
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT  
FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS  

EASTERN DIVISION 

Lionetta White, Special Administrator of the 
Estate of LIONEL WHITE, SR.,  
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  v. 
 
CITY OF CHICAGO, RONALD WATTS,  
ALVIN JONES, ELSWORTH SMITH JR., 
KALLATT MOHAMED, MANUEL 
LEANO, BRIAN BOLTON, ROBERT 
GONZALEZ, and DOUGLAS NICHOLS, 
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) 
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Case No.  17 C 2877 
 
Judge Sara L. Ellis 
Magistrate Judge Laura K. McNally 
 

 
 

DEFENDANTS’ JOINT MOTION TO BAR JON M. SHANE’S MONELL OPINIONS 
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 
 

I hereby certify that on March 31, 2025, I electronically filed the foregoing Defendants’ Joint 
Motion to Bar Jon M. Shane’s Monell Opinions with the Clerk of the Court using the ECF system, 
which sent electronic notification of the filing on the same day to counsel of record. 
 
 /s/ Elizabeth A. Ekl    
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT 

FOR THE NORTHERN DISTRICT OF ILLINOIS 

EASTERN DIVISION 

 

) 

) Master Docket Case No. 19-cv-01717 

In re: WATTS COORDINATED ) 

PRETRIAL PROCEEDINGS ) Judge Franklin U. Valderrama 

) 

) Magistrate Judge Sheila M. Finnegan 

) 

 

THIS DOCUMENT RELATES TO CASE NO. 17-CV-02877 

 

PLAINTIFF LIONEL WHITE SR.’S FEDERAL  
RULE OF CIVIL PROCEDURE 26(a)(2) DISCLOSURES 

 

Plaintiff Lionetta White, on behalf of the Estate of Lionel White Sr., by and through her 

counsel, provide the following disclosures according to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(a)(2): 

Pursuant to Federal Rule of Civil Procedure 26(a)(2)(B), Plaintiff discloses the following 

individuals:  

1. Allison D. Redlich, Ph.D. – Dr. Redlich may be called to present evidence at trial 

pursuant to Rules 702, 703, or 705 of the Federal Rules of Evidence and is expected to testify on 

the subject matter discussed in her report produced in this case, as well as any deposition 

conducted. The report includes a statement regarding her compensation as well as a list of cases 

in which she has testified as an expert at trial or by deposition in the past 4 years, attached 

hereto.  

2. Jon Shane, Ph.D. – Dr. Shane will provide expert testimony as reflected in his 

reports previously disclosed in Baker v. City of Chicago, 16-CV-8940 on April 1, 2024 and in 

Gipson v. City of Chicago, 18-cv-5120 on June 3, 2024, and as reflected in his depositions in 

those cases. Dr. Shane’s curriculum vitae has been previously produced in connection with those 

reports. Dr. Shane’s compensation schedule is the same as previously provided in those cases. In 
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addition to prior testimony disclosed in those cases, Dr. Shane has given deposition testimony in 

Gipson v. City of Chicago, 18-cv-5120. 

3. Jeffrey Danik – Mr. Danik will provide expert testimony as reflected in his 

reports previously disclosed in Baker v. City of Chicago, 16-CV-8940 on April 1, 2024 and in 

Gipson v. City of Chicago, 18-cv-5120 on June 3, 2024, and as reflected in his depositions in 

those cases. Mr. Danik’s curriculum vitae has been previously produced in connection with those 

reports. Mr. Danik’s compensation schedule is the same as previously provided in those cases. In 

addition to prior testimony disclosed in those cases, Mr. Danik has given deposition testimony in 

Gipson v. City of Chicago, 18-cv-5120.  

4. Terrill Swift – Mr. Swift may be called to present evidence at trial pursuant to 

Rules 702, 703, or 705 of the Federal Rules of Evidence and is expected to testify regarding the 

subject matter discussed in the report produced in this case. The required information concerning 

his compensation has been provided in the attached report. Mr. Swift has never previously 

testified as an expert witness in a civil proceeding.  

5. George Adamson – Mr. Adamson may be called to present evidence at trial 

pursuant to Rules 702, 703, or 705 of the Federal Rules of Evidence and is expected to testify 

regarding the subject matter discussed in the report produced in this case. The required 

information concerning his compensation has been provided in the attached report. Mr. Adamson 

has never previously testified as an expert witness in a civil proceeding.  

 

Respectfully submitted, 
 

 

/s/ Gianna Gizzi    
One of Plaintiff’s Attorneys  

 

Jon Loevy  
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Arthur Loevy  
Scott Rauscher 
Josh Tepfer 
Theresa Kleinhaus 

Sean Starr 
Gianna Gizzi 
Wallace Hilke 

LOEVY & LOEVY 

311 North Aberdeen Street,  
Chicago, IL 60607 

(312) 243-5900 

gizzi@loevy.com  
 

 

CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE 

The undersigned, Gianna Gizzi, hereby certifies that on August 19, 2024, a copy of the 

foregoing document was served on all counsel of record via electronic mail 

 

________________________ 
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EXPERT OPINIONS OF DR. JON M. SHANE 
 

Supplemental Opinion 
 
SUBMITTED TO:  Wally Hilke, Esq. 

Loevy & Loevy 
311 N. Aberdeen St., 3rd Floor 
Chicago, IL 60607 
 
June 3, 2024 
 

PERTAINING TO:  Lionel White, Plaintiff,  
 
v.  
 
City Of Chicago, Ronald Watts, Phillip Cline, Debra Kirby, Alvin 
Jones, Elsworth Smith, Jr., Kallatt Mohammed, Manuel Leano, Brian 
Bolton, Robert Gonzalez, And Douglas Nichols  
 
Case No. 1:17-Cv-02877 
 

******************************** 
 
 Leonard Gipson, Plaintiff, 
 
v. 
 
City Of Chicago, Former Chicago Police Sergeant Ronald Watts, 
Former Officer Kallatt Mohammed, Sergeant Alvin Jones, Officer 
Elsworth Smith Jr.. Officer Douglas Nichols Jr., Officer Brian Bolton, 
Officer Manuel Leano, Officer Kenneth Young, Officer Darrel 
Edwards, Officer Matthew Cadman, Michael Spaargaren, Officer 
George Summers, Officer Calvin Ridgell, Officer Robert Gonzalez, 
Officer Lamonica Lewis, Philip Cline, Debra Kirby, Karen Rowan, 
And Any Other Yet-Unidentified Officers Of The Chicago Police 
Department,  
Case No.  1:18-Cv-05120 
 

******************************** 
 
Ben Baker and Clarissa Glenn 
v. 
City Of Chicago, Former Chicago Police Sergeant Ronald Watts, 
Officer Kallatt Mohammed, Sergeant Alvin Jones, Officer Robert 
Gonzalez, Officer Cabrales, Officer Douglas Nichols, Jr., Officer 
Manuel S. Leano, Officer Brian Bolton, Officer Kenneth Young, Jr.,   
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Officer Elsworth J. Smith, Jr., Philip J. Cline, Karen Rowan, Debra 
Kirby, and Other as Yet-Unidentified Officers of The Chicago Police 
Department 
 
In The United States District Court For The Northern District Of 
Illinois Eastern Division  
 
Case No: 1:16-Cv-08940 
 
Chicago, Illinois 
 
 
 

PREPARED BY: Dr. Jon M. Shane 
jmsnpd@gmail.com  
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ACKNOWLEDGEMENT 

This report provides my opinion based on the available information at this time. I presume 

the information provided to me is accurate and correct. If additional information becomes available 

at a later time, then I may submit a supplemental report. Depending on the new information, my 

opinion in this report may or may not change. My opinion is based upon a reasonable degree of 

professional certainty.  

Pursuant to 28 U.S.C. § 1746, I declare under penalty of perjury that the foregoing is true 

and correct to the best of my knowledge and belief. 

 

Dated: June 3, 2024     /s/ Jon M. Shane   

         Jon Shane 
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POLICE USE OF FORCE: 

OFFICAL REPORT'S, 

CITIZEN COMPLAINT'S, 

AND 

LEGAL CONSEQUENCES 

BY: 

ANTONY Pi. PATE AND 

LORIE A. FRIDELL 

WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF 

EDWIN E. HAMILTON 
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ABSTRACT 

The legitimate use of force is the defining feature of the role of police in society. In fact, 
the police must be allowed to use force when necessary to achieve lawful police objectives. 
Unfortunately, however, the public is usually made aware of police use of force only on those 
occasions when the use of force is, or appears to be, excessive. 

Despite the critical importance of the use of force in policing, little is known aboutthe extent 
or nature of that use, the methods by which agencies monitor force, how often citizens complain 
that excessive force was applied, what happens to those complaints, how frequently 
allegations of excessive force result in lawsuits, and how those suits are resolved. 

Recognizing the need for further research on these issues, the National Institute of Justice 
provided support to the Police Foundation to conduct a comprehensive national survey of law 
enforcement agencies to address these questions. 

Atotal of 1,111 law enforcement agencies completed an extensive questionnaire designed 
to address issues pertaining to the important topic of police use of force. 

This report presents a review of existing literature on the use of force by police, describes 
the methods by which the survey was conducted, presents the results of the key issues 
addressed by the survey, and discusses the research and policy implications of the results. 

8 
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1 
The other categories of complaints varied across studies, as they do across departments. 

Duga and Breda (1991) reported that 41.5 percent of the complaints to the Washington state 
agencies were for "verbal misconduct." In contrast, Wagner (1980a) reported that only 9.8 
percent of the complaints against "Metro City" officers were for verbal abuse. Possibly 
Littlejohn's (1981) report of 24 percent "demeanor complaints" corresponds to the verbal 
misconduct category. Other categories reported by researchers are illegal arrest (at 15 percent 
in five cities, Kerstetter, 1985), illegal arrest or search and seizure (at 31 percent in 
Philadelphia in the early sixties, Coxe, 1961), harassment (at 26 percent in Philadelphia, Coxe, 
1961), and procedure complaints (at 16 percent in Detroit in 1975, Littlejohn, 1981). 

To add to what is known about the nature and extent of citizen complaints of excessive 
force, the Police Foundation survey collected information from the national sample of 
departments regarding the number of excessive force complaints received during 1991. The 
numbers of complaints, as well as the rates of complaints per number of sworn personnel, are 
presented in Chapter IV for the various agency types, sizes, and geographic locations. 

D.2 CITIZEN CONFIDENCE IN AND AWARENESS OF 
THE COMPLAINT PROCESS 

As mentioned above, the rate of complaints received by a jurisdiction may be as much a 
product of citizen confidence in the complaint process as any other factor. West (1988:113) 
commented that: 

Frequently assumed to provide a measure of police performance, the complaints rate 
is one of the most badly abused police-based statistics. Thus, an increasing number 
of complaints filed with a particular agency may not reflect a deterioration in standards 
of officer behavior, but could be interpreted as indicating a sign of increasing citizen 
confidence in the complaints system. 

Similarly, Walker and Bumphus (1992) suggested that higher rates of complaints received 
by departments may reflect high citizen confidence in the investigation and disposition of 
complaints and thus argued that "a more open and responsive" system for processing 
complaints would likely lead to an increase in complaints. They reported (1992, citing Whitaker, 
1982) that only one-third of the persons who believe they have been mistreated by police file 
complaints. They pointed out that this figure is not unlike the proportion of persons who report 
to the police the crimes committed against them. That 43 percent of those persons who did 
not report the mistreatment they perceived because it "wouldn't do any good" provides 
additional support for the contention that lack of citizen confidence in a complaint system will 
reduce the number of complaints received. 

Additional support comes from case study data. As noted above, of the five cities studied 
by Perez (1978), Berkeley had the highest rate of complaints of police misconduct (see 
Kerstetter, 1985). The same study also found that the Berkeley complaint processing system 

was the most popular of the five. Conversely, John and Gibbons (1984:p. 6) commenting on 

35 1 
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B_ CITIZEN COMPLAINTS OF EXCESSIVE FORCE 

As indicated in the review ofthe literature, the primary method bywhich citizens can register 
their concerns about the use of excessive force by police officers is by means of the citizen 
complaint process. To provide a better understanding of that process, agencies were 
requested to indicate, by complaint type, how many complaints citizens filed against their 
officers in 1991 and the dispositions of those complaints. Departments were requested to 
exclude complaints that resulted from interactions between officers and citizens in jail settings. 
This section presents the results of the analyses of citizen complaints of excessive, undue, 
or unnecessary use offorce. These analyses will be presented in terms of the reported number 
of complaints received and, in order to provide standardized estimates, the number of 
complaints received per 1,000 sworn officers. Each of these sets of data are presented by 
agency type and by agency type and size. In addition, this section provides comparisons 
between the demographic characteristics of complainants and the general population, as well 
as between the demographic characteristics of officers receiving complaints and those of 
officers in general. 

The reliability and validity of these complaint data are affected by the many different ways 
departments categorize complaints of misconduct. These variations became apparent during 
the development of the instrument as a result of reviews of departmental documentation and 
discussions with police personnel. Fortunately, the most consistent categorization of 
misconduct complaints among departments was with regard to excessive use of force. 
Nevertheless, the Police Foundation questionnaire attempted to encompass the breadth of 
definitions used by departments by labelingthis category "excessive/undue/unnecessary use 
of force; brutality (including use of weapons, cuffs, etc." However, this problem of categorizing 
complaints should be kept in mind when interpreting the results. 

Procedures used by departments to count complaints of misconduct may also vary and 
thus affect the reliability and validity of these data. Although departments were requested to 
indicate the "total number of citizens' complaints filed against employees," the definition of 
"filing" may vary across agencies. In some, any complaint, whether written or oral, submitted 
anonymously or by an identified person, certified or not, may be counted as "filed." In others, 
there may be certain requirements that must be met (e.g., submission in writing, certification) 
before a complaint is considered "filed." Some departments may count those complaints that 
were filed but subsequently were withdrawn by the complainants; others may exclude 
withdrawn complaints. 

Another limitation to these data, as explained more fully below, is that approximately 25 
percent of the agencies that returned surveys did not provide the requested complaint data. 
Thus, the interpretation of these estimates must be made with the recognition that, to the 
extent that the responding agencies may not be representative of law enforcement agencies 
in general, the estimates themselves may not be representative. 

89 
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I.    PURPOSE  1. Employees are subject to discipline for violations of 

The purpose of this policy is to inform all employees and law or agency policy, rules or regulations.  
the public of procedures for accepting, processing and 2. All disciplinary actions taken under this policy are 
investigating complaints concerning allegations of subject to, and shall be consistent with, applicable 
employee misconduct. This policy defines provisions state law, local ordinances, administrative rulings 
applicable only to investigation and disposition of and collective bargaining agreements.  
allegations of administrative misconduct.  3. Employees who withhold information from, or fail 

 to cooperate with, internal investigations or who fail 
II.   POLICY  to report misconduct of employees are subject to 

Establishment of procedures for investigating complaints disciplinary action in addition to any other 
and allegations of employee misconduct is crucial to disciplinary action that may result from the 
demonstrate and protect this agency’s integrity. This investigation.  
agency shall accept and investigate fairly and impartially B. Acceptance/Filing of Complaints  
all complaints of employee conduct to determine the 1. Public complaint packages shall be made available 
validity of allegations and to impose any disciplinary to the public through police personnel and at 
actions that may be justified in a timely and consistent designated public facilities.  
manner.  2. Complaints may be received by supervisory 

 members of this agency either in person, over the 
III. DEFINITIONS  telephone or in writing, and may be lodged 

Office of Professional Standards (OPS): The des- anonymously or by any other means.  
ignated employee(s)/unit with primary responsibility for 3. Employees shall provide assistance to those who 
conducting investigations of employee misconduct express the desire to lodge complaints against any 
allegations. employee(s) of this agency. This includes but is not 

Public Complaint Package: Information packages limited to:  
containing complaint forms, information on the com- a. calling a supervisor to the scene to document the 
plaint procedures used by this agency and actions the complaint,  
public can expect from this agency in response to their b. explaining the agency’s complaint procedures,  
complaint. c. providing referrals to individuals and/or locations 

Summary Action: Disciplinary action taken by an where such complaints can be made in person, or  
employee’s supervisor or commander for lesser d. explaining alternative means for lodging 
violations of agency rules, policies or procedures as complaints, such as by phone or mail.  
defined by this agency. Summary actions are the lowest C. Summary Action   
level of disciplinary action generally handled by first line 1. Summary action may be taken by supervisory 
supervisors. personnel for lesser violations of rules, polices, or 

 procedures, as defined by this agency, upon 
IV.   PROCEDURES  approval of such action by the unit commander. 

A. Basis for Discipline  
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2. All summary actions shall be documented and knowledge and approval of the agency CEO or 
copies of the charges and disposition provided to his/her designee. 
the subject employee, retained by and forwarded to 3. OPS shall have the following additional re-
subsequent units of assignment, forwarded to OPS sponsibilities: 
and incorporated in the employee’s central a.  Maintain a complaint log; 
personnel record. b. Maintain a central file for complaints in a secured 

D. Investigation of Public Complaints—Supervisor’s area and in conformity with records retention 
Role/Responsibility requirements of state law; 
1. Supervisory personnel shall cause a preliminary c. Conduct a regular audit of complaints to ascertain 

inquiry to be conducted to determine if grounds the need for changes in training or policy; 
exist to conduct an administrative investigation. d. Maintain statistical and related information to 
a. If the inquiry finds that acceptable agency policy identify trends involving all complaints of 

and procedures have been followed, the excessive force and abuse of authority; 
supervisor will explain to the complainant the e. Track complaints against individual employees to 
investigative steps that were taken by the agency assist in employee risk analysis; and 
together with the findings and conclusions of the f. Provide the CEO with an annual summary of 
investigation.  If appropriate, the supervisor may complaints against employees and final dis-
explain agency procedures, a misunderstanding positions that may be made available to the public 
of which may have precipitated the complaint. or otherwise used at the discretion of the CEO. 

b. The complainant shall receive a copy of the F. Investigative Interviews and Procedures 
complaint as lodged with the agency and shall be 1. Prior to being interviewed, the subject employee 
asked to verify by signature if it is a complete shall be advised of the nature of the complaint. 
and accurate account. If the complainant elects 2. All interviews will be conducted while the employee 
not to sign, this fact shall be documented and the is on duty, unless the seriousness of the in-
investigation will proceed. vestigation is such that an immediate interview is 

c. The allegation shall be documented and copies required. 
forwarded to OPS and the agency chief executive 3. During interviews conducted by OPS, there will be 
officer (CEO). one employee designated as the primary inter-

2. If the supervisor’s preliminary investigation viewer. 
identifies grounds that may support disciplinary 4. The complete interview shall be recorded. The 
action, the supervisor shall cause further recording will note the time at which breaks are 
investigation of the complaint and shall notify OPS taken in the interview process, who requested the 
of this action. break and the time at which the interview resumed. 
a. OPS may assume concurrent or sole authority for 5. The employee shall be provided with the name, 

the investigation at any point in the investigation rank and command of all persons present during the 
upon notification of the subject employee’s questioning. The employee shall also be given the 
supervisor and/or commander. following admonitions: 

b. Should an investigation at any time reveal a. You are advised that this is an internal 
evidence of criminal conduct, all available administrative investigation only. 
information shall be forwarded to the agency b. You will be asked and are required to answer all 
CEO and to OPS as soon as possible. questions specifically related to the performance 

E. Investigation of Public Complaints—OPS Role/ of your duties and your fitness for office. 
Responsibility c. If you refuse to answer these questions, you can 

1. OPS has primary responsibility for review and be subject to discipline that can be as much as 
investigation of all complaints against employees, discharge or removal from office. You may also 
whether initiated by the public or by a member of be subject to discipline for knowingly giving false 
the department. statements. 

2. OPS may assume primary responsibility for a d. I want to reassure you that any answers given are 
supervisor’s complaint investigation at any stage in to be used solely for internal administrative 
the investigative process upon notification of the purposes and may not be used in any subsequent 
supervisor involved. OPS may also initiate an criminal prosecution should such occur. 
investigation of alleged employee misconduct, with 6. Counsel at Interview 
or without a formal complaint, with prior a. Employees may have an attorney, union rep-

resentative, supervisor, or personal representative 
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with them during any internal investigative disposition recommendations with the report 
interview so long as the individual is not submitted to the CEO. 
involved in any manner with the incident under 3. All disciplinary investigation findings and 
investigation. recommendations shall be forwarded to the agency 

b. The employee representative’s role is primarily CEO through the chain of command for 
that of observer. He/she should be advised not to information, review and comment. 
intervene in the interview unless requested to do 4. The CEO will review the investigative report and 
so by the subject employee or unless the inter- supporting documents and may accept the findings 
view leads to issues of potential criminal activity. and recommendations or remand the case for 

7. Examinations and Searches additional investigation in all or in part. 
a. The agency may direct that the employee 5. If the complaint is sustained, and the CEO de-

undergo an intoximeter, blood, urine, psych- termines that formal charges will be brought, the 
ological, polygraph, medical examination or any CEO, or his/her designee, will direct that a charging 
other exam not prohibited by law if it is believed document be prepared by the subject employee’s 
that such an examination pertinent to the commander, supervisor or OPS as appropriate, 
investigation. signed and thereafter served upon the subject 

b. An on-duty supervisor may direct an employee to employee. The charging document will provide: 
submit to a breath, blood or urine test when there a.  nature of the charges, 
is a reasonable suspicion that alcohol and/or drug b. a copy of the investigative file, and 
usage is suspected as the factor directly related to c. a reasonable time frame in which the employee 
allegations of misconduct. can respond to the charges either in written or 

c. An employee can be required to participate in a oral form. 
lineup if it is used solely for administrative 6. Employees who desire an opportunity to be heard on 
purposes. these proposed charges may make a request for a 

d. Property belonging to the law enforcement hearing to the agency CEO or his/her designee 
agency is subject to inspection for investigative within the time period permitted for this action. 
purposes unless the employee has been granted a 7. Following a hearing or written response of the 
reasonable expectation of privacy in vehicles, subject employee to the charges, the chief exe-
desks, files, storage lockers, computers or similar cutive shall determine an appropriate disposition of 
items or places. the charges or may remand the case for further 

G. Disposition investigation or related actions. 
1. The primary investigative authority for the 8. The employee may appeal the proposed charges as 

investigation (i.e., subject employee’s supervisor provided by law, ordinance, collective bargaining 
and commander or OPS) shall review the complaint agreement, or departmental or governing 
report and investigative findings once deemed jurisdiction procedure. 
complete. This authority will compile a report of 9. The disposition shall be returned from the CEO to 
findings and provide a disposition recommendation the commander who shall direct the employee’s 
for each charge as follows: supervisor to take such disciplinary action as 
a. Sustained: Evidence sufficient to prove alle- required. 

gations. 10. The supervisor shall verify to the commander, OPS 
b. Not sustained: Insufficient evidence to either and the agency’s central personnel authority when 

prove or disprove allegations. authorized disciplinary action has been taken. A 
c. Exonerated: Incident occurred but was lawful. written copy of the disposition will be provided to 
d. Unfounded: Allegation is false or not factual or the employee. 

the employee was not involved. 11. Where the findings do not support the charges, the 
2. A copy of the findings and recommendations shall commander shall forward the complaint with 

be submitted for review by OPS prior to submission supporting documentation to OPS for reporting and 
to the agency CEO if OPS is not the primary accounting purposes. A copy will also be provided 
investigative authority. OPS may make any to the subject employee. 
additional inquiries or investigative measures 12. Following final disposition of the complaint, a 
deemed necessary to verify, authenticate or clarify letter shall be sent to the complainant from the CEO 
findings and recommendations of the investigative or his/her designee explaining the final disposition. 
report and may include such findings and 13. Whenever reasonably possible, the investigation of 

complaints should be completed within 45 days 
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from receipt of the complaint to its disposition of employees from the line of duty and for issues 
unless a waiver is granted by the CEO or his/her dealing with employee metal health assistance. 
designee or another time frame is required by 8. A supervisor may recommend additional training to 
departmental policy, law or labor agreement. refresh and reinforce an employee’s skills, abilities 

H. OPS Records and Confidentiality or understanding of agency policy, rules and 
1. OPS shall be informed of all final disciplinary regulations. 

decisions. 9. Counseling may be used by the supervisor to 
2. OPS shall forward a copy of all final disciplinary determine the extent of any personal or job 

decisions to the agency’s central personnel problems that may be affecting performance, and to 
authority. offer assistance and guidance. 

3. OPS case files and information shall be maintained 10. The supervisor shall document all instances of 
separately from personnel records. counseling or additional training used to modify and 

4. OPS information is considered confidential and will employee’s behavior. 
be retained under secure conditions within OPS.  
a. OPS case files and personnel dispositions may This project was supported by Grant No. 2000-DD-VX-0020 awarded by the Bureau of 

not be released to any source without prior Justice, Office of Justice Programs, U.S. Department of Justice. The Assistant Attorney 
General, Office of Justice Programs, coordinates the activities of the following program 

approval of the agency CEO unless otherwise offices and bureaus: the Bureau of Justice Assistance, the Bureau of Justice Statistics, 

provided by law. National Institute of Justice, Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention, and the 
Office of Victims of Crime. Points to view or opinions in this document are those of the 

b. Case investigation files shall be retained for a author and do not represent the official position or policies of the U.S. Department of Justice 

period of time as defined by state law or the or the International Association of Chiefs of Police. 
 

agency CEO. Every Effort has been made by the IACP National Law Enforcement Policy Center staff and 

I. Prevention of Employee Misconduct advisory board to ensure that his model policy incorporates the most current information and 
contemporary professional judgment on this issue. However, law enforcement administrators 

1. Every employee of this agency has a personal should be cautioned that no “model” policy can meet all the needs of any given law 

responsibility for, and will be held strictly enforcement agency. Each law enforcement agency operates in a unique environment of 
federal court rulings, state laws, local ordinances, regulations, judicial and administrative 

accountable for, adherence to the agency standards decisions and collective bargaining agreements that must be considered. In addition, the 

of conduct, rules, policies and procedures. formulation of specific agency policies must take into account local political and community 
perspectives and customs, prerogatives and demands; often divergent law enforcement 

2. This agency has the responsibility for, and will strategies and philosophies; and the impact of varied agency resource capabilities, among 

provide to each employee, sufficient and proper other factors. 

training, supervision and policy guidance to ensure 
that all employees are apprised of the demands and 

 
requirements of this agency with regard to  
employee conduct, duties and responsibilities. 

3. This agency shall take all reasonable measures to  
ensure that employees are assigned only to duties 
and responsibilities in which they have all the  
requisite knowledge, skills, abilities and training. 

4. The primary responsibility for maintaining and  
reinforcing employee conformance with the  
standards of conduct of this department shall be 
with employees and first line supervisors.  

5. Supervisors shall familiarize themselves with the 
employees in their unit and closely observe their  
general conduct and appearance on a daily basis. 

6. Supervisors should remain alert to indications of  
behavioral problems or changes that may affect an 
employee’s normal job performance and document 

 
such information where deemed relevant.  

7. Where a supervisor perceives that an employee may 
be having or causing problems, the supervisor  
should assess the situation and determine the most 
appropriate action. Supervisors should refer to and  
use this agency’s Employee Mental Health Policy 
for guidance in cases involving emergency removal 
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