








FROM THE SUPERINTENDENT...

I am please(l to present the Governor, the Leg’isiature and the citizens of New Jersey with the
New Jersey State Police, 2007 Oﬂice ofProfessiona/ Standards Annual Report (“tlze report”). The
State Police ]Deg’an producing’ this report in the year 2000 in response to ieg’islation provi(ling’ the
pu]olic with an atJility to examine the internal affairs function of the State Police and be
reassured that it is truiy operating in a trustworthy and acceptat)ie manner. This year is no
exception. Herein, the reader will find clearly presente(l topics, inclu(ling’ (iescriptions of the
current Office of Professional Standards (OPS) Table of Organization and related office
functions, an explanation of the classification process for all reportai)le incidents, the system i)y
which incidents are addressed and dispose(l of, and tinally, a detailed analysis of the data
compile(i (luring’ 2007.

A law enforcement entity in a democratic society can tie its effectiveness directiy to the level of
trust it enjoys within the community it serves. A sig’niticant factor in gaining and maintaining
that trust is ensuring that there is a strict alleg'iance toa hig’hly protessional and transparent
internal affairs function. It follows that the execution of the internal affairs function within a
protessional law enforcement entity presents ctlalleng'es that require constant and consistent
vig’ilance. I believe that a fair review of the 2007 Annual Report will support the conclusion that
the New Jersey State P olice maintains that level of vig’ilance.

This introduction will not restate all of the facts, tig’ures and analysis articulated in this report,
other than to remind the reader that troopers of the New Jersey State Police eng’ag’ed in more
than two million poiice/ citizen contacts (luring' the calendar year 2007. Any sing’le Complaint
reporte(l to the OPS that was g’enerate(i within that vast number of contacts was, without
exception, assig’ne(i a number, classified, and addressed in accordance with established hig’hly-
reputa]:)le best practices.

In addition to a(ﬂlering’ to best practices, we conduct further system checks and balances ttlroug’ti
an au(liting’ process conducted t)y the Office of State Police Affairs (OSPA), Office of the
Attorney General. Twice annuaHy, the OSPA conducts a Comprehensive audit of the OPS
functions, inclu(ling’ a ttioroug'ti critique of all misconduct cases closed during’ the period under
review. To (late, these audits support the conclusion that the OPS continues to operate at a
hig’}l levels of proticiency and police accountat)ility.

My personai commitment to the mission of the Office of Professional Standards is unwavering.
I want to express my sincere appreciation for the hard work and dedication of the men and
women of that office as, once again, | present to you the 2007 Oﬂice ofProfessiona/ Standards
Annual Report.

Honor, Duty, and Fi(ielity

Joseph R. Fuentes
Colonel

Superinten(lent



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is intended to provicte the Governor, State Leg’isiature , the citizens of the
State of New Jersey, and all other interested parties a brief history of the State Police
internal affairs process and a comprehensive look at the ctiscipiinary system employect ]Jy
the Division. Included in the report are explanations of how the Division receives
complaints , classifies the aiieg’ations , assigns cases for investigation, and actjucticates
substantiated charg’es against enlisted members. The report also provides overviews of
major and minor ctiscipiine imposecl in 2007 as the result of substantiated aiieg’ations
and other actions taken i)y the Division to address aberrant behavior.

OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS

In 1999, the Attorney General’s Office conducted a review of the Division’s ctiscipiinary
system. As a result of this review, the Internal Affairs Burcau was reorg’anize(i and the
Office of Professional Standards was established. The investigative and a(iju(iication
functions were transferred from the Division Staff Section and place(i under the control
of a major reporting ctirectiy to the superinten(].ent. During 2001, the Division Stancting’
Operating Procedure that governs the Office of Professional Standards was completely
revised, and the new poiicy was actopte(i, in January 2002. This revision uitimateiy
resulted in the formation of two distinct bureaus within the office. On December 31,
2007, the Office of Professional Standards consisted of 63 persons. This includes 13

protessional support perSOnnel and 50 enlisted persons.

INTERNAL AFFAIRS INVESTIGATION BUREAU

The Internal Affairs Investigation Bureau is responsil)ie for investigating all misconduct
complaints made against enlisted members of the State Police. This bureau is
commanded i)y a captain iiolcling’ the position of bureau chief. The bureau also has an
assistant bureau chief holding’ the rank of lieutenant. In a(].(iition, there are reg’ional
field units staffed with investigators which are located in north, central and south Jersey.

INTAKE AND ADJUDICATION BUREAU

The Intake and Actjuctication Bureau is also commanded i)y a captain, as bureau chief,
and licutenant, as assistant burecau chief. The bureau is divided into five (5) units with
varying responsil)iiities:

The Intake Unit: Accepts, classifies, and assigns or refers all reportal)ie incidents
received 1)y the Office of Professional Standards. This unit is also responsit)le for
notitying’ complainants of the Division’s response to the compiaints.



The Administrative Internal Proceeding’s Unit: Responsil)le for the a(tju(lication
of substantiated alleg’ations, convening disciplinary llearing’s, and acts as a liaison
between the Office of Professional Standards and the Office of the Attorney
General, Office of State Police Attairs, and the Office of Administrative Law.

The Management Review Unit: Responsilale for the desig’n, implementation,
(locumentation, evaluation, and improvement of the Division’s internal controls.
The Unit also assists sections and bureaus in cteveloping’ systems of review for the
cost effective use of resources and reviews all proce(lures concerning division

financial accounts.

The Staff Inspection Unit: Responsi]:)le for instructing field officers in proper
inspection techniques , reviewing inspection reports submitted l)y field
supervisors, conctucting’ evidence and administration inspections of stations and

field units, and examining supervisory mobile video recor(ting reviews.

The Civil Procee(ting’s Unit: Responsi]nle for recor(ting, classitying’, and traclzing’
all civil actions filed against the Division or its individual members. The unit
reviews and forwards to the proper agency all requests for leg'al representation,
whether criminal or civil. Furtller, the unit acts as liaison between the
Superinten(ient's Ottice, Chief of Statt, and the Office of Professional Standards
Commanding’ Officer to the appropriate entities of the Attorney General's Office
regar(ting’ civil litig’ation matters. In a(l(lition, the unit compiles and provi(les , in
a timely and tlioroug’l'i manner, all requests for discovery demands in civil
litig’ation to the Attorney General's Office. The Unit is also cliarg’e(l with
researcliing’ policies , proce(].ures , training and ctisciplinary issues in relation to
leg’al matters concerning the Division. Finally, the unit ensures all requests for
pulolic records are handled in accordance with the procectures set forth in S.0.P.

D4, Open Public Records Act.
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OFFICE OF STATE POLICE AFFAIRS

The Office of State Police Affairs , within the Office of the Attorney General, was
established i)y the Attorney General in 1999 as an external entity to the State Police
that continues to work jointly with the Division reviewing all complaints , investigations
and a(lju(iications handled ]3y the Office of Professional Standards. The Office of State
Police Affairs also has the authority and staff to conduct its own investigations as well as
to handle matters at the request of the State Police.

In addition to its direct monitoring Worlz, the Office of State Police Affairs functions as
the liaison between the State Police, the Inctepenclent Monitoring Team, and the
Department of Justice's Civil Rig’hts Division.

The commitment 1)y the State of New Jersey, the Attorney General, and the
Superintenclent to the most tlloroug'il, fair, and efficient system possi]ale is demonstrated
]3y the dedication to the investigative and support personnel assig’ned to the Office of
Professional Standards and the development and acquisition of a state of the art
information technoiog’y case tracleing’ system.

STATE POLICE DISCIPLINARY PROCESS

The New Jersey State Police is a statewide police organization that provi(ies a full range
of poiice services. As an employer, the Division is comprised of four tliousand, four
hundred and sixty-tilree (4,463) employees inclucling’ two thousand, nine hundred and
eig’hty-one (2,981) sworn meml)ers, and one ttlousan(l, four hundred and eig’hty-two
(1,482) civilian members. '

Due to the unique mission of the State Police, the Office of Professional Standards is
tasked with han(iiing complaints from the pulf)iic regar(ling' troopers’ con(luct, as well as

alleg’ations of criminal conduct l)y members.

In 2007, troopers were involved in excess of two million (2,000,000) police/ citizen
contacts. Many of these interactions were routine; many involved stressful and critical

situations.

The disciplinary system of the New Jersey State Police is unique within the state. The
New Jersey Supreme Court has recog’nized:

Unlike the Comparat)ly routine issues of discipline that mig'lit arise in connection
with employees in other departments of state government, the discipline of state
troopers implicates not only the proper conduct of those eng’ag’e(i in the most
sig’niticant aspects of law enforcement, involving the pu])lic satety and the
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appreiiension of (iang'erous criminals , but also the overall effectiveness ,
pertormance stan(iartis, and morale of the State Police. As sucii, (i.iscipline of
state troopers involves the most protoun(i and fundamental exercise of manageriai

prerogative and policy.2

The statistics and cases embodied in this report represent all disciplinary matters
involving’ troopers. It would be inaccurate to attribute the sum of these statistics and
cases to aileg’ations soiely arising from citizen complaints aiieg’ing line of (iuty
misconduct on the part of a trooper. The statistics also include internally generate(i.
allegations of violations of the Division's Rules and Regulations, as well as complaints of
misconduct while off (i.uty.

COMPLAINT PROCESS

The New Jersey State Police accepts, reviews, and respontis to all complaints received
from the pui)lic, inciucting’ anonymous complaints , complaints from tiiirct-party
witnesses, and compiaints from parties not directly involved in the incident.

Complaints may be made in person at any State Police tacility, ])y teiepiione or fax, or
tiiroug'ii reg’ular mail. The Office of Professional Standards does not accept direct e-mail
compiaints; ilowever, other State Agencies (io, such as Citizen Services of the Office of
the Attorney Generai, who , in turn, will forward such compiaints to the Division of
State Police.

The Division continues its commitment to ensuring that members of the pui)lic have
ease of access to the compliment/complaint system. In 1999, the State Police instituted
and advertised a toll free hot line available twenty-tour hours a ctay which goes directly to
the Office of Professional Standards. In addition, every on-ctuty member interacting
with the pul)iic is requireti to carry informational brochures and compliment/ compiaint
forms which must be provictect to anyone who o])jects to or compliments the troopers’
conduct.

Furtiier, the Office of State Police Affairs , within the Office of the Attorney Generai,
which is external to the State Police, accepts and investigates complaints, provi(iing' an
alternative to citizens concerned about complaining (iirectly to the State Police. Each of
these initiatives has continued to provitie citizens sig’niticantly more opportunities to
provicte feedback, compliments or complaints about the operation of the Division and its

personnel.

As stated previousiy, the Intake Unit of the Office of Professional Standards is
responsi])ie for receiving, (iocumenting' , processing, classitying’, and disseminating’ all
compiaints against sworn members of the New Jersey State Police alieging’ misconduct

2State of New Jersey v. State Troopers Fraternal Association, 134 N.J. 393, 416 (1993)
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or violations of State Police Rules and Reg’ulations. This includes Complaints made l)y
citizens, as well as employment-reiateci disciplinary matters.

During 2007, one thousand, sixty-seven (1,007) total incidents were reporte(i and
classified, as Compare(l to one t}iousan(l, t}lirty-nine (1,039) in 2006. This represents a
2.7% increase in the number of reportalale incidents received in the year 2007 over those
received in the year 2006, while the total number of the Division’s enlisted personnel
decreased loy 28 enlisted members, representing a 0.94% decrease for the same period.

Five Year Comparison of Number of Incidents Reportecl
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CLASSIFICATION OF REPORTED INCIDENTS

When incidents are reporte(i to the Office of Professional Standards, ti'iey are piacect in
one of four categories after ]oeing' reviewed 1)y the Office of Professional Standards
Comman(]. Statt mem]aers.

MISCONDUCT

If the Division receives a complaint that a trooper has committed a serious, willful, or
wanton violation of the Division’s Rules and Reg’ulations, Stan(iing’ Operating
Procedures, or any applicalale federal or state statutes, the matter is classified as
Administrative Miscon(iuct, and an Internal Investigation is initiated.

PERFORMANCE

When a complaint is reviewed and it is determined that an enlisted member of the
Division may have committed a minor infraction, the matter is classified as a
Performance Issue. These matters are returned to the member’'s command for
resolution. The command is requirect to assign a supervisor not in the member’s direct
chain of command to handle the complaint. The supervisor is require(i to submit a
Performance Incident Disposition Report to the Office of Professional Standards
throug’}i his/her chain of command detailing the corrective actions taken to resolve the

issue.
ADMINISTRATIVE

When the Office of Professional Standards review of the reportecl incident reveals that a
trooper has not violated any of the Division’s Rules and Reg’ulations, Stan(iing’
Operating Procedures, or applical)ie federal or state laws, the incident is classified as an

Administrative matter.

EQUAL EMPLOYMENT OPPORTUNITY/ AFFIRMATIVE ACTION INVESTIGATIONS AND/OR
COMPLIANCE INVESTIGATIONS

When the Division’s Office of Equai Employment Opportunity conducts an
investigation in which alleg’ations are substantiated against an enlisted memt)er, or when
the Compliance Unit within the Human Resource Management Bureau detects and
substantiates a violation of the Division’s medical leave policy, the cases are forwarded to
the Office of Professional Standards for adjuctication and discipiinary action.
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Five Year Breakdown of Incident Classifications

2003 | 2004 | 2005 | 2006 | 2007
MISCONDUCT 414 407 413 345 274
PERFORMANCE 300 | 232 2717 220 289
ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES 340 414 398 472 495
COMPLIANCE 2 4 0 0 0
EEO / AA INVESTIGATIONS 6 1 0 2 9
ToTALS 1,062 | 1,058 | 1,088 | 1,039 | 1,067

ORIGIN OF COMPLAINTS

In 2007, of the two hundred and seventy-tour (274) total misconduct compiaints, one
hundred and eig’}lty-seven (187) (81%) were initiated l)y members of the pui)lic, and
eig’hty-seven (87) (19%) were initiated internally. Of the misconduct complaints
initiated 1)y the pu])lic, one hundred and twenty-nine (129) (63%) involved citizens who
had been arrested or issued a motor vehicle summons l)y a member of the State Police.
In a(i(iition, the Office of Professional Standards received two hundred and eig’hty-nine
(289) reportalaie incidents which were classified as Performance Issues; two hundred and
sixty-eig’tlt (268) (93%) of these complaints were initiated i)y members of the pulf)lic and
twenty-one (21) (7%) were initiated internaliy.

In 2006, of the three hundred and torty-tive (345) total misconduct complaints , two
hundred and twenty-six (226) (66%) were initiated 1)y members of the pul)lic and one
hundred and nineteen (119) (34%) were initiated internaily. Of the misconduct
compiaints initiated l)y the pulf)lic , one hundred and ttlirty-one (131) (58%) involved
citizens who had been arrested or issued a motor vehicle summons l)y a member of the
State Police. In a(ictition, the Office of Professional Standards received two hundred
and twenty (220) reportaiale incidents which were classified as Performance Issues; one
hundred and ninety-eig’tlt (198) (90%) of these complaints were initiated t)y members of
the pu])lic and twenty-two (22) (10%) were initiated internaliy.

In 2005, of the four hundred and thirteen (413) total misconduct complaints , two
hundred and eighty-six (286) (69%) were initiated 1)y members of the pul)lic and one
hundred and twenty-seven (127) (31%) were initiated internaily. Of the misconduct
complaints initiated l)y the pulf)lic , one hundred and titty-two (152) (53%) involved
citizens who had been arrested or issued a motor vehicle summons l)y a member of the
State Police. In a(ictition, the Office of Professional Standards received two hundred
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and seventy-seven (277) reportalale incidents which were classified as Performance
Issues; two hundred and titty-one (251) (91%) of these complaints were initiated l)y
members of the pu])lic and twenty-six (260) (9%) were initiated internally.

In 2004, of the four hundred and seven (407) total misconduct complaints , three
hundred and one (301) (74%) were initiated l)y members of the pul)lic and one hundred
and six (106) (26%) were initiated internally. Of the misconduct complaints initiated 1)y
the pu])lic, one hundred and titty-six (156) (51.8%) involved citizens who had been
arrested or issued a motor vehicle summons ]3y a member of the State Police. In
addition, the Office of Professional Standards received two hundred and thirty-two
(232) reportat)le incidents which were classified as Performance Issues; two hundred and
thirteen (213) (92%) of these complaints were initiated l)y members of the pul)lic and
nineteen (19) (8%) were initiated internally.

In 2003, of the four hundred and fourteen (414) misconduct complaints receivetl, two
hundred and sixty-tliree (263) (63.5%) were initiated l)y members of the pul)lic and one
hundred and titty-one (151) (36.5%) were initiated internally. Of the misconduct
complaints initiated l)y the pu])lic , one hundred and tllirty-one (131) (49.8%) involved
citizens who had been arrested or issued a motor vehicle summons ]3y a member of the
State Police. In aclctition, the Office of Professional Standards received three hundred
(300) reportat)le incidents which were classified as Performance Issues; two hundred and

titty-two (252) (84%) resulted from citizen complaints and torty-eig’ht (48) (16%) were

initiated internally.

For the purposes of the chart displayecl on the tol]owing page, the cumulative number of
Performance Issues and Misconduct Complaints is l)eing’ used.
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CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS INVOLVING DIVISION MEMBERS

The Office of Professional Standards also investigates all matters in which a member of
the State Police has become the suLject of a criminal procee(ling'. Criminal proceeding’s
arise in a variety of ways. They can be initiated as a result of an investigation loy Office
of Professional Standards personnel; they may be the result of state or federal criminal
investigations; tlley may arise from oﬁ-cluty matters; or they may be the result of
counter-complaints filed against a trooper Ly a defendant, after the defendant has been
arrested or charg‘e(]. l)y a trooper.

The following’ parag’raphs outline the criminal matters pen(ling’ against members of the
Division between January 1, 2007, and December 31, 2007. Each matter is also the

su]:)]'ect of a pen(ling’ internal investigation.
LINE OF DuTY: CITIZEN INITIATED CRIMINAL MATTERS

On occasion, criminal charges are filed 1)y citizens against members of the Division for
incidents alleg’ecl to have occurred on-cluty. Most are filed ]:)y individuals who were
charged with motor vehicle and/or criminal offenses l)y a member. These cases are
reviewecl, and a determination is made as to whether the members’ actions were within

the scope of their official duties and therefore leg’aﬂy defendable.

During 2007, there were no criminal charg’es filed 1)y citizens against members who were
per{orming’ their official duties.

ON-DUTY CONDUCT: STATE POLICE OR OTHER LAW ENFORCEMENT AGENCY INITIATED
PROCEEDINGS

In some cases, a member is criminally charg’e(l for on-(luty conduct 1)y the State Police
or other law enforcement agency and/or there has been a fin(].ing’ that the member’s
behavior fell outside the scope of the member’'s official duties.

During 2007, one (1) criminal charge was ]:)roug'ht against a member ]:)y the State

Police or other law enforcement agency.

OFrF-pUTY CONDUCT
These cases represent criminal or clisorclerly persons offenses filed against
Division members acting in an off-cluty capacity and not related in any way to the
performance of their State Police duties. During 2007, the following’ o{f-(luty

incidents were filed against members:

Members were charg’ecl with Harassment and/or Simple Assault (Domestic
Violence). These Charg’es are pen(ling’ a judicial hearing’.

Member was charg’ecl with theft. This charg’e is pending’ a ju(licial hearing’.
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Member was Charg'ecl with violation of a local ordinance (disorderly conduct).
This cllarg’e was ju(licially dismissed.

Member was charged with Simple Assault /Domestic Violence. The criminal
c}larg’e was dismissed and the member was terminated.

Member was cllarg’e(l with vehicular homicide. This cl'larg’e is pending’ a judicial
llearing'.

Member was charg’e(l with Driving While Intoxicated. The member ple(l guilty,

received a driver’s license suspension and was fined.

Alt}loug’}l some of the above criminal charges have been judiciaﬂy dismissed, the troopers
involved may still face Division administrative charg’es.

ASSIGNMENT OF INVESTIGATIONS

Of the two hundred and seventy-four (274) misconduct cases assig’necl in 2007, two
hundred and sixty-nine (269) were assig’necl to Internal Affairs Bureau investigators, and
five (5) were referred to the Office of State Police Affairs for investigation.

The investigative process assesses the propriety of all conduct during’ the incident in
which the alleg’e(], misconduct occurred. If, during’ the course of an investigation, there
is an indication that misconduct occurred other than that alleg’ecl, the Office of
Professional Standards will also investigate the additional potential misconduct to its
log’ical conclusion. In addition, if a citizen requests to withdraw a previously made
complaint, the investigation is continued with or without the assistance of the citizen to

ensure proper trooper conduct.

ALLEGATIONS AND OUTCOMES

All complaints are Categorize(l based on the allege(l offense. As of Septem])er 1, 2000,
complete(l investigations, upon review l)y the Superintendent, are determined to have

one of the fouowing' four (lispositions:

SUBSTANTIATED : an al]eg’ation is determined to be “substantiated” if a
preponclerance of the evidence shows a member
violated State Police rules, regulations , protocols,

stan(ling’ operating procedures , directives, or training.

UNFOUNDED : an alleg’ation is determined to be “unfounded” if a
prepon(lerance of the evidence shows that the alleg’e(l
misconduct did not occur.
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EXONERATED : an alleg'ation is determined to be “exonerated” if a
preponclerance of the evidence shows the alleg’ed
conduct did occur but did not violate State Police
rules, reg’ulations, stancling’ operating proceclures,

directives or training.

INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE  : an al]egation is determined to be “insufficient
evidence” when there is insufficient evidence to decide
Whet}ler t}1e alleg'etl act occurre(l.

MISCONDUCT INVESTIGATIONS OPENED IN 2007

There were two hundred and seventy-£our (274) misconduct investigations opened in
2007. The following’ parag’raplls report the status of these cases as of December 31,
2007. Of these cases, one hundred and eighty-seven (187) were initiated as the result of
citizen complaints and eig’hty-seven (87) cases were openec], because of complaints made
]3y State Police supervisors or other members.

Of the one hundred and eig’}lty-seven (187) citizen initiated investigations, seventy-four
(74) (39%) remain active, nineteen (19) (10%) are in the review process or pending’
(liscipline, eig}lty-eig’ht (88) (47%) have been Complete(l, and seven (7) (4%) have been
suspended pencling’ court action or other administrative action. Of the eig’hty-eig’ht(SS)
completed, nineteen (19) (22%) resulted in substantiated primary or secon(lary
alleg’ations.

Of the eig’hty-seven (87) complaints initiated ])y State Police supervisors or members,
thirty (30) (34%) remain active, twenty-seven (27) (31%) are in the review process or
pencling’ cliscipline, twenty-{ive (25) (29%) have been complete(l, and five (5) (6%) have
been suspen(le(l pen(ling court action or other administrative action. Of the twenty-five
(25) completecl, fourteen (14) (56%) resulted in substantiated primary or seconclary

alleg'ations.
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SUMMARY OF NEW COMPLAINTS:

The £ollowing’ table summarizes the total number of complaints received ]oy the Office of
Professional Standards during’ the year 2007 that resulted in Internal Investigations, the

origin of the complaints, the total number of Principals (memloers of the Division who
have been identified as the sul)jects of the investigations), and the general categories of
the alleg’ations. The rig’ht side summarizes the acljuclication of cases loy category that
occurred during' the year 2007, which includes Complaints from 2007 and earlier:

2007 Cases Received by Category for Internal Investigation

Complaint Classification Origin Principals
(Involved Members)
Public SP
Improper Search 0 0 0
Theft 2 0 4
Assault 0 0 0
Excessive Force 22 1 39
Differential Treatment 54 0 64
Other Harassment 5 0 19
Domestic Violence 5 12 19
Drug Violation 0 0 0
Alcohol Violation 2 0 2
Failure to Perform Duty 6 3 15
Driving Violation 6 2 9
Attitude and Demeanor 17 0 20
Admin. Violations 4 24 33
Other 64 45 146
TOTALS 187 87 370
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COMPLETED DISCIPLINE

The State Police clisciplinary system provi&es for three formal clispositions of
substantiated violations of Rules and Reg‘uiations. Tiiey are:

GENERAL DISCIPLINARY HEARING : may result in termination, suspension of
any duration imposecl i)y the
Superintendent, and/or a reduction in

rank an&/ or g’racle

SUMMARY DISCIPLINARY HEARING : may result in a suspension of up to 30
days

MINOR DISCIPLINE : may result in a suspension of up to 5
days

SYNOPSIS OF MAJOR DISCIPLINE

The foilowing’ is a synopsis of (iiscipiine impose(i as a result of General Disciplinary
Hearings convened (iuring’ the calendar year 2007:

Member pieti g’uilty to acting to his personai discredit and to the discredit of the
Division 1)y engaging in questiona]aie conduct with female members of the pul)lic,
failing’ to properiy record activity on patrol iog’s ) maizing’ false reports, failing’ to call
in MV stops, and MVR violations. The member also abused the NJSP sick leave
policy. Member resig’necl from the State Police as part of a g’uilty piea to the
administrative cilarg’es.

Member pieti g’uilty to acting to his personai discredit and to the discredit of the
Division i)y engaging in questiona]f)le conduct on-cluty specifically lay ieaving’ his
assig’ne(i post without the permission of his supervisor. While away from his post,
the member became involved in a piiysical altercation with another uniformed
member of the State Police while in full view of the pul)lic.

When interviewed during‘ the internal investigation, the member was found to
display a lack of candor. Member was suspended for one hundred and eighty (180)
days.

Member was found g’uiity of acting to his personai discredit and to the discredit of
the Division i)y engaging in questiona]aie conduct on-cluty; speciiically, ])y leaving’ his
assig’ne(i post and laecoming’ involved in a domestic violence incident. The member

was terminated.
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Member pie(i. g’uiity to acting to his personai discredit and to the discredit of the
Division i)y engaging in questionai)ie conduct off-(luty; specificaiiy, i)y i)ecoming’
involved in a serious motor vehicle accident with his personai vehicle while under the
influence of alcoholic i)everag'es. The member was chargecl with the relevant motor
vehicle statutes and was found guiity in court. The member was suspenclecl for one

hundred and ninety-six (196) (i.ays.

Member pie(i. g’uiity to acting to his personai discredit and to the discredit of the
Division i)y engaging in an inappropriate sexual relationship with a subordinate
civilian employee while on-(i.uty. The member falsified time lzeeping records, and
when questione(l during’ the course of the internal investigation about the
reiationsiiip, he failed to be candid with the internal affairs investigator. The
member was suspended for one hundred and eighty (180) days.

Member pie(i. g’uiity to acting to his personai discredit and to the discredit of the
Division i)y engaging in questionai)ie conduct oif-(iuty. Specificaiiy, the member
eng’ag’e(i in a systematic scheme wherei)y iarg’e sums of money and other benefits
were obtained from individuals under the pretense tiiey were related to his official
duties as a NJ State Trooper. The member also failed to noti{'y the division of his
address ciiang’e as require(i. The member resig’ne(i from the State Police as part of
a g‘uiity piea to the administrative charg’es.

Member acted to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the Division by
engaging in questionai)ie conduct oﬁ-(i.uty. The member became involved in an
altercation which involved the Lran(iisiiing' of the member’s weapon in the direction
of an off-(iuty police officer and civilians. A(i.clitionaiiy, the member was found to
have inappropriateiy (i.isciiarge(i. his firearm cluring’ an argument with his g’irifrien(i
and sui)sequentiy failed to report the disciiarg'e as require(i. The member also failed

to be candid (i.uring' the internal investigation. The member was terminated.

The foiiowing’ is a synopsis of (i.iscipline impose(i as a result of Summary Disciplinary
Hearings convened (i.uring’ the calendar year 2007:

Member piecl g’uiity to acting to her personai discredit and to the discredit of the
Division i)y engaging in domestic violence and tiu'eatening' behavior. Member was

suspended for six (0) days.

Member pie(i. g’uiity to acting to his personai discredit and to the discredit of the
Division i)y clisoi)eying a direct order, faiiing’ to activate his MVR, iaiiing‘ to
document a MV stop on his patroi chart and faiiing’ to call in a MV stop. Member
was suspen(iecl for twenty (20) clays.

Member pie(i. g’uiity to acting to his personai discredit and to the discredit of the

Division for his questionai)ie conduct ofi-(iuty, resulting‘ in a criminal charg‘e made
against him for disorderly conduct. Member was suspended for thirty (30) days.
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Member ple(]. g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division by failing’ to report an on-(].uty motor vehicle accident. Member was
Suspencle(]. for twelve (12) days.

Member ple(]. g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division I)y engaging in a verbal altercation with the staff of a retail store while off-
duty. Member was suspended for eig’ht (8) clays.

Member ple(]. g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division l)y engaging in threatening’ behavior. Member was suspende(l for six (6)
days.

Member pled g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division Ly malzing’ false or misleading’ statements. Member was suspended for ten

(10) days.

Member pled guilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division by improperly accessing inappropriate web-sites from a Division
computer and uploading’ inappropriate images of himself to a web-site. Member
was suspended for ten (10) days.

Member was found g’uilty of acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of
the Division l)y improperly utilizing’ confidential information in the furtherance of
a civil proceeding. Member was suspended for ten (10) days.

Member was found guilty of acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of
the Division l)y engaging in questional)le conduct on-duty; speci{ically, l)y engaging
in questionable overtime practices. Member was suspended for ten (10) days.

Member ple(]. g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division l)y engaging in questional)le conduct o{f-cluty; specifically, Ly interfering’ in
a criminal investigation Leing’ conducted l)y another member of the NJSP. The
member was suspencle(l for twenty (20) days.

Member ple(]. g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division l)y engaging in questional)le conduct on-cluty. Specifically, the member
eng’aged in the inappropriate questioning of a motorist cluring’ an accident
investigation. The member also failed to follow proper MVR procedures after having’
been previously counseled and discipline(l for those violations of policy. The
member was suspended for ten (10) days.
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SYNOPSIS OF MINOR DISCIPLINE
During the year 2007, in addition to disciplinary hearings, there were fifty-five (55)
Written Reprimands issued by the Superintendent for a variety of offenses. These
include suspensions from zero (0) to five (5) days. The following is a synopsis of
Written Reprimands® issued by the Superintendent:

Failure to safeguard Division property (NJSP identification cards/billfold)

Failure to safeguard Division property (portable radio)

Failure to safeguard Division property (hat badge)

Failure to safeguard Division property (MVR tape)

Failure to safeguard Division property (duty weapon)

Failure to safeguard Division property (off-duty weapon)

Failure to safeguard Division property (NJSP rules and regulations)

Failure to report for duty

Failure to notify Division of information to which it takes cognizance

Questionable conduct displayed off-duty

Questionable conduct displayed on-duty

Failure to comply with Division's Pursuit P olicy (faile(l to terminate)

Violating’ the laws of the State of New Jersey (Motor Vehicle)
Failure to activate MVR

Inappropriate comments and profane lang’uag’e cluring’ a MV accident

investigation
Failure to (locument on patrol chart
Failure to provide a compliment/ complaint form

Improper supervision

3 . . . .
Some issued Written Reprlmancls encompass multlple violations.
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Attitude and demeanor cluring a motor vehicle stop
Culpa]ale Ineﬂiciency
Absent without proper leave (AWOL)
Unsafe operation of troop transportation
Unauthorized use of troop transportation
Failure to take appropriate poiice action
Failure to appear in court
Failure to attend annual p}iysical fitness test
Failure to qualify with ]oaclz-up/ off-(luty weapon
Inappropriate comments during’ criminal arrest
Failure to obtain permission to accept g’ift

The intake and disposition of complaints is an ongoing process. During internal

investigations, cases may be reclassified as a result of information obtained cluring’ the
investigatory process. During the year, the Division Consistently shares case data with
the Office of State Police Affairs as well as the Office of the Attorney General. Due to
the fluid nature of internal investigations and the directions taken during’ internal

investigations, slig’ht numerical differences may exist if comparecl historicaﬂy.

The following’ chart contains a summary of all disciplinary actions undertaken in
misconduct cases Complete(i (iuring’ the period from January 1, 2007, through December
31, 2007:
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REPORTING PERIOD: JANUARY 1, 2007 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2007

SUMMARY OF COMPLETED CASES

CORRECTIVE ACTIONS TAKEN FOR CASES BY CATEGORY IN YEAR 20074

COMPLAINT COUNSELING/ WRITTEN SUMMARY GENERAL NO FURTHER

CLASSIFICATION | PERFORMANCE REPRIMAND DISCIPLINARY DISCIPLINARY ACTION
NOTICE ISSUED ISSUED HEARING HELD HEARING HELD

IMPROPER 0 0 0 0] 0

SEARCH

THEFT 0 0 0 15 1

ASSAULT 0 1 0 0] 0

EXCESSIVE 1 0 0 16 18

FoRrCE

DIFFERENTIAL 2 2 0 0] 60

TREATMENT

OTHER 0 1 0 0] 4

HARASSMENT

DOMESTIC 1 5 1 17 8

VIOLENCE

DRuUG 0 0 0 0] 0

VIOLATION

ALCOHOL 0 0 0 0] 0

VIOLATION

FAILURE TO 1 4 1 0] 3

PERFORM DUTY

DRIVING 0 3 0 1 3

VIOLATION

ATTITUDE AND 5 2 0 0 11

DEMEANOR

ADMIN. 4 19 2 0 3

VIOLATION

OTHER 8 14 9 68 67

TOTALS 22 51 13 10 178

4
Number indicates the hig‘hest level of intervention per case; only one category per case

NS O

One member resigned prior to the imposition of discipline
One member resigned as part of a criminal plea agreement

One member was terminated as a result of discipline

Three members remgned prior to the imposition of (115C1p11ne and one member was terminated
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PROSECUTION FOR FALSE CITIZEN COMPLAINTS

As can be seen from this report, the Division of State Police takes citizen COmplaints
seriously and tully investigates them. However, if a complaint is found to be fabricated
and maliciously pursue(i, the complainant may be sut)ject to criminal prosecution.
During 2007, charg’es were filed against one individual for tiling’ a false complaint

against Division members.

COMPLIMENTS

In addition to monitoring troopers’ conduct to ensure conformance to the hig’ilest
standards, the Division of State Police also accepts and appreciates all compliments
submitted ]3y the pu])lic reg’arcting’ troopers’ conduct. During 2007, the Division
received one thousand, one hundred and tl‘lirty-seven (1,137) citizen compliments
reg’arding’ actions l)y enlisted members. These citizen compliments were received in one
of the tol]owing’ manners: citizen g’enerateti letters of appreciation, the New Jersey State
Police Citizen Compliment/ Complaint Form, the Office of Professional Standards Toll-
free Compliment/ Compiaint Hotline, and e-mails.
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