
~]' 

I 
,I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION 
OF PROTOTYPE RULES 

, 

AND PROCEDURES FOR POLICE DISCIPLINE 

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE, INC. 
Eleven Firstfield Road 

Gaithersburg, Maryland 20760 

If you have issues viewing or accessing this file, please contact us at NCJRS.gov.



"'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

r: 1{ .• ".10' ;.J I I,' 

IMPLEMENTATION AND EVALUATION 
Of PROTOTYPE RULES 

i~CG.~UISITIONS~ 

AND PROCEDURES FOR POLICE DISCIPLINE 

This project was supported by Gra~t Number 
?6-NI-99-0104 awarded by the Law Enforcement 
Assistance Administration~ U.S. Department of 
Justice~ under the Onmibus Crime ControZ and 
Safe Streets Act of 1968~ as amended. Points 
of view 0]:' opinions stated in this document 
are those of the author and do not necessariZy 
represent the officiaZ position or poZicies of 
the U.S. Department of Justice. 

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHI~FS OF POLICE, INC. 
Eleven Firstfield Road 

Gaithersburg, Maryland 20760 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'J 
'I 
'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

The Law Enforcement Assistance Administration 
reserves the right to reproduce, publish, translate, 
or otherwise use, and to authorize others to publish 
and use all or any part of the copyrighted material 
contained in this publication. 

Copyri ght @ 1980 by the 
International Association of Chiefs of Police, Inc. 



'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

ABSTRACT 

The primary objective of this effort was to field-test the prototype 

rules of conduct and discipl inary procedures developed during the course of 

Grant #74-NI-99-00l9. Based upon field research in 17 law enforcement agencies, 

procedures and rules were developed that reflect a rational, fair and legal 

approach to a system of discipline for law enforr.ement agencies. The over~ 

riding question was: What is the degree of SUCCi~SS of the prototype system 

in an operational system? 

To accomplish this purpose, the prototype, with minor modifications, was 

implemented within two test sites. The monitoring function to evaluate the 

system was accomplished through a series of questionnaires given at various 

times before, during and after the one-year test period. Overall, the system 

was found to be effective to a varying degree, depending on the issues involved. 

Implementation of. the prototype system is possible, resulting in minor dis

ruption to the operations of the department, if organized and researched properly 

prior to impl ementation. Staff invol vement and in-depth training ar.e necessary 

for smooth impiementation and to effect beneficial results. A total commitment 

on behalf of management is necessary to accomplish the goal of improving police 

discipl ine. 
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PREFACE 

As the research center of LEAA, the National Institute of Law Enforcement 

and Criminal Justice tests and evaluates new approaches to improving cr'iminal 

justice. One such project was to study the effects of a revised disciplinary 

system in two law enforcement agencies. The results of this effort are sum

marized in this evaluation report. 

The work reported here constitutes the third phase of a study of police 

discipline that has been in progress since 1974. This effort, as a whole, is 

probably the most extensive study ever condl~cted concerning this issue in, law 

enforcement. It was designed to result in a set of recommendations helpful to 

departments of all sizes in dealing fairly and effectively with their personnel 

on questions of rules of conduct and corresponding sanctions. 

The original work which preceded the evaluation reported here was based 

on the simple premise that if common pol"ice disciplinary practices could be 

comprehensively analyzed from various perspectives, it would be possible to 

identify real or perceived desirable and undesirable conditions in disciplinary 

systems for the police. This would enable IACP re·searchers to develop a new 

disciplinary system which would maximize the desirable conditions and minimize 

those conditions viewed as undesirable. 

The objectives of the project were rather straightforward and simply stated: 

, 
I • 

2. 

To identify within the 17 study agencies those conditions which 
are perceived to have a positive or negative effect on police 
discipline. 

To identify rules of conduct and discipline procedures which are' 
or may be subjected to legal challenge, and to revise those rules 
and procedures found to conflict with judicial decisions or which 
cause police officers substant'lal concern. 
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3. To develop a manual which offers guidance in establishing or 
improving police disciplinary practices. 

The resul t of the l7-department study was a prototype di scipl i nary package 

which addressed several issues. First, a set of rules and r~gulations was 

developed which more succinctly stated the essence of the rule. Second, the 

IACP drafted a set of procedures which assured the officer an opportunity for an 

internal due process appeal hearing. Third, major issues relating to the police 

department's responsibility when receiving citizen complaints were addressed. 

The IACP published a manual entitled Managing for Effective Police Discipline: 

A Manual of Rul es, Procedures, Supporti ve Law and Effecti ve Management, based on 

the results of the l7-agency study. In 1976~ NILECJ contracted with the IACP to 

study and evaluate the effects of the prototype disciplinary system in several 

police agencies. The purpose of the 'study was to implement the new disciplinary 

system in several study agencies and evaluate the degree of success in an opera

tional situation. Further, the IACP identified the factors involved in implementing 

such a system as well as drew conclusions as to minimizing these disruptions. 

The conclusions are based on analyses of a very extensive body of quantitative 

and qua.litative data. The data, the analytic results, and their implications are 

presented fully in a l50-page report. This summary is a brief overview of the 

program, its outcomes, and the conclusions and recommendations contained in the 

full report. 
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CHAPTER I. BACKGROUND AND PURPOSE OF THE STUDY 

The work reported here constitutes the third phase of a study of police 

discipline that has been in progress since 1974. This effort, as a whole, is 

probably the most extensive study ever conducted concerning this issue in 

law enforcement. It was designed to result in a set of recommendations help

ful to departments of all sizes in dealing fairly and effectively with their 

personnel on questions of rules of conduct and corresponding sanctions. 

A. Need for the Study 

The study was conceived as a result of growing demands by practitioners on 

professional resources such as the International Association of Chiefs of Police 

(IACP) for advice and assistance on discipline matters. Discipline is an im

portant concern of the citizens and law enforcement officials. Police admini

strators have faced challenges by the community and in the courts, as well as 

morale problems in their departments. 

Too often, antiquated police disciplinary systems have been maintained 

without review. Citizens have pressed for justification and reform of the 

entire system. Also, police officers are objecting to rules, procedures and 

disciplinary dispositions which they deem unfair and improper. Rank and file 

officers and their organizations have been disturbed by the differing interpre

tations by supervisors of the rationale and effects of many rules and procedures. 

In many instances, the police chief who is ultimately responsible for effective 

discipl inary management does not understand the mul tifaceted ramifications of 

discipline. 

1 



Critical analysis of disciplinary practices is rare in most police or

ganizations. Normally, criticism originates with an individual who has a narrow 

interest and demands a solution to an immediate problem, i.e., a citizen wants 

to know why a particular complaint was not investigated; a police officer wants 

to know why he at' sherecei ved a harsher sanction for an offense than another 

officer committing the same violation; a police administrator wants to know 

why a simple regulation cannot be enforced without throwing the entire department 

into turmoil. 

Financial resources are depleted and productivity is diminished when an 

improper disciplinary action is reversed through appeal or arbitration. The cost 

of legal representation and back pay awards, as well as the lessening of morale, 

affect the department. In many cases an improper disciplinary system is the 

basis for many of the reversa1s. The causes of a defective disciplinary. system 

include vague or illegal rules, inconsistent application of discipline, unfair 

or illegal procedures and arbitrary or capricious disciplinary decisions. 

Civil judgments against officers, departments and governmental jurisdictions 

are increasing at tremendous rates. In many instances, such judgments are the 

result of officers' misconduct. Such misconduct may have been prevented by re

viewing disciplinary records for patterns of violations. Monitoring the disci

pline system can provide essential information for effective administration. 

There is a notable desire on the part of police administrators to either 

establish or update existing disciplinary procedures and rules. Manyadmin

istrators, however, do not have the time or resources necessary ~o tho~ughly 

research the problem. 

The existence of these undesirable conditions may result from the chief not 

being aware of the facts which affect the disciplinary process. This unawareness 
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is to some degree understandable because the police disciplinary system has not, 

until recently, been studied comprehensively. Obviously, an efficient and ef

fective disciplinary system must be administrati'vely sound, legally permissilble 

and perceived by the officers to be fair and acceptable. The problem, then, is 

not simply that undesirable conditions in disciplinary practices exist .. A 

greater probiem is to compile comprehensive knowledge about police discipline 

and transfer this knowledge to disciplinary decisionmakers. 

B. Scope of the Initial Stugy 

In 1974, the IACP began a 24-month study of police disciplinary practices 

in 17 police agencies. This endeavor was funded by the National Institute of 

Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice (NILECJ) of the Law Enforcement Assistance 

Administration (LEAA). liThe purpose of the project was to give 'insights into 

the determinants of effective discipline management and to provide practitioners 

with useful recommendations for understanding and improving their disciplinary 

practices. III 

The total effort of this original work was based on the simple premise 

that if conmon police disciplina.I'",Y practices could be comprehensively analyzed 

from various perspectives, it would be possible to identify real or perceived 

desirable and undesirable conditions. This would enable IACP researchers to 

develop a new disciplinary system which would maximize the desirable conditions and 

minimize those conditions viewed as undesirable. 

The objectives of the project were rather straightforward and simply stated: 

1. To identify within the 17 study ijgencies those conditions which are 
perceived to have a positive or negative effect on police discipline. 

2. To identify rules of conduct and discipline procedures which are or 
may be subjected to legal challenge and to revise those rules and 
procedures found to conflict with judicial decisions, or which 
cause police officers substantial concern. 

1. IACP, Managing for Effective Police Discipline, p. v. 



\..,: 

3. To develop a manual which offers guidance on establishing or improving 
pol; ce di sci p 1 inary practi ces. 

Each participating police agency allowed the IACP to study intensively the 

existing methods and procedures of taking disciplinary action. This administra-. 

tive analysis enabled the IACP staff to identify the positive and negative 

aspects of existing procedures. 

One of the most important aspects of the initial discipline study consisted 

of administering an attitudinal qUf~stionnaire to over 2,000 police officers in 

the 17 study sites. These questionnaires were designed to capture data on the 

officer's perceptions of existing dfscipl inary procedures. Our objective was 

to determine the degree to which certain existing practices were or were not 

viewed as f~ir and reasonable. 

Also, the existing disciplinary procedures were Sdbjected to a legal analysis. 

Departmental rules, regUlations and procedures were analyzed for legal soundness. 

Also undertaken was traditional legal research on court cases directly or 

indirectly relating to disciplining of public sector employees generally, and 

pol ice per'sonne 1 speci fi cally. By following this three-part procedure for 

analy~is (administrative analysis, questionnaire, and legal analysis) IACP staff 

were able to view discipline in a comprehensive manner. From this analysis, it 

became possible ~ identify undesirable conditions existing in each study agency 

and to determine methods of e1 iminating those conditions. 

C. Results of the Initial Study 

The result of the l7-department study was a prototype discipl inary package 

which addressed several issues. First, a set of rules and regulations was developed 
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which more succinctly stated the essence of the rule. Second, the IACP drafted 

a set of procedures which assured the officer an opportunity for an internal 

due process appeal hearing. Third, major issues relating to the police depart

ments' responsibility when receiving citizen complaints was addressed. 

The full report of this effort was published in a manual entitled Managing 

for Effective Police Discipline: A Manual of Rullas, Procedures, Supportive Law 

and Effective Management. Given the fact that a new disciplinary system had 

been developed which, in the opinion of the IACP, was superior to any existing 

system, the next logical course of inquiry was whether its implementation 

in the real world would have a beneficial impact. In 1976, shortly after comple

tion of the initial study and publication of Managing for Effective Police 

Discipline, NILECJ and the IACP negotiated another agreement to study and evaluate 

the effects of the prototype disciplinary system in two agencies. 

As stated in the NILECJ grant award project summary: 

liThe primary objective of this effort is to field test the prototype 
rules of conduct and disciplinary procedures developed during the 
course of Grant #74-NI-99-00l9. Based upon field research in 17 
law enforcement agencies, procedures and rules were developed that 
are felt to reflect a rational, fair and legal approach to a system 
of discipline for law enforcement agencies. The overriding question 
to be addressed is: What is th~ degree of success of the prototype 
rules and procedures in an operational situation?" 

5 
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CHAPTER II. SCOPE AND FOCUS 
OF THE IMPLEMENTATION PHASE 

Before a detailed methodology could be developed for the implementation 

effort, several project design issues had to be considered. Among these were 

questions of the universality of the problem, interference of a study with 

daily site operations, representativeness of sites, adequacy of project re

sources, and prospects for evaluation. 

A. Assumption of Universal Need and Applicability 

It was found in the ini ti al study that the same kinds of concerns wi th 

discipline were common to nearly all departments, regardless of size, location, 

or whether the department's officers were represented by a union. Likewise, 

these concerns were shared by groups and individuals with differing key roles 

in the disciplinary process: city attorneys, police administrators, legal 

advisors, police association officials, and police officers. 

Given anyone of these situations or viewpoints, the issues of clarity, 

legality, fairness, consistency, and workability of discipline rules and pro

cedures were shown to be of vital importance, according to questionnaire and 

interview results. To be sure, some differences among departments were noted. 

In departments with active unions, for example, specific department practices, 

such as the levying of inconsistent penalties, had been challenged. Unions had 

the financial ability to retain lawyers to defend-accused officers. In some 

cases, this pressure caused management to reconsider the discipline system and 

make changes to reduce the grounds for compl aint. Sometimes, however, manage

ment became more committed to its views 7 and positions became bitterly entrenched. 

Thus, the state of sophistication of the department, il1 terms such as legal 



expertise and unionization, had an effect on the discipline system as observed. 

However, the underlying issues had universal relevance. The implication is 

that there is no specific set of criteria limiting the range of departments to 

which the study of these issues relates. 

B. Feasibility' of a Field Test 

There now exists a considerable history of "action research" in which manage

ment researchers have gained access to organizations in ordet .. to attempt tests 

of innovative management concepts. This experience has confirmed, often in 

terms of unsatisfactory results, the inherent conflict between the requirements 

of effective daily operations, and the demands of rigorous research. Overall, 

however, most professionals with this expertise still feel that such research 

attempts are valid, provided that a reasonable working commitment can be ex

pected of both parties throughout the study, and that each of the inevitable 

unforeseen compromises is based on careful, informed consideration. 

In conceiving this field test, the project staff were aiming to present a 

risky proposition to prospective test site managers, in the form of an unproven 

management model, derived in the abstract from a conglomeration of general 

practice and principles. Administrators in law enforcement, especially, are 

reputed to be conservative in management style. This project required not only 

a desire to try something new, but a capability to do so. Administrators would 

have to gain the confidence of the rank and file, get the cooperation of key 

managers, accommodate some degree of disruption of routine for 18 months, and 

devote many hours of personnel time at all levels for meetings, interviews, 

and questionnaire sessions. The department with a track record of doing this 

successfully is rare. The few which have gone through such an exercise several 

times are probably not good candi dates because of an "over-researched" condition 

which can markedly affect personnel attitudes. The intangible aspects of 
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departli1ental desire and capability would thus have to be estimated before the 

fact, with little hard data as a basis. 

Another key factor relating to a preliminary feasibility estimate was the 

intention to use an outside change agent (IACP project staff) working within 

the site department at a level of intensive detail and contact with personnel 

over a long period. This feature would represent a difficult consideration for 

prospective site authorities, especially since the change agent was committed 

also to roles of evaluating and publicizing the research program. 

c. Validity of the Test 

Several design factors had to be considered affecting the validity of the 

proposed study. Its external validity, or generalizability to the field, would 

depend not only on the proper choi ce of test sites, but also on the incl usion of 

issues important to practitioners, in a form that was clear to them. 

Because of the high cost of such research, ·it was understood early that the 

project could be structured around only a very few sites. Thus, no attempt 

could be made towards a "representative sample" approach to reflect a large 

range of department si zes and locations. On the other hand!) since the research 

issues were universal, choice of sites was less critical with regard to style of 

policing. Relevance of the project to practitioners' concerns was assured by 

the extensive involvement of working officers and administrators in the initial 

project phases, and the intention to retain this feature in the implementation. 

The internal validity of the study would depend in the first instance on 

whether a critical level of support could be achieved, not only in terms of 

primary funding, concentrated on a small number of sites, but on the "matching" 

effort to be committed by the site departments. Another prime consideration was 



I 
that an adequate length of study period be adopted in order to properly instalf I 
and IOOni tor the changes. 

D. Provisions for Evaluation I 
This project was structured as research, with the objectives of learning to II 

what degree the prototype rules and procedures could be successfully implemented. 

The context was clearly experimental and not a matter of simply providing con

sulti.ng or technical assistance to the selected departments. It was important to 

make this clear to participating site managers, because of the accustomed recent 

use nationally of the techni cal assistance mode for invol ving local departments 

in federally-supported programs. 

To ensure the use of proper study techniques and appropriate data gathering 

and analysis, a research methodology was developed. Hypotheses were stated about 

the impact of the model on primary departmental output or performance variables, 
'i 

\.1 
and means were specified to measure changes from baseline levels. The measurement 

system was also aimed at process description; a secondary objective was to learn 

how the departments accomlOOdated the implementation and its results. This focus 

included measurement of inputs associated with the research. The methodology 

thus provided an adequate plan for project guidance and evaluation in order to 

give technically sound support to a final statement of results. 

tl 
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CHAPTER III. METHODOLOGY AND IMPLEMENTATION 

A general methodQlogy was developed for common application in the project 

sites, and this plan was followed with considerable fidelity. Some deviations 

became necessary, however, because of differences in site characteristics, and 

project developments over time. For clarity of description, this chapter will 

begin with an outline of the planned methodological approach, and then will 

describe its application in the Albuquerque, New Mexico, Police Department (the 

first site receiving full implementation), followed by details of application 

variations in two other sites. 

A. Methodology 

1. Specification of goal and objectives. The goal of the work was to 

eval uate the prototype r'Ales and procedures by implementing them in study depart

ments and measuring the results. To operationalize the task, these objectives 

were adopted: 

(a) To develop the modified system according to the needs of each 
site department with minimal dilution of the quality and 
character of the prototype. 

(b) To implement the system. 

(c) To maintain and monitor the system for 12 months. 

(d) To make measurements designed to detect possible improvement 
in the operational effectiveness of the new system, compared to 
the previous system. 

(e) To make measurements designed to detect possible improvement in 
officer attitudes toward discipline. 

In order to concentrate project resources on the Hoal, and recognizing the 

difficulty in attributing eventual measured outcomes t() the project's influence 

if a wide range of issues and variables were addressed, the study domain was 

limited, as expressed in the project proposal: 

10 
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The study domain is defined as the disciplinary process in police 
departrrents. A secondary concern will be the envi ronrrent ir whi ch 
disciplinary events occur. This environrrent would include, for example, 
that rrental attitude which commits an individual to comply with manage
ment directives both with and without supervision. The process itself 
can be more narrow'ly defined as the developrrent and implementation of 
those rules and procedures whi ch prescribe the proper conduct of em
ployees and del ineate proper steps to be taken \A/hen an infraction 
occurs. This narrower focus is warranted for several reasons, the most 
important of whi ch is the project purposes-to use material whi ch was 
developed in pr';ior project phases in constructing a new system, and 
testing results. Prior project tasks focused primarily on this acti on 
definition of discipline (the process of making known expectations and 
taking action when violations occur). Emphasis was given to those 
managerial practices which prescribe conduct, and the actual mechanical 
process of detennining guil t or innocence and imposing a sanction. Less 
effort was given to structuring a "good disciplinary environment" (with 
the intention of causing officers to obey the rules) because of the 
need for a tight research design with a manageable study domain. It 
is manageable to think about the impact of concrete rules and procedures 
and to assess perceptions of these regulations. It is less manageable 
to evaluate abstractions such as good leadership, high motivation, and 
proper philosophies--those concepts sometirres assumed to be marks of a 
healthy organization, contributing to a good disciplinary environment. 

2. Specification of project phases and measure. The five objectives 

1 isted above were di vi ded into two groups representing acti vi ti es (project in

puts) and outcomes. The activity objectives refer to the sequential phases 

around whi ch the project was to be structured: development, impl ementation, 

and rronitoring. Development was necessary to prepare the prototype according 

to local conditions, and to create a condition of understanding and acceptance 

among those key department personnel who would be responsible for implementing 

the new system. Implementation consisted of issuing copies of new rules and 

procedures to all personnel, training personnel in their meaning, and creating 

the necessary mechanisms and forms to put the new pro('edures into pract·ice. 

Monitoring took pl ace duri ng a "hands off" post-impl ementati on observation phase, 

when evaluations of system performance were made at intervals. 



Measures of project inputs were made during all three activity phases. 

These measures are important in indicating the level and type of resources 

needed to carry out a management innovation program of this kind, should a 

department wish to do something similar. The proposed general measures are 

outlined in Figure 1. 

The outcome objectives refer to the effect the prototype system had on 

several important aspects of a typical police department's performance and con

dition regarding discipline issues. Some of the selected aspects related to 

basic "bottom-line" discipline events; e.g.,' 'the tendency for formal charges 

against personnel to be upheld upon independent review. Others concerned more 

subjective, attitudinal 'phenomena; e.g., the fairness of the system as perceived 

by officers. The proposed general outcome measures are also shown in Figure 1. 

Some of these were stated as hypotheses about potential change, when it was 

likely that the measures can be quantified, and sufficient data Was avail

able for analysis. Some of the subjective measures were analyzed statisti

cally, using questionnaire data; others were expressed through analysis of 

the results of interviews and observation. The proposed general hypotheses were: 

H.l Understanding of the disciplinary system reported by personnel will 
be increased after project interventions. 

H.2 Fairness of the disciplinary system as perceived by personnel will 
be increased after project interventions. 

H.3 Quality of supervisors' performance in their disciplinary respon
sibilities as perceived by personnel will be improved after project 
interventions. 

H.4 Formal charges of misconduct made against personnel will be upheld 
in internal appeals. 

H.5 Sanctions recommended in formal charges of misconduct will be upheld 
in internal appeals. 
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A. 

1. 
2. 

3. 

- - - - - - - .. _,. __ . __ .. ,_ ........ -,. __ .-

ACTIVITY OBJECTIVES 

1. Develop a tailored system 
2. Implement the system 

Evaluate disciplinary rules and procedures 
developed in previous research 

3. Maintain and monitor the system 

ACTIVITY MEASURES 
I 

- - - I 
1 
1 

OUTCOME OBJECTIVES 

1. Improve operational effectiveness 
of the sys tem. 

2. Improve offi cer att'l tudes toward 
the system 

OUTCOME MEASURES 
1 
1 -- - - - - - - - - - _1- ____ ------ I 

I I I I 

DEVELOPMENTAL PHASE B. IMPLEMENTATION PHASE C. t1AINTENANCE AND - - - - - - - - - - - - -I 
MEASURES MEASURES MONITORING MEASURES A. EFFECTIVENESS B. ATTITUDES 

El apsed ti me l. Elapsed time l. Maintenance of planned l. Upholding of charges 1. Officers' reported under-
Resources used 2. Resources used project conditions in appeals standing of system 
(person-hours, ma- 3. Success of the 2. Discipline incident data 2. Upholding of sanctions 2. Officers' perceived fairnes 
teria1s, facilities) implementation (e.g., number of rule in appeals of system 
Participation and (i.e., test scores violations) 3. Frequency of appeals 3. Officers' perceived quality 
acceptance by those on material learned 3. Uniformity of use of 4. Factors of concern of supervisory performance 
involved (officers, in training) procedures Q'~ising in supervisor/ in discipline matters 
union, management) 4. Participation and 4. Attitude and perception manager interviews 4. Factors of concern arising 

acceptance measures (toward discipline 5. Cost of actions and in offi cer interview.> 
system and project manage- challenges to manage-
ment) ment and officers 

6. Elapsed time in con-
cluding discipline 
actions 

FIGURE 1 

PROJEC'1 GOAL, OBJECTIVES, AND MEASURES 



H.6 The incidence of external appeals made by pel~sonnel will be t~educed 
after project interventions. 

H.7 Formal charges of misconduct made against personnel will be upheld 
in external appeals. 

H.B Sanctions recommended in formal charges of misconduct will be upheld 
in external appeals. 

3. Site selection criteria. Preliminary estimates of necessary task sup

port level and available funding suggested that the project should be conducted 

in one to three sites. An argument in favor of two sites was developed as 

foll ows: 

(1) Two can be monitored more thoroughly than three, given the fixed 
project budget. Monitoring is particularly important in con
trolling the quality of implementation. 

(2) Two provide a "back-up" if case work must be terminated in one 
site due to an adverse development such as an employee strike. 

(3) One project team (of optimal three-member makeup, reflecting a 
balance of professional skills) can manage two sites, whereas two 
teams woul d be needed to manage three sites. The 1 atter arrange
ment would create a lack of consistency and continuity in inte
grating the project data, and maintaining standard conditions. 

(4) Two provide some opportunity for site comparison, not possible 
with only one site. 

if the study were to be conducted in two sites, it was clear that the sites 

could not be representative' of those many "types ll of departments (in methodo

logical terms, 'depa.rtments representing several levels on several variables) in 

which the researchers and the report readers may have an interest. Instead, 

the project had to be cast in terms of two "case studies. II Departmental conditions 

could not be extremely atypical of departments as a whole, and conditions sup

PQrti ve of research waul d have had to be present. Contrasts between the two might 

have been deliberately made on some selection variables, but any conc'lusions had 
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to be attributed to those contrasts with the greatest caution, due to the unique 

sample and the great number of uncontrolled variables. In short, there was 

danger that expectations of research possibilities inherent in large-sample 

designs might be held by some readers for this kind of study; such expectations 

are not appropriate here. In this study, expectations were to learn a great deal 

about the importance or meaning of the difference between the two departments I 

characteristics as they might affect or moderate the effect of the interventions. 

This reasoning suggested, therefore, that while it might have been useful to 

choose two departments which v/ere different in size, the size limits to be con

sidered had to be carefully set. In order to insure a sufficient volume of 

events for study, a department could not be too small. On the other hand, a 

large department would have presented a cumbersome situation for study. Likewise, 

a balance had to be sought regarding the presence and level of activity of em

ployee organizations in departments. Lack of an association would be atypical, 

given the national trend. An extremely volatile or hostile union would also have 

precluded useful study. 

In addition to considering these variables, certain IIscreening factors" were 

used in site selection. Some formal labor-management agreements of working con

ditions would have been extremely constraining from a research point of view. 

For example, if the departmental rules and regulations were incorporated in a 

contract which could be altered only be renegotiation at fixed intervals (e.g.; 

annually), the interventions which were central to this study might not have 

been possible. Other conditions which might have precluded successful research 

would have been 11: .severely restrictive officer bill of rights, or' contractual 

restriction of access to personnel records. 

A potential site which was satisfactory in terms of the variables and 

screening criteri a di scussed above al so had to be eval uated from the viewpoint 
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of project commitment bo~h from a management and a political perspective. The 

quality of this commitment was estimateu by the research team by means of site 

visits and prior knowledge of the department. Within the site department, 

several capabilities had to be assessed, including: 

• 
• 

• 
• 
• 
• 

the assignment of an employee vdth appropt';iate skills and influence 
to act as Project Coordinator for one-half time during the project; 

the assignment of a Staff Working Committee composed of several 
carefully selected members who will be released from other duties 
regularly to contribute their personal skills and organizational 
infl uence to development and impl ementation needs; 

provision to IACP staff of access to all needed data sources, and 
to department employees for interviews and questionnaire completion; 

provision to IACP staff of office space, incidental printing, and 
clerical assistance; 

provision of trainers and personnel to be trained as needed; and 

reasonable assurance of the cooperation of the employee organization. 

Al especially important site selection criterion was the willingness of 

the department to disclose project results. While it was reasonable that 

certain data relating to individuals had to be controlled to prevent poysible 

damage to personal reputation, need for disclosure was critical as a general 

ground rule of the project. 

Commitment by key site personne'l also had to be secured with regard to 

cer'tain substantive issues. While the prototype to be tested had to be tailored 

to fit each department, there were certain concepts which were of primary impor

tance, based on previous work. It was therefore of high priority in this phase 

of the work to be able to test these concepts. Every effort had to be made to' 

achieve the following condition~ in the selected department: 
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1. To establish a functioning Internal Affairs Division which exercised 
control over all investigations; 

2. To implement a set of rules and procedures which were legally sound; 

3. To develop a mechanism for due process hearings, and an informal 
review group for hearings concerning compl aints agai nst offi cers; 

4. To devise a mechanism for the affirmative receipt of civilian 
complaints against officers; and 

5. To establish a program to control supervisors' discretionary power 
in discipl'inary actions. 

Commitmant to these fi ve areas had to be reasonably assured before accepting a 

department as a study site. 

4. Site personnel participation. A central principle adopted in the project 

was to strive for a truly participative style in implementing the model. It was 

felt that the project would very likely be ineffective if IACP staff dominated the 

detailed planning and administration. Therefore, a concept was developed of 

having a site project coordinatot', together with a site Sta'ff Working Committee. 

While the IACP staff set project guidelines, and ensured that certain criteria 

were met to protect the integrity of the model and produce adequate research 

data, the site participants shared actively in day-to-day problem solving and 

decisionmaking. Through this participation, cooperation and commitments were 

developed throughout the management and rank and file. 

The project coordinator was responsible for facilitating the project activi

ties within the department, under the direction of the IACP project manager. 

The coordinator's duties varied according to need, and at times he or she was 

expected to exercise considerable initiative in project matters. 

The selection of the project coordinator was an important decision to be made 

in the early stages of the project, since the agency had to be willing to release 

the selected person from other duties. 
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Some of the anticipated duties of the project coordinator were to: 

1. Assist in identifying existing conditions, problems and needs 

2. Identify key resource people in the agency who might provide 
information on conditions, problems, needs 

3. Schedule access to required data sources, 

4. Assist in selection of the Staff Working Committee 

5. Provide timely staff reports to IACP consultants 

6. Be available to respond to IACP telephone inquiries regarding 
the status of project 

7. Monitor project implementation according to the research design 

8. Perform other administrative tasks as required 

The Staff Working Committee of the study agency had as its primary '·ole 

the development and implementation of interventions, designed to meet project 

I 
II 
II 
I, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I; 

objectives. This committee, of 6 to 12 members, represented rank-and-file andl' 

minority interests, as well as those of management at the supervisory, mid- and 

to-levels. The committeels familiarity with the agency, coupled with the IACP 

consultants I ability to look objectively at problems from an 1I0utsider,ls" per-

spective, led to a more accurate focusing on issues to be resolved. Another 

,reason for the involvement of the Staff Working Committee was to legitimize the 

new disciplinary approaches, thus enhancing acceptance by departmental personnel. 

Since disciplinary issues are a sensitive area in any organization, but 

especially so in police agencies, introduction of change by the Staff Working 

Committee was a means of better assuring departmental acceptance of that change. 

The committee was a forum for the controlled, appropriate involvement of lower 

echelon emp1.oyees in the management pl anning/ impl ementation process. 
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Guided by the IACP research team and the general methodology described 

here, the Staff Working Commitee systematically diagnosed disciplinary issues 

of the agency and developed a plan for improvement. 

• Anticipated tasks to be performed by the Staff Working Committee 
were to: 

1. Assist in identifying existing conditions, problems and needs 

2. Assist in interpretation of questionnaire and interview data 
by explaining possible reasons for certain response patterns 

3. Assist in formulating interventions 

4. Assist in implementing interventions 

5. Assist in monitoring project activity 

6. Assist in resolving any negative effects of research activity 

5. Implementation plan. The implementation of the model took the form 

of interventions by IACP and site staff into department activity, in the form 

of inquiry, observation, direction, and training. The first of these planned 

interventions was the collection of baseline data. The determination of base-

line conditions served two major purposes. First, existing conditions could 

be assessed to help decide what interventions were necessary or productive 

in reaching the project objecti ves. Whil e the project objectives v;\3re assumed 

to be appropriate for any agency which might have participated in the project, 

some may not have been appropriate for both sites, and others not foreseen may 

have been generated (e.g., no significant problem may exist regarding illegal 

or unclear rules, but there may be a lack of effective procedures in certain 

areas). The assessment of baseline conditions provided a basis for these deci-

sions. In addition, these data were needed to prioritize interventions in order 

to best all oca te project resources. 



----- ~--~--

Second, a clear identification of certain existing .conditions wa~ neces

sary to establ ish the IIpre-test li point from which change coul d be measured after 

project interventions (e.g., attitudes of officers toward supervisors I perfor

mance). Post intervention measures were then compared with these results to 

evaluate the impact of project activity. 

Data was gathered in three broad areas: administrative, legal and atti-

tudinal. In the administrative analysis, structured interview forms, case 

analysis guidelines, and data summary forms were used for inquiring into the 

existing management process of the study agency. By analyzing the existing . 
functions and relationships of Internal Affairs, Inspections, Training, Planning 

and Research, the Legal Advisor, and other key organizational units, it became 

possible to identify areas which needed improvement to increase disciplinary 

effectiveness. To carry out the legal review, the research team identified 

those existing rules and procedures which were illegal, and issues on which 

further study was needed. Included in the legal analysis was a study of existing 

activities (procedures and other actions by management and officers) and documented 

rules, regulations, ordinances, laws, etc., affecting the discipline process. 

The third method of determining existing conditions was to solicit the. opinions 

of agency personnel by means of questionnaires designed to focus on the important 

issues identified by the administrative and legal analyses and through the agency 

working committee. Perceptions were studied through interviews and case analyses 

of certain disciplinary events. 

The sampling strategy for general use in the project was of the random 

stratified type. When sampling personnel for the administration of questionnaires, 

for example, a sampling matrix was developed, presenting all classification cells 

generated by the conjunction of the stratification variables, e.g., seniority, 

rank, and assignment. The cells wer·e then filled with names or 10 numbers 
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from the department roster, and a proportion of cases in each cell selected at 

random, e.g., every fifth case of sergeants with three to seven years' seniority, 

assigned to patrol, might have been selected for an appointment to complete a 

questionnaire. When department size allowed, a 100 percent sample was used to 

gain the benefit of making all personnel feel they had adequate opportun ity to 

express their opinions. The random stratified design was used in Denver. In 

Albuquerque, a-100 percent sample approach was chosen, and in Lansing, over 50 

percent of the officers were sampled at random. 

The assessment of baseline conditions suggested priorities for the other 

_ project tasks in each department, guiding the design of those interventions which 

were judged to result in greatest efficiency in the use of project resources. 

An independent and objective view of the department and its needs was taken 

at the outset, and for this reason, the baseline assessment was made primarily 

by the IACP staff. However, the role of the department project staff (project 

coordinator and Staff Working Committee), already important as supportive in 

data gathering, was expanded in this stage of intervention development. 

It was a project principle that these changes must be seen to come largely 

"from within," if they were to have the necessary support by individuals at all 

levels in the department. In addition to this need for philosophical commitment, 

there was a need for sharing of task responsibil ity and "hands-on u activity. The 

project concept and budget was designed on the assumption that agency staff would 

undertake tasks such as the detail design and provision of officer training. 

An important aspect of this agency invCll vement was that it cut across 1 ines 

of authority (management-officer), function (staff-line), and loyalty (management

union). The Staff Working Committee was constituted to encourage this partici

pative approach, as were groups which were given assignments outside the 
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committee. For example, such a group may have been appointed to draft alterna

tive versions of certain rules or procedures for review by the Staff Working 

Committee and IACP staff. 

The work described so far is estimated to have occupied approximately the 

first 25 weeks of the projected tltJO-year contr.act period. At this point, a 

prototype discipline system, individualized appropriately for each site depart-

ment, was ready for implementat'ion. 

A five-week period was designated for implementing the selected interventions~ 

The basic theme for the interventions was communication and training. New 

materials were disseminated; new responsibilities and relationships were defined; 

and new skills were learned. 

A common intervention therefore took the form of a training session or program. 

The design of the training was documented, and its effectiveness as training 

measured (e.g., officer understanding of new material presented was measured 

by testing immediately after training). 

Another intervention was simply the dissemination of information. Measures 

were taken. of the ready access by the offi cer to rul es and procedures or offi cer 

knowledge of information sources regarding disciplinary matters. In the event 

that certain local rules and regulations were deemed to be in conflict with the 

. prototype discipl inary process and the determined needs of the agency, an attempt 

was made to modify such rules. This was a difficult task to accomplish, however, 

given the objectives and resources of this project. If it was determined that 

these local "l aws " could not be changed, modifications were made to prototype 

process. It was felt, however, that this situation was controlled in part 

through the selection process. If, for example, a city's personnel rules and 
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regulations were in total conflict with the prototype, it was not selected. 

The interventions were made primarily by department staff, with IACP assistance, 

advice, and appropriate control, according to a plan mutually agreed upon 

between the department and the IACP. 

6. Monitoring and evaluation plan. The monitoring task was addressed to two 

aspects of the project: (1) developing and making operational the modified 

prototype; and (2) experiencing the effect of the new system. Information was 

thus learned about how a major police management innovation can be designed 

and adopted with departr~nt-wide participation. Also, the effect of the system 

in terms of contribution to department goals was documented. 

The outline below describes the scope of the roonitoring task, with types of 

measures. 

1. Related to project input activities 

a. Develop the system; 

Site staff time; IACP staff time 

b. Implement the system 

Site and IACP staff time; Effectiveness of training of super
visors and other personnel; Provision of new written directi ves 

c. Maintain the system 

Site staff time; Site union and officer personnel time 

2. Related to project outcomes 

a. Effectiveness 

(1) Pl'eimp1ementation: Incidence of charges and findings on appeal s· 
in the baseline period (e.g., 1975-77) 

(2) Interim: Quarterly inddence and findings on appeals 

(3) Post-implementation: Questionnaire and interview results 

__________ 23 
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The specific purposes of the interim monitoring were: 

(1) to maintain the planned format and enabling conditions of the 
implementation., e.g .. , to insure that printed materials such as 
rules and regulations were available to officers; 

(2) to collect data pe'riodically for later evaluation; 

(3) to note "envi ronl11(~ntal" changes during the period; e.g., changes 
in city political structure, changes in legislation, or changes 
in departmental management staffing; 

(4) to design and implement any necessary system changes to preserve 
project integrity. 

Monitoring was designed and conducted by IACP staff, who made visits to 

each site for this purpose during the period. Day-to-day monitoring, including 

the gathering of interim data, was the responsibility of the project coordinator, 

briefing IACP staff by telephone regularly between their site visits, and ac-

cumulating data summaries for review during site visits. 

Project monitoring forms were developed to capture data to make the chain 

of events associated with each discipline case "visible," by requiring documenta~ 

tion of the decisionmaking process. Data captured included information on the 

intake of complaints, investigation, recommendation and review of sanctions, 

and appeals. These kinds of activities provided a convenient division for the 

purpose of coll ecting moni tori ng data, al though on-s ite study suggested a more 

effective classification. 

The project's evaluation plan was aimed at determining the nature of any 

changes in discipline related events and conditions during the treatment period, 

and how these changes were related to the interventions. 
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The task of evaluation of research, because of its great importance, has 

been the subject of considerable study both conceptuaily and in operational 

terms. An interesting scheme to guide evaluation efforts has been proposed by 

Suchman~2 and discussed by Maltz. 3 Suchman designates five kinds of evaluation 

which might be characterized as answering these five questions about a research 

project: 

a. What did we put into it? (effort) 

b. How well did we do? (performance) 

c. Was it good enough? (adequacy of performance) 

d. Was it worth it? (effi ciency) 

e. Why did it come out that way? (process) 

Each of these kinds o~evaluation is considered below in the context of 

thi s project. 

1. Evaluation of effort. This evaluation considers only input applied 

through the project. Some important inputs were the revision of rules and 

procedures, and the training of officers. These were evaluated, in this sense, 

by calculating the affort spent on them as measured by salary costs of study 

committees, trainers, and trainees, department overhead in providing space, 

services, and materials, and a relevant portion of the IACP project budget. 

2. Evaluation of performance. This evaluation considers only output achieved 

through the project. Output is represented in desired outcomes, such as IIImprove 

officer perception of fairness of the rules and procedures ,II and IIReduce the 

elapsed time in concluding disciplinary actions. 1I These were evaluated by cal

culating different scores on pre- and post-measures (e.9., questionnaire scores 

and case file data) and assessing their statistical and practical significance. 

iL Suchman, E.A. Evaluative Research. New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 1967. 

3. Maltz, M.D. IIEvaluation of CrilOO Control Programs,1I National Institute of 
Law Enforcement and Criminal Justice, April 1972. 



3. Evaluation of adequacy of performance. This evaluation considers project 

output re1ative to objectives. In this project» objectives are stated in terms 

of "1mprovi ng" a certai n cond1 tion I recogn'l zi ng that total achievelOOnt 1 s not 

possible, and that no fixed s'ti.t11dard exists_ in the profession or in the depart .. 

roont. to serve as a target. This eva1uation. therefore. ":compared relevant 

lOOasures to a perceived IIcel1ingli of achieveroont. considering the departfoontal 

environment, including labor conditions. crin'W!! rates, comnunity climate, manage .. 

ment resources. and other factors, at the time of measurement. 

4. AYaluat10n of efficiency~ This evaluation considers output relative 

to input. It is the classic "cost-benefit" concept. The input tmBSUre can be 

eval uated fo 11 owi n9 the IOOthod discussed above under "eval uation of effort. II 

Project inputs can be related to outputs only judgmentally in a complex experi

ment lacking class1cal controls. Some outputs can be measured objectively, 

e.g., type and volume of sanctions, compared with baseline. While th1s is a 

measure of output~ its value is intangiblg and subject1ve in nature. The more 

intangible benefits must be largely a matter of judgment (e.g., the true value 

of m1n1m1z1ng successful challenges). 

5. Evaluation of procast. This evaluation is a rationa1 analys1s of the 

meaning of the other four evaluation conclusions. It emphasizes the relation

ship among the interventions and achievements, and learning that occurred 

during the project. Th1~ analysis mainly serves the purpose of guiding further 

work of a s1milar type. 

Standard statistical tests were applied to the quantitat1ve data. In some 

C!!OS, subjective analyses were made where important observational data were 

available which were not amenable to quantitative treatment. 
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B. Implementation in Albuquerque 

1. Selection as a site. The site selection process began in discussions 

among project staff and advisory committee members, resulting in a list of six 

nominated departments having characteristics within the guidelines stated above 

These departments were geographically dispersed over the U.S., and ranged in 

size from 150 to 2,000 personnel. All had a typical urban/suburban law en-

forcement mission. Active employee organizations existed in all departments, 

and, in some, conditions of employment were specified by contract. Project 

staff opened exploratory discussions with management and employee organiza

tion representatives, reviewed a range of department documents, and made site 

visits in the period July-October 1976. 

As a result of this process, the Albuquerque, New Mexico, Police Department 

(APD) was judged to be a site with excellent potential for a successful field 

test of the prototype. 4 Through correspondence and site visits to resolve mutual 

concerns about project scope and ground rules, final commitment was obtained from 

Chief Bob V. Stover in a letter dated November 18: 1976 (see Appendix 1). The city 

of Albuquerque was represented in the planning discussions by Mr. Frank Kleinhenz, 

Chief Administrative Officer, who also indicated his support of the project. An 

APD press release describing the agreement was issued on December 2, 1976 (see 

Appendix 2 ), and a related item appeared in a local newspaper on December 3,1976 

(see Appendix 3 ). 

4. The Denver, Colorado, Police Department was also chosen as a site at this 
time, as described in the following section. 
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The APD was then a department of 492 sworn and 149 civilian personnel with 

jurisdiction in a city of 88.4 square miles, containing a population of 274,000.5 

Sworn personnel were represented by the Fraternal Order of Police (FOP) and the 

Albuquerque Police Officers Association (APOA). The APOA was the recognized 

bargaining agent. 

At the time of selection, the APD administrative rules and procedures for 

personnel discipline showed many of the qualities typically seen in the 17 sites 

of the IACP Phase I and II studies. Discipline was acknowledged to be a concern 

at a personal level by most of the individuals contacted in the early private 

interviews. Police officers felt unsure that they would be given fair and im

partial treatment if they transgressed. Mid-level corrmanders considered that 

they had inadequate guidance in handling cases. Top management was acutely aware 

of the moral e probl ~ms sterrmi ng from di sci pl inary sanctions; Chief Stover called 

the study "long overdue." The APOA had already taken an initiative in traveling 

to other departments to observe their disciplin~ practices, and welcomed this 

project. A preliminary review of the documentation of the existing system showed 

a rather uncoordinated set of directives which, a1tho~9h they had been recently 

reol"ganized, dfd not appear to effectively address the weaknesses reported in the 

system. Conditions as they existed in late 1976 are described in detail in the 

attached review of disciplinary processes (see Appendix 4 ), and description of 

the development of the internal affairs unit (see Appendix 5). 

2. Participation of site personnel. In the earliest site meetings, it was 

apparent that several individuals had already been closely involved with efforts 

to revise the discipline system. In the recent past, a "Task Force on Discipline" 

5. Statistics from 1977 APD reports and 1970 census. 
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had existed, .and individuals in the FOP and APOA had become, knowledgeable about 

relevant principles and issues. Chief Stover invited some of these involved 

persons and others, including key administrative officers (deputy chiefs, legal 

advisor, internal affairs commander) to orientation meetings led by IACP staff. 

In these meetings, the IACP explained the basic premises and conditions of the 

project, including the central role of a working committee. APD members expressed 

their views on how such a committee shou'ld be constituted, and some informal 

nominations of individuals were made. Later, IACP staff met privately with Chief 

Stover, and a list of proposed committee members was drawn up. Based on discus-

s ion in the orientati on meetings, Chief Stover's t'ecO rnrrendation , and IACP staff 

members' impressi ons, it was agreed that Captai n Ben E. Ray, commander of the 

Inspections Unit (or Internal Affairs Unit, as it was later named) be appointed 

as project coordinator. In this role, Captain Ray would act as the Staff Working 

Committee (SWC) chairman, and as the primary APD liaison individual with IACP 

staff. 

Committee members were appointed as follows: 

Mr. B. Cosgrove Legal Advisor 

Lt. M.L. Ward Field Services 

Sgt. R. Villella 

Sgt. J.M. Williamson 

Sgt. W. Iverson 

Of cr. E. Sanchez 

Ofcr. J.' Hearn 

Planning and Inspections 

Training (and APOA) 

Inves ti gati ons 

Fiel d Services 

Field Services (due for transfer to Investigations) 

Of cr. W. Maez Field Services 

The SWC had its first formal meeting on Decerrber 1, 1976 (see Chief Stover's 

order, Appendi x 6). 
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3. Intervention steps. From the time of the first IACP contact with APD 

personnel, the inevitable "grapevine" or rumor mill had undoubtedly been active. 

With the more formalized meetings and interviews occurring during the site 

selection process, culminating in the appointment of the SWC, it is important 

to recognize the impact created by the presence of the "outsider II JACP staff. 

Already, comments were being heard about the likely outcome of the project, some 

hopeful, some cynical. These activities, then, all had to be viewed as "inter

ventions," introducing some element of change and reaction into the routine 

dynami cs of the departmen t. 

a. Collection of baseline data. Among the first significant formal 

interventions were the activities generated at the first SWC meeting. After a 

point-by-point orientation to the project, the SWC members were given a five

part questionnaire for the purpose of identifying problems, to be completed as 

a group, and the results reported at the next meeting, scheduled for December 20, 

1976. The questionnaire served as the first formal source for developing base

line project data. 

This questionnaire seemed to be very efficient in bringing out a rich 

variety of comment, consensus, and dissenting opinions from the SWC members. 5 

Much comment centered on lack of understanding by personnel of their rights, and 

the function of the Internal Affairs Unit (IAU), concerning discipline. 'Other 

concerns were expressed abo~t lack of training, supervisors' inconsistency, lack 

of objecti vi ty of internal revi ew, and inadequacy of records. 

Befo.re the December 20th meeting, a new member was added to the SWC, Ms. 

Mary Alice Martinez, Records Unit Clerk, to represent the civilian employees of 

the APD. In the follo\'1ing three-month period, three additional site meetings 

5. Because the purpose of this chapter is to describe project methods and 
activities, substantive results will not be presented in detail, but reserved 
for 1 ater cha.pters on "Ana1ysis and Findings." 
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were held involving the SWC and IACP staff jointly or separately. The purposes 

of these meetings were: 

(a) to make an initial evaluation of existing APD rules and procedures 

(b) to have the SWC become fami 1 i ar wi th the prototype 

(c)' to compare APD and prototype rules and procedures 

(d) to develop a general questionnaire for all department personnel 

(e) to interview selected site personnel in key positions 

(f) to collect additional baseline information. 

Private interviews following a format similar to the SWC questionnaire 

(see Appendix 7) were held with these APD members: Deputy Chief L. Powell, 

Field Services; Capt. B. Ray, Internal Affairs Unit; Lt. L. Ward, Field Services; 

Lt. J. O'Brien, Internal Affairs Unit; Sgt. R. Villella, Planning and Inspections; 

and Sgt. J. Williamson, Training. In the case of the four individuals in this 

group who were also part of the SWC problem-identifying exercise, the private 

interviews afforded an opportunity for more candid observations on the back

ground of some of the issues raised in the full meeting. 

Information gathered in the form of internal department documents included: 

(a) roster of sworn personnel by rank and seniority, dated November 22, 1976 

(b) daily assignment report, dated November 30, 1976 

(c) organization chart, dated July 2l~ 1976 

(d) standard operating procedures manual, with revisions current to October 
1976 

(e) City of Albuquerque merit system ordinance concerning grievances and 
appeals 

(f) sunmary of all APD personnel appeals to the lity appeal procedure, 
involving both Chief Administrative Officer hearings and City Personnel 
Board hearings for 1975 and 1976 
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(g) quarterly summaries of IAU activities for 1975 and 1976 

(h) sample log entries of complaints received by the APD by telephone 

The draft questionnaire for general use throughout the department was sub

mitted to the SWC for comment, and refined according to suggestions received. 

This questionnaire (see Appendix 8) was administered to as many of the APD 

personnel as coul d be reached in the period March 28-31, 1977. Of the 492 sworn 

and 149 civilian personnel, questionnaires were completed by 415 and 128 res

pectively, for an approximate 85 percent sample. Several techniques were used 

to maximize cooperation among the personnel in filling out the questionnaire. 

First, all personnel were briefe~ about the project as a whole by Capt. Ray and 

Sgt. Williamson, who addressed each watch as they came on duty, on December 1 

and 2, 1976, simultaneously with the press release. At these briefings, per

sonnel were informed that their personal opinions and participation were earnestly 

solicited, and that one means of achieving this would be the general question

naire to be administered in March. 

Another principle adopted to encourage candid responses was to assure con

fidentiality. To make this credible, and to minimize inconven'ience for APD per

sonnel filling out the questionnaires, a total of 51 small groups were met by 

IACP staff as they came on duty over a period of four days. They were assured 

that only IACP staff would handle the questionnaires, and that only statistical 

summaries woul d be reported back to the department. Additionally, personnel were 

told that if they wanted to express themselves beyond the confines of the ques

tionnaire format, they could have a confidential interview with IACP staff, either 

on or off their duty time. All indications were that these measures worked well. 

Personnel appeared to take the questionnaire seriously. Only one person refused 
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to comp1 ete the instrument. Vi rtua11y all responses were usable. In interviews 

with a sample of personnel, comments on the effectiveness of the questionnaire 

were favorable. 

In addition to the offer of confidential voluntary interviews (accepted by 

7 individuals), IACP staff selected 18 persons at random immediately after they 

had completed their questionnaire, and detained them for a 20-minute interview 

to follow up in a semi-structured format on issues raised in the question'naire. 

This plan had been explained to personnel in briefings, and excellent coopera

tion was received. 

Baseline data were thus available in adequate quantity and variety to make 

a detailed assessment of what changes were needed to make the prototype opera

tional in the APD, as well as to provide measures for comparison when assessing 

resu1 ts at the end of the project. The next task was to develop the sped fi c new 

system elements which would be implemented. 

b. Revision of rules and procedures. The revision of the APD formal 

system as codified in the written directives proved to be one of the most dif

ficult and time consuming tasks of the entire project. As indicated above, 

this process was started wi th reviews by the S~~C of APD general orders or l"u1es 

and procedures, comparing them with the prototype. During the spring and summer 

of 1977, several meetings between IACP and APD staff were held to resolve dif

ferences in both principle and detail on the many sensitive issues addressed 

by the system. A final draft for comment was circulated to SWC members and 

other key personnel in November. After these revisions, the replacement 

sections of the Standard Operating Procedure manual were printed and distributed 

in December 1977 (see Appendix 9 ). 
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c. System implementation. The target date for implementation was 

selected as January 1,1978, at which time the revised SOP became effective. In 

reality, it was inevitable that some significant implementation events had to 

OCCU}' somewhat before and after that date. Training in the revised system was 

designed in October and November 1977, and presented to personnel of the rank 

of sergeant and hi gher in three repeti tions in Novenber and December. Each 

class was four hours in length and was attended by about 33 persons. Subject 

matter and teaching staff were: 

IIA Basic Overview of the Concept and Final Programll Capt. B. Ray 

IIModified Rules of Conduct ll Lt. M.L. Ward 

IIDiscip1ine System: Its Processes 8.nd Functions ll Sgt. R. Villella 

IACP staff attended as observers, and also responded to questions on legal and 

procedural points. Similar instruction for all remaining sworn and civilian 

personnel was given in several identical sessions in January and February 1978. 

These sessions were two hours in length, consisting of a videotape of abbreviated 

versions of the three presentations given to the previous groups, and a question

and-answer session with SWC members as resources. 

In addition to dissemination of new SOP material and classroom instruction, 

it was necessary to devise some new standard documents and administratolve procedures. 

An all-purpose comp1 ai nt form was developed for recording comp1 aints generated out

side or inside the department (see Appendix 10). Also, a one~page charge sheet was 

developed (see Appendix 11). The introduction of peer-review panels into the 

system required the development of a procedure to select board members. An op

portunity to tryout a method came with the APOA's interest in making the trial 
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concept part of the negotiated labor contract with the APD. The APOA had decided 

to incl ude the concept contractually, independent of the lACP project, and this 

was done mid-way in 1977, upon expiration of the previous contract. As a 

result, trial boards were used on four occasions before the January 1st imple

mentation. The method developed and adopted for use was to allow the person 

charged to draw names from a pool to make up the board, with an option to reject 

a limited number of names 

4. Monitoring and evaluation. Monitoring measures were designed to assess 

inputs and outcomes of the project. One input clearly devoted to the project 

was the cost of the time of the SWC members in attending meetings and preparing 

material. These costs were recorded by APD staff and reported periodically to 

lACP staff. Another APD cost was the reprinting and distribution of SOP material. 

While this was required by the project, it also seemed that the likelihood of 

some SOP revision during the course of two years is high; therefore, attributing 

the whole cost to the project may not have given a fair representation. Another input 

was training development and presentation. Costs were estimated, and training 

effectiveness was measured by means of a questionnaire for supervisory level and 

above (see Appendix 12),and another for nonsupervisors (see Appendix 13). Other 

input costs were those incurred by lAU staff in assembling and conducting trial 

boards, and the time of the deliberation of trial board members. 

Project outcome data were also gathered from several sources. Details of 

complaints, charges, appeals, and final disposition of cases were recorded by 

lAU staff on a special project form (see Appendix 14). Measures of attitude 

of personnel to the system were made, using questionnaires, and interviews 

at two interim points (April and August 1978; see Appendix 15 and 16), and at. 

the end of the monitoring year (December 1978; see Appendix 17). 
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Evaluation of the monitoring data, including comparisons with basel.ine 

data, was done in quantitative terms when the nature of the data was appropriate. 

Much of the data from questionnaires was in the form of Likert scale responses. 

For these data, SPSS (Statistical Programs for the Social Sciences) computer 

programs were used to generate summaries. Statistical significance of dif

ferences in sets of response frequencies was determined by standard tests. 

C. Implementation in Denver 

1. Selection as a site. As discussed in Chapter III C (1), the site 

selection process began in discussions among project staff and advisory com

mittee members, resulting in a list of six nominated departments having char

acteristics within the guidelines stated previously. These departments were 

geographically dispersed throughout the United States and ranged in size 

from 150 to 2,000 personnel. All had a typical urban/suburban law enforce

ment mi"ssion. Active employee organizations existed in all departments, and 

in some, conditions of employment were specified by contract. Project staff 

opened exploratory discussions with management and employee organization 

representatives, reviewed a range of department documents, and made. site 

visits in the period July-October 1976. 
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As a result of this process, the Denver, Colorado, Police Department (DPD) 

was judged to be a site with excellent potential for a successful field test 

of the prototype. 7 

Through correspondence and site visits to discuss mutual concerns and 

problem areas regarding the project scope and ground rules ,a conmitment was 

obtained from Chief Arthur G. Dill in "b.\'o letters dated October 12, 1976, and 

December 7,1976. (see Appendix 18). The first site visit was conducted on 

September 20, 1976. The initial meeting was scheduled between IACP project 

staff and Chief Dill. It is interesting to note that Chief Din voluntarily 

invited the following people to join the.session: Lt. Don Mullins, Staff 

Inspections; Officer Stan Flint, President, Denver Police Union; Detective 

Ken Harris, President, Police Protective Association; and Bill Chisholm, 

Legal Advisor. 

The point is that there appeared to be a mutual trust and openness 

between management and the labor organizations. This display of openness was 

a positive factor in considering Denver as a study department. Further, all 

in attendance at the initial meeting agreed that the project would be welcome, 

in that all were anxious to do something within the department before news 

and political/public criticism forced external action to modify the disci-

pl inary process. 

The mayor of Denver was also in favor of Denver's part'icipation in the 

project and issued a news release, dated Clec1:!mber 15, 1976 (see Appendix 19), 

stating that Denver would adopt and institute the IACP prototype and measure 

the res ul ts. 

7 . Denver was 1atef' dropped as a study site due to unforeseen difficulties (see 
Chapter IV (B)(2)(c) for explanation), and Lansing was chosen as its re
placement. 
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The Denver Police Department was a department of 1,360 sworn and 290 

civilian personnel with jurisdiction in a city of i19.7 square miles, con

taining a population of 518,000. Sworn personnel were represented by the 

Denver Police Union and the Police Protective Association. 

At the time of selection, the Denver Police Procedures Manual indicated 

there would be room for improvement such as revision and updating of some rules 

and refinement of existing procedures such as·a hearing before a board prior 

to the chief's taking action. Two major documents controlled the method by 

which discipline occurred in the DPD. First, the rules and regulations of the 

civil service commission establ ished the responsibil ities and powers of the 

chief and the civilian manager of safety. These powers and responsibilities 

as authorized by civil service derived their basis from the city charter. Thus, 

IACP project staff realized that any confl icts with estab1 ished ci vi 1 servic:e 

rules might have required city charter revision. But, it appeared that any 

conflicts that may have arisen could be worked out. 

The second document which controlled discipline for the DPO was the Manual 

of Operation which contained all written directives, including a code of conduct. 

At the time of site selection, the code of conduct was an outgrowth of ~ACP work 

in Denver in 1961 or 1962. Although the code had been revised and updated, it 

was believed that the new IACP rules and regulations would have improved and 

updated the document. 

Summarizing the considerations leading to Denver being chosen as a study 

site, the IACP believed that the complicated charter and civil service rules 

would provide a challenge, and force the IACP to work within legal mandates, 

and that this information would be valuable to other chiefs who may face 
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similar problems. Tremendous impact would have been derived on behalf of 

the DPD if the IACP were able to effectively decrease the political, public, 

and media criticism of the existing disciplinary process. And, finally, the 

willingness to adopt the prototype and the positive working relationship 

between management and labor would have enabled us to achieve our objectives 

with some ease. 

2. Participation of site personnel. As a result of information gained 

from the earliest site meetings, it was apparent that there was considerable 

interest in the DPD discipline procedures. Further, Chief Dill understood 

the intent of the project and agreed as to the need for balance of members 

on the Staff Working Committee (SWC). During the first site visit meeting 

(noted in the previous section), it was agreed that Sgt. Thomas Coogan would 

be assigned as project coordinator to aid in the initial contacts and dis

cussions between IACP staff and DPD staff. 

On December 2 and 3, 1976, IACP staff met with Chief Dill to further 

discuss the composition of the SWC and other project orientation. Others in 

attendance were the city manager, the public safety manager, deputy chiefs, 

and the legal advisor. 

IACP project staff returned to Denver from December 14-17, 1976,. to meet 

with Chief Dill and for the first time with six members of the SWC. The 

six members were briefed on the project and then discussed how the SWC compo

siti on shou1 d be comp1 eted, after whi ch they chose three additional members. The 

project coordinator was designated as Sgt. Lewis Alverson. In this role, Sgt. 

Alverson would have acted as SWC chairman, and as the primary DPD liaison indi

vidual with the IACP project staff. 
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Committee members were appointed as follows: 

*Sgt. Lewis Alverson 
Patrolman Jesse Brezzel 
Sgt. Thomas Coogan 
Patrolman Edward Lujan 
Patrulman Stan Flint 
Det. Clyde Jones 
Lt. William Sailors 
Technician John Schnittgrund 
Sgt. Robert Woody 

Research and Development 

n~aining Bureau 

Crimes Against Property 
Manager of Safety , 
Research and Development 
Special Services Unit 

Additionally, three advisors to the SWC were. appointed as follows: 

Division Chief Robert Jevnager 
Captain Paul Bates 
William Chisholm 

Division Chief of Patrol 
Staff Inspections Bureau 
Assistant City Attorney, 

Police Legal Advisor 

The first full SINC meeting was held from 9 to 11 a.m., December 14, 1976. A 

detailed orientation was given including the full methodology. SWC members 

appeared to have a good understanding as to the research needs, a good degree 

of representation of the department, and commitment to the project. Further, 

the SWC appeared to be able to adopt a posture of independence. After a 

brief introduction, Chief Dill left the meeting in charge of Sgt. Alverson. 

The SWC then decided to hold future meetings in the offices of the manager 

of safety, in order to avoid any potentially restrictive influences of the 

police department locale. 

3. Intervention steps. The Denver interventions consisted of the ques

tionnaire administration and the extensive work with a large and representative 

Staff Working Committee (SWC) on the rules and procedures. 

a. Collection of baseline data. The first full Denver SWC meeting 

on December 14, 1976, was held, and after orientation, the five-part question

naire as given in Albuquerque, was explained, with plans to receive responses 

at the next meeting. Baseline data received on December 14 included: 

*Subsequent to appointment Sgt. Alverson was promoted to lieutenant. 
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(a) Surrmaries of discipline actions by the Staff Inspect'ions Bureau 
(SIB) for 1974 and 1975. 

(b) Analyses of internally-generated sustained cases of discipline 
infractions. 

(c) Departmental roster 

(d) Identification of department minority members 

(e) OPD annual report with organization chart 

At the next SWC meeting on January 19-20, 1977, the SIB data for 1976 

were received, and responses to the SWC questionnaire were discussed. The 

level of frankness in exchange of views at the meeting was highly satisfactory. 

The meeting was held in a location (the offices of the Manager of Safety) away 

from the police department, to reduce influences that might be felt Jas restrictive. 

Further documents received included the existing SOP and listings of external 

appeals to the Denver Civil Service Commission. 

At subsequent SWC meetings, the general baseline questionnaires developed for 

the national study and for Albuquerque were discussed to determine necessary revi

sions for DPD use and a final questionnaire was approved for use, as well as the 

present interview form (see Appendix 20). Approaches to sampling and question

naire administration were discussed. It was decided to carry out the DPD survey 

in a way which differed from the Albuquerque plan in two ways: sample size and 

method of assembling officers for the actual administration. In Albuquerque, 

various sampling plans were considered before it was decided that all personnel 

on duty in a four-day duty period would be given the questionnaire. This would 

have the advantage of creating the feeling throughout the department that every-

one had been given a chance to express his or her opinions. It was feasible in 

Albuquerque to do this because of the moderate size of the department. Denver, 

however, had about three times the number of personnel. A random-stratified 
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p1 an was therefore adopted, whereby indi vii dua 1s were identifi ed by name ac

cording to a fixed interval, using a departmental roster having sections 

d·j vi dad on the bas; s of rank and ass i gn'l11en t. 

To administer the questionnaires:1 written requests for the named indi-

viduals were sent to commanders asking those personnel to report to a central 

location to respond to t~e questionnaire. On April 1, 1977, the selected individuals 

were notified to report, and 225 completed questionnaires were received, ac-

counting for v"jrtually all those slalected. Response rate was high due to 

several provisions: officers on duty were excused from duty to attend; of-

ficers off duty were given three hours of compensatory time; and the names of 

eight of the SWC members were publicized as contacts from whom more infonna-

tion about the purpose and nature of the questionnaire could be obtained in

formally, on a peer basis. While the 225 questionnaires represented rank and 

assignment proportionally, ethnic groups were not so represented. Therefore, 

an alternate sample was created by randomly removing questionnaires so that 

a uniform 12 percent sample of each of the three main ethnic groups was 

obtained, resulting in a total alternate sample size of 171. 

Private interviews were held with 12 officers selected at random after 

they completed the questionnaire. An additional 10 interviews were held with 

supervisors in April of 197i. Also, an additional seven officers attended 

interviews at their o"m request. 

b. Revision of rules and procedures. The IACP received the Denver 

Rules of Conduct and Prototype Disciplinary Procedures and compared them with the 

IACP prototype. Project staff then visited Denver to meet with the SWC, 

Advisory Board, (composition of which included an assistant city attorney) and 

Chief Dill to discuss and confer on a draft of the rules and procedures that 
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had been prepared by the IACP staff. There were some sections which required 

substantial redrafting; however, the concepts were agreed upon prior to the 

project staff1s departure. At no time during this meeting was there 

mention of any confl i ct wi th the ci ty charter. In fact, project staff in

quired as to potential conflicts and requested legal opinions from the 

assistant city attorney present. 

IACP staff, the SWC, the Advisory Board, and Chief Dill discussed the 

city charter and the chief1s authority to delegate certain ministerial 

duties. All agreed that the clear intent of the charter allowed the chief 

to delegate certain duties, such as advisory opinions from subordinates to 

complete a discipline record. Several months subsequent to the aforementioned 

discussion~ the project staff learned that this issue was a major stumbling 

block to implementation of the disciplinary rules and procedures. 

Upon returning to IACP headquarters, project staff completed the final 

wording of the Rules of Procedure and the Rules of Conduct. During this 

period, project staff maintained daily contact with Lt. Alverson of the 

Denver SWC to be assured of receiving all input of the SWC and,Advisory Board 

during the final stages of drafting. The final draft was submitted to Lt. 

Alverson during the third week of August 1977. Following that, plans for train

ing supervisors and officers proceeded. 

On September 8, 1977, IACP project staff received an indication that the 

city attorney1s office had been reviewing the documents. On Monday, 

September 20, 1977, an attorney on the project staff met with an assistant 

city attorney regarding the project. It was during this meeting that IACP project 
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staff received notice for the first time that the city attorney's office was 

not in agreement with the rules and procedures which they felt were in viola

tion of city charter provisions. Further, it was indicated that the only 

method available to implement the rules of procedure would be to amend the 

charter by a vote of the citizens of Denver in a referendum election. 

. IACP attorneys did not share the opinion of the Denver city attorney's 

office. During the above-mentioned meeting, an assistant city attorney was 

asked for any specific charter violations that were present in our procedures. 

The response received was that the assistant city attorney could not elaborate 

on any specific violations, but that the concept itself was a violation in 

that the city attorney's office viewed the charter as an exclusive grant of 

authority to the chief of police which could not be fl.1tered in any way unless 

it was accompanied by a full charter change. 

Further negotiations were attempted and clarifications requested by IACP 

project staff over the next few months. These attempts met with no success 

and a decision to terminate Denver as a study site was made in February 1978. 

(see Chapter IV (B)(2)(c) for details). 

4. Termination of Denver program. The work in Denver had followed a 

normal schedule from September 20, 1976, at the time of the first briefing of 

Chief Dill, until nearly a year later when for the first time, a question of 

legal interpretation of the city charter halted progress. This problem had 

not been anticipated, because specific safeguards had been provided, i~e., 

the inclusion of a cit.Y attorney in the SWC meetings, to provide liaison and 

SUbstantive input to the process. The events leading to termination are 

detailed in Chapter IV, Section (B)(2)(c) below. The achievements in the DPD 

had been highly successful to this point, and it was with regret that Denver 

was officially dropped from the program on February 10, 1978. 
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D. Imp1erren'tation in Lansin..9. 

1. Selection as a site. As explained in Chapter III, Section C, above, 

Denver had to be dropped as a study site for the project. Consequently, 

the IACP reasoned that there were three courses of action available. These 

options were as follows: 

(1) Concentrate exclusively on Albuquerque without attempting 
to imp1errent the prototype in another agency. 

(2) Prepare, in addition to Albuquerque, a case study on selected 
agencies which had implemented part or all of the IACP proto
type rules and procedures. 

(3) Select a new agency willing to implement the rules and pro
cedures with minimum modificationc 

If the third alternative were chosen, IACP project staff would conduct 

pretesting and interviews; formulate a minimum Staff Working Committee within 

the agency; perform the legal analysis of the rules and procedures; train 

the supervisors in the prototype rules and procedures; monitor the system; 

and prepare the evaluation following the same procedure as in Albuquerque. 

IACP project staff bel ieved that the third alternativ~ (selecting another 

site) was the best choice. A tremendous amount had been learned from the staff's 

experiences in Albuquerque and Denver, and the original prototype had been refined 

to the extent that the project staff bel ieved that implementation in a newly 

selected agency could be accompl'ished rapidly. 

Upon receipt of appr'oval from NILECJ to choose a new study site', the 

project staff reviewed several departrrents before making a decision. The 

final decision was the Lansing, Michigan, Police Department. The reasons for 

this choice are as follows: 
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(1) The LPD had 280 sworn officers. Although the LPD was smaller than 
the APD or the DPD~ the size made it typical of many departments 
throughout the United States. Further, the agency was central i zed 
and therefore the project staff believed it would be more man
ageable considering the time restrictions. 

(2) Former project attorney Thomas Hendrickson had been employed by 
the LPD as a legal advisor. Mr. Hendrickson was trusted by members 
of the agency and familiar with Lansing's operations and local law. 

(3) Lansing's chief of police wanted to develop new rules and pro
cedures and viewed the IACP prototype disciplinary system with 
favor. 

(4) There was an active legal advisor assigned to the LPD. This factor 
alone was extremely important in that we could depend on the legal 
advisor for assistance in legal research. This condition was 
lacking in both Albuquerque and Denver. 

(5) The IACP, under other contract work, had conducted disciplinary 
workshops for the Michigan Association of Chiefs of Police. In 
preparation for these workshops, IACP staff had researched Michigan 
law, and as a result, project staff would not be required to devote 
extensive time to this task. Moreover, the aforementioned work
shops had been attended by LPD personnel which increased their per
ceptions of the IACP disciplinary process. 

(6) Mich'igan, by law, had binding arbitration. This condition existed 
in neither Denver nor Albuquerque. Therefore, a new dimension 
would be added to the study, and would benefit agencies throughout 
Michigan and in other states that had similar conditions. 

. Subsequently, project staff contacted the Lansing Police ~j."'!ol'tment and 

discussed the project and the implementation process. A site visit to Lansing 

was scheduled to further discuss with departmental personnel the specifics 

of the project, such as the IACP prototype rules and proc~dures in light of 

Michigan law and Lansing City Charter prov'lsions. 

Commitment for the project was obtained and the project staff returned 

to IACP headquarters to commence work on the rules. (see section 3b) 

2. Participation of site personnel. During the first site visit, project, 

staff met with Assistant Chief Robert Tucker, Deputy Chief Charles Reifsnyder, 

Deputy Chief Allen Yauch, Captain Kurt Wash, Captain William Cochran, First 
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Lieutenant Stan Burnett, Lt. James Hayden, and Lt. Felix Zuck. It was ap

parent that these individuals were closely involved with the disciplinary 

system and had a working knowledge of the IACP prototype. 

On Thursday, March 9, 1978, IACP project attorney Thomas Hendrickson 

met with Assistant Chief Tucker to review possible members of the Staff 

Working Committee. The SWC was established as follows: 

Thomas A. Hendrickson, IACP Chairman 
Super'l! sing Attorney 

Bjorn Pedersen, IACP 
Senior Staff Analyst 

Dr. Andrew Crosby, IACP 
Research Scientist 

1st. Lieutenant Stanley R. Burnett, Vice Chairman 
Personnel Training Division 

2nd. Lieutenant John J. Baylis 
Criminal Intelligence Operations 

Mr. Paul McComb 
Police Legal Advisor 

Sergeant Lynn T. Munshaw 
Police Legal Advisor 

Detective Bruce Behrmann 
Investigations Division 

P. O. John A. Assiff 
Uniform Division 

Sergeant Jerry Mires 
Internal Affai rs 

Sergeant Robert H. Woodward 
Investigations Division 

Sergeant Donald C. Dawson 
Uniform Division 

On Friday, March 10, 1978, project staff conducted a three-hour meeting 

with the newly formed SWC. The basis for the project was explained and 
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questions were asked as to problem areas within the LPD. The SWC appeared 

knowledgeable and willing to cooperate. 

3. Intervention steps. 

a. Collection of baseline data. The strategy in Lansing for 

getting the project under way was to combine various steps that had been 

separate major activities in Albuquerque and Denver. In this way, time and 

money savings could be realized at a point in the project when it was im

portant to implement the system quickly. After phone conversations in mid

March 1978, with LPD staff, a baseline questionnaire administration was 

planned for April 5, 6, and 7. The questionnaire was modified slightly from 

the Albuquerque version to fit Lan'sing terminology. Also planned for this 

period was the first working session of the SWC. The purpose of this ses

sion was to develop a basis for modifying the departmental rules, by dis

cussing sources of discipline problems. 

The questionnaire administration yielded a random sample of 124 sworn 

personnel. Other information in the form of internal department documents 

gathered was: 

(a) roster of sworn personnel by rank and seniority, dated 
November 30, 1977; 

(b) Organization chart, dated December 21, 1976; 

(c) Union agreements with the city; 

(d) City charter, including personnel merit system; 

(e) Michigan court decisions on police discipline cases; 

(f) Existing rules and regulations. 

Lansing presented a maJor problem in the gathering of preproject 

complaint and charge ddta. The major reason for this was that the department 
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had not had a formal Internal Affairs unit in recent years ;until the ap

pointment of Sgt. Mires, shortly before the proj~ct began. As a result, 

there has been virtually no centralized recordkeeping.· The reliability and 

comprehensiveness of divisional records were questionable. Frequently, the 
I 

only record of a complaint was in the form of a sustained charge in the 

individual officer's personnel jacket, in the event that the complaint 

developed to that level of disposition. 

As soon as this study was approved, IACP staff worked with Sgt. Mires 

to ensure that data were recorded on project forms for the study period. 

The possibility of retrieving or reconstructing histor-ical data was explored. 

It was concluded that due to the lack of a common recordkeeping approach 

and responsi bi 1 ity, and the unknown extent of purging of the fi 'Ies, any data 

on complaints and charges were of little value for the desired study purpose 

of pre/post comparison of incidence. This was clearly a loss, as it pre

cluded one type of analysis that proved to be useful in i\lbuqllerque. How

ever, the unique strength of Lansing as a study site is its character as a 

typical medium-size department in an older, Eastern-U.S. urban setting, where 

union tradition in the community, and in the departroont, is a dominant in

fluence. It was felt that the Lansing study could more profitably focus on 

the factors affecting succe~5 in introducing and maintaining the new system 

within this challenging context, than on a model depending primarily on 

tracking quantitative change in variables. Even so, the attitudinal data 

could be so tracked, and data on incidence within the study period could be 

profiled. Both are substantial sources of information on important dependent 

variab les. 
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b. Revision of rules and procedures. Once approval of the project 

and commitment for the project were received from the Lansing Police Department, 

project staff obtained the following materials to analyze existing conditions 

within the department and to assimilate Lansing rules and procedures with 

the IACP prototype: the LPD's operations manual, a roster of personnel by 

seniority, an alphabetical roster of personnel, the rules and regulations 

manual, the city personnel rules manual, the city char'ter, the union contract 

for supervisors, the union contract for police officers, the grievance pro

cedures, the old procedures manual for the LPD, the table of organization for 

the LPD, complaint forms, disciplinary forms, 'charging forms, and city per

sonnel forms. A project staff attorney reviewed the City Code, the Michigan 

Veterans Preference Act, and State Act 312 which refers to collective bargain

ing in the state of Michigan. 

Project staff then began working on the revision of the Lansing rules and 

procedures. In early April 1978, IACP project staff traveled to Lansing to 

meet with the SWC regarding the revision of the rules and procedures. A 

decision was made to use the Albuquerque rules and procedures and modify where 

necessary. It was believed that the Albuquerque rules and procedures reflected 

a refinement of the IACP prototype and thus would require less modification 

than the IACP prototype. Thi s meeti ng 1 as ted two and one-ha 1 f days. At the 

completion of this meeting, IACP project staff returned to headquarters to 

continue work on the draft. 

In mid-May 1978, project staff again traveled to Lansing to finalize the 

disciplinary rules and continue work on the procedures. It was during this 

visit that project staff met with the Lansing Board of Police Commissioners 

to obtain the board's approval of the rules. (Prior to implementation of new 
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disciplinary rules and procedures, the Board of Police Commissioners had to 

give their approval.) The Board gave their approval of the new rules and 

agreed to make them official. Further, the Board of Police Commissioners 

created a subcommittee and appointed three of its members to the subcommittee. 

This subcommittee was given the power to review and approve the new disci

plinary procedures once completed. 

Work continued on the disciplinary procedures. Project staff worked 

closely with the SWC on this endeavor. On June 9, 1979, the chief of police 

and the Board of Police Commissioners tentatively approved the disciplinary 

procedures. Minor modifications were made and final approval for the' disci

plinary procedures followed. (See Appendix 21 for final disciplinary rules 

and procedures.) 

c. Sys tern imp 1 emen ta ti on. The ta y'ge t date for imp 1 emen ta ti on of 

the new disciplinary system was June 15, 1978. It was inevitable that some 

significant implementation events had to occur before and after that date. 

Training in the new rules and procedures was scheduled for June 13-15, 1978. 

Mr. Hendrickson (project attorney), Sgt. Jerry Mires (Internal Affairs), and 

Officer John Assiff (President of the FOP) conducted the training sessions on 

a round-the-clock schedul e. Approxi mate ly 200 members of the LPD recei ved 

two hours of instruction and training in the new disciplinary rules and pro

cedures. The instructors also responded to questions on legal and procedural 

aspects of the new rules and procedures. 

On June 16, 1978, Mr. Hendrickson met with Chief of Police Gleason, the 

IA officer and two legal advisors. Several minor operational details were 

discussed. As it turned out, Lansing staff did not view these details as 
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minor and believed it unwise to officially implement the project. As a 

result, implementation was postponed until July 1, 1978. Tasks that had to be 

accomplished prior to impleloontation included: the development of trial board 

procedures for the actual hearing board; the development of rules for pretrial 

board discovery of information by the accused officer for his defense; the 

development of rules and procedures for the retention and purging of records 

in IA; the dissemination of the new rules and procedures to LPD staff that 

had not received them; the distribution of new complaint forms (see Appendix 22); 

structuring the files in IA; and additional training for supervisors. 

On June 21, 1978, project staff recei ved noti ce from Sgt. Jerry r1i res 

of LPD that the chief had decided to postpone full implementation until 

August 15, 1978. The chief, Sgt. Mires, and the two legal advisors believed 

it unwise to implement the new system until the aforementioned list had been 

accomplished. The major concern was the need for additional training specifically 

directed toward the supervisors. 

From the department's standpoint, the decision to postpone implementation 

was probably beneficial. The decision, however, was of some detriment to the 

project because it decreased the monitoring time. The impact of the decreased 

monitoring period was not as great as the project staff believed it would be. 

This fact was due to the fluidity of the disciplinary system once implem~nted 

by the LPD. 

As previously mentioned, additional training for supervisors had to be 

scheduled. The training was to be undertaken by Sgt. Mires and was scheduled 

to begin on August 7, 1978, and run for a week. This timetable was subsequently 

moved forward and the training took place the first week in August. Sgt. 
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Mires conducted the training. Forty-five of the sixty-five supervisors re

ceived two-hour blocks of training in the new disciplinary system. In addi

tion to the training in the classroom, all supervisors received a memorandum 

further explaining the new system (see Appendix 23). 

On August 1, 1978, Chief of Police Gleason issued a roomorandum (see 

Appendix 24) regarding implementation. The memorandum stated that the new 

disciplinary rules, regulations and procedures would be implemented at 0001 

hours on August 8, 1978. Further, the memorandum cited the new sections to be 

added to Operational Procedures Manual and the sections that were to be 

rescinded and recalled. An additional memorandum specified that distribution 

of the new rules and procedures was to be effected by division and unit com

manders to all personnel prior to August 8, 1978 (see Appendix 25). 

Full implementation took place on August 8, 1978, one week ahead of the 

revised schedule, and the monitoring function was begun. 

4. Monitoring and evaluation. The LPD project was monitored by means 

of frequent site visits by IACP staff, recording forms used by Internal 

Affairs, and post-training and interim questionnaires and interviews. In

puts of LPD staff time were estirnated, including SWC meeting time, contact 

with officers responding to instruments and being trained in the prototype. 

An important input also tracked was the personnel time required by the trial 

boards. Other LPD inputs considered were meeting time given by numerous 

command staff members, city officials, and union officers, as well as the 

resources used in preparing, printing, and distributing the new SOP. These 

monitoring results are examined in Chapter IV (C) below. 
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CHAPTER IV. FINDINGS AND ANALYSIS 

The project data are presented here separately by site, and are organized 

by stated project objectives. Thus, a similar format is used for all sites, 

including baseline data, project activity data (for development, implementation, 

and monitoring phases), and project outcome data (for effectiveness and atti

tudinal components). Findings are reported separately by site in keeping with 

the case study approach taken in the project, acknowledging that differences 

among the departments are sufficient to invalidate any general pooling of data. 

However, there are many contrasts and commonalities of interest among the re

sults, which are noted in Section D below, "Comparison of Project Experience 

Across Sites." The findings as a whole are interpreted in Chapter V, "Conclusions 

and Recommendations." 

A. Findings: Albuquerque 

1. Baseline data. The baseline data have the purpose of setting a 

II pretest" level for various measures to be used in comparisons with final project 

results. These data were gathered in four areas: perceptions of the Staff 

Working Committee (SWC), perceptions of rank-and-file officers, charges brought 

against officers (and the dispositions of those charges), and appeals made by 

officers outside the police departments, against departmenta) action. These 

four areas are discussed below. 

a. Staff Working Committee perceptions. As a starting point in 

characterizing the status of the discipline system of the APD, the responses 

of the SWC to the key diagnostic questions (see Appendix 7) are considered to 

be valuable data. These data are of a qualitative character; their validity 

derives from the quality of their source and context~ The SWC was composed of 
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representative and articulate individuals. They were given a targeted 

questionnaire developed from prior research, and were able to reflect on their 

answers, individually and in group sessions) over a three-week period. The 

results are given here in the form of concise interpretations by IACP staff, 

of verbal debriefing material indicating undesirable conditions. For each of 

the five substantive areas, points of reasonable consensus are summarized, 

followed by notes on significant issues which were less clearly diagnosed, or 

where conflicting appraisals were given. Unless otherwise noted, the opinions 

are presented as those believed by the SWC members to be held by the majority 

of sworn officers. 

(1) Present operations of Internal Affairs (IA). IA operations 
are not well understood except by those who have been 
disciplined. 

IA operations are not effectively explained in basic training 
academY. 

IA is less feared now than when it was first formed, under 
a previous chief of police. . 

The major purpose of IA is to establish proof of guilt, rather 
than to take an even-handed approach. 

Assignment of a case to IA rather than a .supervisor for 
investigation is seen as a threat to the officer's chances 
of being found innocent. 

Individuals called for interview by IA are extremely appre
hensi vee 

Officers do not fu'lly understand their rights regarding IA 
procedures (e.g., submission to the polygraph, giving of 
statements) . 

Higher-ranking members are less vulnerable to IA investiga
tions than are officers. 

There was disagreement on whether an officer under review was notified of 

that fact "soon enough, II or at the appropriate poi nt in the procedure. Also, 



there was some question about the validity of officers' judgment about IA units 

in general, because of a common tendency for officers found innocent to acknow

ledge that they got a "fair shake,iI while those found guilty complain of a "bad 

deal." There is question whether the IA function,' given its history in law 

enforcement, can ever be designed and conducted so as to receive the benefit of 

an objective appraisal by officers. 

Traditionally, police officers have viewed internal affairs units ranging 

from skepticism, at best, to contempt. Many officers view internal affairs units 

as "head hunters" with the belief that one is guilty until proven innocent. This 

view is the result of the lack of understanding of an i.nternal affairs unit. If 

an officer has had contact with an internal affairs investigator, he often be

lieves he received a "bad deal." Officers not having had contact with internal 

affairs have generally heard rumors as to other officers' dealings with internal 

affairs. 

(2) Existing rules and regulations. 

There are too many rules, yet some issues lack needed rules. 

Many rules are felt to be either too broad or too specific. 

Inadequate training is given when rules or procedures are 
changed. 

Confusion exists over the differing interpretations given 
rules by supervisors. 

(3) Trial board or other mechanisms to determine discipline disposition. 

There is alack of consistency in determining the penal ty 
to be assessed for an infraction, but not necessarily in 
determining if the infraction occurred. 

Officers feel they are assumed to be guilty, and must prove 
thei r innocence. 

All cases should be reviewed and acted on by the chief, not his 
designee. 
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There were mixed feelings about whether the internal review was simply a 

series of IIrubber stampll approval s of the penal ty bel ieved to be preferred by 

the fiel d commander. There was some feel ing that the fi rst II real II review did 

not come until the departmental action was appealed by the officer to the city 

personnel system. Also, there was some division among SWC members as to whether 

a IIminimum-maximum ll schedule of sanctions would be beneficial. 

(4) Citizen complaint mechanism. 

Neither citizens nor officers have a good understanding of 
the procedure. 

Citizens tend to complain IItoo easily.1I 

Many citizens fear reprisal if they make a compl aint,· and 
fel that the department would believe the officer in case of 
a dispute. 

There was divided opinion on whether IA received and investigated too many 

citizen complaints, and on the principle of attempting to record and resolve 

every citizen complaint. 

(5) The role of the supervisor in discipline. 

Supervisors generally do not understand their role and 
responsi bil i ty. 

Supervisor training is inadequate. 

Many supervisors are seen as incompetent for the position 
and its "responsibility. 

Supervisors are inconsistent in how they view taking disci
plinary action: some see it as effective punishment, while 
others avoid it in order to remain IIgood guYS.1I 

Supervisors are not fair or consistent in their disciplinary 
actions. 

Supervisors do not keep adequate records. 

The ambiguous nature of the supervisor's role is due partly 
to vague department policy. 

To document further the historical context of the APD disciplinary process, 

and the APD Internal Affairs Unit, prior to the beginning of this study, narrative 

descriptions are presented as Appendix 4 and 5, respectively. 



b. General APD personnel perceptions. From these rules, a general 

questionnaire was developed, reviewed by the SWC, and revised accordingly. The 

questionnaire administration in March 1977, and described in detail earlier, 

yielded 543 completed questionnaires: 415 from sworn officers, and the remaining 

128 from civilian employees. The ethnic subdivision of the group was self

reported as follows: 

\~hi te 341 

Spanish 159 

Black 10 

Other 33 

Total 543 

The first issue of interest in analyzing the results might be how the general 

level of responses throughout the APD sample compares with that of departments 

similarly surveyed elsewhere in the country. To answer this question; some items 

were included in the APD instrument which are identical to items on which data 

are available from the Phase I survey. This "national" survey yielded question

nai re results from over 2,000 offi cers in 16 departments. 8 

Two questions were asked about overall satisfaction levels in assignment 

and career, in order to establish a context in which to view general response 

levels in the remainder of the questionnaire. These questions and responses 

are: 

A. "How satisfied are you with your present assignment in this depart
ment?" 

B. "Overall, how satisfied are you at this time with your career in 
thi s departn~nt?" 

8. As previously mentioned in this report, the IACP conducted a study of 17 police 
departments in Phase I of this study. However, due to labor unrest in one 
department, the IACP and the police department management determined that it 
would be better not to survey the police department due to a heated and emotional 
atmosphere. 
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Res ponses in Per:cen tages 

Sample Very Somewhat Somewhat Very 
Sample Si ze* Satisfied Satisfied Nei ther Di ssatis fi ed Di ssa ti s fi ed 

APD 415 Ques. A 43 34 10 11 2 

Ques. B 33 37 9 16 5 

National 2,165 Ques. A 39 31 7 12 11 

Ques. B 37 31 6 15 11 

*Only the sworn subgroup of the APD sample is used in this comparison in order to 
match more closely the character of the national sample. 

An impression of the comparisons can be more easi ly gained if, for each of the 

four rows of data, the livery satisfied ll and "somewhat satisfied ll ),uUues of the 

Likert scale are conbined, and likewise, the IIsomewhat dissatisfied ll and livery 

dissatisfied" values. Broadly speaking, the data for both samples s.how a 

"satisfied" group in the neighborhood of 70 percent of the total, with 20 percent 

dissatisfied, and 10 percent neutral. This distribution is probably not dissimilar 

from that of the general working population,9 nor does the APD sample seem to be 

atypical of police departments in general, as represented by the 16 surveyed. 10 

Comparing the two sampl es in more detail, the APD respondents are shown to 

be more satisfied with their present assignment than are the national respondents. 

'Testing this sample difference by the chi-square method indicates that the difference 

9. Rosow, Jerome M. The Work and the Job: Coping With Change, Prentice Hall 
(1974). In his book Mr. Rosow cites a 1973 Gallup Poll dealing with job 
satisfaction. The question of interest is as follows: liOn the whole, would 
you say you are satisfied or dissatisfied with the work you do?" The data 
collected shows that overall the working population was satisf'ied in 77 per
cent of the responses; not satisfied in 11 percent of the responses with no 
opinion in 13 percent of the responses. 

10. See note 8 at 58. 
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is statistically significant. Likewise, APD responses show somewhat more career 

satisfaction than nationally.ll 

The first two survey questions specifically on discipline asked if 

department rules and regulations were written and enforced fairly. Again, 

national sample data are available for these questions. The responses in 

percentages are: 

Responses in .Percentages 

Strongly Strong\y 
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree 

APD Written fairly? 2 52 19 23 4 
(sworn Enforced fairly? 1 17 13 43 26 
only) 

National Written fairly? 7 61 13 15 4 
Enforced fairly? 3 32 18 32 15 

In both samples, officers show much less approval of rule enforcement than of rule 

quality as wri'tten. APD dfficers show th.is difference more markedly and show 

substantially less agreement than the comparison officers on both questions .• 

The comparisons made above with the national sample establish that APD is 

not atypical with respect to overall job attitudes, but is perhaps more critical 

of its rul es and thei r enforcement than average. The reader wh.o is i.nterested in 

further comparisons with the national sample is referred to the report, "Managing 

for Effective Discipl ine" (NILECJ Grant Number 74-NI-99-00l9-6) , where the 

11. The question of statistical and practical significance of differences is.raised 
by these comparisons. An explanation of the use of statistical tests in this 
study appears as Appendix 26. The differences noted above are highly signi
ficant statistically (p~ .001). Questions of practical significance are' 
properly resolved solely through the judgment of competent practitioners in 
law enforcement administration. For example, on the "assignment" question 
above, satisfied responses total 77% for APD vs. 70% nationally. Many readers 
would probably consider such a difference meaningful, while they might dis
regard the parallel difference of 70% and 68% on the "career" question. 
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in this report is to establish baseline data for post-research comparison, the 

ensuing data will be drawn largely from the total Albuquerque sample (N=543, 

including nonsworn employees) and thus will not be properly comparable to the 

data of the national sample. 

It is important to explore the total sample of 543 employees briefly here 

to understand possible subgroup differences. Civil ians comprise a substantial 

group (23%) and are bound by the same rules as sworn officers. Individuals who 

identify with a Spanish subculture comprise 29% of the sample, and are visible, 

for example, in their own employee organization. For the four questions examined 

above, the white, sworn, civilian and Spanish responses in percentages are shown here: 

Responses in Percentages 

Sub- Strongly Strongly 
Question gro~.tJ Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree 

Satisfied w/assignment? WHT 43 33 8 12 4 
SWN 43 34 10 11 2 
CIV 29 41 12 13 5 
SPN 36 42 11 9 2 

Satisfied w/career? WHT 31 38 9 16 6 
SWN 39 31 7 12 11 
CIV 26 38 14 16 6 
SPN 32 36 11 16 5 

Rules written fairly? WHT 2 57 19 19 3 
SWN 2 52 19 23 4 
CIV 2 55 24 17 2 
SPN 1 46 25 25 3 

Rules enforced fairly? WHT 1 21 16 38 24 
SWN 1 17 13 43 26 
CIV 0 31 27 33 9 
SPN 1 18 15 49 17 
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As a whole, these responses are similar across groups, and the differences 

do not reach statistical significance, although overlap in group membership 

tends to reduce pattern differences. The few apparent exceptions to similarity 

are: civilians tend to show less job satisfaction, but more acceptance of 

rule enforcement; and Spanish individuals agree less that rules are written 

fairly. 

It can be concluded, then, that while there is a potential for subgroup 

differences in the Albuquerque attitudinal data, the key questions examined 

above do not reveal any overriding general response pattern of bias to be 

considered in later interpretations. 

The remaining questionnaire responses by the total sample present much 

important information in describing the status of discipline as perceived in 

March 1977. To organize a description of these data, questions will be grouped 

according to the factor analysis results of the Phase I report. These factors 

can be considered stable and relevant, being derived from a large sample and 

a very similar questionnaiY'e 12 (see Appendix 27). Also, the reliability of 

these "factor scales" is adequate, ranging from 0.66 to 0.88. The first factor 

concerns officer understanding of several aspects of the discipline system as 

it then existed. The questionnaire items most closely relating to this factor, 

and the percentage of the 5·13 respondents agreeing, and uncertain are: (see 

Appendix 9 for the full questionnaire) 

Question No. Statement 

17 I have a good understanding of 
appeal procedures outside of 
this department. 

% Agreeing* 

40 

% Uncertain 

24 

12. The purpose and tone of the questionnaires were identical. However, for 
this project, the IACP project staff drafted the questionnaires for the 
test sites taking local conditions and terminology into consideration. 
The reader may compare these questionnaires by referring to Appendices 
8 and 9. 
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* "Percent agreeing" is the sum of Strongly Agree and Agree responses. Disagree I 
and Strongly Disagree responses as a sum are obtained by subtracting the two 
values given above, from 100. -- ._0 ,--,., --' 
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Question No. Statement % Agreeing % Uncertain 

18 I have a good understanding of 41 22 
the procedures that are used by 
this department to record 
citizen complaints of misconduct. 

19 I have a good understanding of 40 20 
the procedures that are used by 
this department to investigate 
citizen complaints of misconduct. 

30 I have a good understanding of 47 19 
the responsibilities of this 
department's internal affairs 
unit. 

32 I have a good understanding of 29 27 
the process that is used for 
internal review of disciplinary 

·actions taken. 

Because these statements concern understanding, an "uncertain" response 

must be interpreted as meaning a substantial lack of understanding, just as 

disagreement does. It follows that APD personnel are saying here that only 30 to 

50 percent of them are confident that they understand fundamental aspects of the 

disciplinary system. This result indicates a serious communication and training 

need. 

The second factor concerns supervisory behavior, and is related to question

naire items numbered 4, 5, 16, 25, 26, and 27. These statements comment posi

tivelyon the supervisor's consistency, ability and willingness to explain, 

fairness, and style of discipline. (For a more concise report format, this 

factor result and the remaining ones will be summarized. The reader may refer 

to Appendix 8 for the complete questionnaire and Table 11, page 95 for complete 

results.) Responses are quite favorable to this group of s,tatements, 45 to 72 

percent agreeing, with little uncertainty. An exception is on the question of 

the supervisors' use of counselling and retraining. Only 47 percent said this 

happens, and 29 percent were uncertain. Generally, respondents are moderately 

supportive of supervisors' behavior. 
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The third factor involves item number 7 and 8, stating that officers should 

be held to a higher standard of conduct than civilian employees and the public at 

large, and item 12, saying citizens expect a higher standard of officer behavior. 

Sworn officers agreed with these statements strongly (58, 77, and 93 percent 

agreement) with only 5 percent uncertainty. Civilian respondents agreed nearly 

as strongly (44, 76, and 89 percent) with 6 to 10 percent uncertainty. APD personnel 

generally see the police officer role as demanding a special kind of behavior. 

The fourth factor refll=cts the percei ved fairness of the review procedure, 

both interna1 and external. Items 28, 33, 34, 40, 41, and 42 state that the 

chief usually acts on staff recorrmendations, the internal review process is fair 

and consistent by rank, that decisions are made within a reasonable time, and 

that outside appeals are given a fair hearing (Table 9, page 91). About half the 

group said the chief follows staff advice, and the review process is speedy, with 

35 to 40 percent uncertain. The internal review process was seen as fair by 

about 30 percent, with 40 percent uncertain. The external process was seen as 

less fair (22 per'cent), with less certainty (64 percent uncertain). Only 16 

percent saw the system as fair and consistent for all ranks, with 26 percent 

uncertain. Some of these results may be due to a lack of firsthand familiarity 

with the system, although 60 percent say they have had charges filed against them 

at some time, and 36 percent say the charges were sustained. Over'all, these 

results show a low level of confidence in the existing system. 

The final factor addresses the effectiveness with which management makes 

known its rules and procedures on discipline. Items 3, 6, 14, and 15 state that 

Standard Operating Procedures are understandable, personnel feel free to suggest 
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new rules or revisions, recruit training was effective, and expected behavior was 

clear. About half said their recruit training was effective, while only 40 percent 

felt free to suggest changes, with 22 percent uncertain. A large majority, 73 

percent, felt the Standard Operating Procedures were understandable, but this 

level fell to 66 percent when the question was sharpened to state, effectively, 

"00 you have a good understanding of what is expected of yoU?" In summary, the 

communication of the system by management was not seen in as critical a light as 

was fairness of the system, but much room for improvement was evident. 

The baseline questionnaire administration was followed up with private 

interviews. All personnel filling out the questionnaire had the opportunity to 

request an interview, using a form attached to the questionnaire (for instructions 

and form, see Appendi x 28). The procedure made it possi bl e for a person to request 

an interview without the rest of the group knowing. Eleven individuals requested 

interviews, and four were interviewed. (The remainder either did not appear when 

scheduled, or could not be contacted at the times requested.) In addition to these 

interviews, IACP staff chose at random from those completing questionnaires 10 

officers and 10 supervisors, and asked them to stay for brief interviews. These 

interviews were structured accord"ing to interview guides (see Appendix 29), and 

were designed to serve several purposes: (a) to provide another "open-ended" 

opportunity to APD personnel to give their opinions; (b) to detect priorities as 

perceived by personnel, which may have been obscured by the questionnaire format; 

(c) to elicit further information on specific topics; and (d) to determine if the 

questionnaire and the project effort in general were perceived as valid. 

The first item on the officer interview guide concerned coverage of 

issues in the questionnaire. This was felt to be satisfactory, although more 
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stress could have been placed on the "politics" of discipline, inconsistency, 

favoritism by rank t and the vulnerability of officers to complaints by citizens. 

The second item, on strengths and weaknesses of the existing system, drew 

negative comments about favoritism shown by supervisors and commanders. Favorite 

improvements desi red were a schedul e of puni shn-:ents, a decrease in severi ty of 

punishments, and some use of peer review. The third item drew comments that 

supervisors were "pretty fair," but often showed favoritism. There was much 

comment that supervisors were inconsistent in the kind of punishment they 

recommended. Supervisors were felt by officers to know their disciplina"ry 

responsibilities fairly well, but to be heavily influenced by their commanders, 

and thus inconsistent in their actions. Officers felt more training would help. 

There was considerable dislike of the way individuals were selected for promotion 

to supervisor, resulting in some imcompetent supervision. The department was 

reluctant to demote poor performers. Some officers felt that no radical changes 

could be expected from the project, based on experience, but several others felt 

that the present chief was an i.nnovator, and the project was worth trying. 

The supervisor interview guide asked first about the most troublesome issues 

causing a supervisor to take disciplinary action. There was much agreement that 

vehicle accidents, carelessness and similar cases where there is often no intention 

to violate a rule, are hardest to deal with. Tardiness and missing court were also 

troublesome. A mention also was made of citizen complaints, and trying to respond 

to the different standards of new commanders when positions are rotated. The second 

item asked what changes would help supervisors. Seve~al comments urged that 

supervisors be given more say, "kept in the picture," and not be second-guessed by 

commanders. More uniformity of standards across watches and more communication 
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throughout the department was desired, as well as a better public I"elations effort 

on citizen understanding of the police officer1s job. There was divided opinion 

on whether a schedule of punishment would help. The third item asked about 

supervisors' training. Most comment referred to the inadequacy of training, 

although two interviewees said it is not possible to teach how to discipline 

officers -- it must be picked up on the job, and it is the responsibility of the 

supervisor to do so. The fourth item asked what the supervisorsl responsibilities 

were pet'ceived to be. Most comments agreed that they should be limited to starting 

the process of investigation and charging, but should follow through only on 

relatively minor, noncriminal matters, leaving the rest to Internal Affairs. 

However, the supervisors wanted to be kept informed during the whole process. On 

minor matters, they wanted to visibly IIgive ll the discipline, in order to retain 

their authority, but felt they had to balance this carefully with maintaining 

empathy with the officers, to be effective in routine supervision. The fifth 

item asked if supervisors had enough authority. Most agreed that the system gave 

them enough, but it could vary considerably with commanders. The sixth item asked 

if other supervisors were consistent in handling discipline. Opinion was divided. 

Some said supervisors were given too little guidance, and therefore wet'e lenient, 

trying to be IIgood guys. II Others said there was ct)nsistency except for a few who 

try to please their commanders. Others claimed there was consistency within, but 

not across, units. The seventh item asked, IIHow do you decide when to discipline 

an officer?1I Several said it is clear when the officer knows better or offends 

repeatedly. Somewhat more difficult, but demanding action, are occasions when 

officers make mistakes, or do nct IIproduce. 1I The last question concerned how 

supervisors maintain a consistent view of the standards they try to apply. There 
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was a variety of opinion, from "the rules are pretty clear to what should trigger 

a disciplinary action ll
, to IIbe creative", lIobserve other watches (shifts}", and 

IItry to learn from the older sergeants. 1I 

c. Charges made and actions taken. The next important body of baseline 

data to be gathered was information on the number and type of charges made against 

personnel, the disposition of those charges, and the actions taken against 

individuals on sustained charges. The minimal baseline period considered appropriate 

was the calendar year 1977, since calendar 1978 was to be the experimental year. It 

was decided to increase the baseline period to i~clude data before 1977, resulting 

in the use of calendar years 1975, 1976 and 1977. The varying formats of depart

mental records over those years required combining data as shown in Table 1. 

Sections 1-4 of Table 1 show separately the sources of charge l3 data (Internal 

Affairs Unit and Field Services at the shift level). These data are combined in 

Sections 5-10 of Table 1, for comparison and analysis. 14 Charges are reported in 

Table 1 first by the four standard categories of finding (unfounded, exonerated, 

not sustained and sustained), and then by type of charge. The type categories 

were defined for report purposes in order to summarize some 43 types of charges 

mentioned in APD rer:o<~, These groupings are shown in Table 2. Section 7 

of Table 1 shows di:,;q,::" ijiary actions taken over the basel ine period for s.ix 
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common types of sanctions. Section 8 shows commendations received by officers, II I 

by source. Sections 9 and 10 of .Table 1 recast the preceding data to show a 

profile of percentage distribution of both types of charge and types of action for 

each baseline year. 

13. The term "charge ll in this report means a single, separate alleged offense cate
gory, e.g., "insubordination," as contrasted with IIcomplaint,1I which means an 
occasion on which an allegation was made against an individual, specifying one 
or more charges. 

14. Citizen complaints were not analyzed in original APD records for 1975-1977, 
and are not included in Table 1 except for 1978. See Section 3, Project Out
come Data, below, for discussion. 
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TABLE 1 

COMPARATIVE DATA - DISCIPLINARYCHl\RGES AND ACTIONS 

1975 1976 1977 1978 
1 2 3 4 T 1 2 3 4 T 1 2 3 4 T 1 2 3 4 T 

1. Charges investigated by Internal Affairs 
Unit (IAU), number, by findings: 

15 3 7 28 See Note l Unfounded 9 11 14 6 40 3 7 2 5 17 3 
Exonerated 2 4 4 2 12 2 2 1 5 2 6 3 11 
Not Sustained 4 6 2 1 13 2 2 4 1 2 3 
Sustained 12 7 1 5 25 9 4 14 4 31 1 4 5 
Total 27 28 '21 14 90 14 15 19 9 57 4 18 13 12 47 

2. Charges investigated by IAU, number, 
by type of charge: 

A. Administrative 1 1 4 2 2 8 - See Note! 
B. Conduct 4 8 3 4 19 5 2 7 2 16 7 2 2 11 

0'\ C. Competence 8 2 5 2 17 3 3 6 1 1 
'-0 

D. Relations 13 18 13 8 52 5 8 7 5 25 4 11 10 10 35 
E. Criminal 1 1 2 2 
F. Other 

Total 27 28 21. 14 90 14 15 19 9 57 4 18 13 12 47 

3. Charges handled at shift level by 
Field Services, number, by findings: 

Unfounded See Note! 34 20 20 74 11 2 1 3 17 See Note! 
Exonerated 2 1 5 8 4 3 3 2 12 
Not Sustained 3 4 7 1 2 1 4 
Sustained 5 12 4 21 8 2 9 2 21 
Total 44 37 29 110 24 9 14 7 54 

4. Charges handled at shift level by 
Field Services. number, by type of 
charge: 

See Note! A. Administrative See Note! 1 1 2 
B. Conduct 3 3 6 2 2 
C. Competence 9 5 9 23 8 3 7 3 21 
D. Relations 30 28 20 78 16 4 6 4 30 
E. Crihli na 1 1 1 1 1 
F. Other 

Total 44 37 29 110 24 9 14 7 54 

lData are combined de~ending on format used in original 
quarter of 1976. Da a were combined in 1978 reports. 

APD source reports. No separate Field Services data were reported for 1975, and the firs1 



TABLE 1 (Continued) 

COMPARATIVE DATA - DISCIPLINARY CHARGES AND ACTIONS 

1975 1976 1977 1978 
1 2 3 4 T 1 2 3 4 T 1 2 3 4 T 1 2 3 4 T 

5. Combined l charges handled by IAU and 
Field Services, number, by findings: 

Unfounded 9 11 14 6 40 3 41 22 25 91 14 17 4 10 45 174 157 79 108 518 
Exoner'ated 2 4 4 2 12 2 4 2 5 13 4 5 9 5 23 42 57 48 36 183 
Not Sustained 4 6 2 1 13 5 6 11 2 2 1 2 7 23 10 25 21 79 
Sustained 12 7 1 5 25 9 9 26 _8 52 8 3 13 2 26 18 23 16 14 71 
Total 27 28 21 14 90 14 59 56 38 167 28 27 27 19 101 257 247 168 179 851 

6, Combined 1 charges handled by IAU and 
Field Services, number, by type of charge: 

19 ....... A. Administrative 1 1 4 3 3 10 5 4 6 4 
0 B. Conduct 4 8 3 4 19 5 5 10 2 22 9 2 2 13 5 7 5 1 18 

C. Competence 8 2 5 2 17 12 8 9 29 8 3 8 3 22 86 93 48 67 294 
D. Relations 13 18 13 8 52 5 38 35 25 103 20 15 16 14 65 151 135 106 98 490 
E. Criminal 1 1 1 2 3 1 1 10 8 3 0 30 
F. Other 

Total 27 28 21 14 90 14 59 56 38 167 28 27 27 19 101 257 247 168 179 851 

7. Disciplinary actions. taken, number, by type: 
Suspension 20 28 19 11 78 4 5 11 10 30 14 8 13 19 54 17 15 18 9 59 
Letter of re~rimand 26 18 8 13 65 31 18 32 27 108 28 10 21 17 76 24 20 23 17 84 
Verbal reprimand 2 2 4 1 3 4 ~. 2 5 5 5 4 10 24 
Counseling or training 2 1 3 2 2 2 1 3 10 10 10 8 38 
Demotion 1 1 1 1 
Termination 5 2 3 10 1 3 3 7 3 1 4 2 3 2 1 8 
Other 2 1 1 6 10 8 8 4 7 27 1 1 4 3 9 7 12 19 
Total 57 50 28 35 170 45 34 52 47 178 47 19 45 41 152 66 53 69 45 233 

8. Number of comn~ndations received by 
officers, numbers, by source: 

Supervi sors 46 69 49 104 268 96 60 67 45 268 34 25 20 11 90 14 41 54 52 161 
Citizens 105 98 109 87 399 88 150 136 84 458 97 64 77 130 368 66 122 150 129 467 
Other Law Enforcement Agenci es 6 9 3 13 31 24 39 9 4 76 10 8 3 9 30 9 3 12 8 32 
Total 157 176 161 204 698 208 249 212 133 802 141 97 100 150 488 89 166 216 189 660 

IData are comhined depending on format used in original APD source reports. No separate Field Services data were reported for 1975, and the first 
quarter of ~~t,76. Data were combined in 1978 reports. 

----------------- - -



TABLE 1 (Continued) 

COMPARATIVE DATA - DISCIPLINARY CHARGES AND ACTIONS 

1975 1976 1977 1978 1975-1977 
Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent Average Percent 

9. Combined charges handled by IAU and 
Field Services, number and percent, by 
type of charge: 

A. Administrative 1 1 10 6 0 0 19 2 2 
B. Conduct 19 21 22 13 13 13 18 2 16 
C. Competence 17 19 29 19 22 22 294 35 19 
D. Relations 52 58 103 62 65 64 490 57 62 
E. Criminal 1 1 3 2 1 1 30 4 1 
F. Other 

Total 90 100 107 100 101 100 S5I 100 100 

-.....J 10. Disciplinary actions taken, number --' 
and percent, by type: 

Suspensions 78 46 30 17 54 35 59 25 33 
Letter of reprimand 65 38 108 61 76 50 84 36 49 
Verbal reprimand 4 2 4 2 5 3 24 10 3 
Counseling or training 3 2 2 1 3 2 38 16 2 
Demotion 1 1 1 1 
Termination 10 6 7 4 4 3 8 4 4 
Other 10 6 27 15 9 6 19 8 9 
Total 170 100 178 100 152 100 233 100 100 



TABLE 2. CATEGORIES FOR TYPES OF CHARGES 

A. Internal, Administrative Matters 

Abuse of ~ick leave 

Failure to appear for firearms qualifications 

Failure to appear for court 

Groomi ng, uni form, appeat~ance 

Insubordination, disobedience 

Leaving an assignment/district 

Misuse of vehicle 

Preventable accident 

Tardiness/late for duty 

Traffic violations 

Unauthorized absence 

Conflict of interest 

B. Unofficerlike Conduct 

Conduct unbecoming 

Drinking on duty 

Misconduct/practical jokes 

Possession of alcoholic beverage in a police facility 

Truthfulness 

C. Competence 

False arrest 

Illegal arrest 

Iliegal search 

Failure to investigate 

Failure to write report 
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Mishandling evidence/failure to tag 

Falsifying report 

Inaccurate report 

Nonfeasance 

Unsatisfactory performance/incompetency 

Neglect of duty; dereliction of duty 

Procedure 

D. Police-Citizen Relations: Attitude/Use of Force 

Assault 

Attitude 

Discharge of firearms 

Discrimination 

Harassment 

Insol ent 1 anguage/remarks/unki nd remarks/profanity 

Intimidation, threats 

Unnecessary force 

Verbal abuse/discourtesy 

Excessive force 

E. Criminal Activity 

Corruption 

Drug possession/dealing 

Perjury 

Theft/larceny 

Vandalism/damage to property 

F. Other 

Other 
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The baseline data patterns of charges and actions will be discussed in 

comparison with the experimental (1978) year's data in Section 3, Project 

Outcome Data. 

d. External appeals by officers. An important project measure is 

the frequency with which personnel appeal disciplinary actions outside the 

police department. For APD personnel, the mechanism for doing this is the 
I 

City of Albuquerque's Chief Administrative Officer's (CAO) Grievance Committee, 

with a further possible appeal to the City's Personnel Board (these appeals 

are available to the personnel of all city departments). A CAO hearing must 

be requested by the aggrieved employee within 10 days after the departmental 

action, and the hearing is held within 10 days after the request is made. 

The employee may receive a speedy hearing by the Personnel Board as the final 

procedural step, if he or she wishes to appeal the CAO finding. Details of 

the structure of these appeals are given in Appendix 30. 

e. External appeals by APD personnel. Details ~f outside appeals for 

the baseline years 1975, 1976, and 1977 are given in Table 3, and will be dis

cussed in Section 3 below. Essentially, these data indicate that during the 

experimental year, APD personnel chose not to appeal actions outside the depart

ment at all, breaking the pattern of baseline years. 
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Case 
Year No. 

1975 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

1976 1 

2 

3 

4 

5 

6 

7 

8 

1977 1 

2 

3 

1978 No 
Cases 

TABLE 3 

DISCIPLINARY ACTIONS APPEALED 
OUTSIDE THE POLICE DEPARTMENT 
ALBUQUERQUE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

Departmental Action CAD Committee 
Being Appealed Action 

Suspension Reduced in length 

Suspension Upheld 

Demotion Upheld 

Suspension Upheld 

Suspension Upheld 

Suspension Reduced in length 

Suspension Modified to letter 
of reprimand 

Di smi ssa 1 Modified to 
suspension 

Dismissal Upheld 

Suspension Upheld 

Suspension Reversed 

Suspension Upheld 

Di smi ssa 1 Upheld 

Suspension Upheld 

Di smi sS!ll Upheld 

Dismissal Upheld to' 

Dismissal Reversed 

-- --

Personne 1 
Board Action* 

Rescinded CAD action -
Upheld oriyina1 action 

Upheld 

Reversed 

Upheld 

Upheld 

Upheld 

Upheld 

Upheld 

Upheld 

--, 
* . II If blank, no second-level appeal was made to the Personnel Board. Upheld 

or IIReversed li refers to CAD Jction. 
II 
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2. Project activity data. This section will document the important 

activities and events associated with development and implementation of the 

new disciplinary system, and monitoring experience with it dur~ng the experi

rrenta 1 year. 

a. Prnject inputs by APD staff. One of the most informative measures 

of the development and implementation activities w.as the level and type of 

effort expended by department personnel. These data are especially important 

as estimates of the investment that might be needed on the part of other depart·, 

ments contemplating the adoption of the prototype. 

Between July and November 1976, following correspondence and telephone 

conversations, APD staff numbering from 1 to 12 had th\~ee meetings with 

IACP staff. These early discussions led to project acceptance and a briefing 

by two APD staff of all troops as they reported for duty on December 1 and 2, 

1976. The APD Public Information Office~ prepared a news release on December 

20, 1976. The APD Staff Working Committee (SWC) was formed in November 1976, 

and began a series of at least 14 meetings to accomplish the development and 

implementation of the prototype system. The basic cost of these meetings, ex

pressed in total base wages of the SWC members, is shown in Table 4. All items 

in Tabl e 4 except those noted in parentheses are SWC meetings. This detaned 

cost accounting covers virtually the entire development and implementation 

period, just short of the beginning of the experimental year. The costs given 

are underestimates of true costs because they do not reflect department over

head, support staff~ or unrecorded meetings and individual work on the project. 

The total cost shown in Table 4 is a measure of the considerable effort required 

in this first attel1l>t nationally to implement the prototype. When department 

overhead and other undocumented costs are considered, it is probably not an 
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TABLE 4 

APD STAFF MEETING COSTS-
DEVELOPMENT AND IMPLEMENTATION 

* Date Purpose Cost** 

December 1, 1976 Project or; entation $155.42 

630.24 

251 .50 

355.90 

489.16 

217. 16 

December 17, 1976 Develop opinions 

January 7 Discuss rule problems 

January 18 

February 11 

February 16 

February 22 

February 24 

February 25 

March 1 

r~arch 22-23 
(subcommi ttee) 

March 28-31 
. (subcorrrnittee) 

May 11 . 

June 14 

August 11 

Sreptember 7 

September 8 
(staff) 

Novembe r 30-
Deceni:>er 6 
(staff) 

Discuss rule problems 

Review prototype rul es 

Rewrite policy, procedures 

Review new procedures 

Review IAU procedures 

Review Trial Board concept 

Develop new rulebook 

Finalize draft prototype 

Assist with questionnaires 

84.70 

198.75 

305.31 

456.93 

320.48 

604.62 

Develop IAU procedures 303.52 

Develop training 466.06 

Review Trial Board procedure 279.88 

Review prototype detail 637.00 

Review final draft, accept 161.37 

Train supervisors --1§2.28 

Total $6,680.28 

All dates are for 1977 except as noted. All dates refer to Staff Working 
Committee meetings except as noted in parentheses. 

** Costs are total st~ff base wages only. 
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overestimate to put the cost to the department at $15,000 for this phase of 

the work. 

Some of the other APD staff inputs were: 

Novembet' 18, 1977 - All supervisory and command personnel were issued 
copies of the new SOP. 

December 14, 1977 - Special Order Number 77-136 was issued making 
January 1, 1978, the offi ci al date of effecti veness 
of the prototype. 

January 1, 1978 - All remaining personnel were issued the new SOP. 

January 15, 1978 - Training sessions began on the new system for all 
nonsupervisory personnel. 

APD staff inputs during the monitoring phase (calendar year 1978) were 

especially heavy for IAU personnel and for fil"st-line supervisors. IAU had 

the responsibility for organizing and conducting the 13 trial boards which 

were held, and for recording on special project forms (See Appendix'1.M, the 

initiation and progress of cases, in addition to their normal workload. This 

lI'normal" workload, was also, in fact,. much greater than usual, because of the 

increase in cases processed in the new system in 1978. Total cases handled in 

the department rose from a baseline annual average of 119 to 851 for 1978 (see 

Table 1, Section 5). The supervisory workload was increased primarily by the 

requirement of documenting every complaint, however minor, on new standard 

foms (see Appendix 10). 

b. Project inputs by IACP staff. The specific development and im

plementation inputs by IACP staff in Albuquerque are seen most clearly in the 

on-site work sessions listed in Table 5. However, a great deal of planning 

and analysis, as well as communication by telephone and letter, supported the 

on-site work. 
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Date* 

August 2, 1976 

November 18 

Hovember 30 

December 17 

January 17, 1977 

February 3 

March 1 

March 22 

March 27 

May 10 

July 13 

September 6 

November 17 

November 28 

TABLE 5 

IACP STAFF ON-SITE WORK 
SESSIONS--ALBUQUERQUE 

Number of IACP Staff 

\ 

3 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

3 

2 

2 

3 

Purpose 

Exploratory conferences 

Obtain APD commitment 

Orientation of APD and 
city staff 

Obtain SWC opinions 

Review SWC assigned work 

Obtain IAU data, develop 
questionnaire 

Develop new rules, finalize 
questionnaire 

Further develop prototype 

Administer questionnaire 

Develop IAU procedures 

Resolve key implementation 
issues 

Review prototype, obtain 
acceptance 

Review and develop training 

Conduct training 

* Sta.rting date is given. - Sessions were of 2 to 5 days in length. 
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Monitoring trips were made in April, August and December 1978, when inter

views were held, and questionnaires were given to determine project impact. 

The results of these instruments are discussed in Section 2(d) below. 

c. Trial board experience. As previously stated in BSite Selection 

Criteria" a study agency was required to adopt the concept of a trial board 

for due process hearings unless prohibited from doing so by local ordinance, 

city charter, state law, or a collective bargaining agreement. Further, except 

where a variation could be clearly shown to be necessary due to local law or 

practical restt'ictions on operating capabilities, the formation, responsibility, 

function, and authority had to follow the IACP structure as outlined in Managing 

for Effective Police Discipline. 

The Albuquerque trial board consists of five members and is selected in 

the following manner: The accused officer may select four tags fnom a container, 

each of which has the name of a person of the same rank as the accused officer. 

The accused officer may then select, in the same manner, three tags from each 

of the other ranks including nonsworn personnel, but excluding the deputy chief 

and chief. Persons involved in the investigation, the accused officer, and 

the charging officer are not considered valid selections and are to be replaced 

upon being drawn. The charging party then strikes one name from each rank 

classification. The accused officer then strikes one name from each rank 

classification, then additionally strikes one of the six names remaining. The 

five remaining persons make up the trial board. The list of the trial board 

members is given to the chief of police who selects the chairman of the board. 

A new triai board is selected for each case, except that one board may hear 

multiple charges against one or more persons if the charges arise out of the 
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same incident or occurrence. The trial board may hear cases of violation 

appealed by the accused officer which have resulted in 1 written reprimand, 

loss of pay, loss of senior'ity, demotion, suspension, working days off in lieu 

of suspension, or termination. The trial board is a formal administrative 

hearing; however, the rules of evidence do not apply. The trial board pro

ceedings are conducted in accordance with due process and are to be recorded. 

The accused officer is entitled to be represented by counsel, but counsel is 

not provided by the department. The trial board may appoint an attorney to 

rule on motions and advise the board. The department may have its case presented 

by an attorney if the accused officer is represented by an attorney. Otherwise, 

the case is to be presented by the charging officer. The accused officer and 

the department have the right to present evidence, to call witnesses, and to 

examine witnesses. The burden of proof is on the department to prove a violation 

pursuant to the "substantial evidence" standard. All witnesses are to testify 

under oath and the hearing is to be open unless requested, with sufficient 

cause, by the charging officer or the accused officer that the hearing be 

closed. The trial board by majority vote then determines the open or closed 

status of the hearing. 

At the conclusion of the headng, the trial board, by a majority vote, 

summarizes the evidence, makes findings of fact, makes recommendations, and 

in writing forwards the above to the chief of police. 

Upon receipt of the trial board hearing report, the chief shall review the 

summaries, findings, reports, and recommendations and may: 

A. Accept the recommendations of the trial board; 

B. Remand the case to Internal Affairs Unit for additional investi
gation; 

C. Remand the case to the deputy chief for recharging if the charges 
are deemed inappropriate. 
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D. Sustain the charges; 

E. Order the recommended corrective or disciplinary action 
be imposed; 

F. Exonerate the accused; 

G. Suspend all or any part of the disciplinary action; 

H. Reduce any 'or ,all penalties involved. 

The chief of police must then notify the accused and the deputy chief in 

writing of actions taken and the officer's right to appeal in accordance with 

merit ordinance provisions. The chief of police shall return the entire case 

to the Internal Affairs Unit. 

Prior to any final action by the chief, he may allow the accused officer 

to have audience to present anything which may have a bearing on the case or 

action. 

The trial board concept was extremely well received by the rank and file 

in Albuquerque; so much so that the procedure was instituted prior 'to the 
• program implementation, and the union negotiated it into the contract. Further, 

as Table 3 illustrates, officers had appealed many disciplinary actions out

side the department pl"ior to project implementation; whereas "during' the 

monitoring period no disciplinary actions were appea'ied outside the department. 

From this fact,. it may be concluded that the rank and file are satisfied with 

the new trial board system, whereas in prior years, officers believed that 

the only method of obtaining a IIfair shakell in a discipl inary action was to 

appeal outside the department. 
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d. Perceptions of APD personnel. The perceptions of APD personnel 

about the new system were measured on four occasions during the experimental 

year: immediately after training, in April, in August, and in December. The 

post-training questionnaire was given to virtually all p~rsonnel (as was the 

initial baseline questionnaire) as part of the training sessions. However, 

the two interim instruments were given to small samples (50 and 35, respectively) 

to minimize obtrusive research activity during the IIhands-off ll period. The 

final questionnaire was given to a large sample of 232, to ensure comparability 

of respondent characteristics ~ith the baseline sampling occasion, since these 

two instruments are almost identical. 

In order to follow possible changes in perceptions during 1978, responses 

to certain questions, or groups of questions, can be compared in the case"s where 

they appea red in common on some or all of the four meas uri ng occas ions, and 

also with baseline responses. The discussion here will be patterned after that 

of the baseline data reported in Sect'ion A (l)(b) above ("General APD personnel 

perceptions"), examining some of the discipline factors. 

The first factor, concerning officer understanding of the new system, is 

defined by five questionnaire items (see page 62). This factor is the one 

most thoroughly replicated across all questionnaire occasions; therefore, a 

comparison of averages of responses is given in Table 6. This table shows 

agreeli"ent with five positive statements (e.g., III have a good understanding 

of appeal procedures outs i de of thi s department") on the topi cs of outs i de 

appeal, recording and investigating citizen complaints, responsibilities of 

IAU, and internal review of disciplinary actions. Both agreement and uncer~ 

tainty responses are averaged for the statements, to allow overall comparisons. 
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Questionnaire 
Occasion Baseline 

Number of 
Respondents 543 

Type of 
Response Agree Uncertain 

Percent of 
Responses 1 39 22 

TABLE 6 

COMPARISON OF REPORTED OFFICER UNDERSTANDING 
OF THE DISCIPLINE SYSTEM AT VARIOUS TIMES 

APD 

Post-T"ainina April 
S upervi so rs Nonsupervi sors Interim 

90 532 50 

---, 

Agree Uncertain Agree Uncerf.ain Agree Uncertain 

65 26 55 33 59 25 

- -

1. Average of percent responses on five key questions (see text). 

August 
Interim Final 

35 232 

Agree I Uncer~ain :Agree Uncertain 

49 30 45 22 

-- -- -

-------------------
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It is clear from the results that a large increase in understanding (of 

the new system as compared with the old) was reported iJ1111ediately after train

ing, Training was effective in the sense of self-reported confidence tliat 

material had been learned. This higher level of understanding was confirmed 

in the April measurement, by persons on the job, experiencing real applica

tion of the system, three months after the classroom training. The August 

measure, however, shows a falling-off of confidence, which is seen again in 

the final sample. It appears that a slight real and positive result of the 

training and systf~m operation has occurred here as reflected in the net in

crease from 39 to 45 percent understanding (with a stable 22 percent uncertain) 

from baseline to final measuring occasions. Between these points in time, 

the large increase followed by dissipation is perhaps typical of training 

experience in similar contexts. It is not inevitable, however, that this 

degree of training gain should be lost, and this result points to a possible 

need for a program of maintenance or "refresher" training, or other techniques 

for keeping officers aware, informed, and involved in the system. 

The next factor for whi ch ; nterim dat;~' on perceptions are available 

concerns the fairness of the process by which disciplinary actions are reviewed 

and appeal ed. Agreement that offi cers coul d get a IIfai r shake" from the process 

increased substantially upon training, then fell off to a level similar to 

baselin1e"where it remained for the final mE'?,jsure (see discussion below in 

Section 3). A similar pattern occurred for statements that review was fair 

regardless of the rank of the accused, and that internal review was conducted 

at a reasonable speed. 

A thi rd comparati ve factor concerns management cOlllTluni cation of its 

rules and procedures on discipline. Two statements about the clarity of the 

Standard Operating Procedures (SOP), when measured immediately after training, 
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brought similar agreement as baseline. Although the new SOP, as written, was 

not seen i.iS much different in clarity from the old, strong evidence of favorable 

impact is seen in the responses of the large general sample (N = 532) after 

traininrl to the new statement, III feel the new rules and regulations governing 

conduct as written are more fair and reasonable than the old rules and regula

tions": 61 percent agreed and 31 percent were uncertain. 

I,n summary, the training in the new SOP had an initially positive effect. 

A question arises as to whether the la.ter erosion in reported understanding 

could have been averted. The preferred way to do so would be through built-in 

qualities of the measurement system (e.g., clear procedures, good communica

tion among managers and supervisorss and regular dialogue between officers 

and superiors). It is not clear how much of this deficiency is due to the 

specific discipline system characteristics, and how much is due to general 

management conditions. To some extent, the fairness of the total system was 

seen as improved. There was some ambiguity in measured perceptions of SOP 

clarity. While there was no increase after training in the reported clarity 

of the rules, respondents gave a strong endorsement when asked to judge if 

the SOP was II more fai r as wri tten. II 

3. Project outcome data. This section will present tests of hypotheses 

made originally about project outcomes, and will explor.e other outcomes of 

interest. Also, the research effort will be evaluated from various points of 

view. 

a. Tests of hypotheses. In developing the methodology for this study, 

eight statements of possible outcomes were set forth as hypotheses. Each state

ment described a positive, favorable result which it was hoped might flow from 

the strategies of change which were implemented in the APD between August 1976 
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and January 1978. These hypotheses are listed in Chapter III, and the degree 

to which they we\"e reali:i!ed will be discussed below. 

H.l Understanding of the disciplinary system reported by personnel 
will be increased after project interventions. 

A general finding on this hypothesis was discussed above, where an apparent in

crease in understanding was noted fo}~ five questionnaire items, from baseline to final 

administrations. A more detailed analysis of these data, along with further 

evidence, is needed for an adequate test. The responses to the five items are 

shown in detail in Table 7. (Unless otherwise noted, all baseline and final 

comparisons are based on sample sizes of 543 and 232, respectively) .. Three of 

the items show significant increases in agreement. Items 30 a.nd 32 are in the 

same direction, and Item 32 approached significance (with a chi-square value 

of 3.547, 2d.f.). Thus there is acceptable evidence from these five questions, 

which define a clear "understanding" factor in previous factor analysis, that 

improvement existed at the end of the trial year. Another factor defined in 

the factor analysis is "management communication," having four items which 

support that concept. Two of these items pertain directly, on their face, to 

understanding, although the questionnaire response dynamics did not allow the 

factor analysis procedure to tie them to that factor. These items and res

ponses are shown in Table 8 (the other questions related to freedom to sug-

gest changes, and training effectiveness). The analysis shows that a decrease 

in agreement occurred over the trial year apparently reversing the finding on 

reported understanding of specific aspects of the system as shown above. It 

is not clear how much importance should be attached to this negative evidence. 

It may well be that respondents were expressing in the "management conmunica

tion" factor their feelings about the accessibility of management to the rank 

and file, and the style in which management infonns and directs others generally. 
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00 
00 

Question 
Number Topic 

17 Understand out ... 
side appeal 

I 
Pr.oc;,~~res .. 

18 Undf~rstand 
procedure to 
record citizen 
complaints 

19 Understand pro-
cedure to i n-
vestigate citi-
zen camp1 aints 

30 Understand 

I 
responsibilities 
of lAU 

32 Understand 
.interna1 re-
view process 
on actions. 

----~------

TABLE 7 

COMPARISON OF PRE/POST RESPONSES TO TEST 
THE HYPOTHESIS ON UNDERSTANDING 

APD 

Sample 
Measuring 

R.esponses, percent 

Occasion AClree Uncertain 

Baseline 39 24 

Final 41 25 

Baseline 40 22 

Final 50 19 

Baseline 39 20 

Final 50 17 

Baseline 47 19 

Final 50 19 

Baseline 29 27 

Final 31 31 

I 

1. See Appendix 26 on the testing of statistical significance. 

----~----~----

Le ve 1 0 f S ta tis t i ca 1 

Disaqree 
.Significanre of _ 
Pi fference (p ~ val ue) 

37 .01 

34 

38 .01 

30 

41 .05 

33 

34 not significant 

31 

44 not significant 

38 

I .j 

-----~~------------



Question 
Number Topic 

3 Understanding 
the SOP as 
stated 

15 Understand 
behavior ex-
pected of me 
via the SOP 

Sampling 

TABLE 8 

COMPARISON OF ADDITIONAL 
PRE/POST RESPONSES ON UNDERSTANDING 

APD 
Responses, percent 

Measuring 
Occasion Agree Uncertain 

Baseline 73 10 

Final 63 16 

Baseline 66 16 

Final 57 18 

Level of Stati sti cal 
Si gni fi cance of 

Disagree Difference lp < value) 

17 .01 

21 

18 .05 
-

25 

' .. 



In v''iew of the greater specificity of the Table 7 results, and the less direct 

factor analysis linking of Table 8 data with understanding, it seems reason

able to concl ude that overall, the data provi de marginal support for the 

hypothesis. 

H.2 Fairness of the disciplinary system as perceived by personnel 
will be increased after project interventions. 

This hypothesis can be tested by first examining the six questionnaire 

items comprising the "fairness" factor, shown in Table 9. In support of the 

hypothesis, Item 40 shows a sizable shift in opinion toward the view that 

initial disciplinary actions are reviewed more fairly under the new procedures. 

For three other items having a raw-data change consistent w"ith that shift 

(33, 34, and 41), the change did not approach statistical significance. For 

Item 42, about the speed with which disciplinary review decisions are made, 

the apparent negative change was likewise not significant. For Item 28, 

substantially fewer people agreed that the chief followed staff recommendations. 

It does not seem proper to interpret this result as meaning that there was 

widespread feeling that the chief acted counter to the recommendations sent 

to him, in view of the fact that during the trial year there are only two 

recorded instances of the chief overturning a recommendation developed within 

the standard discipl inary procedure. It is more 1 ikely that Item 28 on the 

final questionnaire was confusing, some respondents reasoning that since the 

trial board mechanism was now available, the question of individual staff 

recommendations, especially those disputed by the accused, being sent to the 

chief for approval did not arise routinely. Therefore, a number of respondents 

may have disagreed with the statement simply on this procedural basis. 

Two other general items in the questionnaire relating to fairness are 
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analyzed in Table 10. These data show that by the end of the trial year, the II 
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Question 
Number 

28 

33 

34 

40 

41 

42 

---------------

Topic 

Chief usually 
foll ows staff 
reconmendations 

Personne 1 can 
get a "fair 
shake" in in-
ternal review 

Internal review 
is consistent 
regardless of 
rank 

Actions are 
reviewed fair-
lY vi a internal 
procedures 

CAD appeals 
are fair 

Interna 1 
deci sions are 
reasonably l speedy 

Sample 

TABLE 9 

COMPARISON OF PRE/POST RESPONSES TO TEST 
THE HYPOTHESIS ON FAIRNESS 

APD 
Responses, percent 

Measuring 
Occasion Agree Uncertain Disagree 

Baseline 49 40 11 

Final 35 40 25 

Baseline 33 41 26 

Final 36 40 24 

Baseline 16 26 58 

Final 19 27 54 

Baseline 24 45 31 
' .. 

Fina'/ 32 44 24 

Baseline 22 64 14 

Final 24 63 13 

Baseline 49 35 16 

Final 45 40 15 

Level of'Statistical 
Significance of 
Di fference (p < value) 

.001 

not significant 

not si gnifi cant 

.05 

Y-
. ~, 

not sign if'l can t 

not significant 



\.0 
N 

I 

Question 
Number 

1 

2 

Sample 
Measuring 

Topic Occasion 

Overall, rules Baseline 
as written are 
fair and reason- Final 
able. 

Overa 11, ru1 e Baseline 
enforcement is 
fair and Final 
reasonable. 

TABLE 10 

COMPARISON OF ADDITIONAL 
PRE/POST RESPONSES ON FAIRNESS-APD 

Responses, percent 

Agree Uncertain Disagree 

55 20 25 

45 24 31 

22 16 62 

27 21 52 

Lev.e1 of Statistical 
Significance of 
Difference (p < value) 

.05 

.05 
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rules were seen as less fair as written, but more fair as enforced. When 

it is recalled that a working committee from all ranks of the APD meticulously 

pulled apart and reassembled the rules. removing many redundancies, irrelevancies, 

il1.egalities, and items seen as unfair to that relatively small but representa

tive group, it can safely be said that objecti..YgJ.y, the new rules emerged as 

"more fair and reasonable." It is interesting, then, that the perception here 

is one of less fai mess. Thi s resul t seems to point up the extreme importance 

of continued training and attention to communication in programs such as this 

one. 

The results for Item 2 show a modest but important gain in perceived 

fairness in rule enforcement. This opinion area was identified as critical 

at the time of the initial baseline evaluation of the APD, highlighted by 

the finding of 62 percent disagreement. Because rule enforcement is the 

"payoff" behavior of management in discipline, and as such is viewed very 

sensitively by the rank and file, a reduction of as much as 10 percent in per

ceived unfairness is a valuable result. Unfortunately, a majority still see 

the rul es as enforced unfai riy. 

While the evidence in possible support of this hypothesis is somewhat 

mi xed, that on the posi ti ve si de is strengthened by the important "bottom-l ine" 

finding that in the trial year, not a single case was appealed outside the 

department to the readily-available city personnel (CAD) appeal procedure. 

APD officers had made liberal use of the outside appeal in 1975 and 1976 (see 

Table 3), although the three cases heard in 1977 were few by comparison. In 

the absence of any other clear causal factor for this lack of use of the out

side appeal provision in 1978, it is suggested that the internal system was 

viewed as adequately fair, and the hypothesis is supported by the data as a 

whole. 
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H.3 Quality of supervisors' performance in their disciplinary 
responsibiliti~5 as perceived by personnel will be improved 
after project interventions. 

Of the six questionnaire items relating to supervisory performance, 

shown in Table 11, the three that have statistically different responses 

across the trial year point to a perceived decline in important supervisory 

behaviors of consistent treatment of officers, explanation ofii1rules, and 

fairness. This finding is somewhat in conflict with the positive finding of 

fairness discussed above, and may indicate that it is t~e total system that 

produces an overall fair result, even in the face of supervisory performance 

that is not seen as improving. It shoul d be noted, however, that on two of 

the three items, a majority of respondents still speak favorably of their 

supervisors. One of the issues within this factor, Item 27 on use of coun

seling and retraining, showed no change statistically, and very little in 

raw score terms. This issue is of interest because of the pattern of other 

avai labl e data, and because of the attempts made to introduce the idea of a 

posi ti ve di scipl ine approach in supervi sory training. One of the major 

thrusts of the prototype is the reshaping of the disciplinary concept and 

system to remove the emphasis from threat and 'reactive punishment, replacing 

it with open corrmunications, counseling, and training. It can be seen in 

Table 12, Part A, that responses to Item 27 on the two interim measures showed 

substantial percentage shifts out of the disagreement and uncertainty categories 

~oward more agreement. However, these interim samples were small, and even 

the large percentage differences do-not reach statistical significance (al

though chi-square values of 2.12 and 3.38 were reached, with 2d.f.). One ad

ditional piece of hard data on this issue is found in responses to the intro

ductory questi onna; re item, II Check the one answer. . . tha t best describes 

what the term 'discipline' means to you, based on your overall experience in 
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Question 
t Number Topic 

4 Supervisor is 
consistent in 
enforcing SOP 

5 Supel"vi sor ex-
plains rule 
changes we11 

16 On issue, 
supervi sor ex-
pl ai ns SOP well 

25 Supervisor is 
fa'ir in 
de termi n i ng 
facts of case 

26 Supervi sor does 
not show favor-
itism i'n deter-
mining facts 

27 S upervi sor uses 
counseling and 
retraining 

----------.----
TABLE 11 

COMPARISON OF PRE/POST RESPONSES TO TEST 
THE HYPOTHESIS ON SUPERVISORY PERFORMANCE 

APD 

Sample Responses, percent 
Measuring 
Occasion Agree Uncertaln Dlsagree 

Baseline 69 13 18 

Final 57 22 21 

Baseline 64 16 20 

Final 56 18 26 

Baseline 45 12 43 

Final 32 17 51 

Baseline 72 15 13 

Final 63 19 18 

Baseline 61 18 21 

Final 54 22 24 

Baseline 47 29 24 

Final 43 29 28 

Level of Statistical 
Significance of 
Difference (p < value) 

.01 

not significant 

.01 

.05 

not significant 

not significant 
-- ~ 
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TABLE 12 

COMPARISONS OF ADDITIONAL 
PRE/POST RESPONSES ON SUPERVISORY PERFORMANCE 

APD 
A. Pattern of Interim Responses: 

Sample Responses, percent 
Question Measuring 
Number Topic Occasion Agree Uncertain Disagree 

27 My present super- Baseline 47 29 24 
visor uses train-
ing and counsel- Apri 1 
ing Interim 59 19 22 

(N=50) 

27 MY present super- Baseline 47 29 24 
visor uses train-
ing ana counsel- Aprll 
ing Interim 49 37 14 

(N=35) 

B. Reported Meaning of Discip1 ine as a Concept: 

Sample Meanina chDsen. resoons..es oercent 
Measuring Behavif'r to Attitude Training or Punishment 

Level of Statistical 
Signif'jcance of 
Difference (p < value) 

not significant 

not significant 

Level of Statistical 
Significance of 

Topic Occasion Standards to Obey Counseling for Mi sconduct Difference (p < val ue) 

"Discipline Baseline 27 15 17 41 .05 
means to 
me. n Final 21 22 22 35 . . 

, 

- - - - - - - - - ,- - - - - - .- - - -
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this department in the past year." In Table 12, Part B, gains are shown 

over baseline for both "training or counseling to improve police officer 

performance," and "an attitude which causes officers to obey p'olice standards 

of conduct. II Corresponding declines are seen in the choices of '''punishment 

for offi cer mi sconduct, II and II behavi or according to pol ice standards of 

conduct. II This shift, which is significant and of worthwhile size, is con-

sistent with the objectives of the project activity in the APD. Again, it 

is difficult to attribute the shift to a specific cause, but the fact that 

the effect is present after the course of a full year, and that IItraining 

and counseling" normally occurs between the first-line supervisor and the 

officer, some evidence can be given to the claim that supervis~ry behavior 

has changed in this respect. Overall, although the data include some in

teresting results, the evidence to support this hypothesis is weak. (However, 

see a discussion of indirect evidence in Section 3.b, below). 

H.4 FOi"mal changes of misconduct made against personnel will be 
upheld in internal appeals. 

H.5 Sanctions recommended in formal charges of misconduct will be 
upheld in internal appeals. 

These hypotheses were proposed as the lI acid test ll of the new discipline 

system, reasoning that if the rules were fair, the investigations of any in

fraction were fair, and the resulting sanctions were imposed consistently and 

fairly, then any "fair" appeal procedure would tend to uphold the original 

findings and actions. This premise makes for an exacting and severe test, 

since a breakdown at any point in the chain of factors leads directly to an 

adverse result. Table 13 shows the appeal results for twelve cases in which 

trial boards were requested. In only two of the cases were the original 

charges and sanctions left standing intact. In an additional six cases, 

the charges stood, but sanct'i ons were reduced. In an addi ti ona 1 four cases, 
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TABLE 13 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF APPEALS AGAINST DEPARTMENTAL ACTIONS-APD 

CASE NUMBER DEPARTMENT ACTION TRIAL BOARD ACTION CHI EF OF POLICE ACTION ON REVIEW 

1 3 day suspension + 5 day suspension which Upheld Chief upheld trial board 
was held in abeyance from prior disci-
plinarv action 

2 1st charge - 1 day suspension Reduced to letter of reprimand Chief upheld trial board 
2nd charge - 3 day suspension Reduced to 2 day suspension and transfer to 

another area 
3 2 day suspension with option to work Charge #1 reduced to verbal reprimand; Chief overruled trial board 

charqe #2 di smi ssed imposed oriqinal sanction 
4 2 day suspension with option to work Reduced to 1 day suspension with option to Chief upheld trial board 

work and 1 day sU5pension held in abeyance 
for 6 months 

5 10 days suspension - no take home car Sustained all charges, modified sanction to Chief overruled trial board 
for 5 years, and incur 50% of damages officer not have to pay for damages to police imposed original sanction 
to police motorcycle motorcycle and officer given option to work 

5 or 10 day_ susEension 
6 3 day suspension; denied assignment to Upheld charges - modified sanctions 10 day Chief upheld trial board 

cycles, no take home car for 5 years; suspension with option to work 5 days; no take 
pay 50% of damages to police motorcycle home car for 5 years; no motorcycle assignment 

for 5 yeat's; incur 50% of damages to pol i ce 
motorcycle -7 3 day suspension Modified sanction to 3 day suspension with Chief upheld trial board 
option to work 2 days 

8 "10 day suspension Modified to 3 day suspension/with 7 days held Asst. chief upheld tidal board 
in abeyance 

-~"",,. .. ,,>,,> 

9 Letter of reprimand 2 charges sustained; recommended letter of Asst. chief upheld trial hoard 
reprimand; 1 cnarqe not sustained 

10 Letter of reprimand Charges di smi ssed; no disciplinary action Asst. chief overruled trial board 
imposed original sanction 

11 Letter of reprimand Charges dismissed; no disciplinary action Asst. chief upheld trial board 

12 Suspension Upheld Chief upheld trial board 

-
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charges were reversed and sanct'ions reduced or revoked. These findings are 

especially interesting because it was not possible to predict the extent to 

which a new "peer review" potential would result 1.n leniency, or an outlet 

for the rank and file simply to try to frustrate management. In one sense, 

the moderate leve.l of decision reversal shown in the cases above is very 

positive and encc1uraging evidence that the innovative and sensitive concept 

of peer review in discipline can work in -a typical department not known for 

a particularly mild or trouble-free labor-management climate. Note also that 

in the three cases in which the chief or assistant chief reversed the trial 

board finding, no additional outside appeal attempt was made. This pattern 

suggests that ultimately, a satisfying process was felt to exist within the 

internal system. Overall, in the context of a 12-month trial period with a 

procedure as radical .(for this department) as the trial board, moderate sup

port can be claimed for these hypotheses. 

H.6 The incidence of external appeals made by personnel will be reduced 
after project interventions. 

H.7 Formal charges of misconduct made against personnel will be upheld 
in external appeals. 

H.8 Sanctions ."ecommended in fOt'mal charges of misconduct will be upheld 
in external appeals. 

The complete absence of external appeals by APD personnel in 1978 (see 

Table 3) was unexpected, and, in the context of these hypotheses, suggests 

marked improvement in the APD internal system. Presumably, aggrieved personnel 

were satisfied with the trial board and the chief's review. As an alternative 

explanat'ion, it might be suggested that a trend had developed in recent years 

against use of the CAO hearing (considet'ing 1977 experience, Table 3) but this 

argument cannot be convincingly supported by the frequency data, nor by any 

attitudinal trends or contextual events noted in the study. 
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b. Other outcomes of interest. An important area for analysis is 

the pattern of total charges handled in the APD (see Table 1, Section 5). As 

noted in Section A.l.c., above, the tabled figures do not include charges 

based on citizen complaints, because only the gross figures for these are 

available for 1975-1977. No analysis was made at that time by finding or 

by type of charge. To clarify this point, Table 14 shows grand totals. The 

original APD reports carried only the following notations for citizen com

plaints: 

For 1975, Quarter 4, and 1976, Quarter 1: liThe Unit also investigated 
(number) charges and allegations where investigation clearly showed 
there was no basis for a complaint. 1I 

For 1976, Quarters 2-4, and 1977, all Quarters: liThe Unit also 
investigated (number) charges and allegations where in most cases, 
investigation clearly showed there was no basis for a complaint, 
These (number) allegations and complaints also involve referrals, 
correspondence, and complaints where the alleged victims refused to give 
statements or refused to cooperate after initial contact. 1I 

The 1978 Table 1 figures include citizen complaints, which are carried 

through in succeeding analytical breakdowns. The inclusion of citizen com

plaints as in Table 14 puts the total of 851 charge~ handled in 1978 in proper 

perspective. This increase over the 1976-1977 totals of 773 and 609, res-

pectively, (full comparative data are not available for 1975) could easily 
---. 

be due to increased emphasis on reporting and recording provided by the 

many project interventions in 1978, rather than any change in the street 

behavior of officers, or in the general standards applied by supervisors. 

Further comparisons can be made if it is assumed, as stated in the APD 

notations quoted above, that lIin most cases ll the citizen compl aints were 

ruled as unfounded. In order to make numerical estimates, the data in Table 

15 assume all 1976-77 citizen complaints to be unfounded (although presumably 

some small number were not, and are reflected in other category figures). 
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TABLE 14 

TOTAL CHARGES HANDLED IN APD 

1975 1976 1977 1978 
Source of Data Quarter -- Quarter _Quarter Quarter 

1 2 3 4 T 1 2 3 4 T 1 2 3 4 T 1 2 3 4 T 

Reported in analysis 
(Table 1, Section 5) 27 28 21 14 90 14 59 56 38 167 28 27 27 19 101 257 247 168 179 851 

Reported separately 
(citizen complaints) - - - 117 117 102 206 147 151 606 145 155 138 70 508 - - - - -

r---"~--' 

Total 27 28 21 131 207 116 265 203 189 773 173 182 165 89 609 257 247 168 179 851 
,,-



1976 
Charges 

Finding 
Number Percent 

Unfounded 697* 90.2 

Exonerated 13 1.7 

Not Sustained 11 1.4 
-

Sustained 52 6.7 

Total 773 100.0 

*For 1976, includes 606 citizen complaints 
For 1977, includes 508 citizen complaints 

-.-.----.--.-

TABLE 15 

COMPARISON OF FINDINGS - APD 

1977 1978 
Charges Charges 

Number Percent Number Percent 

553* 90.8 518 60.9 

23 3.8 183 21.5 

7 1.1 79 9.3 

26 4.3 71 8.3 

609 100.0 851 100.0 
" .. 
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With this source of possible error acknowledged, the Table 15 comparison 

shows a striking result. The apparent finding is that in 1978, many fewer 

charges were ruled unfounded, and many more were ruled exonerated or not 

sustained. The implication is that more thorough investigation was given 

to charges before disposing of them. Also, a greater proportion of charges 

were sustained in 1978. Even allowing for a biasing effect in these com

parisons due to the assumptions, the differences are so large that it is 1 ike1y 

that this pattern is real. If so, it suggests an important positive result 

of the new system: a more thorough and methodical treatment of complaints 

and evidence, following through to more discriminating dispositions of cases. 

Another important result which relates to previous analysis is seen in 

the comparison of type of disciplinary action taken (see Table 1, Section 10). 

It is apparent fr'Om inspecting the percentage profiles in Table 1 that in 

the experimental year, a shift in the use of various sanctions had occurred. 

While there is also some variability in pattern among the baseline years 

(mainly in the balance between suspensions and letters of reprimand) it is 

reasonable to collapse the data to give a combined baseline pattern for 

comparison with 1978 data as shown in Table 16. The interesting finding 

here is that in 1978, substantially less use was made of suspensions and letters 

of reprimand, and much more use of verbal reprimands, counseling and training. 

The remaining categories were virtually unchanged. This finding suggests a 

change in style from the formal and punitive, to the informal and corrective, 

precisely the kind of change advocated in the prototype, and underlying the 

various operational strategies introduced in the APD in 1978. Specifically, 

the shift implies that first-line supervisors, in turning to direct, person

to-person disciplinary techniques, and deemphasizing formal and negative 

"armls 1ength ll solutions, are taking on the difficult task of working more 
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Type of 
Action Taken 

Suspension 

Letter of Reprimand 

Verbal Reprimand 

Counseling or Training 

Demotion 

Termination 

Other 

Total 

Level of Statistical 
Si gn i fi cance of 
Difference (p < value) 

-

... ~" 

Number 
of 

TABLE 16 

COMPARISON OF 
TYPE OF ACTION TAKEN 

APD 

Combined Data 
1975-1977 

Actions Percent 

162 32 

249 50 

13 3 

8 2 

1 0 

21 4 

46 9 

500 100 

1978 

Number 
of 

Actions Percent 

59 25 

84 36 

24 10 

38 16 

1 1 

8 4 

19 8 
" 

233 . 100 

.001 
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intimately with officer behavior problems: in short, supervisors are super

vi sing better. 

These outcomes, additional to those examined under the formal hypotheses, 

add support to the judgment that this project in the APD resulted in a largely 

positive and beneficial change in the management system. 

c. Evaluation of the research effort. The research effort can be 

evaluated by cons'idering five aspects: the amount of effort that went into 

it, the nature of the results or performance obtained, the adequacy of that 

performance, the effi ciency of the study, and the nature of the process oc

curring during the study. 

The IACP effort invested in Albuquerque was relatively great as a propor

tion of total project resources, and as a typical management experiment. This 

was due to the fact that the APD was thE! first and prime site for implementa

tion of a complex system. The system itse'~f was the product uf a large-scale 

research project, and as such had to be applied by means of a thorough and 

time-consuming operation in order to do it justice. It has been estimated 

above that the APi) contribution for the development phase above was $15,000. 

The cost of the trial boards held throughout the project, including prepara

tion and conduct, is estimated at $4,680. Monitoring cost is e.stimated at 

$2,000. At the same time, a clear and immediate saving during the trial year 

was realized in the absence of CAP hearings. Assuming that the number of 

hearings that might have been hearrl in 1978 under the previous APD conditions 

was six (average of 1975-77 experience), and that APD legal costs were $400 

each, a savings of $2,400 from this source can be estimated. 
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The results of the study in terms of support of hypotheses were generally 

positive, although marginal to moderate in degree, with the exception of the 

absence of outside appeals, an important positive finding, assuming causal 

1inks for this set of outcomes. Causality can seldom be claimed with certainty 

in a dynamic, real-world research setting. A great many uncontrolled variables 

existed, with unknown relationships to the dependent variables. Although 

certainly a "Hawthorne effect" was ope)'ating for some peri od of time, as 

evidenced by the hopeful comments made by some APD personnel early in the 

project in anticipation of a positive outcome. The study period was long 

enough, however, that it could be reasonably expected that such an effect 

wo u 1 d dis s i pa te . 

The adequacy of the results must be judged against what can be expected 

in this kind of research generally. While the changes achieved here were only 

moderate by the direct, operational measures used, they may represent im

pressive changes in some of the underlying dimensions of the management of 

discipline in the APD. Organizations are complex, ponderous, and must maintain 

a delicate balance if they are to function. It is contrary to their nature to 

accomodate, successfully, abrupt changes, positive or negative, over a short 

period of time. Although project activity occurred in the APD in some form 

for over two years, this period of intervention must be considered small in the 

context of the many documented cases of organizational change efforts in modern 

management literature. 

The efficiency of the study is an expression of the immediate and long

term benefits assumed to have been gained in return for project investments. 

One tangible immediate benefit was the 1978 saving in outside appeal defense 
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costs. A possible intangible benefit was a "wait-and-see" stance taken by the 

union (and expressed as such in interviews) during 1978. The study was viewed 

in this context as a "good-faith" effort by management to make important changes 

in the disciplinary system--changes that the union favored, as shown by thei~ 

cooperation during the development phase, and the adoption of some of the new 

system elements in the contract signed even before the project implementation 

took place. Thus the departrrent gained the benefi t of decreased probabil ity 

of adverse union pressure in discipline matters during this time period. In 

addition to these short-term benefits, some continuing gains could reasonably 

be expected as a result of the one-time cost. Some of the po~itive findings 

discussed above imply a modified and institt,Jtionalized management style and 

ski 11 repertoi re whi ch have potenti a 1 benefits for an indefinite per.i od. Thi s 

kind of result is particularly valuable, and preferable to the one-time benefit 

of the "technical assistance" approach sometimes taken in a.ddressirlg organiza

tional needs. 

The evaluation process in this study should consider how and what the 

organization "learned" and how the experiment might be transferred or generalized. 

The first learning experience was through the formation and activity of the 

Staff Working Committee (SWC). While it was not unknown for the APD to appoint 

task forces for a particular study or planning purpose, the SWC for this project 

was unusually 1 arge and representative of di fferent viewpoints. Al so, the 

working style of the SWC was comparatively free, and the working atmosphere 

was influenced by the public commitment of the APD to follow through with the 

project for at least a year, under the observation of "outsi ders, II the research 

staff. All of these factors helped to encourag~ the SWC members to make a 

serious and sustained effort to cooperate in giving the new system a fair trial. 
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The repeated and intense contact among the SWC members offered a potent; al for 

new understanding and communication beyond project needs. The additional 

contact among APD members and IACP staff during interviews, training, and 

othel" project tasks a1so heightened the sense of a more "open" organization, 

and the possibility that it could make permanent change in a desired and 

controlled direction. The introduction of the trial board was a highly visible 

example of this kind of change. 

One constant theme of the interventions was to let all individuals know 

that their opinions and advice were sought, and would be considered. Also, 

much effort was given to determine priorities among the issues. Involving 

the union closely in the project was felt to be a major contributing factor 

to the progress of tasks and acceptance of project conditions among the rank 

and file. 

In drawing up advice to others on implementing a similar system, one 

principle which emerges clearly is not to attempt to short-circuit the process. 

It is likely that the total time and effort input could be decreased in a 

repetition (as it was in Lansing), but virtua'lly all of the steps in the care

fully-planned process proved to be worthwhile. The project demonstrated the 

importance of accountability at each level for roles in the change effort. 

These roles are often seen in the first critical phases as "extra" to an 

individual's job, and may be short-changed. The solution is very close, con

tinuous attention by supervisors. While the presence of outside research staff 

is invaluable as a catalyst, an aggressive, ongoing review by incumbent 

managers is also essential. This level of review can only be achieved by prior 

management commitwent with full awareness and provision for resources to be 

diverted to the system installation. 
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B. Findings: Denver 

1. Baseline data. The baseline data available for Denver include per

ceptions of the Staff Working Committee ($WC), perceptions of officers, and 

data from the Staff Inspection Bureau (SIB) on charges and actions. 

a. Staff Working Committee percepti ons. The Denver SWC was a 

highly effective working group, because of its balanced representation of 

groups and interests within the DPO, as well as the positive personal charac

teristics of the members. These individuals worked hard and were dedicated 

to the objective of implementing the prototype. The SWC considered the five 

topics presented in the standard project preliminary input questionnaire (see 

Appendix 7), and reported their consensus responses to IACP staff. Summaries 

of these responses are given below. 

(1) Present operations of SIB. 
The operation of SIB is too secretive. The officer is usually 
the last to know about an investigation. Officers need some 
protection, and should have the same rights as citizens. These 
should be spelled out in the SOP. There should be a separation 
between the functions of internal affairs and staff inspection. 
There were mixed feelings on the overall fairness of SIB. In
vestigators need more training, should be at least of sergeant 
rank, ~hould have a smaller individual workload, and should staff 
a 24-hour SIB operation. 

(2) Existing rules and regulations. 
The rules tend to be too broad, vague, and ambiguous. Various 
similar rules could be combined. Some rules are felt to be un
constitutional. Training in the rules is considered to be in
sufficient. There should be "top-to-bottom" in-service training, 
with ongoing supplementation. 

(3) Trial Board or other mechanism to determine disciplinary disposi-
tion. . 
The present system of review of cases leaves too much discretion 
to supervisors and commanders. The present procedure can be fair, 
but consistency is not guaranteed inherently. There is no mech
anism to insure due process. Peer representati on in di scip1 inary 
review is needed. 
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(4) Citizen complaint mechanism. I ii 

Citizen complaints are generally handled adequately. Improve-
ment could be made in the speed of processing complaints, in I 
the view of citizens. Officers often fee" that their time is I 
taken up replying to frivolous complaints. Also, they feel 
that they have to prove themselves innocent when a citizen 
brings a charge of any kind. It is felt that citizens do not I: 
have a good understanding of the complaint reception procedure. 

(5) The role of the supervisor in discipline. I' 
Generally, supervisors do not understand their role, nor do 
they cooperate effectively with SIB in processing cases. Super
visors may be confident of their decisions, but lack justifica-
tion. Supervisors are not adequately trained, and do not keep I 
good records of their disciplinary activity. 

b. General DPD personne 1 perceptions. The questi onnai re admini stra- I' 
tion described in Chapter III yielded the following distribution of completed 

ques ti onna ires: 

Ethnic 
Group 

White 
Spanish 
Black 
Other 

Total 

Number, of 
Offi cers in 
Department 

1,155 
135 

73 
15 

1,378 

Number of 
Officers Taking 
Qu~sti onnai re 

143 
37 
41 
4 

225 

Number of Questionnaires 
Selected to Develop 
Representative SaillQ..:,.le=--__ 

143 
17 
9 
2 

171 

A comparison of DPD with national and APD on the standard "satisfaction" 

questions appears below. 

Question 

Satisfaction 
with 
assignment 

Satisfaction 
with 
career 

Sample* 

DPD 
APD 

National 

DPD 
APD 

National 

,. Very 
Sat. 

45 
43 
39 

44 
33 
37 

Some 
Sat. 

30 
34 
31 

31 
37 
31 

Nei ther 

12 
10 

7 

9 
9 
6 

Some 
Dissat. 

10 
11 
12 

14 
16 
15 

--* Sample sizes are: DPD, 171; APD, 415; National, 2,165. 
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Very 
Di ssat. 

3 
2 

11 

2 
5 

11 
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Although sorre of the differences in these responses reach statistical 

significance, the practical differences are small. Denver is shown as a 

department comparable with others nationally in terms of overall job satis

faction expressed by its officers. 

A similar comparison on two key ~uestions of fairness of the existing 

discipline system is shown below. 

Responses in Percent 
Strongly Strongly 

Question SamQle Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree-

Rules DPD 3 60 22 12 
written APD 2 52 19 23 
fairly? National 7 61 13 15 

Rules DPD 1 14 11 43 
enforced APD 1 17 13 43 
fai rly? National 3 32 18 32 

Again, practical differences are small, with DFD seeing the rules as 

written quite favorably, and rules as enforced with the same considerable dis

favor as APD. 

No outstanding differences were noted in the DPD responses when analyzed 

across ethnic categories. For the comparison shown below, one of the more 

controversial issues, enfgrcerrent of rules, is chosen; also, Spanish and 

black subgroups are combined, and the full DPD sample is analyzed to increase 

statistical power. 

3 
4 
4 

31 
26 
15 

Sample Strongly Strongly 
Question Sample Size Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Disagree 

Rules White 143 1 15 11 47 
enforced Spanish/ 
fai rly B1 ack 78 15 8 40 

The small difference seen in these data is not statistically significant (chi

square value 0.513, 2 d.f.). 
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The remaining questionnaire responses will be discussed below by ad

dressing each of the factors identified in the earlier factor analysis. The 

first factor, on officer understanding of the existing discipline system, 

showed a low level of agreement by the representative sample when considering 

five positive statements. (Items 15, 20, 29, 33, and 37, Appendix 20). Agree

ment ranged froIU 13 to 52 percent (mean 29 percent) and uncertainty ranged 

from 19 to 28 percent. Thus nearly 70 percent of the officers di sagreed or 

were uncertain that they understood key aspects of the system. 

The second factor, on supervisory behavior, is defined by items 4, 5, 13, 

22, 23, and 24. At least 50 percent of the OPO sample agreed that supervisors 

were consistent and fair, but 75 percent were uncertain or disagreed that 

supervisors used counseling or retraining, or explained newly issued orders well. 

The third factor concerns whether officers should be held to a higher 

standard of conduct than civilian employees or the public at large, and whether 

citizens expect a higher standard of officer behavior (items 7, 8, and 9). 

Agreement ranged from 73 to 95 percent, with only about 5 percent uncertainty. 

OPO officers agree with others nationally that conduct in the police officer 

role should be, and is" judged by higher standards. 

The fourth factor reflects the percei ved fai rness of the revie\'/ procedure. 

Items 26, 32, 34, 38, and 39 state that the chief follows staff recommendations, 

the internal review process is fair and consistent regardless of rank, outside 

appeals are fair, and intE~rnal review decisions are made within a reasonable 

time. About 44 percent said the chief follows advice, and decisions are speedy, 

with 30 to 35 percent uncertain. Only 29 percent believed that internal review 

was fair (22 percent uncertain), and this fell to 21 percent agreeing that rank 

did not affect fairness (uncertainty also fell to 11 percent). Half the group 

felt that it would be necessary to appeal outside the departrrent to resolve a 
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serious difference fairly (32 percent were uncertain on this point). In sum

mary, there was ., i ttl e confi dence in sys tern fai rness. 

The final factor concerns how well management made known its rules and 

procedures on discipl~ne. Items 3, 6, 11, and 12 state that the rules and 

regulations are understandable, that officers feel free to suggest new or 

revised rules, that recruit training was effective, and that rules are written 

and distributed so that officers have a good understanding of the behavior 

expected of them. A large majority, 70 percent, agreed that the rules generally 

were understandable (only 11 percent were uncertain), but this Iflas halved to 

35 percent when the statement was made more specific about understanding expected' 

behavior (11 percent remained uncertain). Nearly half the officers agreed that 

recruit training gave them a working knowledge of the rules, and only 6 percent 

were uncertain. A relatively small group, 29 percent, agreed that officers felt 

free to suggest new rules or revisions; 18 percent were uncertain. Overall, 

these results point up a deficiency in the communication by management of its 

formal discipline system. 

Interviews with officers and supervisors supplemented the questionnaire. 

Of'['i curs \'Jere selected at random as they handed in thei r completed questionnai re. 

Cooperation was excellent and 12 interviews were conducted in private rooms. The 

interview guide, as used previously (see Appendix 29), began \'/ith a question 

designed to reveal any issue not sat';sfactorily covered in the questionnaire. 

This drew only one clear response, to the effect that the issue of taking disci

plinary steps against supervisors was not addressed. The second item, on strengths 

and weaknesses of the existing system, drew considerable comment, and much negative 

feeling about the claimed inconsistency in the application of rules across shifts 

and districts. There was also repeated ment.ion Clf a way of standardizing penalties 
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for specific infractions as a solution to this problem. Next in frequency of 

mention was the problem of a lack of clear division of responsibility between 

SIB and the immediate supervisor for investigating and recommending action on 

discipline charges. Other comment centered on the limited knowledge and com

petence of supervisors, and redundancy and lack of clarity in the manual of 

rules and regulations. Responses to the third item, on supervisors' performance, 

were mixed. Several officers said that their present supervisors were fair 

and consistent, or that "3 out of 4" were so. An equal number of comnents, 

however, portrayed supervisors as playing favorites, avoiding their supervisory 

responsibilities by trying to be a "buddy", and not giving back-up in the field, 

and being poorly trained. Interviewees were cautiously optimistic about the 

possible outcome of the study. Some felt it may lead to in-service and academy 

training in discipline being improved. Others said it may have a short term 

effect only. A few felt it may lead to clarif'ied guidel ines in the SOP, and 

strengthened authority for supervisors. One thoughtful response was negative: 

the interviewee felt that such a study could have 1.ittle impact because police 

officers generally are a loose-knit collection of 'idiosyncratic individuals, 

pursuing a mission that is nebulous at best. 

The supervisor interviewees responded to thei r fi rst questionnai re item 

by saying that tardiness and calling in sick were leading causes of disciplinary 

action. Nearly equal were having unauthorized riders in the patrol car (usually 

wOlTen) and being discourteous. It was these relatively minor situations that 

seemed to cause the most difficulty for supervisors in deciding how to discipline 

their officers. The second supervisory item drew varied responses on what changes 

would help the supervisor do his or her job. Only two ideas were mentioned by 

more than one supervisor: develop more inter-district consistency in discipline, 

and give more support from higher commanders for supervisors' decisions. Other 
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suggestions were to develop a II schedule of punishments ll
, give more discretion 

to lower level commanders and supervisors, and develop more joint investigative 

approaches between SIB and supervi sors. In answering the thi rd i tern, on ade

quacy of preparation to handle disciplinary responsibilities, most interviewees 

said they had received considerable formal training upon appointment as a super

visor, given by the FBI and Northwestern University. However, this tended to 

be on general supervisory work, with little time spent specifically on discipline. 

There was a lack of further in-service training. The fourth item asked what 

responsibilities the supervisor should have. A few interviewees felt discouraged 

that they would ever be given significant responsibility, and therefore did not 

respond imaginatively. Most, however, felt that a reasonable compromise should 

be reached with SIB and higher line commanders, whereby supervisors would have 

discretion to handle minor issues completely, would pass on felonies il11l1ediateiy 

to SIB, and would remain involved and informed on the intermediate-level infrac

tions. These interviewees wanted to retain as much authority as possib'le, but 

were willing to be overruled if, ideally, they were consulted and kept informed 

of the justification for doing so. The fifth item asked if supervisors felt 

they had adequate authority in disciplinary matters. The basic response was a 

two-to-one indication that they did not. However, one respondent felt that 

supervisors had gradually gained more authority over the last 10 years. On 

the sixth item, there was again a 2 to 1 majority saying that 1I 0 ther super

visors" are not fair and consistent in disciplinary actions, mostly because they 

try to be II nice guys,1I they become too friendly with some officers, or they feel 

they must go along with their lieutenant's wishes. The seventh item concerned 

how a supervisor decides when to discipline an officer. The responses showed a 

sound general understanding of the importance of close observation of officer 

behavior, noticing the symptoms of IIbeginning to stray," counseling, documenting 

incidents, and applying appropriate sanctions, which are increased in severity 



for repeated offenses. The final item, asking how the supervisor aligns his or 

her own standards, brought some thoughtful responses. Some said they try to 

understand and keep abreast of departmental policy, which can be a difficult 

"capturing" exercise. Then they add a human dimension of discretion. Some 

mentioned that they try to avoid enforcing "catch-all" rules whenever possible. 

One intervie'l:lee said his style was to try to "stay ahead" of a problem, taking 

action before he had to apply the formal sanctions. 

2. Project activity data. In this section, the effort devoted to the 

project by OPO and IACP staff will be summarized. 

a. Project inputs by OPO staff. The OPO was involved in the disci

pline project from September 20, 1976, to February 10, 1978. The chief and 

division chiefs spent several hours during the last quarter of 1976 deliberating 

whether to participate in the project. After conmitment on December 7, 1976, 

a Staff Working Committee (SWC) was established. The SWC met regularly from 

December 14, 1976, through August 1977. The SWC members had a high degree of 

commitment. Each of these individuals, representing both union and management, 

was enthusiastic about the possibility of implementing a new discipline system. 

Lt. Lew A'iverson (at that time a sergeant) was detailed by Chief Oill to spend 

all nec2ssary time in faci.litating the work of the SWC. Lt. Alverson did so 

in a most dedicated and effective manner. His time represented a major applica

tion of OPO resources to the project. In addition to the in-house meetings, 

the SWC met with IACP staff on many of their site visits. A major OPO input 

was the cooperation of 225 officers (and their release from duty or payment of 

compensatory time) in completing the questionnaire for baseline data-gathering. 

b. Project inputs by IACP staff. The IACP staff members were able 

to schedule many of the Denver site visits in combination with those to Albu

querque, to reduce travel cost. Also, progress in the OPD lagged behind that in 
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Albuquerque, so that on-site experience could be used to advantage. The extent 

of the inputs is shown in Table 17. Between site visits, there was frequent 

telephone contact and transmission of drafts and other c;~V'respondence. 

c. Termination of the Denver program. The work in Denver had progressed 

to the point of having produced a finalized prototype and a training plan when 

it became apparent that an objection by the city attorney on legal grounds might 

become unresolvable. Such a development had not been foreseen by IACP project 

staff due to specific safeguards provided in the original 'project plan to 

reduce or eliminate this kind of risk. The plan included the concept of in

volving closely in the project a representative of important city officials, 

so that their point of view might be incorporated in project deliberations, and 

that they would have timely notice of the developing components and products 

that were to form the new discipline system. The assumption was that conflicts 

would surface in ample time to resolve them with minimal interruption of progress. 

Throughout the work in Denver, assistant city Attorneys (first Mr. Bill 

Chisholm, and later Mr. Chuck Sellner) were intimately involved in project 

meetings and discussions. These individuals in fact had been formally assigned 

as advi sors to the Staff Working Comm'ittee. They attended meetings regularly, 

offering comments spontaneously and also when asked to consider a point. There 

\'/as no basis for assuming that the project was threatened in any way until 

August of 1977. The prototype had been finalized in July 1977, and a copy 

delivered to the city attorney's office by Sellner. While awaiting formal 

final approval by that office, work went ahead on plans for training on the 

new rules and procedures for all DPD personnel. 



TABLE 17 

IACP STAFF ON-S ITE WORK 
SESSIONS--DENVER 

Date * Number of IACP Staff Purpose 

September 20, 1976 1 Exploratory conference 

December 2 2 Obtain DPD commitment 

December 14 3 Organize SWC, press release 

January 19, 1977 2 Review existing system 

February 4 1 Organize data gathering 

March 2 3 Start rule revision 

March 23 1 Further rule revision 

March 31 2 Administer questio~naire 

May 12 2 ProcedurB development 

June 20 3 Further revision, design 
training 

September 20 2 City attorney meetings 

November 14 1 City attorney meetings 

January 12, 1978 2 City attorney meetings 

*Starting date is given. Sessions were of 2 to 5 days in length. 
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IACP staff kept in regular telephone contact with OPO staff to learn the out

come of the city attorney's final review. By mid-August, training materials and 

facilities were available, but a starting date could not be set. On September 8, 

the IACP learned that the city attorney had certain reservations regarding the 

prototype. An IACP attorney met with Mr. Brian Goral, an assistant city attorney, 

on September 20. It was the city's opinion that the prototype was so seriously 

in conflict with the .G.ity charter that the only resolution could be a charter 

change, requiring a referendum of the people. However, Goral could not give 

any clear statement of specifi c charter violations at this meeting. The next 

day, an additional IACP staff member, along with Chief Oill, met with Nr. ~'ax 

Zall, city attorney, who was not personally familiar with the prototype. This 

meeting di d not resol ve the problem. In October and November, IACP staff 

stayed in contact with OPO staff to n~nitor OPD attempts to get clarification 

from the city attorney. Assistant City Attorney Goral set out his position 

in a letter to Mayor McNichols as follows: " •.. the electorate in Denver 

has established a precise method of handling disciplinary matters within the 

police department. Under the charter, the power and authority of the chief 

is defined and to that extent limited with respect to both the procedures to 

be followed in such cases and the nature of his authority." Goral contended in 

sunmary that there was no way the prototype could oper'ate without interfering 

fundamentally with the chief's authority and responsibility under the charter. 

On November 28, IACP attorneys telephoned Goral and sought further ampli

fication of points in the letter to the mayor. Goral's objections were analyzed 

and certain changes were made in the IACP prototype in an attempt to be respon

sive. When the draft was ready, a meeting was requested with Goral, who 

declined, but sent Sellner in his place to a January 12, 1978, meeting. Sellner 

was not prepared at this meeting to represent the city attorney in any approval 
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decision. Further attempts at resolution led the discussions with Assistant 

City Attorney Robert Dowler, who attempted to restate the city's objections. 

These appeared to center on interpretations of the prohibition placed by the 

charter on the chief delegating authority in disciplinary decisions, and the 

lack of authority of the DPD to provide a due process hearing for officers 

(such authority would allegedly have to be conferred by the charter). These 

interpretations were not considered negotiable, and the IACP decided that no 

further pursuit of the matter was justified. 

The Denver program was officially terminated by letter of notification to 

Chief Dill, dated February 10, 1978 (see Appendix 31). This letter summarizes 

the attempts to sal vage the work, and notes the dedi cated efforts of DPD staff 

in the development phase. Several valuable outcomes resulted which DPD could 

use as the basis of in-house change, including the survey of officer opinion, 

revised rules and procedures, and a training package. It is hoped that the DPD 

will exploit this "head start," and develop some version of the program that 

is acceptable to the city attorney. This opportunity is especially valuable 

because of the expectations and support of the rank and file, as evidenced by 

the commitment of their representatives on the original Staff Working Committee. 
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C. Fi ndi ngs : Lans i n9 

1. B~se1 ine data':- The general questionnai re was gi ven on Apri 1 5-7, 

1978, to a random sample of 124 sworn LPD personnel. The total sworn per

sonnel as of November 30, 1977, was 271. Civilian personnel numbered 50, 

and were not included in the study. The composition of the sworn sample by 

ethnic group was: 

White 117 
Black 3 
Hispanic 2 
Native-American 1 
Other 1 

Total 124 

Due to the very small component of minority officers in the LPD, it is not 

practical to consider ethnic data separately. Therefore no attempt was w~de 

(as was made in Denver) to reach a larger minority sample. Moreover, it was 

found in both Albuquerque and Denver that questionnaire responses did not 

differ significantly by ethnic group membe'rship. 

Comparing LPD responses with the national sample on the two job satis

faction questions shows the following results: 

Questiol1 A: IIHow satisfied are you with your present assignment 
in this department?1I 

Question B: IIOvera11, how satisfied are you at this time with your 
career in this department?1I 

Sample Very Somewhat . Some . Very 
Sample Size Satisfied Satisf. Nei ther Dissat. Dissatif. 

LPD 124 Ques. A 35 35 15 12 3 
Ques. B 38 35 6 14 7 

National 2165 Ques. A 39 31 7 12 11 
Ques. B 37 31 6 15 11 
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These differences are small and not significant statistically. The LPD 

sample may be considered similar to officers nationally in their overall 

job satisfact~on. Thus other questionnaire results on specificdiscip1ine 

issues cannot be attributed to any supposed pervasive effect of an unusual 

level of job satisfaction. 

The first two key survey questions on the LPD questionnaire, asking if 

department rules and regulations were written and enforced fairly, can also 

be compared with the national sample: 

Resp9ns~s in Percentages 

Strongly Strongly 
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Di sagree 

LPD Wri tten fai rly? 2 54 18 20 6 
Enforced fa; r1y? 2 19 19 44 16 

National Written fairly? 7 61 13 15 4 
Enforced fai r1y? 3 32 18 32 15 

These differences are small. However, one of them, on Question A, is statistically 

significant. Even though an identi~a1 70 percent indicated satisfaction with 

assignment in both samples, the greater LPD lIuncertaintyll accounts for the 

statistical difference. For all practical purposes, however, LPD officers may 

be considered similar to officers nationally in terms of job satisfaction. 

The remainder of the questionnaire responses are discussed below in groups 

defined by the earlier factor analysis. The first factor concerns under

standing of the existing discipline system, as measured by items 14, 15, 20, 29, 

and 33 (see Appendix 32 for the full questionnaire and Table 18, p. 135). These 

are positive statements about the respondent's understanding of outside appeal 

routes, recording and investigation of citizen complaints, responsibilities 

of Internal Affairs, and procedures for internal review. The lIuncertainll 
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category of responses is uni formly hi gh for all fi ve i terns, rangi ng from 

20 to 27 percent. The least understood aspects include citizen complaint 

handling and internal review, with only 22 to 24 percent agreeing that they 

understand the procedures. The responsibilities of lA, and the procedure 

for outside appeal are somewhat better understood (34 and 37 percent, 

respectively). Clearly, LPD officers claim a serious lack of understanding 

of the system. 

The second factor, related to supervisory behavior, is defined by items 

4, 5, 13, 22, 23, and 24 (Table 20, p. 138). These statements refer to the 

supervisors' consistency, effectiveness in explaining rule changes, fairness 

and lack of favoritism in determining the facts of a case, and use of counseling 

and training as a technique of discipline. For the first five of these six 

items, the supervisor is rated rather well, with an average of about 50 per

cent agreement, against only 30 percent disagreement. However, only 28 per

cent agree that supervisors make use of counseling or training, with 40 per

cent disagreeing. This pattern is identical to that in Albuquerque and Denver. 

LPD officers generally support their supervisors, but see their style as making 

use of disciplinary measures other than counseling and tr.aining. 

The third factor reflects the issue of standard of behavior as expressed 

in items 7, 8, and 9. These items state that officers should be held to a 

higher standard than civilian employees and the public at large, and that the 

citizen eXPects a higher standard of the officer. Similarly to the other study 

departments, LPD officers agreed at levels of 55 to 94 percent to these state

ments. 
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The fourth factor invol ves the fai rness of the review procedure. The as

sociated items are 26 5 32.34,38, and 39 (Table 19, p. 137). These statements 

assert that the chief usually acts on staff recommendations, the internal review 

procedure is fair, this procedure ;s consistent for all ranks, that fairer 

treatment is available outside, and that internal decisions are speedy. 

Over 60 percent were not certain if the chief concurred with staff recom

mendations, but only 9 percent disagreed. Only 30 percent agreed that the 

internal system was fair, or fair by rank, and 51 percent felt that an of-

ficer must go outside the department for a fair hearing. A majority, 52 

percent, disagreed or were uncertain if 'internal decisions on discipline 

cases were reasonably speedy. The overall picture is one of substantial 

lack of faith in the fairness of the system. 

The final factor concerns the effectiveness with which management com

municates its rules and procedures on discipline, expressed in 'items 3, 6, 

11, and 12. These items state that officers understand the SOP, feel free 

to suggest changes in the system, felt that their recruit training was 

informative about discipline, and that the behavior expected of them was 

made clear. The most positive result in this set was a level of 70 percent 

agreement that the SOP was understood. However, this level fell to 41 percent 

when the question focused on lIexpected behavior. 1I Only 31 percent felt free 

to suggest changes, and 23 percent considered their recruit training ef

fective on this topic. As a whole, the results indicate an area for improve-

ment. 

The baseline questionnaire administration was followed up with interviews 

with eight officers and five supervisors chosen at random from the sample 
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attending for questionnaires. The standard project interview guides were used 

(see Appendix 29). The officers were generally satisfied that the questionna;y'e 

gave them an adequate means of expressing their detailed concerns. There was 

comment about lack of attention to top management's role and attitude in 

discipline. The "strengths and weaknesses II section brought several contnents 

about offi cers bei ng treated as if they were gui 1 ty unti 1 proven innocent, 

and feeling a threat of being charged with insubordination if they were 

anything but submissive during the course of a charge and investigation. 

There were some complaints about vague, "catch-all" rules, and the fact 

that the function of Internal Affairs was not well understood. Although 

one or two supervisors were mentioned in a complimentary way; the bulk of 

the comments accused supervisors of playing favorites, and paying excessive 

attention to minor violations of rules about haircuts, shoeshines, hats, 

and sideburns. Inconsi stency in charges and sancti ons was repeatedly 

mentioned as a source of poor morale. There was some optimism that the 

study, being an outside influence with some credibiH'1:y with management, 

would accomplish some positive change. 

The supervisors felt that they were plagued with mi'nor infractions that 

had to be dealt with! but took up a great deal of time and caused ill feeling. 

An example was the frequent damage to cars during parking in the confined 

space of an underground garage. The changes that would be helpful included 

more consultation with superiors, standardized ways to handle common viola

tions across the department, and more support for supervisors' recommended 

sanctions. Thet~ was general agreement that training did not wrestle with 

the difficult situations and decisions involved in day-to-day discipline. 

Regarding their understanding of their responsibilities, supervisors felt 

there should be improvement because the IA function was more clear than in 

the past, and division of procedure and responsibili~y was now being talked 



through on occasion. Most supervisors, though, felt that they were not given 

enough authority, and would like to have more input to the review process. 

When asked if other supervisors are consistent in handling discipline, most 

comments were to the effect that while all supervisors were aware of the 

importance of consistency in principle, pressures from superiors, or trying 

to take special circumstances into account, did cause variations in handling 

similar incidents. In deciding when to discipline an officer, one interviewee 

said he' picks up feelings from the other officers that suggest one is "out 

of 1 ine". Other comments were that a pattern of increasingly troublesome 

behavior often continues until a time clearly comes when it must be stopped. 

In order to keep a consistent standard in their own minds to apply to of

ficers, supervisors described several personal styles, having some similarity 

in the general theme of taking the best (or most workable) parts of the of

ficial system, and trying to avoid applying the very controversial rules. 
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2. Project Activity Data 

a. Project inputs b~ and IACP staff. The main input of 

resources by the LPD was through the time given by various members. This 

included interviews with commanders, meetings with the eight members of 

the Staff Working Committee (SWC), working sessions with the internal 

investigator, as well as his individual time spent in recordkeeping, and 

the attendance of large groups of officers to fill out questionnaires and 

be interviewed on five separate occasions. This entire process was able 

to move more quickly than normal, however, especially in the prototype 

development stage, because of the usefulness of the experience gained in the 

other sites. Following is a chrono~ogy of significant site activities, with 

an indication of inputs by both LPD and IACP staff. 

Number of IACP 
Date Staff on Site 

March 7-8, 1978 2 

March 9 2 

April 5-7 2 

June 12-13 1 

July 20-23 1 

August 1-4 2 

September 19-20 1 

November 13-15 2 

February 15, 1979 1 

March 8 1 

April 3-5 

June 19-21 

2 

2 

12 

Purpose Key LPD Input 

Orientation lPD & City Staff 

Orient SWC SWC 

Develop prototype SWC 
Baseline measures Officers 

Training and Officers 
questionnaire 

Develop trial board SWC 
concept 

Training Supervisors 

Review trial board Staff 
setup 

First interim measures Officers 

Discuss implementation Staff 

Discuss implementation Staff & Mayor 

Second interim measures Officers 

Final measures Officers & Staff 



In addition to these site visits, there was a considerable amount of cor

respondence and telephone contact between LPn and IACP staff. LPn also in

curred substantial printing costs, and provided frequent internal memoranda, 

briefings, and trial boards as part of its support of the project. 

b. Experience in use of tri a1 boaY'ds. As the project was developed 

and prior to implementation in Albuquerque or Lansing, several hypotheses were 

formulated (see Chapter III A.2 at page Hn. Hypothesis number 4 and hypothesis 

number 5 refer to the trial board concept as it relates to the total police 

disciplinary system. Hypothesis number 4 states that formal charges of mis

conduct made against personnel will be upheld in internal appeals and hypothesis 

number 5 states that sanctions reconmended in formal charges of miscondUictwill 

be upheld in internal appeals. These hypotheses were formulated pursuant to 

the belief that a well structured~ written, and smooth openating disciplinary 

system will in fact reduce appeals to a trial board. If officers know what 

is expected of them and discipline is handled in a fair and equal manner, 

officers \'/i11 be less likely to appeal disciplinary sanctions. 

As the project progressed, IACP staff real ized these hypotheses were dif-

ficult to impossible to prove. Prior to implementation in Lansing, Lansing 

had not had a trial board and thus a concrete measure of hypotheses 4 and 5 

was impossible. 

Hypotheses numbers 6, 7 and 8 refer to the incidence of external appeals, 

the likelihood that formal charges would be upheld in external appeals, and 

the likelihood that sanctions would be upheld in external appeals. These 

hypotheses proved impractical to document in Lansing. Prior to implementation 

of the new disciplinary system there existed no central recordkeeping function 

within IA. Consequently, to detennine the number of preimplementation external 
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appeal s and the number of postimpl ementation external appeal s one woul d hay;,;' 

to review the personnel files of each Lansing officer to determine any d;sci~ 

plinary action as well as the number of preimplementation hearings. Due to 

personnel restrictions within the Lansing Police Department, this endeavor 

was not possible. 

As stated in Chapter III A.3 (site selection criteria) a high priority 

was placed on a department's ability and willingness to implement certain key 

concepts within the department prior to being chosen as a stuQy site. Two of 

these condi tions were as fol'lows: (a) to implement a set of rules and pro

cedures which are legally sound; and (b) to develop a mechanism for due process 

hearings, and an informal review group for hearings concerning complaints 

against officers. 

Once the aforementioned commitment was received, IACP project staff and 

the respective SWC began work in these areas. As a result, a formal trial 

board proceeding was established in each site selected for study. The fol

lowing is a summary of the procedure that was adopted by the LPD. 

Members of the trial board are selected jointly by the accused and 

charging officer. The trial board consists of five members of the department. 

The selection of the trial board was originally established as follows: five 

containers are available to the officer from which to choose the composition 

of the trial board. The containers are broken up in the following manner: 

(1) captains; (2) first lieutenants and second lieutenants; (3) sergeants; (4) 

detectives, corporals; (5) police officers. The accused may randomly select 

three tags from each container plus an additional tag from his own rank. The 

charging officer may then strike one tag from each category. The accused of

ficer then strikes one name from each rank grouping plus an additional name. 

Five names remain, comprising the trial board, with the ranking officer 

acting as trial board chairman. 



This procedure was amended during the test period by the chief of police. 

The new procedure guarantees that a captain will always be on the trial board 

and act as chairman, there will always be one lieutenant and one sergeant, 

and two off; cers of the same rank as the accused offi cer if the accused of-

ficer is of nonrank. This alteration guarantees there will always be three 

ranking officers as opposed to two ranking officers as the selection procedure 

was originally implemented. 

New trial boards are selected for each disciplinary case if the accused 

officer elects to appeal the departmental action. Originally, the trial board 
I 

process was available to officers for disciplinary action from written repri

mand to dismissal; however, probationary officers were not and are not afforded 

review procedure. The right to appeal the departmental sanction of written 

reprimands was also amended by the chief during the test period. The chief 

concluded that the use of trial boards for written reprimands was extremely 

costly, both in manhours and financial resources. Consequently, he decided 

to prohibit the use of the trial board procedure for written reprimands, and 

written reprimands are now appealable only to the chief. 

The two aforementioned amendments are, at the time of this writing, being 

challenged by the Lansing Division of the Fraternal Order of Police and are 

tied up in arbitration. It is not possible to determine the outcome of this 

issue nor the effect thi s has had on the morale of the department with regard 

to the discipline project. 

Trial board proceedings are to be conducted with rudimentary due process 

as required by Michigan law. The accused officer may have an attorney and/or 

FOP representative present, but the department does not pay for the same. The 
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burden of proof is on the department to prove guilt pursuant.to the standard 

of "substantial evidence." The accused officer and the department have the 

right to present evidence, call witnesses, and examine witnesses. At the 

conclusion of the hearing the trial board shall go into executive session, and, 

by majority vote, sha 11 s ummari ze the evi del1ce, make fi ndi ngs of fact, make 

the determination of guilt or innocence, and assign the appropriate sanction, 

if any. A report containing the above cited information and the entire cCl.se 

file shall be forwarded to the chief of police. 

In previous disciplinary prototypes the results of the trial board were 

returned to the chief of police for final action; however, the Lansing Police 

Department noted that the chief would not be impartial, for he initially recom

mended the sanction via his concurrence on the charge sheet. Therefore, in 

Lansing, the trial board's action shall be the final authority within the 

police department, and the report is returned to the chief for implementation 

of the trial board's findings. The accused officer or the chief of police 

may appeal the trial board's findings to the Board of Police Commissioners. 

The Board of Pol ice Commissioners does not conduct a new hearing, but reviews 

the record of the trial board's proceedings. The Police Board may change, 

modify, sustain, or reverse the findings and determinations of the trial board. 

The chief of police then signs all cases and returns to the IAU, which files 

the cases. 

As the project progressed ;n Lansing, it became apparent that the rank 

and file were relatively satisfied with the new system. The leaders'of the 

FOP, in fact, attempted to have it written into the contract as negotiations 

commenced in February of 1979. The chief of police found this to be unsatis

factory and threatened to terminate the entire project. However, the Police 
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Board rejected the chief's request. The chief, deputy chief, and assistant 

chief believed that the trial board procedure was too costly. One major 

objection was that by involving lawyers in the trial board proceedings "too 

much talking" resulted which was counterproductive and a waste of time. It 

is interesting to note that when the chief amended the trial board procedure 

(described above) he did not remove the provision that permitted the accused 

and the department to have legal representation present. 

The purpose of legal representation is to assure that the officer is af

forded due process and if the presence of an attorney is one method of as

suring such due process, the criti ci sm is not IIJarranted. Unquestionably, the 

invo 1 vement of attorneys in discip linary matters' resul ts in protracted argumen

tation. The state of affairs, when considering due process requirements, 

however, is simply a fact that management must accept. 

The cost benefit of the trial boards held in Lansing is impossible to 

calculate. It is not possible to predict the cost of a discip1inar'y matter 

had there been no trial board procedure. However, it is safe to say that civil 

litigation, as an alternative to trial boards, is much more costly both in 

financial resources and manhours. Civil litigatiQn can drag on for months 

whereas a trial board proceeding must be held within a set period of time as 

spelled out in the discip1 inary rules. Further, once a trial board convenes, 

the length of time the board is in session and the time of deliberation has 

proved to be re'!ative1y short. In Lansing, the trial boards ranged in lfmgth 

from 1.25 hours to 19.5 hours. The latter was the exception and the average 

time involved was 6.0 hours. The manhour cost is somewhat higher when the 

number of persons involved is considered. However, as stated above, this is 

a fact that management will have to accept. 
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C. Perceptions of LPD personnel. The perceptions of .LPD personnel 

about the new system were measured on four occasions during the project 

period: immediately after training (June), first interim (November), second 

interim (April), and final (June). The post-training sample was large (124) 

because it was convenient to test the assembled groups. Interim samples 

were smaller (40 and 55) in order not to allow testing to be obtrusive. The 

final sample of 127 was comparable to the baseline group (124). 

In order to track possible changes in perception during this period, 

responses to certain questions, or groups of questions, can be compared in 

the cases where they appeared in common or some or all of the four measuring 

occasions, and also with baseline results. The discussion here will be 

patterne'd after that of the basel ine data reported in Section C.l, above 

("Base1ine data"). 

The first factor, officer understanding, is based on five questionnaire 

items, and can be evaluated for all four survey occasions, as well as baseline. 

Unlike the patterns seen in the other sites, where a large increase in reported 

understanding occurred after training, then dissipated markedly, the LPD 

pattern is one of substantial increase which is maintained. Agreement of . 

28 percent (with 23 percent uncertain) increases to 50 percent (with 33 percent 

uncertain). This result is encouraging evidence that a poor baseline condi

tion was "turned al'ound" to give a large and stable improvement. 

The next factor with sufficient interim data for comparison concerns 

fairness of the system. There was a steady gain in confidence that favoritism 

by rank was reduced in the new system. Speed of decisionmaking was seen as 

incr~ased in midproject, but there was little net change at the end. The 
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overall fairness of review, however, showed considerable improvement. There 

was modest improvement in the feeling that officers did not have to go out

side the department to get a fair hearing. 

A third comparative factor concerns management communication of its 

rules and procedures on discipline. Understanding of the SOP, feeling of 

freedom to suggest changes in it, and clarity of e)(pected behavior all showed 

moderate increases in agreement. 

In summary, there was a considerable effect in the LPD during the 

project of officer perceptions becoming favorable toward the new system. This 

is especially interesting in view of the difficult periods experienced when 

there was a reconsideration by management as to whether the system was 

workable, and a certain amount of disruption in administration of the system. 

These problems do not seem to have had a serious effect on officer attitude. 

3. Project outcon~ data. This section will present tests of hypotheses 

made originally about project outcomes, and will explore other outcomes of 

interest. Also, the research effort will be evaluated from various points of 

view. 

a. Tests of hypothese~. The eight hypotheses about possible out

comes of this study are listed in Chapter III and are discussed below in the 

context of the Lansing data. 

H.l Understanding of the disciplinary system reported by 
personnel will be increased after project interventions. 

The increase in reported understand; ng noted in the preceding secti on 

is shown in Table 18 in terms of responses to the five questionnaire items. 
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Question 
Number. Topic 

14 Understand out-
side appeal 
pt~ocedures 

15 Understand pro-
cedure to record 
citizen complaint 

20 Understand pro-
cedure tD in-
\t2stigate citi-
zen complaints 

29 Understand 
responsibil ities 
of IAU 

33 Understand 
internal 
review pro-
cedures 

Sample 

TABLE 18 

COMPARISON OF PRE/POST RESPONSES TO TEST 
THE HYPOTHESEIS ON UNDERSTANDING--LPD 

Responses, percent 
Measuring , 
Occasion Agr~(~ Uncertain Disagree 

Baseline 37 26 37 

Final 43 29 28 

Baseline 22 20 58 

Final 58 18 24 

Baseline 24 20 56 

Fi nal 37 28 34 

Baseline 34 20 46 

Final 44 30 26 

Baseline 23 27 50 

Final 38 37 26 

Level of Statistical 
Significance of 
Difference (p~ value) 

n.s. 

.001 

.01 

.01 

.001 



<, 

The tests of statistical significance show that four of the comparisons are 

highly significant, and the fifth is also in the direction of increased 

understanding. (As noted above, the sample sizes for the pre- and post-measures 

are 124 and 127, respectively). The percentage differences are large in 

practical terms. The hypothesis is strongly supported. 

H.2 Fairness of the disciplinary system as perceived by 
personnel will be increased after project interventions. 

The pre/post changes in responses to the five questions relating to 

fairness are shown in Table 19. The result for Item 26 can be interpreted 

to mean that while, originallY9 o'f'f':cers were uncertain \<Jhether the chief 

acted on st~ff recorrrrendati ons, they now tend to di sagree, knowi ng that a 

trial board finding has been injected into the system. This finding now is 

the dominant factor which the chief must consider in deciding whether to 

concur with staff recommendations. Items 32 and 34 show a large shift in 

opinion. The positive change concerning rank and fairness is especially 

important as a project outcorre, as this is one of the "hard-core" issues af

fecting officer confidence and acceptance in any police discipline system. 

Although Item 38 is nonsignificant, the direction of change is consistent 

with increased confidence in the internal system. Item 39 does not indicate 

any conclusive change in officers' views of speed of'the system. Overall, the 

hypothesis is well-supported. 

H.3 Quality of supervisors' performance in their disciplinary 
responsibilities as perceived by perso~nel will be im
proved after project interventions. 

This hypothesis is tested by comparing responses on the six items shown 

in Table 20. Items 4, 22, and 23 on fai rness and consistency show moderately 

large percentage shifts toward a more positive view of supervisors by of

ficers (although in some cases this is signified only by "less disagreement" 
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Question 
Number Topic 

26 Chi ef acts on 
sta ff recom-
mendations 

32 Internal 
review is 
fair 

34 Internal 
review is 
fai r by rank 

38 Personnel must 
go outside for 
fair review 

39 Decisions 
are 
speedy 

TABLE 19 

COMPARISON OF PRE/POST RESPONSES TO TEST 
THE HYPOTHESIS ON FAIRNESS--LPD 

Sample Responses, percent 
Measuring 
Occasion Agree Uncertain Disagree 

Baseline 29 62 9 

Final 27 40 31 

Baseline 30 22 48 

Fi na1 42 34 24 

Baseline 31 14 55 

Final 42 21 35 

Baseline 51 32 17 

Final 42 34 24 

Baseline 48 30 22 

Final 47 35 16 

Level of Statistical 
Si gni fi cance of 
Di fference (p..t:.. value) 

.001 

.001 

.01 

n.s. 

n.s. 



...... 
w 
OJ 

TABLE 20 

COMPARISON OF PRE/POST RESPONSES TO TEST 
THE HYPOTHESIS ON SUPERVISORY PERFORMANCE--LPD 

Sample Responses, percent Level of Statistical 
Question Measuring Significance of 
Number Topic Occasion Agree Uncertain Disagree Difference (p< va1uej 

4 Supervisor is Baseline 51 12 37 .05 
consistent 

Final 64 14 21 

5 Supervisor Baseline 61 15 24 n.s. 
does a good 
job of ex- Final 63 19 18 
plaining . 

~ 

13 Supervi sor ex- Baseline 45 18 37 n.s. 
plains new , 

rules well Final 39 25 36 
• 

22 Supervi sor is Baseline 54 24 22 .05 
fai r in 
determining Final 54 35 11 
facts 

23 Supervisor does Baseline 46 24 30 .05 
not show 
favoritism Final 48 34 18 

24 Supervisor Baseline 28 32 40 n.s. 
uses counsel-
ing and re- Final 35 40 25 

I training 

- - - - - - - - - -. - - -- - ..... .-.-.... - - -
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with the statement). The level of statistical significance is lower than 

for the previous results, but is acceptable at .05. A fourth item, Number 24 

on use of couns~ling, nearly reached significance (chi-square 4.09, 2 degrees 

of freedom) with an apparent shift in a positive direction. There was no 

improvement, however, in perceptions of supervisors I exp1 anations of new 

rules and rule changes. Overall, there is sound evidence of support for the 

hypothesis, although not as convincingly as the previous key hypotheses. 

H.4 Formal charges of misconduct made against personnel 
will be upheld in internal appeals. 

H.5 Sanctions recommended in formal charges of misconduct 
will be upheld in internal appeals. 

These hypotheses were intended to test the idea that improved charging 

and sanctioning by supervisors would be upheld by any ilfair" trial board. 

Table 21 shows the appeal results for 11 cases in which trial boards were 

requested. 

In four of the cases the original charges and sanctions were left standing 

intact by the tri a 1 board. In two of the aforementioned four cases the accused 

officer appealed the trial board's decision to the Police Board. In one of 

the cases the officer resigned prior to the Pol ice Board convening, and the 

Police Board upheld the findings of the trial board in the other. In an addi

tional four cases, the charges stood, but sanctions were reduced. In an addi

tional three cases, charges were reversed and sanctions reduced or revoked. 

Overall, in eight of the eleven cases, the department charges were sustained. 

These findings are interesting because it was not possible to predict the 

extent to which a new "peer review" potential would result in leniency, or an 
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TABLE 21 

SUMMARY OF RESULTS OF APPEALS AGAINST DEPARTMENTAL ACTIONS-LPD 

CASE NUMBER DEPARTMENTAL ACTION TRIAL BOARD ACTION ON APPEAL CHIEF OF POLICE ACTION ON REVIEW POLICE BOARD ACTION 

1 1 day suspension without Sustained charge; reduced sanction to Agreed with Board finding None 
pay written reprimand 

2 Written reprimand Sustained charge; reduced sanction to Agreed with Board finding None 
filing charge in officer's personnel 
fol der 

3 10 day suspension Sustained charge; reduced sanction to Appealed to Police Board Sustained charge; 
1 day suspension increased sanction 

to 5 day suspension 

4 Terminated Upheld Agreed with Board finding Upheld 

5 30 day suspension Dismissed charge Appealed to Police Board Appeal withdrawn; 
officer resigned 

6 10 day suspension Upheld Agreed with Board finding None 

7 10 day suspension Upheld Agreed with Board finding None 

8 Written reprimand Dismissed charge; removed written Agreed with Board finding None 
reprimand 

9 Loss of driver's job; Sustained charge; reduced sanction to Agreed with Board finding. Upheld 
1 day suspension loss of driver's job 

10 Written reprimand Dismissed charge Appealed to Police Board Appeal Withdrawn 

11 5 day suspension Upheld Agreed with Board action None 
-~--------- -----

----~--------------
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outlet for the rank and file to attempt to frustrate management. In one sense 

the moderate level of decisions reversed shown in the cases above is very 

positive and encouraging evidence that the innovative and sensitive concept 

of peer review in d;sciplinecan work in a department that has a strong labor 

organization. In another sense, these data can be interpreted to conclude 

that the IAU will tighten up its disciplinary operations knowing that the 

internal investigations, charges logged, and sanctions handed out are subject 

to "peer review." Further, the data suggests that the officers were moderately 

satisfied with the new internal review system. Overall, in the context of a 

l2-month trial period for this procedure, support can be claimed for these 

hypotheses. 

The remaining three hypotheses concern the amount and outcome of appeals 

external to the department. 

H.6 The incidence of external appeals made by personnel will 
be reduced after project interventions. 

H.7 Formal charges of misconduct made against personnel will 
be upheld in external appeals. 

H.B Sanctions recommended in formal charges of misconduct will 
be upheld in external appeals. 

In the case of Lansing, the external appeals are to the Board of Police Com-

mi ss i oners . 

Of the 11 cases heard by the trial board, three were appealed to the 

Police Board by the accused officer. Additionally, one officer grieved his 
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sanction after the chief had appealed the trial board's findings to the Police 

Board and the Police Board had increased the trial board's sanction. 

Unfortunately, these figures do not indicate a trend nor does this data 

prove or disprove the hypotheses in question. As mentioned earlier in this 

chapter (Section C (2)(c)), Lansing had no filing system as to charges, dispo

sitions, and appeals prior to project implementation. Consequently, the fact 

that there were three external appeals during the project test period does not 

aid in proving or disproving this hypothesis. However, Lansing personnel 

familiar with the IAU strongly believe that the number of external appeals had 

in fact been reduced subsequent to implementation of the trial board and new 

disciplinary system. 

Hypotheses 7 and 8 state that both the formal charges against personnel 

and the recommended sanctions will be upheld in external appeals. As above, 

the data received during the test period is inconclusive. Of the three ex

ternal appeals brought by officers, two have been heard by the Police Board, 

and the other was withdrawn because the appealing officer resigned from the 

deparunent. The Police Board upheld the trial board's finding in each of these 

cases. 

The chief of pol ice appeal ed tri al board action in three cases. Of the 

three appeals, two were withdrawn because the accused officers resigned; and in 

the third, the Police Board sustained the charge and increased the sanction 

handed down by the trial board. This data does not provide sufficient evidence 

to prove or disprove, in the absolute, the hypotheses in question. 

Although this data is inconclusive due to the insufficient quantum of data, 

there is support for the hypotheses in that the Police Board did uphold the trial 

board's findings in all cases and sanctions in two of the three external appeals. 

In the third appeal, the Police Board increased the trial board's sanction. 
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b. Other outcomes of interest. The outlook for continued impact 

of the prototype in Lansing is uncertain. Some indications can be learned 

from the interviews held after the final questionnaire administration, and 

the comments written as open-ended responses on the questionnaires. 

These comments are generally optimistic, but every respondent had some 

reservations about "bugs" that must be worked out of the system. A repeated 

positive remark was that officers now understand much better their rights 
, 

. in disciplinary matters. There were still concerns voiced about favoritism 

being shown to higher ranking individuals, although the questionnaire result, 

which technically is a more sound measure, shows an improvement on this per

ception. Some officers saw the trial boards as rather cautious and lenient. 

This was attributed to the possibility that board members were not adequately 

trained in their roles, and not sophisticated in discipline as an administra

tive function. 

Officers comnented that supervisors seemed to be taking their rooles in 

the new system seriously, but that counseHng was still not used enough. There 

was a complaint that a few members of the public had taken note of the new 

provisions to facilitate consideration of citizen complaints, and were 

exploiting them to simply harass the police. 

There was some feeling by officers that management sa~ ... the system as 

eroding their authority, and that the trial boards were causing increased 

operating cost (it was estimated that the averar:;~ trial board cost over $800 

in staff time, legal advice, and clerical cost). One deveo'opment that was 

cited several times was the replacement, by the chief, of one officer position 

on the trial boards by a captain. It is understood that the FOP is taking 

the matter to arbitration. 



c. Evaluation of the research effort. The decision to implement 

the prototype in Lansing was made as the solution to the loss of Denver as a 

site. The Lansing effort had to be mounted quickly in order to have time 

within the funding period to accumulate expe;"ience under the prototype. This 

need for speedy implementation served as a very useful test of what had been 

learned in Albuquerque and Denver. In those sites, a great deal of attention 

was paid to start-up procedures and the development of a careful progression 

of tasks. In Lansing, cooperation in compressing the early stages was 

obtained primarily because the IACP was able to show the results and lessons 

learned previously, and to satisfy LPD staff that a "streamlined" schedule 

could be followed with some confidence. For example, LPD staff wene encouraged 

to talk to their APD and OPD counterparts on the telephone to learn what 

practical problems and possibilities to expect. 

Lansing therefore served as an example of implementation of the system 

in a department with much less outside support than was available in the other 

sites, and in a shorter time. These conditions were of value because they 

were more typical of those to be found in departments trying out the system 

lion their own," working from the existing manual, Ma~aging for Effective 

Police Discipline. 

As can be seen in 2.a, above, relatively few IACP staff-days (43) were 

spent on-site, less than half those spent in Albuquerque. There were also 

far fewer SWC meetings. Implementation was accomplished in five months from 

the time of the first orientation meeting, as opposed to 13 in Albuquerque. 

The results obtained in teY'ms of officer satisfaction with the system were 

excellent. The LPD results did not show to any great extent the effect seen 

in the APD, where early measures gave large increases in positive feelings, 
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followed by dissipation (the tinE periods in both cases seem sufficiently 

long for stability to make comparisons on such an effec.t). Further improve

lrent is no doubt needed, and is possible in Lansing, but potential problems 

working against future gains have been noted above. This ~tudy was the 

"first bite of the cherry" in a department where union/management relations 

are much more highly developed in the traditional industrial mold than is 

the case in the other sites. It is encouraging, and speaks well for the 

effectiveness of the project, that this much progress could have been made 

in the difficult area of police discipline in the current Lansing context. 

D. Comparison of project experience across sites 

As discussed in Chapter III, the methodology of the project e~tab1ished 

a case study approach for the two sites originally selected. This approach 

prohibits a uniform analysiS of data, but informative compa)'isons can be 

made. Because of the replacement of Denver with Lansing, experience is 

available in three sites for part of the study sequence. While some important 

differences existed, the selected experiences noted below are striking in 

their similarity. 

Minority officer subgroups. Only LPD lacked a substantial minority officer 

subgroup. In the other sites, these groups were vocal and well organized. 

They were well represented on the SWC's. Interestingly, perceptions of 

minority officers or. the questionnaire did not differ significantly from the 

majority group. 

Unions. Each site had one or more employee organization or union. In all cases, 

these groups were represented in the project, and made consistently positive 

contributions. Union officers proved to be well prepared on disciplinary 

matters, having attended workshops, for example. 
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Management. Top management support for the project was excellent. In each 

site, there was at least one occasion when the chief or his representative 

needed to perform significant liaison with city officials. This proved 

unsuccessful in Denver, but otherwise this support, as well as connnitting 

large amounts of departmental resources, was adequate and timely. 

Staff Working Committees. The SWC1s proved to be outstandingly effective. 

The concept of a "diagonal slice" through the organization in choosing 

members (selecting individuals from various functions at various ranks) was 

partly responsible for this success. However, the fact that disciplinary 

issues were traditionally so troublesome in departments, and potentially 

affected everyone personally, went a long way toward building enthusiasm and 

commitment. 

Content of problems. The identification and priority ranking of problems were 

remarkably simi 1 ar across sites. Thi s was generally expected based on ea,"l ier 

national experience, but held up even in the very detailed discussions of 

the SWC. Statistics cited above show the similar levels of satisfaction with 

rules as written and enforced across sites and with the national sample. 

Rewr.i~ing of rules. The experience of critically reviewing the SOP's of all 

three departments demonstrated clearly the need for similar revision in de

partments generally. It seems l'ikely that a very common source of disciplinary 

problems is the lack of a good system foundation in the form of legal, fair, 

unambiguous rules. 
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CHAPTER V. CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The purpose of this project was to test a new disciplinary system and 

evaluate the system's process and procedures. It was shown that a new system 

could be implemented and could result in improvements with regard to the 

administration of discipline and officers' attitudes toward this sensitive 

management responsibility. The recorrrnendations supported by the findings are 

presented below. They are written in a direct advisory style, addressed to 

key decisionmakers in police departments. They are applicable to any depart

ment whose management can identify with the issues and situations described 

throughout this report. It is our belief that this advice will help them work 

efficiently toward a valuable objective---a system of discipline that is fair 

and consistent, and serves as a cornerstone of good police management. 

1. Use the prototype as a basis. The prototype system described in 

Managing for Effective Police Discipline proved generally sound as a basis for 

system design in three departr~nts. The manual gives both detailed operational 

rules and procedures, the rationale behind them, and the legal issues raised 

in the drafting, implementation, and enforcement of disciplinary rules and 

regulations. The prototype system spelled out then can be modified to suit a 

variety of conditions. Attention must be given to city charter considerations, 

state law, and co11~ctive bargaining agreements at the outset. If this step is 

neglected, or affirmative approval is not received at the outset by the legal 

office concerned, problems may develop as were seen in Denver. A step-by-step 

review of all applicable provisions is necessary as the disciplinary system is 

developed and drafted. 
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Collective bargaining agreements do not necessarily create an insurmount

able obstacle to a revision of rules and regulations or the adoption to a 

system that si,mulates the prototype found in ManagementJor Effective Police 

Discipline. Both the Albuquerque Police Department and the Lansing Police 

Department were saddled with collective bargaining agreements as the study 

began. As reported in the study, a new set of rules and regulations were 

drafted and implemented with difficulty, and the process proved time consuming. 

The manua'i serves as a comprehensive checkl ist and sourcebook, greatly reducing 

(but certainly not eliminat.ing) the groundwork needed to create a tailored 

program for a specific department. 

2. The process of creating and imQlementing a new disciplinary system is 

a time-consuming and frustrating task. Although the prototype disciplinary 

system found in Managing for Effective Police Discipline proved to be a valuable 

base from which to begin, it must be remembered that the prototype needs to 

be adopted to local conditions. Obtaining agreement to process and procedures 

by management and Staff Working Committee members was one of the most frustrating 

and tirne-consum'ing tasks in this project. Seemingly endless meetings and con'

troversies were experienced before agreement could be reached on disciplinary 

concepts, procedures and rules. The lesson to be learned from this exper'ience 

is that patience is needed by anyone planning to revise disciplinary rules and 

procedures. 

3. Get the support of local government and civic groups. Police disci

pline is not just the business of police c~mmanders. In some communities, 

citizen groups take an active interest, sometimes in a positive and supportive 

mode, sometimes not. City legal codes may be controlling as was found in Denver, 
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or city government officials may have an important role. There may be a . 

requirement for the police system to be compatible with the city personnel 

or civil service grievance system. Traditionally, police are answerable to 

the public in many ways. One of the most sensitive interfaces concerns police 

conduct, the rules which govern it, and the mechanism for applying those 

rules. 

4. Involve the police employee organizations. Employee organizations 

often find themselves defending a member in an appeal of a disciplinary action. 

However, unions, POA, and FOP units are interested in operating within a viable, 

consistent system of discipline. They, like management, have many other 

priority tasks and goals from which the constant appealing of discipline cases 

diverts resources. Union leaders, through interest and orientation, tend to 

have knowledge and insight about disciplinary matters which can be channeled 

into producing workable joint solutions. 

This recommendation cannot be overemphasized. In Albuquerque, the concept 

of the trial board procedure was so well received by the POA that a was im

plemented into the Albuquerque disciplinary system through contract negotiations 

prior to the project implementation. 

During the monitoring period in Lansing, the chief of police amended certain 

procedures of the discipl inary system (as mentioned in the report). These' 

changes created an uproar within the FOP, resulting in arbitration of the issues 

in question, which are still unresolved, as well as causing emotional strain 

within the agency. 

5. Publicize the new system. Keeping the revision of the discipline system 
. t· 

quiet is neither possible nor productive. M:my groups both inside and outside 
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the department have a stake, interest, or curiosity which can be put to work 

for the depart~ent's good. To take the initiative in examining and revising 

the system is a proactive management action which is to be admired. If it is 

true that police must live and work in a Ifishbow1", it is better for manage

ment to take the initiative than outside groups, which has happened in this 

context. 

6. Use the Staff Working Committee (SWC) concept. The formation of a 

SWC to spearhead the system development was consistently effective in the three 

study sites. By appointing a group of 6 to 12 able individuals representing 

several important segn~nts and levels of the department, not only are knowledge 

imagination, and a range of viewpoints brought to bear, but "ownership" of the 

new system is spread throughout the department by this network of informal 

leaders. Further, as was witnessed in the test sites, this concept will aid 

in provi ding the II rumor mi 11" wi th accurate i nformati on. A we 11 organi zed and 

involved SWC will be able to answer many of the questions that are posed by the 

other individuals within the agency. 

7. Treat the effort as management-focused, not discipline-focused. Disci

pline is not an independent eni.~ty, "tacked-on" to management. The administra

tion of discipline is intertwined with the entire range of supervisory and 

management principles and techniques. Management's prerogatives can and should 

be retained, while at the same time encouraging the SWC and others to consider 

how best to integrate the requirements of good discipline into all of the tasks, 

techniques, and responsibilities of supervisors and managers. 

8. Preach fjocumentation. Disciplinary issues are perhaps more demanding 

than other facets of management in that keeping records is of crucial im

portance. From a legal point of view, records of the actions of every party 
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to an incident, be it citizen, supervisor, officer, witness, or commander, are 

essential. Personnel records are vital. System records are particularly im

portant when the new procedures must be tracked and compared over time periods 

to determine where and how improvements can be made. 

If this recordkeeping function is not performed, agencies will be unable 

to compare new or modified systems with prior systems. This problem was faced 

in Lansing as the project staff attempted to compare the number of pre and post 

implementation external appeals, as well as whether the police board upheld 

the cha\ftges and sanctions a 1 arger percentage of the time after impl ementation. 

Due to the lack of records in Lansing, these hypotheses could not be proved 

conclusively. Further, any cost analysis involving financial and manhour 

resources will be impossible. 

9. Provide sufficient training. A smoothly functioning system depends on 

everyone in the department having the 'same basic information, knowledge, and 

understanding of the system. Added to this various individuals \'lith special 

roles need as much training as will make them comfortable with that role, es

pecially including supervisors, IA personnel, and trial board members. All 

test sites recorded a marked improvement in understanding, upon completion of 

the in'itial training of the new systems to be implemented. It was found, how

ever, that this preimplementation training, al though successful' upon completion, 

was not sufficient. As the monitoring period progressed, a marked decrease in 

understanding was recorded. Therefore, it is necessary to continue training at 

intervals to maintain an adequate understanding of disciplinary rules and reg

ul ations. 

10. Give first-line supervisors special attention. 

and failures start between the sergeant and the officers. 
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Discipline successes 

The supervisor needs 



all the help the system can provide, plus an unusual degree of personal skill 

in order to counsel and retl~ain officers to help them avoid disciplinary 

action. The supervisor does not often master the mechanics of the system and 

these special skills in the course of whatever ordinary supervisory training 

may be given. Special intensive training is needed, with follow-up support. 

This can include routinely keeping the supervisor in the picture on all depart

mental processing of his or her cases, and providing regular supervisor peer 

group meetings to work out ways of interpreting rules and procedures consis

tently department-wide. Fairness and consistency in handling disciplinary 

cases should also be stressed. One of the overriding concerns of officers in 

the test sites was the fact that superiors were seen as inconsistent and un

fair. Many officers believed that the intensity of the investigation and grade 

of sanction hinged upon the identity of the alleged errant officer. Many of

ficers also felt that some inconsistency was present due to the different views 

that various supervisors had toward discipline. Although this is inevitable, 

supervisors should be counseled to minimize inconsistencies. 

11. Develop a permanent policies and procedures review board. Given a 

management responsibility as complex and challenging as discipline, it is not 

reasonable to expect that the perfect system, in all its detail, will be 

developed the first time out, and never need to be changed. By setting up a 

pol icies and procedures review board which meets to hear suggestions and com

plaints about the system, management will be responsive to officers, and will 

be in a position to develop improvements in a gradual, controlled, coordinated 

manner. Another function this board could serve is to act as a standardized 

training resource for trial board members, especially when a rotating, or 

1I0ne-time ll (when a new board is convened for each hearing) system is used. 

152 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
II 
I 
II 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

12. A tight disciplinary system win enhance management's ability to 

deal with disciplinary matters. One of the most significant outcomes of this 

project was an improved internal affairs function. In both Albuquerque and 

Lansing, the Internal Affairs Units developed a keen awareness respecting 

details. Although staff assigned to the IAU in both agencies had a general 

idea of their responsibilities, the new system forced the units to become 

more IIpaper conscious. II The records were providing answers to questions such 

as "How many compo, aints has the departrrent r'ecei ved; II "Whi ch offi cers are showing 

a trend or proclivity toward certain behaviors;" and "Which supervisors are in 

need of increasing supervisory skills." The new system became a true organiza

tional sensor which could uncover undesirable conditions and identify problems 

to be resolved by discipline (positive and negative), training, policy and pro

cedura 1 changes. 
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POLICE DEPARTMENT 
fl01 MAROUETTE NW 

ALBUQUEROUE, NEW MEXICO 87102 

Mr. Thomas A. Hendrickson 
Assistant Director 
Legal Development Division 

November 18, 1976 

International Association of Chiefs of Police 
Eleven Firstfield Road 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20760 

'I' 

REFERENCE: I. A. C. P. Discipline Project 

Dear Mr. Hendrickson: 

'\ " 

The Albuquerque Police Department wants very much to be selected as 
one of the departments for research and implementation of the t. A. C. P. 
Discipline Project. Following our discussions with you and Mr. Bjorn 
Pederson, of your staff, the Chief officers, Planning director, Internal 
Affairs director, Legal Advisor, and president of the Albuquerque Police 
Officers Association conferred on the implications of this project for 
improving the entire disciplinary process of our department. 

The administration and union leadership of this department are united 
in our commitment to actively participate and cooperate in the discipline 
project. Specifically, we are committed to the following: 

1., To revise existing policies and procedures that insures 
the Internal Affairs Unit exercises control over all 
internal investigations. 

2. To implementing the r. A. C. P. Prototype rules of conduct 
except in those few areas where we are prevented from 
doing so by local ordinance or statute. 

3. To adopting the concept of a trial board for due process 
hearings and a conduct and procedures review board for 
less formal hearing of disciplinary cases. Spesifically, 
we will adopt the I. A. C. P. Prototype Discipline Procedures 
except where we are prevented from doing so by local ordinance 
state law, or collective bargaining agreement. If we are 
not able to implement the prototype procedure in toto, you 
can be assured of the adoption of the concepts. 



- 2 -

4. To rcv151ng cxisting~olicies and Ilractices in order to 
facilitate the receipt of citizen complaints against officers 
and insure the proper attention of investigation and 
resolution of those complaints. 

5: To implenlenting policies and controls that clearly define 
supervisors' discretionary power to initiate disciplinary 
action, thereby assuring consistency, fairness, and compliance 
with legal requirements. 

The Discipline Project represents the potential for resolving a 
serious area of conflict within a large number of police agencies. We 
certainly see the prospect for helping the Albuquerque Police Department 
to greatly improve our own disciplinary process and solving many 
long-standing problems. 

We look forward to being selected as one of the project cities . ... 

BVS/ms 

;~ 
BOB V. STOVER 
Chief of Police 
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BOB V. STOVER, Chief of Police 
ROBERT D. FENTON, Police Public Information Offic(~r 
Police Building, 401 Marquette, N.W, • Albuquerque, II/ew Mexico 

THURSDAY, DECE~1BER 2, 1976 

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE SELECTS 
ALBU~UERQUE FOR MODEL POLICE DISCIPLINE PRQJECT 

STATEMENT OF ALBUQUERQUE POLICE CHIEF BOB STOVER: 

This week the Albuquerque Police Department has been selected as one of two 

police departments in the United States to implement a model police discipline 

project funded by the Law EnfOl"cement Assistance Adm.inistration (LEAA) of the 

United States Department of Justice. 

If successful~ this project will result in an improved Albuquerque Police 

Department discipline system Which will benefit poiice management, poiice officers 

and the public. 

The selection of the Albuquerque Police Department for this project is the 

result of discussions with the International Association of Chiefs of Police (IACP) 

several months ago. 

These discussions resulted in an agreement that the Albuquerque Police Depart

men~~ould impqemeot the model system and wou1d cooperate in gathering and supplying 

data on the results of the project. IACP personnel assigned to the Albuquerque 
" 

project include: Bjorn Pedersen, research consultant; Dr: Andy Crosby, and Tom . 
Hendrickson, attorney. The IACP is a non-profit organization devoted to the study 

and improvement of police management and operations. 
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NEWS RELEASE 
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 2, 1976 
PAGE nJO 

The Albuquerque Police Department has formed a special committee to 

implement the discipline system. Assigned to this staff committee are: C. B. 

Cosgrove, Police Legal Advisor; Captain B. E. Ray, Inspections Section; Lieutenant 

M. L. Ward, Field Services Division; Sergeant R. Villella, Planning and Inspections; 
(; 

Sergeant J. M. Williamson, Training Unit and President of the Albuquerque Police 

Officers Association; Sergeant W. Iverson, Criminal Investigations Division; 

Officer E. Sanchez, Field Services Division; Offic~r J. Hearn, Criminal Investigations 

Division; Officer ~L t1aez, Field Sel~vices Division, and Mary Alice ~1artinez, 

civilian, Records·Unit. 

Police discipline issues have recently become a focal point of national 

labor-management discord. Officers frequently complain that there are too many 

rUles, tnat the rules are oTten unnecessarily vague and Droad and that the ru1es 

are inconsistently enfor~~d ~long with inconsistent penalties. A poor discipline 

system can.generate or reinforce negative work attitudes. A top-notch system 

however, can produce positive behavior changes. 

AftBr studying seventeen police departments around the country, the IACP 

has formulated a model discipline system which strives to: 

--set up a departmental mechanism for the affirmative reception and 

investigation of citizen complaints. 

--arrive at a simple, short and reasonable set of rules and regulations 
'. . . 

'--institute an internal mechanism whereby an accused officer is afforded 

"due process" and can appeal to a Trial Board which includes peer 

representation. 

The Al buquet'que Pol ice Department \'Ii11 adapt and institute this model system 

to see if it works here. If it does, it is likely that the system will be tried 

in other cities. 
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(IIEHS RELEASE 
THURSDAY, DECEMBER 2, 1976 
PAGE THREE 
-----------------------------

The project is scheduled to run for two years (until July, 1978). 
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-' City Police Dept. Selected- ... "'r .,- -
. ForPi/ot DiscipliniP,.oj~ct ! . 

j 

. ' 

. , . ! 
t9 receive and investigate citizen' , . : , .. - Albuquerque's police deptu1ment 

: has been selected one of two in the Jaints \ 
~ " ' w~tem United S~tes to experiment 
, with a pilot project designed to reduce 

comp ,,', -'; ." - . '. " . - 1 
e Afford in acCused pOllee offiCer' 

"due process" -before a trial board that 
includes peer representation. . ' 

:~ common diSciplinary problems expen-
. enced by metropolitan police forces, 

C!:ie! Bob Stover announced Thurs-
day. '. . 

if the experimental prO~t proves 
successful in Albuquerque, said Stov
'er, the system may be implemented in 
~ de~nts across the country. 

A lo:member special' committee has 
been (ormedto implement the me
chanics of the system, Stover said. 

" . 
Sto'leI' said the system, if success.' 

(ul, could reduce labor-management 
disr.:ord over ~plina!'y issues. 

,. , 
. , Basically, the proj~ will strive to: 

• Develop a simple, sM'!'1: and rea
aoaable set of rule5 and regulations. "OfficerS frequently complain' that 

there are t~o many rules, that the 
rules are often unnecessarily vague 

,and broad and that the rules are incon- • 
sistently enforced along with incon

.,' sistent penalti~s," Stover explained. 

~ , "A Poor cfisclpliJH! system ~ gener
;. ate.,r .reinforce negative. work atti
~ ·tudes whereu a topnotch system can. 
;; ~~~ positive behavior ~ges'''; 
~ , . . .,.... i 
~", Albuquerque was selected from 17' 

departments around the country to 
. ' par.ticipatr in the pilot project 
~. . . 
:: The proJect was deSigned by the 

International Assn. of Chiefs of Police 
,nd is being funded by the Law En

~, 'forcement Assistance Administration. 

: : "="., 
;~ ., ".: , :_' ~, , '. ',':;'-1 
~::~;.;i.;~;:.;,.~,~:~.;~~~~ ~' 
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I. 

1.-1.6 

Written Directives 

* DESCRIPTION OF THE DISCIPLINARY 
PROCESSES OF THE ALBUQUERqUE POLICE 
DEPARTHEiH PRIOR TO JANUARY 1, 1977 

Until 1971, the police department directives were not systematized to 

any degree. In about 1950, a pocket-size book of rules and regulations 

was published and issued to all sworn personnel. The 1950's version 

contained rather detailed and even idealistic job descriptions, lists of 

typical duties and rules of conduct. The rules contained a provision 

for unbecoming conduct which listed about fifty specific acts or omissions 

ranging from tardiness to immoral behavior, anyone of which constituted 

the infraction and could be grounds for dismissal. 

Procedural manuals, or manuals of standard operating procedures were non

existent prior to 1973. The Police Academy published monthly training 

bulletins from 1962 to 1970. The bulletins covered a broad range of 

police topics and became de facto operating procedures in the absence of 

administrative directives. 

Prior to 1971, special operating orders, personnel orders, and other 

written directives consisted of "Chief's Orders," issued unnumbered and 

filed by date of issue. The orders dealt primarily with personnel 

transfers, changes in organizational structure, and announcement of 

special events. 

*This appendix item was prepared by Albuquerque Police Department staff prior 
to project implementation. 



Tactical plans, emergency operating procedures or standard operating 

practices were not documented. Large-scale and recurring operations 

2 

were often run by very informal means, \'Jith resultant confusion. Traffic 

control for annual parades and the state fa.ir was usually directed by a 

supervisor who kept a lot of details in his head or who kept notes on 

matchbook covers. 

Beginning in 1971, the police department administration began a more 

deliberate process of research, staff p1anning t and documentation of 

policy, rule and procedure. In ,n,ugust of that year, a general order system 

similar to that of Dallas, Texas and Kansas City, ~1issouri was established. 

In a short time, the accumulation of g~neral orders became a problem all 

its own. Printed letter-size and prepunched for three-ring loose leaf 

binders, department personnel soon had blo 3-inch binders to be concerned 

about. 

In mid-1972 the department began efforts to update its rules of conduct. 

The 1950 l s handbook, existing general and special orders, personnel 

regulations, and long-standing but unwritten policies were compiled into 

a Hanual gf Rules and Regulations which was issued in mid··1973. 

The i·1a:1ual \'Jas soon found to be inadequate. Due to the manner of staffing 

the draft of the Manual, and deficiencies in editing, major areas of official 

conduct \'Jas left uncontrolled. Vague terms and unclear language in the 

Nanual left the department administration without recourse to deal with 

certain common infractions or acts normally deemed to be misconduct. 
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2. 

2.1 

In late 1974, a new di~ection was taken in the establishment of a 

directive system. The Planning and Research Unit compiled the first 

editi on of \'1hat is the exi sting Department Standard .QE.§rating Procedures 

(SOp) Nanual. 

3 

First published in 1975, the Standard Operating Procedures Manual rep

resented a refinement and compilation of general orders, personnel orders, 

special orders, and rules and regulations then in effect. The Standard 

Operatin.9.£rocedures f1anual is published in half-letter size form in a 

three-ring loose leaf binder. Amendments or additions to the Standard 

Operating Procedures Manual are made by Department Special Order at any 

time, with change pages to the manual issued semiannually. 

Preparation of Written Directives 

The police department Planning and Research Unit is responsible for the 

actual writing or coordination of writing, and preparation of department

level directives. 

In a typical case, the Chief of Police will forward a particular problem 

statement to Planning with a request to research the problem and propose 

a solution in the form of a Standard Operating Procedures amendment or 

addition. The planner will set ctLDout to research available information, 

interview key people most concerned with the problem, and draft a special 

order for the signature of the Chief of Police. Depending upon the nature 

and complexity of the problem, the draft order may be submitted to the 

Deputy Chief of Police most concerned, or to lower echelons for comment 

prior to issue. 



2.2 

2.3 

2.4 

The Standard Operating Procedures Manuf:l.l speci fi cally invi tes input from 

all levels of the department. and a formal mechanism for providing such 

does exist. In actual practice, such input is not actively encouraged, 

and very little is received. 

4 

The Albuquerque Police Officers Association (APOA) is the collective 

bargaining unit for sworn personnel in the rank of patrol off"icer through 

ca~tain. The Albuquerque Police Officers Association has been active in 

a few cases in negotiating Standard Operating Procedures changes. Revision 

of provisions for the use of the polygraph and inclusion of key terms of the 

"Peace Officers Dill of Rights" in the conduct of internal affairs investiga

tions are the most notable. In the case of the polygraph use, the Albuquerque 

Police Officers Association-City contract altered, or at least more clearly 

defined policy and procedure. 

The inclusion in the Standard Operating Procedures of key parts of the peace 

officers bill of rights was a matter of discussion and agreement on terms of 

il drafted revision to the then existent general order governing internal 

affairs investigations. 

Input from lower echelon personnel or from the Albuquerque Police Officers 

Association has not been actively sought. Officers have submitted excellent 

proposals on occasion, but public recognition is not usually provided. 

Organizational entities are required to maintain their own operational 

directives in Standard Operating Procedures form, but there is no formal 

inspectional machinery to assure compliance. Documentation ranges from 

rather complete to nonexistent. Officers can be disciplined for violations 

of existent directives. 
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2.6 

2.7 

2.1.1 

2.7.2 

Classification, Indexing, and Control 

Oepartmental directives are well organized by subject and appropriately 

indexed. Standard formats are used. The Standard Operating Procedures 

t1anual is orga,nized by subject matter and indexed by a modified Dewey 

Decimal System. 

The Planning Unit has sole authority to number and control departmental 

directives. Division or section orders are required to be furnished to 

the Planning Unit where they are monitored to assure compliance with 

departmental directives covering the same subject. Directives that add 

to or modify provisions of the Standard QperatinB Procedures Manual are 

trans ferred to manual fO'rm semi annua lly. 

Concurrence 

5 

The formal process consists of the submission of a proposed directive to 

the Planning and Research Unit by any member or un"1t of the organization, 

a study by the planner assigned to the proposal of existing directives, 

applicable law or policy, a drafting of the directive, staffinp byentiti'S's 

likely to be affected, revision and final documentation, then ~ubmission 

to the Chief of Police for approval and signature. 

In practice, anyone or all of the above process is subject to being bypassed. 

The Chief of Police may issue a special order and simply require the Planning 

Unit to issue·a number and prepare it in proper form. A Deputy Chief of 

Police may do essentially the same thing, conferring with key people affected 

by the order, and taking it to the Chief of Police for approval. The Planning 

Unit may initiate a directiv:e on its own, and convince the Chief of Police 
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that it is required. In most cases the Chief will confer with his Deputy 

Chiefs and seek concurrence before a directive of any import is issued. 

2.8 Update and Revision 

:2 .3. 1 

2.3.2 

2.8.3 

3. 1 

Directives as stated in the Standard Operating Procedures Manual are in 

effect indefinit~1y. Additions or revisions to Standard Operating Procedures 

at'e published by spec'ial order. All special orders are in effect for a 

1 imited time, alld in every case for no more than six months. 

If a special order directs an addition or revision of the Standard Operating 

Procedures Manual, the terms of the order are incorporated into manual 

revisions within six months. 

Review, purging, and updating of the Standard Operating Procedures Manual 

is required semiannually. 

Other review, revision, and updates are subject to occur at any time 

due to: 

2.8.3.1 
2.8.3.2 
2.8.3.3 
2.8.3.4 
2.8.3.5 

Distribution 

Recent court decisions 
Changes in administration 
Improved methods of operation 
Suggestions from staff 
(Very infrequently) citizen suggestions 

1\11 department personnel, sworn and non-sworn, are provided a copy of 

the Standard Qperati n9 Procedures Manual and all change pages. 

Special orders that add to or amend the Standard Operating Procedures 
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Manual are distributed to all supervisors, with the intent that all 

personnel be apprised of the new directive. 

The notification to all personnel of special-order revision of the 

Standard Operating Procedure~ r'~anua 1 is probably the weakest 1 ink in 
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the directive system. In most cases, there is no formal machinery for 

assuring such notification. Some units post copies of the special orders 

or circulate them among all members and employees and require each person 

to sign after reading. 

Restricted distribution of special orders which apply to a limited number 

of people does occur. However, if the special order modifies the Standard_ 

Operating Procedures Nanual, general distribution is made. 

After signature by the Chief of Police, his secretary sees to the reproduc

tion of the directive and distribution. of copies through the department 

mai1 room. Change pages to the Standard Operating Procedures are issued 

personally' to each member or employee by the property section. The property 

section checks off the issuance to p~r:;:onnel via a complete roster. Follov.Jinq 

an announced issue period, usually fifteen days, the property section notifies 

supervisors of their personnel who have failed to collect their copies. 

Supervisors are then expected to take corrective action, usually in the form 

of a personal instruction to the late-responding person to go collect their 

change pages. 

Special orders are usually read at roll-call for patrol personnel. They 

are required to be read on three consecutive days in order that personnel 
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on days off would be present for at least one reading. Other activities 

that re~uire sign-off by their personnel thereby assure that their people 

are informed of the directive. 

Training to Assure Understanding 

(For :lmA! Employees) 

About 20 class hours of police academy training are devoted to rules, 

regulations, Standard Operating Procedures and other directives specifically. 

In addition, class subjects on other training curricula refer to applicable 

directives, especially the Standard Operating Procedures Manual. All told, 

the time devoted to the directives system, both directly and by inclusion in 

other subject matter anproaches 200 hours. 

Lesson plans are prepared by Academy staff. 

Lesson plans are required to be reviewed and updated as necessary prior to 

each academy presentation. 

Acaden~ staff assigned to that block of instruction is responsible for 

such updating. 

Lesson plans are not normally revie\'/ed and approved by the Chief of Police. 

Occasionally, some burning issue such as use of force will give the Chief 

cause to question specific instructional content, emphasis, and technique. 

In the main, lesson plans and written directives are in harmony. Some 

conflict has occurred in the emphasis or lack of same in the actual 

delivery of training. Instructor interpretations may differ from admin

istration intent, and even personal preferences may color the manner of 
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impressing the students with expected or accepted behavior. 

(For In-Service Employees) 

9 

Roll call or in-service training relating directly to disciplinary 

procedures, rules and regulations, etc. has been very weak and practically 

nonexistent. The most common form consists of a cursory reading of new 

directives at roll call, circulation of the directive, or issue without 

comment to all personnel of Standard QE~rating Procedures ~'anual change 

pages. 

Misconduct Defined 

Discipline is not clearly defined other than in general terms referring to 

the responsibilities of the Chief of Police for the efficiency and effective

ness, general conduct. discipline, and appearance of personnel. 

Recruit (cadet) officers are instructed in various aspects of discipline, 

both positive and negative, personnel responsibility, personnel rights and 

obligations~ and are indoctr'inated in the Police J\,cademy with military-style 

comnand-obedience direction. 

Standards for misconduct are not clearly defined and uniformly applied. 

The following written directives are or may be used to justify the taking 

of disciplinary action: 

standard Operating Procedures Manual 
Special Orders issued at the departmental, 

divisional, or unit level 
City Personnel Regulations 
Traffic laws 
Criminal 1 aws 
Code of Ethics 
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From 1973 through 1977 the department had no IIcatch-all ll provision. Cases 

of misconduct that did not fit specifically defined behavior were variously 

charged under the Code of Ethics, or a p'rovision of the r·1erit (Personnel) 

Ordinance granting authority to discipline employees for lI any justifiable cause." 

Inspections 

The police department includes the staff inspections function in the Planning 

and Research Unit, now dubbed Planning and Inspections. For a brief period 

from 1973 to 1975 the staff inspections function was manned and somewhat 

active, though largely ineffective. 

Line cOr.1manders and supei"'v;sors have a general obligation for continued 

inspection and assurance of their personnels' conformance to policy and rule, 

and performance within existing directives. Except for patrol commanders' 

requitement that first-line supervisors conduct monthly personnel inspections, 

it is safe to say that the inspectional function is largely ignored. 

Standard Operating Procedures Manuals are numerically controlled and required 

to be maintained by all personnel. A few first-line supervisors infrequently 

inspect for compliance. 

There is no formal, explicit inspections program for maintenance of Standard 

Operating Procedures r·lanuals. Copies of missing change pages are readily 

available through the property section. 

Supervisory Responsibility for Piscipline 

Supervisors are expected to explain written directives, though they are 

not specifically trained in effective techniques. Staff conferences are 

frequently held, which often serves to inform the supervisors. The~e is 
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no existing program to assure accurate transmission of explanatory 

information. 

In-service supervisory training, especially for new or prospective first

line supervisors is inadequate. Training of first-line supervisors consists 

of forty hours of local in-service classes at the time of promotion. 

Enforcement of Hritten Directives 

There has been no special training after academy recruit school designed to 
.' r ~ 

instill or reinforce disciplinary responsibility. 

By written directive, supervisors are held accountable for effective and 

consistent discipline of subordinates. Infrequently, such accountability 

is enforced. The infrequent cases have resulted in fo.r.mal disciplinary 

action ranging from written reprimand to demotion. 

The inmediate supervisor has authority to initiate disciplinary action in 

the form of verbal or. written reprimand, or suspension without pay for 80 

hours or less. Suspension does require approval of an activity commander 

(mid-management), If the employee does not accept such action, he or she 

may appeal as described later. 

Emergency suspension pending further action requires prompt notification 

to the activity commander and complete documentation in investigative 

letter form to the appropriate Deputy Chief of Police by the next duty 

day. The suspended person normally is directed to report to his Deputy 

Chief on the next duty day, at which time a decision is made whether to 

continue the suspension pending formal action, or allow him to return to 

duty pending action. 
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3.1 

Oral reprimands require a penned notation on a "verbal action" file 

card maintained at the operating unit level. Such notations are purged 

annually. 
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Written reprimands are prepared in triplicate with the charged person 

receiving the original. The copies are forwarded through channels to the 

Chief of Police. After his review and approval, one copy is placed in the 

member's personnel file, the remaining copy is filed in Internal Affairs. 

Supervisor's Responsibility in Investigating Misconduct 

Internal--The immediate supervisor receives the complaint or detects the 

infraction, generates a report of the misconduct, including any required 

evidence or inve~ti9ation. He will usually initiate a letter to the offending 

party, notifying him of the basis fct':initiating disciplinary action, and of 

the action to be taken or recommended. 

During this process, the supervisor has conferred with his activity commander 

at the mid-management level, gotten concurrence on appropriate action. If 

the action involves suspension without pay, a Personnel Action (P-l) form 

is accomplished. If the action involves suspension ~lithout pay for 80 \>Iork 

hours or less, the commander, if he concurs, has the option to proceed with 

imposition of the penalty. If the commander does not concur, he directs other 

action. 

If the action involves suspension for more than 80 hours, demotion, or 

dismissal, the case is presented to the appropriate Deputy Chief before 

proceeding. In those extreme cases, the Deputy Chief conducts a recorded 

but largely informal review of the case at the direction of the Chief of 

Police. The Chief of Police will usually conduct the review personally in 
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cases of recommended dismissal. 

The charged officer or employee is served with the origin-ail notice of 

disciplinary action letter and copy of the personnel action form. Copies 

of the letter and personnel form are forwarded through channels where they 

are endorsed by the deputy chief and Chief of Police. One copy of the 

letter and the personnel form are then forwarded to the Personnel Unit for 

further processing through the payroll section, Chief Administrative Officer's 

office, and ultimately to the City Personnel Office. 

One copy of the charging letter and all investigative letters are forwarded 

for filing in the Internal Affairs office. 

External--The process is essentially the same for externally-generated 

complaints, with the only variation being the first action processes. 

Since 1971, there has been a depar~nent~l requirement that all citizen 

complaints be documented upon receipt by any officer or employee and the 

coniplaint form be forwarded to Internal Affairs for investigation or referral. 

That requirement has been grossly ignored. 

Trivial or minor complaints often are not documented. Many in these 

categories are either ignored or not adequately resolved. 

Minor complaints lodged directly with the Internal Affairs Unit are usually 

referred to the accused party's supervisor for handling and resolution, 

with no system of follow-up or reporting to assure completion. 

Record Keeping Functions 

Each activity to which personnel are assigned keeps an informal individual 
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file. In the files are emergency notification data, copies of current 

performance evaluations, extra copies of commendations, letters of rep

rimand, notices of disciplinary action, and miscellaneous notations. Each 

office maintains a verbal action fi"le in which notations of verbal rep-

rirnands are entered, and purged after 12 months. 

Compl ete personnel records are centrally maintained in the department IS 

Personnel Unit. Letters of reprimand are purged after 12 months. Other 

documents of limited value are purged annually, with permanent documents 

filmed on microfiche, then the hard copies destroyed. 

Supervisors have access to their subordinate's personnel and internal 

affairs records. All employees are made aware of their right to inspect 

their personnel and internal affairs records upon request. 

lIandling Citizen Complaints 

It is departJnental policy that all citizen complaints be accepted a.:1d 

reduced to writing. However, see III. 3.2 above. 

Management seems to have acquiesced to the violation of such policy, 

except in cases of serious misconduct or criminal activity allegations. 

Once, in 1974, a supervisor ViaS disciplined by suspension for failing to 

receive and appropriately handle a citizen complaint. 

The determination of \'/hich complaints to document has, by lack of 

adequate controls, placed the department in an untenable position. 

Specific Procedures for Handling Citizen Complaints--The mechanism for 

receiving citizen complaints is formally established as previously 
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described. In practice, the fol1o\-/ing conditions are typically handled 

as described below. 

Reported to officer in the field. Referred to the watch commander or 

internal affairs office. 
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Repoy·ted to supervisor in the field. Basic information is col'lected and 

given verbally or in writing to the appropriate supervisor. If complaint 

is against one of his own subordinates, the supervisor may proceed to 

r'eso 1 ve it. 

Reported to desk officer in station. Referred to watch commander or 

internal affairs office. 

Reported by telephone. Referred to watch commander or internal affairs. 

Reported anonymously by telephone or letter. If trivial, no action; if 

serious, investigated by internal affairs. 

Reported by letter. Forwarded to internal affairs or concerned deputy 

chief for handling and response. 

Reported to Chief. Referred to internal affairs or concerned deputy chief 

for handling and reply. 

Reported to city manager, mayor, or councilman. Referred to Chief, who 

usually proceeds as in 2~7 above. 

Recording of Citizen Complaints. 
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Specific require~ents made on the citizen who makes a complaint: 

Gy collective bargaining agreement with the Albuquerque Police Officers 

i\ssociation, discir>linary action based on a citizen's complaint must be 

supported by the complaining party's notarized sworn, written and signed 

statement. 

Complainants are not required to submit to a polygraph examination, though 

the technique is infrequently used. If all investigative leads have been 

exhausted and the polygraph examination seems warranted, the complainant 

will be asked to submit to a polygraph. Should he refuse, or be shown to be 

untruthful, the case is usually unfounded. 

Complaining citizens are not routinely warned against making a false report 

to the police. In a few cases they have been so warned during the course of 

the investigation of their complaint. 

/\,11 internal affairs interviews are recorded and transcribed. No off-the-

record statements are permitted, thus any v/arnings, or lack of same, are 

documented. 

!)alicious false accusations are prosecuted \',here adequate evidence exists 

to assure conviction. During the past five years, there have been three 

prosecutions, each resulting in conviction. 

Investigation of Misconduct 

Pssignment and Time Restraint 

Investigatory responsibility is normally assigned by the Internal Affairs 

Unit. There are many allm'Ja!:>le exceptions by common practice, if not by 

written policy. 
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The Internal Affairs Unit is assigned responsibility for investigating:* 

1I,'l.. Allegations or complaints of misconduct of police 

department personnel which, if found to be true, 

would likely result in disciplinary or criminal 

proceedings against the offending parties. 

liB. Allegations of actions or conditions involving breaches 

of integrity or moral turpitude. 

"C. Situations where police personnel have been killed 

or seriously injured by the deliberate act of any person. 

110. Situations where any person has been killed or seriously 

injured through the use of deadly force by on or off-duty 

police personnel. 

liE. Situations involving the discharge of fireanns by police 

personnel acting in a real or assumed official capacity 

other than lawful sport activity or approved firing at the 

police range. 

IIF. Complaints by police personnel of internal personal harrass

ment, threats, or false accusations. 

IIG. Any other incident when requested or directed to do so." 

*Source: Section 242.02 of Albuquerque Police Department Standard 
Operating Procedures Manual 

Investigations of lesser import than those listed above, such as missed 

court, procedure violations~ fleet vehicle accidents, tardiness, sick 

leave abuse, etc. are normally the responsibility of the accused officer1s 
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supervisor or commanding officer. Allegations of misconduct falling 

\'lithin the responsibility area of Internal Affairs may be assigned to 

the accused person's supervisor for investigation when it is practical 

or convenient to do so. 
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The assigned investigator is required to complete or make the first interim 

report within seven days after receiving the assignment. Cases are expected 

to be completed without unreasonable delay, but no absolute time limits 

are imposed. 

Hhen the accused officer is to be interviewed regarding the allegation lodged 

against him, he is then notified of the nature of the investigation, the 

name of the complainant, and sufficient information to reasonably apprise 

him of the allegations. There is no other set point at which the accused 

must be advised that he is being investigated. 

When called upon to make a statement, the accused is required to be advised 

as stated above. and in addition to be informed of the name and rank of the 

investigating officer. If the matter is an administrative investigation, 

he is so infonned and is advised that he must be truthful, may not refuse 

to answer any questions, that such refusal may be deemed insubordination, 

and thus subject him to disciplinary action. 

If the matter is a criminal investigation, the accused is given the Miranda 

warning in writing and verbally, and is asked for a waiver. If no waiver 

is voluntarily given, the interview is tenninated. 

The accused is permitted .to have an attorney of his choice, a police officer 

association representative, or another department member present during the 
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illtervie\'1s, hO\,/ever, the interview may not be unreasonably delayed while he 

obtains counsel in an administrative investigation. 

There is no requirement to furnish the accused person a copy of the 

citizen's allegation, although he is usually permitted to read it prior 

to being interviewed. If there is an appeal of resultant disciplinary 

action, the appellant is provided a copy of all allegations, statements, 

and interview transcripts. 

Witnesses' statements are handled as in 2.2.3 above. 

Use of Polygraph 

Polygraph examinations are seldom used, and then under certain conditions: 

A. All other investigative leads have been exhausted. 

B. ~1ust be vol untary or ordered by the Chief of Pol ice 

C. Before ordering an accused police officer to submit to 

such an examination, the Chief of Police is obligated 

to inform the president of the Albuquerque Police 

Officers Association of the facts of the case. The 

Association president need not agree with the Chief's 

intended action. 

Polygraph operators are private practitioners, not employed by the 

police department. 

Officers or employees who refuse the written order of the Chief of Police 

to submit to a polygraph examination are charged with insubordination and 

dismissed. 
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Criminal Prosecution 

If it appears that a case may result in criminal charges and prosecution, 

the internal administrative investigation is suspended, the accused is 

given his Miranda warnings and rights, and a criminal investigation is 

begun. 

~Jllen a criminal prosecution of an officer or employee is likely, the 

district attorney is notified and briefed on the background and status 

of the case. Completed investigation reports are forwarded to the district 

attorney's office when the case is completed. 

The Chief of Police makes the determination to refer a case against an 

officer or employee for criminal prosecution. 

Disposition of Cases 

Uetermination of Findings 

Upon completion of an internal investigation, there are five possible 

findings: Exonerated, Unfounded, Not Sustained, Sustained, and 

Other Misconduct Not Based on Original Complaint. 

After an internal affairs investigation has been completed, the case is 

for\~arded to the accused officer's or employee's irmnediate supervisor, 

who reviews the case, makes the first recommendation of finding, and 

recrnnmends appropriate action. 

The case is then fOY".'/arded through the management chain for review, 

fi ndi ngs, and recOliITllended acti on. In a case where a patrol off; cer 

is accused, his sergeant, lieutenant, and captain would review and 

recorr1!lend findings and action. The deputy chief commanding would 
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il"r::~:1t or r(\jcd t;w findin!;:'i ;:'lnd Clct'jU" taken 01' r<:corn;~l1d~cl. Fo'lol':il1:! 

t:I~!t:, tl1 fi,ldi,1:"iS awJ nr:t'ioli i!rr. forl'larded to th~ Chief of rolic!? for 

r'~v~ ',I,' an,] fin~l :'l,PPl"oval. Tfle Chif!f will usually endorse:! the findin0s 

,\,;d iJ( .. tii,t1 of the deputy c!li(~f, though hp. is frr.r. to r(1jcct or r:lodify. 

r"uilct:ions flir a sustnillcd CtJlilfllaint of I:lisconduct vary from mild ad'l1onish

I,pnt 01" cQLlf1seli"l£] to del;lotiun ot' ,Jisl1,issal. Usually til!? sancti II: :" 

r,:-o';\.·,-11;ly COlillt:cb::d to tilE! specific il1fraction. thouah there art' no c18ar 

J,_dJelini~s or stilndard tablr:: of penalties. 

:'I':;;ccu~:d i1f:!I'SOli'S ir'~:10diatc supervisor usually r.lakes the first r'?cor::i,v::mdi)-

!,h" for Si}lIctiQil'5. In cas~s iilVolving gross r.dSCOllduct reasonably cullin0 

fo)" dismissal, CU!:llllntlding officp.rs 01' tIle deputy chief h,we initiatr:d suell 

';'1:1:tiod \dtllOut c~11in:J for reCOLlr1fndations of supl?rvisot"s. 

T:H' :';l))ction is r'!vi8Hed t~rouoh th~ rnana9'~ll1ent ellvin to the deputy chief, 

.mG :I:.uillly I'lilkes the final d::!ten:ILlation. 

Priot" 1.1frtlctions of t:18 ac,:u5E.tl are usually taken into consiciel"ation in 

dct':.'nlining SiVlC:tiol). SOrl8 f'?eble nfforts havC" bep'i1 Jlladf' to establish tat-los 

of :H.J1alties for l"linor recurring infractions such as re;Jcated cases of missing 

r;cl~.-~d!J1Qd court i'lnd one ot' ,'lore rr!'!venl:able vehielr.! accitJellts vlithin any 

t\'r~ 1 V~ F'onth peri od. 

;ot-ification to \lff;cr~r 
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3.1.1- The officer is required to be notified in writing of specified charges 
3.1.4 

and sanctions. The notice is usually in the form of a letter to the 

accused in which a synopsis of the misconduct is stated, specific 

violations are listed D and sanctions are announced. 

3.2 llotification of sustained charges are automatic. Notification of unfoun'ded, 

not sustained, or exonerated cases are given by forwarding a copy of the 

ca?e cover sheet by the Internal Affairs Unit. 

4. Hotificat-ion to Citizen 

4.1-4.2 Citizens are notified of findings and whether or not sanctions are imposed 

by letters prepared by the Internal Affairs Unit for the signature of the 

Ch-ief of Police. Gene"rally, the letters do not adequately inform the citizen 

of the reasons for findings which indic~te the accused officer was not found 

guilty of any misconduct. 

Failing to adequately inform the citizen who lodged the complaint has led 

to a great amount of misunderstanding and charges of cover-up by Internal 

I\ffairs. 

4.3 Citizens are not usually informed of the degree to which the officer will: 

be punished. 

4.4- The citizen who is dissatisifed with departmental findings has no established 
4.4.1 

recourse vlithin the structure of the city administration. Some complainants 

have taken their plight to the ~1ayor or Chief Administrative Officer. In 

most cases t,hose city officials \'Iill request background information from the 

Chief of Police and attempt to resolve the disgruntled citizen's concern. 

There are no known cases in recent history that saw the departmental finding. 

being reversed by the Mayor or Chief Administrative Officer as a'result of 

a citizen complaint to those officials. 
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This lack of administrative process within the city organization does 

not preclude the complaining citizen from bringing court action for tort 

slaims. civil rights violation, or even criminal charges. 

":otification to the department generally of findings or actions is not 

provided. For a brief period in 1971-1972, every disciplinary action 

amounting to suspension, demotion, or dismissal was announced by depart

!llental memo identifying the guilty party, the charges, and action taken. 

This practice was discontinued due to cOrhpiaints of punished officers that 

they were suffering unnecessary ridicule "lithin the department and as a 

result of reporting in the print media. 

J\ppeal Process 

Internal appeals are sketchily codified in the department's Standard 

Operating Procedures Manual, which is dist~ibuted to all personnel. 

The City ~lerit Ordinance and Personnel Regulations merely state that, 

prior to approval of any discirlinary action resulting in loss of ray 

or seniority or dismissal, a department head may conduct a review of the 

c~sc either personally or by his designated representative. 

III actual practice, the deputy chief concerned will be designated to 

conduct tile departmental review, then report his findings and recommenda

tions to the Chief of Pol ice. In cases involving suspension for thirty 

da./s or lnore, demotion, or dismissal, the Chief of Police will personally 

conduct the review. 

Tho departmental reviehl is rather informal, though it is recorded and 

essential due process is provided. Reviews are conducted in private. 

Accused pers6ns may be represented by counsel of their choice. 
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Following the presentation of charges, testimony and evidence, the 

reviewing officfrr announces his findings and action. The accused 

is also notified in writing. 

24 

External Appeal Process. Following department head action, a disciplined 

officer may aggrieve the action to the Chief Administrative Officer's 

Grievance Comnlittee. The grievance committee is appointed anew for each 

case, and is made up of three city employees from other departments, holding 

positions comparable to or higher than the grieving employee. 

The grievant nominates three persons who are qualified to sit on the board, 

one of whom must be selected. The other two board members are appointed 

by the Chief Administrative Officer. 

Proceedings before the Chief Administrative Officer's Grievance Committee 

are codified by City Personnel Regulations and usually are carefully 

follov/ed. The procedures are cumbersome and probably could be successfully 

challenged by litigation. 

The grievant is required to present his case first, offer evidence, produce 

witnesses, followed by the department's case presentation. Hitnesses may 

be cross-examined, but they are not under oath. Hearsay evidence may be 

all owed. 

The conduct of the committee hearings vary considerably from one to the 

other. Some committee chairmen conduct hearings ala Perry Mason, while 

others may al10vl the proceedings to degenerate into name-calling and 

shouting matches. 

After hearing the grievance and departmental presentation, the committee 

deliberates in private to reach findings of fact, conclusions, and 
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recorTil1endations. Its findings are forwarded to the Chief Administrative 

Officer, who may accept, reject, or modify the findings. 

After the Chief Administrative Officer acts, the employee may aggrieve 

that action to the Personnel Board, a seven member appointive body of 

ci vic-lTIi nded i ndi vidual s not employed by the City. The Personnel Board 

establishes broad personnel policies, establishes personnel regulations, 

and is the final administrative appeal level. 

Proceedings before the Personnel Board are the same as those for the Chief 

Administrative Officer's Grievance Committee. Hearings are usually 

conducted with proper decorum. The ruling of the Personnel Board is 

final. An employee that is not satisfied with the Personnel Board decision 

must then bring action in the district court. 

Internal Disciplinary Board. Prior to the International Association of 

Chiefs of Police Discipline Project, there were no internal disciplinary 

boards. 
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* A DESCRIPTION OF THE DEVELOPMENT 

OF THE 

l\LBUQUERQUE POL! CE DEPARTr~ENT INTERNAL AFFAI RS UNIT 
I 

Prior to October, 1968, the Albuquerque Police Department did not 

have a systematic means of investigating citizen complaints. During the 

sunmer of that year, the department came under severe attack following the 

shootin9 death of an auto theft and burglary suspect who had attempted to 

elude police officers and then attacked one of the pursuing officers with 

a steel bar. The officer shot and killed the suspect. 

Following that incident, there was a large amount of pressure on the 

then City Corrunission, City r~anager. and the Chief of Police to establish 

a Civilian Review Board. 

The matter \'las finally resolved in October, 1968, when the City Com-

mission appropriated funds for the police department to establish a Commun

ity Relations Unit in-house. Initially staffed with a lieutenant and two 

officers, the unit d7d receive citizen complaints, but failed to assume any 

investigative responsibilities. As complaints were received, they were 

referred to supervisors of ,ccused officers for investigation and handling. 

The Community Relations Unit evolved from that to the Community Ser

vices Unit nm" existent in the police department. There was no fonnal 

requirement for complete investigation, documentation, and resolution of 

complaints. 

The Community Relations Unit was somewhat effective in informing the 

public of police operations, conducting an extensive public speaking canl

paign at neighborhood organizations, service clubs, etc. It was able to 

*This appendix item was prepared by Albuquerque Police Department staff prior 
to project implementation. 



resolve a large number of police service complaints, and was instrumental 

in de-escalating the strong reaction from some community groups, who made 

repeated charges of police brutality or excessive use of force. 

In July, 1970, an office of internal investigations was created in 

2 

the police department, staffed by one lieutenant. The position description 

was similar to that traditionally assigned to an Internal Affairs group, 

but there was very little direction and no clear responsibility for com

plaint investigation and resolution. 

During the Fall of 1970, the internal investigation officer was 

assigned to investigate reports of misconduct with regard to the police 

department's operation of the City Prison Honor Farm. l\dditional officers 

were assigned to assist the lieutenant in that investigation. At the con

clusion of that investigation, two deputy chiefs of police were demoted to 

captain. The lieutenant in charge of the honor fann was transferred and 

one jailer was reprimanded. The Chief of Police retired at about the same 

time. HO\,Jever, he was not found culpable with regard to the operation of 

the honor farm. 

!3etween ~'lovember, 1970, and Apri 1, 1971, the departmen t was headed by 

an interim acting Chief of Police, who had been its legal advisor. On 

April 1, 1971, a new Chief of Police was appointed to head the Albuquerque 

Police Department. 

Very soon after taking office, the new Chief established an Internal 

Affairs Unit with responsibility and authority to receive and investigate 

complaints of policl conduct and services. That unit was initially staffed 

with three officers. With the establishment in 1971 of an authoritative 

Internal Affairs Unit, the department began to compile data on numbers and 

types of complaints and dispositions. 
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The activities of the Internal Affair"s Unit almost immediately faced 

suspicion and distrust by a large number of the rank and file of the police 

department. Many of the officers perceived the unit as a threat, and felt 

that accused officers were presumed guilty upon the lodging of any citizen 

complaint. The data available on documented complaints indicates that about 

one in every four citizen complaints was found to be sustained. 
\ 

Although departmental rules required the initiation of a complaint 

form by any member who initially received the complaint, there were very 

few referrals on minor cases, such as attitude complaints or improper traffic 

citations. Most of the documentation was of the cases investigated by the 

Internal Affairs Unit. The requirement for documentation of every complaint 

was never adequately enforced. 

Departmental policY,ru1e,and procedure, with regard to Internal Affairs 

underwent several revisions between 1971 and 1975. The Internal Affairs' 

guidelines as currently stated in Section 242 of the Department's Standard 

Operating Procedures Manual remains essentially unchanged since 1975. 

The Internal Affairs Unit is currently staffed by one lieutenant, two 

sergeants. and a secretary. Assignment to the Internal Affairs Unit is of 

limited duration. normally a maximum of two years. Sworn personnel are 

selected for assignment from a list of volunteers and have predominantly 

been drawn from the Field Services Division, although some have been trans

ferred directly from investigative assignments. 

Disciplinary System 

Up until late 1971, there were no departmental directives regarding 

the resolution of sustained complaints or procedural matters concerning 

relief of duty, suspension, or dismissal. The administration of the 
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department relied upon very general and limited instructions contained in 

the City's r'1erit System ordinance and personnel regulations, and upon 

personal knowledge of past practices. 

Prior to October, 1976, the informal and formal disciplinary system 

amounted to a documentation of a disciplinary problem, and recorrrnendations 

through the chain of conmand to the Chief of Pol ice for approval or 

direction of discipl"inary action, prior to any move being made other than 

a letter of reprimand. In some cases, even a letter of reprimand required 

the advance approval of a Deputy Chief or the Chief of Police. 

The police department does not have any published directives akin to 

a table of penalties, although some efforts have been made with regard to 

I~inor infractions, such as repeated instances of missing court or involve

ment in preventable on-duty vehicle accidents. 

Prior to 1970, disciplinary actions by the police department \'/ere 

se 1 dom appealed to the City r·1anager' s Gri evance Commi ttee or the Personnel 

Board. Beginning in late 1970, o. large number of actions ranging from 

suspension to dismissal were successfully appealed, much to the embarrass

ment and dismay of department administration. 

The increase in personnel action appeals very closely parallels the 

organization and growth of the Albuquerque Police Officer's Association, 

which is the collective bargaining agent for sworn personnel in the rank 

of captain and belm·l. 

The success of the appeals have largely been attributed to a lack of 

complete preparation and documentation of disciplinary cases and poor 

representation before the appeal bodies on the part of department admin

istration. 
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[3y mid-year 1974, department admini'stration had begun to more com

pletely prepare discipl inary cases. and since that time has been almost 

totally successful in personnel appeals cases, 

In October, 1976, the Deputy Chief, F'leld Services Division, with 

the approval of the Chief of Police initiated a documented procedure for 

handling formal disciplinary actions, which included authority for first 

line supervisors to impose disciplinary action up to 80 hours suspension 

\'1ithout pay, without pri or approval through the chain of conmand. The 

procedure included the usual safeguards of review by higher authorities. 

8y the end of 1976, that same pr'ocedure was establ ished fonnally for the 

entire depar~lent. Since the initiation of that procedure, there have 

been t\,IO appeals beyond the level of the Chief of Police of disciplinary 

action of less than 80 hours. One appeal resulted in the departmental 

action being upheld. The other appeal resulted in a four-day suspension 

being modified to a b.JO-day suspension. 

5 
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CI.TV OF ALBUQUERQUE c,m:F OF POLICE 

POLICE DEPAr~TMENT 

401 MARQUETTE NW 
ALBUQUERQUE, NEW MEXICO 87102 

November 29, 1976 

DEPARTHENT SPECIAL ORDER 76-71 (Expires 4/30/77) 

TO: . Personnel Concerned 

SUBJECT: lACP Discipline Project Committee 

The IACP Discipline Project will begin on December 1, 1976. The 
comnittee members, listed below, have been selected to assist in 
this project. Committee ~embers will be relieved of regular duty 
assignments on December 1, 1976, to attend an all-day meeting in 
the Chiefls ~onference Room at 1030 Hours. 

·L Mr. B. Cosgrove legal Advi sor 

2. Capta in B. E. Ray Inspections Section 

3. lieutenant N. L. Ward Field Services 

4. Sergeant R. Villella Planning and Inspections 

5. Sergeant J. H .. Hi 11 i amson Training - APOA 

6. Sergeant W. Iverson Investigations 

7 •• Offi cer E. Sanchez Field Services 

8. Officer J. Hear'n Field Services 

9. Offi cer ~/. t1aez Field Services 

In the future, it may be necessary to relieve cOIT111ittee members 
for duty on the committee project. Division Commanders and the 
comm; ttee members \'Ii 11 be not; fi cd in advance \'/hen thi sis deemed 
necessary to relieve them for project duties. 

nVS/pb 

BOD V. STOVER 
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PRELIMINARY INPUT FROM STAFF WORKING COMMITTEE 

Provide your assessment of undesirable conditions relating to the five areas 
1 is ted below: 

1. Present operations of Internal Affairs* 

a. Do you understand the Internal Affairs' operation? 

b. Is the accused officer notified when he is being investigated? 

c. What problems do you perceive with regard to the following: 

(1) Rights of the accused officer. 

(2) Pr~sence of attorney or other person to represent officer 
during investigation. 

(3) General perception of Internal Affairs' operation. 

d. Do you feel that Internal Affairs is fair in their investigating 
function? If not, why not? 

e. How can the Internal Affairs' operation be improved? 

2. Existing Rules and Regulations 

a. As written, do you think the existing rules are sufficiently 
clear and understandable? Are they too broad? Vague? In 
other words, when you read the rules, are you satisfied that 
they provide sufficient information to let you know what is 
expected or prohibited? 

b. Do you feel that the existing rules are fair, reasonable, and 
legal? Identify specific rules which you consider unfair, un
reasonable, or illegal. 

c. Is there sufficient training to assure understanding of rules 
and regulations? 

(1) Do you think the members of this department could benefit 
from intensive training directed toward rules and regulations? 

3. Trial Board or Other Mechanism to Determine Disciplinary Disposition 

This section deals with the method of determining guilt, innocence, 
and disposition of the disciplinary action within the department. 
It does not deal with outside appeal to the City Administrative Of
ficer, Personnel Board, or Court. 

*In the Denver Police Department the Staff Inspection Bureau (SIB) performs the 
function of an Internal Affairs Unit. 



a. Is the present internal review of di~ciplinary cases sufficient? 
Is it fair, reasonable, and, in your opinion, legal? 

b. Do you feel that an accused officer is afforded due process when 
the case is administratively adjudicated? 

(1) If you feel a denial of due process, please specify how 
such due process is denied? 

c. Do you think that the existing method of determining sanction 
(from lowest supervisor through chain of command) is fair and 
reasonable? 

(1) Is there consistency from case to case?· 

d. How could the existing review process be improved? 

4. Citizen Complaint Mechanism 

a. Do you believe citizen complaints are adequately handled? 

(1) Are there any common problems that you have heard from 
citizens in this regard? 

(2) Are there any corrrnon complaints that you have heard from 
officers in this regard? 

b. Is the citi zen complaint reception procedure well understood by 
officers and citizens? 

5. The Role of the Supervisor in Discipline 

a. Generally, do supervisors understand their role and responsibility 
in taking disciplinary action? 

. (1) Is cooperation between the supervisor and Internal Affairs 
effecti ve? 

(2) Are supervisors confident that they are fair and consistent 
in taking disciplinary action? 

b. Do you feel supervisors are given sufficient training to deal with 
disciplinary issues? 

c. Do you feel supervisors keep adequate records for later reference 
on their counseling and disciplinary activity? 

d. Give your general summary of problems relating to supervisory 
activity in the disciplinary area. 
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Reque.:it for Informat'ion 

STUDY OF PRACTICES IN POLICE DISCIPLINE 

Sponsored jointly by the 

ALBUQUERQUE POLICE DEPARTMENT 
and the 

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE 

• Thi s request for i nformati on is bei ng made to every member' of the 
Albuquerque Police Department. It is the first in a series of steps to 
study and improve the APD discipline program. The International Associa
tion of Chiefs of Police (IACP) is funded by the U.S. Government (LEAA) 
to do this study, based on its previous findings about discipline systems 
in seventeen other police departments. 

• The first objective is to examine the rules and procedures in the APD. 
This will be possible only if you answer the questions in this booklet 
according to your true personal feelings. 

• Your answers will be very helpful if they reflect reasonable, thoughtful 
opinions about (a) the positive and negative aspects of the present 
system, and (b) the difficult task of resolving discipline problems in 
general. 

• Even if you have never been involved directly in a disciplinary action 
we would like to have your personal opinions. 

• However, your answers will be useless if: 

- you give someone else's opinion, not your own. 
- you use the questions just as a way to blow off steam. 
- you don't read the questions carefully. 

• We assure you of the following: 

1. You cannot be identified: your name does not appear anywhere. All 
questionnaires are alike. The questionnaires will be taken up in 
groups, and always kept in the custody of IACP staff. 

2. The answers will be compiled statistically, before they are discussed 
between .IACP and APD staff members. The results will be compiled 
for the department as a whole to be used in improving disciplinary 
pr'acti ces. 

3. You may request an interview to give your further opinions, with an 
IACP staff member, or with a member of the APD working committee on 
discipline. Use the separate hand-out form. 

March 1977 



• For your information, following are some of the topics which will be 
covered in this questionnaire: 

.1. Are the Standard Operating Procedures fair and reasonable? 

2. Are the Standard Operating Procedures clear and well understood? 

3. Do you understand the appeal procedure inside and outside the 
department? 

4. How do you feel citizen complaints should be handled? 

5. Is your supervisor fair and consistent in enforcing the rules? 

6. Do you understand the role of Internal Affairs? 

7. What has your own experience of disciplinary actions been in the 
department? 

2 
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ALBUQUERQUE DISCIPLINE QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONS·f.S 

Attached is a tally of the responses given by personnel of the 
Albuquerque Police Department to the questionnaires on disciplinary issues 
given March 28 - 30, 1977. 

Completed questionnaires were received from 543 persons. This group 
is designated "TOTAL" on the tally sheets. The next two rows show responses 
of the tota1 group when divided into "SWORN" (415 persons) and "CIVILIAN" 
(128 persons). The next four rows of the tally sheets show responses of the 
total group when divided into ethnic groups, with the number of persons in 
each ethnic group given in the "GROUP" column. 

Two numbers are given in each small box. The number in the upper left 
corner is the number of persons in the group giving the response shown at the 
top of the column. These numbers, when added horizontally, may not give the 
total shown in the "GROUP" column because the "no answer" responses are not 
included, in order to simplify the table. The number in the lower right 
corner is a percentage: the percent that the tally number in the box is of 
the total of tally numbers added across the row. 

IACP, May 31,1977 



Before you start on the questions, please check the 
one answer below that best describes what the term 
"discipline" means to you, based on your overall 
experience in this department. 

D Behavior according to police standards of conduct 

D An attitude which causes officers to obey police standards 
of conduct 

D Training or counseling to improve police officer performance 

D Punishment for officer misconduct 

Group '8~hav;or ... An Training ..• Punish-
attitude •.. ·ment ..• 

Total 543 I L{ 3 egO 9cJ ?;?-o 
q/.I ,")~. 7 /i) 0 /7.;-

Sworn 415 1;7 
;J J.I 

IJ;/ 
I<{. ~ 

&7 
1&,3 

/97 f1.8 

Civilian 128 50 
L{5.$ 

11 15.'1 
J5 01-3 

1"6,7 0'0.3 

White 341 (83 
;;lfs 5S lIP.) 

5'25 
17, I 

143 
"Jl·'}" 

Spanish 159 ~9 3/. 'l /~ /1.7 ol-7 
/'1.$ 

too 
31·c 

Black 10 ;2 / 7 7"0, cJ 
:3 

cl~, () //).0 30," 

Other 33 ?f Co 3 91 /1 1/.,."'7,.y .)S,D 18·g 

(Note that in the following questions, the term "personnel" refers 
to both sworn officers and civilian employees). 

1. Overall, I feel that department rules and regulations governing 
conduct, as written, are fair and reasonable. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 10 
I.~ 

)'80 
5).9 

1/ () 
--l0' .3 

//7 
.;1/·0 

Sworn 415 cg 
/' 'i 

;2/& 79 9~ 
,.of i.). 11. I .:J 3.;;).. 

Civilian 
,..., 7() 3f ?! 128 ~ r{" 551 r;} t;. L/ /cP.s 

White 341 '7 
2. I 

ri5 
ij 1.:?-

&5 &¥ 
/'1./ IQ.R 

Spanish 159' / .u. 73 '/&.). I/D 
;)5,3 

39 
,;Jtj.7 

Black 10 3 3~,D 
1 .I.j 

((). () /tJ.O 

Other 33 ;L t,'3 / 
'/3·~ 

I( It) 
1';·5 3/·3 

Strongly 
Disagree 

/2 
3. =< 

/:J-
$. W' 

:3 ,;J, 'I 

/0 
~;;. 9' 

5 
.3.;2 

~ 
~().~ 

/ J./ 
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2. Overall, I feel that department rules and regulations governing 
conduct are enforced fairly and reasonably. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 :3 
'. to 

//,}. 
.Jg.7 

cg9 
It, .. 5 

(J.rJ-O 
?!J,'i 

Sworn 415 .3 ,7 7;2 
1'7· 'I !J5 /3.j 

/'l'i 
r:3·o 

Civilian 128 Jjo 
31" 

31/ i-/? 
e?&.~ 

If?"" 
33.1 

White 341 d 73 
,JI. Y 55 / "7/ 

.1" 1t5:.1 . ...J 3~.1j 

Spanish 159 / ,IP )9 
I tJ.¥ ;25 /J. Y '17 '13·7 

/ CJ 1/ Black 10 ~).() /0.0 r:l0.() 

Other 33 C; 
;2~·1 

1 
cJ 5"·0 'I ';:;1· f 

The following group of questions refers to the adequacy of the 
departmental written rules and procedures in terms of being 
understood. 

3. Standard Operating Procedures in this department generally are 
stated so that I can understand them. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 ;;2/ 
3,9 3'15 

h~.'1 
521 gO 

/ 1'. ~ It'. () 

Sworn 415 /5 3,/,p ;}. '3J-/ 
&'8 I.t L/:J t:J-<-/ 

/t)./ Is-.!:>" 

Civilian 128 (J) . 9/ /. -r 160 
'1.8 

,,,,," 

1';·.) 9.5 1';;·7 

White 341 ;r7 
~;D 

;;35 
/n9./ 

t?lc; 
q. <\ 

5;2-
1<'3 

Spanish 159 Jf d·5 
//0 

69.IP ;;0 
/,;2·1 

rflc2 
13.9 

Black 10 ~ fio. tJ 
I '; 

IIJ.O /o.() 

Strongly 
Disagree 

//7 
C:;/.Io 

lo(P 
<7'l5.~J 

.' J 
I i 

'{(,II 

rzJO 
a'll:] 

c:J- &.? 
/t:..j-

;<1 
J 

3,j· 0 

d' 
,?s· c) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

10 
/.9' 

9 
""' . .2 

/ 
.. jj 

'7 
(7.7./ 

c:2 /.3 

Other 33 dl 
!; 5. ti> 

/j 
/;7.) 

5 /~. (..;, I(;Z {;.3 



4. My present supervisor is consistent in enforcing Standard 
Operating Procedures. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 (P.:.( 
/,,"1,/ 3o/t:; 5 tJ,tJ '7/ 

/ :l.;;. 
69 

/~. '8 

Sworn 415 19 d-J/3 :rIP 57 I,J·~ /I·/.r ::f8.'7 1.-1.5' 

Civilian 128 /7 lji'? 15' /7 
/3.· 'if 

v) 

5/..1. . /;;.?- /3·8 

White 341 J./02 
Id'Y 

19(5 
5(f.;). 

1/1 
I,)· 7 l/::J /,.,.1. ( 

Spanish 159 /'6 //.5 
<t9 5t,7 

~I 
13·'/ 

;II 
130jL 

Black 10 1 3 
30.0 

/-( / 
If)· iJ ,;.j (J. 0 /0.0 

Other 33 
.:; 

/3.3 I tfl 53· -3 
cl 

~,7 
(p 

~b.O 

5. My present supervisor does a good job when explaining new or 
revised Standard Operating Procedures. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 '17 
/r. j 

;ZiP 7 
t/9,tP 

g7 
11.,·;2 

cg~ 
/s.& 

Sworn 415 5ik 
13., 

;207 
.'i'()·o 

09 
Ii-.? 

t/'& 
15',9 

Civilian 128 ;;;/ (PC) 
,/8,2./ 

12 l'g 
JI,·f J-lI',s' 1</05 

White 341 III 
J /5.0 159 4t,r 

it? 0 
/'1-& 

52 rJ.J 

Spanish 159 ;2:3 d·&; 89' 
51,.3 

;Jc? 
/3.9 

/0 
10./ 

Black 10 h cJ. 1 
00.0 c770. 0 /0. c) 

" 

Strongly 
Disagree 

;21£; 
~g 

15 
3·G::o 

/1 
'iI.' 

I-Y 1./ 
8 

..:.)~ / 

I 
/0·0 

;L 
&'·7 

Str~~ Disagree 

;;.3 
'1.3 

IC£> 
3'7 

7 
5,~ 

/r:; 
" -J . .J 

Z 
51 

I 
/o.() 

/1 3 g ;2 
Other 33 J 'I~.7 ./t.7i /(}.6 "o.() &-·7 

6. Personnel feel free to suggest new or revised Standard Operating' 
Procedures to superiors. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 ;}3 129 //9 I~g ?oif 
'-/·3 ys;'" 0'",).,. 

,-,I 

31·3 7.1 

Sworn 415 1& g. C; 
/3C) 

3310 
93 

';;,,").5 
13& 

3;'·9 
30 

7.;J.. 
n .)0 cJ(j; 3;2. ':? Civilian 128 I 

5·£'1 1.(0'7 dl. 1 ,,:JI... {) to.s 

White 341 /& 
~·7 

/'c)d 
1(, •. 0 

'73 /05 .;23 
ellS 31. u '?'.~ 

Spanish 159 3' 3.,;2 53 
33.~ 

~o 
;;5.S 

~C; Ie) 
3/.,;J. t-f 

Black 10 / 
LD.o 

S- Ol- d-
SI). c) ,;J o. u :.:? tJ. () 

Other 33 
;2.. 

(;.:J 9 :J /;1- :3 )9. tl 1f.:·1 3S'· 7 9·7 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

7. Officers should be held to a higher standard of conduct than 
civilian employees in the police department. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 ?D 
I 'f, 'I dl3 31.(;' 

;2~ t/.p 
/'-7 

/) ,")1..2 

Sworn 415 &1 1,.5' /r;~ 1',,/.0 
/9' c;. fsJ 

/13 '1~ ., 
.".. 1 ..... 1 

Civilian 128 /0 ~q 1 1./'-/ 
;,J. " 

v { 
)1.5 :f.l> 35".5 

'., 

1/5 -::?6 /s /0/ White 341 /3 ., l-" (u./ ~(tl ~9·g .:; 

Spanish 159 0-11 ~I/ 
1/(}.5 9 -0£0 ..Jr. 1 /'11 

~ 
5:7 

Black 10 :3 c2 1 ., 
.30·0 

C7"" 
,lO.() /0.0 ,;It;. 0 

Other 33 S /0 / 
3·;) 9 j(Q./ 3;;1·3 ,J 9·{) 

8. Officers should be held to a'higher standard of conduct than 
the public at large. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 //2 
7t1, ~ 

301 
"J: C) 

L-:; / 77 
S.'8 13',2 

Sworn 415 S' I It:;.(p /32 
S7.5 

;}O 
'I. ~ 

&0 
IV-$" 

Civilian 128 3/ &;3 I J 
'3.9 11 

.)5·0 SD.<.? 11.3 

White 341 1;2 199 
'ft. 7 

15 '1·1, 
~ 

/,;1. c.fi ..:J/.J. 

Spanish 159 3/ 19.~ 
3'3 

5:-'1.(f 
/3 

2$'. ;L 
d~ 

/1".,5 

Black 10 
).j 

{().o Ij 7"tJ. 0 
I 

/0. () 

Other 33 J./ /5 
1';·9 ~¥'·(I 

"1 
/","1·9 

5' 
It.1 

Strongly 
Disagree 

&1;;2 
/f.j-

c;V 
/0.& 

/2' 
JL(S 

I./; 
/.,.."'.y 

/c;2 
7,t., 

dl 
';;0.0 

~ 
If ( 

Strongly 
Disagree 

c;JO 
... /,7 

/5 3.(0 
~ 

lj.() 

II 
' 7 .' .cr-

.2 J;l 
I 

/0. Q 

3 f,1 

9. Civilian employees should be held fo a higher standard of conduct 
than the public at large. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 ~5"fo 
//),'1' 

3ft) 1(7 II/( 
J.'. ? 

1;2/ 
3· 9 55.3 'iI·7 

Sworn 415 i/3 
/o.tj ;3;2-

.5~.o 
':?t.1 

<../ 'g.;l 89 cll.:) 
/(/J 

3.'1 

Civilian 13 &;J /3 ';;,5' h-
128 -) 

/o.S" 5lf.~ /O,S 10.;;J. '/,V 

White 341 3~ 11'c? 
/,'-/& 

~'J.g 
/}7 S.D 

LPg 
do/ 

/C 
';;.9 

Spanish 159 /3 j.e?-
'8~1) 

53,~ 
/0 

/0.1 
3h 

,),;7·3 
g 

5.1 

Black 10 d-
,;lo. () ~ <...;2 

.;lO.tJ t 1/. ,:) 

Other 33 3 
~·7 

/.3 '11·9 3 9· 7 
Tl :3 

f.'l t?ftJ 



10. Civilian employees in thi's department are treated equally to 
officers in general work matters. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 3 ,&, /00 
/~.(p 

IlcY 
Ut 3 

c?/3 1'1,7 

Sworn 415 / 
,:2 7L/ /7,9 /'12 

3f.3 
/r/;& ito./ 

Civilian 128 cl- /,(p 
,JiP 

cll. I 
;2{IJ 

,;J I, I L/7 
39,~ 

White 341 / £1) IlfP 
J'/?-

/3/f 
.3 Iv·,. 3f,j 

Spanish 159 ;2-
/.1 35 

clO;·3 
~f' di,(} 

(PI 
399 

Black 10 ,;2 1 
/o.() 

7 /'.0 ;)0. (} 

Other 33 7 
cltl·&, 

<;J 
-?5·~ 

/1· 
35-·Y 

11. Civilian employees in this department'are treated equally to 
officers in disciplinary matters. 

Group Strongiy Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 1-/ ,1 '10 /J.() 
,;to/ 

3'7· t/ 
/i)<j 

31.>·9 

Sworn 415 / ,J- /fa _9_·7 
/&1 3'8,9 /&;;.. ,-:;9./ 

Civilian 128 :3 J.y 30 (/0/. tj '10 
3;.5 

3& 
C7

7t!. 3 

White 341 / 
.3 35 / ;J?J 

or? z /3"1 
/0.3 3'1-S 

Spanish 159 J ;.9 cJ5 /)'.'1 --19 37.tp 
5,;2. 

33.1 

Black 10 3 rl- 3 
50.0 c:?o.o 30. D 

Other 33 7 c?,}'(p 
13 tj/.y ? clS.g 

Strongly 
Disagree 

S3 
9.'1 

3/ 
7·5 

.. 2,;;z 
/7. 'l 

'1 -') ..... '-" y:? 
1.5 

9.~ 

.5' 
/6.1 

Strongly 
Disagree 

d)/-j 
I/,(X 

50 
/;7, I 

/~ 
11·'1 

1// 
/e? I 

1'1 
//.S' 

~ 
,?O.o 

3 
9· 1 

12. Citizens 'in this community expect officers to be held to a higher 
standard ?f conduct.than the public at large. , 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 )13 
3d'! 373 5Q.j 31 

;;.,3 
g / ;.s ,.,;z.. 

Sworn 415 /3'3 ;1.1-/7 :;;;2 
5,3 to / 

33.3 5'1·7 /, 'I ,J-

Civil ian 128 35 
()~ 0 

7c() 
60. 'g 

/;2 ;2-
q,f.t; /.& 

~Jhite 341 //1 J.?~, 
)0:;' 

59'.'1 
;/d-

&-,5 1/ / . .) 1 .3 

Spanish 159 J./Cf 
3/. () 99 

&,;;.1 7 WI 3 
;.'1 

Black 10 ~ to / I 
;J°o &0.0 I d. j) 10.0 

Other 33 II 3:)',-; /5 (g.y 5 
/6./ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



" 

I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

'I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

13. At least once a year, supervisors inspect my copies of the 
Standard Operating Procedures to make sure they are up-to
date and complete. 

-
Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 

Agree 
--

Total 543 I/! 
d,fp 

If{) 
J3.w 

egg 
1"·( 

/5'1 .?5. ~ 

Sworn 415 /;2 
,;)·7 

15'g 
3ff· '3 

5/ 
I..J, y' 

1;7.."1 ./17" 3;;.0 

Civilian 128 
"1 cr-

/. t.r-

..., " 
(?<fr' 

/J, 7 
31 

riltj· 'i L/7 
31·S 

White 341 <J ,,),'/ 1/3 
3J·5 

5(0 
I?·/P 

ll{o 
./7'.1 

Spanish 159 {p 
3.~ 

66; 
35.'7 

dO /,;? '1 53 
33 'i 

Black 10 :3 3 (? 
3().o 3<> 0 ,;; (). () 

Other 33 g g 
c?S·o 

1/ 
3(,t( c:J). () 

14. My recruit training gave me a working knowledge of Standard 
Operating Procedures. 

-
Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 

Agree 

Total 543 ;2(P 
tf.9 

;2.3D 
'I}. I 

,.?0 
IDS 

/~7 
-1/,] 

Sworn 415 ;J'S &./ 
190 

7'''.0 
;Ita 

v.~ 
/3 ;;l 

y,;;.() 

/ I/o 3D ..-'IS 
Civilian 128 ,i ~') 

r:J J~ 'l 3'3 1 ')'l1 

White 341 10 t .~' l'lO 
1/;. g 

30 
CJ·D 

/// 
53 I 

Spanish 159 S 3·.)- 1/5 178 
;2;2. 

Jio ~02 17'1? 9 

Black 10 5' 5" 
5~·() .:)tJ.c 

Other 33 I /0 
3/.3 

L( 
I).'; 

9 )'8./ 3./ 
, -

15. Standard Operating Procedures are stated so that I have a good 
understanding of what is expected of me. 

Group Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Uncertain Disagree 

c?3 ?, 'J "l 
'8~ ?!tf Total 543 '/.3 ~).:Jc- (p/.(P lIP. () 15. (p 

Sworn 415 /9 
tf·{r ';;50 

~O,7 
'1/ bl 

Ir·~ 17·2 

if C:;?; /S" ~? 
Civilian 128 II.~ 

c70 
3.1 (, '/. (., If,; 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1/:7 
1.J.tb 

59 
IY.3 

/-</ 
1/.3 

Llf 
IJ·/ 

v7c? f'l.o 
OJ-

p10. (/ 

6-
/::). to 

Strongly 
Disagree 

Sf" 
/0·1 

i/o 9,7 
/.y' / 

/I.t-

3 2 ,::; 
'/.'1 

/3 
ff'.3 

g 
075,0 

Strongly 
Disagree 

/~ c/.c:, 

II ,;;. ? 
'/' 
~) 

.,...'151 

White 341 17 S.U rJ{l/ 59 
1'l5' 

5/ It; 
3·0 51.S /51 -

~ r:!J.I CJ7 Spanish 159 3g /0;2-
6>t;.j 3 /·9 /3.2 1'7- 0 

Black 10 '1 c?- / 
10.iJ ,;J.~.() /0. 0 

clO! 
-, 

.Lj / 
Other 33 S 3.1 fg·~ 1,/·5 15'·~} 



, . 
. 16. When new or revised Standard Operating Procedures are issued, 

my present supervisor explains them to me satisfactorily. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 ;i() 3.'7 dd-O '1l tID,'1 
~& 

/~.1 
/9/ 35.5 

Sworn 415 / if} 
J.9 /5?.t' 

31.1 
§S 

13.3 
/53 .51. / 

Civilian 128 1 };;. 
~.i/ 1/' 

'1,7 
.3'&' 

~o.'i 30,;2 

White 341 13 
5 <j 

13&') 
'If). / 

1(,.2 
I.?·Y 

/r?1 i ~ .. '} 
::J J./ 

Spanish 159 7 /(.5' 
tt:;S 

fl. t/ 19 5.5 
35-0 /c?-I 

Black 10 ,l/ 
7'0.0 if 3 

t:lo.o 30'D 

Other 33 jlp 
S;1·D 

d {3 /cJ 
37·S 

This section asks for information concerning the discip1inar~ system 
in this department. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1/1 
1& 

J'I ' ~ 
1·~ 

9 7. I 

,?'i 
IT () 

// 7-6 
1 

/().o 

d-
? 3 

17. I have a good understanding of appeal procedures on disciplinary 
actions outside of this department. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 33 /<jO /.27 _r??3.t 
!&/ 

jp.o 
30 

&./ 33·S 0.7 

Sworn 415 30 
7-3 //ft/ 'i 1 ell.S' J/g 

dt·C. 
30 

17·3 '5S, 'I 

Civilian 128 '3 ;J.</ 3V 
,J7. "/ 

3'8 L/3 (/-; 
3o.~ sr.? f.~ 

White 341 cl3 1;;'/ b9 
.. lD t/ 

I()O ;Z5 71 (;,$ i5. g 2p·fc 

Spanish 159 (p 
3·y. 

~?l 
30.&? 1/3 cP1.ti 5/ .3;;;, "'i 

9 
S.? 

/ ..- 3 / Black 10 6 
/0 0 50.0 30'0 /0, c) 

Other 33 .3 S 13 / t.) / 3· / p·r /.5'.(p rio. ~ 31. '3 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
'I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

18. I have a good understanding of the procedures that are used by 
this department to reaorcI citizen complaints of m·i~conduct. 

Group befinitely Yes Uncertain No 
Definitely 

Yes No 

Total 543 35 
~,s 

IJft:; 
.:P/,S //& dl.:; /---;;-71' d t-. 7 5'6 

Sworn 415 30 7·3 
1 JIcJ. 

JI/,t/ 
cofj 

dO. 3 
1/1 J~/.9 

1/0 

Civilian 128 S '1,~ ?It 
J7'.~ 

3;2 
~:)I ]I 

.33 
dt.;J. 

/p2 

White 341 (J(c 
7-7 

/;;,;2. 
Jt./ 

1v~ 
.-70.1 

93 
,;! ?,5 c?9 

Spanish 159 to 
3·S 

51 
3;;.1 

?7 vol 
cl3.3 

-(c:J . 
,;;~.Y" 

c?3 

Black 10 / ;2 f 10.0 
d / 

/0·0 ,?o·o ,,;J..o . c:) 

Other 33 ;2 /0 7 
cJl· 9 ?J /) 

(".3 31·3 .;5. tJ 
'oJ 

19. I have a g'ood understanding of the procedures that are used by 
this department to investi~ate citizen complaints of misconduct . . 

/0.2 

II, I 

9,5' 

'3.t-

/'/. .. .'1 

/0·0 

IS·ft:, 

Group befinitely . 
Yes Uncertain No 

Definitely 
Yes No 

Total 543 3 .. 5 
~.s 

17J /07 
/9·'J /5& -:;$.7 03 

33.0 

Sworn 415 3;; 
1·'1 

13"1 
3).0/ 

71.( 
J,7. '1 

/~S 
-50.5 

1./<6 

Civilian 128 3 
,p.,/ 111./ 

3'/. 'I, 
33 ,;;e. .;2 

31 
clV,G.-

/5 

White 341 .J~ [[3 
/cJ.{) 

35-5 
'5~ 

IJc?-
9?J 

,.;J9.{) 
3.1/ 

Spanish 159 "/ 
.,J.,) 

J/J/ 
';7· 7 

37 e:?3·3 SI 3;;. " 
';;3 

Black 10 / ,t../ 
ro.a c? ~ 1 

la.C) ,,;10.,.., e:?o. cJ 

Other 33 ;2 
&.3 

/f) 
.31.3 

/0 
3/.3 5 

;5·10 
S-

20. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, are recorded 
in this department. 

-

I), 7 

)1· (u 

//.7 

10./ 

/f,S' 

/~. 0 

IS.&::. 

Group Definitely Yes Uncertain No 
Definitely 

Yes No 

Total 543 37 u,.Cj IrJ3 
0'1.-~ g ;J.OC; 38.S- //g 

d/. 9 
5',;2 

j:(p 

;21 9:3 /55 ':n,s 
qr, 1-11 Sworn 415 (,V ,:).'1.S-

",1 
..!}3. \) i·9 

Civil ian 128 <] .") () sl/ ;}3 /1 
6-,3 .. ) 

.? 3· <J r.j'}·9 1'6,3 '$.7 

White 341 d D 
J9 

'75 
;?c? ;; 

/cJ.9 
31.;) 

79 
r:}:J.¥ 

35 
la.,. 

Spanish 159 /3 '8. ;z 
).jD 

0'5 . .;2 
'7() l'ItJ cJ3 1'/5' /3 0.;2-

Black 10 I 
le·o 

;;;. rJ 3 c? 
?o·o ,;).0. () 3()'o .;to. 0 

Other 33 3 tJ· tf 
(;:; 

I~·~ ~ ,;15. 0 
13 Cjt). f; ;2 {..3 



21. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, should be 
recorded. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 33 
(P. / 

/;2~ 
".J J.:3 

3.2 
"f.'1 

195 
3G./ 

Sworn 415 I~ 
l/. 'i i/' ft. 

;(".(,' 
~.? () '/7 Jt"cl 39·3 

Civilian 128 15-
//9 

J;{) 
'17·(·' 

/J-' 9,'5 33 
,J(;.)-

White 341 19 
'.tt 

71 )o.g 
;:/ 

~.;; /;tP 3r:'·,,-2. 

Spanish 159 /1 ,L/1 
..J'/.X 

/0 
4-. 3 

5c? 
3;;· r; ~.9 

Black 10 ,;2 ,;;. ~/ 
rO'D C:?O.O do.a 

Other 33 I J.e? 10 
3,J·3 

I 3.J. II 35.S' 

Strongly 
Disagree 

/502 
~g./ 

I .L!l-; 
15.'/ 

& 
'l.S 

/ {.)<-3 
30.;; 

-)10 o·?S,g 

OJ 
/0. " 

'7 ,p.~ 

22. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, are investigated 
in this department. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 ;tl J. '/ 
/;2 .... "1 

".'1';" •. 8 
/r;8 

34.·7 
///&7 

C/'l. / 

Sworn 415 /(,;; 
-'i,c) 

/c;& 
.;}5.'7 

/37 
33::3 115 

J7·7 

Civilian 128 r. 
tj.o 

/'7 L&/ 3/ /-?~. ;r ....., 
13.;.. tf'l. Z 

// r;,-~ /,:)5 9;<f White 341 3· ;:2 (·/,,)0 3(". ') .,171", 

Spanish 159 9 ~/ .)0./ 
(0;2-

39·5' 
35 

d'''';?' 3 "" j. '. 

Black 10 I 3 .3 
/ c). () 3"· d 50.0 

Other 33 / 
3·;1- to /1-1 9 II 

35.'; d'1· o 

23. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, should be 
investigated. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Agree 

Total 543 ;9 .5. L/ 15:.,i" .J$.? ~7 Y.7 c20io 
3:1.1 

I'J 10 -<I J I1 /fr;7} Sworn 415 'It! ,)5.,). 7·t) ~o.~ 

Civilian 128 1/ 3/ Ie:;} 32' 
<"/·7 I.J().S' /9· .5 36.;2 

White 341 12 5. 3 
~i5 

J).~ 
;rtf 

'3;) I .... :?/t; 
37'7 

Spanish 159 'g 
5,1 5'7 

3&·/ 
13 1.,2 50 35'· 'I 

I '3 ., 
/ Black 10 cT 

/()·o 3"·0 Jtl • (l /0. () 

Other 33 ;2 
6,.$ ?f ";5.8 'J! 13 

rl.,? 1",.'1·9 

Strongly 
Disagree 

1./9 7:/ 

3'2 
1. :J 

II 
2I".~ 

';} t: 
.j .-? 

/0 {., 

9 r7 :.J-

I /t}.o 

3 9·7 

Strongly 
Disagree 

/D/ 
IY·7 

c:; J 1 .. 
~) .. ~;".t-

-g 
t,·3 

71 
,.]().$ 

.;;3 
I'/. (" 

.< 
.,' 

30 0 

3 f,7 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
.1 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I. 

24. Irrvnediate supervisors should be responsible for investigating most 
complaints of misconduct. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 / Ie) 
C7?~.f 3~d- 59.1,. 3if .57 /r, 

,.;2, x 6-·3 10.(;, '-' 

Sworn 415 9} 021-// 5S.5 
'I tf ~/~ 

1£),0/ 
/ (.) , y' /J".'1.~ 

cToJ ~,I . '-' 
",,' 

Civilian 128 17 '6/ t.r'- 3 IJ.5 
9' 7,/ I~ 

//./ 
S $/,0 

White 341 (;J{p 
1'/· Y 

diD 
~/.(P 

Ig 5.} 39 I/, </ '23 '/·3 

Spanish 159 37 .JI3.tj 90 
570 

// J.D 1"1 y. fj S :1.;2. 

Black 10 I & ,;;. I 
/o.G- (;,o.c) do./) /0'0 

Other 33 Co If.( if?> 
S/·(p 3 

'r'1 .3 p.? J- &',5 

25. My present supervisor is fair in determining facts regarding 
misconduct. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 cg/ 
1J.... 0 3c)5' 5~.~ 'lg 

I!f..£ 
51/ 

IO.t) 
/9 3 . ., 

Sworn 415 &;8 1'- .S' JI/3 '5'f· ~ 
57 

/3, '8 
'1/ 
-" 7·5 

/3 
3.;;L 

/3 I ., 

':)1 cl3 (() Civilian 128 /0.,/ 
C/J17" 

1"1. ~ /t., 1'8 If 'I ~r 

White 341 ~-)C; 
173 /9D '.7 5S. 

-/ .. :1 
13·;1 

37 
I;'Y 

~ 
c/.3 

Spanish 159 Ig 
/I·S' 

95' t>()S 
;;3 

I'/. {P 
/d2 7· t., 

g 
5:1 

Black 10 / ~ c? / 
10·0 &0.0 e:?CJ.o /0.0 

Other 33 3 
9·7 /S 'Ig.( 

<g 
c?5·S 

;;J- .;z. 
tf,·s (,·5 

26. My present supervisor does not show favoritism in determining facts 
regarding misconduct. . 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain DisClgree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 /t;J/ 
1/. 9 

cJ-~/) 
'- ¥f."'!' 9~ I 'pi 

'i'i 
15.6. 

3/) 
.f:0 

Sworn 415 5";J. 
I<.l.u 

J/I 
SI. ;2 

7';'/ 
;'6.6 

55 
/3·3 . 

20 
'1.7 

Civilian 128 /,) 
f/Ct 5 1

/ 
7'3.;t 

c.2 D 
/&.. () de; ;;3.;2 

/t.) 
<:j.o 

White 341 !11 
/;. () /7tf 51.r) S'l /7· 0 

5{) It/. 7 
/(fj' 

5. J 

Spanish 159 /9 /,;;./ 'IS lf7. ¥ /Jt 
//-./;, ;27 9 57 11. ,;L 

Black 10 I 3 /)- 3 / 
10 0 30.0 eJo.o 30,0 /0'0 

Other 33 3 1','1 /J C; If / 1.//. 'I CJf. () /0-7'7 3·;2 



27. My present supervisor uses counselling and retraining to deal 
with misconduct. 

pefi nitely Uncertain No Group Yes Yes 

Total 543 )/9 C). I cJOI .J '7. 'I 
15(0 

dlfo 
'f(o 

/7-$ 

Sworn 415 iD 9,7 /35' 
37·(;. 

I~S 
30,3 &Z /~., 

,. 

9 J/& 31 rlS Civilian 128 37.1 ,,;?& 7·3 ,;25".0 

vJhi te 341 35 10.) 
/?3 

.?t.v / {) 9 3.,'1./ 57 /6,3 

Spanish 159 1;2 
'l.t 

~3 J/o./ 3<t c:l '/.;l 3~ dO.~ 

Black 10 6 
&'0·0 

3 . 30.0 

Other 33 d- e; 
~-5 d'P·o 7 ;J?(P 

'7 
C/,;J .(.p 

Definitely 
No 

3y' 
? 3 

elY 5~ 

It' g.( 

Ifc '-/7 
II 7-6 

/ 
t' 

/0.0 

S 
IC:-· t' 

28. The chief of police usually follows staff recommendations before 
taking discipl inary action f<H" Nisconduct. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 3b 
lj·1 ,J.(?- to 7:-"./ ;/~1' la./) 4:2.-

~~~ 
10 

3·6 
Sworn 415 3;2-

·7. rt 1'7'8 7'3.3 /5,2 
3~o 

3¥ 
2.3 

/s 
3,(~ 

Civilian 128 '/ Lj? u:3 '6 t .S' 
/ 

.'8 3· ,) 3<l. '7 :;&.'3 

White 341 /9 
;(.& 

/59 
~/~. tl 1e.?;2-

3?·o 
3t.) 

$.~ 9 ?17 r, . I' 

Spanish 159 /3 
8·3 

55 
3S·D 

73 yt.,s II 
'1 0 

/j 
.;?:) 

Black 10 
-71 

fo .0 
& 

(pl). 0 

Other 33 1/ 1;·'/ 2 ~5.'fj /3 
~.9 

c?-
4·5" 3 7'r? • I 

29. The chief of police should give greater authority to commanders 
for taking disciplinary action. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 :3 to ';·7 / '7 '7 je? '1 /~I J / , / _q;2 ,;z f.s 51) 
9.3 C7v'<t7'"" 

Sworn 415 3L) 
'/. 3 

/3!P 
..1.3.0 

'9~ 
dg.'X 

Il)3 
.75.0 

~S-
/()./ 

Civil ian 128 U, 
7: 8' 

1// Y:3 
j~? 

;29 .S 
¥,c .?3. I e?3.'1 

\~hite 341 ;}3 
do J 

IeJ-O <glj '33 ~tf.'f 
30 

~.K 35'· 3 ~ cj. --> """ . 
Spanish 159 II 1· () Jj~ 

~lg.() 
l!;2 

d&,·'i 39 
.;JY-:8 

c?o 
I,:}. 1 

Black 10 ;7-
C7'1&1J 

..) 5"(}. () 3 .J(),o 

Other 33 13 
'/;. '1 

10 
3'}·3 l' 

cJc?·~ 

J 

, 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

30. I have a good understanding of the responsibilities of this 
department's internal affairs unit. 

Group Defi nitely 
Yes Uncertain No Yes 

Total 543 IJ3 _Z,f ;;1..3 J9.'/' /0/ 
/~·7 

/"1(;; 
,-7) 7,0 

Sworn 415 .L/t) 0;.7 /u7 fo,t! 
7.tf 

/7,9 
109 ,;26._'1 

Civilian 128 3 d,t{ f'~ 
3f/,;; 

;;'7 
01/·3 

3'7 
c?1.1 

Vlhite 341- 93 I/.(I( 
'Ie? ~ 

5.6 9/ 
,?~. <J 7,7 /?"~ 

Spanish 159 (p J.<j 5.'5 3r." 3~ r2.;J,~ 
~cJ; 

,;J g, 9 

Black 10 / lo,{) II -(o.tJ ? r:;?o .() 3 3 0 0 

Other 33 3 1:1 
I[J 

3/.3 ~ ,) 5. () d7 
l'?f·~ 

Definitely 
No 

37 d,·f 
,;23 

.5'.& 
/;'/ 

//..t1 

1'7 
s"o 

/S ?C( 

S 
15-0 

31. The internal affairs unit should be responsible for all investiga
tions of misconduct. 

~ 

. Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 ;21/ f.'s 
/0;] 

,,/0.0 
f//;2 ,;239 I(('J 

II·S 

Sworn 415 I~ Jf. i !tJ.? 
15,7 

33 
,,?,6 

Itt?? 
9'7- 7 

Civil ian 128 ~ 
1.~ 

~3 
3;;' 'I 

?9 
:? 5.J-

VI 
.3';;. 'J 

White 341 /I! til 
55 3tp /55 

o/S'.7 I/". ;J. 10. (p 

Spanish 159 1 'It! I/i' 17 09 r'l n r7'7-'i 1°''! ). I 

Black 10 / C? .5'" 
/().() ~o 0 50,0 

Other 33 cl-
~.3 

to 9 1/ 
1$. g d~·1 31"'-'/ 

32. I have a good understanding of the process that is used for 
internal review of disciplinary actions taken. 

Group Definitely 
Yes Uncertain No Yes 

Total 543 dd-
~I /31/ .:2-CJ.x /~7 ,)'/...2 /~9 .71. '1 

Sworn 415 d-I II 0 /07 d)''j / -I/o 
S.I cJt.. t- 33.9 

Ci vil ian 128 I 
,'/5 

JL/ 
J~.9 

Ljo 1/1 
3/.5' 3f.(P 

White 341 dO 9,y 'J1 113 5.1 r"??'& d:f.{P ..J~.;;L 

Spanish 159 ;;e:; 
J[I . .;J. -I<J 30 .,). 

103 3<j.rP 

Black 10 5 5'lJ. (; d-
.do·a 

3 
36.0 

') &; /0 10 Other 33 pr 
t..3 /g.'j 513 31·3 

Strongly 
Disagree 

/05 /9,,) 

99 
,7'7',0 

(pn r.g 
W 

r7'3· 3 
~(J 

/~·7 

if 
;:;10·0 

~ I,;}. 5 

Definitely 
No 

1/9 3·9 
35 

f5·S 
/3 

/o.? 

;;cfi 
7(. 

/8 
11·3 

-¥ 
J.;J.5" 



33. I feel that personnel can get a "fair shake" through the internal 
review process. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 ;2/ 
J·1 

1.51a ;:; ,;J. ..3 0. ( '1(0 /(P. () 
502 

C?? '7 9.&-

Sworn 415 /7 
/.(1 117 )8·'1 

1.~;9 
3?f,t!F 

7;2-
1715 

y7 /i'! 

Civilian 128 1./ J,;L 3'1 ~X( I~ 
1/. I 

S 
~(j 11·c) 50,8 

White 341 /6 
t/.l/ 

/01 Ic;l g 
37.2 

(Pc? 33 '11"7 ~9·Y Jf J • I 

Spanish 159 -Y" rl·' 1// ./5.9 
1& fYt 

/9 11'/ /(1. >i' /';;.0 

Black 10 
I ;;l S 

:;0.0 
if tiJo,o 10.0 dO.() 

Other 33 / ].1 /3 to ·0 
13 

t/o.~ 
3 f·,! d-

(,.3 

34. I feel that the internal review process works consistently for all 
personnel. regardless of rank or assignment. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 9 /·7 177 
17~3 

139 
d'5.';? 

1.53 
tlf. y' 159, '/f_~ 

Sworn 415 It / ,5 15' /1) /7 7?/ 
;5·"/ 

133 
3~7. 3 

/50 
3(.,· 'i -

"7 

3d- (I'I ;}O 9 Civilian 128 2 
rJ·tj O"'?').&. 1(8,8 7,2-

//., I () 

White 341 S J/!IJ egO IOC> 
CJf. 'I 

1()9 
/,5 /3.,:{ c?3.s ,;;"~",I 

Spanish 159 3 
I· '1 

,;1.5'" 
IS· 9 ~3 c:?7f f& 

"",'19. 3 
39 

c7Y'i 

Black 10 I 3 d ~ 70· 0 10· 0 30.6 t?~.o 

Other 33 '1 
o';?,h 

1cJ. 3&',7 S 16./ 7 
.,) ;J. <p 

35. An individual who is the subject of a disciplinary action should' 
have the right to be judged by a group that includes his fellow 
officers or employees. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 /(P5 ";0.& ltP~ tlXIJ 55 4'1 
7t> 

1 __ 1 
,J.y /0 . .2 

Sworn 415 III I 19& 
7':1, I 

/.j/ ;;~ 0; 
I.S ..J'/.;). It/·/) t,., .3 

Civil ian 128 JLj ~& 1'/ /5 
1/.':; 7 

If· () 5;.7.$1 /1- / S.b 

White 341 /1;2 
.J~ 7 1:1& 

tlS-9 
i/O 

}/. ~ c?ti 7.1 ? c?IY 

Spanish 159 J.j/ 
:/S.(j 

717 ,'/2 
l,y 

'8.~ 
II 69 5" '3. I 

Black 10 .L/ tjo· i) c?-
(7'? lJ. 0 "I 7'0.6 -

Other 33 'g 
cl~· '1 I~ 

/ 
3.3 3 

/"{),O 10·0 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
,I 

I 
I 
I 



I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I I 

I 
I 
I 
I 

36. This department should have a standard{zed list of minimum to 
maximum punishments for most acts of misconduct. 

Group Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Uncertain Disagree 

Total 543 lOb 
It} IJ ;J. & c2 5;7.3 &0 //.1 &9 

1.,:,7, S? 

Sworn 415 iJ[P 
,..;JIJ. '1 

;2/D 5/. /) Lis /tJ. C; 5S I;' .:: ~. -
Civilian 128 dO 

IS. 9 '7~ 
57.1 

IS 11. 9 
/y 

1/1 

White 341 '7S' 17& .j-1·8 3g 3(.0 
dell If.;Z )0.& 

Spanish 159 ;;5 
15.~ 

~o 
50.t 

;?,;I 
/3.9 

dS 
)S-X 

Black 10 / .5 -:;; 
fo.o /0.0 50·0 

Other 33 S 
It./ 

cJO 
~rS 

I .J.,;)- J! /,,;·7 I 

Strongly 
Disagree 

,,2/ 
39 

/ft; 
3,9 --::J 
Y-o 

/5 
~y 

S· 3· ,;2' 

/ 3.,J... 

37. I have a good understanding of the appeal procedures outside this 
department that are used to review disciplinary decisions. 

Group pefinitely 
Yes Uncertain No 

Definitely 
Yes No 

Total 543 dl/ 
f,S /J//j' ,;J(,.? /33 ,;If.? ~OO 3'/.1 

3'7 &,.'1 
Sworn 415 ~;l 5. 3 

/,;J 7 
.]0,'8 tJ9 ?I.& /5c7 36,7 

;2;2 
5..3 .., 17 4ft! L/f /.5" Civil ian 128 c:r- ;'t. lIS 3'/. '} .3 'g, ( I/. '1 

Vlhite 341 /9 s-:/-. /03 'J/ 
i?3·f 

/,;;./ /~ 
'-/,7 3o.? 3S.(P 

Spanish 159 / 
~(P 

3'-/ J!I 
;;~'7 

~-Y /7 diS r'~'J /o.~ 

Black 10 c? / 3 3 I 
cl(), () 1 a. 0 50. b 3o,0 /'0,6 

Other 33 c? 
~·s 7 eJ,;;·(p 'F 02s. S' II 

.Js:s-
3 

9·7 

38 .. I feel that personnel can get a "fair shake" through the appeal 
procedures outside this department. 

Group 

Total 

Sworn 

Civilian 

White 

Spanish 

Black 

Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Disagree 

543 It! "Y.,! /0 

J. G:' 

341 II 3;; I,?"/ ,ft.S /(;;3 /1.'1 3(;) 

10 I 10. a 1/ y".o -)I 7"ti.o / 

Other 33 I 9' I g 3 t? ~ __________ ~~ ____ 3_·_~~. ____ ~~9·_o ____ ~5~?~,/~ ____ ~7_"?~ ______ ~ 



39. I feel that appeal procedures outside this department give a 
fairer review than do internal procedures. 

Group Strongly 
Agree 

Agree Uncertain Disagree 

Total 543 J~ 7-1 
I~() 

.2?(P c?7fr. ..;79 ?71 I.r: ii" 

Sworn 415 31 'l~ 9?l ~3.1 I C)J/ if,; 15-
I?/, "3 

Civilian 128 ·1 
-I) . .g 

~;'-
18 . .) 

'3;;2. 
t;7· ~ 

9 7,'/ 

White 341 cl-5 '7.t( '11 
.Jo.9 

1'71 
50.</ 

(c3 
If. b 

Spanish 159 1/ 
IJ. CI 

-'it) 
.::25".5 

ZJ9 .'1&.r. 
/~ 

3.9 

Black 10 J! 1./1/.1/ 3 .J.J. 3 
cJ-

d".fJ.·;L 

Other 33 c;2 '7. 'i (0 
d~';; 

13 1/3. 1 1 I tj. ~ 

40. I feel that disciplinary actions are reviewed fairly through 
internal disciplinary procedures. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 S . i Ic?c9 
';;3.0 .;13 ~ Yf/.~ /35 

c:7S. t/ 

Sworn 415 5 /.) 
q~ 

'" ,;'3.?-
I&;f' 

·'i~.o l;Jo d9. . ~ 
Civilian 128 cJ7 7l( ml,? 

IS 
./;JS 1;/.5 

White 341 5' 
1.5 <g [) ;J3. t:> /3'7 '1a.V 9~ 018. 3 

Spanish 159 c?(1 
/8.~ 

?3S 
~1f.S 35 

cl;J· ?I 

Black 10 ~ '/'1,1/ 3 
33·3 

if 
cl,l·;J-

Other 33 9 33.3 ! 3 f~.1 ? '/.'/ 

41. I feel that appeals before the Chief Administrative Officer 
Board are conducted fairly. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree 
Agree 

Total 543 '3 ID7 339 lot) 
/. :5 tJOI tf,J·7 //.5 

Sworn 415 (o 
/.5' ~S ,:)0.7 lSi jGJ 

/d.,;; t'~,.? 0 

Civilian 128 ;;. 
1·1 

,/;1 5'5 
lJo.:J. 

10 
$'. =s ) g.;;" 

White 341 1.0 
/. f 

70 
cl;}·$' 

;}-ID 
/PI., 

y(a 
/o.(p 

Spanish 159 ;2 
/·3 

rl3 fllft /07 {/J. 7 
ell 

/3·3 

Black 10 cJ- c:ld .,J. 
itJ / 

~ &',7 //.1 

Other 33 {p 
;'3 I 16 

5'1·7 
3 

II·s 

Strongly 
Disagree 

13 <7".;1 

/~ 1:;', '7 

I .g 
9' ~·7 

3 J·I 

/ 
3·7 

Strongly 
Disagree 

:;:tJ 
'-" 5.~ 

;2ir.? 
?-.3 

~ ,3·3 

d!.1 
t... <) 

7 f.s-

..2 ?( 

Strongly 
Disagree 

17 
3·;1 

/S' 3.1 

c?-
/. '7 

1/ 3.,;;. 
5 

3 . .;2 

1 3.g 

I 
I 
I 
i 
I 
I 
I 
I, 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I: 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

j 

42. I feel that internal disciplinary decisions are made within 
a reasonable length of time. 

Group Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total 543 9 /.7 
/5/ 

'/7.' /9/j3r.& 70 
13·.2 

!'l 

Sworn 415 7 ;'1 C}03 n·S' J~~ 3/·,;;, 
.. 59 !I/.'! /3 

Civilian 128 ;2 
I,? 

i(~ 
L7f,,'7 

J& 
~.,3 

II 
9, I 

t:/ 
White 341 1 /,;1- I'll 

.53. 'L 
93 

0''1- t/ 3"0 
/(,7 II 

Spanish 159 J-I 
d'') 

59 
J7· 3 '7A/ 7"~. ~ 1& 

10./ 
.5 

Black 10 / 1/,/ 
c:2 

,?,;J . p 
~., 

.55.(P I 
1/,/ 

Other 33 9 3i·? 
/~ 1((,.;;- 3 /1-5 / 

This section asks for information about your personal background, 
department history, and attitudes toward your job. Please respond as 
accurately as possible. Your cooperation is very important in helping 
us understand the meaning of the overall results. Unless stated 
otherwise, please check one response for each question. 

43. How many years have you worked in this department? 

3·,;2 

3~;2 

.3. j 

3.;; 

3.;1 

3,8 

Group Less than 1 - 2 3 - 5 6 - 12 over 12 
one year years years years years 

Total 543 
'19 

1'/.7 
3 cl 

'7. ? 
/57 d'l ;> 

i{p& 
-3/. c 

91( 
Il·S 

Sworn 415 L/Lj 
lu,'7 

/3 
3,(;)-

/,20 
,;'9.3 

/4() 
3</./ 

93 
&Y"?:?·7 

Civilian 128 .':35' ~tJ J7 .;;rf:; I 
! ~ r.?'$,o ,"'?U.,<j ,-lo.? ..,:"'0. 'JJ 

White 341 50 
Ii, ? 

/ (-j 9'd 
..?f.7 

10 'J 
31·7 

[.:J {a 
),&/ /f.r 

Spanish 159 '>.(p ICc I-!~. 1/<; ;;'5 cr 11&.,/ .J7./ 
.., 

15·7 /0. I jiJ. dl 

Black 10 J d- :3 ;:.; 
]"(,., (,.' I().o ~(;. () 30.< 

'1 3 /1 0 3 Other 33 iT 
'1''7 7·7 7'.?·3 ?3., j/·5~ 

-



44. Sex: 

c-

Group Male. Female 

/(03 
I 

/?7 .;J38 Total 543 75.1. 

Sworn 415 
3r1~ 1./ 9;. ~I 33 

~. I 

Civil ian 128 3u 
-.)'/. () 

9't/ 
,'15,;,2 

Hhite ~. 341 J·YC 
a'c9. I 

00 
/ J.!v 

Spanish 159 / Ct.( 
I;S·'/f 

Sli ..1'1 . .). 

Black 10 '6 
'A·tJ. t; 

cJ. 
,}6. t 

Other 33 1/ / I 
f:d 'd'&"" 

45. Ethnic Background 

Group Black Spanish Indian 

Total 543 /0 /.9 /!79 .J9.9 
7 

/. :; 

Sworn 415 '7 
/.7 I O? d(;.3 

-) 

:J ,7 

Civilian 128 .5 ;2. (../ 5cJ 71' . .:; /f 3.;; 

White -,341 I 
.j 

Spanish 159 I 1/5g 
y f. 'I 

Black 10 9 
t.j o. c 

.; 
/tJ.C 

Other 33 / (0 
tt-8 -/g.~ 

White 

3 if/ 
~'/.I 

';<J 3 
~y.5 

S'8 
4"6·8 

3'-1eJ 9'17 

Other 
li 
7 
7 

l'l 

./.~ 

I ·7 . / 

5.6 

~~·7 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

46. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? 

HS Diploma Some college At least 45 Associates At least 90 
Group or GED credit . hours of Degree hours of 

'1-44 hourc;) _col C1'.ed it ...cnl ~it 
100 /{o8 ~() 

li·3 
/(0 

3. tJ 
oft., 

/0.</ Total 543 dOt: 3/ . .J 

Sworn 415 Jc.y 
~}.i 

132 .:l5.u 77 
1'3·7 

/~ 31 5.J-
1/·7 

Civilian 128 (PC) 
53.~ 

31 
,-' 7'.;z. 

,t( 
3, / ~ 3,/ 

\~hi te 341 5D 
/1/. '1 

/DI 
:/7.7 

53 
/5~& 

1/ 3.) 11 /';./ 

Spanish 159 '-/9 J L~. 'Z 5'7 
~).~ 

,;J..I 
/3 ~ 

~? 
3,/ /;L ;7..;-

cJ- .3 I Black 10 
;;';; t ,JC ' IO./) 

Other 33 7 
d-/.f-, 

'j 
.. .))·15 

,) 
1(;./ 

3 
'I" 

46. cont'd-
Enrolled in Masters I Group a graduate Degree Other proqram ! 

Total 543 to II) 
/.)J II 

,.7. u! /. / 

SItIorn 415 
(0 

/.5 
5' 

/. ;J. 
1/ 

/. 0 

Civilian 128 :) 
3·2 

\~hi te 341 & r:z 5" 
~. I, ~ d. 'f.. I·~ 

Spanish 159 d. 
1,3 

Black 10 / 
10.1) 

/ If I 

Other 33 ; 
3 ;). 1,;7·2 ! 

47. What is your present rank or position? 

Lieutenant Police Civil ian Civilian Sergeant Group or above Officer supervisor employee 
/s 50 300 ~ !'t.)pl/ Total 543 ..,? 'j /0.5 5't .. J ·7 ,;;l3 .. ). 

Sworn 415 15 5& 300 
E-Cj 

I 
J. '7 /5.2 "I 

" P'-

Civilian 128 hi 
3./ 1;;3 I 7'(. I 

White 341 /.}. -'It; L~{..i() / .57 
5.5. /?' . 5Y-~ , :3 /t:-·8_ 

Spanish 159 I ~ ?f0 / 51 .& 5: . .., .'5''1./ ,tv i/./ . , 
I 5 / . .., 

Black 10 d· 
/I, I 5'S: to /1. / "J.;J ..J 

Other 33 1 / 9 i IS 
3· -} 1. '7 3, 3 3. '1 S5· tLJ 

---, 
Bachelors I 
Degree I 

! 
ffJf 

lS:t.; 
71-/ 

18'.0 

It) 
7.t 

t.-,.j-
/9.; 

1.3 
~ . .}. : 

."'1 
./ 

oJ ( .. t' 

3 (/. '7 

·------1 , 
Other I 

I 
3,-'5- I 

~.6:0 

.::; t.;' 
&' t.f 

I . -;. 
c;2'i 

'). I 

II 
~'I - . 



48. Which of the following best describes your present division, job, 
or assignment with this department? 

Criminal Admin. Field Group Services Investi- and Staff Other 
qation Services 

-.J-L/D 90 /09 r:79 5:.'7 Total 543 Yt'."..;. fl.3 . """""' .::?;' () 
." tv 

Sworn 415 )3& 23./ 5'5 
~cJ,'i 

51 
/~7((p 

'7 1,7 d'i 

Civilian 128 1/ 
1. ') 

5--
~'1 

5<6 
SIJ.'j 

~;}-
Jf·3 

~5' 

White 341 1&..2 
tj.~. 7 

5'6 
17. '5 

(0;2 
/<!.5 

17 03-;1 
30 

Spanish. 159 (yq 
'15'·1 

eJ-cg 
Iff."! 

3iP 
,..}3.? 

to 
~.'l 

/3 

Black 10 j .3 
~ ;.') 31., 

Other 33 :) ;.j 
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49. Has a formal complaint or any other discipiinary action ever been 
taken against you while you have been with this department? 

Don't I 
Group Yes No Know I 

Total 543 3c?d-.. 
(., o. 

/9/ 
3-;'2 

cJc;L 
(/ / 

SVlOrn 415 300 
/3.5 

9.3 
c-"::'?>S /5 3,7 

Civil ian 128 ).;J . /1.3 9,S/ 77, .?-
~'---l 

5'·)1 

\~hi te ~. 341 )/7 
!,;.3.fl 

/09 
j'.:J./ 

IAj 
'/./ 

Spanish 159 90 
j 7.t; 

(pI 
~:; I... 

7 
1.1 

Black 10 !:r 6-
-:j"·C. c ;, c· 0 

/0 I !.v / 
, 

Other 33 ; 

->-.--
j; -7 .:5'? / ~.to I • 

I 

50. Has a formal complaint or any other disciplinary action ever been 
sustained against you while you have been with this department? 

-. 
~ 

Yes No Don1t 
I Group Know 

19"1 3/;;l ;}7 I 
Total 543 3t./I 'fi 5.11 .;> •. 

/'S~ t:! 0;2 /1P- 1 

SVlOrn 415 7'0/';5 ¥~J.fj 5· 'II 
Civilian 128 I;) )10 
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.5" 

3,7 . 1·'/ 

\~hi te 341 1};2 3f;. '/ J90 /7 s.u ~. 
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3'/.;). 
'?? 9(P 

(p o. '3 5· I 
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~a '0 

''1'' - ,~l'~o d- I 

331 ,) I 
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&./1 
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/0,/ 

¥." 
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I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

51. Have you ever received any of the following disci P1ina)ry actions for 
complaints of misconduct (check all those that apply? 

Formal Written ~Jorking Oral Suspension Demotion Group Reprimand days off Reprimand 

543 106 170 qq.t. 5Lj /10 
1 oo.,~ 

7 Total J c>e.c /00.0 fbi). 0 

S\'/orn 415 /50 157 53 /0'7 7 
100.() 100.0 I JIf· ." 100 1 0 I co. () 

Civilian 128 IS /// I ~ 
IO()·o IOO,D 

v /t'o,o IOfJ.o 

~Jhite 341 { ory 103 3:;2 77 to 
/DC> 0 qq ."C /OO.n 100.0 100·0 

Spanish 159 5 .. 5 S<g dO 30 I 
10("D 100·0 100. t':I Joo·o 100. 0 

Black 10 4 I 3 
/00.<:.> laO.c:, /00. 11 

Other 33 J 10 if. 1 
7~~ 0 /Ob.o 100·0 /00'0 

51. cont1d Dismissal 
Group and None 

Reinstatemen 

Total 54'3 I~ ;237 
1,)0.1 I (k1.0 

S\'lOrn 415 13 100.0 
13'-1 

):'0.0 

Civilian 128 ! 
. 100. rJ 

98 
I ~~ () 

\~hite -. 341 13 )4~ 
100. D lOo.l> 

Spanish 159 ( 00 
loO.t) 100. c 

Black 10 5 
100 (, 

, 

I leg Other 33 
'.' 

100 0 - 10(H) 

I 

52. Have you formally suggested any 
revised or new written directives in 

53. Have you appealed a disciplinary 
decision through the appeal procedures 

the past year? ." , outside of this department? 

Group Yes 
No ~ 

Total 543 
;J?] 

/(,.t'.7 .1/.1.// g 
3;;. 

-.. " , .. -

Group Yes 
No ! 

Total 543 3;2 t.o .t./99 9.;'.S(, 

?jO 1')'7 
$\'Iorn 415 11·'7 ,-,' f? 30.3 

Civilian 128 1 / It! ct.,;. f( . It.t.· 

Hhite 341 &3 
/,~.L 

,;'70 
,'i/.,! 
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iI· 7 

/3(P <j~. ? 
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I'~.C [ 
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(. 
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;!j'. ",-

Spanish 159 ?J .5:, j.t/'1 
9 tj. 'i 

Black 10 / '1 
Y'().D IC t-

Other 33 d- ,;;.5 
:f'i: .J 7· l 



54. How satisfied are you with your present assignment in this 
department? 

-
I Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat sat. nor Group Satisfied Satisfied dissatisfied dissatisfied 

Very 
di ssati sfi e( 

Total 543 c213 
-3 't" 'I /9/ 

01 ;.1/ 
!F5"' 

/0.'1 
6'1 II. 0 

16-
,J. g i 
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; ;/·3 OJ":;. t3- 3;· .; ·Hlt.; 

51 Ii) 0 :2 
Other 33 ::l~. &; 3S? cJl,'/ 

':J 
/0. '1 -

55. Overall, how satisfied are you at this time with your career in 
this department? 

Very Somewhat Neither 

(1 
r;..:). ;L 

&, 
~!i' 

/c;2 
3·) 

.:3 /.9 

Somewhat I Very Group sat. nor Satisfied Satisfied tis s.a.tis£ie.rl dissatisfiedl dissatisfiec 
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Total 

Sworn 
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Hhite 

Spanish 
-

Black 

Other 

As a final question, please put these topics in order of importance as 
to their effect on your morale; that is, which topics cause you the most 
concern in the way they exist or are handled in the department? Indicate 
this by writing the number "1" in the box to the left of the most 
important topic, "2" for the next most important, and so on to "7". 

I ". 

I ~ Clarity of rules and/or procedures as written 

~ 
[1] 

Adequacy of information received by me about rules and procedures 
Adequacy of procedures to appeal findings and penalties against 
officers . 

00 Restrictions placed on my personal' life by rules and procedures 

I~I The policies and operation of the Internal Affairs Unit 
141 Effectiveness in the handling of citizen's complaints of officers 

conduct 
r;l, Consistency in the application of rules when a disciplinary action 
L!J is taken 

--- .- ... --

Clarity of rules and/or procedures as written (Rank" aiven) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 

-

543 7~ 13 '1 
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//.1 .:?;J.;;z. /'8.) 
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Group 

Total 543 

Sworn 415 

Civilian 128 
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Black 10 

Other 33 

Group 

Total 543 

Sworn 415 

Civilian 128 

Hhite 341 

Spanish 159 

Black 10 

Other 33 
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Total 543 

S\'1orn 415 

Civilian 128 
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Black 10 

Other 33 

Adequacy of procedures to appeal findings and penalties against officers 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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The policies and operation of the Internal Affairs Unit 
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Effectiveness in the handling of citizen1s complaints of officers conduct 
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120.00 

121.00 

121. 01 

121 .02 

121. 03 

121. 04 

121.05 

121.06 

121.07 

121.08 

121.09 

120.00 - 121.09 

DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

Personnel: 

Shall not conmit or omit any acts which const'itute a violation 
of any of the rules, regulations, directives or orders of the 
Department. 

Shall conduct themselves on duty in such a manner as to reflect 
most favorably on the Department. Conduct unbecoming an officer 
or employee shall include that which brings the Department into 
disrepute or impairs the operation or efficiency of the Depart
ment. 

Shall obey all criminal laws of the United States of America and 
of any State and local jurisdiction in which they are present. 
A conviction for the violation of any criminal law shall be prima 
facie evidence of a violation of this sect:on. 

Shall report for duty at the time and place required by assignment 
or order and shall be physically and mentally fit to perform their 
duties. They shall be properly equipped so that they may immediate
ly assume their duties. Judicial subpoenas shall constitute an or
der to report for duty under this section. 

Shall constantly direct their best efforts to accomplish the func
tions of the Department intelligently and efficiently. They shall 
not engage in any activity or personal business Ivhich may cause 
them to neglect or be inattentive to duty. 

Shall not feign illness or injury, falsely report themselves ill or 
injured, or otherwise deceive or attempt to deceive any official of 
the Department or the City as to the condition of their health. 

Shall notify their supervisor if possible, or someone else in au
thority before leaving their duty station or post for any reason, 
including illness or injury. 

Shall be permitted to suspend theil' assigned duties subject to immed
iate call for the purpose of having mea1s during their tours of duty 
but only for such period of time and at such time and place as direct
edby their activity commander. 

Shall maintain sufficient competency to properly perform their duties 
and assume the responsibilities of their positions. Personnel shall 
perform their duties in a manner which will maintain the established 
standard of efficiency in carrying out the functions and objectives 
of the Department. 

1-3 (Nov., 77) 



121. 10 

121.11 

121. 12 

121.13 

121. 14 

121. 15 

121. 16 

121.10 - 121.16 

May engage in outside employment only after written permission 
has been granted by the Chief of Police in accordance with the 
Merit Ordinance. Such permission may be terminated at any time 
at the discretion of the Chief of Police. 

Shall not possess, store,or bring into any police facility or 
vehicle alcoholic beverages, controlled SUbstances, narcotics, 
or hallucinogens except in the performance of their official 
'duties or as legally prescribed. When such substances are pre
scribed for use on duty, personnel shall notify their supervisor. 

Shall not drink any intoxicating beverages on duty, except in 
actual performance of their assigned duties requiring its use. 
Personnel shall not u"e intoxicating beverages off duty to the 
extent that it renders them unable to report for their next 
scheduled tour of duty or discredits the Department. 

May use tobacco as long as they are not in a formation, do not 
have to leave their assignment or post for the sole purpose of 
doing so and are not engaged in traffic direction and control. 
When they are in direct contact with the public, personnel shall 
refrain from using tobacco or should obtain permission prior to 
doing so f;·om the individual ~Iith whom they are in direct contact. 

Shall promptly obey all lawful orders of a superior or orders 
given via police radio. This will include orders relayed from 
a superior by personnel of the same or lesser rank. 

Who are given an otherwise proper order which is in conflict 
with a previous order, rule, regulation,or directive shall res
pectfully inform the superior issuing the order of the previous 
conflicting order. If the superior issuing the order does not 
alter or retract the conflicting order, the order shall stand. 
Under these circumstances, the responsibility for the conflict 
shall be upon the superior. Personnel shall obey the conflict
ing order and shall not be held responsible for disobedience of 
the order, rule, regulation, or directive previously issued. 
Personnel shall not obey any order which they know or should know 
would require them to commit any illegal act. If in doubt as to 
the legality of an order, personnel shall request the issuing su
perior to clarify the order or to confer with higher authority. 

Shall not solicit or accept, either for himself or another member 
or employee, gifts, gratuities, or compensation for services per
formed in the line of duty, other than that which is paid by the 
City, unless authorized by the Chief of Police. 
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·121.17 

-
121. 18 

121. 19 

- 121.20 

121. 21 

121. 22 

-

121.17 - 121.22 

Shall not use their official position or official identification 
cards or badges for personal or financial gain, for obtaining 
privileges not otherwise available to them except in the per
formance of duty, or for avoiding consequences of illegal acts. 
Personnel shall not lend to another person their identification 
cards or badges or permit them to be photographed or reproduced 
without the approval of the Chief of Police. Personnel shall 
not authorize the use of their names, photographs, or official 
titles in connection with testimonials or advertisements of any 
commodity or commercial enterprise without the approval of the 
Chief of Police. 

Shall not recommend or suggest in any manner except in the trans
action of personal business the employment or procurement of a 
particular product, professional service or commercial service 
(such as an attorney, ambulance service, towing service, bondsman, 
mortician, etc.). 

Shall be courteous to the public and other personnel. Personnel 
shall be tactful, control their tempers, exercise patience and 
discretion and shall not engage in argumentative discussions even 
in the face of provocation. In the performance of their duties, 
personnel should maintain a neutral and detached attitude without 
indicating disinterest or that a matter is petty or insignificant. 
Personnel shall not use coarse, violent, profane or insolent lan
guage or gestures and shall not express any prejudice concerning 
race, religion, politics, national origin, life style, or similar 
personal characteristic. 

Shall obtain information in an official and courteous manner and 
act upon it in a proper and judicious manner within the scope of 
their duties and consistent with established Departmental proced
ures whenever any person applies for assistance 01" advice, or 
makes complaints or reports, either by telephone or in person. 

Shall avoid regular or continuous associations or dealings with 
persons whom they know are under active criminal investigation or 
indictment or who have a reputation in the community or the Depart
ment for present involvement in felonious or criminal behavior, ex
cept as necessary to the performance of official duties or where 
unavoidable because of other personal relationships. 

Shall not knowingly visit, enter or frequent a house of prostitu
tion, gambling house, or establishment wherein the laws of the 
United States, the State, or the local jurisdiction are regularly 
violated except in the performance of duty or while acting under 
proper and specific orders from a superior. 
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121 .23 

121.24 

121.25 

121. 26 

121.27 

121. 28 

121. 29 

121. 30 

121.31 

121 .23 - 121.31 

Shall not engage or participate in any form of illegal gamb
ling at any time, except in the performance of duty and while 
acting under proper and specific orders from a superior. 

Shall not publicly criticize or ridicule the Department, its 
policies, or other personnel in a manner which is defamatory, 
obscene, unlawful, undermines the effectiveness of the Depart
ment, interferes with the maintenance of discipline, or is 
made with reckless disregard for the truth. Personnel shall 
not hold themselves out as representing the Department without 
pri or authority. 

Shall wear uniforms or other clothing in accordance with estab-
1 i shed Departmental procedures. Except when acti ng under pr.oper 
and specific orders from a superior, personnel on duty shall 
maintain a neat, well-groomed appearance and shijll style their 
hair according to Departmental guidelines. 

Shall have telephones in their residences if available and shall 
report any changes of telephone numbers or addresses to their 
superiors and to the Fiscal/Personnel Division within two working 
days. 

Shall treat the official business of the Department as confident
ial. Information regarding official business shall be dissemin
ated only to those for whom it is intended in accordance with 
established Departmental procedures. 

Shall not knowingly interfere with the investigations, assigned 
tasks or duty assignments of another and shall not directly or 
indirectly by threat or bribe attempt to secure the withdrawal 0\" 
abandonment of a complaint or· charges. 

Shall sUbmit all necessary reports on time and in accordance with 
established Departmental procedures. Reports shall be truthful 
and complete. Personnel shall not knowingly enter or cause to be 
entered any inaccurate, false or improper information. 

Shall utilize Department equipment only for its intended purpose 
in accordance with established Departmental procedures and shall 
not abuse, damage, or lose Department equipment. All Department 
issued equipment shall be maintained in proper order. 

Shall truthfully answer all questions specifically directed and 
narrowly related to the scope of employment and operations of the 
Department which may be asked of them. 
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1/21.32 

121. 33 -
121. 34 

121. 35 

-

121.32 - 121.35 

Shall operate official vehicles in a careful and prudent man
ner and shall obey all laws and all Departmental orders 
pertaining to such operation. Loss or suspension of any driv
ing license 5ha11 be reported to the Department immediately. 

Shall wear their identification cat'd on the left side of the 
outer garment when in the police building and not in uniform, 
and shall give their name, rank,and duty station to any per
son requesting it during duty hours. 

Shall cooperate fully with the investigators in any internal 
investigation and sha11 be afforded all rights and protections 
provided by law, this manual, the City Merit Ordinance and 
collective bargaining contracts. 

Shall be required to provide infol'11lation regarding their own 
Internal Affairs file only when ordered by a court of compe
tent authority or the Chief or Deputy Chief. When in doubt, 
personnel should seek advice of counsel, the court, or a chief. 
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122.00 

122.01 

122.02 

122.03 

122.04 

122.05 

122.06 

122.07 

122.00 - 122.07 

Officers: 

Shull carry their badges and identification cards on their 
persons while on duty, except when impractical or dangerous 
to their safety or to an investigation. They shall furnish 
their name and employee number to any person requesting that 
information when they are on duty or while holding themselves 
out as having an official capacHy, except when the withhold
ing of such information is necessary for the perfomance of 
police duties or is authorized by proper authority. 

Shall carry and use weapons in a careful and prudent manner 
in accordance with the laws and Departmental procedures. 

Shall make only those arrests, searches, and seizures which 
they know or should know are legal and in accord with the De
partmental procedures. 

Shall familiarize themselves with and have working knowledge 
of all laws of the State of New Nexico and the Ordinances of 
the City of Albuquerque ~Ihich they are required to enforce. 

Shall be equally responsible for the enforcement of laws, or
dinances and police regulations. The delegation of the enforce
ment of certain laws and ordinances to a particular division, 
section or unit of the Department does not relieve members of 
other divisions. sections or units from taking prompt police ac
tion for violations coming to their attention. All officers 
will take appropriate action and render assistance in any in
stance coming to their attention whether on or off duty. 

Shall be acquainted with the first aid procedures in order that 
they may be prepared to apply first aid promptly and properly 
in any case coming to their attention. 

Shall make themselves familiar with the City including the lo
cation of streets, public bUildings, hospitals, courts, trans
portation offices and depots, highways, and the boundaries of 
the City. They shall further familiarize themselves with the 
location of the City, County, State and Federal agencies and 
departments in order to enable them to render intelligent and 
helpful infonnation and assistance when requested. 
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122.08 - 122.13 

Shall, if they are the highest ranking member of a sub-division 
of this Department, assume the duties and responsibilities of 
the supervisor of the sub-division should the supervisor be ab
sent without naming a person to fill his position. 

Shall cooperate with all agencies engaged in the administration 
of criminal justice, public agencies, and other Departments with
in the City of Albuquerque structure and shall give to each all 
the aid and information that it is entitled to receive. 

Shall, while off duty, carryon their person their official iden
tification card and badge if arm~d. 

Shall be responsible for reporting the neglect of duty or disobe
dience of orders of other personnel that may come to the"ir atten-
tion." " 

Shall notify their supervisor at once when exposer; to a 'contagiou~ 
disease in the line of duty. 

Sha 11 report to the Area Commander a 11 i nci dents l'i s ted in Secti on 
281.05, and shall complete a written report as soon as possible. 
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123.00 

123.01 

123.02 

123.03 

123.04 

123.05 

123.00 - 123.05 

Chief of Police 

Shall conform to the policies set forth by the Mayor who, by 
the authority of the City Charter, is responsible for the 
proper administration of the Police Department and enforce
ment of all laws and ordinances of the City of Albuquerque. 

Is responsible for the administration, efficiency, and gen
eral conduct of the Department. A detailed budget shall be 
p:'epared and bE submitted to the Mayor each year by the 
Chief of Police. A detailed cost of maintenance of the De
partment for the ensuing year will be kept. In addition, 
the Chief of Police shall ensure that such books and records 
as the r~ayor deems necessary or as required by law are main
tained. 

Has the responsibility for the assignment and reassignment 
of all personnel and for the efficiency, discipline, general 
conduct and appearance of such personnel. In this capacity, 
the Chief of Police shall have the authority to prescribe, 
promulgate and enforce the rules and regulations for the op
eration of the Department. These rul es a.nd regul ations shall 
not be in conflict with either New Mexico State Statutes or 
the Albuquerque City Ordinances. As Chief Executive, he shall 
set an example for the personnel under his command by being 
fair and firm in his dealings with others. 

Is responsible for long and short-range planning necessary to 
meet the goals and objectives of the Department. 

May .authorize personnel to deviate from the provisions of this 
manua1 when he believes such deviation to be in the public in
terest. 

I-l0 (Nov., 77) 

-

-

-

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I -
I 
I 
I 
I 
I -
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

278.00 

278.01 

A. 

B. 

c. 

D. 

E. 

278.02 

A. 

B. 

---------------- - ---

278.00 - 278.02B 

REPRIMANDS 

Verbal reprimands for minor infractions may be given by a 
supervisor to any of his subordinates. 

When a verbal reprimand is given, the member or employee 
shall be made to understand that it is a reprimand, that 
a notation is being made and that more harsh action may 
be taken for a repeated act or omission. 

The supervisor giving the reprimand shall make a notation 
on the member's or employee's "verbal action" file card. 
The complete "verbal action" files shall be kept in the 
activity commander's office. Access to these files will 
be restricted to supervisory officers, except that the in
dividual shall have access to his own file card. 

Each notation of reprimand on a member's or employee's 
"verbal action" card shall contain the date, the subject 
of the reprimand, any extenuating circumstances and the 
supervisor's signature. Further, the concerned memb2r or 
employee shall initial the card. 

Such notations, along with other noted information concern
ing work performance and other factors, should be the basis 
for accurate and objective periodic personnel evaluations 
of the member or employee concerned. As members and employ
ees are transferred from one activity to another, their 
"verbal action" file cards will be transferred with them. 

Each notation entered on the "verbal action" card shall be 
deleted at the end of twelve calendar months. No "verbal 
action" card would mean that the member or employee has had 
no reprimand or comments, good or bad. If there is only one 
notation, the card will be deleted and disposed of at the 
end of twelve calendar months. The member or employee will 
not be held responsible for any deleted entry. 

Written reprimands may be given by a supervisor to his sub
ordinates. 

The supervisor shall complete a charge sheet which shall con
tain the text of the reprimand. 

The supervisor shall furnish a copy of the charge sheet to 
the member or employee concerned, and transmit a copy to the 
Fiscal/Personnel Division. 
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C. 

D. 

E. 

278.03 

'278.04 

278.02C - 278.04 

The original of the charge sheet will be sent the Area 
Commander through the supervisor's chain of command. 
Each succeeding supervisor shall sign the copy before 
forwarding. 

In the event a succeeding supervisor does not concur 
with the letter of reprimand, he shall so state. He 
shall check the non-concurrence and state his reasons 
on a supplemental letter, justify his non-concurrence 
and state what action he believes should be taken. He 
shall attach this to the charge sheet and send it on 
to the succeeding supervisor. 

The Area Commander concerned, upon review of the charge 
sheet and any attachments, may concur. If he concurs, 
he shall sign the original and forward it to the Fiscal/ 
Personnel Division, where the carbon copy shall be pulled 
and the signed copy put in its place. 

After utilizing departmental appeal procedures any employ
ee, except part-time, temporary, unclassifi8d, or proba
tionary personnel, may appeal all actions taken against 
him which result in loss of pay, seniority, written or oral 
reprimand, termination, suspension or demotion to the City 
Administrative Officer's Grievance Committee. Appeals by 
members shall be in accordance with Section 288.03. 

A member or employee shall make any complaint that he may 
have against a superior officer to his immediate supervi
sor. He may, in writing through his chain of command, 
apprise the deputy chief in charge of his bureau of his 
complaint. 
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279.00 

279.01 

279.02 

279.03 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

279.04 

A. 

279.00 - 279.04A 

RELIEF OF DUTY 

Should a member or employee be charged with a violation 
of Department rules, policies, procedures or some more 
serious offense or infraction, the member or employee's 
immediate supervisor may relieve him from duty pending 
disposition of charges by the Chief of Police. 

During the division or area commander's duty hours when 
an immediate relief of duty has been directed by a super
visor, the supervisor and the accused will report to the 
office of the division commander and the supervisor shall 
present the accusation and any documentation. 

During other than normal duty hours when an immediate re
lief of duty has been directed, the following steps will 
be fo 11 owed: 

The supervisor shall direct the member or employee to re
port to the concerned division or area commander at the 
beginning of the commander's next duty shift. In the event 
that several days will elapse before the division or area 
commander's next duty shift, the supervising officer shall 
instruct the accused as to whether or not he shall be per
mitted to work any intervening assigned shifts. Further, 
he shall inform the division or area commander of what has 
transpired before going off duty. 

The supervisor shall completely document all pertinent 
facts concerning the infraction, the action taken, and his 
recommendations complete with justification for any further 
action. 

The supervisor shall be responsible for ensuring that this 
documentation moves forward through the chain of command 
and arrives at the division or area commander's office at 
or before the next shift • . 
Activity Commanders in the rank of captain or lieutenant 
have the authority to suspend personnel for up to 80 hours. 
These suspensions are subject to review as provided in the 
Standard Operating Procedures, Personnel Regulations; Merit 
Ordinance of the City of Albuquerque and collective bargain
ing agreements. 

In the event the deputy chief does not concur with the action 
taken, he may: 

Ask for additional c1arificatiun from those superior officers 
who have direct personal knowledge of or are involved in the 
Ilc.tion. 
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B. 

C. 

279.05 

279.06 

279.07 

279.08 

279.09 

279.10 

279.04B - 279.10 

Call for a further iinvestigation to be conducted by the 
Internal Affairs Unit. When and if this action is taken, 
the Deputy Chief will suspend further action pending the 
completion of the investigation. 

Direct some course of action other than relief of duty. 

In the event the Deputy Chief concurs with the proposed 
action, he shall so state. He will inform the member or 
employee of the duration/length of suspension. Further, 
he shall initiate the proper personnel paperwork, sign it, 
have the offending member or employee sign it and forward 
it to the Chief of Police through the Internal Affairs Unit 
for signature. 

When a member or employee is scheduled for court during the 
time he is on suspension, he shall be responsible for court 
attendance. 

When a member is scheduled for outside off-duty work during 
his period of suspension, he shall be responsible for noti
fying Community Services Unit that he will not be able to 
appear for that assignment. 

When a member or employee is to be suspended without pay 
for 80 hours or less, activity commanders in the rank of 
lieutenant or above may offer the member or employee the 
option of serving an equal amount of time on days off 01' ".~ 
after normal duty hours engaged in constructive work in 
lieu of lost pay. The added work may be a continuation of 
the member's or employee's regular duties, or may be other 
reasonable dutie:; as assigned by the commanding officer 
concerned. The member or employee given such option may de
cline and thereby receive the suspension imposed. 

In accepting extra duty hours in lieu of suspension, the mem
ber or employee must do so on a voluntary basis, waiving any 
future claim for additional compensation or grievance of the 
disciplinary action. 

Dut'ing a period of suspension, a member or employee shall 
not wear any identifiable part of the official uniform. 
Upon being relieved of duty, he will immediately surrender 
his badge of office and all other department property deemed 
necessary. H& shall not act in the capacity of nor repre
sent himself us a police officer in any manner, nor perfonu 
any off-duty police work. 
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279.11 

279.11 -

In the event that disciplinary action is instigated and if 
the investigated member so requests, the Albuquerque Police 
Officers' Association may designate a representative to par
ticipate in all stages of the proceedings if it so elects, 
and the member shall be provided with copies of the charges 
and decisions. 
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280.00 

280.01 

A. 

B. 

C. 

280.02 

280.03 

A. 

B. 

C. 

280.04 

280.00 - 280.04 

RECORDING AND HANDLING OF I\LLEGATIONS AND CmlPLI\INTS 
AGAINST DEPI\RTHENTAL PERSONNEL OR SERVICE DELIVERY 

A complaint shall be defined as: 

Any alleged act by personnel which is contrary to the 
rules, procedures, or policies of the department. 

An alleged act or omission which if substanti~ted would 
constitute a violation of law. 

Any allegation which tends to indicate an actual or 
potential defect in de~artmental policy, rules, proce
dures, or the police service delivery system. 

A complaint shall be classified official or unofficial 
as defined in 280.03 and 280.04 below. 

Official complaints shall be defined as: 

Any complaint made by a citizen or member/employee against 
departmental personnel, or against department procedures, 
policy, or the manner in which oolice service \'las deliv
ered ~Ihere the complainant provides his name, address, and 
telephone number. 

Pmy complaint made by a citizen or member/employee of 
criminal conduct by departmental personnel whether or 
not the complainant discloses his name, address, ur tele
phone nt.:mber. 

Any complaint of a non-criminal nature made by a citizen 
or member/employee against departmental personnel or 
against departmental policy or procedure Where the com
plainant refuses to provide his name, address, and tele
phone number but ~Ihich, in the opinion of the supervisor 
receiving the complaint, is of such serious nature to 
warrant reccrdi~q and/or an investigation. 

Unofficial complaints or any complaints of a non-criminal 
nature made by a citizen or member/employee where the com
plainant refus~s to provide his r.ame, address, and tele
phone number, and where the supervisor receiving the 
comolaint determines that the allegation cannot be followed 
up or where the allegation is not valid. 
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280.05 

280.06 

280.07 

280.08 

280.09 

280.10 

A. 

B., 

C. 

280.11 

280.05 - 280.11 

It shall be the policy of this department to accept, re
cord, and investigate all official complaints as defined 
in Section 280.03. 

Personnel of this department are authorized to receive 
and record complaints against other departmental person
nel or the department. In all but emergency cases, how
ever, complaints shall be referred to a supervisor or to 
the Internal Affairs Unit (IAU) for reco\"ding. 

The responsibility and thus commensurate accountability 
for deciding whether to treat a complaint as official or 
unofficial rests with the individual receiving the infor
mation of the allegation. 

Official complaints shall be recorded on a complaint form. 

If the person receiving the official complaint resolves 
the matter to the complaining pa\"ty's satisfaction, he 
shall note this fact and the method used to satisfy the 
complaint on the complaint form. The fact that the mat
ter has been resolved shall not relieve personnel of the 
responsibility for completing the complaint form and sub
mitting the complaint according to the procedure outlined 
in Section 280.10. 

Personnel recording offic),il complaints shall distribute 
copies as indicated below. All copies that are sent to 
the Internal Affairs Unit shall be sent directly and not 
along the chain of command. 

Criminal Allegations - Original complaint form to the 
Internal Affairs Unit. 

Non-Criminal Complaints - Original complaint form to the 
immediate supervisor of the accused. Copy of the com
plaint form to the Internal Affairs Unit. 

Complaints Against Department - Original complaint form 
to the Internal Affairs Unit. 

Personnel who are the subject of an official complaint 
shall be notified of that fact as soon as possible by the 
individual receiving the original copy of the complaint 
(Internal Aff,airs Unit in complaints alleging criminal 
conduct, immediate supervisor for all other complaints), 
unless doing so may jeopardize the investigation. 
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281.00 

281.01 

281.02 

281.03 

281. 04 

281.05 

A. 

8. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

281.00 - 281.05G 

INVESTIGATIVE RESPONSI8ILITY FOR OFFICIAL COMPLAINTS 

Responsibility for investigations of complaints shall 
follow the guidelines established by this manual. 

If the complaint alleges a defect in policy, procedure, 
or service delivery, but does not allege misconduct on 
the part of departmental personnel, the complaint shall 
be referred by the Internal Affairs Unit to the Policy 
and Procedures Review Board for resolution. 

If the complaint alleges non-criminal misconduct by de
partmental personnel or does not fal~ within the area 
where the Internal Affairs Unit has sole responsibility, 
the investigation shall be conducted by the accused offi
cer's supervisor. 

The Chief's Legal Advisor (Police Attorney) shall assume 
investigative responsibility and the personnel of the 
Internal Affairs Unit shall assist and represent him in 
a staff capacity when directed to do so by the Chief of 
Police. 

The Internal Affairs Unit shall have sole investigative 
responsibility in the following cases: 

When directed to do so by the Chief of Police. 

The investigation is so complex that it would be imprac
tical for the accused's immediate supervisor to undertake 
the task. 

When several officers of various commands are involved in 
the alleged complaint. 

Complaints alleging criminal conduct by departmental person
nel. 

-

-

Situations where police personnel have been killed 'or seriously 
injured by the deliberate act of any person. 

Situations where any person has been killed by departmental 
personnel by use of deadly force or injured by the alleged 
use of excessive force. 

Situations involving the discharge of firearms by police per
"sonnel in other than lawful sport activity or at an approved 
fi ri ng range. 
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281.05H - 281.12 

Complaints alleging internal harassment, threats, or 
false accusations. 

Any conflict over investigatory responsibility shall be 
resolved by the Chief of Police. 

Internal investigations shall be classified as prelimi
nary and comprehensive. The preliminary investigation 
is one which is undertaken immediately upon receipt of 
the complaint and is for the purpose of securing neces
sary information such as names and statements of persons 
involved or witnesses, securing evidence which might be 
lost with passage of time and generally controlling the 
situation which brought about the complaint. The compre
hensive investigation is one which requires a thorough 
gathering and securing of evidence and facts to discover 
the truth and ultimately bring the case to a conclusion. 

Upon becoming aware of a complaint, the supervisor shall 
conduct a preliminary investigation. This investigation 
shall be conducted even though the immediate supervisor 
of the accused has not been officially assigned the res
ponsibility to conduct the comprehensive investigation. 
If the accused's immediate supervisor is not available to 
conduct the preliminary investigation, the responsibility 
shall rest with the accused's commander or his designee. 

If the complaint is such that a preliminary and comprehen
sive investigation can be conducted simultaneously, the 
supervisor is authorized to do so. 

The supervisor conducting the preliminary investigation 
shall forward the original of all reports and statements 
through the chain of command, and a copy of all material 
shall be forwarded to the Internal Affairs Unit. The 
investigation must be completed and the papers forwarded 
without unreasonable delay. 

The supervisor conducting a preliminary investigation 
shall forward the original of all reports and statements 
fer action in criminal allegations or complaints against 
the Department directly to the Internal Affairs Unit and 
not through the chain of command. These documents must 
be forwarded without unreasonable delay. 

Upon receiving a copy of a complaint form, the Internal 
Affairs Unit shall determine whether it has sole respon
sibility for the comprehensive investigation (as outlined 
in 281.05). 
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281. 13 

281.14 

281.15 

--------------

281.12 - 281.15 

If the Internal Affairs Unit has sole responsibility. the 
accused's supervisor's commanding officer shall be noti
fied through the chain of command that Internal Affairs 
shall conduct the comprehensive investigation. 

If it is determined by the Internal Affairs Unit that re
sponsibility for the comprehensive investi§ation rests 
with the immediate supervisor. the supervisor's commanding 
officer shall be so informed by Internal Affairs. The 
supervisor's cOllillanding officer may assign the supervisor 
or other designated person to conduct the comprehensive 
investigation. or may conduct the investigation himself. 

The Internal Affairs Unit may request assistance of other 
units at any time in conducting the comprehensive investi
gation. Likewise, the supervisor assigned such responsi
bility may request assistance from the Internal Affairs 
Unit or other unit when deemed necessary. ' 

If the immediate supervisor cannot or should not conduct 
the investigation, responsibility for the preliminary an, 
comprehensive investigation shall be assumed by his supe -
visor. The Internal Affairs Unit'shall be responsible f r 
the preliminary and/or comprehensive investigation if 
ord'ered to do so by the Chief of Pol ice. 
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282.00 

282.01 

-
282.02 

282.03 

A. 

B. 

-
C. 

D. 

E. 

-

282.00 - 282.03E 

PROCEDURES FOR PRELIMINARY AND COMPREHENSIVE INVESTIGATIONS 
OF ALLEGATIONS AND COMPLAINTS 

It shall be the policy of this Department that the Depart
ment has the duty of investigating its case through lawful 
investigatory techniques. The burden of proving guilt 
rests with the Department. The investigator will be respon
sible for conducting the investigation in a lawful manner 
according to the procedures established by this manual. 

The investigator conducting preliminary or comprehensive 
investigations shall be responsible for questioning officers, 
witnesses, and complainants who are available and collect and 
preserve evidence. Persons conducting preliminary or compre
hensive investigations shall not intentionally take any action 
which may jeopardize any further investigations in the matter. 

The following guidelines will be used by persons conducting 
internal investigations. For the purpose of conducting such 
investigations and issuing appropriate orders, the investiga
tor shall be considered the designee of the Chief of Police. 

The interrogation of personnel shall be at a reasonable hour, 
preferably when they are on duty, or during the daytime unless 
circumstances dictate otherwise. 

The interrogations shall take place at a location designated 
by the investigator; however, personnel will not be ordered 
to leave their post until their supervisor has been notified. 

Any personnel questioned should be informed of the name and 
rank of the investigator, the identity of all others present, 
the nature of the investigation, the name of the complainant, 
the contents of this manual, status (accused, witness, etc.) 
and sufficient information to reasonably apprise them of the 
allegations prior to the interrogation. 

The department shall furnish an opportunity for the accused, 
if he requests, to consult with counsel before being question
ed, provided the interrogation is not unreasonably delayed. 
Counsel, if available, or another person of his choice, may 
be present during the interrogation. If counsel interferes 
with the proceedings, the investigator may withdraw permis
sion for counsel to remain. 

Personnel under arrest or suspects in a criminal investiga
tion shall be given t~e Miranda Warnings. At no time will 
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F. 

282.03E - 282.07 

Investigators infringe on the rights of personnel, as tho~e 
rights are defined by Constitutional provision, State statute 
provisions, court interpretation, merit ordinance, this manual 
or collective bargaining contracts. 

Interrogations shall be recorded mechanically or by a 
department stenographer. There will be no "off-the-record" 
questions or statements unless agreed to by both parties. 
All recesses called during the questioning shall be noted 
on the reco rd. 

-
G. Personnel shall not be subjected to any offensive language 

nor shall they be threatened with transfer, dismissal. or 
other disciplinary action by the investigator. The inves
tigator shall make no promises of re\~ards as an inducement 
to answer questions. Nothing herein is to be construed to 
prohibit the investigating officer from informing the accused 
that his conduct can become the subject of discipl inary ac
tion. 

H. Rest periods shall be allowed each'hour. Time shall be pro
vided for personal necessities, meals, and telephone calls. 

282.04 

282.05 

282.06 

282.07 

Personal property shall not be subjected to unreasonable 
search or seizure without probable cause, and in a criminal 
investigation not without a sea.rch warrant ~Ihere required by 
law. Departmental property may be searched at any time even 
if assigned to or used exclus"ively by a single person. The 
investigator may, at any time, order the delivery to him of ~ 
any property, document, or other item which belongs to the 
department. 

Personnel of this department will comply with all lawful or
ders for information, materials, or assistance when such 
orders are made by the investigator of a complaint. 

Communi cat ions in departmenta 1 facil it i es and/or equi pment 
may be monitored and recorded. 

After reviewing the entire case, the Chief of Police can or
der any member or employee of the Department to submit to any 
deception detection examination or technique including but 
not limited to the polygraph. The Chief of Police can order 
any member or employee of the Department to submit to any med
ically acceptable technique to secure non-testimonial evidence 
including but not limited to the following methods: chemical, 
mechanical, medical. Deception detection examinations shall 
normally be employed only after: 

-
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A. 

B. 

C. 

282.08 

,A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

282.09 

282.07A - 282.09 

All other reasonable investigative leads have been exhausted. 

The APOA President, or his designated representative, has 
been briefed on the facts of the case and the reasons for 
ordering the examination. 

The citizen/complainant has submitted to and passed such an 
examination. 

Following the completion of a complaint investigation, the 
investigator, except wherf! he i~ a member of the Internal 
Affairs Unit, shall classify the case as one of the follow
ing: 

Sustained - the allegation is supported by sufficient pmof. 

Nrit Sustained - the evidence is not sufficient to prove or 
disprove the allegation. 

Unfounded - the a 11 ega tion is false or otherwi se not based 
on valid facts. 

Exonerated - the incident that occurred or was complained 
against was lawful and proper. 

Misconduct Not Based on the Original Complaint - the evi
dence supports action for infractions discovered during the 
investigation of a complaint that may be sustained, not sus
tained. unfounded, or exonerated. 

In instances where the investigation is conducted by the 
Internal Affairs Unit. the investigation t0gether with 
findings shall be forwarded to the accused officer's super
visor who shall make a recommendation pursuant to Section 
284.00. The Chief of Police may direct the findings to be 
forwarded to other personnel for a recommendation where ap
propriate. 
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283.00 

283.01 

283.02 

283.03 

283.04 

283.05 

283.06 

283.07 

283.08 

283.00 - 283.08 

INVESTIGATIVE REVIEW BY COMMANDERS 

Upon completion of the immediate supervisor's investigation 
or review of the case, the entire case file, including the 
findings and recommendations, shall be sent through the 
chain of command to the division commander who shall make 
a determination pursuant to Section 283.04 of this manual. 

Each level of command shall review the reports and, in w\'it
ing, either concur or not concur with the findings and 
recommendations of the supervisor. The commander reviewing 
the reports shall explain the reasons for nonconcurrence and 
make his reconmendation in an attached letter. All documents 
shall then be forwarded to the next level, \~ithin three (3) 
working days of receipt. 

Should any level of command feel that further investigation 
is needed, they shall so state in writing and return the case 
file to the appropriate level. Commanders may request assis
tance from the Internal Affairs Unit at any stage of the 
investigation. 

Division commanders shall review all reports and may recom
mend any appropriate action up to a suspension of 80 work 
hours. The entire case shall be sent to the appropriate 
Deputy Chief for approval. 

The Deputy Chief shall review within five (5) working days 
of receipt all reports and recommendations and may concur 
with or modify the charge sheet. Copies of all materials 
shall be sent to the Internal Affairs Unit fOI" review. 

If the Deputy Chief modifies the decision, he shall notify 

-

-
the division commander of this fact. The division commander 
shall then take necessary action in accordance with the Deputy 
Chief's decision. 

The Internal Affairs Unit, under the direction of the legal 
advisor (police attorney), shall review all completed inves
tigations. If the action imposed is inappropriate or incon
sistent with the policies or procedures set forth in this 
manual, the Internal Affairs Unit shall fon/ard the case to 
the Policy and Procedures Review Board and request a review. 
If the actions are deemed appropriate by Internal Affairs, 
the case shall be sent to the Chief of Police for his appro
val within three (3) working days of receipt. 

If the Chief disapproves of the disciplinary action imposed, 
he may modify the decision and shall take whatever action 
necessary to correct the consequences of the previous deci
sion. 
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284.00 

284.01 

284.02 

284.03 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G, 

H. 

I. 

284.04 

284.00 - 284.04 

CHARGES, RECOMMENDATIONS, AND NOTIFICATION TO THE ACCUSED 

Upon determining that a complaint is sustained, the immed
iate supervisor shall prepare a charge sheet if disciplinary 
action is contemplated. 

No disciplinary action resulting in written reprim~nd, loss 
of pay, loss of seniority) demotion, suspension, working 
days off in 1 i eu of suspensi on or terminali on sha 11 be im
posed unless a charge sheet is prepared. 

The charge sheet shall contain the following: 

A statement of the alleged acts for omissions. 

The date, time and place where the alleged aGts or omissions 
took place. 

The name. rank and service number of the accused. 

The particular rule(s) by section number alleged to have 
been violated. 

.The name(s) of all persons investigating the incident. 

The findings of the investigation as per Section 282.08. 

The recommended action. 

The name, rank and service number of all reviewing persons. 

The ;;iynature of the Deputy Chief appi"oving the action. 

On~ copy of the charge sheet shall be furnished the accused by 
the Division Commander and another sent to the Internal Affairs 
Unit. The original shall be read to the aGcused by the Division 
Commander who shall also ('xp1ain the accused's right to appeal. 
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285.00 

285.01 

285.02 

285.03 

285.04 

285.05 

285.00 - 285.05 

ACTIONS OF ACCUSED - ACCEPTANCE OF DISCIPLINARY ACTION AND 
RIGHT TO APPEAL 

All disciplinary actions which result in oral or written 
reprimand, loss of pay, loss of seni ori ty, demoti on, sus
pension, work days off in lieu of suspension orterminatior,_ 
may be appealed to the Trial Board or the Policy and Pro
cedures Review Board. 

The accused shall be presented the charge sheet by the 
Division Commander pursuant to Section 284.04, and shall 
either accept or reject the penalties in writing. Should 
the accused accept the discipl inary action, he shall sign 
acceptance and the charge sheet shall be forwarded to the 
Internal Affairs Unit. Should he reject, he shall so indi
cate in writing and must appeal to his Deputy Chief for a 
hearing by either the Trial Board or the Policy and Proced
ures Review Board. The accused may not appeal to both 
boards. 

Should the accused sign the charge sheet requesting an 
appeal, he shall forward a letter to his Deputy Chief with
in ten (10) days requesting a Wial Board to be selected or 
that the case be heard by the Policy and Procedures Review 
Board. 

The Deputy Chief shall forwa~'d the letter of the accused re 
questing the appeal to the Iljterr:al Affairs Unit. -

The Internal Affairs Unit shall be responsible for coordin
ating the selection of the appropriate board within ten (10) 
days after receipt of the request and, shall notify all ap
propriate participants. The Trial Board, the Policy and 
Procedures Review ~oard or the accused may, as a matter of 
right, be granted one (1) continuance of not more than twen
ty (20) days. 

-
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286.00 

286.01 

286.02 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

286.03 

286.00 - 286.03 

TRIAL BOARD 

The Trial Board shall be selected jointly by the charging 
officer and the acr.used. The selection process shall be 
done in the Internal Affairs Unit office on a date and time 
convenient to both parties. The Chief of Police may exempt 
personnel from having their names placed on tags if their 
assignment or duties is such that they should not or could 
not serve on the board. 

The Trial Board shall consist of five members who shall be 
selected in the following manner: 

The accused shall select f(;ur tags from a container. each 
of which shall have the naOltl of the person of the same rank 
as the accused. 

The accused shall then select in the same manner three tags 
from each of the other ranks including non-sworn and exclud
ing the Deputy Chief and Chief. 

Persons involved in the investigation. the accused and the 
charging officer shall not be considered valid selections 
and shall be replaced as soon as drawn. 

The charging party shall then strike one name from ~ach rank 
classification. 

The accused shall then also strike one name from each rank 
classification. then additionally strike one of the six re
maining. 

The remaining five persons shall make up the Trial Board. 

The list of the Trial Board members will be given to the 
Chief of Police who will select a Chairman of the Board. 

The Internal Affairs Unit shall cause the chairman and the 
members of the Trial Board to be notified by special order. 
The special order shall contain the admonition that under 
no circumstances will the case be discussed by the parties 
prior to the convening of the Board. 

A new Boa~d shall be selected for each case, except that one 
Board may hear multiple charges against one or more persons 
if the charges ari se out of the same inci dent or occurrence, 
and the persons charged agree on a single Trial Board. 
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286.04 

286.05 

286.06 

286.07 

286.08 

286.09 

286.04 - 286.09 

The Trial Board shall hear cases of violation appealed by 
the accused which have resulted in written reprimand, loss 
of pay, loss of seniority, demotion, suspension or termin
ation. The Trial Board shall be a formal administrative 
hearing; however, the rules of evidence sha~l not apply. 

The Trial Board Chairman shall provide timely notice to 
the accused of the time and place of the hearing which 
shall not be more than five days after the selection of the 
Board, unless criminal charges are pending against the ac
cused, in which case, the Board may postpone the hearing 
until the conclusion of the criminal trial. 

Trial Board proceedings shall be conducted in accordance 
with due process and shall be recorded. The accused is en
titled to be represented but counsel shall not be provided 
by the Department. The Board may appoint an attorney to 
rule on motions and advise the Board. The Department may 
have its case presented by an attorney, if the accused is 
represented by an attorney; otherwise, the case shall be 
presented by the charging officer. 

The accused and the Department shall have the right to pre
sent evidence, to call witnesses and to cross-examine wit
nesses. The burden shall be on the Department to prove the 
·violation by substantial evidence. 

All witnesses shall testify under oath or affirmation, and 
the hearing shall be closed. 

At the conclusion of the hearing the Trial Board shall go 
into executive session and, by a majority vote, shall sum
marize the evidence. make findings of fact, make recommen
dations and, in writing, forward such to the Chief of Police. 
A dissenting opinion may be included if the Board feels it 
is necessary. 
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287.00 

287.01 

- A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

287.02 

A. - B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

1. 

287.03 

287.04 -

287.00 - 287.04 

POLICY AND PROCEDURES REVIEW BOARD 

The Policy and P)'ocedures Review Board is established under 
the direct authority of the Chief of Police and shall have 
broad powers to: 

Initiate review and evaluatior of Departmental policies and 
procedures. 

Advise and assist the Chief of Police on any matter as he 
may request. 

Review any and all disciplinary cases except those handled 
by the Trial Board. 

Hold hearings when requested by an accused or departmental 
personnel. 

The Polici~s and Procedures Review Board shall be appointed 
by the Chief of Police and its members shall serve at his 
pleasure. One member shall be designated as presiding offi
cer by the Chief. The Board shall be a permanent board of 
the Department and shall hold regular meeting~ and hold hear
ings as necessary. The Board shall be composed of: 

One Deputy Chief or Captain 

One Planning Officer 

One Lieutenant 

One Patrol Sergeant 

One Detective (non-supervisory) 

One Police Officer (3 years on force assigned to Field Servi-
ces) 

Legal Advisor (police attorney) 

One Non-sworn Employee 

One Community Representative 

Members of the Policy and Procedures Review Board shall be 
replaced temporarily if a case is being reviewed in which 
they are involved. 

Whenever the Policy and Procedures Review Board i"s' involved 
in conduct review functions, the Community Representative 
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287.05 

287.06 

287.07 

287.08 

287.09 

A. 

287.04 - 287.10 

shall not sit and the Legal Advisor (police attorney) shall 
sit but not have a vote. The accused mdY strike two addi
tional Board members and the remaining members sh'all consti
tute a Hearing Panel and have one' vote each. 

The Policy and Procedures Review Board may receive a written 
demand for a hearing from an accused. The Board shall review 
all material on the case and within ten (10) working days, de
termi ne whether it wi 11 hear the case. 

If the Policy and Procedures Revie\~ Board declines to hear any 
matter because of complexity, seriousness or criminal charges 
being filed, it shall notify the accused through channels stat· 
ing the reasons and/or advise the accused of his right to take 
the matter to the Trial Board. 

If the Policy and Procedures Review Board decides to hear the 
matter, the Board shall notify the accused of the time and 
place of the hearing to take place within ten (10) days of 
notification. The Board shall also notify the accused of the 
names of the members of the Board. The citizen complainant, 
if any, may also be notified. 

The presiding officer of the Board, if struck, shall appoint 
one of the remaining members to serve as chairperson. 

The hearing conducted by the Hearing Panel may: 

Be a closed meeting. 

B. Be informal, 

C. Be conducted without presence of counsel. 

D. Allow accused to attend along with his witnesses. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

H. 

1. 

J. 

287.10 

Call witnesses as necessary. 

Proceed in any manner deemed necessary. 

Have witnesses testify under oath, 

Not necessarily follow rules of evidence. 

Obtain any documents deemed necessary. 

Not record the hearing. 

The Hearing Panel may accept the investigative reports as a 
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287.11 

287.12 

A. 

B .. 

C. 

287.10 - 287.12C 

full and fair statement of the facts unless the accused pre
sents contrary evidence. 

When the Policy and Procedures Board are reviewing cases un
der Section 287.01C, the meeting will be closed and the 
Community Representative will not sit. The Legal Advisor 
(Police Attorney) may sit, in an advisory capacity, but shall 
not have a vote. 

At the conclusion of the hearing or after considering issues 
forwarded by the Chief of Police, the panel, by majority vote, 
shall sunmarize the eV'idence, lIlake findings of fact, and make 
reco/llllE!ndations for action, and forward the report to the 
Chief of Police. Such recommendations may include, but not 
necessarily be limited to: 

Recommendation that a procedural error be corrected. 

Recon~endation of disciplinary action against an accused 
officer. 

Recommendation of exoneration. 
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288.00 

288.01 

288.02 

A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

288.00 - 288.06 

CHIEF'S ACTION ON TRIAL BOARD OR POLICY AND PROCEDURES 
REVIEW BOARD 

The final disposition of each case in which Departmental 
Personnel have been charged, shall be determined by the 
Chief of Police. The Chief of Police must approve all ac
tions taken by signing the charge sheet. 

Upon receipt of either the Trial Board or the Policy and 
Procedures hearing reports, t! ~ Chi ef shall loevi ew the sum
maries, findings, reports, and recommendations and may: 

Accept the recommendation of the Trial Board or Policy and 
Procedures Review Board. 

Remand the case to Internal Affairs Unit for additional in
vestigation. 

Remand the case to the Deputy Chief fo,r recharging if the 
charges are deemed inappropriate. 

Sustain the charge~. 

Order the recommended corrective or di sci pl inalry acti on to 
be ilT'fJosed. 

F. Exonerate the accused. 

G. 

H. 

288.03 

288.04 

288.05 

288.06 

Suspend all or any part of the disciplinary action. 

Reduce any or all penalties involved. 

The Chief of Police shall within five (5) working days of 
receipt of the case material and recommendations, notify 
the accused and the Deputy Chief in writing of actions ta
ken and of the officer's or employee's right to appeal in 
accordance with Merit Ordinance provisions and collective 
bargaining agreements. 

The Chief of Police will return all signed cases to the In
ternal Affairs Unit, which shall file and maintain all cases 
in accordance with Section 290.00 of this manual. 

The Chief shall return matters concerning policy and proced
lIi'eS to the appt'opri ate organi zati onal entity for action. 

Prior to any final action by the Chief, he may allow the 
accused to have audience to present anything which may have 
a bearing on the case or action. 
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289.00 

289.01 

"-" 
A. 

B. 

C. 

D. 

E. 

F. 

G. 

I~.,..., 

H. 

I. 

J. 

289.02 

289.03 

289.04 ,-. 

289.00 - 289.04 

INTERNAL AFFAIRS UNIT (IAU) 

The Int€rna1 Affairs Unit (IAU) under the direction of the 
legal advisor (police attorney). shall act on behalf of tne 
Chief of Police as a staff investigative body with the fo1-
1 (fl'li n9 major purposes: 

To assist in maintaining department integrity. 

To identify personnel guilty of misconduct so that they may 
be retrained and corrected or disciplined through proper 
administrative action. 

To protect innocent members and employees. 

To euable the police attorney to render professional legal 
services to the Chief of Police and his representatives 

To monitor the complaint investigation procedure to en~ure 
that appropriate action is taken in all cases. 

To identify personnel who display a trend toward unacceptable 
behavior. 

To coordinate with the Training Division on training needs 
which might minimize undesirable practices caused by misin
terpretation of procedures. 

To coordinate with the Planning and Inspections Unit methods 
of correcting service delivery defects due to inadequate pro
cedures or practices. 

To maintain staff contrQ~ over an di'>cip1inary records and 
files as discussed in Section 290.00 of this manual. 

To refer complaints pursuant to 280.03(A) to the PoHcy and 
Procedures Review Board. 

The Internal Affairs Unit shall prepare a' case file on all 
cases upon receipt or initiation of a complaint form, and 
shall monitor the progress of each case. 

The Internal Affairs Unit shall notify citizen complainants 
that the case is being investigated unless the notification 
would jeopardize the progress of the investigation. Likewise. 
upon completion of the case. the Internal Affairs Unit will 
notify the complainant of the outcome of his complaint. 

,) 

Whenever an internal investigation yields evidence of possi
ble criminal misconduct on the pal't of department personnel 
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289.05 

289.04 - 289.05 

or other persons, the InternaL Affai rs Uni t shall immedi ately 
notify the Chief of Police, who shall determine what fu\'ther 
action shall be taken. 

All case files sent to the Internal Affairs Unit by the Tria 
Board and the Procedures Review Board shall be filed and main~ 
tained in accordance with Section 290.00 of this manual. 

-

-' 
II-1l6 (Nov., 77) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

290.00 

?90.01 

'-" 
290.02 

290.03 

290.04 

'-' 290.05 

290.06 

290.07 

290.08 

290.00 - 290.08 

INTERNAL AFFAIRS UNIT RECORDS 

Internal Affairs in performing their staff control function 
will be the custodian of all disciplinary records and follows 
the procedures outlined below. 

All files and reports of internal investigations conducted by 
the Internal Affairs Unit or by other personnel of this Depart
ment are confidential. They are intended for the exclusive 
use of the Chief of Police, the legal advisor (police attorney) 
or their representatives. Actual files, photostats or abstracts 
may be released to persons outside the Department only upon the 
specific approval of the Chief of Police or the legal advisor, 
(pol ice attorney). 

Internal Affairs Unit records for cases and/~r incidents in 
which a finding of not sustained, unfounded, or exonerated is 
determined, will be disposed of one year after the date of ~uch 
finding. 

Internal ,Affairs Unit records for cases and/or incidents in 
which a finding of sustained is determined but for which less 
than ten ,(10) days suspension is given will be disposed of one 
year after the date of such finding or of appeal procedure ter
mination. 

Internal Affairs Unit records for cases and/or incidents in 
which a finding of sustained is determined and for which ten 
(10) days or more suspension is given'will be disposed of 
three years after the date of such finding or of appeal proced
ure termin~tion. 

Internal Affairs Unit records for cases and/or incidents in 
which a lawsuit has been filed will be held until the case has 
been adjudicated, then will be disposed of a~ indicated in Sec
tions 290.03, 290.04, 290.05, whichever is applicable. 

Internal Affairs Unit will be responsible for the systematic 
purging and dispositi.:>n of these records, as 'lndicated above. 

The Chief of Police may, at his discretion, retain or dispose 
of Internal Affairs Unit files, regardless of the contents of 
this section. 
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I CiHzen .. Police Complaint form 

I "AM:: _0 R"-NK OF P~SON COMPLAIr.EO AGAINST UNIT AND WATCH OUTYPHONE 

ADDRESS PHONe: 

,,'lIiNESS NAl'-I.E PHONE 

I ADORES5 PHONe: 

,'JI1N::SS NAM':; AOORESS PHONE 

I L.OCA TION OF OCCURRENCE 

OETAIL.S OF COM?l...AINTI 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I! r -:7:-H~!~S:-::C~C:':'M":"""~'..A":"':'IN:":'::T~-O":::~-~--~_-~~-VE-0-(N-.-·O-TE-"'-E-THO--O-US-_-E-O----

I ·...,.S B:~ "~IN .... ARRATlVE) O FORVJARDEO FOR I>NESTIGATlON (SEE OISTRIElUTION 
INSTRUCTICNS 8E1..0II'1) -

I :;1. TE At.o TIME COli/PLAINT RECCNEO =.'.1.;: I.ND RANK C.F PER5C.", RECc;.~OING CCW.I-LAII'o r UNIT ANU WATCH 

i :.;A1EA. .... 0 TIM:: RECEIVED FCR Ir-VESTIGATICN NAN.E AND RANK OF INVESTIGATCR ASSIGNED U'UT AND WATCH 
! 
t _'_TE AN~ TIt" .. I'<VESTIGATICN CCMPl..C:TEO SIGNATI.RE 0;: INVESTIGATC.R THIS CO/.r'PL.AINT IS: 

I 
I 

CJ EXONERAT!OO [J UNFOUNDED t .- ."'10 ..... nc.~ .. t CCt"'r-t.....AJ:.T5 AGo~IN5T t)e.,P':"R Tt".~r .. T ANC, C;4.u..-lr .. .c.L. AL..L.EGA Tfc:..~~s. Sl:.t.::; C~'OINA:" TO lHE If.JTERNAl. 
ClSUSTAINEO [J NOT SUSTAINED 

I .·i=F'/\IRS Ut\IIT. FOR ,t.1..L. OTHER CCMP\...AINTS, SEND ORIGINAl.. TO ACCUSED'S SUPS'lVISOR AND A COPY TO INTS'lNAL. o OTHER MISCONDUCT I';'FFAI~. 
I ATTACH COMPL.ETE INVESTIGATIVE REPORT AND 
I FORWARD. I .': ADOITICNA:.. SH. ~:TS OF !:l.ANK PAPER IF NECESSARY •• 
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I 
ALBUQUERQUE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

I Discipli na ry Cha rge Sheet 

NAME OF PERSON C ....... RGEO RANK 5~RVICE NO. UNITANDWATCH l)U1Y PHUNIi 

I , 
NAME OF C ....... RGING PERSON RANK SC"IVICE NO. UNIT AND WATCH Dur( PHONE 

n<E SPECIFIC CH.O.RGES ARE THAT ON OR A90UT ,AT , THE CHA..aED Pe:ASON DID V10t.ATitl . 
<A) SECTlON(S) OF THE ~BUQUERQUE POl.ICE DEPARTMENT'S STANDARD OPERATING PROCEDURESI I 
(B) SPECIAl. ORDER ~ -o. .. TEO OF THE Al..BUGUERQUE POl.ICE DEPARTMENTI 

(C) SECTlDN(S) ___ " OF '\"HE CITY OF Al..BUQUERQUE PERSONNEl.. REGUl.ATlONS. II WHICH STATE (QUOTE Al..l. Cl') PART OF SECTION(S) WHICH APP\..Y. COPIES MAY BE ATTACHED). 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

... 5 DETERMINED BY , WI-«J RETURNED A FINDING OF 

I 
·'·TT"'CH CCMPL ... ltlT FORt.! AI.D INVe:STlGATIVE REPCI-IT 

;,-~ ... ~" 
CHARGING PERSON'S SIGNATURE RANI< SERVICE NO. RECOMM~DED ACTION 

i'<;::VIEWING PERSON'S SIGNATURE RANK !>E.HVICE NO. 0 I I 0 I UONOT wRITE A SEPM~TF. l.ETTER ON 
('.t:NCUR I eCNCUR NCN-CONOURllENCI,S, GIVING - 0 0 

Rt;ASON AND RE:CONIMENDATION 
"EVIEWING PERSON'S SIGNATURI;. RAt,..": !"'_nVICE NC. I I IlXl NOT 

CCNCUR I CONCUR 

REVIEWING PERSON'S SIGNATURE -. 
0 : 0 R.'.NI< '"LRVICE NO. I I DO NOT 

CONCUR CCNCISl , 
I 

IJA I t,. ImTiF ILU TIMe NCTIFIl:DISIGIIAIUf'L: CI· IICCUSE.D SIGNATURe: OF PLR!.o ...... NOTH'Y 
I CERTIFY TrlAT I HAVE: SECN NOTIFIED OF THE ACTION TO Be TAKCN, 

,<.CTION TO BE TAKEN (DEPUTY CHIC:F) I A<"CLPT THE ACTION TO BE TAKEN I I 
SIGNATURE DATE TIME -- -I WISH TO APPL:AI.. THC ACTION TO BE TAKEN TO tHE. , 

[::J TRIAl.. BDARO • I 
o POLICY JlND PROCEDURES REVIEW BOARD· 

~;,)C.NATURE DATE TIME 

.... ATE BOARD SEL.ECTED I DATE BeARD CONVEN£:.D 13o'<'f<D'S FINDII'o:GS ... ND RC:COMMENDATICfIS (ATTACH REPORT) 

[::J I WI5H TO APPEAl. THE CHIEF'S ACTION • 
AC fiCIN BY CHIEF 

I 
I 

CJ I UNDERSTAND TrlAT I CANNOT APPEAl.. 

I CJ I ACCEPT THE CHIEF'S ACTION 

c..re t • fllt.U t"AT. - _ .... _'~"'a '#" - .. ......... -I 
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(1) 

(2) 

(3) 

(4) 

(5) 

. I 

Post-Training Survey 
Albuquerque Police Department 

December, 1977 

This survey is being given by the IACP, and is part of the 
overall project to revise the APD disciplinary system. Your name 
does not appear on this paper, and you cannot be identified in any 
way. This questionnaire has been kept as brief as possible. Thank 
you for your time. 

1. 

~ 
~ 
~ 
~ 

Please check the one answer below that best describes what the 
term "discipline" means to you, based on your overall experience 
in this department. 

Behavior according to police standards of conduct 

An attitude which causes officers to obey police standards 
of conduct 

Training or counseling to improve police officer performance 

Punishment for officer misconduct 

2, Overall, I feel that the new department rules and regulations 
go~erning conduct, as written, are fair and reasonable. 

~Strongly Agree~~Agree'J&Uncertain ~Disagree ~Strongly Disagree 

3. The new Standard Operating Procedures in this department generally 
are stated so that I can understand them. 

~Strongly Agreev~Agree UlUncertain ~Disagree JLStrongly Disagree 

4. The new Standard Operating Procedures are sta~ed so that I have 
a good understanding of what is expected of me., 

~Strongly Agree&.lAgree~J.Uncertain 1-Disagree J..~Strongly Disagree 

5. I have a good understanding of appeal procedures on disciplinary 
actions outside of this department. 

\~Strongly Agree ~Agree dgUncertain 13 Disagree iLStrongly Di sagree 

• 
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---1 
(6) 

(7) _ 

(8) 

(9 ) 

( 10) 

(11 ) 

(12) 

(13) _ 

6. I have a good understanding of the new procedures that are to be 
used by this department to record citizen complaints of misconduct. 

~Definitely Yes ~Yes~Uncertain ~No 1-Definitely No 

7. I have a good understanding of the new procedures that are to 
be used by this department to investigate citizen complaints of 
misconduct. 

I~Definitely YesuOYesa~Uncertain _I No 1-Definitely No 

8. I have a good understanding of the responsibilities of this 
department's Internal Affairs unit 'jn the new system. 

~DefinitelY Yes (;oJ Yes J3Uncertain Ol No ~Definitely No 

9. I have a good understanding of the process that is used for 
internal revie\'J of discipl inary actions taken in the new system. 

\~Definitely YesSJ..Yes30Uncertain LNo ~Definitely No 

10. I feel that personnel can get a "fair shake" through the new 
internal review process. 

I~Strongly Agree 4J.Agre~_Uncertain tLDi sagree J...Strongly Di sagree 

11. I have a good understanding of the appeal procedures outside this 
depar'tment that are used to review disciplinary decisions. 

(a-.. Def; nitely Yes LiLYes~Uncerta in ~No 6 Definitely No 

12. I feel that appeal procedures outside this department give a 
fairer review than do the new internal procedures. 

~Strongly Agree IjlAgree~gUncertain~;sagree IJ-Strongly Disagree 

The following section contains multiple-choice questions. For 
each question, place a check mark next to the letter nf the one 
answer you think is best. 

13. Which of the following is not true concerning the use of "verbal 
action" cards kept on individuals? 

1 (a) Each entry must be initialled by the concerned individual. 
'iK(b) • Only immediate supervisors may have access to them. 
jl(c) They are transferred with the member or employee. 
~(d) Each notation must be deleted at the end of 12 months. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
·1 
I 
I 
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I 
I 
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(14) _ 

( 15) 

( 16) 

( 17) 

(18 ) 

14. When giving a written reprimand, the supervisor: 

Li(a) 

lJb) 

t.i1.( c) 

!J".( d) 

Advises the concerned member or employee to contact the 
Fisca1/Personnel unit. 
Provides details to the Internal Affairs Unit for their use 
in making up a charge sheet. 
Sends the original of the charge sheet to the Section 
Commander through the chain of command. 
Gets concurrence of all succeeding supervisors before making 
up a charge sheet. . 

15. Appeals to the City Administrative Officer's Grievance Committee 
may not be made under which of the following circumstances? 

~~(a) By a probationary member or employee. 
UL(b) After a departmental appeal procedure has been completed. 
2l (c) Concerning a matter of seniority. 

~~JL(d) Concerning an oral reprimand. 

16. A supervisor of sergeant rank has the following proper option 
when he believes that a member of employee should be relieved 
of duty after a charge has been brought: 

I!:1Ja) 
JO(b) 
a..::{( c) 

.3:J7 (d) 

17. 

lL(a) 

&jJb) 
~(c) 

~(d) 

Refer the request to the Internal Affairs Unit without 
further action. 
Suspend the individual for up to 80 hours. 
Delay action pending disposition of the charges by the 
Chief of Police, regardless of circumstances . 
Exercise discretion even if the Section Conmander is not 
available for several days. 

Which of the following is not a provision of the APD disciplinary 
procedures concerning individuals who are suspended from duty? 

Has same responsibility as any subpoenaed citizen to attend 
court. 
May work private off-duty job. 
May be offered the opportunity by APD to "make Up" some 
suspension time by working after normal hours. 
May not wear uniform or badge while relieved of duty. 

18. Which of the following is not a part of proper processing of 
an official complaint. -

~(a) In some cases, person receiving complaint resolves it to 
the complainant's satisifaction and retains the complaint form. 

• 
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(19 ) 

(20) 

( 21) 

(22) 

~(b) 

dd:.( c) 

Ji( d) 

19. 

3O(a) 
_JJb) 

lLJc) 
~(d) 

20. 

Copies of the complaint are sent both along the chain of 
command, and directly to the Internal Affairs Unit. 
In some cases, personnel who are the subject of the complaints 
may not be notified of that fact. 
The complaint is always recorded on a complaint form. 

In which of the following cases does the Internal Affairs Unit 
not have sale investigative responsibility? 

When directed to do so by the Chief of Police. 
When the investigation is too complex for a supervisor to 
undertake. 
When officers of various commands are involved in the same 
complaint. 
When the complaint alleges a defect in policy, procedure, 
or service delivery. 

Which term below has a definition in the APD procedures best 
fitting the description, lithe evidence is possibly valid, but 
insufficient"? 

o (a) Sustained 
~(b) Not Sustained 
t.1J c) Unfounded 
~(d) Exonerated 

21. 

~ (a) 
'11Jb) 
/jjc) 
~(d) 

22. 

Which of the following is not a necessary condition for'an 
accused individual to be allowed an appeal before a Trial Board? 

The request must be made in writing. 
An appeal must first be made to the Policy and Procedures 
Review Board. 
The request must be made to the individual's Deputy Chief. 
The request must be made within 10 days of the time the 
individual signed the charge sheet. 

Which of the following is not a provision of the APD procedures 
concerning the conduct of Trial Board proceedings? 

~(a) The proceedings must be recorded. 
~(b) The accused has a right to cross-examine witnesses. 
~(c) The accused must be provided an attorney by the APD on request. 
2L(d) Dissenting opinion may be included in the recommendations 

forwarded to the Chief of Police. 

• 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

DO NOT MARK IN 
THIS COLUMN. FOR 
COMPUTER USE 
ONLY. 

(23) _ 

(24) 

23. Which of the following is true of the APD Hearing Panel for 
disciplinary matters? 

K.(a) 

I.b.{ b) 
tf:L( c} 

..3Q.(d) 

Is formed only of members who have served at least once on 
a Tri a 1 Boal~d. 
Includes the departmental Legal Advisor as a voting member. 
May meet in closed session. 
Must follow the rules of evidence in its proceedings. 

24. Which of the following is not true of the role of the Internal 
Affairs Unit in disciplinary matters? 

J (a) 
1jb) 

JLJc) 
<tL(d) 

#I 

Prepares files and monitors progress on cases. 
Notifies citizen complainants that a case ;s being investigated, 
except when the notification would jeopardize progress. 
Acts as custodian of all disciplinary records. 
Approves the release of case files, photostats, and abstracts 
to persons outside the department. 
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(1) _ 

(2) 

( 3) 

(4) _ 

(5) _ 

Post-Training Survey 
Albuquerque Police Department 
January, February, r~arch 1978 

This survey is being given by the IACP, and is part of the 
overall project to revise the APD disciplinary system. Your name 
does not appear on this paper, and you cannot be identified in 
any way. This questionnaire has been kept as brief as possible. 
Thank you for your time. 

1. Please check the one answer below that best describes what the 
term "discipline" means to you, based on your overall experience 
in this department. 

1~71 P.ehavior according to police standards of conduct 

~ An attitude which causes officers to obey police standards of conduct 

~ Training or counseling to improve police officer performance 

~ Punishment for officer misconduct 

2. Overall, I feel that the new department rules and regulations 
governing conduct, as written, are fair and reasonable. 

~Strongly AgreeQAgree.3£/ Uncertai n LDi sagree d-- Strongly Di sagree 

3. I feel the new rules and regulations governing conduct as written 
are more fair and reasonable than the old rules and regulations. 

1-StY'ongly Agree~Agree.3l..Uncertain Lt...Di sagree ol-Strongly Disagree 

4. Th\:! new Standard Operating Procedures in this department generally 
an~ stated so that I can understand them. 

0_Strongly Agree ~gree~Uncertain /0 Disagree J-Strong1y Disagree 

5. I feel that the new procedures for handling discipline are more 
fair than the old disciplinary procedures. 

CLStrori'gly Agree tfPAgre~ Uncertain ~Disagree LStrongly Disagree 
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(6) _ 

(7) _ 

(n) _ 

(9) 

(10) 

(11 ) 

(12 ) 

(1 3) 

(14) _ 

-----

6. The new Standard Operating Procedures are stated so that I have 
a good understanding of what is expected of me. 

LL.Strong1y Agree~AgreeJJLUncertain LDisagree _, Strongly Disagree 

7. I have a good unders tanding of my ri ght to a TY'i a1 Board in 
disciplinary action. 

I 
I 
I 
I 

~Strong1y Agree (dAgree dO Uncertain £Di sagree LLStrong1y Di sagree I 
8. I have a good understanding of appeal procedures on disciplinary 

actions outside of this department. 

d_Strong1y Agree '&..Agree6l,Uncertain ~Dis~gree .LStrong1y Disagree 

9. I have a good understanding of the new procedures that are to be 
used by this department to record citizen complaints of misconduct. 

(LDefinitely Yes/'Q"yesJ...!LUncertain ~No LDefinitely No 

10. I have a good understanding of the new procedures that are to be 
used by this department to investi!rate citizen complaints of 
mi sconduct. 

lLDefinitely Ves5JLVes~Uncertain ~No J-Definitely No 

11. I have a good understanding of the responsibi li ties of this 
department's Internal Affairs Unit in the new system. 

~Definitely YestltVes.3LUncertain ~No d::..Defini te1y No 

12. I have a good understanding of the process that is used for internal 
review of disciplinary actions taken in the new system. 

d- Definitely YesttlVes.!f:LUncertain !LNo LDefinitely No 

13. I feel that personnel can get a "fair shake ll through the new 
internal review process. 

_Strongly Agree +.3 Agree6.2Uncertain I~Di sagree t-StronglY Di sagree 

14. I feel that appeal procedures outside this department give a 
fairer review than do the new internal procedures. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I', 
I 
I, 
I 
I 

~Stro~gly AgreeJ.1-AgreeL{iUncertaird;Lf)isagree i-Strongly Disagree I 

I 
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(15) _ 

(16) _ 

(17) _ 

(18 ) 

(19) _ 

(20 ) 

-----~~~~~~~~~~ 

15. Overall, I feel the new rules of conduct and procedures for 
dealing with discipline are rrore fair and reasonable than the 
old rules and procedures. 

~Strongly Agre~Agreeq~ncertain ~Disagree L-Strongly Disagree 

16. Overall, I feel that the new rules of conduct and procedures for 
dealing with discipline are more understandable than the old 
rules and procedures. 

..,:)_Strongly Agree.S5Agree2:J...Uncertain ~Disagree LStrongly Di sagree 

17. I feel that the new rules and procedures will eliminate much of 
the dissatisfaction with past disciplinary practices in this 
department. 

1-Strongly Agree3-.t.Agree lf2Uncertai n lLDi s agree LStrong1y Di sagree 

The following section contains true and false questions. For 
each question, place a check mark next to the answer you think is 
best. 

18. A violation of a general order (which is not part of IIDuties and 
Responsibilities" of the Albuquerque Police Department disci
plinary code) cannot be used as a bi.lsis for disciplinary action. 

33True 

"'y"False 

19. Once permission for specific outside employment has been granted 
by the Chief of Police, it may not be rescinded. 

J_I True 

l~ Fal se 

20. Put officer may not engage or participate in any form of illegal 
gambling at any time. 

s:q True 

4VFalse 

, 
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(21) _ 

(22) _ 

(23) _ 

(24 ) 

(25) _ 

(26 ) 

21. If an officer loses departmental equipment, he may be subject 
to disciplinary action. 

7!LTrue 

I.QJalse 

22. Both the Albuquerque Police Department disciplinary rules and the 
Albuquerque Personnel Merit Ordinance prohibit the solicitation 
and acceptance of gifts and gratuities by police officers. 

'6/ True 

'-~false 

23. In the new disciplinary procedures, there is no distinction between 
official and unofficial complaint. 

3 <LTrue 

~~ False 

24. Although the new procedures state that in all but emergency cases 
the complaint shall be referred to IAU or a supervisor for recording, 
the procedures also authorize personnel of the department generally 
to accept and record compl ai nts. 

ct OTrue 

} t.Ja1 se 

25. Under the new procedures, if the person recelvlng an official 
complaint resolves the matter to the complainant's satisfaction, 
there is no requirement to complete and submit a complaint form. 

JiJrue 

(;iFalse 

26. Before any disciplinary action is imposed which results in written 
reprimand, loss of pay, loss of seniority, demotion, suspension, 
working days off in lieu of suspension, or termination, a charge 
sheet must be prepared. 

qi-True 

.s-False • 
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(27) 

I (28)_ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
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I 

(29 ) 

(30 ) 

(31) _ 

27. Whenever an accused officer is presented a charge sheet, the 
officer must either accept or reject the penalties recommended. 
If the accused rejects the recorrmended penalties, a Trial Board 
or hearing before the Policy and Procedures Review Board will 
automatically be ordered by the Chief of Police. 

41True 

4:iFa l se 

28. In selecting the Trial Board, the accused has no say in who shall 
sit on the Board. 

lJrue 

qQ.False 

29. The Trial Board shall hear ~ll cases of violations appealed by the 
accused \'ihich have resulted in oral reprimand, written reprimand, 
loss of pay, loss of seniority, demotion, suspension, or termina
tion. 

J., True 

Lf.iJalse 

30. A hearing before the Policy and Procedures Review Board is a roore 
formal proceeding than a hearing before the Tri.al Board. 

.3LTrue 

~~ False 

31. Upon completion of a hearing before a Trial Board or the Policy and 
Procedures Review Board, the Board menbers shall make \"ecommendations 
to the Chief of Police, which, according to the new procedures, must 
be followed. 

.3k.Tl"ue 

("OJalse 

• 
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TRIAL BOARD 

EMPLOYEE:.....--_______________ ASSIGNMENT _________ _ 

CHARGE. ___ _ 

DISCIPLINARY ACTION ____________________ . ________ _ 

DATE OF ACTION. ______________ CHARGING OFFICER'--____ <-__ 

DATE APPEAL REQUESTED DATE/TIME OF DRAWING _______ _ 

TRIAL BOARD MEMBERS DRAWN 

Cap 

1-

2. 

3. 

4. 

Ser 

1-

2. 

3. 

4. 

tain 

geant 

Civilian 

1-

2. 

Re··Drawi ng 

Re- Drawi.llii 

Re-Drawjilll. 

Lieutenant Re-Drawing 

" 

Pat.rolman Re-D'rawi n9 

Re-Drawing Re-Drawing 

3. ______ -+ __________ ~----------_+------------~----

4. 

DATE/TIME OF TRIAL BOARD ___________________________ _ 

LOCATION -----------------------------------------------
DEPARTMENT SPECIAL ORDERS ISSUED ___________________________________ _ 

DECISION OF TRIAL BOARD ___________________________ _ 

FINAL DISPOSITION ___________________________ _ 



PROJECT FORM 1 - COMPLAINTS AND CHARGES 
APD/IACP DISCIPLINE PROJECT 

Case Number: 

Police/Citizen Complaint __ 

Internal Disciplinary Action __ 

Date Complaint Made ____ , __ Date Char~e Made ______ _ 

This complaint is against: This complaint brought by: 

0 Civilian Employee D Citizen 

0 Officer 0 Civilian Employee 

0 Supervi sor (rank: 0 Officer 

0 Policy or Procedure 0 Supervisor in Chain of Command 

0 Reserve Offi cer 0 Other Supervisory Personnel 

Nature of Complaint: ____________________________ _ 

Action Taken: 

Resolved by (method): __________________________ _ 

Forwarded fot' further investigation (to whom, rank) ______________ _ 

Investigation Completed (date) : _______________________ _ 

Finding: Sustained Unfounded Other Misconduct 

Not Sustcined Exonerated 

Department Action: ____________________________ _ 

Accused's Action: 
Accept (date): ___________ o.r Appeal (date): ___________ _ 

Trial Board (date): or PPRB (date): ____________ _ 
Board Finding: ____________________________ _ 

Chief of Police Findin!l: ____________ ~ ________ _ 

Accused's Action: 
Accept (date): __________ or Appeal (date): _________ _ 

CAO Hearing (date) :, ________ _ 

CAO Finding: _____________________________ _ 

Accused's Action: 
Accept (date): or Appeal (date): 
Personne 1 Boa r~-;d-;H.,....e-:-a-ri.-n~g-,(r-Jd.-a~te""")-: ---...: ----------
Personnel Board Finding:--'-______ . _______________ _ 

Accused's Action: 
Accept (date): _________ _ 
Court Review: 
Court Fi nding-a-n-d;--;'da-;t,...e-:,~~~~~~~~~~~~ ________________ _ 
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(1) 

(2 ) 

( 3) 

(4)_ 

, 5) t_ 

(6)_ 

INTERIM SURVEY ON DISCIPLINE 
ALBUQUERQUE POLICE DEPARTMENT 

This survey is being given by the IACP, and asks questions about 
the revisions in the APD disciplinary system which took effect 
January 1, 1978. Your name does not appear on this paper, and you 
cannot be identified in any way. This questionnaire has been kept 
as brief as possible. Thank you for your time. 

1. Overall, I feel that the new rules and regulations governing 
conduct, as written, are fair and reasonable. 

~Strongly Agree ftiLAgree ILUncertai n )'0 Di sagree ~Strongly Di sagree 
o ·st 17 II d-O 
2. Overall, I feel that department rules and regulations governing 

conduct are enforced fairly and reasonably. 

~Strongly Agree3~Agree I:LUncertain 3QDi sagree Ii-Strongly Di sagree 
o oL?J 01 ::, 2> tf ot 0 

3. My present supervisor is consistent in enforcing Standard Operating 
Procedures. 

Ie;).. Strongly Agree~)J,Agree ~ Uncertain Ji-Disagree I~Strongly Disagree 
1/ SI 3} ~ 3 

4. Personnel feel free to suggest new or revised Standard Operating 
Procedures to superiors. 

! 'I- Strongly ,l\,gree I-/OAgree dJ.. Uncertain ~ Disagree p .. Strongly Disagree 
.3 rJ.q cl3 37 q 
5. Civilian employees in this department are treated equally to 

officers in general work matters. 

o Strongly Agree3VAgree 4!tUncertain ~Disagree :LStrongly Disagree 
.3 <:~9 dq ,JJ q 
6. Civilian employees in this department are treated equally to 

officers in disciplinary matters. 

--I· ~St;ronglY Agree J. «) Agree 3l.Uncertain JjJJi sagree k..Strongly Di sagree 
-3-- \ I 4-0 <1. q 17 

(7) 7. The new Standard Operating Procedures are stated so that I have a 
good understanding of what is expected of me. 

IJ. Strongly Agree It.Q Agree }..Q..Uncertain 1..Disagree J-Strongly Disagree 

o J 7 3</- 1'-1 I '-/ 

• 

-1-
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(8)_ 

(9)_ 

(10)_ 

( 11 ) 

(12)_ 

( 13) 

(14)_ 

(15)_ 

(16)_ 

8. I have a good understanding of the procedures that are used by 
this department to record citizen complaints of misconduct. 

J~Strong1y Agree s:i..Agree lLUncertain J~Disagree D-Strong1y Disagree 
.3 51 Jlt II 1 
9. I have a good understanding of the procedures that are used by 

this department to investigate citizen complaints of misconduct. 

ILStrong1y Agree Lf! Agree J:LUncertain /.!iJJi sagree J- Strongly Di sagree 
o 5",/ ~3 17 r;:-

10. My present supervisor is fair in determining facts regarding 
mi sconduct. 

JLStrong1y AgreeSJ.-Agree J~Uncertain <L..Disagree k..Strong1y Disagree 
9 &3J cJ& .3 0 

11. My present supervisor uses counselling and retraining to deal 
with misconduct. 

(~Strong1y Agree tfJ Agree LK-Uncertain 10 Disagree JLStrong1y Disagree 
3 'Iv ~7 r V 

12. I have a good understanding of the responsibilities of this 
department's internal affairs unit in the new system. 

lv_Strongly Agree Ll:!LAgree dJ Uncertai n I.fj)i sagree Lf Strongly Di sagree 
o tfq cl1 9 1'-/ 
13. I have a good understanding of the process that is used for 

internal review of disciplinary actions taken in the new system. 

I~Strongly Agree 3lLAgre~Uncertain I~Disagree J. Strongly Disagree 
o 67 LfQ 1/ lj 
14. I feel that personnel can get a IIfair siwke" through the new 

internal review process. 

I~Strongly Agree d1LAgree 3~Uncertain f6..Disagree LStrongly Disagree 
3 dq dq 17 ~~ 

15. I feel that the internal review process works consistently for 
all personnel, regardless of rank or assignment. 

LStrongly Agree ~ Agree dU_Uncertain d._tDisagree oJ')'Strongly Disagree 
3 lif Itf 3'-/- 3'-/ 

16. I have a good understanding of the appeal procedures outside this 
d~partment that are used to review disciplinary decisions. 

~Strongly Agree SYAgree JLUncertain I1LDisagree J Strongly Disagree 
o ~/.3J q 7f 

-2-
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( 17) 

(18)_ 

(19) 

(20)_ 

(21 ) 

(2Z)_ 

(23)_ 

(24) 

17. I feel that personnel can get a "fair shake" through the appeal 
procedures outside this department. 

~Strong1y Agree..3~Agree 4;;. Uncertain k)..._Disagree It2-Strong1y Disagree 
b 3L/ 40 1/ It! 

18. I feel that appeal procedures outside this department give a 
fairer review than do the new internal procedures. 

L:LStrong1y Agree ILAgree Lf--R.Uncertain oI!LDisagree ~StronglY Disagree 
o t>L& 11 ~ ~ 

19. I feel that internal disciplinary decisions are made within a 
reasonable length of time. 

c.LStrongly Agree &.1LAgree drD Uncertain LDisagree 4..Strongly Disagree 
3 5.7 C)3 17 0 

20. The use of disciplinary Trial Boards results in fairer treatment 
of the accused individual than the old system. 

IJ Strongly Agree 1iLAgree 3~Uncertai n K-Di sagree I() Strongly Pi sagree 
:3" .37 tft." Ii.{ U 

21. The use of Trial Boards results in letting off too lightly those 
who should be punished. 

~Strong1y Agree lL.Agree 3..k...Uncertai n .3~ Disagree I1..Strong1y Di sagree 
3 3 d~ LJ.q 17 

22. Trial Boards are too cumbersome and costly to justify their use. 

~Strongly Agree :LAgree ~Uncertai n 4) Di sagree I::/:"Strongly Di sagree 
a 3 4-q tIT· & 

23. The use of Trial Boards results in mor~ consistent disciplinary 
actions in the APD as a whole. 

~Strongly Agree 3~Agree 4V Uncertai n &Di sagree !LStrongly Di sagree 
3 dO -5"1 1/ /1 

24. The overall rules and procedures governing discipline in the APD 
are more effective than the ones in use a year ago. 

c.e.-Strongly Agree.5"~ Agree ~Uncertain !sLDisagree .G-?trongly Disagree 
3 3{ 49 (; 1/ 

• 

-3-
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This section asks for information about your personal background, 
department history, and attitudes toward your job. Please respond 
as accurately as possible. Your cooperation is very important in 
helping us understand the meaning of the overall results. Unless 
stated otherwise, please check one response for each question. 

(25) 25. How many years have you worked in this department? 

~ (1) 91ess than one year 
k (2) v 1 -2 yea rs 

clsi:. (3)fL!3-5 years 
L/:J:; (4 )4(16-12 years 

3.::/: (5 )d3 Olver 12 years 

(26) 26. Ethnic Background 

o (1) (PBl ack 
Jjl (2~ISpanish 
~ (3) oIndian 

lJ-Y.. (4 )5~Whi te 
J2 (5)30ther, please specify __________ . ____ _ 

(27)__ 27. What is your present rank or position? 

.-D. (1) qLieutenant or above 
ill (2) q Sergeant 
5Q (3)1(Police Officer 
~ (4) 0 Ci vi 1 ian s upervi sor 
~d- (5).3 C'ivilian employee 
I~ (6)(pOther, please specify _____________ _ 

(28) 28. How satisfied are you with your present assignment in this 
depa rtrren t? 

--5"tL(l )J.qVery satisfied 
J.lL (2)LJqSorrewhat satisfied 
tQ (3) q Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
.!:i (4) 3 Somewha t di ssa ti s fi ed 
.L (5) q Very dissatisfied 

, 
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(29)_ 

(30)_ 

29. Overall, how satisfied are you at this time with your career 
in this department? 

~ (l)NVery satisfied 
~ (2).3t}-Somewhat satisfied 
cl- (3)\'1 Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
Ul (4)dOSomewhat dissatisfied 
l!:± (5)1'1 Very dissatisfied 

30. Please comment if you wish in the space below on any concerns or 
feelings you may have about the way discipline is handled in 
the APD. We are especially interested in any differences you 
may see in the "o1d" and "new" systems. (The new system of-
fi ci ally took effect January 1, 1978.) 

-5-
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ALBUQUERQUE - QUESTIONS FOR INTERVIEW 

1. What do you notice that is different about disciplinary matters since 
the first of the year? 

2. Have you had any contact with a Trial Board? 

- i.e. Know anyone who has been a member or know anyone who has been 
before one? Have you heard any rumors? 



Sworn Interviewee 

3. What do you believe the position (reaction) of the APOA and the FOP is 
on the new disciplinary system? 

Civilian Interviewee 

What is the general feeling of the civilian employee on the new 
disciplinary system? 

4. Was the training received in the new system effective? 
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Civilian or Sworn 

5. How does your supervisor affect discipline and morale? 

- i.e. What does he do to make it better or worse? 

Supervisor Interviewee 

In your role as a supervisor, how can you best affect discipline and 
morale? 
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Reques t for In formation 

STUDY OF PRACTICES IN POLICE DISCIPLINE 

Sponsored jointly by the 

ALBUQUERQUE POLICE DEPARTMENT 
and the 

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE 

This request for information is being made to a large random sample of 
members of the Albuquerque Police Department. It is part of the follm-J-up 

. to see how you feel about the departmental Y'ules and procedures on disci
pline now that they have been in effect for nearly a year. Please answer 
the questions thinking of the past l2-month period. 

Unless otherwise stated, this questionnaire will be handled just like 
those given before in this study; that is: 

1. You cannot be identified. Your name should not be put on 
the paper. 

2. The results will be kept in the custody of the IACP. Only 
summaries of combined answers will be released. 

3. Your own personal opinions are important fot' thi s study. 
Please give your own answers. 

The purpose of this questionnaire is to learn your feelings about discipline 
in the APD in the past year. 

December 1978 



DO NOT MARK IN 
THIS COLUMN 
FOR COMPUTER 

____ US E 0lli:.'L __ 

(1) _ 

(2-4) __ _ 

(5 ) 

(6) 

(7)_ 

(8) 

(9) 

Before you start on tlw qUGs.tiont.i, pJ(!dSE' check the 
one answer below that best describes what the term 
"discipline" means. to you, based on YCJur' overall 
experience in this ciepartm2nt in the pasL year. 

~il' Behavi or accordi ng to po I i (t;! :'i talld(L"(1!:, cd: conduct 

gs An attitude which causes officers tl) obey police standards 
~ of conduct 

~4Tra ining or counsel ing to improve po J ice offi cer performance 

l3!]o Punishment for officer misconduct 

(Note that in the following questions, the term "personne1" Y'efers 
to both sworn officers and civilian employees). 

1. Overall, I feel t!lat department rules and regulations gover-niny 
conduct, as written, are fair and reasonable. 

2~Strongly Agree42·7Agree2~.:lUl1certJin 2~)Oisagree '~2.Strongly Disa~:: .'.' 

2. Overall, I feel that department rules and regulations governing 
conduct are enforced fai rly and reasonab1y_ 

~_Strongly AgreeU.:.~gree 2,l,_LUnceda in 34 . .?Oi sagree I g,~ trongly Di SdC'-._: 

,.-------------._-------._-._-_. 
The following group of questions refers to the adequacy of the 
departmental written rules dnd procedures in terms of being 
unders tood. 

3. Standard Operating Procedures in this department generally are 
stated so that I can understand them. 
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3~Strongly Agree5'L~gree ''' •. ~'-Uncerta in )~)Disagree 2...!.lStrongly DisdP"" I 
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. 4. My present supervisor is consistent in enforcing Standard 
Operating Procedures. 

9.d...Strongly Agt~ee~~Agree 21.'Uncerta in Ig.ID; sagree 7. 3Strongly 01 sagree 

5. My present SUr){~I~visor does a good job when explaining new or 
revised Standard Operating Procedures. 

ID~StronglY Agree~9Agree 1~2Uncertain Jt2Pisagree 7JPStrongly Disagree 

6. Personnel feel free to suggest new or revised Standard Operating 
Procedures to superiors. 

3~Strongly Agree3JtLAgree 2€.-~Uncerta i n 2"1~i sagree ,.S-Strongly Di sagree 

7. Officers should be held to a higher standard of conduct than 
civilian employees in the police department. 

7~Strongly Agree45.oAgree '.S Uncertai n2!f,) Di sagree .mdStrongly Oi sagree 

8. Officers should be held to a higher standard of conduct than 
the public at large. 

13~Strongly Agree>t.7Agree ?~Uncertain/~,IDisagree '~Strong1y Disagree 

9. Civilian employees should be held to a higher standard of conduct 
than the public at large. 

7'LStrongly Agree 5'~~~Agree )2~'--Uncerta i n2.0.7 Di sagree '.S Strongly Di sagree 

10. Civilian employees in this department are treated equally to 
officers in general work matters. 

',7 Strongl y ,l\gree 1~5" A9ree $'Z.YUncerta i n~'.(,Di sagree/D.3 Strongly Oi sagree 

11. Civilian employees in this depart.ment are treated equally to 
officers in disciplinary matters. 

(),4 Strongly Agree/J,lLAgreeJZl_Uncerta; n32.J..Oi sagree)2~Strongly Oi sagree 

12. Citizens in this community expect officers to be held to a higher 
standard of conduct than the public at large. 

41Strongly Agreet,4.7/\gree '~Uncerta i n /.LDi sagree O.1-Strongly Di sagree 
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13. At least once this year, a supervisor inspected my copies of 
the Standard Operating Procedures to make sure they were up
to-date and complete. 

l.lStrongl y Agree2£.:7~gl~ee /O.:!.Uncerta'i nl~LDi sagreeZS'A..Strongly Di sagree 

14. My recruit training gave me a ~iOrk;ng knowledge of Standard 
Operating Procedures. 

~~Strongly Agree 4~Agree 14.SUncerta in2~.'Di sagree lo.S-Strong1y Oi sagree 

15. Standard Operating Procedures are stated so that I have a good 
understanding of what is expected of me. 

3~Strong'ly Agree~~aAgree I7~Uncertain20.3 Disagree s:z.Strongly Disagree 

16. When new or revised Standard Operating Procedures are issued, 
my present supervisor explains them to me satisfactorily. 

I-L.Strongl y Agl'ee ~o~Agree/7,2Uncerta i n 3~.1 Di sagree J4.1Strongly Di sa.gree 

This section asks for infol'mation concerning the disciplinary system 
in this department. 

17. I have a good understanding of appeal procedures on disciplinary 
actions outside of this department. 

/.7_Strongly Aqree3'!..~AgreeZ4~ncerta in24..JJl; sagree /()~3Strongly Di sagree 

18. I have a good understanding of the procedures that are used by 
this department to £ecord citizen complaints of misconduct. 

~tLDefi ni tely Yes4l.f:Yes R.l>Uncerta i nJ7.~NoJI,!LOefini tely No 

19. I have a good understanding of the procedures that are used by 
this department to investigate citizen complaints of misconduct. 

'~DefinitelY Yes4?.!lYes n.2.Uncertain21.LNo/2~Definite'y No 

20. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, are recorded 
in this department. 

1.7..~!Defi nitely Yes40l.LYes 2.1"~Uncerta ;n/J.~No 4~Definitely No 
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'"' 21. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, should be 
recorded. 

.'-Strongly Agree JrSAgree f,2Uncerta i n32 • .1oi sagreee4~trongly Di sagree 

(~f:) 22. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, are investigated 
in this department .. 

1~Strongly Agree37.4-Agree 2ljUncertain J/~Disagree '~Strongly Disagree 

'. Q) 23. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, should be 

i 1 J 

investigated. 

2~Strongly Agree :z..o.3Agree /(),IUllcerta inZ11-Di sagree3t-J Strongly Di sagree 

24. Immediate supervisors should b~ responsible for investigating most 
complaints of misconduct. 

D~Strongly Agree~~figree ~~Uncertain ,.ODisagree j~Strongly Disagree 

25. My present supervisor ;s fair ;n determining facts regarding 
misconduct. 

/1.0 Strongl y Agree41; 8 Agree/I.'- Uncerta in )2.'-oi sagree ~)Strongly Oi ~agree 

26. My present supervisor does not show favoritism in determining facts 
regarding misconduct. 

'~Strongly l.\gree47~Agree 22.4Uncerta in/ZJj)i sagree JI.'Strongly Oi sagree 

27. My present supervisor uses counselling and retraining to deal 
with mi sconduct. 

't1.0efinitely Yesl/'Ll:Yes 2\lUncertain ".4Nof,1.0efinitely No 

28. The chief of police usually follows staff recommendations before 
taking disciplinary action for misconduct. 

3~StronglY Agree30.7Agree40JUncertainJ1~isagree)2~LStronglY Disagree 

29. The chief of police should give greater authority to commanders 
for takjng disciplinary action. 

~Strongly Agree J7.?Ag)~ee 2t.A.uncerta i n2Q,P·Oisagree ~.J..Strongly Oi sagree 

5 
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30. I have a good understanding of the responsibilities of this 
department's internal affairs unit. 

'~Defi nite ly Yes ~.o Yes ItJLlUncerta i n.2I~No /O~Def; ni tely No 

31. The internal affairs unit should be responsible for all investiga- ~ 
tions of misconduct. 

.s:7_Strongly Agree 1~.'Agree/1~~LUncerta i n 4',/0; sagree 1"i.IStrongl y Oi sagree 

32. I have a good understanding of the process that is used for 
internal review of disciplinary actions taken. 

3~Definitely Yes2.1,oYes:?/.J_Uncertain28.3'No 9.'Definitely No 

33. I feel that personnel can get a "fair shake" through the internal 
review process. 

3~Strongly Agree~2,2Agree40IOUncertain/b~D;sagree~llStrongly Disagree 

34. I feel that the internal review process works consistently for all 
personnel, regardless of rank or assignment. 

6.1.StrollC)1 y Agree 11:.,iAgree274::,Uncerta i n2.7,oD; sagree2.7.o Strongly Di sagree 

35. An individual who is the subject of a disciplinary action should 
have the right to be judged by a group that includes his fellow 
officers or employees. 

2't,(Strongly Agree',!) Agree "_~Uncertain S:~..oisagree 2.f.:.Strong1y Disagree 

36. This department should have a stand~rdized list of mini~um to 
maximum punishments for most acts of misconduct. 

n~Strongly AgreeS'~.'bAgree 14~Uncertai nlD~Di sagree 4~StronglY Oi sagree 

37. I hdve a good understanding of the appeal procedures outside this 
department that are used to review disciplinary decisions. 

~~Definitely Yes27~Yes21JlUncerta;n~~~No IUlOefinitely No 

38. I feel that per<;onnel can get a "fair shake" through the appeal 
procedures outside this department. 

1.1_Strongl y Agree2.t3.Agree~.o Uncerta i n/5:'2. 0; sagree 4~Strongly Di sagree 
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39. I feel that appeal procedures outside this ~epartment give a 
fairer review than do internal procedures. 

f,1-Strongl y Agree 17~_Agree5'J~Uncerta in I1.SDi sagf'ee 7~3Strongl y Di sagree 

40. I feel that disciplinary actions are reviewed fairly through 
internal disciplinary procedures. 

'.7 Strongly Ag ree3",' 2 Ag ree'/'t1Uncerta inlZ2Di sagree ~~~ Strongly Di sagree 

41. I feel that appeals before the Chief Administrative Officer 
Board are conducted fairly. 

I~Strongly A9ree22~Agreet1,2.Uncertain 1.i.Disagree 3..i.Strongly Disagree 

42. I feel that internal disciplinary decisions are made within 
'a reasonable length of time. 

/~Strongly Agree4tLAgree~.:2Uncertain tj'.~Disagree ',OStrongly Disagree 

This section asks for information about your personal background, 
department history, and attitudes toward your job. Please respond as 
accurately as possible. Y0ur cooperation is very important in helping 
us understand the meaning of the overall results. Unless stated 
otherwise, please check one response for each question. 

43. How many years have you worked in this department? 

'I' (1) less than one year 
IJ.O (2) 1-2 years 
'2l~ (3) 3-5 years 
liZ (4) 6-12 years 
34 (5) over 12 years 

44. Sex: 71~Male '2.1.jJemale 

45. Ethnic Background 

Black 
Spanish 
Indian 
White 
Other, please specify ___ _ 
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46. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? 

High school diploma or GED 
Some college credit (1 to 44 hours) 
At least 45 hours of college credits 
Associates Degree 
At least 90 hours of college credits 
Bachelors Degree 
Enrolled in a graduate program 
Masters Degree 
Other, please specify _______________ _ 

47. What is your present rank or position? 

!f~ (1). Lieutenant or above 
1ifJ. (2) Sergeant 
~(3) Police Officer 
14 (4) Civilian supervisor 

ZIJ (5) Civilian employee 
S.:} (6) OtheY', please specify _______________ _ 

48. Which of the following best describes your present division, job, 
or assignment with this department? 

"1.$(1) Field Services 
It;:? (2) Cl'imi na 1 Investigations 
14."2. (3) Administl"ation and Services 
'-~-8 (4) Staff 
1:"4 (5) Other, please specify 

49. Has a formal complaint or any other disciplinary action ever been 
taken against you while you have been with this department? 

50. Has a formal complaint or any other disciplinary action ever been 
sust~ined against you while you have been with this department? 

. '57..!lYes ~,~.No '~LDon't know 
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51. Have you ever received any of the following disciplinary actions for II 
complaints of misconduct (check all those that apply)? 

32,r (1) 
~o (2) 
qJ, (3) 

Zl').10 (4) 
.Ll (5) 
lIt. (6) 

I :Sj. (7.) 

J 

Fonnal oral reprimand 
Written reprimand 
Working days off in lieu of suspension 
Suspension 

'Demotion 
Dismissal and reinstatement 
None 
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52. Have you formally suggested any revised or new written directives 
in the past year? 

J.Yes 73!..~o 

53. Have you appealed a disciplinary decision through the appeal 
procedures outside of this department? 

54. How satisfied are you with your present assignment in this 
department? 

3bd (1) Very satisfied 
~~(2) Somewhat satisfied 
J43(3) Neither' satisfied nor dissatisfied 
/.2!.2.( 4) Somewhat di ssati sfied 
~.S(5) Very dissatisfied 

55. Overall, how satisfied are you at this time with your career in 
this department? 

ll.i (1) 
2~(2) 
15'.1 (3) 
119 (4) 
~ (5) 

Very satisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Very dissatisfied 

PLEASE 5EE NEXT PAGE FOR THE LAST QUESTION. 

9 
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As a final question, please put these topics in order of importance as 
to their effect on your morale; that is, which topics cause you the most 
concern in the way they exist or are handled in the department? Indicate 
this by writing the number "1" in the box to the left of the most 
important topic, 112" for the next most important, and so on to 117". 

[jJ 

[] 

~ 
[1J 

[1J 

~ 

[IJ 

Clarity of rules and/or procedures as written 

Adequacy of information received by me about rules and procedures 

Adequacy of procedures to appeal findings and penalties against 
officers 

Restrictions placed on my personal life by rules and procedures 

The policies and operation of the Internal Affairs Unit 

Effectiveness in the handling of citizen's complaints of officers 
conduct 

Consistency in the application of rules when a disciplinary action 
is taken 
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I 
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Thank you for your cooperation. If you would like to make any comments 
about the APD discipl inary system, please use the space below. I 
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CITY AND COUNTY OF DENVER 

') ~~r-

W. H. McNICHOLS, JR. 
Mayor 

December 7, 1976 

Mr. Thomas A. Hendrickson 
Assistant Director 
International Association of 

Chiefs of Police, Inc. 
Eleven Firstfield Road 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 27060 

Dear Tom: 

DEPARTMENT OF SAFETY DENVER POLICE DEP ARTMENT 
POLICE BUILDING 
THIRTEENTH AND CHAMPA STS. 
DENVER, COLORADO 80204 
(303) 266-2421 

RE: IACP DISCIPLINE PROJECT 

The 4 Denver Police Department is extremely desirous of being selected as one 
of the departments for research and implemention of the Discipline Project. 

o 

Mr. Bjorn Pederson and Mr. Andy CY'osby of your staff met last Thursday with 
our Mayor William H. McNichols, J~. and the Manager of Safety Dan P. Cronin, 
in a positive meeting and the following morning (Friday) met with the ~ix (6) 
Division Chiefs, Captain of the Staff Inspection Bureau, and the departnent 
Legal Advisor, Mr. William J. Chisholm, concerning th~ ramifications of the 
project and the possibil ity of improving the entire discip·linary process of 
our department. 

The original rules and regulations of this department are a result of the 
IACP effort in 1962 and with a little modification are a product of that en
deavor. The employee organizations and the administration of this department 
as well as the city officials are united in our commitment to actively par
ticipate and cooperate in the IACP Discipline Project. We are committed to the 
following principles as set forth: 

1. To revise existing policies and procedures that insures that 
the Internal Affairs Unit (Staff Inspection Bureau) exercises 
control oyer all internal investigations. 

2. To. implementing the IACP prototype rules of conduct except in 
those few area that we are prevented from doing so by local 
ordinance or statute. 



Mr. Thomas A. Hendrickson 
IACP 
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December 7, 1976 

3. To adopting the concept of a trial board for due process hearings 
and a conduct and procedures review board for less formal hearing 
of disciplinary cases. Specifically, we will adopt the IACP Proto
type Discipline Procedures except where we are prevented from 
doing so by local ordinance, state law, or collective bargain-
ing agreement. If we are not able to implement the prototype pro
cedure in toto, you can be assured of the adoption of the concepts. 

4. To revising existing policies and practices in order to facilitate 
the receipt of citizen complaints against officers and insure 
the proper attention of investigation and resolution of those com-
plaints. . 

5. To implementing policies and controls that clearly define super
visors' discretionary power to initiate disciplinary action, thereby 
assuring consistency, fairness, and compliance with legal require
ments. 

The Discipline Project represents the potential for resolving a serious area 
of conflict within a large number of police agencies. We certainly-see the 
prospect for helping the Denver Police Department -to greatly improve our own 
disciplinary process and solving many long-standing problems. 

We look forward to being selected as one of the project cities. 

Sincerely, 

a7~Jt£ltf 
ArthLlr G. Di 11 
Chief of Police 

AGD:am 
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crry AND COUNT'Y OF DENVER 

W. H. McNICHOI5 .• JR. 
Mayor 

October 12, 1976 

Mr. Bjorn Pedersen 
Research Consultant 

DEPAHTMEi\T OF SAFETY 

Technical Research Services Division 
International Association of Chiefs of Police 
Eleven Firstfield Road 
Ga i thers bu rg, ~la ry 1 and 20760 

Dear "Pete": 

nE:\\,Elt POLICE J)EPART~IEr-.;T 
POLICE IIU1LDlN{.; 
'I'll mTE EN'!"" :\ \1) CIIt\~IP A STS. 
IlENVEH, (OLOltt\!)O HOm,. 
U().~) 2M-2·ill 

11m sorry that 1 havenlt answered sooner, but I want to emphasize 
that the Denver Police Department is vitally interested in the 
study and implementation of a revised disciplinary process. 

I have reviewed the methodology and the Policemenls Protective 
Associution will be sending four (4) people to the Police Disci
pline Workshop in San Francisco on November 14 - 18, 1976. 
This is the same group that you met in my office so the concern 
transcends to the people on the street. I did relay a copy of 
the methodology to the r'lanager of Safety who also concurs with 
this type of effort. Mr. Murphy had commented that the next 
step would be the briefing of the Mayor and hopefully we have pre
conditioned him for this visit. 

As we pointed out, the commitments as far as space and personnel 
will be accomplished, and we look to a favorable decicision as to 
this project. 

Sinc~.ely, 
,,-

('f~~C 
Arthur G. Di 11 
Chief of Police 

r.s. Mr. Richard S. Johnson of the Empire magazine section of the 
Denver Post reviewed both the Final Project Report and the Executive 
Summary and \lIas very favorably impressed with the expertise and scope 
of the project .. Should you want to contact him, his address is: 

11r. Richard S. Johnson, Staff Writer 
The Denver Post 
15th and California Streets 
Denver, CO 80203 
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Wednesday, December 15, 1976 

-----------------------------------------------------------~--------------------

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE SELE'..:!TS DENVER 

FOR MODEL POLICE DISCIPLINE PROJECT 

STATEMENT OF DENVER MAYOR McNICHOLS: 

This week the Denver Police Department has been selected as one of two 

police dep~rtments in the united States to implement a model police discipline 

system pursuant to a project funded by the Law Enforca~ent Assistance Adminis-

tration (LEAA) of the u. S. Department of Justice. 

If successful, this project will result in an improved Denver Police 

Department discipline system which will benefit police management, police of-

ficers and the public. 

The selection of the Denver Police Department for this project is the 

result of discussions with the International Association of Chiefs of Police 

(IACP) several months ago. 

These discussions resulted in an agreement that the Denver Police 

Department would implement the model system and cooperate in gathering and 

supplying data on the results of the project. IACP personnel assigned to the 

Denver project include: Senior Staff Analyist, Bjorn Pederseni Research Scientis'c f 

Dr. Andrew crosbYiand attorney, Thomas ,A. Hendrickson. The IACP is a non-profit 
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organization devoted to the study and improvement of police management and 

operations. 

The Denver Police Department has formed a special committee to implement 

the discipline system. Assigned to this staff committee are: Sgt. Lewis J. 

Alverson, Patrolman Jesse Brezzel, Sgt. Thomas Coogan, Patrolman Edward Lujan, 

Patrolman Stan Flint, Detective Clyde Jones, Lt. William Sailors, Technician 

John Schnittgrund, Sgt. Robert Woody, Division Chief Robert Jevnager, capt. Paul 

Bates, and Assistant city Attorney William J. Chisholm, Police Legal Advisor. 

Police discipline issues have recently become a focal point of national 

labor-management discord. Officers frequently complain that there are too many 

rules, that the rules are often unnecessarily vague and broad and that the rules 

are inconsistently enforced along with inconsistent penalties. A poor discipline 

system can generate or reinforce negative work attitudes. Improvements, however, 

can produce positive behavior changes. 

After studying seventeen police departments around the country, the 

IACP has formulated a model discipline system which stives to: 

--provide a department mechanism for the affirmative receiption and 

investigation of citizens complaints 
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--Arrive at a simple, short and reasonable set of rules and regulations 

--Institute an internal mechanism whereby an accused officer is afforded 

IIdue process ll and may appeal to a IIpeer review board ll which includes 

police officer representation. 

The Denver Police Department will adopt and institute this model system 

and mea~ure the results. 

The project is scheduled to run until July, 1978. 
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Request for Information 

STUDY OF PRACTICES IN POLICE DISCIPLINE 

Sponsored jointly by the 

DENVER POLICE DEPARTMENT 
and the 

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLJ,CE 

• This request for information is being made to every member of the Denver 
Police Department. It is the first in a series of steps to study and 
improve the DPD discipline program. The International Association of 
Chiefs of Police (IACP) is funded by the U.S. Government (LEAA) to do 
this study, based on its previous findings about rliscipline systems in 
seventeen other police departments. 

• The first objective is to find out what rules and procedures in the DPD 
are not effective, and why. This will be possible only if you answer 
the questions in this booklet according to your true personal feelings. 

• Your answers will be very helpful if they reflect reasonable, thoughtful. 
opinions about (a) the positive and negative aspects of the present 
system, and (b) the difficult task of resolving discipline problems in 
general. 

• However, your answers will be useless if: 

- you give someone else l $ opinion, not your own. 
- you use the questions just as a way to blow off steam. 
- you don1t read the questions carefully. 

• We assure you of the following: 

1. You will not be identified: your name does not appear anywhere. All 
questionnaires are alike. The questionnaires will be taken up in 
groups, and always kept in the custody of IACP staff. 

2. The answers will be compiled statistically, for the department as a 
whole, with the objective of revising the rules and regulations. 

1 

Apri 1 1977 
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Before starting on the questions, please read the following list of 
general topics which will be covered in detail. 

Then, put these topics in order of importance as to their effect on 
your morale; that is, which topics cause you the most concern in the 
way they exist or are handled in the department? Indicate this by 
writing the number 11111 in the space to the left of the most important 
topic, 112" for the next most important, and so on to 117". 

o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 
o 

Clarity of rules and/or prpcedures as writte~ 

Mequacy of information received by me about rules and procedures 

Adequacy of procedures to appeal findings and penalties 
against officers 

Restrictions placed on my personal life by rules and procedures 

The policies and operation of the Staff Inspections Bureau 

Effectiveness in the handling of citizens' complaints of 
officer conduct 

Consistency in the application of rules when a disciplinary 
action is taken 

To complete this section, please check the one answer below that best 
describes what the term "discipline" means to you, based on your overall 
experience in this department. 

The term "discipline ll can best be defined as: 

o 
o 
o 
D 

Behavior according to police standards of conduct 

An attitude which causes officers to obey police standards of conduct 

Training or counseling to improve police officer performance 

Punishment for officer misconduct 

NOW, PLEASE TURN THE PAGE AND COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 

2 
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DENVER DISCIPLINE QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

Attached is a tally of the responses given by personnel of the Denver 
Police Department to the questionnaire on disciplinary issues given April 1,1977. 

Completed questionnaires were received from 225 persons. This group is 
listed as "TOTAl B"; it is not a representative sample, because it contains a 
greater proportion of black and Span'ish officers than exist in the Department. 
Therefore, another sample of questionnaires was developed by random sampling 
to give a stratified sample across the three main ethnic groups (white, black, 
and Spanish) with a constant percentage of approximately 12.4%. This second 
sample is listed as "TOTAl All, and comprises 171 respondents who are representative 
of the Department. The following table shows the composition of these groups: 

Number of Number of Number of Questionnaires 
Ethnic Officers in Officers Taking Selected to Develop 
Group Department Questionnaire Representative Sample 

White 1,155 143 143 
Spanish 135 37 17 
Black 73 41 9 
Other 15 4* 2 
Total 1,378 225 171 

("TOTAl BII) (IlTOTAl All) 

* This group of four officers is not reported separately as an 
ethnic group due to its small size, but their responses are included 
in the TOTAL B responses. 

The other three rows of the tally sheet fonnat show responses separately 
for the white, Spanish, and black ethnic groups making up the TOTAL B group. 

Two numbers are given in each small box. The number in the upper left 
corner is the number of persons in the group giving the response shown at the 
top of the column. These numbers, when added horizontally, may not give the 
total show in the IIGROUP" column because the "no answer" responses are not 
included, in order to simplify the table. The number in the lower right corner 
is a percentage: the percent that the tally number in the box is of the total 
of tally numbers added across the row. 

In the tally of results for Question 55, one column is headed "Other - See 
Note". The responses in this category are as follows: 

Response 

lack of apparent supervlslng authority or effectiveness 
loose or lax discipline 
lack of effective defense procedure for the officer 
Inadequate or obsolete written directives 
Threat of a citizen review board 
Miscellaneous 

Number of Responses 

22 
15 
12 
8 
5 

52 

IACP - May 31, 1977 



,---------------------------

Group 

ota1 A 

!lite 

pan ish 

lack 

otal B 

Group 
-

otal A 

Jhi te 
--- ---

'panish 

lack 

.ota1 B 

Before starting on the questions, please read the following list of 
general topics which will be covered in detail. 

Then, put these topics in order of importance as to their effect on 
your morale; that is, which topics cause you the most concern in the 
way they exist or are handled in the department? Indicate this by 
writing the number "111 in the space to the left of the most important 
~opic, "2" for the next most important, and so on to "7". o Clarity of rules and/or pr9cedures as written 

o 
o 

Pdequacy of information received by me about rules and procedures 
Adequacy of procedures to appeal findings and penalties 
against officers o Restrictions placed on my personal life by rules and procedures 

o 
o 

The policies and operation of the Staff Inspections Bureau 
Effectiveness in the handling of citizens' complaints of 
officer conduct '" 

O Consistency in the application of rules when a disciplinary 
action is taken 

Clarity of rules and/or procedures as written (Ranks given) 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Black 
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Adequacy of procedures to appeal findings & penalties against officers 
1 2 3 4 5 .6 7 
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The policies and operation of the Staff Insoections Bureall 
1 2. 3 4 5 6 7 

171 7 I.{.;). 1'7 d.d- cJ7 
lu,,:J. 

;J1.o 
15./0 

33' 
;l:J.~ 

3D 
If" 10. ). /3.,;2. 

143 Y 1& Itt 25 2"2-
15.t 33 2.,,'1 2.3· /6.!J z,~ 11,3 /2."6 /7.1 

37 Z. ).,; :7 '0., 7 '<VI 2 ~)t '-l 11./ <3 zz.. "l- /0 27.1 

~ 7 ~ Lj Z ~ 
-r 

41 IC,o n,S' 2(;), () Ib.o f,D lO,O I /7.r-

225 10 '-I.S d Co 
/'·3 

'34 
/5·'" 

3d-
14·5 

30 
13.{P '-ICJ cfd.'}' 

LIO 
/ g.1 

Effectiveness in handling of citizens' comp 1 a i nts 0f.. .. offi cer conduct 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

171 Ig ;27 - ·39 . ,)3 . .1- 17 . d"-i ;;,;2- ;lO 
1/. 7, 'r... J 10·/ 1'/ . .3 /3. I 11.9 

143 Ib ZLl 33 2.),.., 
15' 

I~.t 
1.0 

1'1.2 20 f'U. 
13 

Cf.7... I/,"1, 17,0 

37 ~ ",1- ~ ~I, , 7 1 g., 4 IO,f! 4 Ib.~ 2 ~'7 b "Il. 

41 5 ,.z·:r (; 
1>",0 3 7,!; ~ 10,0 ' 5 / z.,:.- .7 17,~ /0 25; C 

225 ;;r; 1,1 • .) 
3'2 

17.1 
YL/ 

11·g 
:JI-/ Ib.g 30 

13.5 
cJCJ 30 

13., 13 S-



Group 

_tal A 

lite 

anish 

lack 

Consistency in application of rules when disci.linar 

171 1/ 
143 b ( 

31 13 

--

1 
-- -

2 

. _~; .. S;';---~/~.3 

"I,., Lf h H.b 
- - -

(, 

41 20 .'if),O 7 17" 

.---~- - ---- - -

3 4 .5 
/3 - _. 7- -- - 7 

7 --: t. 
-

q )0 
7,/ 

7 
5,0 

Lf II. I . 2.1 l !,(' 
---

2 
S·D 

action 
6 

7 
3 

5 

is taken 
I .7 

-- -~--------

f~ f.o 
2.. I 5" 3;5" 

--.. ---. 
~;o,-ol 

225 q5 lfJD /.tJ() r37./ -~;o r 9 
------

1:}:J- /0.0 I I s. D I I if. I ., 

To complete this section" please check the one answer below that best 
describes what the term IIdiscipline ll means to you, based on your overall 
experience in this department. 

The term IIdiscipline" can best be defined as: 

~ Behavior according to police standards of conduct 

~ An attitude which causes officers to obey police ~ta~dards of conduct o Training or counseling to improve pol'ice officer performance 

c=J Punishment for officer misconduct 

Group Behavi or ... An Training ... Punish-
attitude ... ment ... 
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1. Overall, I feel that department rules and regulat16ns governing 
officer conduct, as written, are fair and reasonable. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Group Agree Disagree 
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2,. Overall, I feel that department rules and regulations governing 
officer conduct are enforced fairly and reasonably. 

Group 
Strongly 
Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 

Disagree 
'11 Total A 171 if ;21--{ l?i 74 /. ;;L 1~(2 '13. . -- -- ::,.iJ lo.C, 

White 143 Z 21 /5' b7 
'1'6/'1 I. 'i Iii.? ItJ'.7 

Spanish 37 1'1 21.1 2- ;,"( 12- 32,,,# 
-

Black 41 I Vi If 'f/f Iq '-I fl .} 

Total B 225 J .9 93 
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g~ '13. ?s 

~he following group of questions refers to your understanding of the 
~epartmental opel~ations manual. 
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3. The rules and regulations in thfs department gene'rally" are stated' 
so that I can understand them. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

q f I I 1'8 
- ;J7 -

Total A 171 to ~·9 /0·5 15·'i{ 5.3 

White 143 5 3. :,- 17 t7/6 1'-( ~U, 2.2- ,G'. Lf 

Spanish 37 '-f Ib/~ 22 5'1'J 5 I? '5' 5 n.r' 

Black 41 L 4.1 3D 71;.2.. Z 't !'t b I~.G 

Total B 225 J dr-. IS~ ;AI 
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4. My present supervisor is consistent in enforcing the rules and 
regulations. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 
-

Total A 171 I r7 
Q·9 

'77 llo 32 
Ad' J. t.f5,D 4 .... / 

White 143 Ilf 1.~ b2. 43.'1 1'-1 1.'t 
?> !J-

2-'f.S' 

Spanish 37 4 ,0,'1 Z'-( (.'!j/l I 2,,7 3 ~, I 

Black 41 ~ &(.1 11 Lf 6. ?, 6 1'1,6 7 '7.1 

Total B 225 ;;~ 'l3 
/()~ 

'19 ·tJ 
;;./ 

f,J 
L/~ 

.)0.'/ 

Strongly 
Disagree 

to 
.3.S -. 

f; 3.5' 

I Z.7 

I 2..'i 

7 
3~ I 

Strongly 
Disagree 

.J3 
13,S 

,<6 /7., {, 

5' I,.S-

5 1'2..2.. 

;>J 
/,;;. 'I 

I 



5. My present supervisor does a good job when explaining new or 
revised rules and regulations. . 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Group Agree Disagree 

Total A 171 17. q.'i '7'-1 
fO.5 

;J.c;2 
id,q 

L{L-/ 
fJ-s. " 11-/ 

~,;) 

White 143 I~ rt,J 00 ~2,V /q /'J. :1 41 '2.$,1 10 7,0 

Spanish 37 .3 .,,, 11 5/,'1 5" 13.5" h '(,,1. ~ (oJ~ 

Black 41 ~ 1,~ Z~ 5'6.1 7 17,1 b 11f,~ I l..'i 

Total B 225 JO 8.4 loY £1& • .;2 
3,,:;2. 

{I(.c?-
SL{ 

;J Lf.o 
IS· 

(.,.7 

6. Officers feel free to sugg~st new or revised rules and·regulations 
to superiors. 

~. 

Group 
.Strongly 

Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree 

Total A 171 5 d·er 45 3D 57 
33.3 ..1(,. ) /7.5 

White 143 y 2,5 4?.. -ZCf.Lf I7- 15. If 41 ; If."> 

Spanish 37 10 1. 7.tJ 10 17,0 1/ 11.7 

Black 41 3 7. :; 7 17.1 7 17.' [q '1(,.) 

Total B 225 53 
3.G: 5C'f 

dC,.,2 
39 

/?3 
?J() 

3S"·{p 

7. Officers should be held to a higher standard of conduct than 
civilian employees in the police department. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 6:; L./ tvl 
3').7 ~ 4,7 

;;7 
37.'1 IS' ~ 

White 143 ~O ,5,11 50 35,0 ~ £,1:, ZS- 17. 'j' 

Spanish 37 17 'f '.1 13 3 '!i. I Z. ~.'t '-{ IO·ff 

Black 41 1'-1 3'(. I 16 39,0 3 7.~ b I~,{, 

Total B 225 ']1 3 (,.!) 
'81 3eo 0 

J3 
s:.~ 310 (6.0 

Strongly 
Disagree 

34 
19.9 

26 I W. ? 

(, It..z 

f) /1..1-

3CJ 
I/.3 

Strongly 
Disagree 

{ I 
/.,.'-/ 

10 1.0 

I 1.·1 

Z '1/t 
Jt-j 

0,~ 
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8. Officers should be held to a higher standard of conduct than the 
public at large. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 
-..') '--/ 

J HI' 
S~ 

51.<) 
10 

S· ~ 
1'-/ 

<j d-

White 143 45 ~/., 7 2- ~O'? '1 6. ?J I~ . fl.'! 

Spanish 37 14 31!; I~ If~·{, 2 ,,'1 1- ?"'i 

Black 41 /0 21.(.'1 24 59'," Z '1/1 Z. '1/{ 

Total B 225 (ocr 
30.1 

117 
J,J,Q J~ I ~. 

~,6 /.fi, .:;J 

Strongly 
Disagree 

S-
.';', '1 

" 2., 
I l.7 

3 1., 
7 5./ 

9. Citizens in this community expe~t officers to be held to a higher 
standard of conduct than the public at large. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain I Disag.ree Group Agree 

'25 r;7 to ;J-
Total A 171 _4{L7 45.0 3 .. 5 /,.2 

Wh'ite 143 ,~ 11.7.& bb 46. 'L b 4.1.. Z. I, If 

Spanish 37 l'3 (,l'1- 14 31,"1 

Black 41 17 't/.5 11 lf6J ?J 3 7.} Z 'i.", 

Total B 225 \ 09' 
tjV-I 

J O;;L 
'15'.' 

q 
L{, D 

'-/ /. <g 

10. At least once a year, supervisors inspect my copies' of rules and 
regu1ations to make sure they are up-to-date and complete. 

Group Definitely Yes Uncertain No Yes 

Total A 171 d-
I,J-

5 
"'?·4 

(p 57 
3·5 .33- 3 

\\'~ite 143 2- /.'1 Y l.f ?> 7.' Lflf 3o,~ 

Spanish 37 ~ g.1 13 36.1 oJ 

Black 41 I 'Z.'f I 2.'1 '2.'2... Sll 
Tota 1 B 225 ;2 q ~ 7 $31 . , 0'1.}- 3.1 3(',0 

Strongly 
Disagree 

I 
,(0 

I .7 

I 
·f 

Definitely 
No 

I [) I 
5~" 

90 62.~ 

21 5C,? 

17 ''fl. !i 
)30 

57. '2 



11. My recruit training gave me a working knowledge of the rules 
and regulations. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 5" 
,} ·9 

r;s 
<f3. q 

I I 
10' t{ 

&;2 3&·3 

White 143 Z /."( (,{ '12.7 1/ 7.7 5t "7,1$ -
Spanish 37 Lf /0.'4 17 Lf'.q J2 3Z.'1 

Black 41 1- '1/1 Zz.. ~3.1 S- 12.2- Cf -L2.O 

Total B 225 ?; lol if1- <1 
IG, 

7·1 
7~ 

.s1.7 
". G, 

12. The rules and regulations are written, updated, and distributed 
in a manner such that I have a good understanding of what is 
expected of me. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 3 15'7 19 0)5 
39.<i! /. s 33.3 11./ 

White 143 2.. 1.'1 Lf7 '31. . ." 17 tI.er 57 ,1. '"1 

Spanish 37 I 1.·7 I{ Zq·7 
( 2..7 17 '15.q 

Black 41 L 't!} II 2bJ( 5' , 2.-1- 20 Lfff.l/ 

Total B 225 5 70 dL/ 9(0 
'-fJ.7 ;) "'2 3/.1 ID.'7 

13. When new or revised rules and regulations are issued, my present 
supervisor explains them to me satisfactorily. 

Strongly I 
Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 3 1-/0 ",'13 .• ( 
tJ.. <tCo 

1.8' 7, D 5'0.3 

White 143 Z. /. 'i 3/ 7.(,7 It 1.1 74 £1.7 

Spanish 37 II 2'1.7 :3 ~., /6 'H·z 

Black 41 I z.'( /0 2'1, 'f 3 7.3 ICf V6.3 
-'7) Il' 17 113 Total B 225 ....... 

1.3 
~(T 

tfl3. I 7 -/.0 50 . .) 

Strongly 
Disagree 

I~ 
10·5 

IS" I!). tr 

~ Iv .. ~ 

3 7,; 

;J.d 7·g 

Strongly 
Dis,agree 

;LA-/ 
N·D 

20 14, /l 

7 'f,~ .. 

3 7.-; 

30 
1':3. 3 

Strongly 
Disagree 

30 
( ,7.S 

2.LJ 17.~-

7 ItO. r; 

~ IQ,:;-

LJo 17.g 
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This section asks for information concerning the disciplinary system 
in your department. 

14. I have a good understanding of my right to appeal disciplinary 
action outside of this department. 

Group Definitely Yes Uncertain No Yes 

Total A 171 7 4., LI~ 
"- ~(P. ~ 

J.)J 
/("A 

bl 
15." 

White 143 7 't.'l 31 2.7. ~ 23 16, , 5) ?;7./ 

Spanish 37 ~ H.5" /0 27.0 15" . 'fo,s 

Black 41 I vf ~ 11.0 tt Iq.-;- 17 Lf 1.5' 

Total B 225 q 
'1.0 

5(0 
,Ji.{.'1 

LII 
I~.). 

'2]£ 
37·8 

Definitely 
No 

30 
17S 

21 i~.7 

7 It/f. 

b 1'1.6 

3L/ 
{S.( 

15. I have a good understanding of the'procedures that are used by this 
department ~o record citizen complaints of misconduct. 

Group Definitely Yes Uncertain No Yes 

Total A 171 5 1-/1-/ 34 (g'7 
3'i.;!. ,).q ,)).7 /'1·1 

White 143 5 3,5' '34 2~.~ 30 7../.U 5"1 loft, '} 

Spanish 37 /0 7.7.0 I 5.'1 II 'is-1 

Black 41 I 2.'/ 16 31.0 7 , 7./ 1/ lb,q 

Tota 1 B 225 7 
3.1 

{pJ-
;J 7. f.t> 

40 17. <g 
~'7 

3'2'.7 

~ . 

16. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, are recorded in 
this department. 

Group Definitely Yes Uncertain No Yes 

Total A 171 1'7 
Ci.tf 

51 
-'Jtj. '6 55 

j;J.~ 
3J.../ 

11.9 
White 143 14 9,"1 '1(; 3Z.z. 45' ?l/,'S"' zq 1°. , 
Spanish 37 C' 13., Lf .IO.'i 2.2 ~'l,S' 3 1). , J 

Black 41 7 17.1 <6 ,q,!} ''1 3'Lf., tJ 11s 

Total B 225 ;?6? 
/{.~ 

50 c?&·;J ~;;2 3(".,/ t-/J 
I ~:7 

Definitely 
No 

J-I 
I,,) •. ~ 

I~ I c. S' 

q 2.1.6 

(. "f.G 
"'0 ,;£ 1 

J,:J ·9 

Definitely 
No 

li-.t 1.,;2. 

1 r;."!J 

3 S.I 

4 1,8 
I ~') 

7./ 

-



17. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, are investigated 
in. this department. 

Group Defi nitely Yes Uncertain No Def'initely 
Yes No 

Total A 171 1'3 37 4~ - L/ 14 /D.5 d /.It; 019.1 
--) 3/· (p f·,.:;J. 

White 143 J5 /005' )3 2. ).1 31 7-7. ~ Lft ;Z.l. 10 7,tI 

Spanish 37 4 10,'/ Lf /0. " J1 r/,'1 7 1'J.'1 3 ~.) 

Black 41 !i /2.l 1 2.2.0 If:, 31.0 S IZ. L 
b ''f,{, 

Total B 225 J5 1/ . I 
L{~ 

do.l! 
75 

3,·3 
54 

cle.· rJ-
fCJ 

<]J.~ 

18. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, should be reaorded. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 <g 38 (0 
3.:) 

&3 
{&..'J 4. '7 -J,J . .:;-

White 143 ~ '1.1- >0 2/,0 6 If.1.. SS- .3 'ls'. 5' 

Spanish 37 Z 5,,# 5" /~. ':7 I 1..7 {g 4 '1. b 

Black 41 b ['t,l; 13 ~/.7 'Z 'f ,'1 I:' ,1. 7 

Total B 225 It../ yq 9 S~ 30.1 to. ,J Jf ~ I{.o 

19. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, should be 
investigated. 

Strongly Agree Uncerta'in Di sagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 I~ SJ.. 
.30.<., 

q 
5 .. 1 53 :] I.f) \n.'" 

White 143 13 9.1 Lf~ ,Q, , L 6.:, lf6 ~2,2. 

Spanish 37 G Ib.2- b /G.z Z. S; '1 . /2 H,'1 

Black 41 tg I'I.S' 1'1. 3>1f.1 3 ·1.!J Iz. 2'9.3 

Total B 225 2C) 
1.;1. ~ 

lP'-/ 
d~·'-I 

/ ;.-/ 
~.J 

71 
3/. &. 

Strongly 
Disagree 

50 
3.;1. '7 

'it ~ 1.. 1.. 

1/ 2<], i 

7 17.1 

Lo5 
;) 'S .9 

Strongly 
Disagree 

39 j,;J. S 

32 2.1... '1 

/I 2'·7 

i 1.1$ 

~'7 
vb .~ 
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20. I have a good understanding of the procedures that are used by thi s· 
department to investigate citizen complaints of misconduct. 

Group Definitely Yes Uncertain No Yes 

Total A 171 5 d·q 
L{Lj 

c:r1s: 7 
33 

19·3 ~Jj '3 7·!j· 

White 143 5 3~ c!J1;./P 
;29 _1)3 

3s ,;10.3 371 ... 

Spanish 37 (0 
I/;. ;L 

I I 
e?'1·7 

14 
37·8 

Black 
'1 'J (0 1'7 41 rr L./,q /'1.'5 /t{.& t-(I, 'i 

Tatal B '225 ~ 
3·6- 5'-/ .}t{.J 

t .. .)(o 
t:h.~ 

'35 37·'ll 

21. The civil rights of the officer are adequately protected in 
disciplinary matters by the system used in this department. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 2 /,,J 
C)J/ 

/f/.o 
3D 

/7.5 
57 

33.':\ 

White 143 d- /.'i 
/g 

le,"l·{; 
;;17 

/<?9 
I-jq 

3i1.3 

Spanish 37 .3 7 :, 
"J • ( 1~.'1 4~ '1 

el- I-- 10; Black 41 ,/.q J 
/) . .).. 3'1. 0 

Total B 225 J-. .1 ;).t.o 40 '8J- .3&.<.{ l/ ,[~ I 7. ~ 

22. M~ present supervisor is fair in determining facts regarding 
mlsconduct. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Di sagree Group Agree 

Total A '171 1 '-I f:;. ~~ SIS 
Jar 

/?o 
J3 

)3·5 

White 143 1 I 75 ,j,J.q 
;2(0 

/'6 .. :) 
1'3 

1.7 IJ.& 

Spanish 37 '3 
~I 

;1.L/ 
/pt.{. q 

';;2 
:).'-/ U n.')' 

Black 41 ~ 
1'i·(P /S' $1.-.1; 

/ [) 
,.;Jlj.ll 

tfl 
I 'I.~ 

Total B 225 
dO { 15 J-/o 31 g q j' 1. I 17. ~ 13 '8 -

Definitely 
No 

JL5 
i'l.t? 

j'g 
/.;J./p 

~ 
J ~ •• :l.. 

~ 1'1 S-

3J- l'i ,). 

Strongly 
Disagree 

5'8 
9~.9 

Lf7 3)·r 

10 
d7. u 

l'?f 
t-/3. '7 

75 
333 

Strongly 
Disagree 

17 '1.'1 

13 '1. ( 
;;L-

'5.« 
1-/ <j.g 

19 
'(; '! 



. . 
23. My present supervisor does not show favoritism in determining facts 

regarding misconduct. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly. 
Group Agree Disagree 

Total A 171 1~-1 7,(1 
!.J (p 

H'. 10 
J3 

,Ct. -) 
39 

1 .} '8 ;II 
!.J j ,dO- • 

White 143 10 7.0 53 .3 7. I 
J'7 

J~.'l 
Jt-

,,7S". ;)-
1'7 II. '1 

3 "'\ '") to L/ d.. Spanish 37 3.1 
<70-

5'1.';- 1(P·')' I D.~ 5.1./ 

Black 41 !i IJ.;l 
I I 

.?~. '1 13 
'31.7 

7 5 
17. 1 '2,-;;J 

TotalB 225 I'D ?J',] 
3~.] 

Y9 
~/.CJ 

47 
dO.9 

;L'+ 
'5'·0 10·7 

~ 

24. My present supervisor uses counseling and retraining to deal with 
misconduct. 

Group Definitely Yes Uncertain No Yes 

Total A 171 5 35 44 
25"·'] 

{OO 
5),·1 d (. ;;Lo.s • 1 .. 

51 White 143 J../ ;;7 3f.rJ 
J.7·'ij d.'J '~9 ?5'.;;l-

Spanish 37 I IS 1!1 
~Lf. "S 

~ 
.;Jl.(" ;) ·1 l{cs 

Black 41 I C:l I I 1 L/ 
:J. t/ I 

t) 
I 'f. '5' ,?(,.'i( 3 l,,'/ 

Total B 225 f.JJ 5~ 5'7 
,Js.3 

71 
')·7 ;>a.l. 31(;;. 

25. All supervisor's in my experience handle disciplinary matters 
fairly and impartially. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Di$agree Group Agree 
-

Total A 171 I liP 
~ 

1).3 
13 I.(p 7'-1 43.1 

~Jh i te 143 I 7 4.'1 10 /.p LI 
'1q.~ .-7 7·() 

Spanish 37 J 3 LJ IL-/ 
.)7 Sf /(,:'3 37. ~ 

f '7 !) 10 Black 41 .?~ 
c>'-

'1.'1 f.).,J. 3'1.() 

Total B 225 .3 
I· 3 

IJ. ,Cf 
1,.'-{ 

c, ? 
5.3 113. { 

-

Definitely 
No 

(}7 
I~-.~ 

;2;L 
IS.", 

'-I ( 0.8' 

7 
I 7.t 

32) 
1'1.7 

Strongly 
Disagree 

'74 
1f5 ~ 

CDI 
L(el.7 

15 
YD.') 

\ ., 
t.{(,') 

Cf4 
'f I. ~ . 
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26. The chief of police usually follows staff recommendations before 
taking disciplinary action for misconduct. 

Strongly Agree 'Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Group Agree Disagree 

Total A 171 5" ,J,q 
(P<g 

:39.~ 
5'1 

:Jt/s 
30 17,5 9 

?j 3 

White 143 3 
;) ·1 

5'l '1o,lo L/CJ 
I 

3'1· 3 
;}7 

1<6·q 
I..tJ 

<j. ,l. 

Spanish 37 d- 13 I~ 3 I 
5.1.{ 35., t.f~. {p <6 I d'? 

Black 41 ,;2. / I I q '-/(;,3 
.j Lf . q,y ~.q c6.~ / ;! . .?-

Total B 225. rt 3,1 ~I-( 37.& ~r-t 
3'6.7 

3& 
(/p·o 

J I 'i 1 I 
I 

27. The chief of police should give greater authority to commanders for 
taking disciplinary action. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total 'A 171 
~ 

Y. '7 
w.3 3(0·13 

30 
/7,5 51 ,-;zq$ 

~Jhite 143 1..0 
"/. ;). 

yto ;)'6 y~ 
3] (p 3;1.;)- I q (g 

Spanish 37 5 1'2 7 
1'6.9 

L( 
13.5 Y 8·(p JO'~ 

Black 41 3 (. 3 
13 / ;).. 

~ 1. 3 
Lo 

It.{·f/ :11.'? 

Total B - 225 11-/ 
t •. ;J-

<]D 
Y.i.{p 

I.-/'7 
)0." 

3C-J 
dh,?-

-
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28. Immediate supervisors of officers suspected' or accused'of mis
conduct should be responsible for the initial investigation of 
those complaints. 

Group 
Strongly 
Agree Aqree Uncertain Disagree 

Total A 171 eJ-1j 
1'/.0 

g(p 
5(.,.( 

/3 7(P ;2?l lw.q 
White 143 Iu> 'i1.3 J;L df..c, 

II. .:1 "g.o ~,'1 lfr.;1-

Spanish 37 
(.1 

;)'1·3 
)'6 

I.{~.(P 
;;L L/ 

IO.,¥ '-·4 ~:/. 

U ;)3 j 7 Black 41 It.{·/.t :rf.,. ( d.t( ( 1. I 

Strongly 
Disagree 

19 
fl. I 

)5 
10·S' 

3 g, I 

7 /7. I 

;)S 
/I. I 

Strongly 
Disagree 

/D 
5.8 

lo 
o/.,;l 

'-I 
Ii)· '6 

1-' 1 1. 1, 

Total B 225 13J 111.)-
I J(P 

5~,D 
1& 

7. I 
37 

1&.4 
ILl 

~.,;l 
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29. I have a good understanding of the responsibilities of the Staff 
Inspections Bureau (SIB). 

Group Definitely Yes Uncertain No Definitely 
Yes No 

Total A 171 II 
{PoL{ IJ9J JLJ 

1'1/1 37 J I 
lo .. '-f l{ 5,!'p d 10lD -

White 143 /0 
70 (;) 

(P.;; 
'/5',5 

30 
;21. 0 

31 
;2107 7 

'-/. '1 

Spanish 37 I ,)0 !J q :;;. 
;<.'7 5l{., 13 • .) d'lo'3 S.'I 

Black 41 d 
'-/ ° 9 

/ 1J 
'15·9 

/() 
";;f!.L/ t.~ ltf. (P 

j-
Jd.,.).. 

Total B 225 ILl 
(p.1 

/05 Lj&·7 
'-/& 

,}o.t{ 
'1& 

r:lO. '/ 
ILl ?.2 

30. The SIB should be involved in the investigation of all complaints 
in which a signed accusation is made by a member of the department. 
or a citizen. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 40 
,l30 t1 

gq 
57.Q 

10 5.2 
/3 

11u, 

White 3'" ~3 /0 13 143 . 0'-
J;}·_tf S't .() qo./ 7·0 

Spanish 37 ~ )t.( J d-
dl.&> (p'f.C; ;).7 S.L( 

Black 41 1:5 31• ") 
I 7 I~ 

"j .~ 
'-/ 

LII.S '1 <i 

Total B 225 54 J'f. tJ 
/d0 5&. rJ 

11-/ 
1/.'; 

/9 '1.t{ 

31. The SIB should be solely responsible for the investigation of 
a 11 camp 1 a i nts . 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 1;C 
7.0 

;Lr; 
/{.I( 

,;2d--
1.1.'1 

~1-f 
I.jq. I 

White 143 I I JI J'l 
Id'& 

71/ 
5/·'/ '7.'7 1'-/.'7 

Spanish '< Jd- ';)" lL-j 37 .J 3./ 3:;t·t.( 5'·Lf ~70~ 

Black 41 f) 7 J I 
/ ;;.;1 /7. ( 5'1. )... 

Total B 225 1'-1 
~.). 
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I;). OJ 

/1 I 
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. Strongly 
Disagree 
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50 3 
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Strongly 
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32. I feel that any officer who has disciplinary action taken against 
him can have his case fairly reviewed, if he seriously disagrees 
with the outcome, within the department (an "internal" review, 
without going outside the department). 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 
II ~.~ 

3g 
jJJ.~ 3~ Jt?;J. 

57 
33.' 

White 143 ~ 5.4J 
.3 f rJl.'7 34 d3·~ 

5;? 
3~ .Lj 

Spanish 37 
Lj 

10 .~ 
q 

2</.3 
q 

dl/.3 
'Z 

~/,& 

Black 41 .Ii" /0 ,1- y.l( ?5 /7.:; 
7 

I).')' 1',7, / 

Total B 225 1'7 
7.&> 

.5J-
J3.1 51 

"JJ.7 
109 

30,'7 -

33. I have a good understanding of how to get an internal review, 
if I desire one, after receiving disciplinary action. 

Strongly Agree 1 Uncertain Disagree 
Group Agree 

d- dO 47 75 
t/3,Q Total A 171 ,. ;t.. II 7 OJ?) -

White 143 d- 1,1./ JO ILj.Q 
3C( ,:} 7, j 

&'-1 1.N.9 

Spanish 37 13 
-:JS.' 

Ito th. ;). 
I /s I;).. Black 41 
(/J 

1 r. f.p 3(, .r.. de;· f .., 'lr7 {P7 C;S Total B 225 0'- 19 (71 
1,;1. rJ ,}q.g ,/?,J. 

34. I feel that any member of the department, regardless of rank, 
would be given equal and fair treatment in the internal 
review of a disciplinary action. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Strongly 
Disagree 

8&.? (s-. ;L 

115 
1,;1.·(" 

7 
I g.'7 

II 
..Jr.,. g 

''?0 ..) /h. O 

Strongly 
Disagree 

(}7 
IS.X 

I~ 1,.2, (., 

<J ,;; (. (., 

1 
/C;.5' 

3'1 
;51 

Strongly 
Disagree· 

Tota" A 171 dO J6 
~.~ 

l~ 1.00 58 /1.7 [0.5 3S. I . .:13. '7 

White 143 leo 1/.). IL/ 
GJ.S? 

IL/ 
Cj,8 50 

."qS. () 
'79 

SC;·3 
r; '? I[ J I J c Spanish 37 Il{ . '1 J 

I~. ). ~ ./ dC,.7 .J 7. ,) I 
Black 1 -'1 I / 1;;1.. <2 41 11·) if l/·9 }& .g )-(.i· 5 lti.) 

Total B 225 .31 
13·~ 

19 
~ .'-{ 

33 
N·? 

7S 07 
d1·8 33.3. 



35. An officer who is the subject of alleged misconduct should have 
the right to be judged by a group that i.nc1udes his fellow officers. 

Group 
Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly 
Agree Disagree 

Total A 171 50 
J;'.7 

~5 '-11.1 
)5 102-

7.0 
3 ) . 'i '2! .g 

White 143 45' f7?, )3 (0 ;;z. 31. S- ( ,-' 
5/·0 Cj. I (.0 

I. '" 

Spanish 37 IS 
L/9. 'w 

(0 
t./L). 

d- 5. L/ 
I d. '7 

Black 41 IJ-f 
.:3'1.( 

~I 5 I ;1..'( 51 .• ~ IJ . .J. 

, Total B 225 '77 
11./.,). 

Ii J. 
Y1.cg Jo 1·1 IJ 

5·'g 
3 /·3 

-

36. This department should have a standardized list of minimum to 
maximum punishments for most acts of misconduct. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain DisagY'ee Group Agree 

Total A 171 05 
'1l.;)-

~I 
'-f7. '/ 

JJ-j 1(0 
.q, '-I ?S. ,;;J. 

White 143 L) L/ 
3 o. 'Z 

'71 
LJct. '1 

13 1;2.. g.t.{ q.1 

Spanish 37 I I 
,j q·7 

flo 
1/.7,. ').. 

Y 
IO.~ 

3 
~ ./ 

Black 41 
) 1/ 

:1'1. I 
.:9 3 S-

¥f., .. :5 703 IJ ;J.. 

Total B 225 lP9 ,30 7 
101 

i% 0 

;)0 
~.'1 

;)()-
C.5i 

-

Strongly 
Disagree 

5 
.:2,"') 

:3 .,;J.. ) 

3 
8. I 

(p 
).7 

37. I have a good understanding of the appeal procedures outside this 
department that are used to review disciplinary decisions. 

Group Definitely Yes Uncertain No Def'} ni te ly 
Yes No 

Total A 171 10 
S'. ~ 

;;Li-/ 
1£/.0 

3'7 2J- 'Ig. () 
lZ' 

.;11.(" 10.5 

White 143 d 5.& 
J I ~9 7/ 

'H.? 
/'-1 9·Z IY,7 ;J.D. ''\ 

Spanish 37 j. 
5,4 

14 
37.~ 

13 
.'15.1 

g 
o'Jl. (, 

Black 41 3 3 1:'-
;n·2. 

.20 '3 7.3 7·3 7, :5 lig . S-

Total B 225 I I 
L{.,! 

~')?f 
IJ.'1 

55' )l.\.,,\ IDto ~1.1 
'd!:J 

II J 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

II 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

38. I feel that officers who 'have received disciplinary actions with 
which they seriously disagree must take their case outside the 
department to get a fair review. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

1'73 to!J 
.3~, J. 5'-1 ~11.8 

J/ 
/ f,) Total A 171 fo.t." 

White 143 13 
9·.,1 53 

37·3 
L{7 

.33.1 
;),'7 

lCj·o 

Spanish 37 3 
1./ IJ. 1;)·<{ 

13 
,~5.( 

2 .? /.(p 
q /q /;2 S-Black 41 'I 

cJ~·o 3'/( ,;29· 3 /J.;L 

Total B 225 Jto 
1(,0 75 0 

35.1 
73 

3,)·~ 
YI 1'6. '3 

39. I feel that internal disciplinary decisions are made within a 
reasonable length of time. 

Strongly Agree Uncertain Disagree Group Agree 

Total A 171 ,-3 
1.1> 

73 50L 3 LJ 
1'1·1 ~,J.7 :571.<.{ 

White 143 3 cl, , (vI 
1.{;;·7 1./5 .3 (,5 J<1 dO 3 

Spanish 37 \Cf 
5[·<{ 

7 ;;/.& '7 
1~·1 

Black 41 / !u 13 7 ;;.'1 39·0 3(.7 I 7. 1 

Total B 225 Y /. ~ 
9<g 

i.f3.& 
&9J 

:3 O.::L 
~3 ,q,( 

This section asks for information about your personal background, 
department history, and attitudes to\'oJard your job. Please respond as 
accurately as possible. Unless stated otherwise, please check one 
response for each question. ---

40. How many years have you completed in this department? 

Group Less than 1 - 2 3 - 5 6 - 12 
one year years years years 

Strongly 
Disagree 

d- /. c2 

2 
i· .tf 

/ ')·7 
f ;;., 'I 
L.{ (. g 

Strongly 
Disagree 

q 
5.3 

F\ ...... 
3·5 

3 <6./ 

I-( 
9,8 

12-
- '< ,J .... 

over 12 
years 

Total A 171 J~ 
'i{.;l. 

39.) 
, ol~,1 

08 
. ~/). () 

SO 
c77. f 

White 143 '9 
&.:3 J9 ,?o·4 &;0 

'i'd.3 
'iLl 31 c 

Spanish 37 1;?-
3) .1{ 1'-/ 37. 'B 

g 
d? /. ~ 

3 
'b .1 

Black 41 9 / q.:t ;9 </iJ.·3 7 7 
/7·/ /l/ 

Total B 225 ~q 
1;2·1 

{pJ-
;17.7 

r;& 
3g.~ 

5'7 ;J5: 11 



1--. 

Group 

Total A 

White 

Spanish 

Black 

Total B 

41. Se:K: Group I 
Male Female 

--
Total A 171 /{Pti 95.9 ~ 3,5 .. 13q tj White 143 17,'';- ~.'9 

Spanish 37 33 CJq.d-
'tt 

/0. 'if 

Black 41 31 
'8,;J .&1 

(c 
/l/.t.P 

.~.",,--

225~o&' q, /5 Total B &./ ;J.q .. -
42. Ethnic Background 

Group Black Spanish Indian White Other American 

Total A 171 g 
5.3 

/7 q.q I , {p I L[ 3 
'!;3.~ 1 .0 

White 143 I f-/3 .. 
I DO. (;> 

Spanish 37 37 
!OO.D 

Black 41 11/ 
/01). 'D 

Total B 225 41 !1J.'3 
37 

/t;.~ / ·r /t./3 
v5·8 

d- , ~ 

43. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? 

HS Diploma Some college At least 45 
Associates 

At least 90 
Bachelors credit hours of hours of or GED 1-44 hours) col. credit Degree col. credit Degree 

171 45 d(;.5 
5J.. ;}.d-

J:l.tj 
/d-

I. I IS <;( , g 
Ie;; 

. }n," 1n,/" 

143 3'8 L/3 ).0 
ry.o I \ 

7·7 
13 "{, I 1(0 

II . ;:2-;1("./, 30./ 

'-6 16 ..- if (p ~ 37 ~J.). ;)7· <g 
j ) 3·1 5·& 1~·7 S.{p 

41 /0 (;)- '7 3 (£1 / 
rJ· 'I )'1.'/ c79· 5 " l·/ 7.3 I'I·&> 

225 57 &iP 3d /(0 ;}5 
IIJ 

;)0 
Js.u )"1: (g /'I. iJ 1· ). q.D 

43. cont'd-

Group 
Enrolled 1n 

Masters a graduate Other 
program Degree 

Total A 171 o?-
L). 

of... c?-
I, ,;2. /,;;L .. ! \ White 143 . 7 .} 

Spanish 37 I 
~,'6 

I d,g I 
tl/~ . 

Black 41 / d.,! / 
..2.'/ 

Total B 225 J- . ~ 9 1· S 
:2 .0, 

. 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Group 

Total A 

White 

Spanish 

Black 

Total B 

- --- -- ---.~~~-~~-'---~ 

44 What is your present rank or position? . 
Lieutenant Sergeant Officer Detective Technician 
or above 

171 :3 ,. <J 1?3 /o.c; 9'6 ."57 . .3 
;;7 

L5.2.. 
;}.5 

1'/./0 

143 J c:; • I 
15 

/o.{ 7Cf 55.2- J3 I G.. I :)3 110 ./ 

37 I I 3 / :) . I 
,.,.". '7 d.'? 2:.7 . 'il3.'6' 't.\ 

41 I 3 30 I} ;;2 
.~.D "i,,) 7,5 7j-·O !D ·0 

225 5 
;} .. ? 

19 fl.-13 
(;If.t 

30 ;;Ut) 
'65 J 3.5 1/ 7 

45. What is your divisional assignment? 

Patrol Investi- Traffic Technical 
Group gation Services Div. Oiv Div. Div. 

Total A 171 103 hI. :; IJ- '7., 19 / /·3 
I I 

0·5 

White 143 ~5 
5~ .'1 

10 7,0 
} lQ 

II· 3 
10· 

1.0 

Spanish 37 o-~ 'Lf 
/0.'1, 

d 
5.1{ 1'5.7 

J1 /} ;;L Black 41 0:-

10·3 5:3 5-3 

Total B 225 /1.-/ '-I IJ. ;10 
C)·I 

ILl 
~·4 (P:5 .5 5.:5 

45. cont I d-
Group Delinquency 

Control Other 
Div. 

Total A 171 9 5. 'i '7 1.( . .). 
... (' La White 143 (; 

5·(" 4. ;2. 

Spanish 37 ;L 
5./.f I 

.)/1 

Black 41 / If 
(7?'{P IDS 

Total B 225 I I S·o 
Id-. 

j .S" 

46. Has a formal complaint or any other disciplinary action ever been 
taken against you while you have been with this department? 

Group Yes No Don't 
Know 

Total A 171 I J "-I 7).)' 
)~ 

;Jr;. :J-
9 

5-3 . 10'7 30 t.o White 143 . 
7t-{ . <J ,;2 /. u 4.~ 

Spanish 37 JJ /;2- r2 
5.1.../ (P). "7 32. " 

Black 41 '31 'Co Lj 
'1.~ 7f.t... /II.U 

Total B 225 I Lo Lj ? 3. c '-I ~ rJ/.,-/ 12 
j~.t.{ 

c. 

Dispatcher 

Admin. 
Oiv. 

7 
'-{.;,2 

7 
t.f 'i' 

'7 3 7 • 0-



47. Has a formal complaint or any other disciplinary aation ever been 
sustained against you while you have been with this department? 

Group Yes No Don't 
Know 

Total A 171 {PI 
.J (P.I 

103 
hJtJ.9 

5" 
1~, 0 . 55 9;1-{ :3 White 143 31.7 5'1·) ~.I 

Spanish 37 g 
;}£1·3 

0'7 
1? 0 

J 
tl· 7 

Black 41 IC) 
'/f{·7 

/(0 
'11. 0 

t! /0·3 

Total B 225 ~I{ 31·~ 
/30 

5l·~ 
~ 3·& 

48. Have you ever received any of the following disciplinary actions 
for complaints of misconduct? (check all those that apply) 

Formal or Loss of Working Group Oral Written hours days off ReJ.l_rimand Reprimand 

Tdtal A 171 (P5 0'7 3d- 'J '7 
100.0 /Ob.o I bo·O 

cr 
100.0 

White 143 53 5(0 30 ;}5 
100 0 loO·/) 100.0 /00,0 

Spanish 37 I I I 3 ':J.. ~ 
IOD. U lot; .0 /00.0 I "'b.o 

Black 41 ,?J ;13 /2 S" 
/iJO,O 1 0 0'0 100.0 joo.e> -

Suspension 

J ( 
/00.0 

~ 
10Q.(.1 

3 
10tJ.0 

'f 
/e Il '0 

Total B 225 go ql-{ 
Ivo·.a 

LJL-/ 33 15 
J 00·0 100.0 100.0 /00.0 

48. cont'd -

Group Demotion 
Dismissal 

and None 
Reinstatemen II-

Total A 17.1 I (01 q9,. t./ /00.0 

White 
. I 51 143 

IDo·o q~.1 

Spanish 37 ;).0 
/OO.D 

Black 41 /0 
'/00.0 

Total B 225 I /00.0 
tol q~ ·8 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

. 49 .. Have"you formally suggested any revised or ne~! written directives' 
in the past year? 

Group Yes No 

Total A 171 ;)5 
It/,? I L{ 5 ~5.~ 

White 143 dO 
14'0 

J d- '3 
og (" '0 

Spanish 37 7 
) <a .') 

':30 
~ J, / 

Black 41 5 /;,g 3tf 
~7.;L 1-, 

Total B 225 33 
I<-/·~ 

I ~ () 
~S. ;? 

50. If you made a written suggestion, was it acknowledged? 

Group 
Did not 

Yes No make 
suqqestion 

Total A 171 }f) 
5.'1 

;;2.c2 
d.D /37 9,/. / 

• ID } G, 113 Hhite 143 7.0 , 3. <-J ..,q ·fa 

Spanish 37 ,;I-
5.~ 

:3 
<f" I 

3;2 
~(p, 5 

Black 41 c? 5 3;;2-
5d /.?·2 "to'. , 

Total B 225 J"I ;Zq /7Cf 
(P.3> 13·, '60,& 

51. If you answered "Yes" to the question above, was the matter 
resolved to your satisfaction? 

Group 
Did not 

Yes No make 
suqqestion 

Total A 171 q 
(. ? 

7 5,:;, II ?5 
~<l. I 

• 9 f...p q&; White 143 'b ' I s.t.{ ~(o.5 

Spanish 37 I I ;l-<3 
3.0 3.3 Q3.3 

Black 41 'I II· I 
3:J. 

~Z .9 

Total B 225 10 
I),(P 

JJ /5<2 
'$7. t:g &,'/ 



,," 

52. Have you appealed a disciplinary decision through the appeal 
procedures outside of this department? 

Group Yes No 

-Total A 171 1(09 
100.0 

White 143 )L/3 
/00.0 

Spanish 37 30 
100.0 

Black 41 37 
'It/·9 1---. 

;).;)0 

f 

I 

Total B 225 qq., 

53. How satisfied are you with your present assignment in this 
department? 

Very Somewhat Neither Somewhat Group sat. nor Satisfied Satisfied )issatisfied Dissatisfied 

Total A 171 10 ¥tI,7 51 
;/::).0 dD 

II.g 
1'1 

10,D 

White 143 0/ 
'/;.7 L/~ 

3;).·.:>-
1'7 /I., )(0 

II· .).. 

Spanish 37 ,0 
51. ti 

[ ( 
,)1.7 

J-
S.L{ 

d-
5·0 

Black 41 /3 33.) 
I:J-

30·51 
'7 3 

11.Q 7·7 

Total B 225 95 
~J·V 

70 
5/>-( 

'J-&> ;);2-
/(,7 q. 'i 

54. Overall, how satisfied are you at this time with your career 
in this department? 

Neither 
Group Very Somewhat sat. nor Somewhat 

Satisfied satisfied dissatisfier di ssati sfi ec I 
171 7'-1 5J. 15 ;;4 I Total A 43!~ 3o.Z 'Z8 /11. ;;J... 

White 143 5'<Z 
~o. '3 

Lf7 33.1 1'-1 Cj'·'1 "Jo /1.1./ 

Spanish 37 ;21 
5t.~ 

9 
.GJ '/. 3 

;). 
j-. 'I 5 

1'3 6 

Ilf I~ I ,.., 
Black 41 

I 

35·1 ~t"2 
0'-

j-:/ 
.... - .!J-: I 

Total B 225 glj 
'1).7, 

75 33.<; I 'l '<1./ 
d.-9 

I ~. I 

Very 
Dissatisfied 

0 
7, S 

3 
,) ./ 

3 
')? I 

Lj 
/0,3 

10 
t./,5 

.. -

Very 
Dissatisfiec 

'-I 
;l·tf 

3 ;J ./ 

.3 
77 

(p 
;;·7 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

55. What is the primary factor which currently affects discipline 
and morale in the Denver Police Department? (Please answer 
briefly in your own words, using the space below). 

Factor Mentioned First: 

Incon- Favoratism, Promotional Inconsis-
Group tency Based sistency Pol itics System on Rank 

Total A 171 ~13 ;;;'Co \~ )3 
4·7 \Cj" \5 .. ~ ltloS 

~Ihite 143 J5 17,.'{ 
:};l 

J5.L{ 
1'-/ 

<1,~ Ct· l{. ~ 

Spanish 37 '1 ,,' ) 5 3 
~ I I Z .'9 ~.I /3.5 

Black 41 17 If/,) 7 / :2 
v',! /7,/ :J.'/ 

Total B 225 '-\9 
dl.~ 

3 :-) 
\LL7 

;)0 
.g .9 I \ I.{.q 

Lack of Negative Unprog¥'es- Lack of 
Group Cornmunl- Feeling sive·Mgmt. Schedule of 

cation Toward SIB 'Th'inking Punishment 
3 ~ (:2- ~ Total A 171 4.7 \.<;5 :;·3 J,J., 

White 143 
') 

cr- ,.'-( 3 )., 
( 

.'] 'if 5,(" 

Spanish 37 ) .~ I / 
')·7 ..../ i.' )·7 ., -, 

.". . 
Black 41 / 

J.t! 

Total B 225 LD Lr) ;) 9 . /)·7 C).7 .1 L{ () 

Factor Mentioned Second: 

Incon- Favoratism, Promotional Inconsis-
Group tency Based sistency Politics System on Rank 

Total A 171 9 10 5 )J 
.5-: 3 5.'B c9.'1 4.7 

White 143 g 
& 3 

3 5.Lo ,.5 
3.5 

t.o 
4 . .).. 

I ',7, 

Spanish 37 :J 
'S . I d·'7 

Black 41 ,;L 
?7,g / tJ·'f 

;L 
f'./ 

Total B 225 ' \ \\ 5 II Y.9 y.9, a,'d- l\ 9 

Lack of Negative Unprogres- Lack of 
Group Commun'i.- Feeling sive Mgmt. Schedule of 

cation Toward SIB '.Th'ink:ing Punishment 

Total A 171 
(0 ;;L d- 3 J' .r 

/';)- /- d- /. '3 . .;,) 
(p d- ') 3 White 143 0-

/ , '/ «-(.;; ,. t-t dJ ./ 

Spanish 37 I 
~,7 

Black 41 

.Total B 225 
u) 3 r9- ~ /).7 J.3 , 'l /,J 

Poor or 
Apathetic 
Leadershi 0 

\ Co 
r (ll 

15 
lOS 

,J. 
!;-.«-( 

/1 
7.ls> 

Other-
See Note 

,- 3 .:) ... 
.~ I. () 

4'1 3),Q 

I I 
a''7 7 

13 
_i/.? 

7;), 
3';;.0 

Poor or 
Apathetic 
Leadership 
Lj 

').3 

t..f d'~ 

Y 
\. <"I) 

Other-
See Note 

J }.;;L 
'11·3 

q~ 
~~ . .5 

3J- <j(p s 
3& 

'&7. 'fl 
It..oq 

15". I 



Factor Mentioned Third: 

Group Incon- Favoratism, 
sistency Politics 

I ;2 Total A 171 ,f..<, /.,)... 

White 143 I ;).. 
.7 /. Lj 

Spanish 37 

Black 41 

Total B 225 I d--,t{ .'l 

Group 
Negative Lack of 
Feeling Schedule of 

Toward SIB Punishment 

Total A 171 I 
.(p 

White 143 .'7 

Spanish 37 

Black 41 I 
.2.1.{ 

.Total B 225 I .Y ,~ 

Factor Mentioned Fourth: 

-.-' 

Poor or 
Group Promotional 

System Apathetic 
Leadership 

Total A 171 I \ 
Ii&, .L:, 

! I White 143 I 
·7 .7 

Spanish 37 

Black 41 

Total B 225 I 
,~ 

\ 
.~ 

Promotional 
System 

;L 
I.a.. 

I 
.'7 

I ).7 --
I ;).l( 

.3 
1·3 

Other-
See Note 

I (P2 
9' .7 

135 

3" 
39 fs., 

dlY 
C{S·1 

Uoprogr-es-
sive'Mgmt. 
Thi~lk:ing 

I 
,(p 

I 
,7 

\ 
.~ 

Inconsis-
tency Based 

on Rank 
\ 

.(p 

I 
.7 

\ 
\ ,y 

Other-
See Note 

llo~ 
q9,.~ 

I '-/0 
'178 

317 
I () 0·0 

4{ 
loo.{:, 

d()~ 
1~·7 

Poor or 
Apathetic 
Leadershio 
d-

I. ;L 

J-. I,Y 

;;t 
,~ 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

Factor mentioned fifth: 

Group Other-
See Note 

Total A 171 J 71 
100.0 

White 143 143 
100.0 

Spanish 37 31 
IDO.o 

Black 41 41 
JOD.{j 

Total B 225 dd5 
I ODd 

Factor mentioned sixth: 

Group Other-
See Note 

Total A 171 171 
100,0 

White 143 /1-/3 
100.0 

Spanish 37 3'7 
loO,£: 

Black 41 Lit 
IDb.!.' 

Total 13 225 dd5 
/OO.l 
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RULES OF CONDUCT 

LANSING, mCHIGAN, POLICE DEPARTr~ENT 

1.01 Violation of Rules 

Effective ,June 16, 1978 
L.P.D. Board of Police 
COl1llli S5 i one rs 

Employees shall not commit or omit any acts which they know or should 
know would constitute a violation of any written rules, regulations, procedures~ 
dir'ecti ves or orders of the Department. 

1 .02 Unbecoming Conduct 

Employees shall conduct themselves at all times, both on and off duty, 
in such a manner as not to discredit the Department. Conduct unbecoming an 
offi cer shall incl ude that whi ch bl~ings the DepartlTEnt into disrepute, or that 
which impairs the operation or efficiency of the Department. 

1.03 I I11TIOra 1 Conduct 

Employees shall not participate in any incident involving w.oral turpi
tude which causes the Department to be brought into disrepute. 

1.04 Conformance to Laws 

A. Employees shall obey all the laws of the United States and of any 
state and local jurisdiction in which the employees are present. 

B. A conviction of the violation of any law shall be prima facie 
evidence of a violation of this section. Lack of a criminal complaint or an 
acquittal of a violation of law shall not preclude internal administrative 
disciplinary action. 

1.05 Reporting for Duty 

Employees shall report for duty at the time and place required by assign
ment or orders and shall be physically and menta'lly fit to perform their duties. 
They shail be properly equipped and cognizant of infonnation required for the 
proper perfonnance of duty so that they may immedi ately assume thei r duti es. 
Judicial subpoenas shall constitute an order to report for duty under this 
Secti on. 

1.06 Negl ect of Duty 

Employees shall not engage in any activities or personal business which 
would cause them to neglect or be inattentive to duty. 

1.07 Fictitious Illness or Injury Reports 

Employees shall not feign illness or lnJury, falsely report themselves 
ill or' injured, or otherwise deceive or attempt to deceive the Department as to 
the condition of their health. 
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1.08 Sleeping on Duty 

Employees shall remain awake while on duty. If unable to do so, they 
shall so report to a supervisor, who shall determine the proper course of 
action. 

1.09 Leaving Duty Post 

Employees shall not leave their assigned duty post during: a tour of duty 
except when authori zed by proper ell: chori ty or when necessary to perfonn im
mediate police functions. 

1.10 Unsatisfactory Performance 

Employees sha"ll maintain sufficient competency to properly perform their 
duties and responsibilities. Employees shall perform their duties in a manner 
which will maintain high standards of efficiency. Unsatisfactory performance 
may be demonstrated by a lack of knowledge of the application of laws required 
to be enforced; an unwillingness or inability to perform assigned tasks; the 
failure to conform to work standards established for the employee's rank or 
grade; the failure to take appropriate action on the occasion of a crime, dis
order, or other condition deserving police attention; or absence without 
leave. In addition to other indicia of unsatisfactory performance, the fol
lowing will be considered prima facie, evidence of unsatisfactory performance: 
repeated poor evaluations or a written record of repeated infractions of 
rules, regulations, procedures, directives or orders of the Department. 

1.11 Employment Outside the Department 

Employees may engage in off-duty employment subject to the following 
limitations: (1) such employment shall not interfere with the employee's 
employment with the department; (2) employees shall submit a written request 
for off-duty employment to the Chief, whose approval must be granted prior 
to engaging in such employment. 

1.12 Alcoholic Beverages and Drugs in Police Installations 

Employees shall not store or bring into any police facility or pollce vehicle, 
without the permission of the chief of police, any alcoholic beverages, controlled 
substances (except when prescribed in the treatment of employees by physicians 
or dentists), narcotics or hallucinogens except when they are held as evidence 
or as seized property. 

1.13 Possession and Use of Drugs 

Employees shall not possess or use any controlled substances, narcotics, 
or hallucinogens except when prescribed in the treatment of employees by a 
~hysician or dentist. When controlled substance~, narcotics, or hallucinogens 
are prescribed, officers shall notify their supervisor if the officer's perfor
mance could be impaired. 
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1.14 Use of Alcohol On Duty or In Uniform 

Employees shall not consume intoxicating beverages while in uniform or 
on duty except in the performance of duty and while acting under proper and 
specific orders from a supervisor. Employees shall not appear for duty, or 
be on duty while under the influence of intoxicants, or with an odor of in
toxi can ts on thei r brea th. 

1.15 Use of Alcohol Off Duty 

Employees while off duty shall refrain from consuming intoxicating 
beverages to the extent that it results in behavior ~'Ihich discredits the Depart
ment, or renders the employee unfit to report for the next regular tour of duty. 

1.16 Use of Tobacco 

Employees, when in uniform, shall not use tobacco when they are in plain 
view of the public and actively engaged in a service assignrrent. Employees 
may use tobacco in police vehicles. When employees are in private direct 
contact with citizens, employees should obtain permission to use tobacco from 
the citizens \'lith whom they are in direct contact. 

1.17 Insubordination 

Employees shall obey any lawful orders of a supervisor without unrflason
able delay. This will include orders relayed from a supervisor by an officer 
of the same or lesser r,ank. 

1 . 1 e Conf' i cting or IPe$1a 1 Orders 

A. Employees who are given an otherwise proper order which is in conflict 
with a previous order, rule, regulation or directive shall respectfully inform 
the supervisor issuing the order of the conflict. If the supervisor issuing 
the order does not alter or retract the conflicting order, the order shall stand. 
Under these circumstances) the responsibility for the conflict shall be upon the 
supervisor. EmploY0es shall obey the conflicting order and shall not be held 
responsible for disobedience of the order, rule, regulation or directive pre
viously issued. 

B. The employees shall not obey any order which they know or should know 
would require them to commit an illegal act. If in doubt as to the legality 
of an order, employees shall request the issuing employee to 'clarify the order 
or to confer with higher authority. 

1.19 Gifts, Gratuities, Bribes or Rewards 

A. Employees shall not solicit and/or accept from any person, business or 
organization any gift (including money., tangible or intangible personal property, 
food, beverage, loan, promise, service or entertainment) for the benefit of the 
employees or the' Department 'if it may reasonably be inferred that the person, 
business, or organization: 
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(l) Seeks to influence action of an official nature or seeks to affect 
the performance or nonperformance of an official duty, or 

(2) Has an interest which may be substantially affected directly or 
indirectly by the performance or nonpey'formance of an official duty. 

B. Employees may solicit and/or accept from any person, business or organiza
tion, any gift (including money, tangibl~ or intangible personal property, food, 
beverage, loan, promise, service or entertainment) for the benefit of the employees 
or the Department with the express authorization of the Chief of Police. 

C. An employee receiving any reward for police service rendered shall forward 
the reward and a written report to the Chief of Police. Rewards, if approved, will 
be accepted and disbursed at the discretion of the Board of Police ConEissioners. 

1.20 Abuse of Position 

A. Use of Official Position or Identification. Employees shall not use 
their official position, official identification cards or badges: (1) for 
personal or financial gain, (2) for obtaining privileges not otherwise avail
able to them except in the performance of duty, or (3) for avoiding conse
quences of illegal acts. Officers shall not lend to another person their 
identification cards or badges or permit them to be photographed or reproduced 
without the approval of the Chief. 

B. Use of Name, Photograph or Title. Employees shall not authorize the 
use of their names, photographs, or official titles which identify them as 
employees in connection with testimonials or advertisements of any commodity 
Ot' cornnercial enterprise, without the approval of the Chief. 

1.21 Endorsements and Referrals 

Employees shall not recommend or suggest in any manner, except in the 
transaction of personal business, the employment or procurement of a particular 
product, professional service, or commercial service (such as an attorney, 
ambulance service, towing service, bondsman, morticians etc.). In the case of 
ambulance or towing service, when such service is necessary and the person 
needing the service is unable or unwilling to procure it or requests assistance, 
employees shall proceed in accordance with established departmental procedures. 

1.22 Identification 

Employees shall carry identification cards on their persons at all times, 
except when impractical or dangerous to their safety or to an investigation. 
They shall furnish their name or badge number to any person requesting that 
information, when they are on duty or holding themselves out as having un of
ficial capacity, except when the withholding of such information is necessary 
for the performance of police duties or is authorized by proper authority. 
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1.23. Citizen Complaints 

Employees of the Department are authorized to receive and record complaints 
against other departmental employees or the Department. Employees may attempt 
to resolve the complaint, but shall never attempt to dissuade any citizen from 
lodging a complaint against any employee or the Department. Whenever possible, 
complaints shall be referred to a sworn police supervisor or to Internal Affairs 
foy' recordi ng. 

1.24 Courtesy 

Employees when dealing with the public and each other shall be patient, 
courteous, and respectful. Employees should be tactful in the performance of 
their duties, should control their tempers, and exercise the utmost patience and 
discretion, and should not engage in argumentative discussions even in the face 
of extreme provocation. In the performance of the'j r duties, employees shoul d 
not use coarse, violent, profane or insolent language or gestures, and should 
not express any prejudice concerning race, religion, politics, national origin, 
lifestyles or similar personal characteristics. 

1.25 Requests for Assistance 

When any person applies for assistance or advice, or makes complaints or 
reports, either by telephone or in person, all pertinent information will be 
obtained in an official and courteous manner and will be properly and judi
ciously acted upon consistent with established departmental procedures. 

1.26 Associations 

Employees shall avoid regular or continuous associations or dealings with 
persons whom they know, or should know, at~e persons under criminal investigation 
or indic<:ment, or who have a reputation in the conmunity or the Department for 
present involvement in felonious or criminal behavior, except as necessary to 
the performance of official duties, or where unavoidable because of other 
personal relationships of the employees. 

1.27 Visiting Prohibited Establishments 

Employee~ shall not knowingly visit, enter or frequent a house of prosti
tution, gamblitl:j house, or establishment wherein the laws of the United States, 
the state, or the local jurisdiction are regularly violated except in the 
performance of duty or while acting under proper and specific orders from a 
supervi sor. 

1.28 Public Statements and Appearances 

A. Employees shall not publicly criticize or ridicule the Department, its 
policies, or other employees by speech, writing, or other expression, where such 
speech, wri ting, or other express ion is defamatory, obscene, unl awful, impai rs 
the operation or efficiency of the Department, or is made with reckless disregard 
for truth or falsity. 
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B. Employees shall not address public gatherings, appear on radio Ol~ 
television, prepare any articles for publication, act as correspondents to a 
newspaper or a periodical, release or divulge investigative information, or any 
other matters of the Department, while holding themselves out as representing 
the Department in such matters without the express permission of the Chief of 
Police,or his designee. 

1.29 Personal Appearance 

A. Offi cers on duty shall wear uni fonns or otheY' clothing in accordance 
with established departmental procedures. 

B. Except when acting under proper ahd specific orders from a superior 
officer, officers on duty shall maintain a netlt t well-groomed appearance and 
shall style theil~ hair according to established departmental guidelines. 

1.30 Political Activity 

1. An employee shall not use the influence of his or her position with 
the Department for pol i ti cal purposes. 

2. The employee shall not hold a political pOSition incompatible or 
conflicting interest with his or her duties as a police department employee. 

3. Employees on duty or in uniform are prohibited from the following 
partisan or nonpartisan activities: 

""I 
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(a) Assuming active roles in the management, organization, or I 
financial activities of political clubs, ~:ampaigns, or 
parties; 

(b) Sol i ci ting votes in support of or in oppos i ti on to, any I 
can di da tes ; 

(c) Serving as delegates to a political party convention; II 
(d) Endorsing or opposing a candidate for public office in a 

political advertisement, broadcast, or campaign literature; II 
(e) Initiating or circulating a petition to nonemployees; 

(f) Organizing, selling tickets to, or actively participating in II I 

a fund-raising function for a political party or candidate; 

(g) Addressing political gatherings in support of, or in opposition I 
to a candidate; 

(h) Otherwi.se engaging in prohibited political activities on the I 
federa 1, state, county or muni ci pa 1 1 eve 1. 

1 .31 Payment of Debts 

Employees shall not undertake any financial obligations which they know or 
should know they will be unable to rreet, and shall pay all just debts when due. 
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An isolated instance of financial irresponsibility will not be grounds for 
discipline except in unusually severe cases. However, repeated instances of 
financial difficulty may be cause for disciplinary action. Filing for a 
voluntary bankruptcy petition shall not, by itself, be cause for discipline. 
Fi nanc; a 1 di ffi cul ti es s temm~ng from unforeseen rredi cal expenses or personal 
disaster shall not be cause for discipline, provided that a good faith effort 
to settle all accounts is being undertaken. 

1 .32 Te 1 ephone 

Employees shall have telephones in their residences, and shall immediately 
report any changes of telephone numbers, addresses, marital status, dependents 
or beneficiaries to the Personnel Training Division. 

1.33 Dissemination of Information 

Employees shall treat the official business of the Depart'l1ent as conf"i- . 
dential. Information regarding offici al business shall be disseminated only to 
those for whom it is intended, in accordance with established departmental pro
cedures. Employees shall not copy, alter, destroy, or remove any official record 
or docurrent except in accordance with established departrrental procedures. Em
ployees shall not divulge the identity of persons giving confidential information 
except as authorized by proper authority. 

1.34 Intervention 

A. Employees shall not knowingly interfere with departmental functions 
being handled by other employees of the Departrrent or any other governrrental 
agency unless: 

(1) Ordered to intervene by a supervisor, or 

(2) The intervening employee reasonably believes that a manifest 
injustice would result from a failure to take action. 

B. Employees shall not undertake any investigation or other official 
action not part of their regular duties without obtaining permission from a 
supervisor unless the exigencies of the situation require immediate action. 

1 .35 Oepa rinlen ta 1 and Inj ury Reports 

Employees shall submit all necessary reports on tirre and in accordance 
with established departmental procedures. Reports submitted by employees shall 
be truthful and complete, and no employee shall knowingly enter or cause to be 
entered any inaccurate, false, or improper information. An employee shall im
mediately report any personal injury received in the line of duty. 

1.36 Processing Property and Evidence 

Property or evidence which has been discovered, gathered or received in 
connection with departmental responsibilities will be processed in accordance 
with established departmental procedures. Employees shall not convert to their 
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own use, manufacture, conceal, falsify, destroy, remove, tamper with or with
hold any property or evidence in connection with an investigation or other 
police action, except in accordance with established depal"tmental procedures. 

1.37 Abuse of Process 

Employees shall not make formal false accusations 'Of a criminal or traffic 
charge. Employees shall not knowingly make formal false accusations of employee 
mi sconduct. 

1.38 Use of Department Equipment 

Employees shall utilize Department equipment only for its intended purpose, 
in accordance with established Departmental procedures, and shall not abuse:1 or 
negl i gently damage or lose Department equi prrent. All Department equi pment -issued 
to employees shall be maintained in proper order. An employee shall report to 
h-is superV;SOl" any defect or hazardous condition in Df!partmental equipment. 

1.39 Operating Vehicles 

Employees shall operate official vehicles in a careful and prudent manner, 
and shall obey all laws and all Departmental orders pertaining to such opera
tion. Loss or suspension of any driving license shall be reported to the Depart
ment. 

1.40 Carrying Firearms 

Officers shall carry fir,earms in accordance wiith law and established 
Departmental procedures. 

1.41 Truthfulness 

Upon the order of the Chief, the Chief's desilgnee or a supervisor, employees 
shall truthfully answer all questions specifically directed and narrowly related 
to the scope of employment and operations of the Department which may be asked of 
them. 

1.42 Photographs, Lineups, Ball i sti cs rests, Fi reo{ms 

Upon the order of the Chief, or the Chief's designee, employees shall submit 
to ballistics tests, photographs, or lineups. All weapons carried by employees 
are subject to examination upon request. All procedures carried out under this 
subsection shall be specifically directed and narrowly related to a particular 
internal investig&tion being conducted by the Department. 

1.43 Tr:~~atment of Persons. in Custody 

Employees shall not mistreat persons who are in their custody. Employees 
shall. handle such persons in accordance with law and Departmental procedures. 

1.44 Use of Force 

Employees shall not use'more force in any situation than .is reasonably 
necessary under the circumstances. Employees shall use force in accordance 
with 1 aw and Departmental procedures. 
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1.45 Use of Weapons 

Offi cers shall not use or hand'le weapons in a carel ess or imprudent 
manner. Officers shall use weapons in accordance with law and Departmental 
procedures. 

1.46 Arrest, Search and Seizure 

Employees shall not make any arrest, search or seizure which they know 
or should know is not in accordance with law and Departmental procedures. 



o 
100.00 

100.01 

100.02 

iJune 16, 1978 

LANSING DISCIPLINARY PROCEDURES 

Reprimands 

Verbal reprimands for minor infractions may be given by a supervisor 
to any of his subordinates. 

A. 

B. 

When a verbal reprimand is given, the employee shall be made 
to understand that it is a reprimand, that a notation may 
be made and that more harsh action may be taken for a repeated 
act or omission. 

The supervisor giving the reprimand may make a notation in 
the employee's division file. Access to these files will be 
restricted to supervisory and command officers, except that 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I the individual shall have access to his own file. An employee 

may inspect his own division file in the presence.of.a.$upervisor 
~nd res.pond.tn wr.i~i.ng tn.th.e division'fl1e·to verbal action notations.1 

C. 

D. 

Each verbal action notation of reprimand in the employee's 
division file shall contain the date, the subject of the 
reprimand, any extenuating circumstances and the supervisor's 
signature. Further, the concerned employee shall initial the 
notation. 

Such notations, along with other noted information concerning 
work performance and other factors, should be the basis for 
accurate and objective periodic personnel evaluations of the 
employee concerned. As employees are transferred from one 
activity to another, their verbal action notations shall be 
transferred with them. 

E. Each notation entered as a verbal action reprimand shall be 
deleted at the end of twenty-four calendar months. 

Written reprimands may be given by a supervisor to his subordinates. 

A. The supervisor shall complete a charge sheet which shall con
tain the text of the reprimand. 

B. A copy of the charge sheet will be sent through the supervisor's 
chain of command. Each succeeding supervisor shall sign the 
copy before forwarding. 

C. In the event a succeeding supervisor does not concur with 
the letter of reprimand, he shall so state. He shall check 
the nonconcurrence and state his reasons on a supplemental 
letter, justify his nonconcurrence a.nd state what action he 
believes should be taken. He shall attach this to the charge 
sheet and send it on to the succeeding supervisor. 
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100.03 

101.00 

101. 01 

101. 02 

101. 03 

101. 04 

An employee shall make any complaint that he may have against 
a superior officer to his immediate supervisor or Internal 
Arrairs in writing. 

Temporary Relief of Duty 

Should an employee be charged with a violation of department 
written rules, regulations, procedures, directives or orders or 
a more serious offense or infraction, the employee~s super-
visor may temporarily relieve him from duty pending disposition by 
the Chief of Police. 

When an immediate relief of duty has been directed by a supervisor, 
the supervisor and the accused will report to the office of the 
division commander and the supervisor shall present the accusation 
and any documentation. 

During other than normal duty hours when an immediate relief of 
duty has been dir'ected, the following steps will be followed: 

A. The supervisor shall direct the employee to report to the 
concerned division commander at the beginning of the com
mander's next duty shift. In the event that several days 
will elapse before the division commander's next duty shift, 
the supervising~ officer shall instruct the accused as to 
whether or not he shall be permitted to work any intervening 
assigned shifts and other conditions of suspension. The 
supervisor shall inform the temporarily suspended officer 
of the limitations of his police powers and shall relieve the 
officer of his badge and departmental identification. Further, 
he shall inform the division commander of what has transpired 
before going off duty. 

B. The supervisor shall completely document all pertinent facts 
concerning the tnfraction, the action taken, and his recom
mendations complete with justification for any further action. 

C. The supervisor shall be responsible for ensuring that this 
documentation moves forward through the chain of command and 
arrives at the division commander's office without unreasonable 
delay. The division commander shall notify the chief of police. 

In the event the chief does not concur with the action taken, he 
may: 

A. Ask for additional clarification from those superior offtcers 
who have direct personal knowledge of or are involved in the 
action. 

B. Call for a further investigation to be conducted by Internal 
Affairs. When and if this action is taken, the chief may 
suspend further action pending the completion of the investi
gation. 



101 .05 

101.06 

101.07 

102.00 

102.01 

102.02 

102.03 

C. Direct some course of action other than relief of duty. 

In the event the chief concurs with the temporary relief of duty, he shall 
so state. He shall inform the employee of the duration/lerigth 
and conditions of the suspension. Further, he shall complete the 
proper personnel paperwork, sign it, have the suspended employee 
sign it, and forward it to Internal Affairs. 

When a member or employee is scheduled for court during the time 
he is on suspension, he shall be responsible for court attendance. 

During a period of suspension, a member or employee shall not wear 
any identifiable part of the official uniform. Upon being relieved 
of duty, he will immediately surrender his badge of office and 
all other department propert.Y deemed necessary. He shall not act 
in the capacity of nor represent himself as a police officer in any 
manner, nor perform any off-duty police work. 

I 
Recording and handling of allegations and complaints against 
departmental personnel or service delivery 

A complaint shall be defined as: 

A. Any alleged act by personnel which is contrary to written 
rules, regulations, procedures, directives or orders of the 
department. 

B. An alleged act or omission which if substantiated would con
stitute a violation of law. 

C. Any allegation against employees or the department which 
tends to indicate an actual or potential defect in departmental 
rules, regulations, procedures, directives, orders, or the 
police service delivery system. 

A complaint shall be classified official or unofficial as defined 
in 102.03 and 102.04 below. 

Official complaints shall be defined as: 

A, Any complaint made by a citizen or member/employee against 
departmental personnel, or against department procedures, ru1es/ 
regulations, policy or the manner in which police service was 
delivered where the complainant provides his name, address and 
telephone number. 

B. Any complaint made by a citizen or member/employee of criminal 
conduct by departmental personnel whether or not the complainant 
discloses his name, address, or t.eleplione number. 
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102.04 

102.05 

102.06 

102.07 

102.08 

102.09 

102.10 

C. Any complaint of a noncriminal nature made by a citizen 
or membe~/emp10yee against departmental personnel or 
against departmental policy, procedure or rules/regulations 
where the complainant refuses to pr6vide his Harne, address, 
and telephone number but which, in the opinion of th supervisor 
receiving the complaint, is of such serious nature to warrant 
recording and/or an investigation. 

Unofficial complaints are any complaints of a noncriminal nature 
made by a citizen or member/employee where the complainant refuses 
to provide his name, address, and telephone number, and where the 
supervisor receiving the complaint determines that the allegation 
cannot be followed up or where the allegation is not valid. 

It shall be the policy of this department to accept, record, and 
investigate all official complaints as defined in Section 102.03. 

Employees of the department are authorized to receive and record 
complaints against other departmental employees and/or the depart
ment. Whenever possible, however, complaints shall be referred to 
a sworn police supervisor or to Internal Affairs for recording. 

The responsibility and thus commensurate accountability for deciding 
whether to treat a complaint as official or unofficial rests with 
the sworn police supervisor receiving the information of the 
allegation. 

Official complaints shall be recorded on a complaint form. 

If the person receiving, recording or investigating the official 
complaint resolves the matter to the comp1ai'ning party~s satisfaction, 
he shall record this fact and the'method used to satisfy the complaint 
on the complaint form. The fact that the matter has been resolved 
sha 11 not reHeve personnel of the. responsi bi 1 ity for comp1 eting 
the complaint form and submitting the complaint according to the 
procedure outlined in Section 102.10. 

Employees recording official complaints shall distribute m~terial 
as indicated below. All original documents that are sent to 
Internal. Affairs shall be sent directly and not along the chain of 
command. 

A. Complaints against department-original complaint form and 
copies (if any), all documents and materials to Internal 
Affairs. 

B. Noncriminal complaints-original complaint form to Internal 
Affairs. Copy of complaint form to the immediate supervisor 
of the accused. 

C. Criminal allegations-original complaint form and copies (if any), 
all documents and materials to Internal Affairs. 
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102. '11 

'W3.00 

103.01 

103.02 

103.03 

103.04 

103.05 

Employees who are the subject of an official complaint shall be 
notified of that fact as soon as possible in writing by the 
individual receiving the original copy of the complaint, unless 
doing so may ,jt:!opardize the investigation. 

Investigative responsibility for official complaints 

Responsibility fi'it investigations of complaints shall follow the 
guidelines established by this manual. 

If the complaint alleges a defect in policy, procedure, or service 
delivery, but does not allege misconduct on the part of depart
mental personnel, the complaint shall be referred by Internal 
Affairs to the Chi~f of Police. 

If the complaint alleges noncriminal misconduct by departmental 
personnel or does not fall within the area where Internal Affairs 
has sole r'esponsibility, the investigation shall be: conducted by 
the accused officer's supervisor. 

Internal Affairs shall have sole investigative responsibility in 
the following cases: 

A. When directed to do $0 by the Chief of Police. 

1. The investigation is so complex that it would be impractical 
for the accused's immediate supervisor to undertake the task. 

2. When several officers of various commands are involved in the 
alleged complaint. 

B. Situations where any person ~as been killed by departmental' 
personnel, or injured by the alleged use of excessive force. 

e, Situations involving the discharge of firearms by police per
sonnel in other than lawful sport activity or at an approved 
firing range. 

Complaints alleging criminal conduct by departmental personnel 
shall be investigated by personnel designated by the Chief of Police. 

Whenever an incident occurs which is within the sole responsibility 
of Internal Affairs, it shall be the responsibility of the depart
mental personnel to immediately notify Internal Affairs, regardless 
of the hour of the day. In such cases, it shall be the responsi
bility of the departmental personnel to take any immediate action 
as may be necessary to preserve the integrity of the department 
unti 1 the arri va 1 of Internal A"ffa irs personnel, or othet~s desi g
nated by the Chief of Police. Whenever Internal Affairs determines 
it has sole investigative responsibility Internal Affairs shall 
notify the Chief of Police. 
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103.06 

103.0'7 

103.08 

103.09 

103.10 

103. 11 

103.12 

Any f.~onflict over investigatory responsibility shall be resolVed 
by the chief of police. 

Internal investigations shall be classified as preliminary and 
comprehensive. The preliminary investigation is one which is 
undertaken immediately upon receipt of the -complaint and is for 
the purpoS',e of securing necessary information such as names and 
statements of persons involved or witnesses, securing evidence which 
might be lost with passage of time and generally controlling the 
situation which brought about the complaint. The comprehensive 
investigation is one which requires a thorough gathering and se
curing of ev~dence and facts to discover the truth and ultimately 
reach a conclusion. 

Upon becoming aware of a complaint, the supervisor shall conduct a 
preliminary investigation without unreasonable delay. This inves
tigation shall be conducted even though the immediate supervisor 
of the accused has not been officially assigned the responsibility 
to conduct the comprehensive investigation. If the accused's 
immediate supervisor is not available to conduct the preliminary 
investigation, the responsibility shall rest with the next immediate 
supervisor or his designee. 

If the complaint is such that a preliminary and comprehensive in
vestigation can be conducted simultaneously, the supervisor is 
authorized to do so. I 

The supervisor conducting the preliminary investigation shall 
send copies of all materials and documents through the chain of 
command and the originals of materials and documents 8hall be 
forwarded directly to Internal Affairs and not through the chain 
of command. The investigation must be completed and the materials 
and documents forwarded without unreasonable delay. 

, 
Upon receiving the original of the complaint form, Internal Affairs 
shall determine whether it has sole responsibility for the com
prehensive investigation (as outlined in 103.04). If Internal 
Affairs has sole responsibility, the accused's supervisor's com
manding officer shall be notified that Internal Affairs shall 
conduct the comprehensive investigation, and that commanding 
officer shall notify the accused's supervisor. 

If it is determined by the Internal Affairs Unit that responsibility 
for the comprehensive investigation rests with the i!11l1ediate 
supervisor, the supervisor's commanding officer shall be so in
formed by Internal Affairs. The supervisor's commanding officer 
may assign the supervisor or other designated person to conduct 
the comprehensive investigation, or may conduct the investigation 
himself. 
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103.13 

103.14 

104.00 

104.01 

104.02 

104.03 

Internal Affairs may request assistance of other units at any 
time in conducting the comprehensive investigation. Likewise, 
the supervisor assigned such responsibility may request assistance 
from Internal Affairs or other unit when deemed necessary. 

If the immediate supervisor cannot or should not conduct the 
investigation, responsibility for the preliminary and compre
hensive investigation shall be assumed by his supervisor. 
Internal Affairs shall be responsible for the preliminary and/or 
comprehensive investigation if ordered to do so by the Chief of 
Police. 

Procedures for preliminary and comprehensive investigations of 
allegations and complaints and preparation of charge sheet 

It shall be the policy of this Department that the Department has 
the duty of investigating its case through lawful investigatory 
techniques. The burden of proving a violation of departmental 
rules and regulations rests with the Depar'tment. The investigator 
will be responsible for conducting the investigation in a lawful 
manner according to the procedures established by this manual. 

The investigator conducting preliminary or comprehensive investi
gations shall be responsible for questioning officers, witnesses, 
and complainants who are available and collect and preserve evidence. 
Persons conducting preliminary or comprehensive investigations 
shall not intentionally take any action which may jeopardize any 
further investigations in the matter. 

The following guidelines will be used by persons conducting internal 
investigations. Fo", the purpose of conducting such investigations 
and issuing appropriate orders, the investigator shall be considered 
the designee of the Chief of Police. 

A. The interrogation of personnel shall be at a reasonable hour, 
pr~ferab1y when they are on duty, or during the daytime unless 
circumstances dictate otherwise. 

B. The interrogations shall take place at a reasonable location 
designated by the investigator; however, personnel will not 
be ordered to leave their post until their supervisor has 
been notified. 

C. Any personnel questioned should be informed of the name and 
rank of the investigator, the ·identity of all others present, 
the nature of the investigation, the name of the complainant, 
the contents of this manual, status (accused, witness, etc.) 
and sufficient information to reasonably apprise them of the 
a11egatjons prior to the interrogation. 
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104.04 

104.05 

104.06 

D. The department shall furnish an opportunity for the accused, 
if he requests, to consult with counsel before being questioned, 
provided the interrogation is not unreasonably delayed. 
Counsel, if available, or another person of his choice, may 
be present during the interrogation. If counsel interferes 
with the proceedings, the investigator may withdraw permission 
for counsel to remain. 

E. Personnel under arrest or suspects in a criminal investigation 
shall be given the Miranda Warnings. At no time will Investi
gators infringe on the rights of personnel, as those rights 
are defined by constitutional provision, state statute pro
visions, court interpretation, this manual or collective 
bargaining contracts. 

F. Interrogations shall be recorded mechanically or by a depart
ment stenographer upon request of either party. There wi1; be 
no "off-the-'record" questions or statements unless agreed to 
by both parties. All recesses called during the questioning 
shall be noted on the record. 

G. Personnel shall not be subjected to any offensive language 
nor shall they be threatened with transfer, dismissal, or 
other disciplinary action by the investigator. The investi
gator shall make no promises of rewards as an inducement to 
answer questions. Nothing herein is to be construed to 
prohibit the investigating officer from informing the accused 
that his conduct can become the subject of disciplinary action. 

H. Rest periods shall be allowed each hour. Time shall be pro-
vided for personal necessities, meals, and telephone calls. 

Personal property shall not be subject to search and seizure in 
noncriminal disciplinary cases, and in a criminal investigation 
personal property shall not be subject to search and seizure 
without probable cause or without a search warrant where required 
by law. Departmental property may be searched at any time even 
if assigned to or used exclusively by a single person. The 
investigator may, at any time, order the :de1ivery to him of any 
property, document, or other item which belongs to the department 
and/or officer's personal firearms. 

Employees of this department will comply with all lawful orders 
for information, materials, or assistance when such orders are 
made by the investigator of a complaint. 

Communications in departmental facilities and/or equipment may be 
monitored and recorded under cond'ftions permitted by law. 
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104.08 

104.09 

104.10 

104.11 

104.12 

The Chief of Police can order any employee of the department to 
submit to any a,cceptable techniqu2 to secure nontestimonial 
evidence including but not limited to the following methods: 
ballistics, photographs and lineups. 

Following the completion of a complaint investigation, the 
investigator- shall classify the case as one of the following: 

A. Sustained - the allegation is supported by sufficient proof. 

B. Not sustained - the evidence is not sufficient tu prove or 
disprove the allegation. 

C. Unfounded - the allegation is false or otherwise not based 
on val id facts. 

D. Exonerated - the incident that occurred or was complained 
against was lawful and proper. 

E. Misconduct not based on the original complaint - the evidence 
supports action for infractions discovered during the investi
gation of a complaint that may be sustained, not sustained, 
unfounded, or exonerated. 

In instances where the investigation is conducted by Internal 
Affairs, a copy of the entire case file and a copy of the charge 
sheet shall be forwarded to the accused officer1s supervisor who 
shall be the charging person and who shall make a recommendation 
pursuant to Section 105.01. The chief of police may direct the 
findings to be forwarded to other personnel for a recommendation 
where appropriate. 

Upon determining that a complaint' is sustained, the immediate super
visor shall prepare a charge sheet if disciplinary action is con
templ ated. A copy of the cha rge sheet shan be forwarded di rectly 
to Internal Affairs and not through the chain of command. 

No disciplinary action resulting in written reprimand, loss of pay, 
loss of seniority, demotion, suspension, or termination shall be 
imposed unl ess a charge sheet is prepa'red. 

The charge sheet shall contain the following: 

A. A statement of the alleged acts or omissions. 

B. 'rhe date, time and place where the alleged acts or omissions 
took place. 

C. The name, rank and service number of the accused. 
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105.00 

105.01 

105.02 

105.03 

105.04 

105.05 

105.06 

D. The particular ru1e(s) by section number alleged to have 
been violated. 

E. The name(s) of all persons investigating the incident. 

F. The findings of the investigation as per Section 104.08. 

G. The recommended action. 

H. The name, rank and service number of all reviewing persons. 

1. Action to.be.taken as.determined,Dy.the.Chief of Poltc;e. 

Investigative review by command officers 

Upon complet"lon of the immediate supervisor's investigation or 
review of the case, the entire case file, including the findings 
and recommendations, shall be sent through the ~hain of command 
to the Chief of Police w~o shall make a determination pursuant to 
Section 165.06 of this manual. 

Each level of command shall review the reports and, in writing, 
either concur or not concur with the findings and recommendations 
of the supervisor. The command officer reviewing the reports shall 
explain the reasons for nonconcurrence and make his recommendation 
in an attached letter. All documents shall then be forwarded to 
the next level, within one (l) working day of receipt. If the com
mand officer at the next level is unavailable for review all 
documents shall be immediately forwarded to the next highest level. 

Should any level of command feel that further investigation is 
needed, they shall so state in writing and return the case file to 
the appropriate level. Command officers may request assistance 
from Internal Affairs at any stage' of the investigation. 

Division commanders shall review all reports and may recommend 
any appropriate action. The entire case shall be sent to the 
appropriate Deputy Chief for review. 

The appropriate Deputy Chief shall review all reports and may 
recommend any appropriate action. The entire case file shall be 
sent to the Assistant Chief within one (1) working day of receipt. 
The assistant chief shall review all reports and may recommend 
any appropriate action. The entire case file shall be sent to the 
Chief of Police within one (1) working day. 

The Chief shall review within two (2) working days of receipt all 
reports and recommendations and may concur with or modify the charge 
sheet. The chief of police shall decide the appropriate disposition 
of the case. Copies of all materials shall be sent to the Internal 
Affairs Unit for ~eview. 
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106.00 

106.01 

106.02 

106.03 

106.04 

106.05 

106.06 

107.00 

107.01 

Internal Affairs shall review all completed investigations. 
Internal Affairs shall insure the proper completion of the 
case file and charge sheet and shall return a copy of the 
charge sheet to the Chief of Police without unreasonable delay. 

A copy of the completed charge sheet shall be furnished the 
accused by the Chief of Police or his designee. The charge 
sheet shall be read to the accused by the Chief of Police or 
his designee who shall also explain the accusedis right to appeal. 

Actions of accused - acceptance of disciplinary action and right to 
appeal 

All disciplinary actions which result in written reprimand, loss 
of pay, loss of seniority, demotion, suspension, or termination 
may be appealed to the Trial Board. 

However, part-time, temporary, civilian employees and probationary 
Police officers do not have a right to a trial board without the 
permission of the Chief of Prlice. 

The accused shall be presented the charge sheet by the Chief of 
Police or his designee pursuant to Section Ibs.Os. The accused· 
officer shall either accept or reject the penalties in writing 
within three (3) full working days. Should the accused accept the 
disciplinary action, he shall sign acceptance and the charge sheet 
shall be returned directly to the Chief of Police for imposition 
of the penalties. Should the accused officer reject the penalties, 
he shall so indicate in writing (on charge sheet and additional 
pages if needed) to the Chief of Police and request a hearing by 
the Trial Board. 

The Chief of Police shall forward the charge sheet to Internal 
Affairs for filing. 

If the accused officer requests a Trial Board, Internal Affairs 
shall be responsible for coordinating the selection of the appro
priate board within ten (10) full working days after receipt of 
the request, and, shall notify all appropriate participants. 

Disciplinary action involving Captains, Deputy Chiefs or the 
Assistant Chief shall be the sole responsibility of the Chief of 
Police and the Board of Police Commissioners. Disciplinary action 
involving the Chief of Police shall be the sole responsibility of 
the Board of Police Commissioners. 

Trial Board 

The Trial Board shall be selected jointly by the charging officer 
and the accused. The selection process shall be done in the Internal 
Affairs office on a date and time convenient to both parties. The 
Chief of Police may exempt personnel from having their names placed 
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on tags or selected to the Trial Board if their assignment or 
duties are such that they cou1d not serve on the Board. 

The Trial Board shall consist of five members who shall be confirmed 
officers ,and ~al1 ~e.selected·tn the following manner: 

A. Five containers shall be available and contain the following: 

1. Captains only 

2. Lieutenants only 

3. Sergeants only 

4. Detectives and Corporals only 

5. Police Officers only 

B. The accused shall select four tags from a container, each of 
which shall have the name of a person of the same riank dS the 
accused. 

C. The accused shall then select in the same manner thr'ee tags 
from each of the other four remaining containers of rank 
groupings. . 

Do The following shall not be considered valid se'lections and shall 
be replaced as soon as drawn: 

1. The accused officer 

2. The charging officer 

3. Persons involved in the investigation 

4. Persons who previously reviewed and made recommendations on 
the charge sheet 

5. Police legal advisor(s) 

6. Elected union officials of the Lodge and Division 

7. Relatives of the accused or charging officer 

8. The Internal Affairs officer 

E. The charging party shall then strike one name from each rank 
grouping. 

F. The accused officer shall then also strike one name from each 
rank grouping, then additionally strike one name of the six 
names remaining regardless of rank grouping. 
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107.07 
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107.09 

107. 10 

G. The remalnlng five persons shall make up the Trial Board. 
The senior ranking officer shall be the Chairman of the 
Trial Board. 

H. Internal Affairs shall cause the chairman and the members of 
the Trial Board to be notified by special brder. The special 
order shall contain the admonition that under no circumstances 
will the case be discussed by the parties prior to the con
vening of the Board. 

A new Board shall be selected for each case, except that one Board 
may hear mu1 tiple charges against one or more persons if the cha.rges 
arise out of the same incident or occurrence, and the persons charged 
agree on a single Trial Board. 

The Trial Board shall hear cases appealed by the accus'ed which have 
resu1 ted in written reprimand, loss of pay, loss of seniori ty, demo
tion, suspension or termination. The Trial Board shall be a formal 
administrative hearing; however, the rules of evidence shall not 
apply. 

The Trial Boay-d Chairman shall provide timely notice to the accused 
of the time and place of the hearing which shall not be more than 10 
working days after the selection of the Board, unless criminal charges 
are pending against the accused, in which case, the Board may post
pone the hearing until the conclusion of t~e criminal trial. The 
Trial Board, the chargin~ officer, or the accused may, as. a matter of 
right, be granted one (l) continuance of not more than fifteen (15) 
full working days. 

Trial Board proceedings shall be conducted with rudimentary due 
process and shall be recorded. The acc.Jsed is enti tled to representa
tion but such representation shall not be provided to the accused by 
the Department. The Board may appoint an attorney to rule on motions 
and advise the Board. The Department mi.'l\lf have its case presented by 
an attorney, if the accused is represent~d by an attorney; otherwise, 
the case shall be presented by the charging officer. 

The accused and the Department shall have the ri ght trJ present evi
dence' to call witnesses and to cross-examine witnesses. The burden 
shall be on the Depar1ment to prove the vio',)ation by substantial 
evidence. 

All witnesses shall testify under oath or affirmation, and the hearing 
shall be closed unless otherwise required by law or mutually agr.eed 
upon by the parties. 

The Trial Board proceedings shall be conducted in accordance with 
procedures promulgated by the office of Internal Affairs. 

At the conclusion of the hearing the Trial Board shall go into execu
tive session, and by majority vote, shall summarize the evidence, make 
findings of fact, the determination of guilt or innocence, and the 
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108.01 

108.02 

108.03 

108.04 

108.05 

109.00 

109.01 

assignment of an appropriate sanction. A dissenting opinion may be 
included if the Board feels it necessary. A report containing the 
above cited information and the entire case file shall be forwarded 
without delay dir'6ctly to the Chief of Police for his actfon pursuant 
to Section 108. 

Chief's Action and Right to Petition to the Board of Police Commissioners 

Upon receipt of the Trial Board's hearing report(s) and case file, 
the Chief of Police shall review the evidence, the findings, the 
determination of guilt or innocence and assigned sanction and may: 

A. Remand the case to Internal Affairs or others for additional 
infonnat'ion 

B. Remand the case to the charging officer or others for recharging 
if the charges are deemed inappropriate 

C. Order the imposition of the assigned corrective or disciplinary 
action 

The Chief of Police shall within three (3) full working days of 
receipt of the Trial Board's report and the entire case file, notify 
the accused in writing of the acti on taken and the condi tions fo}" 
imposition of disciplinary sanctions, if any. Furthermore, the Chief 
of Police shall notify the accused of his right to petition th~ Board 
of Police Commissioners pursuant to Section 108.04. 

Prior to imposition of any corrective or disciplinary sanction, the 
Chief of Police may allow the accused to have audience with him to 
present anything which may have a bearing on the case or imposition 
of the sanction. 

The Chief of Police or the accused may petition the Board of Police 
Commissioners in writing to review the record of the summarized 
evidence, the findings of fact, determination of guilt, and sanction 
imposed where error is alleged. The petition to the Board of Po'lice 
Commissioners must be made within three (3) full working days from 
the day of notice of right of petition to the accused by the Chief 
of Police or petition rights are waived. A copy of the petition shall 
be provided to interested parties to the case. Where either party 
petitions the Board of Police Commissioners to review the case the 
imposition of corrective or tlisciplinary sanction shall be stayed 
until action by the Board of Police Commissioners. The Board of Police 
Commissioners may. .ch()nge .• modify, sustain or reverse the fi'ndin.9? 
and deteQltutirons of the Ti"i a 1 Board. . 

The Chief of Police will return all signed cases to the Internal 
Affairs Unit, which shall file and maintain all cases in accordance 
with Section 110.00 of this manual. 

Internal Affairs 

Internal Affairs shall act on behalf of the Chi.f of Police as a 
staff investigative body with the following major purposes: 
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A. To assist in maintaining department integrity. 

B. To protect innocent members and employees. 

C. To identify police misconduct so that personnel found guilty 
may be retrained and corrected or disciplined through proper 
adli'"linistrative action. 

D. To monitor the complaint investigation procedure to ensure 
that appropriate action is taken in all c~ses. 

E. To identify personnel who display behavior resulting in or 
tending to result in disciplinary infractions. 

F. To coordinate with the Personnel and Training Division on 
training needs which might minimize undesirable practices caused 
by misinterpretation of procedures. 

G. To coordinate with the Administrative Services Division methods 
of co~recting service delivery defects due to inadequate procedures 

. or practi ces • 

H. To maintain staff control over all disciplina~ records and files 
as discussed in Section 110.00 of this manual. 

I. To refer complaints alleging departmental policy or procedure 
errors. 

Internal Affairs shall prepare a case file on all cases upon re.ceipt 
or initiation of a complaint form, and shall monitor the progress of 
each case. 

Internal Affairs shall notify citizen complainants that the case is 
being investigated unless the notificatioo would jeopardize the progress 
of the investigation. Likewise, upon comp'letion of the case, Internal 
Affairs will notify the complainant of the outcome of his complaint. 

Whenever an internal investigation yields evidence of possible criminal 
misconduct <on the part of department personnel or other persons, 
Internal Affairs shall ilTll1ediately notify the Chief of Police, who 
sha 11 determi ne what further acti on shall be taken'. 

All case files sent to the Internal Affairs Unit by the Chief of Police 
shall be filed and maintained in accordance with Section 110.00 of 
this manual. 

Internal Affai rs Records 

Internal Affairs, in performing their staff control function will be 
the custodian of all disciplinary records and fo11ow:· the procedures 
outlined below. 

15 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 



I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

11 0 .02 
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110.03 

110.04 

110.05 

110.06 

111 .00 

All files and reports of internal investigations conducted by 
Internal Affairs or by other personnel of this Department are 
confidential. They are intended for the exclusive use of the 
Chief of Police or his representatives. Actual files, photo
stats or abstracts may be released to persons outside the De
partment only upon the specific approval of the Chief of Police. 

Internal Affairs records of c€ses and/or incidents shall be 
maintained and/or purged pursuant to departmental policy, union 
contracts, and applicable local, state and federal laws and 
regulations. 

Interna 1 Affai rs records for cases and/or inci dents in \\jlhich a 
lawsuit has been filed will be held untfl the case has been 
adjudicated, then will be disposed of as indicated in Section 
110.03. 

Internal Affairs Unit will be responsible for the systematic 
purging and disposition of these records, as indicated above. 

The Chief of Police may, at his discretion, retain or dispose of 
Internal Affairs Unit files, regardless of the contents of this 
section. 

Defi nitions 

Full Working Day: A Monday through Friday (excluding weekends and 
holidays), from 8:00 a.m .. to 5:00 p.m. (8 full duty hours) 

Working Day: A Monday through Friday (excluding weekends and 
holidays), may be less than 8 full duty hours. 

Enployee: A person working at regular, full-time emp'loyment with 
the Department. 

Sworn: An employee possessing statutory police powers pursuant to 
Michigan and local law. 

Civilian: An employee who does not possess statutory police powers. 

Probationary Employee: An employee of the Department for the first 
eighteen (18) months of his continuous, regular, full-time employment. 

Comfirmed Employee: An employee who has successfully completed his 
probationary period. 

His-Her: Interchangeable terms indicating gend~r. 
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NAME AND RANK OF PERSON COMPLAINED AGAINST 

COMPLAINANT'S NAME 

WITNESS NAME 

WITNESS NAME 

WITNESS NAME 

DATE AND TIME OF OCCURRENCE 

DETAILS OF COMPLAINT' 

LANSING POLICE DEPARTMENT 
Citizf'tn • Police Complaint Form 

UNIT AND WATCH 

ADDRESS 

BUSINESS ADDRESS 

ADDRESS 

BUSINESS ADDRESS 
ADDRESS 

BUSINESS ADDRESS 
ADDRESS 

BUSINESS ADDRESS 
LOCATION OF OCCURRENCE 

THIS COMPLAINT o RESOLV"D (NOTE METHOD USED o (SEE DISTRIBUTION 
HAS BEEN " IN NARRATIVE) FORWARDED FOR INVESTIGATION INSTRUCTIONS BELOW) 

DATE AND TIME COMPLAINT RECEIVED NAME AND RANK OF PERSON RECORDING COMPLAINT UNIT AND WATCH 

DATE AND TIME RECEIVED FOR INVESTIGATION NAME AND RANK OF !>NESTIGATOR ASSIGNED UNIT AND WATCH 

- . 
DATE AND TIME INVESTIGATION COMPLETED SIGNATURE OF INVESTIGATOR 

THIS COMPLAINT IS: 

-- o EXONERATED DISTRIBUTION: SEND ORIGINAL DIRECTLY TO THE INTERNAL AFFAIRS UNIT. IF COMPLAINT IS NONCRIr.'INAL o SUSTAINED IN NATURE, COPY SHALL BE FORWARDED TO THE ACCUSED'S IMMEDIATE SUPERVISOR. o OTHER MI3CONDUCT 

DUTY PHONE 

P.iONE 

BUS. PHONE 

PHONE 

BUS. PHONE 
PHONE 

BUS. PHONE 
PHONE 

BUS. PHONE 

o UNFOUNDED 
o NOT SUSTAINED 

ATTACH COMPLETE INVE1i1TIGATIVE REPORT AND 
FORWARD. 

USE ADDITIONAL SHEETS OF BLANK PAPER IF NECESSARY. 
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DISCIPLItiARY. PR0~~JOURE TRAINING 

August, 1978 

I. PURPOSE 

A. Any Police Department, in order to fulfill it's intended purpose, must 
establish and administer a sound disciplinary program. 

1. We are attempting to fulfill this purpose with the New Disciplinary 
Procedure which went into effect August 8, 1978. at 0001 hours. 

2. The New Procedures will enable us to do the following: 

(a) The Ne\'i Procedure establishes accountability for the receiving and 
complaints. 

(1) The integrity of the Department and it's successful operation 
in part, depend on the manner in which all complaints are 
received, recorded and investigated. {Supervisors are res~ 
ponsible for receiving, recording and investigating complaints 
Supervisors will be held accountable for the reception, recording 
and investigating of official complaints. 

(b) The New Procedure establishes a system of internal discipline 
where objectivity, fairness and justice are as.sured through intensive 
impartial investigation, multiple review of recommended disciplinary 
action and timely adjudication of disciplinary cases. 

(1) ~/e will no longer look outside the Department for disciplinary 
action, but will police ourselves and be tried accordingly 
by a group of our peers. 

(c) The New Procedures establish accurate control, accounting and 
analysis of complaints received and investigations conducted. 

(1) This enables us to identify undesirable conditions or behavior 
within the Department. 

(2) It points out the needs for additional training, counseling, 
discipline or changes in procedures, 

(d) The New Procedures specifically define the role of the supervisor, 
cOrTlT!1and officer and Internal Affairs, relating to the disciplinary 
process. 

(1) It sets forth specific guidelines to follow in all areas 
dealing with disciplinary matters. 



(e) 
I 

The New Procedures al1cw us to be more consistant when dealing 
with disciplinary matters . I 
(1) This to me is one of the strongest parts of the New Disciplinary 

Program. There will be no more guessing as to what steps are 
to be taken when receiving, recording complaints and when I 
having to initiate disciplinary measurt~s against a subordinate. 
There will be no deviation from caSA to case, because of the 
system. There will be revie'I'/ of each complaint recorced, I 
each case investigated and of each disciplinary action to 
ensure that the procedures have been followed and that all 
work is complete. I 

Nu'r'/ that you've been given back~round information pertaining to the purpose of the 
i~e\" Disciplinary Procedure, let's be more specific and talk about several areas 
of ;1~lpcJt"tance to you. as a superv; sor/corrmand officer. I 

I 
I 

II. SPECIFICS 

A. Verbal reprimands. 

1. Yes, you may give verbal reprimands. 

2. They may be in the form of a verbal action notation and placed in the I 
subordinate's divisional file. 

3. The subordinate may inspect the file in the presence of the supervisor I 
and respond in writing to the verbal action notation. 

4. Those notations should be used as the basis for accurate and objective 
periodic personnel evaluations. \~hen an employee is transferred from 
one unit to another their divisional file should follow them. Each 
notation entered shall be purged at the end of twenty-four (24) calendar 
months. (Taken from Sec. 100.01 A, B, C, 0, E,) 

B. Written reprimands. 

I 
I 
I 

c. 

1. Yes, you may give a written reprimand. 

2. If given, a Complaint Form and a Disciplinary Charge Sheet must be made I 
out and put through the same process as more serious infractions. 

3. Hritten Reprimands are appealable to the Trial Board. (Taken from I 
Sec's. 100.02 A, B, C,) 

Temporary Relief of Duty. I 
1. Yes, you may temporarily relieve a subordinate of duty, pending disposition 

by the Chief of Police. 

2. The supervisor and the accused will report to the office of the appropriat~1I 
division conmander, the supervisor shall present the accusation and any 
documentation of the infraction. (Documentation will be the Complaint I 
Form and Disciplinary Charge Sheet. The Charge Sheet will be expedited) 

I 
-2-
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3.· Other than normal duty hours 

(a) Rerort to concel'n2d ·:!ivision con1Tlander at the beginning of the 
division commander's ne:~t shift. 

(b) The supervisor will document all pertinent facts and his reco~~endat
ions complete with justification for further;action. 

(c) The sllpf~rvisor will c:;sure that this documentat-ion moves forward 
through the chain of cor.~and end arrives at the division commander's 
office without unreasonable delay. The division commander shall 
notify the Chief of Police. 

Cd) If the ChiAf does not condur with the action taken, he may; 

(1) Ask for additional clarification 

(2) Call for further inVestigation and suspend further action 
pending the completion of the investigation 

(3) Direct some other course of action 0ther than relief of duty. 

(e) If the Chief concurs, he shall so state 

(1) He will inform the ~mployee of the duration/'Iength and conditions 
of his suspension. 

(2) The proper paper work will be completed and sent to Internal 
Affairs. (Taken from Sec's. 101.00 and 101.07) 

D. Complaints. 

1. Area of concern for supervisors 

2. Official Sec. 102.01 A, B, C, - 103.14 

3. (Go to Procedures and read) 

E. Investigative }'esponsibi1ity. (103.00) 

1. Supervisors \Vill normally only investigate non-criminal misconduct 
by departmental personnel. 

2. (Pass out Examples A and B) 

F. Interrogation of Personnel. (104.03) 

1. Gives specifics as to what you can and cannot do during an interrogation. 

2. (Pass out Examp1e C and discuss) 

G. Disciplinary Charge Sheet. 

1. Following the comp1etion of a complaint investigation, the inVestigator 
shall classify the case as one of the findings, listed in the lower 
right-hand corner of the Citizen-Police Complaint Form. 

-3-
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(a) exonerated 
" -

(b) sus ta i ned 
I") 

(c) other misconduct 

(d) unfounded 

(e) not s"LJsta ined 

(Sec. 104.08) 

Internal Affairs doing investigation. 

(a) Copy of entire case file and a copy of Complaint FornI, also a 
Charge sheet forwarded to officer's supervisor. (Supervisor will 
be the charging officer and will make recommendation on the Charge 
Sheet for disciplinary action). (Sec's~ 104.09 and 104.10) 

3. The Charge Sheet will contain all pertinent information and will be filled 
out completely. (Sec. 104.12) 

I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 
I 

(a) (Pass out Example D) 

4. Investigative review by Command. 

5. 

(a) Upon completion of the supervisor's investigation, or review of 
the case, file the entire case file, including findings and recom
mendations, will be sent through the Chain of Command to the Chief. 
(Sec. 105.01) 

(1) Each level of con~and will review the file and either concur 
or not concur \"lith the previous supervisor. If they do not 
con ur, their non-concurrence will be in writing and attached 
to the file. All documents will be forwarsJed within one (1) 
working of receipt. If the command officer at the next level 
is unav~_ilable, then all documents will be forwarded to the 
next highest level for review. (Sec. 105.02) " 

All levels of command except the Chief have one (1) working 
day to review the file and forward to the next highest level. 
The Chief, upon receipt, has two (2) working days to review 
and shall decide the appropriate disposition of the case. 
(Sec. 105.06) 

Further Investigation. .1 

I 
I 

(a) Should any level of command feel that further investigation is needed I 
they shall so state in writing and return the case file to the 
appropriate level. Command officers may request assistance from 
Internal Affairs at any stage of the investigation.- (Sec. 105.03) I 

I 
I 
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6 .. Internal Affairs Review. 

<:;. (a) Internal {Iffairs shall review all completed investigations: to 
ensure that they ~re proper and complete. (Tris includes the re
vievling of the Disciplinary'Charge Sheet and if all paper work is 
proper and complete it will be returned to the Chief without delay). 
(Sec. 105.07) 

7. Charge Sheet furnished to accused by the Chief or his designee. 

(a) After it is ensured that the case file and tharge Sheet are cOffiplete, 
the Chief or his designee will furnish a copy of the Charge Sh2et 
to the dccused offiCf~t. The Charge Sheet will be read to the 
accused officer and the officer's right to appeal will be explair.ed 
by the Chief or his designee to the officer. (Sec. 105.0S) 

S. All disciplinary actions which result in written reprimand, loss of pay, 
loss of seniority, demotion, suspension or termination may b~ appealed 
to the Tr·ial Board. (Part-time, temporary, civilian employees and 
probationary police officers do not have a right to a Trial Board with
out the permission of the Chief. (Sec's. 106.01 and 106.02) 

9. After the completed Disciplinary Charge Sheet is. presented to the officer, 
the officer shall either accept or reject the penalties in writing within 
three (3) full \vorking days. Should the accused accept the discipHnary 
action, he shall sign acceptance on the Charge Sheet and the discipline 
will be imposed by the Chief. Should the officer reject the penaltie~J 
he shall so indicate in writing to the Chief of Police and request a . 
hearing by the Trial Board. The Charge Sheet or request for Trial 
Board will go to Internal Affairs for processing. (Sec's. 106.03 and 
106.04) 

10. Internal Affairs will be resronsib1e for coordinating the appropriate 
Board within ten (10) full working days after receipt of the request, 
and \·lill notify the appropriJte participants. (Sec. 106.05) 

H. Trial Board 

1. The Trial Board wi 11 be selected jointly by the Charging Officer and the 
accused, in the Internal Affairs Office on a date and time convenient 

2. 

to both parties. (Sec. 107.01) 

The Trial Board \v~ll consist of five (5) members who I'till be confirmed 
offi cers and \'iho I'd 11 be selected by the manner prescri bed by the procedures 
(Sec. 107.02) 

3. The senior ranking ofFicer will be the Chairman of the Trial Board. 

4. Internal Affairs will notify by special order the members and Chairman 
of the Trial Board. 

5. The Chairman will preside over the Trial Board proceedings. 

-5-
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1·1810AAt1DUM 

TO: All Personnel 

FRO~: Chief Richard A. Gleason 

SUBJECT: NeVI Discipl inary Procedures 

DATE: August 1, 1978 

The following changes have been made \'Ilth regard to the implernenta

ti on of the ne~v di sci p 1 i nary procedures. These changes take effect 

August 8, 1978 at 0001 hours. 

I. Tne General Orders and Procedure Manual (hard cover blue book) 

adopted August 1, 1966, is res~i~ded and recal1e~. 

II. The General Ord.e~ "Rules and Regulations," book adopted July 1, 

1975, ;s ressjnded and recalled. 

The ne\v "Rules and Regulations" adopted June 16, 1978, \'till become 

effective August 8, 1978, and are to be placed in the brown cover 

and retain the same serial number. 

III. Operational Procedures 76-5, "Disciplinary Action Procedure," 

(p. 251-253) and 76-6 "Issuing Notice of Discipl inary Action ll 

(p. 254-255), are rescinded and recalled. 

Personnel are to remove these pages from their manual. 



---------

Page 2 

IV. Page 9, "Operational Procedure for the Operations Center.1I the 

paragraph COllPLAINTS REGARDING OFFICERS is rescinded. 

Personnel arc to strike this paragraph from this procedure. 

v. The following Operational Procedures are to be inserted in the 

9l?erationa1 Procedures !janual. 

78-6 Attire & Responsibilities for Court 

78-7 Law Suits 

78-8 Human Relations Complaints 

78-9 Disciplinary Procedures 

VI. The following Administrative rrocedurc~ are to be inserted at the 

end of the Qper_a tiona 1 ProceEures ~1anua 1 . 

A new section entitled Administrative Procedures will be added to 

the .Qp_erati ona 1 Pr:.0tedures Hanua 1. Til; s secti on \,/il1 i ncl ude a 

cover sheet entitled IIAdministrative Procedures Section." The 

Administrative Procedures Section is to be placed at the end of the 

Operational Procedures. 

78--1 PI/lnua 1 Report 

78-3 Police Officer Application & Probation Requirements 

78-5 Sick Leave 

I 
I 
,I 
I 
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I 
I 
I 
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VII. Personnel will be required to si9'l for the nev/ly issued Rules and 

Regulations, Operational and Administrative Procedures, on forms 

provided by Personnel and Training. These forms are to be returned 

to Personnel and Training when this distribution is completed. 

jlllcp 

All materials that have been rescinded and recalled will be collected 

at the direction of the respective Division Commanders, and be for-

warded to Quartermaster for destruction. 

A new index is forthcoming for the Operational Procedures Manual. 

Where page numbers are missing in the procedures manual, these 

items are being printed. 

i 

«:;?~.~o( (}~!;I-----_ 
fhchard A. Gleaso~ 
Chief of Police 
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August -1, 1978 

TO: ALL DIVISION & UNIT CO~lMANDERS 
FROM: Chief Richard A. Gleason 
SUBJECT: Distribution of Disciplinary Materials 

The new discipline code will be going into effect on August 8, 1978. 
Each Division and Unit Commander shall cause the new Rules & Regulations, 
Administrative Procedure and Operational Procedure packet to be distributed 
to all personnel under their command prior to August 8, 1978. 

All personnel will be required to sign for the items received on forms 
provided by Personnel & Training. The forms will then be returned to Personnel 
& Training. 

Each Division and Unit Commander will be responsible for picking up the 
recalled items and forwarding them to the Quartermaster Unit. 

QLJ~ 
RICHARD A. GLEASON 

/uw 
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APPENDIX 

EXPLANATORY NOTE ON THE USE OF STATISTICAL 
TESTS ON DATA IN THIS STUDY 

When compar'isons of two or more items of data are made in this study, 

the significance of each comparison will normally be tested to determine the 

likelihood that the result occurred simply by chance in the choice of sample 

on which the data are based. This likelihood (or "statistical significance") 

is conventionally expressed as a number such as .05, meaning that it is 

estimated that the result in question would occur only five times by chance 

in a series of 100 similar samplings when there is no·real difference in the 

groups being sampled. A "higherll (or more rigorous) level of significance 

conventionally referred to is .01 (1 in 100 times), and still higher is .001 

(1 in 1,000 times). 

In this report, statistical significance will not be assumed unless the 

level is at least as high as .05, which is the minimum adopted in most profes-

sional social science studies. 

It is important to note that for a given difference in the reported result, 

the level of calculated significance increases with increased sample size. 

While a sample size of 35 cases may not allow a statement of Significance, a 

sample size of several hundred may. One practical outcome of this effect is 

to find that many comparisons based on large samples are statistically signifi

cant; their importance then rests entirely on judgments of practical significance. 

Commonly-accepted statistical tests are used in this study, e.g., the 

t-test for differences among means of internal-level data, and chi-square for 

frequency data. The ordinal-level data of Likert scale responses are tested 

hp,re by chi-square values produced through the Brandt-Snedecor procedure. 
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FOR COMPUTER 
USE ONLY 

DO NOT MARK 
-- -

Column 

(1-2) __ 

(3-6) ____ 

(7) _ 

(8) 

INTRODUCTION 

This first question seeks information about the definition of 

discipline. Please check the one response which best describes what the 

term discipline means to you based on your overall experience in this 

department. 

1. The term "discipline" can best be defined as: 

___ behavior according to police standards of conduct 

___ an attitude which causes officers to obey police standards 
of conduct 

___ training or counselling to improve police officer performance 

___ punishment for officer misconduct 

other, please specify ________________ _ 

1 
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FOR COf1PUTER 
USE ONLY 

DO NOT MARK 

Column 

(9 ) 

(l0) 

SECTION I. 

This section asks for information about rules and regulations governing 

officer conduct in your department. We would like your attitude or attitudes 

about how these rules and regulations are written and enforced. Questions 

two (2) and three (3) seek information about all rules and regulations. 

Questions four (4) and five (5) address specific rules and regulations for 

which we would like your opinion. 

2. Overall, I feel that department rules and regulations governing officer 
conduct,as written, are fair and reasonable. 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Uncertain __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 

3. Overall, I feel that department rules and regulations governing officer 
conduct are enforced fairly and reasonably. 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Uncertain __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 

2 
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INSTRUCTION FOR QUESTIONS (4) and (5): Questions four (4) and five (5) are presented as twn charts of rules and regulations. Please give y~ur reaction 

to each of these rules and regu1at.ions and to any others which you feel should be included by following these two 
steps: 
a) First, givE! your reaction for each rule by checking responses in the section marked "YOUR RESPONSE". 

FOR COMPUTER 
USE ONLY 

DO NOT MARK 

Column 

1-12) (1 

(1 

(l 

(l 

(1 

(? 

(2 

(2 

(2 

(2 

(3 

(3 

(3 

(3 

(3 

--
3-14) --
5-16) --
7-18) --

9-20) --
.1-22} --

3-24) --
5-26) --
7-28) --

9-30) --
1-32) --

~-34) --
5-36) --
7-38) --
9-40) --

1. 

2. 

3. 

4. 

5. 

6. 

7. 

8. 

9. 

10. 

11. 

12. 

13. 

b) Second, ONLY for those rules which you checked DISAGREE or STRONGLY DISAGREE, cite the reason for each reaction 
in the section marked "YOUR COMMENTS". Do this by checking the ONE conment which best fits your opinion. If 
you do not find a reason that fits, fill in your own comment in the space marked "OTHER". 

CHART 1 

REASONABLE BECAUSE: 
, , -I DO NOT FEEL THESE RULES AS HRITFN ARE FAIR ANI) 

YOUR RESPONSE YOUR COMMENTS 

""'VI 0 
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s- (I) 0 .,... aJ·,... c: ....,.,... s- c: 
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or: ...., OJ c: ;:; +' +'''' ",.,... ""'0 ;::~ 

....,c: ....,c: ...., 
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Off-Duty Employment 

Operation of Police Vehicle 

Hairstyles, Mustaches & Beards 

Courtesy to Public 

Physical Force 

Use of Firearms 

Late for Duty . 
Moral Conduct 

Insubordination 

Personal Debts 

Criticism of Department 

Use of Alcohol Off-Duty 

Gratuities 

14. l,gesidency 

15. Other 
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THE SAME INSTRUCTIONS as were used for CH.tlRT 1 apply for Question 5 set forth below: 

CHART 2 

I DO NOT FEEL THESE RULES ARE E"FORCED FAIRLY ANrJ 
REASONABLY BECAUSE: 

YOUR RESPONSE YOUR COMMENTS 
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FOR COMPUTER 5. QJ e:::l III >111 ..... ~ 'Il 
FAIRLY AriD REASONABLY: QJ .... ~ ~ QJ ..... >QJ 0 

USE ONLY ~ 0111 QJ QJ e> > -::7 
QJ 01 e~ ~v. U ~ ~ QJ 
QJ ro QJ ro· .... ;:: IIIQJ 0111 .... 
~ III IIIU .c roo.. 4- e 

I 
DO NOT MARK 01 ..... .,... ;;: III .... 4- 3:::J 0 111 c:c 0 ~ 0 III .... 0 ~ e 1114- o c 111 QJ e .... 

>, ..... QJ >, ..... 0 <lie ~ ..... 
=~ 

QJ ~ 

Column C, ttl QJ ..... :::I or- 0,- 0:::1 E III ttl .... ~ 01 ~ ..... > I.' ..... ~ ~ .c ..... 0. 
e QJ ~ cr· e 0 ~~ ~ III~ III <ll ~ ~ ~ 
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~:; 
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(41-42) l. Off-Duty Employment --
~<~+ 

(43-44) -- 2. Operation of Police Vehicle 

(45-46) 3. Hairstyles, Mustaches and Beards I 

-- I 
(47-48) 4. Courtesy to Public --
(49-50) -- 5. Phys i ca 1 Force 

(51-52) -- 6. Use of Firearms 

(53-54) -- 7. Late for Duty 

(55-56) 8. Moral Conduct --
{57-58} 9. Insubordination --
(59-60) -- 10. Personal Debts 

(61-62) -- ll. Criticism of Department 

(o3-64) -- 12. Use of Alcohol Off-Duty 

(65-66)' -- 13. Gratuities 

(67-68) -- 14. Residency 

{69-70} -- 15. Other - - - - - - - - - - - - - - - -
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(1-4) ___ _ 

(5) 

(6) 
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(9) 

(l 0) 

(11 ) 

SECTION II. 

This section asks for information about written directive.s in your 

department including any or all of the following: RULES AND REGULATIONS, 

STANDARD OPERATING PROC£DURES, GENERAL ORDERS, WRITTEN TRAINING BULLETINS, 

ETC. Each of the following questions asks for your attitude or attitudes 

about written directives. Please check only one response for each question. 

6 .. Written directives in this department generally are stated so that I 
can understand them. 

_Strongly Agree _Agree _Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly Disagree 

7. My present supervisor is consistent in enforcing written directives. 

_Strongly Agree _Agree _Uncertain Disagree Strongly Disagree - ~ -

8. My present supervisor does a good job when explaining new or revised 
written directives. 

_Strongly Agree _Agree __ Uncertain _Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 

9. Officers feel free to suggest new or revised written directives to 
superiors. 

_Strongly Agree _Agree Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly Disagree 

10. Officers should be held to a higher standard of conduct than civilian 
employees in the police department. 

_Strongly Agree _Agree __ Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly Disagree 

11. Officers should be held to a higher standard of conduct than the public 
at large. 

_Strongly Agree __ Agree _Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly Disagree 

5 
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DO NOT MARK 
Column 

(12) 

(13 ) 

(14 ) 

(15 ) 

(16 ) 

( 17) 

SECTION II. Continued -
f..;! 

12. Citizens in this community expect officers to be held to a higher 
standard of conduct than the public at large. 

13. 

14. 

_Strongly Agree _Agree _Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly D';sagree 

At least once a year, supervisors inspect my copies of written directives 
to make sure they are up-to-date and complete. 

_Definitely Yes Yes Uncertain No _Defi.ni:te1y No 

My recruit training gave me a working knowledge of written directives. 

_Strongly Agree _Agree __ Uncertain ·_Disagree _Strongly Disagree 

15. The rule on "conduct unbecoming an officer" should be included in 
written directives. 

I' 
I! 

I 

I 
I 
I 
I' 
I 
I' 
I 

_Strongly Agree _Agree _Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly Disagree II 

16. Written directives are stated so that I have a good understanding of 
what is expected of me. 

_Strongly Agree _Agree _Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly Disagree 

17. When new or revised written directives are issued, my present supervisor 
explain~ them to me satisfactorily. 

I 
I 
I' 

_Strongly Agree ___ Agree _Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly Disagree I 
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SECTION II I. 

This section asks for information concerning the disciplinary system 

in your department. Please check only one response for each question. 

18. I have a good understanding of my right to appeal disciplinary actions 
outside of this department. 

_Definitely Yes Yes Uncertain No _Definitely No 

19. I have a good understanding of the procedures that are used by this 
department to record citizen complaints of misconduct. 

_Definitely Yes Yes Uncert.ain No _Defiriitely No 

- -
20. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, are recorded in this 

department. 

_Definitely Yes Yes Uncertain No _Definitely No 

21. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, should be recorded. 

_Strongly Agree ,_Agree _Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly Disagree 

22. I have a good understanding of the procedures that are used by this 
department to investigate citizen complaints of misconduct. 

_Definitely Yes Yes Uncertain No _DefinTtely No 

23. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, are investigated in 
this department. 

_Definitely Yes Yes Uncertain No _Definitely No 

24. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, should be investigated. 

_Strongly Agree _Agree __ Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly Disagree 

7 
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(25) 

(26) 

(27) 

(28) 

(29) 

(30) 

(31) 

(32) 

SECTION III. Continued -

25. Immediate supervisors should be responsible for investigating most 
complaints of misconduct. 

I 
I 
I 

___ Strongly Agree ___ Agree __ Uncertain ___ Disagree _Strongly Disagree I 

26. My present supervisor is fait in determining facts regarding misconduct. I 

27. 

28. 

29. 

___ Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Uncertain ___ Disagree ___ Strongly Disagree 

My present supervisor does not show favoritism in determining facts 
regarding misconduct. 

I' 
I 

I 
I 

___ Strongly Agree ___ Agree _Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly Disagree I! 

My present supervisor uses counselling and retraining to deal with 
misconduct. 

____ Definitely Yes Yes Uncertain No ___ Definitely No 

The chief of police usually follows staff recommendations before taking 
disciplinary action for misconduct. 

___ Strongly Agree ___ Agree ___ Uncertain Disagree Strongly Disagree --- -

I 
Ii 
I 
I 

30. The chief of police should give greater authority to commanders for 
taking disciplinary action. II 

31. 

_Strongly Agree _Agree ___ Uncertain __ Disagree _Strongly Disagree 1,1 

I 

I have a good understanding of the responsibilities of this department's II 
unit for internal investigations. 

____ Definitely Yes Yes Uncertain No _Definitely No 

32. The unit for internal investigations should be responsible for 
investigating all complaints of misconduct. 

___ Strongly Agree _Agree ___ Uncertain _Disagree _Strongly O"isagree I 
I 
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I 
:1 
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I 
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I 
I 
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(37) 

(38) 

(39) 

(40) 

33. 

34. 

35. 

36. 

37. 

38. 

39. 

40. 

I have a good understanding of the process that is used for internal 
review of discipl~nary actions. 

_Definitely Yes Yes Uncertain No _Definitely No 

I feel that an officer can gat a nfair shaken through the internal 
review process. 

__ Strongly Agree ___ Agree __ Uncertain __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 

I feel that the internal review process works consistently for officers 
of any rank charged with misconduct. 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Uncertain __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 

An officer who is the subject of alleged misconduct should have the 
right to be judged by a group that includes his fellow officers. 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Uncertain __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 

This deoartment should have a standardized list of minimum to maximum 
punishments for most acts ~f misconduct. 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Uncertain __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 

I have a good understanding of the appeal procedures outside this 
department that are used to review disciplinary decisions. 

_Definitely Yes Yes Uncertain No __ Definitely No 

I feel that an officer can get a IIfair shaken through the appeal 
procedures outside this department. 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Uncertain __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 

I feel that appeal procedures outside this department give an officef 
a fairer review than do internal procedures. 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Uncertain __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 

9 
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SECTION III. Continued-

41. 

42. 

I feel that disciplinary actions are reviewed fairly tbrough department 
disciplinary procedures. 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Uncertain __ Disagree Strongly Disagree 
--';'~":, 

, J 

I feel that local government officials review department disciplinarY 
actions fairly. 

__ Strongly Agree Agree Uncertain Disagree Strongly Disagree -- -- -- -- ' 

43. I feel that local government officials do not show favoritism in reviewinJl 
department disciplinClryactions.. • 

__ Strongly Agree __ Agree __ Uncertain __ Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 

44.
lJ 

I feel that internal disciplinary decisions are made within a reasonable II 
length of time . 

. ' 
, , 

Strdng.ly Agree _Agree 
- L.i l 

Uncertain _Disagree __ Strongly Disagree 
, / -

-
') II 

I 
I 
I 
I 
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Column 

(45) 

(46) 

(47) 

(48) 

(49) 

SECTION IV. 

This section asks for information about your personal background, 

department history, and attitudes toward your job. Please respond as 

accurately as possible. Unless stated otherwise, please check one response 

for each question. 

45. 

46. 

47. 

How many years have you been an officer with this department? 

• (1) 
-(2) 
-(3) 
-(4) 
-(5) 
=(6) 

Sex: 

Race: 

less than one year 
1 - 3 years 
3 - 5 years 
5 - 12 years 
over 12 years 
other, please specify 

Male Female 

(1) 
-(2) 

Black 
Oriental 

-(3) 
-(4) 

Latin American 
White 

\" 

=(5) Other, please specify _______ -."...,. __ 

48. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? 

(1) High School Diploma or GED 
-(2) At least 45 hours of follege credits 
-(3) Associates Degree 
-(4) At least 90 hours of college credits 
-(5) Bachelor's Degree 
-( 6) Some co 11 ege 
-(7) Other, please specify ____ ,. ______ _ 

49. What is your present rank? 

(1) Command Level (Lieutenant and above) 
-(2) Supervisor (Uniformed and Non-Uniformed) 
-(3) Officer 
=(4) Other, please specify __________ _ 

11 
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SECTION IV. Continued~-

50. Which of the fo1lowing best describes your present assignment with this 
department? 

(1) Field Operations 
-(2) Investigative 
-(3) Administrative 
=(4) Other, please specify _______ _ 

51. Has a formal complaint or any other disciplinary action ever been taken 
against you while you have been with this department? 

Yes No Don't know 

I 
I 

Ii 
II 

I 
I 

'. I: 
52. Has b. formal complaint or any other disciplinary action ever been sustained I' 

against you while you have been with this department? 

Yes No Don't know 

Have you ever received any of the following disciplinary actions for 
complaints of misconduct (check all those that apply)? 

(1) Formal oral reprimand 
-( 2) Wri tten reprimand 
-(3) Working days off in lieu of suspension 
-(4) Suspension 
-(5) Demotion 
-(6) Dismissal and reinstatement 
=(7) None 

54. Have you formally suggested anj' revised or new written directives in the 
past year? 

Yes No 

55. Have you appealed a disciplinary decision through the appeal procedures 
outside of this department 

Yes No 

12 
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SECTION IV. Continued -

62. How satisfied are you with your present assignment in this department? 

(1) Very dissatisfied 
---(2) Somewhat dissatisfied 
---(3) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
---(4) Fairly satisfied 
==:(5) Very satisfied 

63. Overall, how satisfied are you at this time with your career in this 
department? 

(1) 

-=g~ 
-(4) 
==:(5) 

Very dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
Fairly satisfied 
Very sati sfied 
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WHETHER YOU ~EQUEST AN INTERVIEW OR NOT, 
PLEASE HAND IN THIS FORM TO IACP STAFF 

WHEN YOU LEAVE THE ROOM 

REQUEST FOR PRIVATE INTERVIEW 

The IACP staff and your department1s working committee are gathering a 
great deal of information about the present discipline system. This is being 
done in several ways: 

1. The questionnaire you have just completed. 
2. Interviews with officers selected at random. 
3. Interviews with supervisors selected at random. 
4. Interviews with key individuals at command levels. 
5. Review of departmental records, rules and regulations. 

However, you may want an opportunity to informally discuss your concerns 
on this topic with a project worker ;n a confidential manner. Any comments 
;lIade in such an interview would remain anonymous. 

, If you want to arrange an interview, use the following form, and hand it 
in to IACP staff when you leave the room. 

Name ---------------------------------------------------------

I would like to be contacted in order to arrange an interview: 

____ with an IACP project staff member 

with a departmental working committee member 

with either who is available 

I prefer that you contact me: 

at home. Phone # __ ,---__ ---,-____________________________ _ 
Best days and hours to reach me _________________________ _ 

at work. Phone # 
Best days and hour-s--:t-o-r-e-ach'-me-"---'--' ----------------------------
either 
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Interview Form - Supervisors 

1. What are the most troublesome areas of supervision that lead to situations 
requiring some kind of disciplinary action? 

2. What changes would help you do your disciplinary job better'? 

3. How well prepared have you been by the department for your disciplinary 
responsibilities? 

4. What should the supervisor's disciplinary responsibilities be? 

5. Do you feel that you have a reasonably adequate amount of authority in 
disciplinary matters? 



Interview Form - Supervisors 
Page 2 

6. Are other supervisors, in your experience, fair and consistent in their 
disciplinary actions? 

7. How do you deci de when to di s ci P 1 i ne an offi cer? 

8. How do you keep your own discipline standards (that you apply to your 
officers) in line with the department's standards? 

II 
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Interview Form - Officers 

1. Did the questionnaire give you an opportunity to express your oplnlon 
on most of the discipline issues that are important to you? 

a. If any important issues were left out, what are they? 

2. What further comment would you like to make on any of the discipline 
issues that are important to you? (Please comment in terms of the two 
following aspects): 

a. Strengths or weaknesses in the systems. 

b. Improvements you woul d 1 ike to see made. 

3. Please comment on the way immediate supervisors in your experience 
(present, past, your own, ot' the supervisor of other officers) fulfill 
their responsibilities in disciplinary matters. In particular, please 
comment en: 

a. How fair are they? 

b. How consistent are they? 

c. How well do they know their disciplinary responsibilities? 

I 
I 

I 

I 



Interview Form - Officers 
P.age 2 

d. Any other corrments on supervisory per'formance. 

4. Do you think this study will lead to any useful changes in the disciplinary 
system in this department? 

a. If not, why not? 
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GRIEVANCES AND APPEALS 

The purpose of this procedure is to secure, in an atmosphere of courtesy 
and cooperation, and at the lowest possible administrative level, an 
equitable solution to problems which may arise. A grievance should first 
be discussed with the aggrieved person's in~ediate supervisor and through 
departmental review with the objective of resolving the matter informally. 
Should an employee wish to begin formal grievance proceedings; the Merit 
System Ordinance provides that he may seek remedy through: 

Ch~ef Administrative Officer's Grievance Committee 
Appeal to the Personnel Board 

90L Definition of "Grievance" 

The Merit System Ordinance defines grievances as "formal complaints 
of employees concerning actions taken by management which result in 
loss of payor seniority or in written or oral reprimand." 'fhe de
finition of a grievance ~ill generally be interpreted broadly. 

902. Time Limits 

II A. ,Generally 

I 
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\. 

1. Since it is important that grievances be resolved as rapidly 
as possible, time limits given in the Merit System Ordinance 
and regulations shall be considered a maximum and every 
effort shall be made to expedite t~e process. However, time 
limits may be extended or shortened if both parties agree 
hereto in writing or by direction of the Personnel Board upon 
petition of either party or on its own motion. 

2. All ,~itten notice shall be directed to the employee himself, 
provided, however, if the employee is represented by legal 
counselor otherwise, copies shall be mailed, regular mail, 
to such representatives. 

3. Receipt of written notice shall mean the day notice is actually 
served upon the employee or the day the notice is delivered to 
the most current address that the employee has on file with the 
Personnel Department, by certified mail, return receipt requested. 
The date of delivery shown on the return receipt shall be presumed 
to be the actual date of delivery and the burden shall be upon the 
employee to show otherwise. 

4. In the event the last day of a time, limit falls on a weekend or 
a legal holiday as defined in the Merit System Ordinance, the 
time limit shall be extended to the next workday. 

B. Appeals from action of the department head 

1. The time for filing an appeal from the action of a department 
head shall commence on the day after the employee rEceives 
written notice of such action. 
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2. 

3. 

In the event a department hearing is requested and the employee 
has not been advised whether or not such a hearing shall be 
granted prior to the running of the ten day appeal period, or 
if granted, is not set before the running of the ten day appeal 
period, the employee must still file within said period his 
notice of appeal to the Chief Administrative Officer as provided 
herein. 

The written notice of appeal must be directed to the Chief 
Administrative Officer and actually received in his office 
no later than the tenth day after receipt of written notice 
of the action of the department head. There shall be noted 
on the appeal the date and time it is received in the Chief 
Administrative Officer's Office, and this shdll be pres~~ed 
to be the actual date and time it was received and the burden 
shall be upon the employee to prove otherwise. 

C. Appeals from the act~on of the Chief Administrative Officer 

1. The time for filing an appeal from the decision of the Chief 
Administrative Officer shall commence on the day after the 
employee receives written notice of such decision. 

2. The written notice of appeal must be directed to the. Personnel 
Director and actually received in his office no later than the 
tenth day after receipt by the employee of written notice of 
the action of the Chief Administr~tive Officer. There shall 
be noted on the appeal the date and time it is received in the 
Personnel Director's Office, and this shall be presumed to be 
the actual date and time it was received and the burden shall 
be upon the employee to prove otherwise. 

D. Conflicts 

Any conflicts in the time limit provisions contained herein and any 
other regulations heretofore adopted shall be resolved in favor of 
the provisions contained herein. 

903. Administration of Grievance Procedure 

Employees who wish to begin formal grievance proceedings may contact the 
Personnel Department for assistance in the preparation of written requests 
for hearings and appeals. Employees may have the counsel of other persons 
at all stages of the grievance proceeding. The employee must provide an 
address at which he will receive written notification pertaining to the 
grievance process, and material delivered to such address will be con
sidered to have met all notification requirements. Refusal to appear and 
participate in the grievance proceedings at any stage shall result in 
forfeiture of any further right to appeal. 
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904. Determination of right to appeal 

In the event that the Personnel Director feels that the employee 
has no right to appeal from a decision of a department head or the 
Chief Administrative Officer, he shall notify the employee in writing 
of his conclusion, setting forth the basis thereof. The employee, if 
he disagrees with this conclusion may, within five days, notify the 
Personnel Director, in writing, that he wishes the appropriate forum 
(Chief Administrative Officer or Personnel Board) to determine the 
issue of his right to an appeal. 

DEPARTMENTAL REVIEW 

Before taking action which could result in loss of payor seniority or in 
written or oral reprimand for an employee, a department head may call for 
a departmental review of the circumstances surrounding the proposed action. 
The department head or his designated representative shall preside at the 
departmental review; the presiding officer is charged with the duty to make 
certain that all relevant information is presented clearly. If a departmental 
review is held, the employees who would be affected by the proposed action 
shall receive, after the action is taken, written notification of the action 
taken. 

911. Content of Appeal Communications 

If the grievance is not resolved to the satisfaction of parties at this 
point, all subsequent appeals and communications shall state the reason 
for aggrievement and the grounds of appeal and shall give the names of 
witnesses, spokesmen, and counsel who will appear at the hearing. 

CHIEF ADMINISTRATIVE OFFICER'S GRIEVANCE COMMITTEE 

A written request for hearing before a Chief Administrative Officer's 
Grievance Committee must be made by the aggrieved employee within ten 
calendar days of the department head's action. A hearing shall be held 
within ten calendar days of filing the request. T~e Chief Administrative 
Officer may require that a Grievance Committee hearing be held, whether or 
not the employee requests one. 

921. Composition of a Chief Administrative Officer's Grievance Committee 

The Chief Administrative Officer or his designated representative shall 
appoint two department, division or section heads or melnbers of his 
immediate staff to the Committee. The grievant shall submit the names 
of three persons, from whom the Chief Administrative Officer shall appoint 
one person to the Committee. Persons nominated by the grievant must 
hold a position graded higher than that held by the grievant and may 
not be employed in the same department as the grievant. The Committee 
shall agree on one member to serve as the presiding officer. 

922. Recommendations 

The Grievance Committee shall make a reconID1endation to the Chief 
Administrative Cfficer within five calendar days of the hearing. The 



930. 

I , 

employee shall receive written notification of the action recommended. 
The Chief Administrative Officer will review and approve, disapprove 
OL modify the recommendation and announce his decision within five 
calendar days after receiving the recommendation. 

PERSONNEL BOARD HEARING 

An employee may appeal the decision of the Chief Administrative Officer to 
the Personnel Board by giving written notice to the Personnel Director with
in ten calendar days after the employee receives written notice of the Chief 
Administrative Officer's decision. The Personnel Board will hear the case 
not less than five nor more than fifteen calendar days after notice of appeal 
is filed. The Board will announce its decision within seven calendar days. 
The decision of the Personnel Board shall constitute the final step in the 
grievance and a.ppeal procedure. 
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960. 

940-962 

RESPONSIBILITIES OF THE PERSONNEL DIRECTOR 

The Personnel Director or his representative will be present at all 
hearings and will see that the proceedings are recorded. He will pro
vide staff assistance to the grievant and the Personnel Board at their 
request. He will advise on all procedural questions and interpret 
the meaning, as related to the case, of the Merit System' Ordinance and 
these Regulations. 

WITNESSES' 

As a condition of employment, el :p10yees are required to a1?pear as wit
nesses in grievance hearings w:,en requested by the aggrieved employee 
or by members of the City adminLstrative staff. Requests for the 
appearance of witnesses will b! made through the Persuanel Director. 
An employee called as a witness during working hours shall be paid at 
his regular rate. He will be required to ret~rn to work when he is 
no longer needed as a witness. Employees call.ed as witnesses during 
time off shall not be paid for time spent at the hearing. 

PROCEEDINGS 

The following persons are required to be present at all proceedings: 

1. the grievant 
2. grievant's counsel, if any 
3. grievant's immediate supervisor 
4. dep~~tment's designated representative 
5. Pers~nnel Director or his designated 

representative. 

At the departmental hearing, tPt' department director or his designated 
representative must be present. At the City Manager's Grievance Com
mittee and Personnel Board hearings, operating majorities of those 
bodies must be present. A representativp. of the Legal Department may be 
present at all proceedin.gs. 

961. Permissable Testimony. 

The following testimony is permitted: testimony by the parties 
to the hearing, witnesses of facts at issue, character witnesses, 
expert witnesses, testimony invited by the presiding officer. 

962. Order of Proceedings. 

The following order of procedure will be followed at all hearings: 

1. The presiding officer ca~ls the proceedings to order. 

2. The Personnel Director or his representative furnishes copies of 
relevant personnel data to the Board, to the grievant or appel
lant, and to the concerned department. He will outline the 
present status of the grievance. 

3. The employee presents his c;:ase in substantiation of the grie.v
ance or appeal. 



( 

4. The department presents its case in rE~butta1. 

5. Witnesses for the grievant testify. 

6. Witnesses for the department testify. 

7. The presiding officer asks for clarification. 

8. Cross-questioning is neither prohibited nor encouraged. 'rhe 
presiding officer has full discretion whether to allow it. 

9. The Legal Department representative may advise on any legal 
issues that arise. 

10. All presentations must be made to the presiding officer. 

11. Decisions are generally made after a review of the hearing re
cord but may be announeed immediately. The grievant shall have 
written notice of any d.ecision. 

970. RULES OF CONDUCT 

Rules of conduct are as follows: 

1. Witnesses may not be present at the hearing except when testifying. 

2. Hearings are open to the pub1jc. S~ectators may not participat.e 
in the proceedings in any manner whatever. 

3. Classified testimony may be sUlmitted in writing or the presiding 
officer may adjourn the proceeiings to private chambers for pre
sentation of classified testirr,0ny in the apsence of spectators. 
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• 
International 
Association of 
Chiefs or 
Police, Inc. 
Eleven Firstfield Road 
Gaithersburg, Maryland 20760 
Phone (301) 948-0922 
Cable Address IACPOLICE 

j'iorman Darwick 
Acting Executive Director 

Chief Arthur Dill 

President 
Wilson E. Speir 
Austin, Texas 

Immediate Past President 
Howard C. Shook 
Middletown Township 
Levittown, Pa, 

Denver Police Department 
13th and. Champa Streets 
Denver, CO 80204 

Dear Chi ef Di 11 : 

First Vice President 
Joseph S. Dominelli 
Rotterdam, N.Y. 

Second Vice President 
William F. Quinn 
Newton, Mass. 

Third Vice President 
James P. Damos 
University City, Mo. 

Fourth Vice President 
Leo F. Callahan 
Fort Lauderdale, Fla. 

Fifth Vice President 
Howard L. Runyon, Sr. 
Passaic Township 
Stirling, N.J. 

Sixth Vice President 
Thomas J. Sardino 
Syracuse, N.Y. 

Treasurer 
James C. Crawford 
SI. Paul, Mn. 

February 10, 1978 

Division of State and 
Provincial Pollee 
General Chairman 
Robert W. Landon 
Olympia, Wa. 

Division of State 
Associations of 
Chiefs of Police 
General Chairman 
Thomas C. Durrett 
Beckley, W. Va. 

Due to the unfavorable legal oplnlon rendered by the City Attorney's office 
regarding implementation of the new disciplinary procedures, the IACP has no 
choice but to officially eliminate your agency as a study site. We under
stand and appreciate your continued support for this project, but must, be
cause of restricted resources, terminate our attempt to salvage the work ef
fort in your department. We have, on several occasions, attempted to meet 
with the legal staff of Denver's law department in the hope that the alleged 

. "conflict" between the prototype and Denver's City Charter could be resolved, 
but have been unsuccessful in our efforts to establish a meeting with the key 
personnel from the Denver City Attorney's office. 

The termination of our efforts in the Denver Police Department is a bitter 
disappointment to us. We are certain that the disappointment is shared by 
members of Denver's Staff Working Committee. That Committee has spent con
siderable time over the past eleven months to develop what they and we con
sidered to be a fair and reasonable system for dealing with police discip1in~ 
ary decisions. We simply cannot understand why an unfavorable opinion from 
the office of the City Attorney surfaces at this juncture~ in light of the 
fact that Denver Assistant City Attorneys/Police Legal Advisors have been in
timately involved with the project from its inception. 

We sincerely hope that our work effort, as well as that of [~nveris Staff 
Working Committee will not be a total and expensive failure. You have our 
data which clearly indicates actual or potential problems with the existing 
disciplinary practices. Every effort should be considered to develop new rules 
and procedures aimed at eradicating negative conditions which cause your of
ficers to perceive existing discipline with such disfavor. 



Chief Arthur Dill 
Page Two 
February 10, 1978 

Please express our deep regrets to Lieutenant Alverson and members of the 
Discipline Committee for this unfortunate turn of events. 

5i ncerely, 

Richard F. Mayer 
Assistant Director 
Bureau of Governmental Relations 

and Legal Counsel 
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Request for Information 

STUDY OF PRACTICES IN POLICE DISCIPLINE 

Sponsored jointly by the 

LANSING POLICE DEPARTMENT 
and the 

INTERNATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CHIEFS OF POLICE 

• This request for information is being made to every member of the Lansing 
Police Department. It is the first in a series of steps to study and im
prove the LPD discipline program. The International Association of Chiefs 
of Police (IACP) is funded by the U.S. Government (LEAA) to do this study, 
based on its previous- findings about discipline systems in seventeen other 
police departments. 

• The first objective is to examine the rules and procedures in the LPD. 
This will be possible only if you answer the questions in this booklet 
according to your true personal feelings. 

• Your answers will be very helpful if they reflect reasonable, thoughtful 
opinions about (a) the positive and negative aspects of the present system, 
and (b) the difficult task of resolving discipline problems in general. 

• Even if you have never been involved directly in a disciplinary action we 
would like to have your personal opinions. 

• However, your answers will be useless if: 

- you give someone else's opinion, not your own. 
- you use the questions just as a way to blow off steam. 
- you don't read the questions carefully. 

• We assure you of the following: 

1. You cannot be identifi ed: your name does Il0t appear anywhere. All 
questionnaires are alike. The questionnaires will be taken up in 
groups, and always kept in the custody of IACP staff. 

2. The answers will be compiled statistic~, before they are discussed 
between IACP and LPD staff members. The results will be compiled 
for the department as a whole to be used in improving disciplinary 
practices. 

Apri 1 1978 
1 



•. For your information, following are some of the topics which will be 
covered in this questionnaire: 

1. Are the Standard Operating Procedures fair and reasonable? 

2. Are the Standard Operating Procedures clear and well understood? 

3. Do you understand the appeal procedure inside and outside the 
department when disciplinary changes have been brought? 

4. How do you feel citizen complaints should be handled? 

5. Is your supervisor fair and consistent in enforcing the rules? 

6. Do you understand the role of Internal Affairs? 

7. What has your own experience of disciplinary actions been in the 
department? 
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LANSIUG DISCIPLINE QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSES 

Attached is a tally of the responses given by personnel of the Lansing 
Police Department to the questionnaires on disciplinary issues given in 
April 1978. 

Completed questionnaires were received from 124 persons. Two numbers 
are given for each response alternative. The upper number (or the number in 
the uppet' left box corner) is the number of persons giving the response shown. 
These numbers, when added horizontally, may not give 124 because the "no answer II 
responses are not included, in order to simplify the table. The lower number 
(or the number in the lower right box corner) is a percentage: the percent 
that the tally number is of 124. 

IACP, July 28, 1978 
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Clarity of rules and/or procedures as written 

Eo 1~"I17 -: .71 17 .3",.J II 'I g.q II!' 5 ,<1.51 1 q t, Is.!>I.l.0
7 ,~.,I 

Adequacy of information received by me about rules and procedures 

Ie.. I 'f. B Iv "-'If, ,1".2l.9 FY' <{ '2.JI5
'3 }O~,,}8 :.J 

Adequacy of procedures to appeal findings and penalties against officers 

Restrictions placed on my personal life by rules and procedures 

f"" ' ~.3.'tI/s "'- IJ.t 1.1/.3 ",,91 7 <i..s'. '" it .5 7..J" "(.9 E6:;j 
The policies and operation of the Internal Investigator 

Effectiveness in the handl ing of citizens I complaints of officer conduct 

117 I la.J"g oLo1.1.J ... ,f 01.3.1'1,'1' </ It~ 1'5~.I./I" {,1.914 :.51 
Consistency in the application of rules when a disciplinary action is taken 

r' J ~ 1. 3 I ~ I ,5 

The term "discipline" can best be defined as: 
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The term "discipline" can best be defined as: 

Behavior according to police standards of conduct 

An attitude which causes officers to obey police standards of conduct 

Training or counseling to improve police officer performance 

Punishment for officer misconduct 

2 



1. Overall, I feel that department rules and regulations ~',overning 
officer conduct, as written, are fair and reasonable. 

~Strongly Agree ~gree ~Uncertain ~SDisagree ~Strongly Disagree 
~ . 'f .5 y.. 0 ". 7 clO . .,1.... ..s. " 

2. Overall, I feel that department rules and regulations governing 
officer conduct are enforced fairly and reasonably. 

OtStrongly Agree ~!LAgree ~Uncertain S5.Disagree tAoStrongly Disagree 
I· (, Iq. L/- 1&.5 4'" tf 1(,./ 

The following group of questions refers to your understanding of the 
departmental operations manual. 

-' 

3. The rules and regulations in this department generally are stated 
so that I can understand them. 

~Strongly Agree UAgree ~Uncertain l5..Disagree oLStrongly Disagree 
~ • ..:L,., (;'('.9 1("·1 tel. I 1.(, 

4. My present supervisor is consistent in enforcing the rules and 
regulations. 

I~Strongly Agree ~OAgree I~Uncertain ~~Disagree ~Strongly Disagree 
10.5 40·3 102./ 01.5.8 11.3 

5. My present supervisor does a good job when explaining new ,or 
revised rules and regulations. 

\OStrongly Agree ip.1LAgree LtUncertain o')~Disagree 0:...Strongly Disagree 
~. I -.S.3 . .L 1.5.3 1'1. 'I Lf· 0 

,6. Officers feel free to suggest new or revised rules and regulations 
to superiors. . 

~Strongly Agree~..kAgree d7Uncertain ~isagree Q...Strongly Disagree 
...1.4 cl.9.o cl/· 9 d(,.3 ID.S 

7. Officers should be held to a higher standard of conduct than 
civilian employees in the police department. 

IjlStrongly Agree ~jtAgree llUncertain ~Disagree IJLStrongly Disagree 
l 1.3 4..3 . S (, . .s eJi. IlL ItO • .$ 

8. Officers should be held to a higher standard of conduct than the 
public at large. 

~Strongly Agree ~Agree LlUncertain LiDisagree ~Strongly Disagree 
li.S Si.9 (.9 10.S 3.tL 
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9. Citizens in this conmunity expect officers to be held to a higher 
standard of conduct than the public at large. 

I Strongly Agree 4:!I...Agree ~ncertain ..s Disagree d,.. Strongly Disagree 
t ~ ?t:-:S -4e:-r .-J./,9- ~ 

3'~1 41~ 1,'- 0 
10. At least once a year, supervisors inspect my copies of rules and 

regulations to make sure they are up-to-date and complete. 

LDefinitely Yes ..,LYes ~Uncertain 2No t£!.Definitely No 
. ~ ol. 'I al. 0 ~.{, 3'1-. 7 
11. My recruit training gave me a working knowledge of the rules 

and regulations. 

, Strongly Agree ~ 7Agree J1..Uncertain 5lDisagree ~Strongly Disagree 
~ d./. g /1.3 'Ir:),7 ot3. t+ 
12. The rules and regulations are written, updated, and distributed 

in a manner such that I have a good understanding of what is 
expected of me. 

__ , Strongly Agree~OAgree~Uncertain ~isagree ~Strongly Disagree 
·8 . JfO.j c?C'.-L .:13.9 ¥.O 
13. When new or revised rules and regulations are issued, my pr'esent 

supervisor explains them to me satisfactorily. 

~Strongly Agree~~Agree ~~Uncertain ~~Disagree ~Strongly Dlsagree 
Lf. 0 '-//./ 17.7 «9.0 7.3 

This section asks for information concerning the disciplinary system 
in your department. 

14. I have a good understanding of my right to appeal disciplinary 
action outside of this department. 

~Definitely Yes .I.:Z.Yes ...3.l.Uncertain3!tNo Wefinitely No 
(,. ~ ~9. 8 als. 8 e\~ 'f q.7 

15. I have a good understanding of the procedures that are used by this 
department to record citizen complaints of misconduct. 

.s Definitely Yes ~ol...Yes ~Uncertain Wlo ~5Definitely No 
'1,e 17.? Ig·5 ~7.9 02O,ol,. 

16. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, are recorded in 
this department. 

~Definitely Yes ~Yes ~Uncertain ~No tzOefinitely No 
~.'f 1~·9 41./ ~~.d., 1{3.7 
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17. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, ar~ investigated 
in this departmept. 

~Definite1y Yes ~Yes .37Uncertain ~ONo (q Definitely No 
'1.g ~.o ;;,9. 8 ~tf.~ 15.3 

18. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, should be peaopded. 

LStrong1y Agree .. ~Agree .7Uncertain ~?Disagree 'iiStrongly Disagree 
.!S. I." d..tf. ~ s & ~9. B .3'1. 7 

19. All citizen complaints, regardless of how minor, should be 
inve..B tigated. 

~Strongly Agree ~7Agree ~Uncertain ~isagree ~OStrong1y Disagree 
Jf.8 dli.' t.1 elS.o ...31'l.3 

20. I have a good understanding of the procedures that are used by this 
department to investiaate citizen complaints of misconduct. 

.!e..Definitely Yes ~Yes ~5Uncertain ..5..LNo B..Definite1y No 
4.'6 IS.5 ~O.Ol- "11./ 15.3 

21. The civil rights of the officer are adequately protected in 
disciplinary matters by the system used in this department. 

QLStrong1y Agree li-Agree LiUncertain ~Disagree ~Strongly Disagree 
I. (" 't.9 11.3 .as. 5 I./el.-; 

22. My present supervisor is fair in determining facts regarding 
misconduct. 

li-Strongly Agree ~Agree ~Uncertain ~oDisagree ~Strongly Disagree 
~. 9' &.IS.-).; d..'1.rl.., Iv. I S. (, 

23. My present supervisor does not show favoritism in determining facts 
regarding misconduct. 

~Strongly Agree ~gree ~oUncertain ~Disagree biStrongly Disagree 
c,.S ..3 9. 5 o1c,t . ..t, 19. <I IC·S 

24. My present supervisor uses counseling and retraining to deal with 
misconduct. 

d,.Definitely Yes .3,3 Yes 'lfLUncertain ~No ~DDefinitely No 
I. ~ ..)(,. t, J.J.3 ~. st I ~./ 

25. All supervisors in my experience handle disciplinary matters 
fairly and impartially. 

I Strongly Agree ~gree ~Uncertain ~5Disagree Y~trongly Disagree 
.f /D.S ID.5 YY. y .3~. 9 
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, 26. The chief of police usually follows staff recommendations before 

taking disciplinary action for misconduct. 

~Str(Jnl3ly Agree ~gree ~ncertain .:z...Disagree ~Strongly Disagree 
'" 0 .a.S. 0 (,/. 3 ..:r.~ ~.ol..-

27. The chief of police should give greater authority to commanders for 
taking disciplinary action. 

~Strongly Agree 40\gree ~ncertain 'i/L0isagree !..Strongly Disagree 
d.4/ ~ci.! ~,S'. 8 c3ral • .3 (,.5 . 

28. Immediate supervisors of officers suspected or accused of mis
conduct should be responsible for the initial investigation of 
those complaints. 

J~Strongly Agree ~~gree ~L-Uncertain ~Disagree ~Strongly Disagree 
I~ 7 (,0.5 !JI I~ ./ t.;.! 

29. I have a good understanding of the responsibilities of the 
Internal Investigator. 

LDefinitely Yes ...3LYes o?5Uncertain ~No 1.3.Pef1nitely No 
".5 ~~.(, aO . .J.. ";,,, . .3 10.) 

30. The Internal 'Investigator should be involved in the investigation 
of all complaints in which a signed accusation is made by a member 
of the dep'artment or a citizen. 

I~Strongly Agree ~~Agree &LUncerta;n ~ODisagree ~Strongly ,Disagree 
9.7 , ~ (, 1/.3 11,.1 7.~ 

31. The Internal Investigator should be solely responsible for the 
investigation of all complaints . 

.5 Strongly Agree lLAgree l'JlUncertain /,(, Disagree .J8Strongly Disagree 
tj.o . ~. 9 II.!, -S). eL ~.t (., 

32. I feel that any offitet' who has disciplinary action taken against 
him can have his case fairly reviewed, if he seriously disagrees 
with the outcome, within the department (an "internal" review, 
without going outsid~ th~ department). 

~ itrongly Agree ~gree ~Uncertain &Disagree dol.Strongly Disagree 
",. ~. C> d../. 8 30. ~ 17. 7 

33. I have a good understanding of how to get an internal review, 
if I desire one, after receiving disciplinary action. 

LStrongly Agree ~Agree JilUncertain ~isagree I~Strongly Disagree 
.~ tJ./., 0.7.'1 37.9 I~./ 
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34. I feel that any member of the department, regardless of rank, 
would be given equal and fair treatment in the internal 
review of a disciplinary action. 

J5Strongly Agree ~Agree LZ.Uncertain ~Disagree ,J-t-Strongly Disagree 
I ~. I II. 5 IJ .7 cJ.rt. 0 ~ . g 

35. An officer who is the subject of alleged misconduct should have 
the right to be judged by a group that includes his fellow officers. 

31strongly Agree ~9Agree ~Uncertain ~Disagree 1-Strongly Disagree 
~7.q. 47.(, g·9 '.5.3 .g-

36. This department should have a standardized list of minimum to 
maximum punishments for most acts of misconduct. 

~Strongly Agree ~Agree I~Uncertain I~Disagree ~Strongly Disagree 
d.5. b '/('.0 loJ.. 'I 1.3.7 ct. ~ 

37. I have a good understanding of the appeal procedures outside this 
department that are used to review disciplinary decisions. 

~Definitely Yes ~Yes ~Uncertain ~~No ~Definitely No 
.J.. 'I IS . .3 ~. if i/('. () I J.. 'J 

38. I feel that officers who have received disciplinary actions with 
which they seriously disagree must take their case outside the 
department to get a fair review. 

I~Strongly Agree ~&Agree JjlUncertain I~Disagree JLStrongly Disagree 
101./ ..38.7 ~/·S 1.3.7 3.J..., 

39. I feel that internal disciplinary decisions are made within a 
reasonable length of time. 

LStrongly Agree SLAgree J2Uncerta in Wi sagree 6:Strongly Di sagree 
. g fl.? (, . ,)9.8 17.7 I./. 0 

This section asks for information about your personal background, 
department history, and attitudes toward your job. Please respond as 
accurately as possible. Unless stated otherwise, please check one 
response for each question. 

40. How w~ny years have you completed in this department? 

7 (1) 
1£. (2) 
U {3} 
~ (4) 
~'i (5) 

less than one year 
1-2 years 
3-5 years 
6-12 years 
over 12 years 
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,0·5 
q. 7 

.;a 4. ol,.. 
I Cf..S 

01.2.{., 
4/.e 
~.OL-

I·v 

I D/ 
• (, /0 

q·7 
s.c, 
(,.S' 

'7t, .~ 

41. Sex: l!iMale 
'~·7 

42. Ethnic Background 

3.... (1) Black 
~ (2) Spanish American 
.L (3) Indian 

l.Jemale 
(,.5 

U1 (4) White 
-'- (5) Other, please specify _______________ .:..-

43. What is the highest level of formal education you have completed? 

~ (1) High school diploma I)r GED 
13 (2) Some college credit (1 to 44 hours) 
~(3) At least 45 hours of college credits 
JJD (4) Associates Degree 
~ (5) At least 90 hours of college credits 
~ (6) Bachelors Degree 
~ (7) Enrolled in a graduate program 
~ (8) Masters Degree 
~ (9) Other, please speciify _______________ _ 

44. What is your present rank or position? 

~ (1) Lieutenant or above 
~(2) Sergeant 
-=z (3) Corporal 
-' (4) Detective 
~ (5) Police Officer 

45. What is your divisional assignment? 

u (1) 
cU- (2) 
~ (3) 
- (4) 

.. 6.. (5) 

.A: (6) 

Field Services - Uniform 
Field Services - Investigations 
Staff Services 
Criminal Intelligence 
Administration/Personnel 
Other, please specify 

46. Has a formal complaint or any other disciplinary action ever been 
taken against you while you have been with this department? 

t4-Yes ':/iNo Won I t know 
"SI· fI 3K. 7 ct. 7 
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.:31. C:, 
a-o. J...., 

a.<f 
.0 . .l.J 
s.fJ 

2q.7% 
3'/.7 
'1./ . .s 
l~.1 
.;.~ 

I 
47. Has a formal complaint or any other disciplinary action ever been II 

sustained against you while you have been with this department? 

7t~es 2£~ ~Jn't know I 
48. Have you ever received any of the following disciplinary actions 

for complaints of misconduct? (check all those that apply) 

3't (1) Formal oral reprimand 
~ (2) Written reprimand 
~ (3) Loss of hours 
~ (4) Working days off in lieu of suspension 
-1 (5) Suspension 

- (6) Demot'ion 
~ (7) Dismissal and reinstatement 
It!i (8) None 

49. Have you formally suggested any revised or new written directives 
in the past year? 

.3-LYes ~No 
Js· C1 i'f. J-, 

50. If you made a written suggestion,was it acknowledged? 

~Yes lA..No 
IC,./ JI./.S" 

~I did not make a written suggestion. 
£Lv. ? 

51. If you answered IIYes" to the question above, was the matter 
resolved to your satisfaction? 

~Yes LQ.No ~I did not make a written suggestion. 
6-C.9 to.s g.1 

52. Have you appealed a disciplinary decision through the appeal 
procedures outside of this department? 

d... Yes Ic&.No 
/.e, q,. (, 

53. How satisfied are you with your present assignment in this 
department? 

~ (1) 
~ (2) 
II (3) 
15 (4) 
~ (5) 

Very satisfied 
Somewhat satisfied 
Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
Somewhat dissatisfied 
Very dissatisfied 
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37.qX 
2-5. S 

fe·S; 
\.3.7 

(,.5 

54. Overall, how satisfied are you at this time with your career 
in this department? 

i2 (1) < Very satisfied 
~ (2) Somewhat satisfied 
~ (3) Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
11 (4) Somewhat dissatisfied 
-1 (5) Very dissatisfied 

55.---What< is the primary factor which currently affects discipline 
and morale in the Lansing Police Department? (Please answer 
briefly in your own words, using the space below). 
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