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FROM THE ACTING SUPERINTENDENT . ..

The Division of State Police is iully aware the pul)lic justifialaly expects all of its
members to act with integrity, reliai)ility, and trustworthiness. It is important our
members acknowledge, uphold, and revere our core values; Honor, Duty, and Fidelity in
order to maintain the pulf)lic trust. Any member who is unwilling’ to iclentify with these
values and whose conduct is i:un(],amentally at odds with such values ) should not and

cannot remain a member of this Division.

It is the policy of this Division that all complaints against members will be fully
investig’atecl and pursuecl to their log'ical conclusions. All internal investigations are
thoroug’}l and include the examination of all relevant materials and circumstances.
Investigations also analyze the conduct of all applica]ole members involved, inclu(ling’ the

actions of supervising members, in order to provi(].e proper accountai)ility.

The Division’s internal investigative system has shown the vast majority of troopers
conduct themselves in an exemplary manner. However, when mistakes are made or
Rules and Reg’ulations are violated, all members of this Division are expecte(l to can(licﬂy
aclznowleclg’e such mistakes or violations when i)roug'lit to the member’s attention. The
Division will not accept less than complete candor under any circumstances. Members
can expect anytlling’ less than the truth in communications with supervisors, personnel
within the Office of Professional Standards - and personnel from the Office of State
Police Affairs will result in severe discipline, up to and inclucling’ termination.

The imposition of stringent (iiscipline for serious misconduct, established throug’h a fair
proce(lure, will enhance the reputation, integrity, and independence of this organization.
All personnel are called on to assist the Division in this critical endeavor.

P

One of the major initiatives addressed ]:)y the Office of Professional Standards in 2002
was the a(loption of the revised Stancling’ Operating Procedure governing the Division’s
clisciplinary process which was acloptec]. in January 2002. In this revised proceclure , the
Division recog’nizecl the ai)ility of command level personnel to responci in a prompt and
remedial manner to real or perceive«i performance deficiencies, whether or not the
deficiencies may form the basis for disciplinary procee(ling’s, is fundamental to the
Division’s operations. The intent of this policy is to empower section commanding’
officers and troop comman«iers, Worleing in concert with commissioned officers in their
respective commands, to take prompt remedial action to correct actual or perceivecl
performance deficiencies. Sig’nificant benefits to the pui)lic, the division, and its
members will result from this chang’e in the disciplinary system. The chain of command
will be eifectively involved in certain matters previously classified solely as discipline and
held accountable for prompt remediation.
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Another major accomplishment was the dramatic reduction in the ]oaclzlog’ of pencling’
Internal Investigations. On January 11, 2002, there were 707 active internal
investigations and an additional 132 cases in the review process. As of December 20,
2002, there were 77 active internal investigations and 176 cases ]:)eing’ reviewed. This
included 391 new cases received cluring’ the calendar year.

Honor, Duty and Fi(].elity

Josepl'l R. Fuentes, Captain
Acting Superintendent
New Jersey State Police
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FROM THE COMMANDING OFFICER, OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL
STANDARDS . ..

This report is intended to provi(le the pu]nlic and members of the Division of
State Police an open and candid analysis of complaints against enlisted Division
personnel while increasing awareness of the }ng'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 the Division has to maintain both this }ug}l
standard and the confidence and trust of the pu])lic in cleleg’ating’ to the State Police the

solemn responsil)ility to police our own.

The members of our society have entrusted the police with awesome power and
authority over individual rig’hts. These powers must be exercised without a]ousing’
individuals or a})ri(lg’ing' rig’hts. At the same time, police officers, as members of our
society, have rig’hts which must be accorded and similarly respectecl when allegations of

miscon(luct are mac].e ag’ainst them.

The Office of Professional Standar(ls, cognizant of these ol)lig’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 Reg’ulations. Prompt and
thoroug’h investigations provi(le a service to citizens who may be agg’rieve(l l)y State
Police action. They also protect enlisted members who may have been Wrong’fully
accused. The Office of Professional Standards will continue to strive to clevelop and

maintain citizen and member confidence in the integrity of the process.

We are committed to promoting pu])lic and member confidence in the al)ility and
ololig’ation of the New Jersey State Police to maintain the hig’h standard of police
conduct required of law enforcement officers in a (lemocratic, American society. In
cloing’ so, the values and traditions of the New Jersey State Police will be uphelcl and the
Division will continue to maintain its reputation as a leader among law enforcement

agencies in the nation.

William P. Meddis, Major
Comman(ling Officer

Office of Professional Standards
New Jersey State Police
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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 alleg’ations , assigns cases for investigation, and a(lju(licates
substantiated charg’es against enlisted members. The report also provictes overviews of
major and minor (liscipline imposed in 2002 as the result of substantiated alleg’ations, as
well as other actions taken ]3y the Division to address aberrant behavior.

OFFICE OF PROFESSIONAL STANDARDS

Prior to 1999, the former Internal Affairs Bureau was charg’ecl with investigating and
a(lju(licating' complaints against enlisted members of the Division. The Bureau was
commanded l)y a Captain who reporte(], to a Major supervising the Division Staff
Section. The Bureau consisted of a total of nineteen persons, sworn and civilian, and
was divided into three units. The Investigation Unit was responsil)le for receiving
complaints , classitying’ allegations, con(].ucting’ internal investigations, and traclzing
cases. The unit included seven full-time investigators.

In 1999, the Attorney General’s Office conducted a review of the Division’s clisciplinary
system. As a result of this review, the Internal Affairs Burcau was reorg’anize(l and the
Office of Professional Standards was established in May 2000. The investigative and
a(lju(lication functions were transferred from the Division Staff Section and placed
under the control of a Major reporting directly to the Superintendent. During 2001, the
Standing’ Operating Procedure that governs the Office of Professional Standards was
completely revised and the policy was ac],optect in January 2002. As of December 31,
2002, the Office of Professional Standards consisted of 62 persons. This includes 16
protessional support personnel and 46 enlisted members, inclucting’ 26 full- time,

experience(l investigators.

The Office of State Police Affairs within the Office of the Attorney General was
established in 1999 ]oy the Attorney General as an external entity to the State Police
that works jointly with the Division reviewing all complaints , investigations, and
adju(],ications handled ]oy 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 the Deputy Attorneys
General and State Investigators who staff the Office of State Police Aftairs, three

enlisted members of the Division are permanently assig’nect to that office.
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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 ai)iiity to review
and request additional work on all internal investigations. The Office of State Police
Attairs, the Office of Professional Stan(iar(is, and the federal monitors continued to
work tog’ether cluring’ 2002 reviewing internal investigations and the disciplinary
process. They have endeavored to improve the system even further.

The commitment 1)y the State of New Jersey, the Attorney General, and the
Superintenclent to the most thoroug’h, fair, and efficient system possi]ale is demonstrated
]3y the increase in investigative and support personnel assig’neti 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 Division of State Police is a statewide police organization that provi(ies a
full range of police services. During 2002, the sworn complement was 2,783 at its
hig’hpoint on March 4, 2002. The civilian complement pealze(i at 1,454 on January 4,
2002. As in past years, troopers were involved in hundreds of thousands of

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 Compara]aly routine issues of discipline that mig'lit arise in connection
with employees in other departments of state government, the (iiscipline 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
appretlension of dangerous criminals ) but also the overall effectiveness ,
pertormance standards, and morale of the State Police. As such, cliscipline of
state troopers involves the most protoun(i and fundamental exercise of manag’eriai

prerogative and policy. !

The State Police, as an employer, is made up of over 4,200 empioyees including’ the
aforementioned sworn members and the Division’s civilian protessional and support
personnel. Due to the unique mission of the State Police, the Office of Professional
Standards handles complaints from the pulf)lic about troopers’ Con(iuct, aliegations of

1State of New Jersey v. State Troopers Fraternal Association, 134 N.J. 393, 416 (1993)
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criminal conduct loy members, and also acljuclicates routine employee cliscipline handled
for other state and local employees 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 alleg’ations arising from citizen complaints alleg’ing’ line of cluty misconduct on
the part of a trooper since the statistics also include internally g’enerate(l allegations of
violations of the Division’s Rules and Reg’ulations.

COMPLAINT PROCESS

The New Jersey State Police accepts, reviews, and responc],s to all complaints received
from the pu])lic. Complaints may be made in person at any State Police tacility, ]:)y
telepl'ione or fax, or tllroug'li the mail. The Office of Professional Standards does not
accept direct e-mail complaints , but other state agencies, such as the Office of the
Attorney General Citizen Services, sometimes forwards complaints of this nature that
tlley receive. These include anonymous complaints , complaints from tllir(l-party
witnesses, and complaints from parties not ctirectly involved in the incident from which
an alleg’ation arises. NotWitlistan(ling’ 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’ecl misconduct occurred.
If during’ the course of an investigation there is an indication that misconduct occurred
other than that alleg’ec],, the Division also investigates the additional potential
misconduct to its logical conclusion.

The Intake Unit of the Office of Professional Standards is responsil)le for receiving,
documenting’, processing, classitying’, and disseminating’ all complaints against sworn
members of the New Jersey State Police alleging' misconduct or violations of State Police
Rules and Reg’ulations. This includes complaints made loy citizens as well as
employment-relate(l disciplinary matters.

During 2002, 952 total incidents were reporte(l and classified compare(l to 886
incidents in 2001, 716 incidents in 2000, 524 incidents in 1999, and 401 incidents in
1998. Please refer to the table on the tollowing page. This represents a 7% increase in
the number of complaints received in the year 2002 over those received in the year

2001.

The increase in the number of complaints may be attributed in some part to the
continued media attention the State Police receives. A(].ctitionally, the aggressive
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outreach campaign initiated in late 1999 etlucating the pul)lic as to how to make a
Complaint against or submit a Compliment for a member of the Division was continued
in 2002. Posters and signs (lescril)ing' the complaint process can be found in every State
Police facility and state operated hig’hway service area. In addition, every on-(luty
member interacting with the pul)lic carries informational brochures and
compliment/complaint forms which must be provi(le(]. to anyone who o]ojects to the

trooper’s conduct.

Also, during 1999, the State Police instituted and advertised a toll-free hot line available
twenty-four hours which goes directly to the Office of Professional Standards.

Five Year Comparison of Number of Incidents Reported

1998 1999 2000 2001 2002
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Finally, the Office of State Police Affairs within the Office of the Attorney General,

external to the State Police , accepts and investigates complaints while provi(iing' an
alternative to citizens concerned about complaining directiy to the State Police. Each of
these initiatives has provi(le(i citizens sig’ni{icantly more opportunities to provi(ie
feedback, compiiments , Or complaints about the operation of the Division and its
personnel. These efforts continued throug’hout 2002. Therefore, an increase in the

number of compiaints is a log'icai outcome of these efforts.

CLASSIFICATION OF REPORTED INCIDENTS

Before January 2002, compiaints that were received l)y the former Internal Affairs
Bureau and the current Office of Professional Standards were reviewed and classified as
Misconcluct, Administrative , or EEO/AA matters referred to the Office of Professional
Standards for disciplinary action. In January 2002, the revised Stancling Operating
Procedure governing the classification of compiaints was acloptecl. A fourth
classification, Performance, was added. Since the a(ioption of the revised Stancling’
Operating Procedures, minor infractions and inadvertent proceclurai violations that were

previousiy considered Misconduct are now classified as “Performance Issues.”

MIsCONDUCT

When incidents are reporte(i to the Office of Professional Standards, ti'iey are piacecl in
one of four categories after i)eing' reviewed i)y the Comman(ling Officer. If the Division
receives a compiaint that a trooper has committed a serious, willful, or wanton violation
of the Division’s Rules and Reg’ulations, Stan(iing’ Operating Proce(iures, or any
appiical)ie federal or state statutes, the matter is classified as Administrative Misconduct,

and an Internal Investig’ation is initiated.

PERFORMANCE

Performance is a new category introduced in January 2002 with the acloption of the
revised Stancling’ Operating Procedure governing incident classification. When a
compiaint is reviewed and it is determined that an enlisted member of the Division
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
require(l to assign a supervisor not in the member’s direct chain of command to handle
the compiaint. The supervisor is requirecl to submit a Performance Incident Disposition
Report to the Office of Professional Standards t}u‘oug}l his/her chain of command

detaiiing’ the corrective actions taken to resolve the issue.
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ADMINISTRATIVE

When the reporte(i incident does not infer a trooper has violated any of the Division’s
Rules and Reg’uiations ) Stancling’ Operating Procedures, or appiicalaie federal or state
1aws, the incident is classified as an Administrative matter.

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

When the Division's Equai Employment Opportunity/AHirmative Action Bureau
conducts an investigation and aHegations are substantiated against enlisted members of
the Division, those cases are forwarded to the Office of Professional Standards for
disciplinary action.

FIVE YEAR BREAKDOWN OF INCIDENT CLASSIFICATIONS

1998 | 1999 | 2000 | 2001 | 2002

MISCONDUCT 224 357 580 642 | 391
PERFORMANCE 262
ADMINISTRATIVE ISSUES 176 167 128 239 | 294
EEO/AA INVESTIGATIONS FORWARDED 1 0 8 5 5
TO O.P.S. FOR DISCIPLINE

TOTALS 401 524 716 886 | 952

In 2002, 262 cases that would have previousiy been considered Misconduct were
classified as Performance Issues. In a(itiition, 391 matters were classified as
Misconduct. The total of these two categories, 653 cases, requirecl management
intervention on the part of the Division. For the purposes of the chart (iispiaye(i on the

next page, the cumulative number of Performance Issues and Misconduct Compiaints is
]neing’ used. Of the 653 combined cases, 512 (78%) were initiated t)y the pu]oiic and 141
(22%) were internaiiy g’eneratecl.

In 2001, of the 642 misconduct complaints received and processect, 518 (81%) were
initiated 1)y members of the pu])lic and 124 (19%) were initiated internally.

Of the 580 misconduct complaints received and processe(i in 2000, 465 (80%) were
initiated l)y members of the pu])lic ,and 115 (20%) were initiated internally.

In 1999, of the 357 total misconduct complaints , 250 (7 0%) were initiated ]Jy members
of the pu])iic and 107 (30%) were initiated internaHy.

Of the 224 total misconduct complaints initiated in 1998, 162 (72%) were initiated i)y
members of the pu])iic and 62 (28%) were initiated internally.
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FIVE YEAR COMPARISON OF COMPLAINT SOURCES
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[1 Initiated by State Police personnel
[IInitiated by the public

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 procee(ling. Criminal procee(lings
arise in a variety of ways. They can be initiated as a result of an investigation l)y Office
of Professional Standards personnel; tlley may be the result of state or federal criminal
investigations; tlley may arise from off-(luty matters; or they may be the result of
counter-complaints filed against a trooper })y a defendant after the defendant has been
arrested or cllarg’e(l l)y a trooper. Each matter representecl below is the sul)ject of a

pen(],ing’ internal investigation.
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Between January 1, 2002, and December 31, 2002, the {ollowing 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 c}large(l with motor vehicle and/or criminal offenses l)y the members.
These cases are reviewed and a determination is made that the members’ actions were

within the scope of their official duties and legaﬂy defendable.

During 2002, one member was C}large(l with Harassment l)y a motorist to whom
he had issued a motor vehicle summons. The charg‘e was A(].ministratively
Dismissed.

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

In some cases a member is criminally cllarge(]. for on-cluty conduct loy the State Police or
another law enforcement agency and/or there has not been a fin(ling’ that the member’s
behavior was within the scope of the member’s official duties.

During 2002, one member was charg’ecl with Official Misconduct l)y the
Hunterdon County Prosecutor’s Office. Itis alleg’etl that the member eng’ag’e(l in
inappropriate sexual conduct while on-(].uty. As a result of the pu])licity g’eneratecl
]3y this case, two other victims have come forward and made similar alleg’ations

against the same member. The matter is pencling’ court.
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 performance of
their State Police duties. During 2002, the following’ o{f-cluty incidents were
investig’ate(l:

Member was charg’ed with Theft. The c}large was Administratively Dismissed.

Member was charg’ed with Harassment. This Charg’e was Administratively
Dismissed.

Member was charg’ecl with Enclang’ering’ the Welfare of Children and Official
Misconduct. The matter was referred to the Office of the Attorney General. The
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member retired from the Division effective August 1, 2002, prior to the
a(iju(lication of the criminal charges.

Member was Charg’e(l with violating’ a municipal ordinance, Acting in an Indecent
Manner. The member plect Guilty in municipal court on Septeml)er 23, 2002.

Five members were charg’e(i with Simple Assault (Domestic Violence) in separate
incidents. These Charg’es were A(iministratively Dismissed.

Member was Charg’e(l with Filing’ False Police Reports and Engaging in
Prohibited Sexual Activity. The member plecl Not Guilty, and the charg’es are

pending’ court.

ASSIGNMENT OF INVESTIGATIONS

Of the 391 misconduct cases assig’ned in 2002, 275 were assigne(i to Internal Affairs
Investigation Bureau investigators, eig’ilt were referred to the Office of State Police
Affairs for investigation, and 108 were assig’ne(i to other State Police supervisory

personnel for investigation.

ALLEGATIONS AND OUTCOMES

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

one of the toliowing’ four dispositions:

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

stan(iing’ operating proceclures , directives, or training

UNFOUNDED : an alleg'ation is determined to be “unfounded” if a
preponclerance of the evidence shows that the alleg’ect
misconduct did not occur.

EXONERATED : an alleg'ation is determined to be “exonerated” if a
preponclerance of the evidence shows the alieg’e(i
conduct did occur but did not violate State Police
rules, reg’ulations, stancting’ operating proceclures,

(iirectives, or training.
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INSUFFICIENT EVIDENCE  : an alleg’ation is determined to be “insufficient
evidence” where there is insufficient evidence to

decide whether the alleg’ecl act occurred.

CASES COMPLETED IN 2002

One of the major 2002 initiatives of the Office of Professional Standards was to address
the issue of timeliness with reg’arcl to the Division's ctisciplinary process. On January 11,
2002, there were 707 active Internal Investigations. In a(i(iition, there were 132 cases
in the review process. As of December 31, 2002, the Office of Professional Standards
completeti 935 cases, some dating back to 1997. Cases are considered complete when it
has been determined no further action is to be taken, or when ctisciplinary action has

been impose(],.

Of the 935 investigations completed in 2002, 687 (74%) were the result of citizen
complaints. Of these cases, 119 (17%) resulted in substantiated primary or seconclary
alieg’ations.

Of the 935 internal investigations complete(i in 2002, 248 (26%) were the result of
internally g’eneratecl complaints. Of these cases, 121 (48%) resulted in substantiated
primary or secon(lary allegations.

Of the 935 complete(i investigations in 2002, 240 (25%) resulted in a substantiated

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

The total of 935 completecl investigations included 2 (0.2%) from 1997, 14 (1.5%) from
1998, 72 (1.7%) from 1999, 161 (17.2%) from 2000, 498 (53.3%) from 2001, and 188
(20.1%) from 2002.

The tollowing’ table represents case level fincting’s and actions taken for the 935 cases
closed in 2002. Cases were classified accor(iing’ to the most serious alleg’ation in that
case, and the disciplinary action reportecl is the result of that substantiated alleg’ation.
The number of disciplinary actions is commensurate with the number of cases where
there were substantiated alieg’ations. Seconctary alleg’ations and multiple principals are
not addressed in this table.
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SUMMARY OF COMPLETED CASES
REPORTING PERIOD: JANUARY 1, 2002 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2002

Cases Completed b Category in Year 2002

Complaint Counseling/ Written Summary General No Further Action®
Classification Written Warnings Reprimands Disciplinaty Disciplinary
Issued Issued Hearings Held Hearing’s Held

Improper Search

1 4 17
Theft 1 4
Assault 1 2 3 50
Excessive Force 32
Differential
Treatment 184
Otlier
Harassment 1 40
Domestic
Violence 2 2 2 21
Drug Violation 23 1
Alcohol Violation

4 2

Failure to
Perform Duty 10 21 7 5 58
Driving Violation 3 1 50
Attitude and 2 2 2 101
Demeanor
Admin. 17 17 2 1 32
Violations
Other 10 22 8 3 17 9
TOTALS 41 78 24 21 771

2 Includes cases closed as Insufficient Eviclence, Unsui)stantiated, Unfoun(le(l, Exonerated, and
Administratively Closed

3
Two members resigned prior to the imposition of discipline.

4
Two members resigned prior to the imposition of discipline.
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MISCONDUCT INVESTIGATIONS OPENED IN 2002

There were 391 misconduct investigations opene(l in 2002. Of these cases, 280 were
initiated as the result of citizen complaints and 111 cases were openecl because of

complaints ma(le Ly State Police supervisors or other meml)ers.

Of the 280 citizen initiated investigations, 16 (6%) remain active, 102 (36%) are in the
review process or pending’ cliscipline, 155 (56%) have been completecl, and 7 (2%) have

been suspen(le(l pen(ling court action or other administrative action.

Of the 111 complaints initiated l)y State Police supervisors or members, 6 (5%) remain
active, 40 (36%) are in the review process or pencling’ discipline, 63 (57%) have been
completed, and 2 (2%) have been suspen«le(l pending’ court action or other
administrative action. Of the 63 complete(l, 39 (61%) resulted in substantiated primary
or secon(lary allegations.

SUMMARY OF NEW COMPLAINTS

The following' table summarizes the total number of Complaints received l)y the Office of
Professional Standards cluring’ the year 2002 that resulted in Internal Investigations, the
origin of the complaints, the total number of Principals (members of the Division who
have been identified as the sulojects of the investigations), and the g‘eneral categories of
the aﬂeg’ations.5

Note: The intake and dlSpoSltlon of complalnts 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 compared.
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SUMMARY OF NEW COMPLAINTS
REPORTING PERIOD: JANUARY 1, 2002 THROUGH DECEMBER 31, 2002

2002 Cases Received ]3y Categ’ory for Internal Investig’ation

Complaint Origin Principals
Classification
Public SP
Improper Search 11 1 27
Theft 3 1 4
Assault 10 1 20
Excessive Force 26 3 58
Differential Treatment 17 2 101
Other Harassment 9 1 19
Domestic Violence 21 21
Drug Violation 1 2
Alcohol Violation 1 4 7
Failure to Perform 24 25 89
Duty
Driving Violation 7 4 12
Attitude and Demeanor 17 1 20
Admin. Violations 3 36 49
Other 70 32 137
TOTALS 280 111 566
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MAJOR CASE OVERVIEW

During 2002, a small number of the Division’s enlisted personnel were involved with
alleg’ations of serious misconduct. These included administrative violations, violations
of the pulf)lic trust, an(l, in some cases, criminal allegations. The Office of Professional
Standards has initiated investigations into these violations which have resulted in the
suspension of four Division members pending’ the Completion of the investigation and

clisposition of the alleg‘ations.()

MAJOR INVESTIGATION SYNOPSIS
CRIMINAL VIOLATIONS

An investigation was initiated based on a report received from the Hunterdon
County Prosecutor’s Office. A member was suspende(l without pay and
allowances after he was charg’ec], with Official Misconduct. The charg’e arose out
of alleg’ations the member eng’ag’ed in inappropriate sexual conduct while on duty.
This matter is pen(].ing' court action.

An investigation was initiated into the conduct of an oﬁ-cluty member. The
member has been charg’e(l with {iling a false police report after he provi(le(l false
information to a local police clepartment investigating a reportecl car jaclzing’ .

This matter is pen(ling court action.

An investigation was initiated into an allegation that senior members were

harassing or hazing’ junior members. This investigation is ongoing.

COMPLETED DISCIPLINE

The State Police clisciplinary system provicles for three formal clispositions of
substantiated violations of Rules and Reg’ulations. They are:

GENERAL DISCIPLINARY HEARING : may result in termination, suspension of
any duration imposecl ]Jy the
Superinten(lent, and/or a reduction in

rank ancl/ or g’racle

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

6 . o1 .
Please note that one case may appear in more than one category within this report.
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WRITTEN REPRIMAND : may result in a suspension of up to five
days

SYNOPSIS OF MAJOR DISCIPLINE

The following’ is a synopsis of c],iscipline imposecl as a result of General and Summary
Disciplinary Hearings convened during’ calendar year 2002:

Member was found g’uilty for acting or ]:)e}laving in an unofficial or private
capacity to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the Division for talzing’
inappropriate photos with a State Police camera at a goli outing and was
suspended for eig’ht clays.

Member plecl g’uilty for acting or laehaving’ in an unofficial or private capacity to
his personal discredit and to the discredit of the Division for talzing’ inappropriate
pictures with a State Police camera at a g’olf outing and was suspendecl for eig’ht
(iays.

Member was found g’uilty for l)ehaving' in an insubordinate manner towards a

superior officer and was suspenclecl for three months.

Member was found g’uilty for ]oeliaving’ in an insubordinate manner towards a

superior officer and was suspen(ie(i for four months.

Member was found g’uilty for diso]oeying a direct order })y unauthorized use of
assig’necl troop car, acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the
Division, faiiing’ to safeg'uar(i issued equipment, and disol)eying' a written order ]:)y
failing’ to properly secure his issued firearm. Member was suspenclecl for 90 c],ays.

Member plecl g’uilty for clisoloeying’ a direct order l)y {ailing’ to terminate a pursuit
and was suspen(ie(i for 30 (iays.

Member ple(i g’uilty for engaging in unauthorized outside employment both
before and after his request for authorization was denied. Member was suspen(iecl

for 20 days.
Member ple(i g’uilty for vioiating the Department of Law & Public Safety Policy

Against a Hostile Work Environment while he was in a supervisory capacity and
was suspen(ie(l for 30 (iays.
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Member plecl g’uilty for concealing’ merchandise in his clothing’ and departing’ an
establishment without paying for it and for malzing' a misleading’ statement during'
the course of an internal investigation. Member was suspenclecl for 30 clays.

Member plecl g’uilty for acting in an unofficial capacity to his personal discredit
and to the discredit of the Division Ly assaulting' an individual and p}lysicauy
removing him from his residence. Member was suspenclecl for 15 clays.

Member plecl g’uilty for utilizing’ his Division assig’necl computer terminal to
forward inappropriate e-mail messages during’ business hours and was suspen«le(l
for ten days.

Member was found g’uilty for acting in an unofficial or private capacity to his
personal discredit, failing’ to carry issued firearm, and disol)eying’ a written or(ler,
more speci{ically, “Care and Handling’ of Authorized Firearms/ Equipment.”
Member was suspended for 12 days.

Member was found guilty for malzing’ inappropriate racial remarks during’ a squa(l
l)riefing’ and provi(].ing' false information relative to his formal statement. Member

was suspen(le(l for 15 (lays.

Member pled g’uilty for acting in an unofficial capacity to his personal discredit
when he was arrested loy municipal police , o]nstructing’ the administration of law,
failing’ to disperse, resisting arrest, using his assig’ned troop car for personal
business oﬁ-duty, failing’ to carry his service weapon, possessing an unauthorized
weapon, l)eing a(ljutlg’e(l guilty for two motor vehicle violations, and appearing
before the news media reg’arcling’ this incident. Member was suspendecl for 30 clays.

Member was found g’uilty for mishancuing’ his issued State Police firearm during’
the 1999 Spring Firearms Qualification and was suspen«le(l for five days.

Member ple(l g’uilty for acting to his personal discredit l)y maleing’ unprofessional
comments while communicating over the State Police radio system and was

suspende(l for ten days.

Member pled g’uilty for committing a violation of S.0.P. C33 , Medical Procedures,
l)y cleparting’ his residence without authorization while on sick leave and was
suspende(l for ten days.

Member pled g’uilty for utilizing’ his assigne(l troop vehicle for personal business
oﬁ-cluty without authorization, {ailing’ to submit a special report reg’arcling’

notification to his supervisor of a non-reportable troop car accident, and failing' to
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promptly report this accident to municipal police. Member was suspenctecl for ten
(lays.

Member pie(i g’uiity for neglecting to promptly notity the Division reg’ar(iing’ an
ott-ctuty assault, failing’ to take proper police action as a result of this assault, and
was cuipai)iy inefficient in his recollection of his involvement in this matter.
Member was suspenclecl for ten clays.

Member plect g’uilty for engaging in inappropriate and threatening’ conversations
with law enforcement officers and became intoxicated to the extent that his a]:)ility
to pertorm his cluty was impairecl. Member was suspenctecl for 120 clays.

Member plect g’uilty for acting in an unprotessional manner cluring’ a motor
vehicle stop and taiiing to control his temper during’ a motor vehicle stop.
Member was suspended for five days.

Member plect g’uilty for acting in an insubordinate manner ]Jy clirecting’
inappropriate lang’uag'e ata desig’nate(i squad leader and t)y C}lalleng’ing his
authority. Member was suspenctecl for ten c],ays.

Member plect g’uilty for accepting a g’itt from members of a New Jersey State
Police recruit class while he was assigne(i to the Training Bureau as the class
coordinator. Member was suspended for 20 days.

Member plecl g’uilty for acting in an unofficial or private capacity to the personal
discredit of the member or to the discredit of the Division and spitting in or
about the face of a spouse during’ a domestic incident. Member was suspended
for ten (lays.

Member ple(i g’uiity for t)eing' culpai)ly inefficient and diso])eying' a written order
S.0.P. C-22. Member was suspended for ten clays.

Member plect g’uilty for loeing’ culpalaly inefficient, improper supervision, and
diso})eying’ a written order S.0.P. C-22. Member was suspended for 40 days.

Member was found guiity for tailing’ to compiy with verbal instructions given i)y
police officers cturing’ the course of their official duties, covertly auclio-recorcling‘ a
private conversation between the member and a police officer without his
lznowleclg’e and/or consent, giving misleacling‘ statements during’ the course of an
internal investigation, and giving mislea(iing sworn testimony during’ a municipal

court llearing’. Member was suspenclecl for 40 clays.

2002 Annual Report 23 ‘@v



Member plect g’uilty for tailing’ to call Operational Dispatcll reg’arcling’ at least

tour, but not more than 26 motor vehicle stops between January 14 throug’h April
23, 1998, and was suspended for ten clays.

Member plect g’uilty for su]omitting’ inaccurate Monthly Patrol Activity Logs,
improper supervision, worlzing’ a DWI Supplementary Patrol and an Aggressive
Driver Supplementary Patrol without proper time off between patrols , and failing’
to sign Daily Activity Patrol Logs for personnel under his command. Member
was suspended for 54 days.

Member was found guilty for failing to promptly report and take appropriate
guilty gtop ptly rep pprop
police action concerning a report of a sexual assault and was suspen(le(l for ten

days.

Member plecl g’uilty for tailing‘ to scrutinize and sign Daily Activity Patrol Logs
submitted l)y personnel under his command between January 1998 throug’h April
1998, l)eing' culpa]oly inefficient as a squad supervisor for his failure to properly
supervise subordinates on August 25 and 26, 1998, and for submission of an
inaccurate Weelzly Activity Report reg’arcting’ hours of work on August 26, 1998.
Member was suspen(led for 15 days.

Member ple(l g’uilty for tailing’ to ensure that troopers under his command had
compliecl with his order to terminate a motor vehicle pursuit and tailing‘ to make
an appropriate inquiry in (letermining' that his subordinates had extensive
participation in this pursuit and the su]asequent apprehension of the suspects.
Member was suspen(led for ten days.

Member ple(l g’uilty for disclosing information of a confidential nature to an
acquaintance without authorization and was suspenctecl for ten c],ays.

Member was found g’uilty for tailing’ to promptly report to his unit supervisor a
troop car accident and was suspended for 20 days.

Member pled g’uilty for tailing’ to call Operational Dispatcll regarding’ at least tive,
but not more than 37 motor vehicle stops between January 5 throug’h April 22,
1998, and was suspende(l for 20 days.

Member pled g’uilty for tailing’ to call Operational Dispatcll regarding’ at least tive,
but not more than twenty-eig’llt motor vehicle stops between January 1 throug’h
April 24, 1998, tailing’ to document on his Daily Activity Patrol Logs three motor

vehicle stops, and tailing’ to turn in ten motorist warnings at the conclusion of his

shift. Member was suspen(le(l for 20 (lays.
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Member plecl g’uilty for {ailing’ to notify Operational Dispatch of at least ten, but
not more than forty-two motor vehicle stops, failing’ to record the accurate times
of thirty-eig’llt motor vehicle stops on patrol log's and failing’ to record the correct
vehicle regdistration and/or location of forty-t}lree motor vehicle stops on patrol

log’s between January 1 throug’h April 23, 1998. Member was suspenclecl for 120

ays.

Member pled g’uilty for failing’ to terminate a pursuit of a motor vehicle after
receipt of an order l)y his immediate supervisor, failing’ to notify his Supervisor or
Operational Dispatch of the status of the continuous pursuit of this motor
vehicle, {ailing’ to accurately record patrol log’ entries, and deactivating’ the troop
car overhead lig’}lts and mobile video recorder prior to the termination of the
pursuit. Member was suspended for 32 days.

Member plecl g’uilty for acting in an unofficial capacity to his discredit loy malzing’
unprofessional comments over the State Police radio system and failing’ to
provicle clriving’ credentials to a state ranger while operating a motor vehicle.

Mem]:)er was suspen(].e(l £OI' ten days.

Member ple(l g’uilty for failing’ to notify Operational Dispatch reg’ar(ling’ a
motorist aid on the Garden State Parlzway and was suspended for ten days.

Member was found g’uilty for cliso])eying’ a written order reg’ar(],ing’ the
unauthorized use of assig’ned troop vehicle which resulted in a troop car accident,
acting to his personal discredit and to the discredit of the Division, failing’ to

sa£eg'uar(l issued equipment, and failing’ to secure issued firearm. Member was

suspenc],e(l £OI‘ 90 days.

Member was found not g’uilty for {ailing’ to properly secure and record evidence
and divulg’ing confi(lential, factual information reg’ar(ling' an internal

investigation, in an attempt to influence the official statement of a principal.

Member was found g’uilty of acting in an official capacity to his personal discredit
and to the discredit of the Division and failing’ to maintain decorum and control
of his temper. Member was suspended for four months.

Member plecl g’uilty for a Well Trooper Positive Urine Sample and was suspenclecl
for 424 days.

Member ple(l g’uilty for failing’ to call in at least five, but not more than eig’hty-
two stops between January 1 throug’h April 23, 1998, falsifying’ written warnings
]3y issuing written warnings in the names of drivers he had previously stopped for
motor vehicle violations, failing’ to document a radio check on his Daily Activity
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Patrol Log, faiiing‘ to document a motor vehicle stop and proper vehicle
regdistration number and state of several vehicles on patroi log's, and failing’ to
provi(ie drivers with copies of written warnings that were issued. Member was

suspende(l for 60 days.

Member was found g’uilty for conspiring to purcilase steroids, faiiing to report
information throug’h chain of command, faiiing’ to take appropriate poiice action,
and failing’ to be truthful during’ an internal investigation. Member was

terminated.

Member piecl g’uiity for clisreg’arcling’ the verbal order of a supervisor and
attempting to use his official position to secure an unwarranted a(lvantag'e for a

family member. Member was suspenclecl for 15 clays.

Member piecl g’uiity for engaging in inappropriate conversation and soliciting’ a
date during’ a motor vehicle stop, faiiing to call in a motor vehicle stop, faiiing to
follow MVR proceclures, iaiiing’ to document a motor vehicle stop, and disciosing’
information about an internal investigation without authorization. A(l(iitionally
the member pled g’uiity to maizing’ inappropriate comments cluring’ a motor
vehicle stop and faiiing to call in a motor vehicle stop prior to initial contact with
the motorist. Member was suspenclecl for 60 clays.

Member piecl g’uiity for acting to his discredit in an unofficial capacity Wi’ierel)y he
physicaily assaulted an individual and sui)sequently ple(i g’uilty in municipal court
to harassment and offensive touching. Additionall , the member pled guilty to

g y pled guilty
failing’ to notify his supervisor or the Division reg’ar(iing' this incident and was

suspenc],e(i £OI‘ 30 (i,ays.

In addition, six members resig’ne(i/retirecl from the Division of State Police in lieu
of (iisciplinary hearing's. Three other enlisted members retired during’ 2002 with
pencling’ internal investigations that were Compietecl with recommended

discipline.
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SYNOPSIS OF MINOR DISCIPLINE
In addition to disciplinary hearing’s, during’ the year 2002, there were 183
Written Reprimancls issued l)y the Superinten(lent for a variety of offenses.
These include suspensions from zero to five days. The following’ is a synopsis of
Written Reprimancls issued l)y the Superintenclent:
30 were issued for Failure to Call in Motor Vehicle Stops
20 were issued for Failure to Follow Mobile Video Recording’ Procedures
19 were issued for Incomplete, Erroneous, or False Reports
14 were issued for Lost Equipment
13 were issued for Culpa]ale Ine{{iciency
13 were issued for Improper Comments/Lang’uag’e

11 were issued for Failure to Supervise

Six were issued for Failure to Noti{y Operational Dispatch Unit of requirecl

information
Six were issued for Questiona]nle Conduct On-Duty

Five were issued for Failure to Enter require(], information into the Computer

Aided Dispatcli system

Five were issued for Failure to Respon(]. to Motorist Aids in a Timely Manner
Four were issued for Failure to File Internal Complaints

Three were issued for Failure to Conduct Proper Investigations

Three were issued for Failure to Follow Orders

Three were issued for Unauthorized Use of Troop Cars

Three were issued for Improper Attitude and Demeanor

Three were issued for Inappropriate Actions OH-Duty

2002 Annual Report 27 ‘@v



Three were issued for Violations of Vehicle Pursuit Policy

Two were issued for Motor Vehicle Violations

Two were issued for False/Misleacling’ Statements

Two were issued for Improper Handling’ of Weapons

One was issued for {ailing' to Identify oneself as a “Trooper”

One was issued for Failure to Appear in Court

One was issued for an Improper Frisk

One was issued for Failure to Report an OH-Duty Incident

One was issued for Failure to Properly Secure Evidence

One was issued for Motor Vehicle Accident OH-Duty

One was issued for Unauthorized Outside Employment

One was issued for Discouraging a Complaint

One was issued for Failure to Carry S.P. Equipment On/Off Duty
One was issued for Failure to Attend Fitness for Duty Examination
One was issued for Use of S.P. Equipment for Personal Use

One was issued for Use of Force Reporting Requirement

One was issued for Inappropriate Actions On-Duty
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OPEN CASES AS OF DECEMBER 31, 2002

Active Investig’ations at end of year: 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Total
0 0 1 1 35 37

Compiete(i Investigations
pending review: 1997 1998 1999 2000 2001 2002 Total
1 2 10 14 22 145 194

Cases stayect pencling‘ outcome of criminal

proceeding’s or administrative reasons: 12
Substantiated cases pending’ formal hearing: 60
Substantiated cases pencting’ minor cliscipline: 8

PROSECUTIONS FOR FALSE CITIZEN COMPLAINTS

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

complainant may be sulaject to criminal prosecution.

COMPLIMENTS

During 2002, the Division of State Police received 930 citizen compliments reg’ar(iing’
actions l)y enlisted members. The aforementioned citizen compliments were received in
one of the toilowing’ four manners; citizen generate(l letters of appreciation, the New
Jersey State Police Citizen Compliment/ Compiaint Form, the Office of Professional
Standards Toll-free Compliment/ Complaint Hotline , and e-mails.
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