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FROM THE SUPERINTENDENT...

I am prou(i to present the Governor, State Legislature , and the citizens of New Jersey with the
Office of Professional Standards 2005 Annual Report. The New Jersey State Police remains
committed to preserving the pui)iicys trust and confidence that our state troopers are con(iucting’
themselves in a proiessional and exemplary manner. The pui)lic justiiia]oly expects that all of
our members carry out their duties and responsii)iiities fairly, impartially, and constitutionaily.

The pubiic’s perception of the New Jersey State Police is g’reatly enhanced i)y our own
expectations to hold our members to an extremeiy liig’li standard of conduct. The Office of
Professional Standards 2005 Annual Report is our endeavor to be transparent and open to
pui)iic scrutiny. To that end, this report contains information relating’ to complaints and
compliments against state troopers, and the results of our internal investigative and disciplinary

process.

All complaints against members of the New Jersey State Police are iuliy investig’atecl and
pursuecl to. their iog‘icai conclusion. The Office of Professional Standards conducts tiioroug'ii,
fair and impartial internal investigations and oversees the disciplinary system. In April 2004,
the tasks relating to internal affairs reform were removed from the Consent Decree due to the
Office of Professional Standards maintaining substantial compliance with the terms of the
Decree for a two year periO(i. This milestone set a new standard for the entire Division.

Today, the New Jersey State Police has embraced organizational accountai)iiity at all ranks
which is evidenced in the recent release of the 13" In(lependent Monitoring Report which
credits the State Police with 100 percent compliance in all requirements of the 1999 Consent
Decree for a second consecutive monitoring period. I would like to commend the men and
women of the New Jersey State Police for all of their hard work and dedication (].uring‘ the past
year. Acliieving’ a 100 percent compliance rate in perforxnance of their duties is a testament to
our troopers and their level of competency and professionalism. The Division has used the
Consent Decree as a vehicle to embrace organizational cliang'e, aiiowing’ us to go i)eyond its

parameters, and an opportunity to a(iopt a pattern and practice of sustained excellence.

Ciiang’es in policies and proce(iures couple(i with the ieverag’ing of technolog’y has built a solid
foundation for continued best practices as we move into 2006. This includes effective training
programs, sound poiicies g’ui(iing’ trooper conduct, supervisory and management accountai)ility,
tlioroug’li and timeiy investigation of citizen compiaints, and discipline. All members are called
on to act in a manner that will maintain the confidence and trust of the citizens of New Jersey,
and all those traveiing tiiroug'li our state.

Honor, Duty, iclelity

S

Joseph R. Fuentes
Colonel

Superinten(ient



FROM THE COMMANDING OFFICER, OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL
STANDARDS...

As the Commanciing’ Officer of the Office of Professional Standards , Tam proud to present the
2005 Annual Report which is an open and candid look at the disciplinary system of the New
Jersey State Police. The information contained in the report clearly reflects the State Police’s
commitment to maintaining the hig‘hest standards of conduct and integrity that is demanded of
New Jersey State Troopers. This report will permit citizens and troopers alike to appraise our
commitment to this endeavor, while ensuring the pu])iicys trust and confidence in our efforts to

police our own.

The pui)licys perception of the New Jersey State Police is based not only on personai interactions
and contacts with our state troopers, but on lznowiedg'e g’ained from org’anizational
transparency. The Office of Professional Standards Annual Report demonstrates our
commitment to be transparent. This report provi(ies information to the pui)lic we serve
reg’arcling’ the conduct of our state troopers and we welcome the pu]olic’s review and scrutiny.

The Office of Professional Standards was removed from the Consent Decree in April 2004
based on meeting or excee(iing' the very strict requirements pertaining to the internal affairs
process for a two-year periocl. While the Office of Professional Standards is proud of our
achievements , it'is important to note the Consent Decree was never viewed as an oi)stacle, but
rather a baseline for us to a(iopt a pattern and practice of best practices to sustain excellence.

To assist us in our endeavor in maintaining the liig’iiest level of periormance and accountai)ility,
the Office of State Police Aftairs, Office of Attorney General, conducts in(lepenclent audits of
the Office of Professional Standards. In the Iuiy 2005 audit, the Office of State Police Affairs
conducted a 100% review of internal affairs files pertaining to critical incidents such as domestic
violence, excessive torce, racial protiling’/disparate treatment, illeg’al search and false arrest, and
found the Office of Professional Standards continues to periorm in an exemplary manner.

Iam prou(]. of the accomplishments of the Office of Professional Standards which would not
have been possi]ole without the committed leadersiiip, support, and dedication of the
Superintendent, Colonel Josepii R. Fuentes, his executive stati, members of the Office of
Professional Standards ) and the rank and file of our state troopers.

The Office of Professional Standards will continue to adopt a pattern and practice of sustained
excellence in order to maintain the confidence and trust of the citizens of New Jersey, and all
those traveling throug‘h our state. I have full confidence in our reporting and disciplinary
system which allows us to accept complaints and compliments reg’ar(iing’ the conduct of our state
troopers, while ensuring a fair and impartial investigative and ciisciplinary process.

The Office of Professional Standards will continue these efforts and in (ioing so, the New Jersey
State Police will continue to maintain its reputation as a lea(].er among‘ law enforcement

agencies in the nation.

Roi)ertJ 1cc}11n0 Major
Commanchng’ Ottwer
Office of Professional Standards



EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

This report is intended to provi(le the Governor, State Leg’islature , 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 compre}lensive look at the disciplinary system employed }Dy
the Division. Included in the report are explanations of how the Division receives
complaints , classifies the aﬂeg’ations , assigns cases for investigation, and a(lju(licates
substantiated charg’es against enlisted members. The report also provicles overviews of
major and minor discipline impose(l in 2005 as the result of substantiated alleg’ations
and other actions taken l)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 clisciplinary
system. Asa result of this review, the Internal Affairs Burcau was reorg’anize(l and the
Office of Professional Standards was established. The investigative and adjudication
functions were transferred from the Division Staff Section and place(]. under the control
of a major reporting clirectly to the superinten(].ent. During 2001, the Division Stancling’
Operating Procedure that governs the Office of Professional Standards was completely
revised, and the new policy was acloptec], in January 2002. This revision ultimately
resulted in the formation of two distinct bureaus within the office.

INTERNAL AFFAIRS INVESTIGATION BUREAU

The Internal Affairs Investigation Bureau is responsi]nle for investigating all misconduct
complaints made against enlisted members of the State Police. This bureau is
commanded 1)y a captain hol(ling the position of bureau chief. The bureau also has an
assistant bureau chief llolcling’ the rank of licutenant. In addition to the command
staff, there are three reg’ional investigative units. There are currently tllirty-two persons
assigne(l to this bureau, twenty-eig’llt enlisted and four civilian support persons. This
includes twenty-three full time investigators holding at least the rank of detective

sergeant.
INTAKE AND ADJUDICATION BUREAU

The Intake and Acljuclication Bureau is also commanded l)y a captain, as bureau chief,
and lieutenant, as assistant bureau chief. The bureau is divided into four units with

varying responsil)ilities:

The Intake Unit: Accepts, classifies, and assigns or refers all reportal)le incidents
received 1)y the Office of Professional Standards. This unit is also responsible for



notitying’ complainants and members of the Division's response to the

complaints .

The Administrative Internal Proceeding’s Unit: Responsil)le for the a(].ju(lication
of substantiated alleg’ations , convening disciplinary hearing’s , traclzing’ civil

complaints against the Division and its members, and acts as a liaison between
P ,

the Office of Professional Standards and the Office of the Attorney General,
Office of State Police Aftairs, Division of Law, 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.
It also assists sections and bureaus in cteveloping’ systems of review for the cost
effective use of resources and reviews all proce(iures concerning division financial
accounts. The unit assures that the “Ethical Standards Conflict of Interest Law,”
N.J.S.A. 52:13D-12 et seq., is reviewed annualiy l)y all Division personnel. The
unit acts as a liaison between the Division of State Police and Department of Law
and Public Satety and all other authorized audit groups.

The Staff Inspection Unit: Responsi]nle for instructing field officers in proper
inspection techniques , reviewing inspection reports submitted ]Jy field
supervisors, con(lucting’ evidence and administration inspections of stations and

field units, and examining supervisory mobile video recorcting’ reviews.

On December 31, 2005, the Office of Professional Standards consisted of 70 persons.
This includes 17 professional support personnel and 53 enlisted persons.
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OFFICE OF STATE POLICE AFFAIRS

The Office of State Police Affairs, within the Office of the Attorney General, was
established lay 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 acljuclications handled ]:)y 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 work, the Office of State Police Affairs functions as
an important liaison between the State Police, the Indepen(lent Monitoring Team, and
the Department of Justice's Civil Rig’l'its Division.

Under the Consent Decree entered into between the United States and the State of New
Jersey on December 30, 1999, an In(iepen(ient Monitoring’ Team had access to and the
al)ility to review and request additional work on all internal investigations. The Office
of State Police Affairs , the Office of Professional Stan(lar(ls, and the Inclepen(lent
Monitoring Team work tog’ether reviewing internal investigations and the disciplinary

process. They have endeavored to continually improve the system.

In April 2004, the court terminated oversig}lt of the Office of Professional Standards
l)y federal monitors, which had been ordered under the Consent Decree, in response to a
joint motion 1)y the State and the United States Department of Justice. The Office of
Professional Standards was lauded loy the Indepenclent Monitoring Team as a “sliining’
star” for its work in Con(lucting internal affairs pro]oes. Since the court’s termination of
federal monitor oversig’l'it of the State Police internal investigations, the Office of State
Police Affairs is the primary entity that monitors investigations conducted i)y the Office
of Professional Standards.

The commitment l)y the State of New Jersey, the Attorney General, and the
Superinten(ient to the most thoroug’}i, fair, and efficient system possii)le is demonstrated
l)y the increase in investigative and support personnel assig’necl to the Office of
Professional Standards and the (levelopment and acquisition of a state of the art
information technolog’y case traclzing’ system.
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STATE POLICE DISCIPLINARY PROCESS

The New Jersey State Police is a statewide police organization that provi(ies a full range
of poiice services. During 2005, the sworn complement was 2,997 at its ilig’ilpoint. The
civilian Complement pealzecl at 1,535. In 2005, troopers were involved in an excess of
two million 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 recognized:

Unlike the compara]oiy routine issues of discipiine that mig’ht arise in connection
with employees in other departments of state government, the (iiscipline of state
troopers implicates not oniy the proper conduct of those eng’ag’e(l 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, (tiscipline of
state troopers involves the most protouncl and fundamental exercise of manag’eriai

prerogative and policy.1

The State Police, as an employer, is made up of 4,532 employees inclu(iing’ the
aforementioned sworn members and the Division’s civilian protessionai and support
personnel. Due to the unique mission of the State Police, the Office of Professional
Standards handles complaints from the pu])iic about troopers’ conduct and aiieg’ations of

criminal conduct t)y members.

The statistics and cases embodied in this report represent all disciplinary matters
invoiving’ troopers. It would be inaccurate to attribute the sum of these statistics and
cases to aliegations solely arising from citizen COmplaints alleg’ing line of duty
misconduct on the part of a trooper since the statistics also include internaiiy g’eneratecl
alleg'ations of violations of the Division’s Rules and Reg’ulations, as well as complaints of
misconduct while off duty.

COMPLAINT PROCESS

The New Jersey State Police accepts, reviews, and responc],s to all compiaints received
from the pu])lic. Compiaints may be made in person at any State Police tacility, ]:)y
teiepi'ione or fax, or throug’ii the mail. The Office of Professional Standards does not
accept direct e-mail compiaints , but other state agencies, such as the Office of the
Attorney General, Citizen Services, occasionaily forwards compiaints of this nature that

1State of New Jersey v. State Troopers Fraternal Association, 134 N.J. 393, 416 (1993)
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ti'iey receive. These include anonymous complaints , compiaints from third party
witnesses, and complaints from parties not (iirectly involved in the incident from which
an aHeg’ation arises. Notwitilstancling' 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 cluring the incident in which the aileg’e(i misconduct occurred.
If cluring’ the course of an investigation there is an indication that misconduct occurred
other than that alieg’e(i, the Division also investigates the additional potential
misconduct to its iog’ical conclusion.

The Intake Unit of the Office of Professional Standards is responsiloie for receiving,
(iocumenting’, processing, ciassi{'ying', and (iisseminating' all compiaints against sworn
members of the New Jersey State Police alleging’ misconduct or violations of State Police
Rules and Reg’ulations. This includes compiaints made t)y citizens, as well as
employment-relatecl disciplinary matters.

During 2005, 1,088 total incidents were reportect and classified comparecl to 1,058 in
2004, 1,062 in 2003, 952 in 2002, and 886 incidents in 2001. This represents a 2.8%
increase in the number of reporta]nie incidents received in the year 2005 over those
received in the year 2004, while the total number of the Division’s enlisted personnel
increased 7.6% for the same period.

The number of reportal)le incidents increased in 2005 due in part to the Division’s
continued aggressive outreach campaign initiated in late 1999 e(],ucating’ the pul)lic as to
how to make a compiaint against or submit a compliment for a member of the Division.
Posters and signs descri]:)ing the compiiment/complaint process can be found in every
State Police taciiity and state operatecl hig’i’iway service area. In addition, every on-ctuty
member interacting with the put)iic carries informational brochures and compiiment/
compiaint forms which must be provi(ie(i to anyone who ol)jects to or compiiments the
trooper’s conduct. Also, during’ 1999, the State Police instituted and advertised a toll
free hot line available twenty-tour hours which goes clirectiy to the Office of Professional
Standards.

Finaliy, the Office of State Police Attairs, within the Office of the Attorney General,
external to the State Police, accepts and investigates compiaints while provicling’ an
alternative to citizens concerned about complaining directiy to the State Police. Each of
these initiatives has provi(ie(i citizens sig’niticantiy more opportunities to provicle
tee(it)aclz, COmpliments or complaints about the operation of the Division and its
personnei. These efforts continued tin'oug'iiout 2005.

12



Five Year Comparison of Number of Incidents Reported

200 202 2 208 0 204 2005

2 In 2005, the enlisted personnel contingent of the Division increased by 7.6% over the total for 2004, while
the total number of reporta]ale incidents increased lay 2.8% during the same periocl.
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CLASSIFICATION OF REPORTED INCIDENTS

Before January 2002, complaints that were received 1)y the former Internal Affairs
Bureau and the current Office of Professional Standards were reviewed and classified as
Misconduct, Administrative, or EEQ/AA Matters referred to the office for disciplinary
action. In January 2002, the revised Stancling’ Operating Procedure (“S.0.P.7)
governing the classification of complaints was adopte(i. A fourth classification,
Per{ormance, was added. Since the a(].option of the revised S.O.P. , minor infractions
and inadvertent proce(iural violations that were previously considered Misconduct are
now classified as Performance Issues. In 2003, a fifth category, Compliance, was added.
This classification is used when the Administrative Absence Unit in the Human
Resource Management Bureau detects and substantiates a violation of the Division’s sick
leave policy and forwards the case to the Office of Professional Standards for
a(iju(iication and (].iscipiinary action.

MISCONDUCT

When incidents are reporte(i to the Office of Professional Standards , they are place(i in
one of four categories after loeing’ reviewed l)y the Comman(].ing' Officer. 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, Standing’ Operating Procedures, or any
applicalf)le federal or state statutes, the matter is classified as Administrative Misconduct,

and an internal investigation is initiated.

PERFORMANCE

Performance is a category introduced in January 2002 with the a(ioption of the revised
Stancling’ Operating Procedure governing incident classification. When a complaint is
reviewed and it is determined that an enlisted member of the Division committed a
minor iniraction, the matter is classified as a Performance Issue. These matters are
returned to the members’ command for resolution. The command is require(i 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’h his/her chain of command cletailing’ the corrective

actions taken to resolve the issue.

ADMINISTRATIVE

When the reportec], incident does not infer a trooper has violated any of the Division’s
Rules and Reg’ulations, Stan(iing Operating Proce(iures, or applical)le federal or state
laws , the incident is classified as an Administrative matter.

14



EEO / AA INVESTIGATION FORWARDED TO O.P.S. FOR DISCIPLINARY ACTION

When the Division’s Recruiting and Equal Opportunity Bureau conducts an
investigation and alleg’ations are substantiated against enlisted members of the Division,
those cases are forwarded to the Office of Professional Standards for a(iju(iication and
disciplinary action.

COMPLIANCE INVESTIGATIONS FORWARDED TO O.P.S. FOR DISCIPLINARY ACTION
When the Administrative Absence Unit in the Human Resource Management Bureau
detects and substantiates a violation of the Division’s medical leave policy, it forwards
the case to the Office of Professional Standards for a(iju(iication and (iiscipiinary action.

Five Year Breakdown of Incident Classifications

2001 | 2002 | 2003 | 2004 | 2005
MISCONDUCT 642 | 391 | 414 | 407 413
PERFORMANCE 262 | 300 | 232 277
ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES 239 | 294 | 340 | 414 398
COMPLIANCE 2 4 0
EEO / AA INVESTIGATIONS 5 5 6 1 0
FORWARDED TO O.P.S. FOR
DISCIPLINE
ToTALS 886 952 | 1,062 | 1,058 | 1088

ORIGIN OF COMPLAINTS

In 2005, of the 413 total misconduct complaints , 286 (69%) were initiated t)y members
of the pu])lic and 127 (31%) were initiated internaily. Of the misconduct complaints
initiated 1)y the pu])lic, 152 (53%) involved citizens who had been arrested or issued a
motor vehicle summons l)y a member of the State Police. In addition, the Office of
Professional Standards received 277 reporta]nle incidents which were classified as
Performance Issues; 251 (91%) of these complaints were initiated l)y members of the
put)lic and 26 (9%) were initiated internaily. For the purposes of the chart displayeti
below, the cumulative number of Performance Issues and Misconduct Complaints is

lneing’ used.
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In 2004, of the 407 total misconduct complaints , 301 (74%) were initiated l)y members
of the pu])lic and 106 (26%) were initiated internaliy. Of the misconduct complaints
initiated l)y the pu]:)lic, 156 (51.8%) involved citizens who had been arrested or issued a
motor vehicle summons t)y a member of the State Police. In a(],(tition, the Office of
Professional Standards received 232 reporta]:)le incidents which were classified as
Performance Issues; 213 (92%) of these c0mp1aints were initiated 1)y members of the
pu])iic and 19 (8%) were initiated internaliy. For the purposes of the chart ctisplayect
lnelow, the cumulative number of Performance Issues and Misconduct Complaints is

l)eing’ used.

In 2003, of the 414 misconduct complaints received, 263 (63.5%) were initiated l)y
members of the pulf)lic and 151 (36.5%) were initiated internally. Of the misconduct
complaints initiated l)y the pul)lic, 131 (49.8%) involved citizens who had been arrested
or issued a motor vehicle summons l)y a member of the State Police. In a(t(iition, of the
300 reportalole incidents classified as Performance Issues, 252 (84%) resulted from
citizen complaints and 48 (16%) were initiated internauy. For the purposes of the chart
clisplayecl below, the cumulative number of Performance Issues and Misconduct
Complaints is t)eing used.

In 2002, 262 cases that would have previously been considered Misconduct were
classified as Performance Issues. In a(ictition, 391 matters were classified as
Misconduct. The total of these two categories, 653 cases, requireti management
intervention on the part of the Division. For the purposes of the chart c],isplaye(]. below,
the cumulative number of Performance Issues and Misconduct Complaints is ]:)eing’
used. Of the 653 combined cases, 512 (78%) were initiated l)y the pu])iic and 141
(22%) were internauy g’enerate(i.

In 2001, 642 misconduct complaints were received and processe(i, 518 (81%) were
initiated l)y members of the pu])lic and 124 (19%) were initiated internaHy. Of the
complaints initiated t)y the put)lic , 229 (44%) were initiated ]:)y citizens who had been

arrested or issued a motor vehicle summons l)y a member of the State Police.

16



FIVE YEAR COMPARISON OF COMPLAINT SOURCES
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CRIMINAL PROCEEDINGS INVOLVING DIVISION MEMBERS

The Office of Professional Standards investigates all matters where a member of the
State Police has become the sul)ject of a criminal proceecling’. Criminal procee(ling’s
arise in a variety of ways. They can be initiated as a result of an investigation Ly Office
of Professional Standards personnel; tlley may be the result of state or federal criminal
investigations; they may arise from off-(luty matters; or tlley may be the result of
counter-complaints filed against a trooper loy a defendant after the defendant has been
arrested or charg’ed 1)y a trooper. Each matter represente(l below is the su})ject of a

pencling’ internal investigation.

Between January 1, 2005 and December 31, 2005, the following’ criminal complaints

were signe(l or were pen(ling’ against members of the Division:
LINE OF DUTY: CITIZEN INITIATED CRIMINAL MATTERS

On occasion, criminal charges are filed against members of the Division for incidents
alleg’ecl to have occurred on-cluty. Most are filed l)y individuals (not law enforcement
agencies), who were charg’e(l with motor vehicle and/or criminal offenses ]:)y a member.
These cases are reviewed and a determination is made whether the members’ actions

were within the scope of their official duties and 1eg’a11y defendable.

During 2005, seven criminal charg'es were filed ]3y citizens against members while
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 not been a {incling’ that the member’s
behavior was within the scope of the member’s official duties.

During 2005, three criminal charges were Lrought against members l)y the State

Police or other law enforcement agencies.

OFrF-pUTY CONDUCT
These cases represent criminal or clisorclerly persons offenses filed against
Division members acting in an off-(luty capacity and not related in any way to the

per{ormance of their State Police duties. During 2005, the following’ o{f-cluty

incidents were investig’ate(l:

18



Members were cliarg’ecl with Harassment and/or Simple Assault (Domestic
Violence). These Charg’es were judiciaﬂy dismissed.
Member was charg’ecl with Inciting a Riot. This cllarg’e was ju(],icially dismissed.

Member was charg’ecl with Shopli{ting'. This cllarg’e was ju(],icially dismissed.
Member was charg’ecl with Shopli{ting'. This cllarg’e was ju(],icially dismissed.

Member was charg’ecl with Simple Assault. This Cliarg'e is pencling‘ a ju(],icial
hearing’.

Member was charg’ed with Theft ]:)y Deception and other related Charg’es. The

cllarg’es were ju(licially dismissed.
Member was charg’ecl with Harassment. This Cliarg'e is pencling‘ a ju(],icial hearing’.

Member was charg’ecl with Extortion and other related charg’es. The Charg’es are
pending’ a ]'u(].icial hearing.

Alt}lougli some of the above criminal charg'es have been judicially dismissed, the troopers

involved may still face Division administrative charg’es.

ASSIGNMENT OF INVESTIGATIONS

Of the 413 misconduct cases assig’ned in 2005, 344 were assigne(l to Internal Affairs
Bureau investigators, 41 were assig’necl to the Intake and Acljuclication Bureau, 19 were
referred to the Office of State Police Affairs for investigation, and 9 were assig’necl to
other State Police supervisory personnel for investigation.

ALLEGATIONS AND OUTCOMES

All complaints are categ’orize(], based on the alleg’ecl offense. As of Septem]aer 1, 2000,
completed investigations, upon review l)y the Superinten(lent, are determined to have

one of the following’ four dispositions:

SUBSTANTIATED : an aHeg’ation is determined to be “substantiated” if a
preponderance of the evidence shows a member
violated State Police rules, reg’ulations, protocols,

stan(ling’ operating proceclures , directives, or training
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UNFOUNDED : an aileg’ation is determined to be “unfounded” if a
prepon(ierance of the evidence shows that the aileg’ed
misconduct did not occur.

EXONERATED : an aileg’ation is determined to be “exonerated” if a
prepon(ierance of the evidence shows the aileg’e(],
conduct did occur but did not violate State Police
rules, reg’ulations, standing’ operating proce(lures,

directives or training.

INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE  : an alleg’ation is determined to be “insufficient
evidence” where there is insufficient evidence to

decide whether the alieg’ecl act occurred.

CASES COMPLETED IN 2005

One of the major initiatives of the Office of Professional Standards was to address the
issue of timeliness with reg’arti to the Division’s disciplinary process. On January 11,
2002, there were 707 active Internal Investigations. In aclclition, there were 132 cases
in the review process. In the Monitors’ Ninth Report, dated January 23, 2004, the
monitors reported, “Staiting’ , training, and oversig’ilt of the OPS function remains
strong. With the advent of removal of the })aclzlog’ of OPS investigations, achieved
(1uring’ the eig’hth reporting periocl, OPS has moved toward holcting’ a 120-c1ay time-line
for all completeti OPS investigations.” Cases are considered complete(i when it has been
determined that no further action is to be taken, or when disciplinary action has been
initiated. This effort has been continued in 2005. The Office of Professional Standards
strives to complete cases in a timely manner. Imposing discipline occasionally is a long'

drawn out process, often not concluding until 120 (iays.

Of the 333 investigations completed in 2005, 219 (66%) were the result of citizen
complaints. Of these cases, 54 (25%) resulted in substantiated primary or seconclary
alieg’ations.

Of the 333 internal investigations complete(i in 2005, 114 (34%) were the result of
internally g’eneratecl complaints. Of these cases, 62 (54%) resulted in substantiated
primary or secon(lary allegations.

Of the 333 complete(i investigations in 2005, 116 (35%) resulted in a substantiated

orig’inai aileg’ation or secondary aileg’ations.

The total of 333 completecl investigations included 1 (0.3%) from 2000, 4 (1%) from
2002, 23 (7%) from 2003, 120 (36%) from 2004, and 185 (55.6%) from 2005.
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The table below represents case level fincling’s and actions taken for the 333 cases closed

in 2005. Cases were classified accor(ling’ to the most serious alleg’ation in that case, and
the clisciplinary action reportec], is the result of that substantiated alleg’ation. The

number of disciplinary actions is commensurate with the number of cases where there

were substantiated alleg’ations. Secondary allegations and multiple principals are not

addressed in this table.

SUMMARY OF COMPLETED CASES
REPORTING PERIOD: JANUARY 1, 2005 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2005

Cases Completed by Category in Year 2005

Complaint

Classification

Counseling /

Counsclingl

Written
Reprimands

Summary

Disciplinary

General Disciplinary

Hearings Held

No Further Action’

Performance Notice Issued Hearings Held
Issued

Improper Search 8
Theft 24 5
Assault 2
Excessive Force 1 26
Differential 63
Other Harassment 1 12
Domestic Violence 2 24
Drug Violation 1
Alcohol Violation 1 2

Failure to Perform 1 5 3 1 5
Driving Violation 1 2 2
Attitude and 4 1 10
Admin. Violations 6 18 4 3° 18
Other 2 15 6° 27 75
TOTALS 10 46 15 12 250

3
Includes cases closed as Insufficient Evidence, Unsubstantiated, Unfoun(le(l, Exonerated and
Administratively Closed.

4
One member resigned prior to the imposition of discipline.

°One member was terminated as discipline.

6
Two members resigned prior to the imposition of discipline.

7
One member resigned prior to the imposition of discipline.
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MISCONDUCT INVESTIGATIONS OPENED IN 2005

There were 413 misconduct investigations opene(l in 2005. The following’ paragraphs
report the status of these cases as of December 31, 2005. Of these cases, 286 were
initiated as the result of citizen Complaints and 127 cases were opened because of
complaints made loy State Police supervisors or other members.

Of the 286 citizen initiated investigations, 104 (36%) remain active, 22 (8%) are in the
review process or pen(ling’ discipline, 136 (48%) have been Complete(l, and 24 (8%) have
been suspendecl pen(].ing' court action or other administrative action. Of the 136
completed, 18 (13%) resulted in substantiated primary or secon(lary allegations.

Of the 127 complaints initiated l)y State Police supervisors or members, 35 (27.5%)
remain active, 23 (18%) are in the review process or pencling’ discipline, 62 (49%) have
been Completed, and 7 (5.5%) have been suspended pending court action or other
administrative action. Of the 62 complete(l, 27 (43.5%) resulted in substantiated
primary or secon(lary allegations.

SUMMARY OF NEW COMPLAINTS

The following’ table summarizes the total number of complaints received ]oy the Office of
Professional Standards during’ the year 2005 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 su]:)jects of the investigations), and the general categories of
the alleg’ations. Please refer to the table on the following’ pag’e.8

8Note: 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 publish case data. Due to the fluid nature of the handling of these matters, slight
numerical differences may exist if the reports are compare(l.
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SUMMARY OF NEW COMPLAINTS
REPORTING PERIOD: JANUARY 1, 2005 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2005

2005 Cases Received ]3y Categ’ory for Internal Investig’ation

Complaint Origin Principals
Classification
Public SP

Improper Search 10 3 26
Theft 5 4 32
Assault 5 1 7
Excessive Force 32 3 73
Differential Treatment 78 6 94
Other Harassment 9 2 15
Domestic Violence 11 10 21
Drug Violation 1 0 1
Alcohol Violation 0 0 0
Failure to Perform 7 11 27
Duty

Driving Violation 3 1 4
Attitude and Demeanor 13 0 14
Admin. Violations 8 35 62
Other 104 51 242
TOTALS 286 127 618
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COMPLETED DISCIPLINE

The State Police disciplinary system provides for three formal dispositions of
substantiated violations of Rules and Reg’ulations. Tl'iey are:

GENERAL DISCIPLINARY HEARING : may result in termination, suspension of
any duration impose(i }Dy the
Superintenclent, and/or a reduction in

ranlz an(i/ or g’ra(ie

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 toliowing’ is a synopsis of discipline imposed as a result of General Disciplinary
Hearings convened during’ calendar year 2005’

Member pled g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division ]oy entering a retail store while on authorized ctuty leave and exercised
control over retail merchandise without purc}lasing same. Member ple(i guilty to
Dover Township Municipal Ordinance of Peace and Good Order. Member must
complete a treatment program for the addiction to g’amlaling’. Member was
suspen(ie(i for 10 months.

Member plec], g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division 1)y operating a motor vehicle on authorized (luty leave while under the
influence of alcohol resulting’ in a motor vehicle accident. Member plect g’uilty to
violating’ related motor vehicle statutes in Medford Township Municipal Court.
Member was suspended for 120 days.

Member plec], g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division i)y operating a motor vehicle on authorized duty leave resulting’ in two
separate motor vehicle accidents. Member, also, plect g’uilty to violating’ a related
motor vehicle statute in East Orange Municipal Court. Member was suspende(l for

120 days.

9Four (4) members resigned/retired from the Division prior to scheduled disciplinary hearings.
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Member ple(i g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division 1)y operating a motor vehicle on authorized duty leave while under the
influence of alcohol resulting’ in a motor vehicle accident. Member pled g’uilty to
Violating’ a related motor vehicle statute in Evesham Township Municipal Court.

Meml)er was suspen(].ecl £01‘ 120 days.

Member ple(i g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division i)y improperly releasing’ arecovered stolen ATV to a personal acquaintance
while in cl'xarg’e of the station vehicle / ATV log’. Member pled g’uilty to violating’
proper evidence han(ﬂing’ proce(iures. Member ple(i g’uilty to using his official
position for unwarranted privileg’es and aclvantag’es. Member was suspenclecl for one

year.

Member pled g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division while on authorized cluty leave l)y engaging in a verbal altercation with
several members of a protest group. Member was suspen(le(i for 30 days.

Member ple(i g’uilty to 1znowing1y falsifying’ an official EEO investigation report.
Member ple(i g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division 1)y sui)mitting’ an official report with false information. Member was

suspenc],e(i £OI‘ 30 clays.

Member ple(l g’uilty to lznowing’ly falsifying’ a witness signature and for faISely
reporting where the witness was interviewed on an official EEO investigation report.
Member pled g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division l)y sul)mitting’ an official report with false information. Member was

suspended for 15 days.

Member pled g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division l)y operating a motor vehicle on authorized cluty leave while under the
influence of alcohol resulting’ in a motor vehicle accident. Member pled g’uilty to
violating’ a related motor vehicle statute in West Caldwell Townsllip Municipal

Court. Member was suspende(l for 120 days.

Member pled g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division loy not l)eing' truthful cluring’ an investigation involving the discharg’e of a
weapon i)y an off-(iuty member. Member ple(]. g’uilty to failure to promptly report
and to take police action while on authorized duty leave when such action was

require(].. Memi)er was suspende(l £OI' 30 days.

Member ple(i g’uilty to acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division ]3y inviting two male juveniles into his residence and showing’ them

pornog’rapllic materials. Member resig’necl prior to imposition of discipline.
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Member pie(]. g’uiity to culpabie ineﬂieiency and acting to his personal discredit and
to the discredit of the Division for his excessive force utilized during the arrest of a
motorist iollowing’ the conclusion of a pursuit. Member was suspenclecl for 40 days.
Member pled g'uilty to Culpalf)le inefficiency and acting to his personai discredit and
to the discredit of the Division loy purchasing’ numerous firearms from a firearms
dealer in which the member was responsii)le for inspecting. Member pled g’uilty to
failure to promptly report and take proper poiice action ]Jy allowing’ an unlicensed
employee to sell fircarms. Member pled g’uilty to lznowing’ly malzing’ false or
misieacling official reports and acting in an official capacity where the member had
a financial interest. Member also ple(i g’uiity to Wilifuuy disol)eying a direct written
order. Member was suspended for 180 days.

Member pie(]. g’uiity to culpabie ineﬂieiency and acting to his personal discredit and
to the discredit of the Division. Member was found g’uilty of diso]neying’ a direct
written order. Member was found g’uiity of malzing’ or causing to be made, false or
misieading’ official statements or intentionaﬂy misrepresenting any facts. Member
was found g’uiity of using his official position for unwarranted priviieg’es and
a(lvantag'es. Member found g’uiity of using an official telephone for personal use. In
addition, the member was found g’uiity of unauthorized use of troop transportation
while on authorized duty leave. As a result of i)eing’ found g’uilty of the above

administrative ci'iarg’es , the member was terminated.

The foliowing’ is a synopsis of discipline imposecl as a result of Summary Disciplinary
Hearings convened (luring calendar year 2005:

Member was found g’uiity of faiiing’ to take appropriate poiice action. Member was

found guilty of not following proper Radio and MVR procedures. Member found
guilty g prop p

g’uiity of acting in an official capacity to his personal discredit and to the discredit

of the Division. Member was suspende(i 10 days.

Member was found g'uilty of (iisol)eying’ a direct verbal order from his/her immediate
supervisor. Member was found g’uilty of (].isoloeying’ a direct written order. Member
was found g’uilty of maleing’ or causing to be ma(le, false or misleading’ official

statements or intentionaﬂy misrepresenting any facts. Member was suspended for

15 days.

Member pie(]. g’uiity to acting in an official capacity to his personal discredit and to
the discredit of the Division for inappropriate behavior while in uniform during’ a
group pi’iotog’raph. Member was suspendecl for 10 days.

Member pie(i g’uiity to acting in an unofficial or private capacity to his personai
discredit and to the discredit of the Division ]3y operating a troop car while on
authorized cluty leave under the influence of alcohol. Member piea(i g’uiity to faiiing’
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to report off duty domestic violence incidents, as requirecl ]oy SOP B-10 and D-17.
Member was suspen(leti for 20 days.

Member plea(i g’uilty to acting in an official capacity to his personal discredit and to
the discredit of the Division l)y orclering’ an individual off the New Jersey Turnpilze
following’ the conclusion of a MV stop. Member plea(i guilty to violating’ SOP F-19
and F-7. Member was suspended for 20 days.

Member ple(]. g’uilty to acting in an official capacity to his personal discredit and to
the discredit of the Division ]:)y failing’ to take the appropriate police action during’
a MV stop involving’ a suspectec], drunk driver. Member was suspenclecl for 10 days.

Member ple(]. g’uilty to culpabie inefficiency and acting to his personal discredit and
to the discredit of the Division for his actions (lisplaye(i while assisting another
trooper with the processing of a motorist suspectecl of operating a motor vehicle
under the influence of drug's. Member pleati g’uilty to violating SOP F-26. Member
was suspended for 10 days.

Member plecl g’uilty to culpa]ole inefficiency and acting to his personal discredit and
to the discredit of the Division for his excessive force utilized during’ the arrest of a
motorist foliowing’ the conclusion of a pursuit. Member pleacl g’uilty to violating

SOP F-15. Memi)er was suspen(ieti 20 days.

Member plecl g’uilty to lznowing’ly malzing’ false or misleacling’ official reports.
Member plea(i g'uilty to violating’ a direct written order, speci{icaﬂy SOP B-10 as it
pertains to the candor o]olig’ation of Division personnel. Member was suspenclecl for

20 days.

Member ple(i g’uilty to acting in an official and unofficial capacity to his personal
discredit and to the discredit of the Division. Member pleac], g’uilty to iailing’ to
saieg’uar(i issued equipment. Member plead guilty to using an official telephone for
personal use. Member was suspended for 5 days.

Member plecl g’uilty to culpa]ole inefficiency and acting in an official capacity to his
personal discredit and to the discredit of the Division. Member plea(i g’uilty to
altering’ or clestroying’ evidence of any kind unless otherwise permitte(i l)y law.
Member plea(i g’uilty to lznowingly malzing’ false or mislea(iing official reports.
Member was suspended for 10 days.
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SYNOPSIS OF MINOR DISCIPLINE
In addition to disciplinary hearing’s , during’ the year 2005, there were 46 Written
Repriman(is issued l)y the Superinten(lent for a variety of offenses. These include
suspensions from 0 to 5 days. The tollowing' is a synopsis of Written Repriman(],s10
issued ]:)y the Superintendent:
Failure to sateg’uarcl Equipment/ Identification.
Failure to Sateg’uarc], assig’ne(i uniform traffic book upon transfer.
Questional)le conduct ott-(luty and on-(luty.

Diso]oeying a direct order of a supervisor.

For the unauttlorize(l release of Divisional information without proper

authorization.

Intertering’ with an Administrative investigation while ott-c],uty.

For improperly hanclling’ a possi]ale domestic violence call.

Unprotessional behavior ctisplayect off duty during’ a Municipal Court proceec],ing’.
Failure to notity CAD of a motor vehicle stop.

For inappropriate actions cturing’ a motor vehicle stop.

Failure to provicle complainant with Compliment/ Complaint form during’ a motor

vehicle stop.
Failure to document a visitor in the station and squad t)rieting’ within CAD.

For l)eing’ culpa]oly inefficient in the han(lling of a reporte(l l)ody on the side of
tl'ie roact.

Failure to follow MVR/CAD/Radio proce(lures.
For placing’ an uncertified l)reat}ialyzer unit into service at a NJSP station.

Unprofessional attitude and demeanor (lisplaye(l (luring a motor vehicle stop.

10 . . . . . .
Some issued Written Reprlmands encompass multlple violations.
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Failure to notify Division of information of which it would take cognizance.
For attempting to use position within the Division to intimidate or gain favor.
For conclucting’ the search of a private residence in a culpal)ly inefficient manner.
Failure to adhere to the Divisional medical leave policy.

Failure to provicle name and laaclg’e number to a complainant.

Failure to report for cluty.

Failure to noti£y supervisor of duty status Chang'es.

Improper Supervision/culpa]ale inefficiency.

Failure to document in CAD the departure of a member on sick leave.

Failure to relinquis}l in a timely manner travel reimbursement funds received.
For questional)le behavior displaye(l during' a shoplifting investigation.

For improper prisoner transport.

Failure to properly document daily activities on patrol chart.
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OPEN CASES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2005

Active Investigations at end of year: 2004 2005 Total
5 138 143
Completed Investigations
pending’ review: 2000 2002 2003 2004 2005 Total
1 1 8 10 41 61

Cases stayect pencling‘ outcome of criminal

proceeding’s or administrative reasons:

69

Substantiated cases pending’ formal hearing:

26

Substantiated cases pencting’ minor cliscipline:

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 subject to criminal prosecution. Durin 2005 charges were filed
p y ) p g , g

against one individual for tiling’ a false complaint against Division members.

COMPLIMENTS

During 2005, the Division of State Police received 1,952 citizen compliments reg’ar(ling

actions l)y enlisted members. The aforementioned citizen compliments were received in

one of the toliowing’ four manners; citizen generate(l letters of appreciation, the New
Jersey State Police Citizen Compliment/ Complaint Form, the Office of Professional

Standards Toll-free Compliment/ Complaint Hotline , and e-mails.
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