity-verification policies

5. Supervisory review files

6. Internal investigations related to misidentification

F. PLAINTIFF’S SIGNATURE

I declare under penalty of perjury that I am the plaintiff in this action, that [ have read this
complaint, and that the information in this complaint is true and correct. See R& U.S.C. § 1744,
[]U.S.C. § 1621.

Under Eederal Rule of Civil Procedure 11|, by signing below, I also certify to the best of my
knowledge, information, and belief that this complaint: (1) is not being presented for an improper
purpose, such as to harass, cause unnecessary delay, or needlessly increase the cost of litigation;
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(2) is supported by existing law or by a nonfrivolous argument for extending or modifying
existing law; (3) the factual contentions have evidentiary support or, if specifically so identified,
will likely have evidentiary support after a reasonable opportunity for further investigation or
discovery; and (4) the complaint otherwise complies with the requirements of Rule 11.

Anthony G Wright (Pro Se)
(Plaintiff’s signature)

12/22/2025
(Date)

(Revised February 2022)

26



	Civil Action No.        25-cv-00669-NYW-STV
	__X_ Yes ___ No
	A. PLAINTIFF INFORMATION
	B. DEFENDANT(S) INFORMATION
	C. JURISDICTION
	U.S. Constitution, Article III; Fourth Amendment; Fourteenth Amendment; 28 U.S.C. § 1331; 28 U.S.C. § 1343(a)(3); 42 U.S.C. §§ 1981, 1983, 1988.
	D. STATEMENT OF CLAIM(S)


	F. PLAINTIFF’S SIGNATURE
	12/22/2025


