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Foreword

In August 2014 a series of events related to policing in America began to unfold with the
police involved shooting death of Michael Brown. Since that time the public has asked
for police reform and better relationships with those who police their community. The
Annapolis Police Department welcomes community input and scrutiny. We always take
community concerns seriously and invite meaningful dialogue to help us make
improvements and to explain our policies and practices.

The Annapolis Police Department began community conversations, shortly after the death
of Michael Brown. There were frank discussions about pohc'ri__;. ”é:iﬁ”%%nnapohs and these
discussions continue. The Department recently pa1t1c1pat @'the Department of Justice
SPIRIT program. This was a full day forum 1nvolv my, diverse people from
Annapolis who discussed issues with the Annapohg, %%ce Det arg%ent and ways to
improve and resolve them. Some of the issues al‘éxxgg rationalésome involved our
method and manner of community outreach and gommunication Wlth public to name

Bfilc
member of the Commlssmn for Acmeé@féﬁbﬁ.’ £ _Law Enfo
_our standards are reviewed on a contin( 5 oI

recognized national stand_ ds. We have beg

L s . .
reasons, yet in ,Q_éﬁ,case }Q-p"explam our reasoning.
i

As we move thloug “the process we will continue to have an open and honest dialogue.
In the end, we will continue to be an active member of the community, committed to
positive police-community relations.



Legislative

1. Body Cameras

- The Caucus of African American Leaders recommended that APD officers be equipped

with Body Worn Cameras. The Caucus suggested the Council draft legislation based on
a law passed by the Maryland State Legislature. Part of that legislation has tasked the
Maryland Police Training Commission to develop guidelines for both Policy and a
Procedural Reference Guide. Body Worn Cameras are a new technology in the United
States, accepted by some jurisdictions but not others, Many 4 -w'sdicﬁons are in the
process, much like Annapolis, in considering their use and depléymént by examining the
issues, benefits and other aspects and challenges. :

Pros ;
A common belief about Body Worn Cameras is thaf Theu@recordmg of ’;g}t;zen interactions
will generate police accountability. It is alsoﬁ Believed that citizens ﬁhawm toward
police officers will be affected. The video aﬁ; J2audio foé%ge can plovﬁﬁ%f’l&unblased
and tangible account of the police and citizen g’zae&fﬂl‘@s can aller\g/late false or
incomplete statements by both partics. A Body nggl Camera should offer a more

accurate version of events. Lo

g

The use of Body Worn Cameras ma %/ dice.
officers. Officers will be held accountabﬁ@ by t@
and ethical behavior. Tgchody Worn @%;n&las inffi ‘
protect the City and t &6 ff‘_epal tment ffom potentlal hablhty Since all contacts are”
recorded, the officg : S expe%ga to act in aagrofessmnal manner. Although there are
legitimate concerfis 4 ?ﬁﬁ

it the ¢ t of the tecfgi;a'logy, it could prove to be less than a
potential lawsuit. G

camera, <-f,>’

Concerns

Although holding police officers accountable by utilizing Body Worn Cameras seems
like an obvious solution to police misconduct, there are numerous other factors to
consider including cost, user logistics, policy, public information requests, privacy

concerns, and officer perception. Depending on the evidence retention requirements

(assuming 12 months), the initial cost for Body Worn Cameras for the Annapolis Police
Department would be approximately $300, 000.00. There is also a yearly maintenance
fee (@$40,00.00/ annually) for the cameras and the costs associated with cloud storage



(@%$200,000.00). Because of the lack of technical resources, APD would need to use
outsourced, “cloud” storage for the recordings.

The argument can be made that the costs to purchase and operate Body Worn Cameras
would be less than a potential law suit; however, the number of complaints against
officers should be considered. In 2015, there were 26 officer conduct
complaints. According to APD Internal Affairs, Body Worn cameras would have been
useful in nine of the cases regarding excessive force/ misconduct. This equates to
$33,333.00 per complaint. On the other hand it may be shortsighted to consider
fractional costs considering the uncertainty of what could happe;; in the future where a
camera could prove invaluable. o,

e

The Annapolis Police Department would need to dev1s§, }%’1’:':)'6 ?E}es for distributing the
cameras at the beginning of each shift, storing and chargm ff”fl;he units (docking),
downloading evidence at the end of each shift, l/giﬁﬁgg or dockﬁigfstatlons time and
space for reviewing footage, book marking and £ir 1ev1ng footage, alld‘%thel procedural
considerations. %?

3“5“';"'
One of the major concerns of Body Worn Camera % '??’% anticipated volume of Public

Information Requests. Since anyona%can make a reqﬁéé.,‘x PD foresees the need to hire
additional pelsomlei to handle the p1c§“ Such pelsonné 1 gst would be in addition {o
ived '»éurtaﬂ pubhc access for

§ must be pzedetermmed and adhme to,
11 gy to document when a citizen asks for

alyzedfbefo e the C1ty makes the investment. The decision to

St

shoulﬁg be detennmed by the needs of the Annapolis Police

&

be equipped with Dashboard Mounted Cameras, aka Dash Cams. The Caucus suggested
the Council draft legislation “to equip all Annapolis Police officers with Dashboard
Mounted cameras.” Dash cams are used by almost fifty percent of police departments in
the US.

Dash cams can provide valuable video and audio evidence of a police traffic stop or other
encounters when police are in their vehicles. Dash cams have exonerated police as well
as incriminated them. They follow the same premise as Body Worn Cameras as to their
value for police departments. The Dash Cams provide an unbiased and tangible account



of the police citizen contact. This can alleviate false or incomplete statements by both
parties. A Dash Cam should portray an accurate version of events.

The Dash Cams have the same benefits as Body Worn Cameras but are limited. The
camera is in a fixed position and can only capture what is in its field of view. If
something happens outside the range of the camera, it will be missed; however, there may
still be audio. From this viewpoint, Body Worn Cameras are much more practical. The
Dash Cam has become almost obsolete and redundant to the Body Worn Camera.

To equip 50 vehicles with Dash Cams and assuming a twelve m_fnth retention period, it
would cost the City of Annapolis approximately $670,000. (}) o ’pigchase install, and
store audio and video footage. Annual costs wo J> average approximately
$400,000.00 including storage.

shifts and need to get back on the street. Th@r;e’ are loglstlcal issté§inf downloading
(bandwidth requirements), how many cars ca"rfgiélownloada\at one time, Propef naming/
assignment, and the cloud storage needed tof)l retal IS audﬁi)j video depel}&lént upon the
City’s requirement.

> ] ,ash Cams, the Body Worn
Cameras would be more practical m UsE I}BSS and co%@“’f he Dash Cams do not .
@Camera do.. There are even some

Leadels ecommended that that the City Council pass

> ‘y;C\r:pa,rd be offered to replesent the Clty of Annapohs at

, jlaﬁ tircumstances. General Order H. 11, dated June 2009, Page S,
Section 1V, titled Dé?"aﬂs states that Honor Guard Detalls will be governed by the
following;

A.  Honor Guard Details

Department Funerals — Refer to General Order N.3
Out of agency funerals,

Department events e.g., promotions etc.
Community events e.g., parades, dedications, etc.

b s



C.

D.

Section B of the policy states that: Request for the Honor Gu
through the office of the Chief, the Commander of the Ope;,{?f%
Supervisor. ;

mUOWp

5. Any other event as directed by the Chief of Police or his/her designee.

Request for the Honor Guard Unit may be submitted through the office of the Chief, the
Commander of the Operations Division, or the HGU Supervisor.

The Chief or his designee must approve all details.

The Chief or his designee has the authority to deny a request of the HGU if it is not
within the guidelines of this policy.

The availability of Honor Guard Me
The timeliness of the request.
The travel distance 1nv‘QlV€¢
The cost involved, if anyxgx R
The character of the dec%éase

Annapolis P hce Departmé’frg

e current p

n
y 4{3

Any legislatigit would have to include language consistent with that which is
already contdined within the current policy.

To mandate Honor Guard Deployment could place an undue burden on the
agency and could prove challenging when the needs of the Agency or City
outweigh those of the involved member.



4, African Ameriean Liaison

The recommendation is for legislative action, and therefore it is a matter for the City
Council. The Annapolis Police Department supports improving communication and trust
between the community and the Police Department. We have expanded our outreach over
the last eight years through the implementation of many programs and diverse hiring and
unit assignments, If an African American Liaison enables further outreach and trust
building, we support the recommendation. If this position is created, it may be
appropriate to staff under the City as opposed to the Police Department.

5. Chief of Police Appoiniments “}'#;f %,

legislation as part of maintaining agency continuity whe tran31 _' 1. becomes necessary,
recommending the Chief of police be limited to ap “f?)%@ﬁg one M’ r (Deputy Chied),
and one Captain from outside the agency, and * subsequent Comm%%d)Staff members
should either be appointed ﬁom within or [{),L ingted by’éﬂgy of a duiy Eécgagmzed and
accredited assessment program.” ;g ’{' 2

Department is in compliance Wlth L commendatlo > 2008 the Police Chief
appointed one Major and one Captain ﬁ?
members are from outside the Departmei’g;.- ‘
intend to appoint command members 061 dhan
should be no cod1ﬁi:}1 P ﬁﬂ:ﬂl ion. Circii
Department’s contrgl

Depattment. Fmal](q

ide the agerieyzo other command staff
d}glthough ‘the Police Chief does not
y .‘f“ifé;fgn,» Within the Department, there

distances %ond the City’s or the Police
for cont 1}53,‘ ation may c use the need to promote from outside the
0 smatters where policy or administrative

direction suffice,

,?;’jf
The recommendatu";n is the City of Annapolis should develop legislation which
establishes a Civilian Review Board (CRB) with the following components:

» Full investigative powers including subpoena

e Access to Internal Affairs files

» Funded and staffed

e Should reflect community most impacted by police abuse, surveillance and
brutality. Majority to be made up of community members.

« Review of all policies regarding public trust and fairess.



+ Meaningful say in officer discipline
+ Make disciplinary recommendations public despite the law.
« Board should accept anonymous complaints and third party complaints.

The Annapolis Police Department takes seriously complaints received by the Department.
All complaints are thoroughly investigated by Internal Affairs (IA). Oversight of IA
investigations is conducted by the respective employee’s Commander, the Office of
Professional Standards, Deputy Chief of Police, and lastly the Chief of Police. The Chief
is necessarily tasked with the management of the Department to include but not limited to
budget, community outreach, police policy and strategy, and discipline.

. 4 .43,}%
The Maryland Public Safety Article (PSA) Title 3 SectionzZl,01-113 codifies the Law
Enforcement Officers Bill of Rights (LEOBR) which (gsta “‘%hes procedures for the
investigation and discipline of police officers. Thls geglsla" it}?\%ls absolute in its
application as it reads in pertinent part “this subtl}l‘é Su,peisedes yilaw of the state, a
county, or a municipal corporation that conﬂlcts@i‘ith this subtitle.” (S Ction 3-102 [A]).
Simply put, the city could not enact Ieglslatlon’ contrary t6ithe LEOBR i mguﬁg a CRB
as suggested. Several recommendations made bysage» Caucf%}then report w; Bhild require a
substantive change in state law. The creation *?b;ﬁ;,;gfy Citizen Review Board with
investigative power, subpoena powey or a “say in thé’*idi c;lplme of officers,” etc. 18 not
something the City can undertake abs&g amendmenl £ ﬂa, State s LEOBR.

Additional considerations when addms%ng ca of K CRB would mclude the

following:

e Board 1espon§}§1ty

. Board comp’bs Hon

CRBs, dependiitg: pon 1,hei’i‘° construct can be expensive, Persons involved in these boards
would have to undég% Q;trammg on police tactics, participate in intra-agency functions to
understand the natur éﬁnd breadth of police work.

CRBs, depending on their mandate could undermine the ability of the Chief to direct the
Department and have final say in police discipline. Without full authority over these
important management matters, the Department and police chief lose accountability to
the public. Perhaps this is the reason only two police departments — to our knowledge —
among approximately 155 in Maryland have civilian review board, though without
oversight or disciplinary authority.
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There is much to be said about police transparency to the public. Transparency within the
Department is important to the community as it helps build and maintain trust between
the police and community. However, trust and transparency can be improved without a
CRB through alternative measures. Ideas to foster improved transparency include
general posting of internal affairs findings, use of force statistics, officer involved
shootings, etc. on the Department’s web sites, social media, and message boards. Public
discussions and forums between the Department and public also aid in transparency. In
terms of police discipline, JA command could attend community meetings to help explain

the complaint and disciplinary processes. This type of outreach we believe, would go a

Administrative

1. Mission Statement Update

ssion Statement
‘qmt;es Eglt commit to?i‘a “v’g a diverse
eyj’é’ﬁtegtates

The Annapolis Police Department 1§“\igedlca’ted to pre
preserving the quality of life in
enforcement strategles.

titing and controlling crime and
;f}ir and impartial law

y\;;ﬁlssmn Stafement should be developed Ou1
“e Iasl eight years. This year the Annapohs

Mission Statement «
Police Departmeﬁ/
government officials to help.pick:aanotto ;fogﬁ_@,le agency. The motto will set the tone for a

new Missi nﬁﬁ: t.
s Sinen

a7

2. Or e MlzatlonalV ‘[é(’?")'

&
s s e prganizational Values should embrace diversity as a means
to buﬂdmg p : 1sh1ps ,f thlough respect and trust. The Department’s current

Organizational V’é’l \% ”
s «v
""‘f

Maintain plofessmngﬂ’ism in every facet of our operations and maintaining only the
highest levels of personal integrity;

Preserve democracy and freedom by 1'ecognizing constitutional rights of all;

Deveibp and actively build a strong community partnership to help with the identification
and solutions to neighborhood problems;

Establish a mutual trust within the community, through honor, deeds and actions.
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The Department believes that our Organizational Values guide our conduct in a variety of
settings and with all people. In addition, the other actions are included such as “strong
community partnership” and “trust.” When we review of our Mission Statement, we will
also review our Organizational Values,

3. Transparency

The recommendation is the Annapolis Police Department should post all records of
discipline to ensure fairness and equity in punishments.

The Annapolis Police Department is more transparent than eyt "‘f “We have opened our
doors to civilians and invited them to volunteer in the ofﬂce;@u’as Auxﬂlary Officers. We
hold “Citizens Police Academies” to show our (:1t1zensf§ oég’éve operate and how we
respond under certain circumstances. We provide pohce@eports f%vanous news outlets
seven days a week. We have expanded our somal”ﬁiﬁedla and 1efeé’q” d a smart phone
application to broadcast information as quic} Y as poss1ble We mié;t our internal
complamts in the Annapohs Police Depa1tm 1 nnual\»f]%eport and prévgdefa monthly

) 4

&nd our demographics on the
Blaints document will include
s_ an mtemé@a}tﬁextemal the number of

Annapohs Pohce Department s Webslgeg he 1nte1na1 cOift
the type of complaint, whether the eomR i
each type and the outcome,

olis Police Bepartment should be requn ed to have
[ sed O@Cm makes a request to have one.

The Ann 556113 T’ ﬂ el Vegalﬁneﬂt'has already considered this matter prior to any

raware th; .tge Maryland Chiefs of Police Association had
ei;;«‘dm(:lpfmary hearmg b0a1 ds in Mar y]and Admlmstratlve

order to mamta}n,.i:;j d1b111 ‘yand transparency in the disciplinary process, the Annapolis
Police Depar tmenl’q:a)a; pt the practice, absent special circumstances, that our
disciplinary hearmg E?a ds will be open to the public during presentation of evidence and
argument.

If the Annapolis Police Department proceeds with open disciplinary hearings, we would
consider enabling public observation from a close or adjoining room in headquarters
using electronic media feed for remote observation. This will provide real-time
observation and eliminate the potential of influence and overcrowding at the immediate
location. This procedure goes further than the recommendation.
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5. Access and Authentication of Data

The recommendation is that the Annapolis Police Department as a matter of policy
should be required to authenticate all information captured and stored by way of
electronic device.

Clarification was requested for this recommendation and we understand that it goes to the
retention and collection of information and video from body worn or dashboard mounted
cameras. The Annapolis Police Department will follow the law as provided by the State
of Maryland.

Public Relations

1. Disclosure of Officer Demographics

demoglaphlc information on our Webs;te a
request

The recommendafi
the population is serves.

) L
= é}i}% for aNauety of reasons mcludmg competition among other
and police @%artments to recruit qualified minorities. Currently, the

ent is 40% minority and 25% African American The

including media use«ggg‘bifaus and colleges and universities.
&

Policies

As part of the annual review process and based on recommendations from the
Commission on Accreditation for Law Enforcement Agencies the Department has begun
reviewing all of its general orders, Mission Statement and Organizational Values.

The Caucus recommended changes to several of the Department’s general orders. Many
of the recommendations are a result of scrutinizing a paragraph in a general order without
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either first reviewing the entire general order or looking at other sections of the order. For
example, there was a recommendation to define who sits on the Review Committee when
making a recommendation for punishment. The definition can clearly be found in the
section entitled Definitions and states the member’s commanding officer and the Director
of Professional Standards are the committee. In another example, there is a
recommendation to clarify when a suspended officer will have a suspension hearing. The
general order clearly states the member will report on the next business day for a
suspension hearing,

We thought it would be easier to understand the concerns m;us.%> by CAAL and the
response if each was put in a table format. Below you will fing ;gﬁ(ﬁ ‘of,the concerns raised
by general order cited and a response.

Should incorporate light duty and modified"
duty into the general order.

due to “@:yariety of reasons or they are

< injured anfti laced on modified duty
{owhen certified:by?a physician.
The reasons why an officer can be placed, on | Wi Are exam;nmg some of the language

gﬁ’zﬁw}glfaw of tq most o '-:"'the Ianguage will stay as is

accused:z because it is impossible to list and explain
:‘@g@‘ry possibility. As to whether an officer
_&gécelves pay or not and, is or is not
| suspended, is discussed in General Order
G.3.

of .. crmnnal mi cond
of a serious natme

General Order K.4 Stop and Frisk for
Weapons /Firearms  Search Report
requires officers to complete Maryland
State Police Form 97.

Extended traffic stops for searches. All officers have been trained to conform
to the requirements of Rodriguez vs.
United States. However, language
consistent with the decision will be added
to the general order.
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Are there methods to measure, review, report
and disseminate traffic stop information for
corrective action when appropriate?

The policy will remove the review
process from the Watch Commander and
put the burden on the Director of
Professional Standards. The Director will
review traffic stops, arrests, and field
interviews on a quarterly basis, examine
officers’ assignments, crime patterns and
traffic accidents to determine if there is a
pattern of biased policing. A report will
be forwarded tg, the Chief and all
commanders to*”“* -ai%e?q appropriate action

If an officer finds no traffic violation the
officer may release without a citation. The
term “may” indicates the officer may issue a
citation upon finding no violation.

If an ofﬁg,giyT I
issued a%\ltatlon
fa?@ﬁé)}aoft Howev
cha ged.

the line will be

Supervisors will review citations prior toq

submission to Central Records. What
corrective action are the supervisors taking?

Phe role Of the supervis nrthis case,
Cﬁé:‘\?t%\egélﬁ the citation,fWarning etc.

r i y completed 'This is no longer
s citations are clectronically
ls W1H not be in a revised

Review of citations, warnings etc. by \X_;%tch

Commanders penodwaliy d take conecﬁgn Comander See Response to |
action. , ”W Recomme/ datlon 3 above. ,
The Department neeff to defin b Trammg is pr0v1ded during  initial

b3

i ning, in-service training and during
voll call. Training will vary but may
include the legal aspects of bias based
policing, proactive enforcement tactics,
courtesy, cultural and human diversity
and interpersonal skills. This will be
written into the policy.

APD needs to™g
include field inte
arrests.

o yg@l analyze data to
7 {raffic stops and

The policy will remove the review
process from the Watch Commander and
put the burden on the Director of
Professional Standards. The Director will
review traffic stops, arrests, and field
interviews on a quarterly basis, examine
officers’ assignments, crime patterns and
traffic accidents to determine if there is a
pattern of biased policing. A report will
be forwarded to the Chief and all
commanders to take appropriate action
when necessary.
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The policy states the statistical reports are
confidential but they should be available to
the public.

Although written in the policy the MPIA
would supersede the language. The report
has been disseminated to a number of
outlets without delay. The language will
be removed.

| Language will be in updated order.

Policy should state qu ilicgal

“This

line,
includes anonymous complaints.” Are these

Péﬁcy “section includes the

internal or anonymous complaints or

anonymous citizen complaints?

The language is clear that it includes both
types of compl m\s There is not an
exception in thed angﬁage

-

Section 11 A, Professional Standards Director | The teln;,fé)Om\b. ,‘fnt because it does not
will review each complaint and determine if | limit ,Wf’f’ are @yyhat, includes all
the complaint will be forwarded. The issue is com}ﬁldzﬁm Tnternal angdiexternal.

who is filing the complaint? Does this
include citizens’ complaints or
complaints?

interna};

Subsection B Who is being notified by the
Director when a complaint is made?

Section IIT A The complaint form shoula be Therei
on line and citizens should.not be referred: o 47he
ent to expla{lga}

anyone on the police, ﬁep

b

without %ppearmg at the Department The
erson can send an email, call or send a
ﬁttfn We will work to put a form on-line.
_fThe Department is open 24 hours and
people feel that they may need redress
immediately. A supervisor is present to
provide them with a complaint form that
the citizen can fill out at the Department
and submit it or take with them to
complete,

Section TII B - 1ﬁcat14§ﬁ process is vague
as there is no noti ‘t}?n process outlined in

the order. ya

See Section X1 Notification Process.

Policy doesn’t state what the process is if the
internal investigator receives the complaint as
it does when a supervisor receives a
complaint.

The internal investigator is a supervisor
and will follow that administrative
process. A number would be attached; a
decision would be made who would
investigate the complaint based on the
severity of the allegation eic.

Specify which cases are to be investigated by
a supervisor and IAS.

See Section IV A.
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Supervisors should not be investigating cases

in which an officer used profanity against a

citizen without just cause.

There is no just cause for officers to use
profanity toward anyone. See Section IV
Internal Affairs will investigate abusive
language toward citizens.

Section TIT F — Investigations must be

completed within 30 days thus leading to a

rush in judgment. The Department has a year
to investigate why not wait?

If a complaint cannot be completed
within 30 days the supervisor merely asks
for an extension. Citizens do not want to
wait a year for a resolution of their
complaint and good employee corrective

measures should be swift or it loses its
. T
intended effect g&tintg, passes.

Section III G and H — The complainant can
ask for updates and they will be provided and
if the investigation is not completed within
30 days the complainant should be given an
update in writing and every 30 days
thereafter. Which investigations is i
referring  to? What if it s

discrimination shouldn’t the Department

contact the citizen? %

Section I I — Thirty day rule is no

| because citizens have 90 days to file a|co

complaint for brutality. e

g

The Depalmfgﬁt does provide updates

-ié’i’s[%éﬁg‘ested by a complainant
when the 'y%i‘?}‘yestigation is not
con;m!%e%%g Wwithin thiftyidays. In addition,
}lg%epm‘tment contaégt amplainants by
lotter to inidicate the case figigings. This is
ward to-atl, complaints. GéPiliS is meant

» 1e process transparent and open
Yagit can be.

T

fl&Fomes into effect after a
if

[t the case cannot be completely
|Anvestigated within the 30 days the
|investigator has to provide notice to
various people and provide an update to
the complainant.

1 ‘Wf /1s being

e LA .

“ayjd, who makeg up the Review
i

;-?

Discussed throughout the order is the
Director of Professional Standards who is
referred to as the Director. See the
definitions for the composition of the
Review Committee.

Are stats actually
receives them?

Statistics are compiled annually. It is a
breakdown of complaints and findings.
Currently, there are no officers on a
disclosure list for integrity violations.
One officer has been fired in the last three
years for an integrity issue.
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Section V C & D — Who is the appropriate | As stated in the previous sections, the
commander to review cases, who is the |appropriate commander is the commander
commander on the Review Committee and | who supervises the division and
who makes up the Review Committee? supervisor to whom a complaint was
returned or for whom the subject of the
complaint works, The Review Committee
is made of that commander and the
Professional Standards Director.

Who is the Major and why does that position | There is only one Major in the
have such autonomy? Department. Thefoajoz only makes a
1ecommendatm;yfof@umshment after the

appi pﬁate punlshm@

Why can a line supervisor only make a /(é}ﬁ/lmanders are rempyed from the
recommendation for non-punitive d1s<:1p11negg'§ ation ang are more aptie: }@;/objectwe
and not for punishment that exceeds a \}?ﬁgfg‘%ﬁ cofé&xto d1sc:1plme<§€’,‘0mmanders
Category A? The Director of Professional w111"’*%11§ : "'now what punishment has been
Standards holds the rank equivalent to,“that of | issued fé")-

a lieutenant so why it is a heutenant‘?é Jenot | same act. ‘A} ngh first line supervisors
make a recommendation? do not make*ﬁ & smal 1ecommendat10n a

lieutenants  making

e
The only exceptiofsis thaL,an officer is entitled to a suspensmn hearing when suspended
without pay. Thes'\,{-ﬁ 1ly occur when the allegation is made and before an internal
investigation is compléte. There is confusion on behalf of Caucus of African American
Leaders that an administrative suspension is the same type of hearing as a hearing board.
A hearing board is held after a sustained internal investigation finding and the member
elects to have a hearing and not accept the recommended punishment.



dPohcy states that the discipline ranges from a
Category A through Category E. Yet the same
general order has a category F.

18

There are Categories A — F. However,
Concern 1 is referring to a statement that
indicates a violation of Categories A- E
may be elevated to the next highest
punishment if a second or subsequent
violation occurs within 36 months. This
does not refer t Category F as that is
termination andif ¢y only occur once.

There are other notes made by Caucus of
African American Leaders that are not listed
as concerns or suggestions. These include the
74 sections of violations stated in the general

order but none for supervisors or management.

3 tandalds 20f efﬁmency‘*\l

ass?gﬁea*thsks the failure to conform to

sthe failure to take appropriate action on

16 states members shall

perfmn} % :
respo sfﬁh‘ues their positions,
then’ duties in a

] inner which will m ”1 ‘l’

fain the highest
alftying out
f.h%' fun t;(;ﬁg and objeg ives ol the

¢ “évnt Unsausfact(ny performance

hngnes or inability fo perf01m
work tandards established for the|
member's rank, grade and/or position;

the occasion of a crime, disorder or
other condition deserving police
attention, absence without leave; or
unnecessary absence from the assigned
patrol during a tour of duty.
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Officers are to refer harassment/discrimination
complaints to a supervisor or Director of
Professional Standards. Supervisor may talk

complainant out of making complaint.
Complainant should be given the information
to Internal Affairs or the Director of
Professional Standards.

Officers are to make the notification
because the Department does not want
the officer to downplay the importance
of being able to file a complaint. A
supervisor or the director can explain in
detail the different options and methods
for filing a complamt Also, remember
that a person d@“"’ysfﬁ@t have to come into
contact wrt Wge anyone to make a

e method is available

¥ they want to
peak Wlfh someone 11nm’éj iately.

The policy does not state that once a complaﬁit

is made the parties will be separated in their
assignments.

o
rd
f’s

”&‘3

NE a fﬂn\*}suggestlon an;i’%ve will take

%:—:r.,

Malce the number of discrimination co égﬁk ints
S

Thisisa f‘azr sug ges‘uon and we will take

-t under adv‘tsf"iiﬁent

available to the public. 2
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Appendix A
Al/M
B/M B/F W/F W/M H/M | H/F * Asian/M | Total
Sworn Personnel 25 2 9 65 4 I 1 2 109
22,94% | 1.83% | 8.26% | 59.63% | 3.67% | 0.92% | 0.92% | 1.83% 100.00%
Part-Time Personnel 6 4 3 2 0 0 0 0 15
40.00% | 26.67% | 20.00% | 13.33% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% | 0.00% 100.00%
Full-Time Personnel 1 6 13 10 1 1 0 0 32
3.13% | 18.75% | 40.63% | 31.25% | 3.13% |:8:13% | 0.00% | 0.00% 100.00%
*7: ey
Sworn Personnel/AIlotted-":'-'-'-: AIM
‘positions’ ¢ I BIM BF |WF |WM |I/'M |II/F |* Asian/M | Total
Minority Percentage A ] ¥ 1.83% 100.00%
Chief (1) 2 1
Major (1) 1
Captain (3) 3
Lieutenant (6) 6
Sergeant (13) 12
Corporal (14) 12
Officer First Class (50) 1 51
Officer (28) - 1 23
Total Sworn Personnel. 1 2 109
Sworn Personnel Position Openings Actual Vacancies
Chief 1 0
Major 1 0
Captain 3 0
Lieutenant 6 0
Sergeant 11 -1
Corporal 13 -1
Officer First Class 51 0
Officer 23 -3
Total Sworn Personnel Position/Ofenings 114 109 -5
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APPENDIX B
2014 Citizen and Internal Complaints
Citizen Complaints Excessive Force 6
Citizen Complaint Discourtesy 10
Citizen Complaint Harassment 3
Citizen Complaint Unbecoming Conduct 1
Citizen Complaint Improper Procedure 5
Citizen Complaint Property Damage 1
Citizen Complaint Misconduct (Other) 1

Internal Complaint

Internal Complaint

Internal Complaint

Internal Complaint

Internal Complaint

Internal Complaint Unlgecommg Condui} : 2
Internal Complaint Déréliction of Duty 2
Internal Complaint Mis%’ﬁ 6k(Qther) 1
Internal Complaint Fardinessi., i 3
Internal Complaint Mlsconcf')ﬁ‘ct g_(}ﬁml 14 ) 5 3
53

W e

Percent of Total

45%

20%

25%

6%

4%

53

100%




2015 Citizen and Internal Complaints
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Citizen Complaint Discourtesy 4
Citizen Complaint Excessive Force 2
Citizen Complaint Unbecoming Conduct 1
Citizen Complaint Improper Procedure 3
Citizen Complaint Harassment 1
Citizen Complaint Misconduct (Off Duty) 1
Internal Complaint Tardiness 1
Internal Complaint Misconduct {Criminal) 1
Internal Complaint Unbecoming Conduct 45 2
Internal Complaint Misconduct (Other) gﬁ? 2
Internal Complaint FTA Court 1
Internal Complaint Excessive Fopge”™ ' 2
Internal Complaint Policy (O}J:iéy ) :
Internal Complaint M1sconduct (@ﬁf f]})my)

Internal Complaint

26
Disposition ¢ Percent of Total
Open f“’i‘%}ﬁ 19%
Sustained w%“f?,,,, 38%
Non-Sustained 19%
.Unf}d unded 3 12%
“ B 1 4%
& 2 8%
26 100%




