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FROM THE SUPERINTENDENT . ..

General H. Norman Scliwarzlzopf, the first superintenclent of the New Jersey

State Police set the mission statement for this newly created force on December 5, 1921
i)y issuing General Order #1 which reads:

“It shall be the duty of the members of the New Jersey State Police to prevent
crime and pursue and appreliencl offenders. Members should bear in mind that the
prevention of crime is of greater importance than the punisllment of criminals. The
force in(i.iviclually and collectively should cultivate and maintain the g’ood opinion of the
people of the State ]3y prompt obedience to all lawful commancls, l)y a steady and
impartial line of conduct in the (iischarg'e of its duties and i)y cleanly, sober and or(lerly
habits and i)y a respectfui i)earing’ to all classes.”

The words of General Schwarzlzopi Cleariy demonstrate that he was a man of
vision, who understood the true nature of law enforcement. When many toclay seek to
redefine their organization’s “mission statement,” General SC]’IW&I‘Z]QOP{?S words cieariy
are as important toc].ay as tiley were in 1921. His words spealz to the proucl tradition
that has g’uide(l this organization for almost 80 years.

During the year 2000 we added the concept of performing’ our duties
“Constitutionaﬂy and with Compassion” to our “Core Value” statement. This brief
statement which was orig‘inatecl l)y former poiice commissioner Bill Bratton spealzs to
what I believe the central focus of law enforcement should be (luring’ this century.
General Order #1 and our newly acloptecl “core values” statement l)ring' a timeless

quality and a continuing sense of mission to each trooper of this organization.

General Scilwarzlzop{ state(]., “THE FORCE INDIVIDUALLY AND
COLLECTIVELY SHOULD CULTIVATE AND MAINTAIN THE GOOD OPINION
OF THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE.” This simple statement is paramount to success

of any law enforcement agency. Our jo]3 is to serve “every’ citizen of this state.

From the first day of service as Superinten(lent, I understood that as the ieading’
law enforcement agency of the state, we have a great responsibility to ensure that we in
fact policed ourselves to the best of our a]:)ility. This un(lerstan(iing’ has lead to my
making our internal affairs process, a model for law enforcement. We have reorganized,
we have increased in size, we have provicle(i. more career opportunities to the personnei
in this area, but most importantly we have stressed the need for t}ioroug}iness and

impartiaiity in all we do.
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It is my opinion that in the last year we have created an internal affairs unit, the
Office of Professional Standards (OPS), that understands and is guided by both General
Order #1 and our core value statement. Ttlroug}l OPS we hope to ensure that we
maintain the “g‘oocl opinion of the people of the state.” Reviews conducted to date lay
the Federal monitor and the Office of the Attorney General have reinforced my opinion

tllat we are on traclz in our ettorts.

On March 1, 2000, the state police established a new cliscipline policy for
personnel of this Division. It is anticipatect that the effects of this policy will be seen
during this year as year 2000 cases progress through the system. This report, which is
only the second of its kind, is a great improvement over what was released last year. Itis
my intent to make this an annual report available for review t)y the put)lic. We believe
that demonstrating’ what we do to police ourselves will in fact aid in “maintaining the
g’oocl opinion of the people of the state.” Just as we have put into place new personnel
and new policies in an effort to streng’then our internal affairs system, itis my belief that
the ctisciplinary policy of March 1, 2000 will loring’ about additional cllang'e in the

Con(luct ot our personnel.

While I believe that we have notable aCComplis}lments in these areas ) pro]olems
still remain. One issue overshadows everything else. “Timeliness” is a major point in
any effective clisciplinary system. Qur troopers, their Associations, the pu]:)lic, the
Federal monitor, the Office of the Attorney General and I all share great concern
reg’arcting’ the time periocl require(]. to ])ring’ internal investigations to condusion. At the
present time we have more than 120 cases that are 12 to 24 months old and 7 cases that
are more than 24 months old. In a(l(lition, we have 132 cases that are between 4 to 12
months. We are attempting to create a system in which all but the most complex cases
are Complete(l within 120 days. This g’oal, tlowever, will not be accomplistled in the
short term.

It is also important to note that since 1998, internal investigations have increased
from 221 to 584 in the year 2000. As can be seen cases had more than doubled.
Further, as was stated, we have increased the thoroughness and review of each of these
cases. The increase in cases and review process has resulted in a leng'thening’ of the
investigative periot].. We are currently exploring’ ways to streamline both investigations

and the review process.

I must also note another very important issue. In reviewing cases that have
complete(]. the investigative phase , it has become very apparent to me that we receive
numerous Complaints that have little or no merit. The mobile video camera has served
as a great investigative tool in resolving’ alleg’ations of misconduct. In 67 cases alone the
review of these vicleotapes has allowed us to expeclitiously close investigation. In
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addition, Vi(ieotapes have been of great assistance in expectiting’ investigations that must
be conducted. As you will note in the report, we have moved to prosecute four

individuals for tiling’ complaints that were totaliy without merit.

In the coming year, it is my intent to discuss with the Attorney General and
County Prosecutors the merit of l)ringing’ additional charg’es against individuals, who
have no basis for their complaints. In order for the state police to meet its g’oal of
resolving’ cases in a lzo-day period, cases that have “no” merit must be reduced. It is
clear from investigations conducted in 2000 that a number of individuals have filed
complaints in the ilopes of resolving’ or mitigating traffic summonses tlley have received.
The vi(].eotapes and even their own statements point directly to this condition.

At the present, I have directed that only in the most unusual circumstances would
we request prosecution for false poiice reports. This fact can be seen in that we have
oniy recommended four prosecutions in more than 937 cases (iuring the last two years.
A review of the cases would indicate there are several more in which we could have

recommen(le(l prosecution.

As I have stated the State Police since March 1, 2000 has been sui)jecte(l to a new
(iiscipline system. During each of the last three years the State Police has issued
approximateiy 400,000 summonses or been involved in some type of negative encounter
with the pui)lic. Further, the issue of “Racial Protiling'” and concerns reg’ar(ling’ this
issue have impacte(i on the opinion of the citizens of this state. Despite these factors the
State Police has received only 469 compiaints from outside this agency. While at the
same time the State Police has received 537 letters of compliments on its Complaint
form, 854 letters of appreciation, 29 toll-free hotline calls and 4 e-mail messages in each
case the State Police was praise(i for the work they doon a claiiy basis.

As the current Superintendent, I recognize what General Schwarzlzopt said in
1921, we must “maintain the g’oocl opinion of the peopie." We will dedicate ourselves to
stronger seit-policing’. We will make available to the g’eneral pulf)lic information in this
reg’ar(i to ensure tliey have a vehicle to determine what we are (ioing’. The pu]f)lic also has
a part in this matter. They also must not abuse the system for personal gain. | seek to
resolve all issues of genuine concern. No State Trooper should be allowed to conduct
herself or himself in a manner to t)ring’ discredit to this organization. While at the same
time, members of the put)iic should note that malicious aileg’ations that have no

foundation are also unacceptai)le and may also be su])ject to investigation.
In closing’ let me state that my g’oal is for every citizen and trooper to have

complete confidence in this organization as it pertains to fairness. 1 recognize that as in

any tamily, there will be those that stray from the correct patii. We are prepareci to
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address such issues. We have improve(l and plectg’e to continue in our efforts during’ the

current year.

Let me again state that I have committed myselt to ensure that the words of
General Schwarzlzopt are embraced in both t)ody and spirit })y every member of this

Division. We will be g’uidect loy his statement that “THE FORCE INDIVIDUALLY
AND COLLECTIVELY SHOULD CULTIVATE AND MAINTAIN THE GOOD
OPINION OF THE PEOPLE OF THE STATE.”

Honor, Duty and Fictelity

Col. Carson J. Dunbar, Jr.
Superintendent New Jersey State Police
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FROM THE SUPERVISOR,
OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS . . .

This Report is intended to provide the pu])lic and members of the Division of
State Police an open and candid analysis of Complaints against Division personnel. It
is also hopecl that this Report will increase awareness of the hig’h standards of conduct
require(l of New Jersey State Troopers. The information contained herein should permit
the citizen and trooper alike to evaluate the commitment and dilig’ence with which the
Division undertakes to maintain both this standard and the confidence and trust of the
pul)lic in deleg’ating to the State Police the solemn responsil)ility to police our own.

The members of this democratic society have entrusted the police with awesome
power and authority over individual rig’hts. These powers must be exercised without
a]:)using' individuals or a])riclg'ing’ rig’hts. At the same time, police officers, as members of
our democratic society, have rig’hts which must be accorded and simi]arly respecte(l when
alleg’ations of misconduct are made against them.

The Office of Professional Standards, cognizant of these ololig’ations to citizens
and to the individual trooper, will ensure a fair and thoroug’h investigation of
alleg’ations of misconduct and violations of rules and regulations. Prompt and thoroug’ll
investigations provicle a service to citizens who may be ag’g’rieve(l l)y State Police action.
T}ley also protect enlisted members who may have been Wrongfully accused. The Office
of Professional Standards will continue to strive to clevelop and maintain citizen and

member confidence in the integrity of the process.

The Office of Professional Standards is committed to promoting pulolic and
member confidence in the aloility and ol)lig’ation of the New Jersey State Police to
maintain the hig’h standard of police conduct requirecl of law enforcement officers in a
democratic, American society. In doing’ so, the values and traditions of the New Jersey
State Police will be uphelc]. and the Division will continue to maintain its reputation as a

leader among law enforcement agencies in the nation.

oseph R. Brennan, Major
Josep » Maj
Supervisor

Office of Professional Standards
New Jersey State Police
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INTRODUCTION:

THE DISCIPLINARY PROCESS OF THE NEW JERSEY STATE POLICE:

The New Jersey State Police is a full service, statewide police organization.
During 2000, the sworn compliment was 2,025 at its hig’iipoint. Over the year, troopers
of the State Police were involved in hundreds of thousands of police citizen contacts.

Many of these interactions were routine. Many involved stressful and critical situations.

The (iisciplinary system of the New Jersey State Police is unique within the state.
The New Jersey Supreme Court has recog’nize(i:

Unlike the compara]aiy routine issues of ctiscipiine that mig’i'it arise in connection
with employees in other departments of state government, the discipiine of state
troopers implicates not oniy the proper conduct of those eng’ag’ed in the most
sig’niticant aspects of law enforcement, involving’ the pu])lic satety and the
appreilension of ctang’erous criminals, but also the overall effectiveness,
pertormance standards, and morale of the State Police. As such, discipiine of
state troopers involves the most protounct and fundamental exercise of manag’erial

prerogative and policy.

State of New Jersey v. State Troopers Fraternal Association, 134 N.J. 393, 416
(1993)

The New Jersey State Police accepts, reviews and responds to all complaints
received from the public. These include anonymous complaints, complaints from third
party witnesses and compiaints from parties not (i.irectly involved in the incident from
which an alleg’ation arises. Notwithstanding’ the occurrence of citizens requesting to
withdraw a previously made complaint, the investigation is continued with or without
the assistance of the citizen malzing‘ the complaint. The investigative process assesses
the propriety of all conduct during’ the incident in which the alleg’e(i misconduct
occurred. If during’ the course of an investigation there is an indication that misconduct
occurred other than that aiieg’ect, the Division also investigates the additional potentiai

misconduct to its log'ical conclusion.

The State Poiice, as an employer, is made up of over 3 700 empioyees inciuding’
the aforementioned sworn members and the Division’s civilian protessionai and support
personnei. Due to the unique mission of the State Police, the Office of Professional
Standards handles complaints from the pul)lic about a troopers conduct, alleg’ations of

criminal conduct on the part of a member and also actju(licates routine employee
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cliscipline handled for other state and local empioyees as personnel matters under New

Jersey Department of Personnel rules and reg’ulations.

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 arising from citizen complaints alleg’ing’ line of ctuty misconduct on

the part of a trooper.

During the year 2000, sig’niticant initiatives and events have taken place to
enhance the internal affairs and disciplinary process and to increase pui)lic confidence.
The reorganization of the office tormerly known as the Internal Affairs Bureau to
establish the Office of Professional Standards moved the investigative and a(ljudication
functions from the Division Staff Section and placecl them under the control of a Major
reporting &irectly to the Superinten(i.ent. The Office of State Police Affairs, Office of
the Attorney General, was established in 1999 l)y the Attorney General as an external
entity to the State Police that works jointly with the Division reviewing all complaints ,
investigations and acljuclications handled l)y the Office of Professional Standards. The
Office of State Police Affairs also has the aut}lority and staff to conduct its own
investigations as well as to handle matters at the request of the State Police.

Under the consent decree entered into between the United States and the State of
New Jersey on December 30, 1999, federal monitors have access to and the alaility to
review and request additional work on all internal investigations. State Police Affairs ,
the Office of Professional Standards and the federal monitors worked tog‘etller cluring
2000 reviewing internal investigations and the ctisciplinary process and have endeavored
to improve the system even further. This joint effort continues during’ 2001.

The commitment t)y the State of New Jersey, the Attorney General and the
Superintendent to the most thoroug’h and fairest system possil)le is demonstrated ]oy the
increase in investigative and support personnel assig’ne(l to the Office of Professional
Standards and the development and acquisition of a state of the art information
teclinolog'y case traclzing’ system.

In ]anuary 1998, the former Internal Affairs Bureau consisted of 19 persons,
sworn and civilian. This included seven investigators. As of January 21, 2001, the
newly established Office of Professional Standards was made up of 54 persons. Of this
numl)er, 23 are full time, experienced investigators. A(lditionally, the authorization
exists to hire 5 protessional support personnel and the selection process is currently

ongoing.
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2000 OVERVIEW:

COMPLAINTS RECEIVED:

The Intake Unit of the Office of Professional Standards is responsit)le for

receiving, documenting’ and processing all complaints alleging’ misconduct or a violation
of State Police rules and reg’ulations against sworn members of the New Jersey State
Police. This includes complaints made l)y citizens as well as employment related
disciplinary matters.

During the year 2000, 584 complaints were received and processed t)y this unit
compared with 353 complaints in 1999 and 223 complaints in 1998. This represents a
65% increase in the number of complaints received in the year 2000 over those received

in the year 1999,

The increase in the number of complaints may be attributed in some part to the
media attention that the State Police has received. Ad(litionally, an aggressive outreach
campaign was initiated in late 1999 e(iucating’ the pul)lic as to how to make a complaint
against or submit a compliment for a member of the Division. Posters and signs
(iescrit)ing’ the complaint process have been place(i. in every State Police tacility and state
operated liig'llway service area. A(i(iitionally, every on-(luty member interacting with the
put;lic carries informational brochures and compliment complaint forms which must be
provi(le(]. to anyone who o]:)jects to the troopers conduct. Also, (luring’ 1999, the State
Police instituted and advertised the toll free hot line available twenty-tour hours which
goes (i.irectly to the Office of Professional Standards. Finally, the Office of State Police
Affairs within the Office of the Attorney General, external to the State Police, accepts
and investigates complaints and provi(ies an alternative to citizens concerned about
complaining’ directly to the State Police. Each of these initiatives has given the Division
and the citizen sig’niticantly more opportunities to provi(i.e feedback, compliments or
complaints about the operation of the Division and its personnel. Therefore, an increase

in the number of complaints is a log’ical outcome of these efforts.
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Three Year CompariSOn of Complaints Received

1998 1999 2000

ORIGIN OF COMPLAINTS:

Of the 584 complaints received and processed in 2000, 469 were initiated ]oy
members of the public, and 115 were initiated internally. Of the complaints initiated by
the pul)lic, 266 or 51% were initiated l)y citizens who had been arrested (56) or issued a
motor vehicle summons (210) by a member of the state police. Six complaints were
initiated as a result of an alleg’ation of ott-(iuty conduct relating’ to domestic violence.
The remaining 197 or 42% of the externaliy initiated complaints were l)y citizens who

were not arrested nor had ttiey receive(], any type ot motor vetlicle summons.

In 1999, of the 353 total complaints, 250 were initiated ]:)y members of the
pu]olic and 103 were initiated internally. Of the 223 total complaints initiated in 1998,
162 were initiated by members of the public and 61 were initiated internally.
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Three Year Comparison of Citizen Initiated and State Police Initiated Complaints

M Initiated by
members of the
State Police

[JInitiated by the
public

1998 1999 2000
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CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS INVOLVING
MEMBERS OF THE STATE POLICE:

The Office of Professional Standards investigates all matters where a member of
the State Police has become the sul)ject of a criminal proceeding’. Criminal procee(ling’s
arise in a variety of ways. Tl'ley can be initiated as a result of an investigation ]:)y Office
of Professional Standards personnel; they may be the result of state or federal criminal
investigations; they may arise from 0££-cluty matters; or tl‘ley may be the result of
counter-complaints filed against a trooper l)y a defendant after the defendant has been
arrested or charg’e(l I)y a trooper. Each matter represente(l below is the subject of a

pencling’ internal investigation.

Between January 1, 2000 and December 31, 2000, the {ollowing’ criminal

complaints were sig’necl or were pending’ against members of the Division:

Line of Duty: Citizen Initiated Criminal Matters

The following’ criminal charg’es were filed against members of the Division for
incidents alleg’ecl to occur on-duty. Most were filed l)y individuals, (not law enforcement
agencies) who were charge(]. with motor vehicle and/or criminal offenses l)y the member.
These cases have been reviewed, and it was administratively determined or pen(ling’

determination that the member’s actions were within the scope of official duties and

1e g’ally defenda]ale.

Member was charged with Harassment. This matter is pending court.

Member was charged with 2 counts of Aggravated Assault and 1 count of

Harassment. This matter is pending’ court.
Member was cllarg'ecl with Assault. This matter is pencling’ court.

Member was cllarg'ecl with Assault and Criminal Trespass. This matter is pending’

court.

Two members were charg’e(]. with Simple Assault. These charges are pen(].ing’

court.
Member was Charged with Harassment. The charge was dismissed.

Member was Charged with Harassment. The member was found Not Gui]ty.
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Member was cllarg’ecl with Assault. This cliarg’e was A(iministratively Dismissed.

Member was cliarg’eti with Assault. The member was found Not Guilty.

Member was Charg’e(i with Assault. The member was found Not Guilty.

Member was c}larg’e(i with Harassment, Assault, and Improper Behavior. The
member was found Not Guilty.

Member was c}larg’e(i with Aggravate(i Assault. This Charg’e was A(iministratively

Dismissed.

Member was charg’ecl with Ag’g’ravatecl Assault. This Cliarg’e was A(iministratively

Dismissed.

On-clutv Conduct: State Police or Other Law Enforcement Agency Initiated

Procee(iings

In these cases, a member has been criminaﬂy charg’e(l i)y the State Police or other
law enforcement agency and/or there has not been a fin(iing that the member’s behavior

was within the scope of the member’s official duties:

DATE OF OFFENSE CRIME/OFFENSE STATUS (as of January
16, 2001)
5/22/2000 Assault Pentiing’ Court
2/6/2000 Terroristic Threats Dismissed 5/17/2000
Assault

1/27/2000 Theft Guilty 12/18/2000
Pen(iing Disciplinary
Action

12/17/1999 Assault Guilty
8/1/2000;

Resig’ne(l 11/1/2000 Prior
to the Imposition of

Discipline
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4/19/1999

Official Misconduct
Attempte(l Murder
Ag’g’ravatecl Assault
Tampering With Public
Records

Pending’ Trial

4/19/1999

Official Misconduct
Attempte(l Murder
Ag’g’ravatecl Assault
Tampering With Public
Records

Pending’ Trial

2/21/99

Ass ault

Harassment

Not Guilty 8/15/2000

1/16/98

Official Misconduct
Bri])ery
Gifts to Public Servants

Guilty 5/24/1999
Dismissed from the
Division on 5/16/2000

OH-clutV Concluct:

These cases represent criminal or disorclerly persons offenses filed against

Division members acting in an off duty capacity and not related in any way to the

performance of their State Police duties.

Member was charg’ed with Simple Assault. This charge was A(].ministratively

Dismissed.

Member was charg’ecl with Olastructing’ the Administration of Law and Failure to

Disperse. This matter is pencling’ court.

Member was cllarg’ecl with Criminal Trespass and Criminal Mischief. These

charg’es were dismissed.

Member was charg’ecl with Assault. This charg’e was Aclministratively Dismissed.

Member was charg’ecl with Simple Assault. This charg’e was Aclministratively

Dismissed.
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Member was charg’ed with Ag’g’ravated Assault W/Firearm and Possession of a
Weapon for Unlawful Purpose. The member was found Not Guilty at jury trial.

Member was charg’ed with Criminal Mischief and Possession of Weapon for
Unlawful Purpose. These Charg’es are pencling’ court.

Member was Charged with Terroristic Threats and Assault. These Charg’es were
Dismissed.

Member was Charged with Possession of CDS (Cocaine) and Possession of
Narcotic Paraphernalia. The member was admitted to Pre-Trial Intervention
Program and was sul)sequently dismissed from the Division for related violations.

Member was charg’ed with Assault. The member was found Not Guilty.

Member was charg’e(]. with Assault and Harassment. The member was found Not
Guilty.

Member was cllarg’ecl with Harassment, Assault and Improper Behavior. The
member was found Not Guilty.

Member was charg’ecl with Threat to Kill, Assault, and Disor(lerly Conduct. These

charges were Administratively Dismissed.

Member was charg’ecl with Ag’g’ravatecl Manslaug’llter, Vehicular Homicide, and
Aggravate(l Assault. This matter is pen(ling’ court.

ASSIGNMENT OF INVESTIGATIONS:

Of the year 2000 complaints , 318 were assig’ned for investigation to members of
the Office of Professional Standards, 19 were referred to the Office of State Police
Affairs for investigation, and 187 were assig’necl to other State Police supervisory

personnel for investigation.
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ALLEGATION CATEGORIES AND OUTCOMES:

All Complaints are categ’orizecl based on the alleg’ecl offense. As of Septeml)er 1,
2000, compieted investigations, upon review i)y the Superintendent, are determined to

have one of the toilowing’ four dispositions:

Substantiated:

Untoundecl:

E Xonerate(].:

Insufficient evidence:

an aiieg’ation is determined to be “substantiated” if a
prepon(ierance of the evidence shows a member violated
State Police rules , regulations , protocols , standard operating

procedures, directives, or training

an alieg’ation is determined to be “unfounded” if a
prepon(ierance of the evidence shows that the aileg’eti

misconduct did not occur.

an alieg’ation is determined to be “exonerated” if a
preponderance of the evidence shows that the aiieg’e(i conduct
did occur but did not violate State Police rules , regulations )

operating procectures , directives or training.

an aiieg’ation is determined to be “insufficient evidence”
where there is insufficient evidence to decide whether the
aileg’ect act occurred.

Prior to Septem])er 1, 2000, complete(i investigations, upon review lay the

Superinten(i.ent, were determined to have one of the toliowing’ three dispositions:

Sut)stantiatect:

Untoun(ie(l:

Unsubstantiated:

an alieg’ation was determined to be “substantiated” if a
preponderance of the evidence showed a member violated
State Police ruies, reg’ulations, protocols, stan(iing’ operating

proceclures, directives, or training

an aiieg’ation was determined to be “unfounded” if a
prepon«ierance of the evidence shows that the alleg’eti
misconduct did not occur or that the member’s actions were

justitie(i., leg’ai, and proper.
an alieg’ation was determined to be “unsubstantiated” if the

investigation proctucecl insufficient information to prove or

disprove the alleg’ation.
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Of the 469 citizen initiated complaints in 2000, 174 have been resolved. During
the intake phase 67 were closed l)y investigation and/or review of mobile video
recor(ling’s of the incidents where the evidence showed that there were no violations of
State Police policies or proceclures. In addition, 107 investigations were completecl. Of
the 107 completed investigations, 10 (9.3%) resulted in a substantiated finding.

Investigation continues into 295 citizen complaints.
Of the 115 Complaints initiated l)y State Police supervisors or members in 2000,

34 investigations were completecl. Of the 34 completed, 18 (52.9%) resulted in
substantiated £in<1ing’s. Eig’hty-one of these complaints are pen(ling’ investigation.
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YEAR 2000 SUMMARY OF NEW
COMPLAINTS AND COMPLETED CASES:

The left side of the {ollowing’ table summarizes the total number of complaints
received l)y the Office of Professional Standards during' the year 2000 that resulted in
Internal Investigations, the origin of the complaints , the total number of Principals
(meml)ers of the Division who have been identified as the suhjects of the investigations),
and the g’eneral categories of the alleg’ations. The rig’llt side summarizes the adjudication

of cases ]oy category that occurred cluring’ the year 2000, which include complaints from
1999 and earlier:

Please refer to the tables on the £0Howing’ pag’e.1

1

Note: The intake and disposition of complaints is an ongoing process. During investigations matters may
be reclassified. During the year, the Division also reports case data to the federal monitors as well as to the Office of
the Attorney General which each pu]alisll case data. Due to the fluid nature of the han(lling’ of these matters, slig’ht

numerical differences may exist if the reports are compare(l.
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NEW JERSEY STATE POLICE, OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS
SUMMARY OF NEW COMPLAINTS
REPORTING PERIOD: JANUARY 1, 2000 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2000

2000 Cases Received l)y Category for Internal Investigation

Complaint Classification Origin Principals
Public SP

Improper Search 7 5
Theft 4 2 6
Assault 45 3 53
Excessive Force 4 7
Differential Treatment 79 81
Other Harassment 44 3 43
Domestic Violence 8 3 15
Drug Violation 1 2 2
Alcohol Violation 1 1
Failure to Perform Duty 42 26 62
Driving Violation 43 1 33
Attitude and Demeanor 110 1 111
Admin. Violations 12 61 78
Other 70 12 78
TOTALS 469 115 575
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NEW JERSEY STATE POLICE, OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS
SUMMARY OF COMPLETED CASES
REPORTING PERIOD: JANUARY 1, 2000 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2000

Cases Complete(l Ly Category in Year 2000

Complaint Written Summary General Charges Filed Charges Filed Closed as
Classification Repriman(is Disciplinary Disciplinary Summary General Unfounded,
Issued Hearings Hearings Disciplinary Disciplinary Unsubstantiated,
Held Held Hearings Hearings Insufficient
Evidence
Improper Search 4
Theft 1 3
Assault 9
Excessive Force
Differential 27
Treatment
Other Harassment 5 1 2 11
Domestic 1 1 2 3 5
Violence
Drug Violation 1
Alcohol Violation
Failure to 6 18
Perform Duty
Driving Violation 32
Attitade and 57
Demeanor
Admin. Violations 64 2 7 20 17 11
Other 45
TOTALS 76 3 8 23 22 223

* In 2000, 6 or 22% of the 27 cases closed in the Differential Treatment category resulted in Substantiated

secondary alleg‘ations.
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MAJOR CASE OVERVIEW FOR 2000:

During 2000, a small number of the Division’s 2,625 enlisted personnel were involved
with alleg'ations of serious misconduct. These included administrative violations, violations
of the pu])lic trust and, in some cases, criminal alleg’ations. The Office of Professional
Standards has initiated investigations into these violations which have resulted in the
suspension of 4 Division members, and the suspension and suljsequent resignation of 1
Division member all pen(ling’ the completion of the investigation and disposition of the

alleg’ations. Please note that one case may appear in more than one category within this
report.

MAJOR INVESTIGATIONS SERIOUS MISCONDUCT BREAKDOWN:

Criminal Law Violations 2
Firearms Use ancl Relate(], Conduct 1
Hleg’al Drug Use and Related Conduct 2

MAJOR INVESTIGATIONS SYNOPSIS:

Criminal Violations:

Member was suspencle(]. after Leing’ arrested l)y a local police clepartment for
Olastructing' the Administration of Justice, Resisting Arrest, and Failure to Disperse.

Member was suspen&ecl after laeing’ cllarg'ecl with Theft as a result of laeing’ observed l)y
other State Police personnel on a surveillance camera in a state police facility removing
property he did not own from a secured locker. The member was subsequently found
g’uilty of the aforementioned cllarg'e in municipal court.
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Firearms Use ancl Relate(], Concluct:

Member was suspencle(i after ]oeing’ arrested ]:)y a local police clepartment after an off
(iuty incident involving’ (iisc}larg’ing a weapon and was charg’ecl with Criminal Mischiei,
Possession of a Weapon for Unlawful Purpose, and Tampering with Evidence.

Illee’al Drug Use ancl Relatecl Con(].uct:

Member was suspen(ie(i after an annual Medical Review Examination urine screening
was positive for an illeg’al controlled (iang’erous substance and the member refused to
provi(ie a second man(iatory urine specimen. The member sui)sequently resig’ne(i from

the Division pen(iing' clisciplinary charg’es.
Member was suspencle(i after an Office of Professional Standards investigation
(ievelope(i information in(iicating' the member had ing’este(i an illegal controlled

(iang'erous substance ofi-duty and a su])sequent urine screening was positive for the
presence of an illeg’al substance.

COMPLETED DISCIPLINE:

The State Police disciplinary system provi(ies for 3 formal (iispositions to
substantiated violations of rules and reg’ulations. Tliey are:

General Disciplinary Hearing: may result in termination, suspension of any duration

impose(i Ly Superinten(ient, and/or a reduction in rank

an(i/ or g’racle

Summary Disciplinary Hearing: may result in a suspension of up to 30 clays

Written Reprimand: may result in a suspension of up to 5 clays

SYNOPSIS OF MAJOR DISCIPLINE:

The following’ is a synopsis of (iiscipline impose(i as a result of General and Summary
Disciplinary Hearings clui‘ing 2000:

Member plea(i g‘uilty to Violating’ rules and reg’ulations reg’ar(iing properly reporting his
activities and was suspen(iecl for 30 clays.

Member plea(], g’uilty to violating’ rules and reg’ulations reg’arcling’ dissemination of
confidential information and was suspen«ie(i for 10 (iays.
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Member pleacl g’uilty to l)eing' culpalaly inefficient l)y not talzing’ any enforcement
action (i.uring' a one month period and was suspended for 5 clays.

Member pleacl g’uilty to provi(iing’ misinformation cluring’ an internal investigation and

was suspen(le(l for 20 (iays.

Member plead g’uilty to violating’ rules and reg’ulations regar(ling' possession of
unauthorized weapons and was suspended for 30 days.

Member plead g’uilty to l)eing’ culpa]oly inefficient with reg'ar(l to duties as a supervisor
and was suspended for 6 months.

Member pleacl g’uilty to loring’ing’ discredit to the division with reg’arc], to operation of a
motor vehicle off duty and was suspended 30 days.

Member was found guilty of violating’ the Attorney General's Law Enforcement Drug
Testing Policy and was terminated from the State Police.

Member was found g’uilty of official misconduct (inappropriately accepting cash from a
motorist in retum for not performing’ his official duty) and was terminated from the
State Police.

Member was separate(l from the Division when a pre-trial agreement in which the

member ag’reecl to resign was enforced.

Member was c}iarg’ed with improper handling of a prisoner and appeare(l at a General
Disciplinary Hearing. This matter is pencling’ a decision l)y the Superintenclent.

In addition, three members resig’necl/retirecl from the Division of State Police in lieu of
disciplinary hearing’s. Seven other enlisted members retired during' 2000 with pencling’
internal investigations. Three of these investigations were su]:)sequently completecl with

recommended discipline.

The Office of Professional Standards has 23 General Disciplinary Hearings and 22
Summary Discipline Hearings scheduled to be held in 2001.
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SYNOPSIS OF MINOR DISCIPLINE:

In addition to disciplinary liearing's ) during’ the year 2000 there were 76 Written
Reprimancts issued l)y the Superintendent for a variety of offenses. These include
suspensions from 0to 5 days. The toﬂowing is a synopsis of Written Reprimands issued }Dy
the Superintendent:

Fourteen were issued for Lost Equipment

Twelve were issued for violations of unit sctle(tuling’ and work assignment policies

uncovered during an audit of a specific unit’s activities.
Eleven were issued for Failure to Comply with Orders, Policies or Directives
Nine were issued for Failing’ to Call in Motor Vehicle Stops
Nine were issued for Incomplete, Erroneous or False Reports
Six were issued for Questionable Conduct

Six were issued for Engaging in Inappropriate Comments
Three were issued for Culpal)le Inetticiency

Two were issued for Leaving Assig’nect Patrol Area

One was issued for Failure to Appear in Court

One was issued for Failure to Sateg’uard Evidence

One was issued for a Domestic Dispute

One was issued for Failing’ to take an Internal Complaint

One was issued for Failure to Perform Duty
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OTHER CORRECTIVE ACTIONS:

The Superintenclent, in conjunction with the Office of Professional Standards,
implementecl a Written Warning Program cturing’ the year 2000 in which inappropriate or
deficient conduct ]3y a member not appropriate for or not requiring a disciplinary sanction
may be documented in a formal manner. The institution of the Written Warning Program
was desig’ned to appraise and improve individual pertormance of members where minor,
procectural deficiencies are noted which may or may not constitute a violation of a Rule,

Reg’ulation or Order.

The Written Warning is issued l)y the Office of Professional Standards at the direction
of the Superintendent as a result of a review of an internal investigation, a mobile video
recor(ling’ or 1)y other means l)y which the Superinten(ient becomes aware of the specitic
conduct deemed to be inappropriate. The Written Warning does not impact upon a member’s
promotional elig’i]oility, record of conduct or consideration for a specialist selection. The
Written Warning remains active for monitoring purposes for five years so that in the event
that a member engages in similar inappropriate Con(luct, the affected member’s conduct for
any repetitive violation will be closely scrutinized and may result in discipline or further

counSeling’ .

In the year 2000, eig‘hteen Written Warnings were issued to members whose conduct
rang’ed from unprotessional or inappropriate comments made cluring’ a motor vehicle stop, to
failure to take appropriate action as a member or supervisor when receiving a citizen
complaint. In addition, the Office of Professional Standards is in the process of issuing 37
Written Warnings as the result of an investigation into violations of unit scliecluling' and

administrative practices.
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PROSECUTIONS FOR FALSE CITIZEN COMPLAINTS:

The Division of State Police takes citizen complaints seriously and tully investigates
them . However, if a complaint is found to be fabricated and maliciously pursuecl, the

complainant may be sui)ject to criminal prosecution.

Severai cases were reterre(i to the Ottice ot ttie Attorney General tor review when
evidence clearly showed that the alleg’ations against members of the Division were false.
Three persons were successtully prosecutect cturing’ the year 2000:

Complainant was charg’e& after his notarized statement aHeg’ing misconduct ]3y a
member was proven to be false. The motor vehicle stop was captureti on video and

audio and the complainant’s aileg'ations were found to be false.

Complainant was prosecute(i after testitying’ before a municipal court ju(ige about a
motor vehicle violation. The complainant made false aileg’ations against a member
(iuring his testimony. When the municipal court judg’e reviewed an audio and video
recor(ling' of the motor vehicle stop, the juctg’e found the complainant to be untruthful.
The complainant was indicted and prosecute(i for False Swearing.

Complainant alleg’e(i that a member threatened him (iuring a motor vehicle stop. A

review of the audio and video recorcling’ of the stop showed that the complainant’s
alleg‘ation was false. The complainant was indicted for Faiseiy Incriminating Another.
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COMPLIMENTS RECEIVED IN 2000:

During 2000, the Division of State Police received 1,424 citizen compliments
reg’arding’ actions l)y enlisted members. The aforementioned citizen compliments were
received in one of the following four manners, citizen g’enerate(l letters of appreciation, the
New Jersey State Police Citizen Compliment/ Complaint Form, the Office of Professional
Standards Toll-free Compliment/ Complaint Hotline (]:)oth of which were initiated in April of
2000), and e-mails. Following is a breakdown of the citizen compliments received (luring’ the

past year:
Letters of Appreciation: 854
Citizen Compliment/Complaint form: 537
Toll-free Hotline: 29
E-mail: 4
Total 1,424
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OPEN CASES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2000:

Active Investigations at end of year: 1998 1999 2000 Total
7 122 265 394
Completed Investigations pen(ling review: 149
Cases staye(]. pending’ outcome of criminal proceecling’s: 7
Substantiated cases pending’ formal hearing’ : 45
Age Profile of Pending’ Investigations as of 12/31/00
Between 0 and 4 months old: 133
Between 4 and 12 months old: 132
Between 12 and 24 Months old: 122
Older than 24 Months: _7
Total 394
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