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Since 1996, and as part of our mission, the O ce of Community
Oriented Policing Services (the COPS O ce) has been supporting law
enforcement agencies in a variety of initiatives and programs to create
or strengthen local programs that help agencies build trust with the
communities they are sworn to serve and protect. e COPSO ce seeks
to create the community policing environments that develop or improve
that trust and mutual respect and ensure equal treatment for all citizens.

Mutual trust and respect are at the heart of e ective policing and the
overwhelming majority of our nation’s law enforcement o cers are
principled men and women who provide professional services to the
communities they serve with honor and distinction. e responsibilities
they shoulder are great, and agency and public expectations are high.

Unfortunately, on the rare occasion whenan o cer is accused of
misconduct or criminal activity, he or she may be subject to an
investigation. Implementing an honest and fair fact- nding process that
uncovers the truth is the important role of the internal a airs function
of a law enforcement agency, and it is essential to maintain a process that
protects the rights of all involved, including the accused o  cer.

is report, Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs:
Recommendations from a Community of Practice, was developed by the
National Internal A airs Community of Practice group, a collaborative
partnership of the Los Angeles (California) Police Department and 11
other major city and county law enforcement agencies. e agencies
shared and developed standards and best practices in internal a airs
work, discussed di erences and similarities in practice, and looked at
various approaches to improving their individual and collective agencies’
internal a airs practices.

e COPS O ce understands the importance of learning from the
experience of others. It is in this spirit that we are pleased to provide this
report to you. We hope you will nd this publication helpful in your local
e orts, and we encourage you to share this publication, as well as your
successes, with other law enforcement practitioners.

Sincerely,

Carl Peed
Former Director

e COPSO ce

“ Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice



Acknowledgments
is nal report was produced by the following project team, whose
members are solely responsible for its contents:

Project Team Leader:
Deputy Chief Mark R. Perez, Los Angeles Police Department

Project Team:

Major Cerelyn Davis, Atlanta Police Department

Lieutenant Detective Robert Harrington, Boston Police Department

Assistant Deputy Superintendent Debra Kirby, Chicago Police
Department

Deputy Chief  omas Ward, Dallas Police Department

Commander Brian Stair, Detroit Police Department

Assistant Chief Michael Dirden, Houston Police Department

Captain Karyn Mannis, Los Angeles County Sheri 's Depatment

Major Donald Rifkin, Miami-Dade Police Department

Deputy Chief Bruce Adams, New Orleans Police Department

Inspector Robert Small, Philadelphia Police Department

Commander George Richards, Phoenix Police Department

Inspector Matthew Klein, Metropolitan Police Department
(Washington, D.C.)

Special thanks to:

Chief Michael Berkow, Savannah-Chatham Metropolitan Police
Department, who originated the project while working for the Los
Angeles Police Department as Deputy Chief.

Senior Policy Analyst Albert A. Pearsall 111, U.S. Department of Justice
O ce of Community Oriented Policing Services, who continually o ered
guidance and assistance at every stage.

Judith E. Beres, a contractor with the U.S. Department of Justice O ce
of Community Oriented Policing Services, for her nal editing of this
document.

Senior Policy Advisor Steven Edwards, U.S. Department of Justice
Bureau of Justice Assistance, who likewise was vital to the project.

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice




Nationally recognized expert advisors provided valuable insights from the

realms of civilian oversight, academic research, and consultancy:

Merrick Bobb, President, Police Assessment Resource Center

Michael Gennaco, Chief Attorney, Los Angeles County O ce of
Independent Review

Andre Birotte, Inspector General, City of Los Angeles Board of Police
Commissioners

Sam Pailca, Seattle Police Department O ce of Professional
Accountability

Joshua Ederheimer, Police Executive Research Forum

Dennis Nowicki, Police Consultant

Dr. Geo rey Alpert, University of South Carolina

Robert H. Aaronson, Aaronson Law O ces

Particularly in the early and middle stages of the project, many contributed
to the discourse and ideas:

Commander Je rey Noble, Irvine Police Department

Commander James F. Voge, Los Angeles Police Department

Chief William McSweeney, Los Angeles County Sheri s Department
Deputy Chief Michael Ault, Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department
Major Welcome Harris, Atlanta Police Department

Lieutenant Melvin Hendricks, Atlanta Police Department
Superintendent Albert Goslin, Boston Police Department

Lieutenant Frank Mancini, Boston Police Department

Cameron Selvey, Charlotte-Mecklenberg Police Department
Lieutenant Susan Clark, Chicago Police Department

Deputy Chief Calvin Cunigan, Dallas Police Department

Lieutenant Regina Smith, Dallas Police Department

Gary Tittle, Dallas Police Department

Sergeant James Weiss, Detroit Police Department

Kimberly Armstrong, Edmonton (Canada) Police Service

Captain David Gott, Houston Police Department

Commander Eric Smith, Los Angeles County Sheri s Department
Lieutenant Michael Parker, Los Angeles County Sheri ’'s Department
Lieutenant Temple Carpenter, Miami-Dade Police Department
Lieutenant Carrie Mazelin, Monterey Park Police Department
Deputy Chief Marlon De llo, New Orleans Police Department
Deputy Commissioner Richard Ross, Philadelphia Police Department
Captain Carol Scott-Abrams, Philadelphia Police Department
Lieutenant John Echols, Philadelphia Police Department

Assistant Chief Andy Anderson, Phoenix Police Department

n Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice



Captain Steve Campbell, Phoenix Police Department

Captain Kim Humphries, Phoenix Police Department

Lieutenant Linda Johnson, Phoenix Police Department

Jerry Tidwell, San Francisco Police Department

Kieran Walshe, Victoria (Australia) Police Department

Maureen O'Connell, Metropolitan Police Department (Washington, D.C.)
Allison Hart, moderator of the rst two large assemblies

anks to the sta  who did all the behind-the-scenes work:

Senior Management Analyst Teri Dixon, Los Angeles Police Department,
who from the inception of the grant coordinated resources and carried
a huge portion of the administrative workload.

Matthew Barge, Police Assessment Resource Center

Lieutenant Paul Torrence, Los Angeles Police Department

Police Service Representative Larita Henderson, Los Angeles Police
Department

Captain William Eaton, Los Angeles Police Department

Regana Sellars, Dallas Police Department

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice -



Case: 1:17-cv-02877 Document #: 263-3 Filed: 04/30/25 Page 11 of 81 PagelD #:22412



Case: 1:17-cv-02877 Document #: 263-3 Filed: 04/30/25 Page 12 of 81 PagelD #:22413

On May 5, 2005, the Los Angeles Police Department was awarded a
grant by the U.S. Department of Justice O ce of Community Oriented
Policing Services to convene and coordinate the National Internal

A airs Community of Practice group. e initial purpose of the National
Internal A airs group was to create an opportunity for major city police
departments to come together in real time on an ongoing basis to share
and develop standards and best practices in Internal A airs work and
share these products with the wider eld of policing. In the end, the
group learned considerably more. e group consisted of 12 major city
and county police agencies in the United States. Many other agency*
representatives and advisors contributed ideas and the dialog that
ultimately shaped this document.

e group learned that even where we expected commonality in
practice there was much more disparity than expected. We learned that
the de nitions of terms shared were not always universal. Where we
assumed there would be shared de nitions, the group found that the
assumption was wrong. A large part of the time on this project was spent
trying to agree on the terms common to each agency.

We also discovered that profound di erences among state and local
laws, collective bargaining agreements, and organizational and political
cultures are factors in the struggle to reach commonality. ere were
also striking di erences among the investigative models, processes, and
structures among the participating agencies.

We learned that ensuring ethical conduct is an organizational
responsibility, not just of Internal A airs because Internal A airs

is not an isolated agency function. It is integral to a more complex
interrelationship among entities within the agency that had not been
seen as interrelated before.  ese include recruit and in-service training,
risk managers, lawyers representing the agency in litigation, and agency
members who interact with labor organizations.

e project rea rmed that Internal A airs serves two communities—law
enforcement and the general public—and Internal A airs is essential in
building and maintaining mutual trust and respect between agencies and
the public.

1Although the term “Agency” in this report intends to denote the local law enforcement entity
responsible for the general policing of a city, county, township, or other politically autonomous
local body, the principles of the procedures and ndings herein will likely be applicable to law
enforcement entities of other kinds.

Introduction




We did nd that we faced many common issues, including a lack of
resources, lack of understanding of the Internal A airs function by many
members of the agencies and by the public, and the need to be able to
continue the community of practice discourse begun in this project.

Despite the sometimes striking disparity among the methods, models,
and other features of the various agencies’ Internal A airs processes
(see the Appendix at the end of this document), the group was still able
to ndways of e ectively accomplishing the Internal A airs mission in
di erentways.

Inevitably the question should be asked: why didn't the Internal A airs
community of practice come up with best practices the same way
investigators of homicides and narcotics come up with best practices?
What we found was that because Internal A airs investigates police

0 cers, a unique set of challenges is created that do not exist in

typical criminal investigations.  ese challenges are not solved with
technical solutions because the challenges are not merely technical. e
challenges include the dynamics of state and local laws, employment
rights, collective bargaining agreements, community relationships and
expectations, and organizational and political cultures.

It was not a goal of the group to fashion rigid and con ning rules or
standards binding all American law enforcement agencies. Neither
was it the goal to impose best practices that would create a single
measuring stick with which to judge each agency. Rather, the e ort
focused on drafting a set of general principles and guidelines, around
which consensus had taken shape, that articulate the fundamental
presumptions and values underlying the role of Internal A airsin
contemporary American policing.

We remain con dent that police departments, managed properly, have
the capacity to police themselves in a manner that enhances public
trust. We believe that agencies that objectively and thoroughly police
themselves, yet are accountable to the public and civilian authority,
are stronger than agencies policed from the outside where internal
accountability is not a priority.

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice
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“Intake” denotes the process of receiving a complaint.  ere is a wide
range of accepted intake practices. e range of practices ows from the
political, legal, labor-relational, and other factors incidentally a ecting
agencies using them.

e widest possible net should be thrown open at intake to receive all
complaints from all possible sources of complaint. While the procedures
for investigation and resolution of these complaints may di er
depending upon their nature, it is a recommended practice to take in all
complaints. Moreover, complaints as a whole provide the agency with
insight as to how it is perceived by the public. Law enforcement is not
doing its job if the public as a whole or in part believes the police are not
e ective, ethical, or respectful.

Section Topics:

1.1 What a complaint is and who may le one.

1.2 How a complaint can be transmitted and what forms it can take.
1.3 Receiving complaints at agency facilities.

1.4 Availability of complaint forms or other means of ling complaints.
1.5 Dissuading complainants.

1.6 Tracking complaints.

1.7 Complaint acknowledgments.

1.8 Auditing complaint intake.

1.9 Complaints and lawsuits.



1.1 What a complaint is and who may le one. Each event of
alleged inappropriate behavior is an allegation, whether reported verbally
or by other depiction. A complaint is one or more allegations by any
person that an employee of an agency, or the agency itself, has behaved
inappropriately as de ned by the person making the allegation. e
person making the allegation is a complainant.

Commentary

Each agency should require that every complaint from the public be
received and evaluated to determine the nature of the agency’s response
to the complaint. Because complaints can literally be anything from
irrational statements to clear reports of criminal corruption, intelligent
evaluation of each complaint at intake is crucial.

e complaint process from intake to nal disposition should be clear
to all involved, and should include at least a general description of the
categories the agency uses to group complaints and the procedures for
handling each category. e descriptions and procedures should be in
writing and easily accessible to the public.

Employee complaints best resolvable beyond the realm of Internal

A airs? should be redirected to other areas of the agency as the nature
of the complaint dictates (e.g., supervisory issues, personal grievances,
employee disputes, etc.).

1.2 How a complaint can be transmitted and what
forms it can take. To the extent permitted by law, a complaint
should be received whether presented orally, in writing, or in some
other reasonably intelligible form. e point is to make it as simple

as reasonably possible for anyone, including an arrestee, to present a
complaint without unnecessary burden. e public has a reasonable
expectation that an agency presented with a complaint will act in good
faith to accept it.

Public proceedings or lings in which declarations under oath reveal
allegations of misconduct against an agency’s employee should be
considered sources of complaints when the allegations are brought to
the attention of a member of the agency responsible for the intake of
complaints.

ZInternal A airs,” denotes the entity or persons within an agency whose
primary function is to investigate the conduct of agency personnel.

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice
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Nonsupervisory employees to whom a complaint is made should be
required to summon a supervisory employee to receive the complaint.
If a supervisor is not reasonably or practically available, the employee
should explain to the complainant how to promptly meet with a
supervisor and/or the process of ling a complaint. A supervisor
receiving a complaint against another supervisor of similar rank should,
when practical, summon a superior o  cer to receive the complaint.

Commentary

Nonsupervisory employees are ordinarily not trained to investigate
complaints, not invested with the authority to do so, and may have

con icts of interest in accepting complaints against their peers. Likewise,
a supervisor who receives a complaint against a peer or superior o cer
should as promptly as possible involve a superior o cer in the complaint
receipt process to avoid a con ict of interest. e most pressing con ict
of interest to avoid is that of one employee investigating a complaint
against a co-worker with whom the employee may have or bene tfroma
personal relationship.

1.3 Receiving complaints at agency facilities. An agency
should receive complaints at any of its facilities ordinarily accessible to
the public regardless of the assignment of the employee complained
against. Where an agency can arrange to have complaints received and
properly processed by local government o cials at locations other than
police facilities, the agency should do so.

Commentary

A complainant should have a wide choice of locations to le a complaint.
Permitting nonpolice o cials of an agency’s local government (such as
the city clerk, ombudsman, etc.) to accept complaints gives complainants
neutral locations to present their complaints without fear. Such
arrangements should include at least an understanding among the local
o cials that they need to promptly present the complainant information
to the agency’s Internal A airs.

1.0 Intake




1.4 Availability of complaint forms or other means

of ling complaints. A public complaint form, or other means

to le acomplaint, should be available upon request at all units and
patrol stations ordinarily accessible to the public. Information about
how to le a complaint should be available at municipal o ces and

other appropriate identi ed locations. If an agency has a web site, an
electronic version of the complaint form should be on the site, capable
of being lled out and transmitted electronically. e means of collecting
complaint information, whether via written forms or another speci ¢
mechanism, should capture all information necessary to initiate the
intake of the complaint. Whenever practicable, a complainant should

be provided with a copy of the initial intake complaint so that the
complainant can verify that the facts as initially reported were accurately
and completely received. If the information on such a complaint form is
transferred to a di erent numbered and tracked document, such as an

o cial internal form for registering complaints, the original complaint
form should be retained and led with the o cial form.

e complaint process should accommodate all languages spoken by a
substantial proportion of residents of the region. Similarly, brochures
explaining the procedure for the ling and investigation of complaints
should be available in those languages wherever a complaint can be
made. ere should be signage in English and those other languages at
each patrol station or other unit informing persons of their right to make
a complaint and the availability of personnel to assist in the process.

Commentary

ese practices are recommended to facilitate the making of a complaint
and establish methods so that each complaint can be accounted for.
While many agencies use dedicated forms for public use in making
complaints, others accept letters of complaint or take verbal complaints
via a dedicated process and thus have no such public complaint forms.
Where agencies do not use dedicated forms, there must still be a speci c,
dedicated process for tracking complaints once received.

Because American cities and towns are increasingly multicultural

and multilingual, agencies should consider acquiring resources to
accommodate receiving and investigating complaints made in languages
common in their jurisdictions.

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice
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1.5 Dissuading complainants. e public complaint process
should not discourage, dishearten, or intimidate complainants or give
them cause for fear. Unless required by law, a complaint need not be
under oath or penalty of perjury. Unless required by law, no threats

or warnings of prosecution or potential prosecution for ling a false
complaint should be made orally or in writing to a complainant or
potential complainant. Practices such as running warrant or immigration
checks on complainants at intake solely because they are complainants
should not be tolerated.

Commentary

Employees who in bad faith attempt to dissuade complainants from

ling a complaint or who attempt to convince a complainant to withdraw
his or her complaint should be subject to discipline. However, where
an agency hasan o cially sanctioned and regulated mediation process
available as an alternative to the complaint process, a good-faith o er to
a complainant to enter the alternative process is encouraged.

State law may require a complaint to be signed and made under oath
or penalty of perjury. State law also may require warnings of potential
prosecution for ling false complaints.

1.6 Tracking complaints. Every complaint should be tracked
through nal disposition. e tracking system should be automated,
where feasible, and capable of capturing in separate data elds
information regarding the complaint important for case tracking. e
tracking system should alert investigators and those responsible for
management of the complaint process when deadlines are about to
expire or have expired.

Commentary

A reliable complaint tracking system is a means not only of managing
cases but of providing public accountability for the follow-through on
intake complaints. Absent a tracking system, an agency has no way of

e ciently verifying that its cases are properly assigned, that investigators
are providing due diligence, or that cases have been completed. For
jurisdictions where statutes of limitation apply to complaints, system-
generated alerts warning of impending benchmark or statute deadlines
can help prevent cases from falling outside statutory time limits and
avoid the appearance of deliberate indi erence.

1.0 Intake




An example of one e cient means of ensuring that complaints are
tracked from inception through disposition is the use of one o cial,
agency-authorized complaint form. Such forms should contain a unique
identi er, such as a number, that allows them to be audited and tracked.
All original, o cial complaint information forms, as well as the nalized
investigation, should be housed according to clear written procedures
including at least the location(s) of the les, security measures to protect
them, and the authorizations required to access them.

1.7 Complaint acknowledgments. A written acknowledgment of
a complaint or a receipt should be provided to the complainant in person
or by mail or e-mail promptly and should be documented in a retrievable
manner. It should include a reference number, complete synopsis of

the complaint, and the identity of the investigator or other responsible
person and his or her contact information.

In some agencies, a complainant orally states the subject matter of the
complaint to law enforcement personnel who then put the complaint in
writing. In such instances, there is a potential for inaccuracy or omission.
e complainant should be permitted to review for accuracy any oral
complaint reduced to writing by any agency personnel. e complainant
should receive a copy of any such complaint. If a complainant appears
in person, he or she should be provided the opportunity to review and
correct what has been written. If the complainant calls in, the complaint
should be read back to the complainant for review and correction.

Commentary

A complainant should be certain that the complaint has been taken
down completely and accurately. e complainant should have written
notice that a complaint has been received and how it will be handled.
When practical, the name and contact phone number of the investigator
responsible for the complainant’s case should be provided to the
complainant. is saves time for the complainant and the agency when
the complainant has a need to speak with the investigator.

1.8 Auditing complaint intake. As a routine matter, an agency
should conduct regular audits to verify that complaints are being taken
properly and to ensure that all employees are adhering to agency rules

and standards.

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice
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Commentary

Some agencies use video cameras or undercover 0  cers posing as
complainants to test the integrity of its processes for the intake of
complaints. It is not uncommon for organizations concerned with civil
rights to send individuals posing as complainants to conduct similar
tests. Some complaint forms ask directly whether any attempt to
intimidate the complainant has been made. However achieved, agencies
should devise means to test whether the reporting systems function

as designed and whether the employees trusted to operate the systems
know what to do and are following the procedures in good faith.

1.9 Complaints and lawsuits. Complaints that are legal claims
against the agency or any of its personnel for on- or o -duty conduct
under color of authority should be coordinated with the agency’s or city’s
risk management unit and the attorneys representing and defending the
city in civil matters.

Any civil lawsuit or civil claim led against a municipality, agency, or law
enforcement personnel for misconduct on duty or o duty under color of
authority should be handled as a complaint.

Agencies should consider creating rules requiring employees who are the
subject of lawsuits alleging o -duty misconduct under color of authority
to report the lawsuit without delay to their Internal A airs unit or their
commanding o cer.

Commentary

Any lawsuit or claim that alleges misconduct, including those led with
another governmental or administrative agency, should be immediately
brought to the attention of the agency’s Internal A airs unit or its
equivalent. Unless the claim is investigated elsewhere within the agency’s
government, it should be processed as a complaint at intake.

A lawsuit alleging on-duty activities would ordinarily be served on the

o cer and employer, putting both on notice of the alleged facts. isis
dealt with in an earlier section of this report. However, lawsuits regarding
0 -duty actions under color of authority may not only implicate
employer liability, but may reveal that an o cer has violated agency rules
regarding o -duty behavior.

1.0 Intake
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Promptly upon intake, it is the responsibility of the Internal A airs

unit to classify the complaint for purposes of determining where,

when, and how the complaint will be investigated and resolved. It is
helpful to classify complaints into either of two categories: criminal

or administrative. A complaint that is criminal is investigated quite

di erently from a complaint that is administrative. Criminal misconduct
may lead to prosecution and jail or prison. An administrative complaint
may lead only to internal discipline or other corrective action.

Some agencies break administrative complaints into subclassi cations
of personnel complaints and service complaints. Personnel complaints
address alleged misconduct by an employee. Service complaints address
problems in the provision of service not linked in any way to an
employee’s possible misconduct, such as a complaint that the agency’s
response times are routinely too long.

Section Topics:

2.1 Criminal complaints.

2.2 When criminal prosecution is declined.
2.3 Internal administrative complaints.

2.4 Holding administrative complaints in abeyance during criminal
proceedings.

2.0 Classi cation of Complaints



2.1 Criminal complaints. As soon as is practicable, complaints
alleging possible criminal misconduct of an agency member should be
separated, classi ed as a criminal complaint, and handled accordingly.

Criminal misconduct is when there is reasonable suspicion to believe
that the agency member committed a crime. A decision not to classify

a possibly criminal complaint as such should be approved by the unit
commander of Internal A airs or its equivalent or the agency head or
designee according to protocols agreed upon with the District Attorney.
If that concurrence is verbal, Internal A airs should reduce it to writing
and place it in the le. Declination of prosecution should not be the sole
basis for closing the agency’s administrative investigation associated
with the criminal case.

Because agencies typically have rules making it an act of misconduct

to commit a crime, agencies should consider creating rules requiring

0 cersarrested or named as a principal to a crime to report that to their
agency'’s Internal A airs or to their commanding o cer. Consideration
should also be given to requiring employees who know that their fellow
employee has been arrested or named as a criminal principal to report
that fact to Internal A airs or to their commanding o cer.

Commentary

Questions arise whether complaints of excessive or unnecessary force
must always be dealt with as a criminal complaint. A suggestion for a
resolution of the question is that a complaint that alleges or suggests
thatan o cer’s use of force was willfully, intentionally, recklessly,

or knowingly excessive or unreasonable should be classi ed and
investigated as a criminal complaint. Some agencies have negotiated
agreements over what complaints need to be prosecuted or presented to
prosecutors for a decision on prosecution. It is recommended that each
agency establish an explicitly codi ed protocol for the presentation of
cases for potential prosecution. Any doubt or uncertainty with respect
to a criminal classi cation should be resolved in consultation with the
District Attorney or other local prosecutor.

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice
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2.2 When criminal prosecution is declined. An Internal

A airs administrative investigation should be opened to gather facts
and determine whether there is su cient evidence to take disciplinary
employment action against an employee who is under investigation for
acriminal matter. e declination by a prosecutor to proceed criminally
or a dismissal of charges or a not guilty judgment or verdict should not
lead to a termination of an administrative investigation given the nature
of prosecutorial discretion and the di ering standard of proof (beyond
a reasonable doubt) and admissibility of evidence in criminal matters in
contrast to civil liability or administrative proceedings (preponderance
of the evidence). Evidence of an employee’s plea of criminal guilt in
court should be among the items collected and considered by an agency
when conducting an administrative investigation associated with the
employee’s criminal case.

Commentary

A criminal investigation focuses on whether a crime has been committed
and concentrates on the speci ¢ actions and mental state of the

accused. An administrative investigation of a police 0 cer, on the other
hand, should look more broadly at the tactical, strategic, and training
implications of a particular incident in conjunction with an examination
of whether agency policy was violated.  ere should be an active
administrative investigation of any matter that is also being pursued as a
criminal investigation. e degree to which the two investigations should
proceed in parallel or not is discussed at section 2.4.

2.3 Internal administrative complaints. A complaint made

by an agency employee alleging criminal conduct of another agency
employee should be promptly received and processed as a complaint by
Internal A airs. However, an employee’s report of another’s violation

of administrative policies should be handled according to the policies of
the agency, which could in many cases reasonably involve a process other
than a complaint.

Commentary

at Internal A airs should handle criminal allegations made by one
employee against another is a generally agreed upon procedure. However,
the policies and customs of agencies throughout the country concerning
the way agency-speci ¢ administrative rule violations are handled vary
greatly. Philosophies of internal discipline, leadership styles of agency
heads, the discretion given to supervisors and commanding o  cers to
determine how employee behavior is dealt with, and factors related to
tracking potentially at-risk behaviors a ect whether a complaint will ensue.

2.0 Classi cation of Complaints




When determining whether to create a complaint based solely on an
administrative agency rule violation, some important considerations
which would tend to suggest a complaint include at least the following:

1. e employee has a history of behavior of a kind similar to the
instant case.

2 e behavior appears to be invidious discrimination.

3 e act is a breach of ethics.

4, e agency rules require discharge if the allegation is true.
5

No less formal intervention is deemed likely to change the
employee’s behavior.

Conversely, where the conditions above do not exist and counseling,
training, an employee development plan, remedial agreement, or other
alternative to traditional discipline seem a reasonably worthwhile option,
consideration should be given to dealing with internal matters creatively
and without a complaint.

2.4 Holding administrative complaints in abeyance
during criminal proceedings. Each agency should create a
protocol for determining how to proceed with an administrative
complaint while a criminal case based on the same facts is pending.

Commentary

It is common practice to hold an administrative investigation in abeyance
during the pendency of a criminal investigation based on the same

facts. It is often the desire of the prosecutor that the investigations

be consecutive out of concern that compelled statements in the
administrative investigation, if not handled carefully, may taint the
criminal investigation. On the other hand, consecutive investigations can
prejudice the administrative investigation. e time delay has a negative
impact on the memory and availability of witnesses. It means that a
cloud lingers over the employee for a long time. e longer eventual
administrative discipline, retraining, or corrective action is postponed,
the less e ective and meaningful it will be. Moreover, a lengthy delay
undermines public trust and con dence that the agency ise cient and
is taking speedy action to remedy police misconduct, thereby increasing
public cynicism about law enforcement taking care of its own. If an
agency does conduct consecutive rather than concurrent investigations,
the agency should keep the complainant informed as to the progress of
the investigations on a regular basis.
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Some agencies conduct contemporaneous criminal and administrative
investigations. To do so eliminates the negative features of consecutive
investigations described above. Contemporaneous investigations are
more di cult to perform because of the strict necessity of keeping

the two investigations separate. Additionally, contemporaneous
investigations may involve double interviews of witnesses and a
potential for con icts in the record. Unless otherwise prohibited by
law, the facts gathered in the criminal investigation can be shared with
those conducting the administrative investigation; the reverse is not
necessarily true.

Great caution must be exercised to avoid a compelled statement or

the fruits of a compelled statement from leaking into the criminal
investigation. To do otherwise risks losing the potential criminal
prosecution because of constitutional violations of the privilege against
self-incrimination. For example: Compelled statements should not be
disclosed during the course of an administrative investigation. Just as in
any investigation, it is bad investigative practice to permit witnesses to
learn what other witnesses have said. Accordingly, no witness, including
other agency o cer witnesses, or other subjects, should be allowed to
see a subject’s compelled statement. And, Internal A airs investigators
should take care when interviewing witnesses, including agency o cer
witnesses, not to reveal the content of a compelled statement.

Prosecutors have discretion as to how much time it will take to decide
whether to proceed criminally. In some particularly sensitive cases,
prosecutors have been known to take a year or more to make this
decision. In the interim, the internal administrative investigation

is neglected. Memories grow stale. Discipline, if any, is long-

delayed. Accordingly, some agencies proceed with the administrative
investigation, including taking a compelled statement from the subject
0 cer, before the prosecutor has made a decision. e prosecutor’s
views should be solicited in this regard and a collective decision should
be made to best protect the interests of both the criminal and internal
investigation.

2.0 Classi cation of Complaints
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e guiding principle informing this section of the report is that all
complaints made by members of the public and all internal complaints of
a serious nature, as determined by the agency, must be investigated. e
extensiveness of the investigation may vary from complaint to complaint
commensurate with the seriousness and complexity of the case. Some
small number may be capable of resolution after a cursory or truncated
investigation.

No complaint investigation should be closed or otherwise terminated
without the concurrence of the commander of Internal A airs at
minimum.

Internal A airs should be the guarantor that every investigation
undertaken by its agency of its own personnel ful lls its investigative
mission. All reasonable steps should be taken to assure that every
investigation is free from con ict of interest, bias, prejudice, or self-
interest. Accordingly, investigations should, where reasonable and
feasible, be conducted by an Internal A airs unit that reports directly
to the agency head or designated immediate subordinate deputy or
assistant agency head. Agencies should have a policy to address any
instance where Internal A airs confronts a con ict of interest or believes
that it cannot conduct an objective and unbiased investigation, such as
when the agency head or Internal A airs commander is the subject of
the complaint.

Whenever it is necessary to delegate certain investigations to the eld,
Internal A airs should monitor such investigations for quality and due
diligence, and take appropriate action if either is lacking. Internal A airs
should be empowered to remand investigations to the eld for further
work until Internal A airs has determined that the investigative quality
meets its standards.

e rules and procedures for an investigation must be framed to ensure
its integrity, thoroughness, and fairness. To the extent possible under
state or local law or existing union contracts, investigations should be
prompt and present no opportunities for the fabrication or distortion
of testimony or evidence. e rights of o cers under law or pursuant
to union contracts should be carefully observed. Internal A airs is
responsible for upholding these rights while at the same time ensuring a
timely and proper investigation.

3.0 Investigation




In some Internal A airs units, it is common practice for Internal

A airs to propose a nding to the ultimate decision-maker. Sometimes,
Internal A airs also proposes discipline to the ultimate decision-maker.
In those agencies, the investigators are seen as closest to the facts and
as professionals best positioned to weigh evidence and testimony. In
those agencies, Internal A airs plays a role in assuring the consistency,
accuracy, and appropriateness of the disciplinary process.

In other Internal A airs units, the role of the investigator is narrowly
de ned to producing a neutral, objective, and accurate factual summary.
In such agencies, the ability of the chain of command or senior
executives to act as judge and jury to nd facts and impose discipline is
highly valued. In such systems, great importance is placed on allowing
unit commanders wide discretion over those they supervise directly or
indirectly. Furthermore, in those agencies, there is a perceived risk that
investigators may lose neutrality and objectivity if they are permitted to
recommend ndings or discipline.

Both systems have advantages and disadvantages. Either can be e ective
as long as Internal A airs is required to produce a report containing all
relevant and unbiased information needed to ful Il the agency’s mission
for the case.

Section Topics:

3.1 “Complete investigation” de ned.

3.2 Frequent or chronic complainants.

3.3 Special needs of criminal investigations.

3.4 Cases Internal A airs should investigate.

3.5 Cases Internal A airs should relegate.

3.6 Recommendations for time limits.

3.7 e use of administrative leave.

3.8 Electronic recordings of interviews.

3.9 Standards of investigative report quality.

3.10 e use of achronology.

3.11 Agencies should consider using compliance audits.
3.12 Response to, and review of, lethal-force investigations.
3.13 Lethal-force investigations: interviews and evidence.
3.14 Investigations during lawsuits.

3.15 Post-resignation investigations.
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3.1 “Complete investigation” de ned. A preliminary
investigation should encompass an e ort to gather key statements or
evidence if reasonably attainable. e goal of a preliminary investigation
is to determine if the complaint should be further investigated and, if so,
by whom.

A “complete investigation” is one which includes all relevant information
required to achieve the purpose of the inquiry. A complete investigation
is not necessarily exhaustive.  ere are many inquiries where a good faith
professional judgment determines that su cient relevant evidence of all
points of view has been acquired, and where collecting more information
merely would be cumulative.

One should expect of a complete investigation that a competent
adjudicator will be able to make a nding without resorting to surmise,
prejudice, or assumption of facts at issue. A complete investigation
should take place where the allegations, if true, would likely result

in formal discipline. Likewise, a complete investigation should be
considered if it appears from a preliminary review that an agency’s
policy, standard, or training may be a factor in unintended consequences
apparent in the complaint.

Any decision not to proceed to a complete investigation should be

made by the commander of Internal A airs with a written explanation
included in the le. Nonetheless, a small number of complaints will
allege facts that defy science and reason and accordingly do not merit
more than cursory investigation and should be closed witha nding
that the complainant’s claim was impossible to investigate because the
allegations were physically, logically, or technically impossible under

any reasonable construal. An example of such a claim would be that an
agency'’s space satellite is continuously piercing the complainant’s brain
with laser beams, or that the agency’s employees are stealing her internal
organs from her every time she goes to the market. Complaints closed in
this manner should be reviewed by the commander of Internal A airs as
a check against improper closure.

Commentary

Rules for complaint processing vary dramatically and for many reasons.
Arriving at exactly one process applicable to all agencies in all cases
appears to be impracticable. In general, agencies have to consider how
much decision authority they are willing to repose in each part of

the process, how much oversight they want to create to monitor the
results of the exercise of that authority, and what counts as a complete
investigation given at least the factors described above.

3.0 Investigation



3.2 Frequent or chronic complainants. Some complaints

are lodged by frequent complainants whose previous complaints have
uniformly been found to lack a basis in fact.  ese complaints should

not be summarily closed. A preliminary investigation, however, may be
satisfactory to establish that the current complaint lacks a basis in fact or
is a duplicate of facts alleged in another complaint. e complaint should
be closed with a nding that there was no basis of fact or that it was a
duplicate, after review by the Internal A airs commander.

Commentary

So-called chronic complainants should not be dismissed out-of-hand.
Persons who make unfounded reports on some occasions may accurately
report misconduct on another. e predicament this creates can worsen
as the number of unfounded complaints increases or the allegations
become more dangerous if true. e following is a reasonable strategy to
consider.

Where the number of unfounded complaints has gone beyond what is
reasonable (20 or so within a year, for example), determine whether a
pattern exists of reporting events that are one-on-one. If such a pattern
exists, consider doing recorded covert audits of the complainant or of

0 cers against whom the complainant has made allegations. If well-
planned covert audits show that either the complainant lies or that

the o cers behave properly, these results should be considered when
receiving future complaints from the same person. is is obviously very
resource-intensive and, in fact, may be beyond the resources of some
agencies. But it can be a resource saver if the complainant has become an
extraordinary burden.

Other creative strategies should be sought. e pointin creating a
strategy to deal with a chronic complainant is to be reasonable about the
strategy and its expectations, recognizing that whether every complaint
is investigated exhaustively or each is handled as a merely patterned
report, the agency assumes a risk of either wasting important resources
or missing a true report among the noise of the false.

3.3 Special needs of criminal investigations. A criminal
investigation of an agency employee, particularly one involving a felony
or crime of moral turpitude, is so serious that an agency should consider
extraordinary measures to ensure that the investigation is as thorough
and independent of con icts of interest as possible. Ideally, an Internal
A airs team trained in criminal investigations would handle such cases
and answer only to the agency head or designee. If Internal A airs does
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not have a criminal investigation team, another team of investigators
should be selected for its objectivity, integrity, and skill to handle the
case, and the team should answer only to the agency head or designee for
the progress and ndings of the case and determination of ling charges.
Having investigators from the supervisory ranks would be desirable to
avoid con icts of interest, as would having investigators from a chain

of command outside that of the accused employee if the accused is a
supervisor or manager.

Commentary

Internal A airs units typically report to the agency head or designee and
thus have certain independence. In some agencies, there is a specialized
unit within Internal A airs dedicated to criminal investigations. In other
agencies, certain criminal investigations are handled outside of Internal
A airs by a detective or homicide unit, particularly in cases of 0 cer-
involved shootings. In yet other agencies, the District Attorney may have
investigators who conduct some or all criminal investigations and may
present a matter to a grand jury. In some instances, an agency might ask
another agency, such as the FBI, or an independent prosecutor, or a blue
ribbon commission to conduct an independent, outside investigation

or to monitor an internal investigation. From time to time, it has been
proposed that certain sensitive investigations be conducted by a specially
appointed independent prosecutor.

e goal in all instances is to ensure that the case is properly investigated
and presented to the District Attorney for ling consideration. Further,
the degree to which the public and the agency respect the conclusion of
the case depends greatly on the agency'’s choice of investigative process
and personnel.

3.4 Cases Internal A airs should investigate. Internal A airs
should conduct all serious administrative investigations, including but
not limited to o  cer-involved shootings, in-custody deaths, alleged
constitutional violations, allegations of racial pro ling or discriminatory
policing or racial prejudice, dishonesty, drug use, sexual misconduct,
cases handled for other jurisdictions, interagency cases, and cases
referred directly by the agency head or command sta . Internal A airs
should also conduct all administrative investigations of allegations

of misconduct that are likely to result in litigation against the agency

or its members. Unless there is a specialized unit to handle internal
complaints by employees of discrimination, sexual harassment, and
other unlawful employment practices, Internal A airs should conduct
such investigations.

3.0 Investigation



Internal A airs should investigate all allegations of misconduct of
command-level personnel with the exceptions of allegations against the
agency head or in any instance where there is an apparent con ict of
interest. A complaint against the agency head should be investigated by
expert investigators outside the agency acquired by and operating under
the auspices of the authority responsible for appointing the agency head.

Commentary

Certain internal investigations are su ciently serious that they should
be conducted by the Internal A airs unit in order to produce an objective
and competent investigation which the general public and members of
the agency will accept as trustworthy and credible. Some smaller agencies
without a full-time Internal A airs unit should consider contracting with
an independent external investigator on a case-by-case basis. So, too,
should a larger agency to avoid actual or perceived con icts of interest.

3.5 Cases Internal a airs should relegate. Investigations
of less-serious allegations of misconduct by the rank and le

should be conducted by investigators where the agency believes the
investigations can be properly done. Complaints alleging simple
discourtesy or rudeness, without any suggestion of discrimination
against a particular person or group, could be investigated at the unit
level. Similarly, complaints by the public regarding tra c citations and
tra cenforcement could be investigated at the unit level. Internal

or external allegations of minor infractions of agency regulations or
policies, preventable tra c collisions, or minor performance issues also
are appropriate for investigation at the unit level. Alleged excessive or
unreasonable minor uses of force not involving death, serious injury,
or hospital admittance or willful, intentional, reckless, or knowing
misconduct may be appropriate for investigation at the unit level.

Internal A airs should monitor eld investigations for quality and due
diligence, and take appropriate action if either is lacking. Internal A airs
should be empowered to remand investigations to the eld for further
work until Internal A airs has determined that the investigative quality
meets its standards.

Commentary

Because many investigations do not require the expertise of Internal
A airs investigators, assigning those investigations to the employee’s
chain of command for unit-level investigation can be an excellent
resource saving. It can also reveal to an employee’s chain of command
information about the workplace and personnel that they would not
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know if they were not investigating the complaint.  is bene tis often
missed in assessing who will investigate a given complaint but should be
seriously considered. Given that command o cers and supervisors are
accountable for their commands and their people, they should also be
among the rst to see complaints and get the rst opportunity to act as
leaders in resolving performance and behavior problems.

e absence of investigative expertise of local chain-of-command
investigators can cause problems, however. Without the training and
experience of Internal A airs, local investigators may not produce the
quality needed to ful Il the investigative mission. Time commitments to
conduct administrative investigations by eld supervisors may con ict
with their primary responsibility of eld supervision.

It is possible that the command o cers in a chain of command can
oversee such investigations adequately and remand for improvement
substandard investigations. Yet consideration should be given to having
Internal A airs be the nal judge of investigative quality with the nal
decision-making power to return to the chain of command substandard
investigations for improvement. An advantage to having Internal A airs
manage investigative quality control is that it is most likely to provide
increasing consistency and quality. Another advantage is that Internal
A airs’ review of all complaints can reveal trends of investigative or
leadership de ciencies that Internal A airs can help resolve through
agency-wide training.

3.6 Recommendations for time limits. Completion of Internal
A airs investigations should occur as rapidly as is reasonably necessary
to ful Il the investigative mission. In all instances, however, an internal
investigation should be completed within a reasonable time before any
applicable statute of limitations or other bar to o cer discipline has run
out. It is preferable to conclude investigations within 180 days.

Commentary

Given localized statute requirements and wide variation in personnel and
nancial resources available to devote to Internal A airs investigations,

aspeci c, global standard for all agencies stating the time by which an

internal investigation should be concluded is not feasible. Agencies with

more limited sta ng may, in good faith, require a longer duration of time

for completing an investigation.

Statutory limits on investigative duration should be the minimum
standard. Consideration should be given to the broader principles of the
policy. It is valuable, for example, to complete investigations promptly

3.0 Investigation




out of respect to employees, recognizing that they su er stress awaiting
the disposition their case. It is also valuable to the development of
public trust when citizens are noti ed that their complaints have been
investigated promptly.  ere is value in taking swift corrective action to
help a wayward employee avoid further problems. An agency can exploit
the opportunity inherent in an investigative duration policy to enunciate
broader principles which at once inspire prompt investigations and
inspire respect for people.

3.7 e use of administrative leave. During the pendency

of an internal investigation, an agency may place involved o  cers on
administrative leave or reassignment should they be determined to pose
a risk to themselves, the agency, or the community; should their presence
become disruptive to the successful completion of the investigation; or if
the agency determines that termination is likely.

Commentary

ere often are legal restrictions on whether an agency can suspend with
or without pay, reassign, remove peace 0 cer’s powers, or take other
actions to prevent a peace 0 cer under investigation from becoming a
threat or liability during an investigation. While taking such actions may
well be within the agency’s management rights, no decision should be
executed without reasonable justi cation. is standard helps protect
the agency not only from legal attack, but forces the agency to avoid
knee-jerk reactions to embarrassing or politically frightening events. It
also helps avoid con icts with labor unions. Finally, using a reasonable
justi cation standard can show that the agency is as respectful of the
law as it expects its employees to be, a notion that can accrue to the
credibility of the agency’s investigative conclusions.

3.8 Electronic recordings of interviews. Electronic recording of
the live, word-for-word statements of all interviewees, including accused
employees, is the best way to avoid interpretive errors in recounting
statements. Except in covert operations, all recordings should be done
with the full knowledge of everyone involved, with a lead-in statement
by the primary investigator announcing the date, time, and location

of the interview as well as the names and titles of everyone present.
Asking each person in the interview room to self-identify can be helpful
to auditors, stenographers, or others who may need to listen to the
recording later and know who is talking.

Telephone interviews, for the same reasons, likewise should be recorded,
with the understanding that privacy laws usually require explicit notice
to all participants that the phone conversation is being recorded.
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E-mail interrogatories are occasionally an option because the e-mails
themselves become verbatim electronic records. ey are most useful
when the questioning to be done does not anticipate much follow-up.
To use e-mail interrogatories successfully it is important to ensure that
there is a means of authenticating the identity of the sender and the
receiver, such as using only agency e-mail addresses where policies and
practices prohibit employees from permitting access by persons other
than the intended user.

Commentary

Whether an agency transcribes, summarizes, or paraphrases witness
statements, electronic recordings are the best means of testing the
accuracy of written accounts of interviews. As a form of quality and
integrity control, audits comparing electronic recordings with written
statements should be at least done randomly. Where variances are found,
the cause should be determined and quickly cured. An investigator whose
written statements vary often or greatly from the electronic recordings
should be trained or removed as an investigator: the cost of allowing
interpretive error or intentional misstatement can be of signi cant harm
to the agency’s integrity or reputation.

e question about whether video recording should be done occasionally
arises. Practically it is more intrusive, more di  cult to do in small areas,
may require special lighting to be successful, and often requires special
training to implement well. It is not necessarily more e ective than pure
audio recording in capturing all that is said.

One method of using video recordings that can be seen as helpful to both
labor and management is in cases where the interviewee is being video
recorded pointing to positions on a map, objects in a room, or otherwise
physically re-creating an event that cannot be done fully in just words.
When a video recording is done in good faith only for the purpose of
creating an ostensive record that could not be created merely through
audio, video recording can help the witness explain his account more
richly so the investigators understand it more fully.

Absent exigent circumstances, as restricted by law or contract, agencies
should give employees a reasonable amount of advance warning before
an administrative interview in order for such employees to secure union
or legal representation should they want it. Unless provided by law, an
employee is not automatically entitled to any speci ¢ information or
evidence prior to an interview or interrogation, though an agency may
choose to make some information available to an employee and his or
her representative prior to an interview or during an interview on a case-
by-case basis.

3.0 Investigation




Questions asked during the interview should be open-ended and non-
leading.  ose conducting interviews should take care not to formulate
instantaneous credibility assessments that might bias the investigation.
Investigators should receive ongoing training in interviewing and fact-

nding techniques. Investigators should thoroughly cover in each 0 cer
interview what information concerning the incident the o  cer discussed
or received from other o  cers or outside sources.

3.9 Standards of investigative report quality. e
documentation of investigations must be thorough, complete, and as
comprehensive as reasonably necessary. Using standardized forms or
formats helps in quality control, evaluating comprehensiveness and
su ciency of content, consistency, and in recordkeeping.

Commentary

Knowing when an investigation is “as comprehensive as reasonably
necessary” is the most basic but often the most di  cult task of the
investigation. At the least, the investigation has to answer the questions
posed to it by the allegations. Beyond that, professional training,
experience, and the resulting professional judgment governs at least part
of the determination of investigative depth. Furthermore, the report
should provide the decision-maker with enough information to arrive at
awell-based nding.

Investigative Report Standards

To achieve the investigative mission, each investigative report should
meet these minimum standards:

1. Allallegations are clearly stated and clearly answered.

2. All relevant facts bearing on the truth of each allegation are clearly
stated.

3. All evidence (e.g., photos, recordings, etc.) is included or its means of
retrieval speci ed.

4. Contact and identi cation information for all persons interviewed
and for the investigator(s) is included.

5. e report is impartial, with no bias for or against any party.
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Beyond minimum standards, consideration should be given to assessing
report quality according to at least these standards:

1. e report is logically organized with the aim of helping the reader
understand it.

2. Itslanguage is clear, and where special terms of art are used, they
are de ned. e reader should not have to presume or guess the
meaning of a term.

3. Itavoids conclusionary statements wherever possible.

4. Sentences and paragraphs are direct, simple, and easy to
understand, using the fewest words to clearly convey the point.

5. Estimates of time, distance, or other quantities should be as precise
as reasonably useful, but need not be precise beyond that.

6. Unless explicitly permitted by agency policy, personal opinions
should be avoided. If they are permitted, they should include
explicit evidence to support the opinion.

Standardized Forms

Standardized forms and formats have advantages and disadvantages.
Basic forms, such as the intake complaint form, fare well having
essential information required on them, such as names, dates, locations,
contact information, etc. Formats for the investigative narratives and
adjudication documents can also be helpful in creating a template

for investigators and agency auditors to use to ensure that crucial
information is included and is adequate. Consideration should be given
to allowing some variation in formats so that information not ordinarily
included can be if it needs to be. Simply adding an optional heading of
“Additional Information” into any format can achieve this.

Each investigative report should contain a detailed, comprehensive
summary. Although the summary should be impartial, it should also
identify inconsistencies between statements and inconsistencies between
statements and physical evidence.

3.10 e use of achronology. Internal A airs should track
and maintain a chronological log of all internal investigations. A log
of the investigation serves to preserve and maintain a history of the
investigation and a means to keep track of the various parts of the
investigation.

3.0 Investigation



Commentary

A sound investigative practice common to investigations includes the use
of a chronological log in which investigators make entries as they advance
their investigations. Such a log would typically have entries of the dates,
times, and contact information of each person the investigators called,
interviewed, or attempted to call or interview. e log would include
dates/times/contact information when items were sent for analysis.

Any event that would evince investigative due diligence should be

logged, particularly in jurisdictions with statutes of limitations or where
complaint investigations are subject to discovery in legal proceedings.

Logs allow supervisors to determine the e ectiveness of their
investigators and also helps other investigators take over a case when the
original investigator is on leave or is removed from the case. Whether

to exhibit and track due diligence or to ensure investigative quality

and continuity, a chronological log is a simple, e ective investigation
management tool that takes little time but o ers great bene ts.

3.11 Agencies should consider using Compliance Audits.
A Compliance Audit is a live test to determine whether policies are
being followed. For example, a Compliance Audit of an agency'’s policy
to document all complaints could be done by having someone call in

a complaint and later see if the complaint was documented. Sending

a letter alleging misconduct to the agency and determining whether a
complaint was produced would also be considered a Compliance Audit.

Another example of a Compliance Audit is one in which undercover

0 cers, or operatives, unknown to the on-duty o  cers pose as citizens,
victims, or suspected criminals to determine how on-duty o cers treat
the public in various controlled conditions.  ese typically are video- or
audio-recorded and include a substantial support team to ensure the
secrecy of the operation and the safety of everyone involved. Compliance
Audits can be quite complicated and resource-intensive, and typically
require skilled, experienced undercover operators intensively overseen by
supervisors with similar experience and skill.

Commentary

Where an agency has the resources to conduct them, Compliance
Audits can help the agency detect misconduct before the misconduct is
complained of by the public. Compliance Audits can also help pinpoint
weaknesses in systems, policies, or personnel before anyone is ever
accused of misconduct. Conversely, where well-done Compliance Audits
continually show that the agency’s personnel and policies are working
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well, this information can be useful in defending against pattern-and-
practice lawsuits, and can argue against some deliberate indi erence
claims by plainti s.

e use of Compliance Audits lets the public know that the agency takes
its integrity seriously. While the speci c details of each Compliance Audit
should be kept secret to avoid compromising tactics or methods that may
be used again, publicizing the fact that an agency conducts Compliance
Audits can help inspire public trust, especially in jurisdictions with a
history of reputed abuses by agency o  cers.

Compliance Audits give agency employees the understanding that they
are not above testing, helping to keep honest people honest.  isis

not always received well by employees, however. In some agencies, the
advent of Compliance Audits brought complaints from labor unions that
management was out to get their members or that employees would
stop working for fear of being caught up in a poorly designed or poorly
executed audit. Such comments have some merit, insofar as agencies
who design and execute their Compliance Audits in bad faith hoping
merely to prove their worth by catching someone risk the very problem
some unions have claimed: employees may simply slow or shut down to
avoid getting caught in a bad-faith trap.

One way of avoiding the worst of the employee relations problems
created by Compliance Audits is to design them so that an employee
acting reasonably, albeit not perfectly, would not su er signi cant
penalty for an error. If Compliance Audits are set up to ascertain ethical
integrity, careful consideration should be given to whether some minor
infraction would even be mentioned outside the Compliance Audit

unit. If employees continually get penalized for minor infractions in
Compliance Audits designed to catch corruption, Compliance Audits

can be sources of employee bitterness. But if the only products of
Compliance Audits are the detection of acts which are universally known
to be egregious, the Compliance Audits will gain a reputation for catching
only those whom everyone knows should be red.

Itis not trivial to ask whether, in a Compliance Audit, an employee

should be rewarded when caught doing the job well. In one large agency,
employees receive a commendatory document when they have not merely
passed an audit, but have done an exemplary job.  ese commendations
are not handed out often, but when they are, they are issued months after
the event, the facts are not speci ed, and the date of the Compliance Audit
iS not given so as to avoid having the employees detect the undercover
operators and their methods and expose them later.
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Unit Leadership and Con dentiality

e selection of the Compliance Audit unit leader is crucial, as the
judgment of the leader in setting up and responding to employee
behaviors in the Compliance Audits is crucial to the reputation of such
audits throughout the agency. e Compliance Audit unit leader should
operate under, and be able to speak con dentially with, the agency head
or the Internal A airs commander to ensure that his judgment and
actions remain consonant with agency doctrine. e leader would also
have to have a high level of skill in selecting the right people for the unit
and quickly removing those who are not right.

e practices and methods of Compliance Audits are beyond the scope
of this document. But agencies seriously considering the creation of a
unit to perform these kinds of integrity checks should spend the time
to research the units of large agencies with expertise in the complexities
of establishing and running them (such as New York Police Department
and the Los Angeles Police Department). e smaller the agency, the
more di cultitis to create such units without the use of personnel from
other agencies because with agencies small enough for everyone to know
each other, there is no anonymous undercover pool from which to pick.
A solution is to collaborate with other agencies to bring in unknown
undercover o cers to perform Compliance Audits if the protocols,
methods, and tactics are well-designed and universally applied. A written
memorandum of agreement or similar document signed by and trained
through all involved agencies can be extremely useful when interagency
personnel exchanges are involved, especially if the agencies are from
di erent government levels (e.g., state and local, or local and federal).

3.12 Response to, and review of, lethal-force
investigations. Allo cer-involved shootings targeting or striking

a human being, all in-custody deaths, and all serious uses of force as

de ned by the agency should generate an immediate response to the
scene and an investigation conducted by Internal A airs, or a team of
investigators with special training in the investigation of o  cer-involved
uses of deadly force, regardless of whether a complaint will be led.

An administrative review, independent of any complaint, of a shooting,
in-custody death, or serious use of force should consider the strategic,
tactical, policy, training, and risk management implications of any such
incident, including whether changes to policy, procedures, equipment,
or training might mitigate the e ects or reduce the number of similar
incidents in the future.
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To encourage the greatest degree of candor and revelation and to the
extent permitted by law, the review should be handled as a con dential
self-critical analysis and should occur in each case regardless of whether
there criminal or disciplinary charges are made.

Commentary

ere are multiple, concurrent purposes for an agency'’s investigation
of itso cers’ serious use of force as de ned by the agency. First
is to determine whether the o  cer used force lawfully. Next is to
determine whether the use of force was within agency policy. Finally,
the investigation o ers the agency a unique opportunity to review every
feature of its personnel, policies, training, and other organizational
practices thata ectorarea ected by o cers’ serious use of force.

Question of Lawfulness

An investigation that fails to provide the necessary relevant facts to
allow a prosecutor to correctly determine whether the o  cer’s use of
deadly force was legally justi ed has failed its investigative mission. e
public and the agency’s 0  cers expect that at minimum every agency will
investigate to provide su cient evidence to either prosecute the o cer
or to clear the o cer of criminal liability.

Question of Procedural Compliance

A serious force investigation should provide enough evidence to
determine whether the use of force complied with agency rules. In cases
of agency rule violations, it can be helpful to the employee and the
agency to have facts clearly stated in a report so that the internal follow-
up actions will be properly justi ed and understood. An investigation
that comprehends both the legal and procedural considerations is
optimal.

Self-Critical Analysis

A serious use of force rigorously and candidly examined as a con dential
self-critical analysis can be viewed as a research project with the aim

of determining agency best practices throughout its systems, policies,
and personnel by studying successes and failures in their real-world
implementation. A serious use of force is a real-world test not only of
that agency’s organizational rules and systems, but can be a test of the
theories and principles underlying them. ere are few opportunities
like 0 cers’ serious uses of force where so much can be learned from the
exhaustive investigations typically conducted and expected.
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It is important to consider that those who conduct such post-event
analyses should include those in training, risk management, and

all other agency units where the agency can draw on expertise to
contribute to the discussion and analysis. e agency should seriously
consider including not just high-ranking policy makers in these self-
critical analyses, but also the practitioners at the lowest levels of the
organization who know exactly and really what is taught and performed
in the eld. Outside experts can occasionally be helpful in this regard for
special circumstances or questions beyond the expertise of the agency’s
personnel. In all cases the participants should be explicitly held to a
standard of con dentiality such that the content of the discussions are
not released to anyone but the agency head or designee.

3.13 Lethal-force investigations: interviews and
evidence. e process of investigating an agency member’s use of
lethal force requires an extraordinary degree of attention to capturing
and recording the statements of each participant and witness
independently, accurately, and as soon as conditions allow.

Commentary

Given the disparity in the law across the country, in this section and
throughout this document, agencies are best advised to consult with legal
counsel about the applicable rules before implementation.

Unless otherwise required by law and without regard to whether the
investigation is conducted by Internal A airs or another specialized

unit involved, witness o  cers should be physically separated as soon as
possible to avoid even the appearance of collusion. Likewise, members of
the agency either involved in or witnessing the critical incident should
be ordered not to discuss the incident among themselves until after
interviews of all involved agency members have been concluded and

the employees have been explicitly authorized to discuss the matter.
Where law permits, the o cers should be compelled to submit to a
comprehensive, electronically audio-recorded interview by agency
investigators as soon as is practical and reasonable. Except for the

Public Safety Statement (see below), members who were involved in or
witnessed the incident in question should be permitted a reasonable
amount of time to consult individually with legal counsel or a labor
representative telephonically or in person before providing an interview
with agency investigators. For some agencies, a “reasonable amount of
time” can be as much as 3 to 5 hours or more. e point is to balance the
employees’ right to representation with the agency'’s responsibility to
conduct its investigation without deleterious delay.
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To prevent incidental collusion, members involved in or witnessing

the incident should not be permitted to consult with legal counsel or
labor representatives collectively or in groups: for example, two or more
members should not be consulting in a group together at the same time
with the same lawyer or labor representative.

Public Safety Statement

A Public Safety Statement is a statement made by an agency member
involved in a lethal-force incident to a  rst-responder supervisor who
was not involved in the incident, the purpose of which is to enable the
supervisor to determine what immediate action is needed to nd and
protect injured persons, identify and apprehend the suspect, locate
witnesses, protect the scene and its evidence, identify witnesses, and
otherwise manage the emergency. Where the law permits, an agency
employee is ordered to give the statement and is not permitted to await
representation or refuse to make the statement. e rst—or at least
one of the rst—uninvolved supervisor on scene orders the Public
Safety Statements as soon as possible as part of his or her emergency
management duties, and ideally would note the information to avoid
error in the transmission of the information if needed. Once the
emergency and tactical matters have been resolved, questioning of the
0 cersisno longer part of the Public Safety Statement. Below is a set of
questions one agency expects rst-responder supervisors to ask in their
Public Safety Statement transactions:

1. Wereyouinvolvedinano cer-involved shooting?

2. How many rounds did you re and in what direction did you re
them?

3. Where were you when you red them?

4. Didanyothero cers reanyrounds? If so, whom, and where
were they when they red?

5. Isit possible the suspect red rounds at you? If so, from what
direction were the rounds red?

6. Are there any suspects outstanding? If so, describe them, their
direction and mode of travel, and how long ago they left. What
crime(s) are they wanted for? What are they armed with?

7. Isanyone injured? If so, where is he or she?
8. Who witnessed this? Where can we nd them?

9. Are there any weapons or evidence that need to be secured and
protected? If so, where are they?
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Once the emergency is resolved to a static protected scene, the involved
employees are ordered not to discuss the incident with anyone except the
investigators or their legal representative.

e answers to the Public Safety Statement questions help determine
where unseen victims might be: asking where the rounds were red, for
example, allows an immediate area search for places outside the limited
shooting scene where stray bullets could have struck bystanders in
their homes. Knowing the armament, description, and ight mode of a
suspect have obvious emergency utility. All the questions are designed
to acquire crucial emergency information without the delay or depth of
information formal interviews require.  at is why, in many jurisdictions,
the Public Safety Statement is compelled. If o cers were allowed to
remain silent, human life could be lost or harmed and criminal evidence
could be compromised or lost.

e investigation team should participate in all scene walk-throughs with
involved or witness o cers. e practice of some investigators to conduct
unrecorded “pre-interviews” of o cers or witnesses prior to formal,
electronically recorded interviews should be discouraged, but the practice
of some agencies to solicit and obtain voluntary statements from o cers
should be encouraged.

In those agencies conducting contemporaneous criminal and
administrative review or investigation, the criminal and administrative
investigators should be empowered, should they choose and to the
extent practicable, to conduct joint criminal-administrative interviews
of all witnesses, including interviews of members of the agency and the
general public. Similarly, where law permits, administrative investigators
should be empowered, should they choose, to take a compelled
statement from the subject o cer or o cers before or after the
criminal investigation as long as great care is taken not to contaminate
or compromise the criminal investigation. In any event, the electronic
recordings from the criminal interview and, if possible, a transcript of
them should be provided to the administrative investigators as soon as
practicable.

In addition to documenting statements, sound investigative practices
include the prompt seizure, preservation, and characterization of physical
evidence and the most accurate depiction of the scene, its physical
dimensions and the positions of all items of physical evidence relative to
the time and place force was used.
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3.14 Investigations during lawsuits. Each agency should decide
as soon as practicable in each case whether the complaint investigation
will be completed before or after a lawsuit on the same set of facts is
concluded. Because the possible nancial, legal, or political consequences
of the decision could be extraordinary, the decision should be made by
the agency head or designee.

Commentary

It is common in some agencies to hold an administrative investigation
in abeyance during the pendency of civil litigation arising out of the
same set of facts. Defense counsel fear con icts in testimony between
administrative interviews and deposition or trial testimony. Defense
counsel also worries that the imposition of administrative discipline or a

nding that a given o  cer’s actions were out of policy or unjusti ed will
prejudice the outcome of the civil litigation.

On the other hand, completing an internal investigation in as timely

a manner as is reasonable, regardless of outside legal proceedings,

helps the agency promptly nd, and if necessary, resolve the questions
or problems underlying the civil claims. e negative aspects of
consecutive criminal and administrative investigations apply with equal
force: witnesses’ memories fade or the witness becomes unavailable;

a cloud hangs over the head of the employee; eventual discipline,
retraining, or corrective action is less meaningful with the passage of
time; and the credibility of the agency in dealing with misconduct is
undermined. Accordingly, some agencies proceed with the administrative
investigation, including taking a compelled statement from the subject

0 cer, before the civil litigation is nal. e views of the agency’s defense
counsel in this regard should be solicited but should not necessarily be
controlling.

Civil discovery and trial may create a fuller and more complete record
than typical administrative investigations. Agencies should review, and
consider reopening, an internal investigation if the result of litigation
contains new information indicating misconduct.
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3.15 Post-resignation investigations. Even if an employee
resigns, consideration should be given to investigating the complaint as if
the employee were still employed.

Commentary

e decision to complete the investigation of a complaint against an
employee who has resigned is complex. e decision includes, but is
not limited to, resources, local employment ordinances, interagency
cooperation, agency self-critical analysis, and public con dence.

Resources

Continuing the investigation of a resigned employee could consume
resources that might be needed elsewhere. Particularly if the
investigation involves many witnesses, extensive travel, the resource-
consuming retrieval or storage of evidence, the use of investigators who
have other pressing cases to work on, or other situations taxing the
agency'’s Internal A airs resources, resources could be a legitimate factor
in deciding whether to pursue a post-resignation case.

Local Employment Ordinances

e hiring/rehiring practices (including collective bargaining agreements)
of many agencies are often determined by the ordinances of their local
government.  ese may include rules requiring the rehire of previous
employees unless there is documentation of reason to reject the rehire.
“Reason to reject” standards can di er among jurisdictions, and an
agency choosing not to complete the complaint investigation may be
forced to rehire a bad employee because of it.

Interagency Cooperation

Because agencies often hire each other’s personnel, a potential employer
may end up hiring a bad employee for want of good information in the
candidate’s prior agency le. If an employee were to resign in lieu of
termination and seek employment elsewhere, the agency he seeks to

get hired by may not be able to determine his worthiness for hire if the
agency he left did not nish the complaint investigation. If the practice
of not completing investigations were widespread, agencies would nd it
more di cult to reject questionable prior-service applicants.
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ere are other means to determine whether an applicant has been a
problem to a previous employer, and it is not necessarily the duty of
one employer to protect potential employers from hiring mistakes. Yet
as homeland security draws law enforcement into more sophisticated
information-sharing relationships of all kinds, the question of how to
document and share information related to the conditions in which an
employee left an agency may become more important. It is not hard to
imagine communities of agencies, particularly those likely to draw from
the same employee pool, creating pacts or memoranda of agreement just
for information on terminated or resigned employees. Such agreements
could help prevent dangerous hiring errors, even a scenario in which
a problem employee resigns upon accusation of passing unauthorized
information only to nd easy access to hiring at another agency.

In short, whether an agency completes a complaint investigation or

not on an employee who has resigned, each agency should consider the
bene t of developing local agreements to help determine the protocol for
each agency’s response to a resigned employee’s complaint.

Agency Self-Critical Analysis

Information gained from a complaint can teach an agency about its
policies, personnel, and activities that it may not learn otherwise. e
careful leader will examine the complaint—wherever it is in the process
when the employee resigns—for possible insights that might be gained
if the complaint investigation were comprehensively done. An intuitive
question such as, “What would make an employee feel like she could
get away with this?” may lead to insights about the state of your eld
supervision or your agency’s training. e answer to the question,
“How did this supervisor harass this person for so long without anyone
reporting it?” could lead to insight into the state of your discrimination
enforcement practices.  ese kinds of questions do not require any more
than common inquisitiveness and are well within the skill set of most
agency managers.

Public Con dence

To complete the investigation reassures the public and agency employees
that all complaints are taken seriously and provides the necessary
safeguards to ensure a truthful outcome.
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4.0 Mediation, Adjudication,

and Disposition

Once a complaint investigation is completed, the agency has to

determine what it will do with it. e agency also has to determine

what it will do with the employee at the conclusion of the adjudication.
is section explores the pathway and some of the most important

considerations of that process.

Section Topics:

4.1 e four basic resolution categories.

4.2 e value of considering commanding o  cers’ options.

4.3 Proposed reporting relationship of the head of Internal A airs.
4.4 Standards for adjudication.

4.5 Penalty assessment and the use of a penalty matrix.

4.6  eadvantages of mediation and the conditions of its use.

4.7 Settlement agreements and their value.

4.8 Exploring alternatives to traditional discipline.

4.9 Keeping investigations con dential.

4.10 Guidelines for selecting and retaining Internal A airs investigators.
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4.1 e four basic resolution categories. e ndingsin
completed investigations should result in one of four resolutions: 1.
sustained or founded; 2. not sustained or not resolved or unresolved:; 3.
exonerated; or 4. unfounded. Some unique state or local laws may require
the addition of further categorical distinctions for some limited special
circumstances.

Commentary

In general terms, a “founded” or “sustained” adjudication means that
the allegations are true by a preponderance of the evidence and that

the conduct at issue is a violation of agency rules. An “unfounded”
adjudication means that the allegations are not true. A “not resolved” or
“unresolved” or “not sustained” adjudication means that the allegations
cannot be proven true or untrue by a preponderance of the evidence.
“Exonerated” means that the conduct at issue occurred but is not a
violation of agency rules.

Dispositions other than the basic four recommended above can be useful
in categorizing outcomes that do not fall neatly into the basic four. One
agency, for example, uses a disposition of “Actions Could Have Been

Di erent” to depict a situation where the employee’s actions were less
than ideal but were not misconduct. e disposition includes check boxes
to indicate what measures were taken to improve performance, including
“Counseling,” “Training,” etc. While such a disposition has shown useful
in the agency, it is based on that agency’s broader disciplinary scheme,
which may not apply to many others. Further, even that agency still also
uses the basic four dispositions above.

Another reason to consider additional dispositions arises for agencies
that use intelligent data systems to monitor employee conduct. e

basic four dispositions are generally informative when assessing an
employee’s discipline history, but increasing the information resolution
or granularity of a tracking or “early intervention” system’s input can also
improve the quality of decisions based on it. e more descriptive the
dispositions, the more the decision-maker knows about the employee
and the greater the decision space for the agency’s leaders.

If an agency chooses to use case dispositions beyond the basic four,

it should do so carefully, employing only those that have a clearly

de ned function in its personnel processes. s is particularly true for
agencies with data-driven employee monitoring systems. When doing
annual agency- or unit-wide analyses for trends, results are less useful
if disposition categories change often because comparisons are not
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identically matched. Adding new disposition categories is like adding any
other new eld to a data system: it takes time to acquire enough events to
produce a meaningful comparative dataset, and the smaller the number of
new entries, the longer it often takes to derive meaning from them.

4.2 e value of considering commandingo cers’
options. e recommendations of commanding o cers and their
chain-of-command superiors regarding the adjudications of cases and the
actions taken regarding the accused employees should be considered by
the nal deciding authority.

Commentary

Commanding o cers have an important interest in administrative
actions involving their employees. Commanding o cers typically have
more knowledge of their employees than does the agency head, including
their histories and reputations in the unit, the employees’ workplace
environment, and sometimes their personal lives. Commanding o cers
have to continue cultivating their employees and their relationships
with agency members and the public long after the cases conclude.

e insights and interests of commanding o cers could be important
considerations in the determination of nal case dispositions.

Involving commanding o  cers in the decision-making process can

also be an opportunity for the agency head to mentor and develop the
leadership and management acumen of their commanding o cers, while
in the same transactions learning from managers about conditions in the
agency they might otherwise not know.

4.3 Proposed reporting relationship of the head of
Internal A airs. ehead of Internal A airs should preferably
report directly to the agency head. If a direct reporting relationship is not
feasible, the Internal A airs commanding o cer should nonetheless have
prompt, unrestricted, and con dential access to all agency executives,
including the agency head.

Commentary

For purposes of independence, con dentiality, directand un Itered
discussion, and some freedom from institutional politics and pressures,
the head of Internal A airs should report directly to the agency head. e
role of Internal A airs is too vital to the integrity of the agency to risk
message transmission errors, misinterpretations, or personal biases that
would interfere with the agency head’s clearest understanding of cases
and their contexts.
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4.4 Standards for adjudication. Adjudicators within the agency
should use neutral and objective criteria, weigh evidence appropriately to
distinguish strong evidence from questionable or less material evidence,
and not indulge in presumptions that bias the ndings of fact. e
rationale for each adjudication should be in writing, and clearly related to
the conduct, the employee, and the agency’s rules.

Commentary

Minimum standards for adjudication of disciplinary cases include the
following:

1. e burden of proof is on the agency.
2. e standard of proof is a preponderance of the evidence.

3. e standards of evidence are those of administrative law, not
criminal law.

4. No presumptions of truth are made regarding facts in dispute.

5. No presumptions are made regarding witness credibility: all persons
are equally credible unless an objective, fact-based evaluation of the
witness’s capacities, estimonial coherence, and other relevant and
demonstrable factors justify otherwise.

6. Conclusions are logically deduced from the evidence.

A thorough review of adjudicative standards would exceed the scope
of this report and would more easily be found in legal reference

works or state jury instructions on assessing evidence and testimony.
Nevertheless, an adjudication lacking in any of the six standards above
should not be considered properly justi ed.

In weighing evidence, facts revealing a pattern of conduct should be
considered. Where there is evidence that an employee has been accused
of the same act before in other cases involving other independent
complainants, the adjudicator may have reason to believe that the
currently alleged act is not an isolated incident. Without contrary
evidence, the greater the number of previous allegations of a
substantially similar act, the more likely than not the current case is
sustained.

Pattern of conduct evidence is evidence of speci ¢ acts, not merely
categories of allegations. For example, if an 0 cer has a history of
complaints for rudeness, but each complainant alleges that the o cer
used di erent language, the pattern may be too general to be valuable.
However, if in previous cases complainants alleged that the o cer used
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a substantially similar o ensive phrase or wording as used in the current
case, the pattern may be speci ¢ enough to be valuable in considering a
“sustained” nding.

Pattern of conduct evidence may come from complaints that were
sustained or not resolved. However, unfounded complaints, where it was
determined that the alleged act did not occur, are not suitable as pattern
of conduct evidence.

Pattern of conduct evidence may also come from interviews of persons
who had never been complainants. When investigating a rudeness
allegation, for example, if the investigator were to contact persons to
whom the o cer had given tra c citations and found some who stated
that the o cer used the same rude phrase or wording with them, a
pattern of conduct can be established.

Sometimes pattern of conduct is a consideration in the investigative
phase depending on the model of investigation and adjudication the
agency uses.

4.5 Penalty assessment and the use of a penalty matrix.
Agencies should have some system or mechanism to ensure that
discipline is fair and consistent. A penalty matrix or similar schedule has
proven helpful to some agencies whose disciplinary systems are based
on a “progressive discipline” theory or collective bargaining agreement.
In such systems a matrix can help ensure consistency, objectivity,

and predictable penalties for misconduct. A matrix best involves
recommended ranges of discipline, allowing for the decision-maker to
consider the totality of the circumstances, including aggravating and
mitigating factors, in determining appropriate discipline.

Commentary

A matrix speci es the nature of o enses or policy violations and
associates them with speci ¢ penalty options or ranges of discipline.
Within such a system, a policy violation falls within a certain class or
category of violation that, in turn, corresponds to a particular range or
set of discipline options that a decision-maker can consider according to
the totality of the circumstances present in a given case.

A matrix is a helpful tool but should not be applied in exibly. e
decision-maker should consider the totality of the circumstances,
aggravating and mitigating factors, nondisciplinary outcomes, precedent,
and consistency. Precedent, in the sense of prior disciplinary decisions
for the same conduct, should be considered but should not straitjacket

4.0 Mediation, Adjudication, and Disposition




the decision-maker. As times and police culture change, as the acuteness
of particular forms of misconduct may grow in the eyes of the agency

or the public, so also must disciplinary decisions change to re ect
contemporary ethics and judgments about police behavior. While
discipline should be reasonably predictable, fair punishment re ective of
current ethical standards should not be held hostage to what may have
been done in the past.

Broad disciplinary categories, such as Conduct Unbecomingan O cer,
may be useful, but in order to give the greatest value to a matrix, it is
suggested that misconduct be described more precisely.

4.6 e advantages of mediation and the conditions of its
use. Voluntary mediation conducted by a neutral facilitator, in lieu of
investigation and adjudication, permits resolution of minor complaints
that are usually not easily resolved through investigation. Mediation
should be encouraged except where an o  cer has a pattern of similar
misconduct or where a broader review of the employee’s performance
suggests a need to analyze the results of the investigation in the current
case. Agencies should consider enacting policies to codify all aspects of
their mediation procedures.

Commentary

Mediation engages the community by giving individual members of the
public who make a complaint the opportunity to have their concerns
heard and considered in a way that might not otherwise occur if the
complaint was investigated and adjudicated through the formal Internal
A airs process. Mediation is best used as a means of allowingan o cer
and a citizen to better understand each other’s perspectives. Mediation
should not take place unless the complainant and the subject o cer each
voluntarily agreed to mediate.

Complaints best resolved through mediation are complaints of o cer
discourtesy or rudeness and others that involve minor “one-on-one”
interactions between o  cers and members of the community. e
types of complaints that can be mediated should be described in a clear
written policy. e determination whether a given complaint is eligible
for mediation should be made according to guidelines established by the
agency, including the rank or positions authorized to permit mediation.
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Some agencies 0 er an incentive to 0 cers who agreed to mediate. All
agencies should establish written policies to ensure that an o  cer cannot
elect to mediate multiple complaints where there is the possibility of a
pattern or practice of misconduct or a motive to circumvent discipline or
otherwise bypass an agency’s early intervention system.

e decision to use internal or external facilitators may vary from agency
to agency. Outside facilitators may make community members more
comfortable that the mediation process is not biased against them or
toward the o  cer, in turn making mediation a more attractive option,
as well as amore e ective means of improving relations with the
community. Mediations facilitated by a member of the agency provide an
opportunity for the agency’s leaders to learn more about the conduct and
attitudes of their employees. Above all, the person chosen to mediate the
dispute must be adequately trained in dispute resolution and strive to
mediate in a neutral and objective manner.

4.7 Settlement agreements and their value. Well-reasoned
and fully justi ed settlement agreements, conditional suspensions

of discipline, “last-chance” agreements, and legitimate dropping of
charges or mitigation of penalties should be available when to do so will
not undermine the values of fairness, consistency, predictability, and
integrity. Decisions to modify discipline should be justi ed in writing.

Commentary

While it isimportantand e cient to settle grievances to avoid a
proliferation of appeals and reviews, it is more important that individual
0 cers or their representatives not be able to manipulate the system.
Untrammeled deal making and plea bargaining can make a disciplinary
system arbitrary, unpredictable, and introduce luck into the nal
disciplinary determination. In a thorough investigation, each founded
charge againstan o  cer will be supported by su cient proof such that
an impartial and honest reviewer will be hard-pressed to overturn a
disciplinary decision.

ere is a place nonetheless for settlement and last-chance agreements
and mitigation in appropriate circumstances. Some agencies hold
penalties in full or partial abeyance and do not make the o cer serve
the actual numbers of days o if the o cer’s conduct in the next year
is free of similar misconduct. Wisely deployed, these devices can be a
useful and progressive way to encourage good behavior. Used unwisely,
habitual suspension of sentences can encourage excessive deal making
and introduce arbitrariness into the disciplinary system.
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4.8 Exploring alternatives to traditional discipline.
Creative alternatives to traditional punitive discipline may be useful in
improving the performance of wayward employees in ways traditional
punitive discipline isnot.  is is an area typically unexplored in larger
agencies until recently and warrants further research and development.

Commentary

Traditional punitive discipline operates under a theory akin to criminal
justice: an o ense is committed and a punishment is imposed as a
response. Typically in the interests of fairness, consistency, “progressive
discipline,” and to deter further misconduct, the punishment imposed
attempts to match the seriousness of the 0 ense and the history of the
o ender. According to this theory, a corollary bene t of deterring the
misconduct of the general employee population arises as those who have
not yet committed misconduct see the punishment of those who have.

e basis for this traditional model is the presumption that punishment
either initially deters misconduct or succeeds at changing the behavior
of recipients of punishment who were not initially deterred. Law
enforcement agencies should be encouraged to explore nondisciplinary
resolutions where other and more powerful means exist to change or
modify conduct.

One alternative model is being developed® in which the employer’s
response to employee transgressions is not to seek a penalty to t the
0 ense, butto ndastrategy to tthe employee.* One phrase used to
help inculcate this model is,“ ink rst strategy, not penalty.”

According to this strategic model, in cases where core facts are not at
issue in a sustained complaint, a particular interactive process helps
determine the error in thinking that led the employee to commit the
problemact. e identi cation of the problem thinking provides the
leader with a starting point from which to determine what strategy

is likely to (a) reveal the errant thinking to the employee, (b) lead the
employee to come up with a solution to change the errant thinking, and
(c) enable the employee to transfer the new thinking to all situations in
which the relevant principles—not just the rules—apply. Leading the
employee to recognize the principles is a crucial feature of the system.

3 is model is being developed and implemented by Los Angeles Police Department
Deputy Chief Mark R. Perez, the commanding o cer of LAPD's Professional Standards Bureau.

4 is applies only to nondischarge cases: employees whose acts render them un t for duty are
discharged from employment according to civil service rules. Such employees are beyond the reach
of employee development.
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ere are many more features and advantages to the strategic model
and the constructive alternatives model than can be explained here. e
point, however, is not to exhaustively detail the systems in this report,
but to acknowledge that there are means other than traditional punitive
discipline being seriously explored in the Internal A airs community
of practice, and that this is an area worthy of serious research and
development.

4.9 Keeping investigations con dential. Internal a airs
investigations should be closed to the o cer and the public during their
pendency. Nonetheless, the agency head should be fully informed of the
progress of internal investigations and should regularly communicate
the status of an investigation to the press and general public to the full
extent permitted by law.

Commentary

To ensure that an o cer’s rights are preserved during the course of an
Internal A airs investigation, and to minimize interference and undue
pressure on Internal A airs and the department at large, it is important
that investigations remain con dential during their pendency. ereis
nonetheless an obligation to keep the public informed of the progress
of an investigation and such other disclosures that can be made without
compromising the investigation and to the extent allowed by law.

4.10 Guidelines for selecting and retaining Internal

A airs investigators. To make certain that Internal A airs units
bene t from high-quality and experienced employees, agencies should
consider utilizing promotional policies that recognize service in Internal
A airs as productive and useful for advancing an o cer’s career, and they
should make such policies explicit and well-publicized. Tours in Internal
A airs should be limited to xed terms.

Commentary

Agencies should consider providing o  cers with incentives to work in
Internal A airs, such as an explicit policy that places service in that unit
as highly advantageous for promotional or assignment purposes.

Speci ¢ requirements should be established for the selection of
individuals to work in Internal A airs. Prior investigative experience or a
strong investigative background should either serve as a requirement or a
signi cant quali cation for Internal A airs service. Consideration should
also be given to using supervisors instead of nonsupervisors because
supervisors typically have agency-wide interests and accountability, and
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On May 5, 2005, e Los Angeles Police Department was awarded a
grant by the U.S. Department of Justice O ce of Community Oriented
Policing Services to convene and coordinate a National Internal A airs
Community of Practice comprising 12 major city and county police
agencies. e Community of Practice’s goal was to develop standards and
best practices in Internal A airs work and to share this work with the
wider law enforcement community.

e Community of Practice soon discovered that there were signi cant
di erences among the participating agencies. In an e ort to focus the
discussion and ensure the development of a workable set of guidelines,
Merrick Bobb, President, Police Assessment Resource Center, developed
a matrix that would provide a snapshot of each agency'’s current policies
and structures in the key areas of Internal A airs: intake, classi cation,
investigation, recommendation, adjudication, and discipline. Input from
other agencies not directly participating in the Community of Practice
was also sought.

We hope the matrices will provide a basic understanding of the
organization and policies of the contributing police agencies and help
guide policy development and organizational structure for the wider law
enforcement community.



9aubisaq SIH J0 a2110d 40 JaIyd
:Aq pasoduwil Ajarewnn si auldiosig

paso]) Ajjeuondsox3 ‘papunojun ‘palesauoxdy
‘paureIsng 10N ‘paureIsng :sbuipu  Jo seliobare)

08/ ‘T :Saakojdwia UIOMS JO Jaquinu [2101

2 :s101e611S9AUI | 4O JaqUINN

sjueablag pue si03ebiIsenu] :$103eB1ISaAUL | JO Yuey
Jofe|N :01 sui0dal | JO pesH

1UBURINAIT :AQ papeay SI |

19IYD9YIJ080 09 80 O/UOISIAIP JeUM Japun siy|

MBIASY Jay1iny ON ‘paureIsng 10N 4|
‘pURWIWIOI JO Uley) S,3 ‘paureIsns
:UOITBPUSLULLIOIA] SMAIARI OUM ‘A J]

9aubisaq SIH 40 2110d 40 JaIyd - JofeiN - 13pueLILIoD 540

9aubisaq SIH J0 a2110d 40 JaIyd } 101 9peW S| UoIIepUSILIOd3I 9

:UONISOdSIP [BU SO OYM ‘A 4]
10 9peW SI UOITRPUBILI0IAI 3
(A) :uoneaipnipe 1UBUSINAIT -JapUBLIWO) Y]
:UOIIPUSLLLLODAI SR OYM ‘A 4] 10} puBWIWOY JO ureyd ayl ybnody 3aeq ob syureidwo) :UOITRPUBLILLODAI SIBW OUM ‘A 4]
(N) :aundiasip spuswiwiodal | (‘A) :(-019 ‘paurelsns 10u ‘pauleisns) sBulpu  SaxewW V| (A) :(-018 ‘paurelsns J0u ‘paurelsns) sBuipu  SPUSLLILIOAI V|
aundiosiq uoneapnipy uollepUBWILIOIaY
' )
[

SpJepuels [euolsss}o.d
J032 (O :01UOIELI ISSB|D J0) PapIemioy s ureidwo)
('A) :payaeI1 pUR palaquinu swoy Jurejdwo)
tosthuadng seefoIdu3 1 Ao 10 Jueahias ;01 paubisse sijurejdwod e ‘pa hmmwm_owwwpc_ U} 3G 1SN JUIe|duiod sisisul
y awcmcﬁsw_._omn_o ul ! S ‘01 P3UDISSE ST IUTE| P3 15580 8UO Jueure|dwod J1 Inq ‘9Usds-Uo JosiAIadng (moy ‘A J|
/A0 PAMaINS1/P3SINIBENS St LIOREDLSSAU] "90uUBpUBNY ‘AS814N0D ‘[eulWwII) 1Isswoqd « (A) :uones 1ssed 01 Jouid urejdwod Jo ssodsiq

sjurejdwo) || AioLd sarebnseau) Josialadng
s,09/0jdw3 ‘sjurejdwo) | A1iold sarebiseau|
SpJepUBlS [BUOISSBJ0Id J08d O 8 ~:parehiissaul
1ure|dwod Jo adA} Yyoea SI [aAs] PUBLLLLIOD JRYM 1Y
uonebnssAu|

[eulwD ‘W14 ‘ab1eydsiq swieali4 “asiAl ‘10ys uosiad
‘9ouaping/A1iadold ‘ainpadold buieiadQ plepuels
“JoNPUOISI|Al [eNX8S ‘JUBPINIY 3|IIYIA ‘92104 AJessadsuun
10 JusWIRAII[RIA (SB Pa ISSB[Y 8 UBd Jule|dwod
uolyed Isse|d

(s192 O A) :sauawiarels asjey 40y Ainliad Jo Ayjeusd
(A) :pa1dadoe squrejdwiod Arred-pai
(A) :pardagoe spurejdwod snowAuouy
924n0S AUy :paAIadal aq ued spure|dwiod Yoiym Ul Jauue|
eju|

Juawedaq 891j0d BIUR[IY—XLIIRA SAIe / [eudalu]

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice

62




0502 :S9aAodwia UIOMS JO Jaquinu [2101

swuea) aaly) — 's18 "1 8aJy) 01 14odal 19 “BS BUIN :BAjBM L S101eB1ISaAUL VY| JO JSguInN

190 171 pue 18Q 163 s103eBiIsaAUl V| JO uey

suonehIsaAu| [eulsiu] Neaing Juspusiuliadng ;01 suiodal | JO pesH

juspusiuriadng Aindaq :Aq papesy St |
uonehISaAU| [euJBlU| JO NeaINg ;80 O/UOISIAIP JeYM J3pUn SI /|

2d :Aq pasodwi Ajgrewinin st auldiosig
Od ;01 9pew SI UoIBPUSLLILIODS 3

*JauoIsSiwwio)

d 01 puawiwogal Ajpuiol Josiape [eba ‘Je1y) neaing
1SISSY ‘JaI1YD nealng :uollepuswiiodal Sayewl Oym ‘A 4|
ON :auIljdI9sIp SpuaLIWI0al Y|

auldiosig

papunojun ‘palelauox3 ‘paureIsns 10N
‘paurelsns :sbuipu  Jo saliofisre)

‘uonIsodsip [eu  sayeW "Dd "Od 0}

puBWIWOI JO Ureyd dn :uorsodsip [eu  Sasfewl oym ‘A 4|
‘ureyo

uMmop 10u ‘ureyd dn ob sjurejdwod ‘o :uoirealpnlpe Joy
puewWO) Jo urey) ay1 ybnoiya xaeq ob syurejdwio)
ON :("030 ‘paurelsns Jou ‘paurelsns) sbuipu  sayew v|

uonealpnipy

:UOIIBPUBLILLODAS SMBIASL OUM ‘A }]
[9A3] Y2Ba T8 PAaMaIASI SUOITRPUSILI0ISY
JauoISSILIWOD d 01

puBLIWIOD JO Ureyd dn 0} spew SI UOIBPUSILI0a) 3
SM3IA3J J0SIAPY [efa pue ‘JaIy) neaing ‘Japuewiwio)
av| ‘403eb11SeAU| :UOITEPUSLUILLIOIS] SaYeW OUM ‘A §]
SaA :(*019 ‘paurelIsns 10U ‘paureIsns) sbulpu  SpPUBLILLIOdaI ]
uoljepuswiodsy

)

‘uiadng Aindaq@ pue '18@ 17
:Aq pamalnal/pasiniadns si uoirebiisaau|

"JoNpuoadsiw Jo suoireba|fe

|le axefiisaul [|Im 18 "1 40 180165 :parelinsaaul
1ure|dwod Jo adA) yoea Si [aAs] PUBLLLLIOD JeYM 1y
uonebnssau|

18@ '¥140 18Q "16S “Brsenul
:01 paubisse sI 1utejdwod e ‘pa - I1Ssejo 30UQ

'$9|NJ N0 U1 PapN|aul aq 1M puIy AUe J0 39NPUOISIA|
"19Npu0d ay3 BulAyoads uoireba)|e ayl YIm-sainpadold
/S9Ny 40 UOIIB|OIA :Se Pa 1SSe[d ag ued Jure|dwod v
uolyed Isse|d

“JapuBWIWO)

dv| 01 Udy} ‘0’ 01 pJeMIo) pue | JUSLLNJOP [|IM

432 0 Joradns BuIAIBIaI AU ‘S8|NJ N0 JO UOIB|OIA B

9(119S8p 10U SA0P 19NPUOISIW JO uoireha|fe ay1 usym

saA :uoires Isse|d 01 Jorid jurejdwod Jo asodsiq

« 0U :SJuawWialels as|es 4oy Ainliad Jo Ayjeusd
saA :pardadde sjurejdwod Arred-pai

saA :pardadde sjurejdwod snowAuouy

passacoud s urejdwod Jo poyrew Auy

:paAIadal aq ued spure|dwiod Yoiym Ul Jauue|n

o9elu|

1uawitedaq 931|0d U0lsog—xXIIJe\ siie Y |jeulslu|

X
S
c
[<5
o
o
<



"uoljesedas spuawiLodal Ajuo

"1dns ‘pJeog 891j0d JO UOISIDaP 9]0s I uoneredss ‘shep
9 UrY] aJow suoisuadsns Jo pJeoq ad1jod Ag mainal yaim
‘quapualuiiadns :Aq pasodui Ajgrewnn si auldiosiqg

JUspualULIadNG ;01 8PEW S UOIRPUSLLILLIII 9

paubisse JosiAIadng :UONLPUSLLILLIOISI SaYeL OUM ‘A 1|

009 ‘€T :seafojdwa UIoMms JO Jaquunu [e101
1/ :s101e611S8AUI 7] JO JaquUNp]

189 O 891104 ‘Wushy 891104 ‘8An818Q ‘ueshias :S101e61SaAUI | JO Yuey

JuapudluLIBdNg ;03 s110dal | JO peaH
1uapuauLIBdng Aandaq 1uelSISSY :Aq papeay s Y|

BunJtodal 10841p ‘quspusiuLIadNS 8Y JO 8 O8I  O/UOISIAIP JeUM Japun SI |

"uol1re1ado0d-UON ‘paleIauoXx3 ‘pPapunoyun
‘paurelIsng 10N ‘paurelsns :sbuipu o sarlofiaye)
ureyd Jo 1ndui Bunenjeas pue Buikiiuspl

10} 91qisuodsal SI QY| SAYV "UOIIEpUSLWILLIOIaI [BU
SayeW JUspuUAULIadNS :UOINISOdSIP [eU  SaXew OUM ‘A 4|
"9pewW 8Q UBd UoIIepUaWIWI0dal

‘Buipu

abuey ued JuspuauLIadng ayl AJuQ "a1inbai Jouued
‘uoIrebnsaAul JayIny 1o Buipu  ayeu)je pusLILLodal
ueD "MaIA3J JO S[aAS] OM]. JO LWNWIUILL B 10} Pasnage ayl
10 UreY? JO [9A3] Y983 :UOITRPUSLULLOID] SMIIAS OUM ‘A J]

(421yD) WBpUBIULIAANS 0] BPBW SI UOITRPUSLULLOdDI
uel Aue Qv ‘dosiaiadng - pjai4
:UOIBPUSLILLIOISI SBXRW OUM ‘A 4|

UOIIEPUSWILLIOISY

0D 1UN AV — AVl "ureyd 10 s|ans| z 1ses| 12 ydnoaya
JapueLILWo0 10111S1P 1dWaxa 01 JBPUBLULIOD Ya1em — pjald

$1N320 12NpUoISiw ou yalym

(A) :pa1dadge squrejdwod Arsed-pJi
asnqe [eaIpaw pue Auspisal ‘feulwid

"jueablias ueyl Jay1o JI ‘1o1ebissaul 01 a1ewla)y Ajuo mainal ‘oN (N) :uomnedipnipe Joy -
puewWWO) Jo ureyd ay1 ybnoaya yoeq ob siurejdwo)
(A) :aundiosip spuswiwodal | (A) :(-015 ‘paurelsns 10u ‘pauleisns) sbulpu  saxew V| (A) :("15 ‘paureisns 10U ‘paurelsns) sBUIPU  SPUBLULLIOJAI ]
aulldiosiqg uoneaipnipy
|
ul spure|duwiod asoyl Joj anes Jordd $1n220 uoied 1sse|)
avl Jopjg 0106 Aew 158y ‘qQy| 01 0 (N) :uones 1sse|d 01 Jond ureidwoo Jo asodsiq
"S|oAd| g 3sed| 1e ‘uteyd pjo  ybnoayl pue (37) sAeme aA0Qe pue S17 pue S1Ns [IA1D ‘033 ‘selq ‘A1ibaiul ‘(p1o "sow 8T Ajuo SI me| — pazi|iIn JaAsU) Me|
[ea1paw ‘Aouspisal ‘feuiwid ‘uondn.alod snoLIss 31e1S Japun (A) :spuawalels asjes oy Ainliad Jo A1jeusd
"paubisse a1aym au1wIa1ap S19e) Ajjelauab usy) ‘UolsIoep
:Aq pamainai/pasiatadns si uonebnnssaul 9210} J31)Y :01 paubisse s1 Jure|dwod e ‘pa ISSe|d 89UQ -

UEI|IAID — SO "suonehiisaaul
|le 3onpuoa spueahlas pue syusfe aaljod ‘s180 0 — Qv
"pasnJe aA0qe YUkl 4o spueablas — pjal4 :palefnnsanul

1ure|dwod Jo adAy Yyoea SI [9As] PUBLLILLIOD TeYM 1
uonebinssau|

[[e Ul $811063180 GT ‘SUOIIRY ISSe|D

pelIAw Ul synsal ‘as|a |[e s186 gy| "SdO 1e 8240} J0 ash J0
812611S8AU1 SURI[IAID"IBU10 10 8010} JO 8SN JI PaUILIBISP
18114 ‘A181IBA SE P8 1SSB[0 80 L) Jure|dwod v

uolyed Isse|d

03 paniwi (A) :pa1dadde spurejdwod snowAuouy

juawdojanap Japun paseq-gam A1}

®BIA ‘18133] BIA ‘auoyd BIA ‘SO J0 Aj1oey 8a1j0d ‘uosiad uj
:PaAIgdal 8q Ued syure|dwod Yydaiym ul Jauueip

o9elu|

Juawiledaq 991j0d 06LIIYD—XLIRIA SdIe V [eudalu]

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice

64




£70'E :seakojdwis UIOMS JO Jaquunu [e10]
2 :sl03efinsanul | 4O JaquinN
[e40d.102 Jo1UsS :S101eBIISAAUI | JO Yuey

pJeAA WL JBIYD JULISISSY -18pUeLULLIo) neaing 01 s)iodal | JO peaH

ueBlund uiAfed Jaiy Aandaq :Aq papeay st v

neaing 110ddng 7 SANRASIUILIPY 80  0/UOISIAIP TRUM J3pun si /|

321|od 40 J31YD
:Aq pasodwil Ajgrewnn st sundiosig

82110d 40 43142
:01 8pELW SI UOITEPUBLULIOdBI 8

"uoIepUsWIWOdD)

aul|dIosIp Sayew puewWod Jo ureyd s,gaAojdwa pasnage
JO [8A8] YB3 :UOITePUSLULLODAI SBXewl OUM ‘A §|

(N) :aundiosip spuswiwiodal y|

aurdiosig

919]dwo) ‘paressuox3 ‘papunojun

‘9AISN[OU0dU] ‘paulelIsns :sbulpu 4o saliofale)d

‘@V| UINLIBAO UBD d'0°D 8SIN0J JO ‘UoIlsodsip

[eu Seyew Q| :UOIHSOdSIp [eU  S8Xew OyMm ‘A §|

(A) :uoneaipnipe

1oy puewwo) Jo ureyd ay3 ybnoayl 3oeq ob suurejdwo)
(A) :(-018 ‘paurelsns 1ou ‘paurelsns) shuipu  saxew v|

uonedIpnipy

'S18UJ0 UQ 17 AV paureIsns
U0 d'0°D Aj818Win| N :UOIEPUSLILLIdA] SMBIASS OUM ‘A §|
991104 4O Ja1UD

:01 3pELU S| UOIEPUSLILLIO0dR 3
“JUBUSINGI| YBNOIY) 80USLINIUOD LM PIMBIARI
‘paurRISNS 10U J| “paurelsns 41 Jaiyd Aindaq ybdnoayy
80URLINOUIOD PUB MBIASA UM ‘aA119818p BuieBinsaaul
a1 ‘AJreuIBLIO :UONEPUBLULLIODS] SBBL OUM ‘A 4]
(A) (218 ‘paureIsns 10U ‘paureIsns) sBUIpU  SPUBLILLIODDI V|
uoljepuswioday

7

Japuewiwod avi/4e1yo Aindsq (g)
JueuaInal (g) Juesbliss (T)
:AQ pamalnal/pasiniadns si uoilebiisaau|

‘avi sioun-nun Abeiug angnd
“Juesfias—[esl8)ay UOISIAIG

“uesfiss—uonelpsiy

"JuBUBINGI| B WOP|AS JUeshiss Aq pajonpuod

uay) ‘pasnade Jad o Bupjuel-ybiy Jo ‘s oid ybiy
KJ9A SSB)UN |8 19NPU0J S8AI39818 -AY| :parehiisanul
1ure|dwod Jo adA) Yyoes I [aAs] pUBULLIOD JeyMm 1y
uonebinsaAu|

uoneue|dxa sA0ge 89S
:01 pauBisse s1 1ure|dwod e ‘pa 1ssed 30UQ

"9AI119818p N1d Aq parebiisanul suoiyeba|fe feulwii)-1un
Kbsiu] a1jgnd(y) “1uesbias uonelpsw Ag USSSISAO S
$5890.d-U0neIpaN(E) a1e61158AUI 0] JosiAIadns © 10}
UoISIAIp s,99A0]dwa pasnade ay3 01 paiJaal s aure|dwo)
-[e4Ja}8y UOISIAIA(Z) 8n119818p AV Aq Pe19npuod s
uonebnssaul-avI(T) :se pa 1Ssejd aq ued Jule|dwod v
uoijed Isse|d

d9IWWo) avi

[EWIOU] ;03 UOIIBD ISSB|D 0} PapJemioy s aurejdwo)

(A) :paxoe.1 pue palaquinu swiioy Jute|dwo)

‘uoneIpaN ¢moy ‘A i

(A) :uones 1ssed 01 Joud ureidwoo Jo asodsiq

(auxeu Auan) :syuswiayes aspe) 4oy Ainfiad Jo Aeusd
(N) :pa1dasge syurejdwiod Arred-pai

(N) :pa1daage syurejdwod snowAuouy

‘avi 0} |A4 uspim

Bune|dwod JosinIadns uoilels/m gy 01 Jueure|dwod

J13J31 AJ[equan —sul-y[em uoiels ‘(wJoy paubis) JsquinN

[013U0D J0j 315anbay [eulalu] ‘xe} paubis ‘Sul-yeAn

V| :panIddal aq ued sjure|dwod Ydiym ul Jauueip|

o9elu|

JuswIedaq 891j0d Sejjled—XLIIRA SR VY [eulaiu|

-3
k=
c
[<5
o
o
<



Jojeaiquy ‘J81yd ‘('sapwip om %@ Ja1y9 “daq)
pJeog [eli] :Aq pasodwi Ajgrewinin st auldiosiq
1UN UoneNSIUIWPY

AJreurdiosiq ;01 apew 1 UoIePUSLILIOID] 9

Slie V [eulalu] ‘O"D :UOITEPUSLULLOIS. SOBW OYM ‘A 4]
(A) :aundiasip spuswiwiodal |
auldiosig

passiwsiq ‘A1in9 10N A1jing :sbuipu  Jo seriobae)

Jloyeniquy
9140 ('s1pw) om1 % ya1yd “deq) preog [eil L ‘ButiesH
5490 O Buipuewwo) :uonIsodsIp [eu  sexew Oym ‘A 4|
(A) :uoneaipnipe

Jo} pueWIWOY JO ureyd ayl ybnody 3aeq ob syureidwod
(A) :('012 ‘paurelsns 10u ‘pauleisns) sbuipu  sayew |

uoireslpnipy

002 Ajerewixoiddy :seakojdwa uloms Jo Jaquinu [e101

0z Alerewixoaddy :s101e6nsanul | Jo Jaquunp

SJUBRUSINGIT pue Slueshias :S101eANSaAUI | JO Yuey

391104 0 Ja1yD (01 s1odal | JO peaH

Japuewiwio) :Aq papeay st |

321104 J0 JaIYD 89U 4082 (83  O/UOISIAIP JeUYM J13pun Si |

slie V/ [eulalu| ‘O’ :UOIBPUSLILLIIAI SMAIASS OUM ‘A 1|

uonessIuIWpyY
AJeundiosiq :01 apew S UONEPUSLLILLIOISI 9

slie VY [eulalu] "ased 8yl
Joafireyd urJed O :UOITRPUSLLLLIOIDS SaYeW OUM ‘A §|
(A) :(-019 ‘paurelsns J0u ‘paurelsns) sBUIpu  SPUSLLILIOAI V|
uoljepuswioday

3

puBWIWO) S;240 ‘AUI ‘0" 100 ‘0] V1 0D

:Aq pamainai/pasiaIadns si uolrehinssau

puewwo)

SJ32 O PAAJOAU| -19NPUOISIIA [eIuswIedaq Jouln
(annay uenin1D) Jorefinseaul Ja1yd

9U1J0 82 QO -80IAJSS ‘Y2Jeas ‘81npadold ‘lourswsaq
SlIe 7 [euJalu]-19npuodsI [eluswiliedaq

snolJas pue suoieda|fe [eulwil) :payehiisaaul
1ure|dwod Jo adA} Yyoea i [9As] PUBLLLLIOD JeYM 1y
uonebnssau|

(annay uel|iA1D) Jorebinsanu|
J81IyD 8yl 408 O ‘PUBLUIWIOD S8 O PBAJOAU] ‘SIie
[euJaju] :01 paubisse s 1ure|dwod e ‘pa ISse|d 89UQ

uoiebssaul

10} PUBLULIOD S,480 0 PBAJOAUI B3 40 101eBNSaAU| Ja1y)D
3U1 4082 8y} 01 ¥Jeq paJJajal Jo Sile \ [eulalu|

Aq pa1efinsanul aq ||Im Tey3 10NpUodSIA [eruswIedag
SNOLI3S ‘feulwI) :Se pa Isse|d aq ued Jurejdwod v
uoljed Isse|d

Slle v [eudalu] Jo Jad O Buipuewwo)
101 UOIIBY 1SSE|D 40} PapIemioy s aure|dwo)
(A) :paxea1 pue palaquinu swuoy Jurejdwod
uonebnsaaul Areurwijaid e funnonpuo)
¢Moy ‘A
(A) :uonres 1sse)d 03 Joud urejdwod Jo 8sodsiq
(A) :s1uswels asfey 4oy Aunliad Jo Ajeusd

(A) :pa1daoe syurejdwod Arred-pi
(A) :paadaooe syureidwod snowAuouy
‘AlsnowAuoue ‘|rew-s ‘ustim ‘Ajjeaiuoydaysl
‘uosiad U] :panIadal ag ued SJule|dwod YdIYMm Ul JaUURIA|
o)elu|

Juawiedaq 991j0d 1104190—XLIIRIA SdIe [eudalu]

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice




T8/ ‘v :s99Ao|dwia UIOMS JO Jaquinu [2101

(s1012611S3AUI BAIIIR0IJ PUE 8AIIIR3Y S9PNJAUT) 9Z :SI01RBIISEAUI Y| JO JaqUINN

ueaflag :s101e61SaAUI VY| 10 Yuey

pUBLLILIOY SUOIEBNSAAU] [eUIaIU] ‘314D JURISISSY (01 S1iodal v 10 pesH

901104 Jo urerded :Aq papeay st |

pUBLULLIOD SUOITRBIISSAU [RUISIU| 180 O/UOISIAID JRUM JpUn SI /|

21|10 J0 Ja1y) :Aq pasoduwi Ajgyewnin si auldiosig
92110 40 Ja1YyD :01 apeW S| UOIIepUsLILLI0Da. 3

‘9911w Aeur diosiq aAITeIISIUIWPY pue

19140 JURISISSY AQ PaMalASY LOITRPUSLLILIOIAI Sayewl

palelauoXx3 ‘papunojun ‘pauleIsns 10N ‘paureIsns
:sbuipu  Jo saliofiane)

391104 10 JaIyD :uonisodsip [eu  sayew oym ‘A 4|
(ssA) :uoireaipnipe

"89110d JO JaIUD U Ja1yD JUEISISSY ‘Urelde)
:UOI1EPUSLULLOIBS SMBIASS OUM ‘A J|

301|0d JO JaIyd
:0] 9peW SI UOIePUSLILLIOdA] 8

'sisdouAs
an11eB11SaAUl U3 Sa1LIM pue uoiehIIsaAul 8yl pasiAladns
OUM JUBUSINSIT :UOITRPUSLILLOII SIHBW OUM ‘A 4|

ureyde) s,99/0]dWi3 :UOIIRPUSLLILIOIAI SAYRW OYM ‘A )| J10J puBRWIWOY JO ureyd ay1 ybnoayi yoeq ob sjurejdwo) (saA) (010
(oN) :aundiasip spuswiwiodal | (saA) (010 ‘paure1sns 10U ‘paurelsns) sbuipu  saxew Y| ‘paule1sSns 10U ‘paulelsns) sBUIpu  SpUBWILLIOda |
aundiosiq uoneapnipy uollepUsWILIOIaY
— 4
80 O aelu|

'sJUBUBINGIT :AQ Pamalnal/pasiAladns si uoneBissau|

‘syurejdwod
a1ebiisanul 01 paufbisse aJe syueablags :payehirsenul
jureidwiod Jo adA1 yoes SI [9A8] pUBLLLLIOD JRYM 1Y

uonebnssau|

"PaUIZIU0Y UOISIAIC 01 [] SSB|D "UOISIAI] S/ [eualu|
01 | sse| :01 paubisse si 1ure|dwos e ‘pa  I1SSe[o 80UQ

suoe[oIA Adljod — |1 sse|
suoneba||y [eurwLI) — | sse|)
:Se pa 1sse|d aq ued Jurejdwod
uolyed Isse|d

[eJ3U8) (01 UOIBI ISSE[I 0} PapJemloy s utejdwo)
(SaA) :payjorJ pue paJaquinu swioy Jureldwo)
'anss| 019 10 ‘a1edndng se pa 1pojA
¢moy ‘A4
(saA) :uoires 1ssejd 01 Jorid qurejdwod Jo asodsiq
(saA) :syuswalels asfe) o) Ainliad Jo Ajeusd

(saA) :pardadae syurejdwos Arred-pua
(saA) :pardange syurejdwod snowAuouy

"auoydajay ‘18119] ‘xe} ‘uosiad ul ‘snowAuoue
:PaAIRa1 aq Ued Ssjute|duwod Yydiym Ul Jauuey
o)elu|

juawredaq 891j0d UOISNOH—XIIRA SAle Y [eudaiul

X
S
c
[<5
o
o
<



¥€/'6 :seakojdwa UJOMS JO Jaquunu [e10]

92 :S107e611SaAUI | JO JaqUINN

|1 S9A139818 pue ‘|| SJURablIag S103eB11SeAUl /| JO Yuey

321104 40 Ja1y) 01 Apdauip s1iodal oym ‘079 neaing spJepuels [euolssajold 03 suiodal | 40 peaH
Japuewiwio) :Aq papeay st |

neaing SpJepuels [BUOISS}0Id ;89  0/UOISIAIP JeUM Japun SI |

(g abed 33s) :sbutpu  Jo saL10bared :UOIBPUBLLILLOIAS SMBIASL OUM ‘A J] =

. s

20110d 40 4314 :Aq pasodwi Ajarewnn st sunidiosia 21|04 Jo E.Eo /01 9PEUW S1 UONEPUBLLILIOI3] 3 o
:uoIISOdsIp [BU  SaMBW OUM ‘A )| S

:0) 9peW SI UOIRPUSLLILIODI B @ . - ) . 2

(A) :uoneaipnipe :UOITRPUSLILLIODAI SayeLl OYM ‘A J] =

:UOITRPUSILLIOIAI SayeLl OUM ‘A §I 10} puewwo) Jo ureyd ay1 ybnoaya yoeq ob sjurejdwo) (N) (019 m

(N) :aundiasip spuswiwodal | (N) :(-015 ‘paurelsns 10U ‘pauleisns) sbulpu  sayew | ‘paule1sSns 10U ‘paule1sns) sBulpu  SpusWILLIOdal | 8

[5+1

mc__Q_ow_D _.\_O_Hmo__u:.—b,q uoljepuswwoday £

[ .

&

=}

&

£

Ayisse)d 03 Ajea 19ads 11un suoies Isse|d,, =

101 UOIIBY ISSB|D 40} Papsemioy s aure|dwo) o

(A) :payoeJ1 pue palaquinu swoy Jute|dwo) =

. ‘ A

(Ldv2) 4940 burpuewiwod 1o (17) 9breyd ¢MOY ‘A4 =

ur 130 O :Aq pamalnal/pasialadns si uoiehiseAu| (N) :uonea 1ssed 01 Joud ureidwon Jo asodsiq m

: : Aanl s =

asie Algensuouwaq Ajeajo 1o ‘[enuaiod puewwo) Jourey) s (N) ﬂcm.fﬁﬂm as|ey 4oy Aunliad jo Ayjeuad .

@ [eulw) -yl ¢ (A) :pardage syurejdwiod Arred-pui =

dn mojjo} wnwiuiw AJan aney eyl sased asoyl a|puey - ] B
aARNSILIWPY — V] T (A) :pa1dadge squre|dwod snowAuouy <

01 | 38 ,Wea] Y2InQ), e aAeY a/\\ ‘PUBLUWOD JO Urey) J0 ) 5
:01 paubisse si Jurejdwod e ‘pa  1SSe|d BUQ ) 3

V| Jayuia ‘(z abed aas) paubisse SI ased ayl alaym $a1elolp 'sueawl Aue Aq :(1ay10 Aue 1o w.oy Jurejdwod) 3
€6 ydeabesed 8a109Q 1uasu0) ‘Ajjew o :parebiissaul (z abed 88s) suoI1ed 1SSB[D 2101 TE JO USNLIM ‘egJan :a@. ‘|rew-s :oluoydajal ‘uosiad uj =
ue|dwod Jo adA3 Yaes SI 98] PUBLUILLIOD TeYM 1y UOII_UIqUIO 10 3UO0 AUy :Se pa 1SSe|d aq ued Jure|dwod :PaAIgdal 8q Ued syure|dwod Yydaiym ul Jauueip m
Co_uw@_umm>c_ uoljed Isse|d o9)elu| g

c

[~

w

juswIedaq 991j0d Sa|9buy SOT—XIIIRIA SAle VY [eulalu]










(pa196pnq G8€'6) 9vE‘g :seakojdwia UIOMS JO Jaquunu 210
(pe13BpNq 62) 22 :si01ebiiseAul ] JO JaquinN

1ueafiag :s10yebnsanul | JO yuey

Japurwiwo) (01 s1lodal | Jo pesH

urerded :Aq papeay sl v|

uoisinig Buiurel | pue diysiapeaT:ad  0/UOISIAIP Jeym Japun si |

(uonowsap pue abueydsip Jo})  1LIBYSISPUN JBPUBILIOD
uun s,9aho01dwg :Aq pasodwi Ajprewinyn si aundidsig
:0) 9peW SI UOIBPUSLLILIODS 9

:UOIIBPUSLLILLIOIaL SaYeW OUM ‘A §|
ON :auIjdI9sIp SpUaLIWOal |
aulldiosiqg

("3S3AUI UIWIPE 10J) PaleIauUOXT ‘papunojun

‘paAjosalun ‘papunoS :sbuipu  Jo saliobiane)

-abreydsip pue

‘uoniowap ‘uoisuadsns sAep 0£-9T J0J 1I8ysIapun pue
S 113YS JURISISSY ‘uolsuadsns ,sAep GT 01 daJ ua1IlIm
10} Ja1y) pue ureide) :uoilsodsIp [eu  Sayew oym ‘A §i
SaA :uoneaIpnipe

10} puBRWIWOY JO ureyd ay1 ybnoay yoeq ob sjurejdwo)
ON :("219 ‘paurelsns 10U ‘pauleisns) sbulpu  saxew V|

uoneaipnipy

:UOITEPUBLULLOIBI SMBIAR OUM ‘A J|
- :01 8pBW SI UOIIEPUSLILLIOIBI 8

:UOITRPUBLLILLIODAI SR OYM ‘A 4|
ON :("18 ‘paurelsns J0u ‘paurelsns) sfuipu  SpusLILIOdal |
uoljepuswwodsy

4

191y ‘dapurwiwo) ‘urerde)

‘JueuLINaI :Aq pamalnal/pasiatadns si uoirebiisanu|
'syueafias Aq pa1onpuod

ale suonehiIsaAul [eulwLd ‘sueablas Ag pa1onpuod
ale suoNeBIISAAUI | ‘S1UBUSINGI| AQ PalINpU0d ale
SUO11BBIISAAUI SAITRIISIUILUPE [9A3]-1IUN S1UBUSINAI|
10 sjueablas Aq pa1onNpu0d a1e SMaIAaY :parehllsaul
jurejdwiod Jo adA1 yoes sI [9A8] PUBLULLOD TeYM 1y
uolyeblsanu|

"g101 0 'siie v [eussu] ‘1un s,9kojdws ay1 01 paubisse

aq p|noJ 1| :01 paubisse si Jurejdwod e ‘pa 1Sse|d BUQ
(g101) neaing

suonebnsaAu| [eulwLID [eulslu| sy Ag parebiisaaul
ale suoneha|e [eurwi) "uoefISaAUl sAIRISIUILUPE
ue Hunonpuod Aq 4o ‘malaal e Buironpuod Aq panjosal
aq uea suoneba|e Aa1jod ‘suoirebaje Aa1jod Jo [euiwiid
Ureu0d ues syurejdwod [auuosiad ‘8dIAISS J0 [3UU0SIAd
'Se pa Isse|d ag ued Jure|dwod v

uoljed Isse|d

ayeIul 1e pa Isse|d st urejdwod
101 UOIIRD 1SSB[I 10} papsemloy s utejdwo)
SA :padIRI] pUE palagquinu swoy Juredwo)
ON :UoI1ed Issejd 01 Joiid Jurejdwod Jo asodsiq
ON :SJuawiaes asfe) 4oy Ainliad jo A1jeusd

- SaA :pa1daooe sjure|dwiod Ayred-pJi
saA :pardande sjurejdwod snowAuouy

aul| ure|dwiod 008-T

‘xe} ‘a11s gam ‘uosiad ul ‘auoyd rew-a ‘e

:panIadal aq ued syurejdwiod 91 79Nd Y2IYm Ul Jsuue|p|
aelu|

Juswiaeda@ s, 148ys AJuno) sajabuy SOT—XIIIeN SAIe Y [eudaqu|

-3
k=
c
[<5
o
o
<



'04aa Adusby 4o 0/
s.Jaquiaw Jayu g :Aq pasodwi Ajgrewinnin st auldiosiq

uolreaIpn(pe se awes ;01 9pew SI UOITePUSLILLdSI 8
1usbe
VI BunebiIsaAUl & UOIIEPUSLLILLIOIDS SaXW OUM ‘A J|
(A) :aundiasip spuswiwiodal |
auldiosig

008'S :saako|dwia UIOMS JO Jaquinu [2101

(019 ‘sBunooys) 8210 JO S3SN SNOLISS 10} OZ PUR 39NPU0ISILL/UORANII0D 10} OF :SI03eBIISaAUI /| 4O JaqUINN

‘9104 A10s1n18dns ou aney syueablas 'syueabias pue saA1ld8laq :S10yebisanul | Jo yuey

"4d0 10 Ja1yD JUEISISSY 01 skiodal /| Jo pesH

"(urerded anoqe ape.b auo) 101dadsu| Jo yuey :Aq papeay Si |

"90110d J0 414D 01 110081 39311P — JB1YD UBISISSY — AM|IqISU0dSaY [UOISSaJ0Id J0 80 (O :80  O/UOISIAIP JeUM Japun siy|

‘papunojun ‘parelauoxy

'S10e4  nsu| ‘paureisns :sbuipu  Jo satiobale)

180 O malnay Aseurnidiasig 1da@ 4o O/9 S.Jaquisw
PAAJOAUL JBULIT :UOINSOdSIP [BU  S33BW OUM ‘A |
‘A11anses uo Buipuadap (A) :uoneaipnipe

10} pueWIWO) JO ureyd ayl ybno.y xaeq ob syurejdwo)
A (018 ‘paurelsns Jou ‘paureisns) sbuipu  saxew V|

uoneaipnipy

ANjigIsuodssy 'J0id JO 89 O ‘JaIUD UEISISSY
01 @V JO 4019841 NJY ;01 3P SI LOITEPUSLULLIODAI 8

sBuipu yum

JInduod 30U op A3l JI JaN0 811IM,, Uied 1de)) Jo 117 Juabe
av] buiebinssaula  :UOIIRPUSLULLIOISI SR OUM ‘A J|
(A) :(-010 ‘paurelsns J0u ‘paurelsns) sBuipu  SpUsLLILIOdA V|
uoljepuswwodsy

3

*1010341p pue ureides

Qv Aq pamalaal pue 1ueULINGI| Wesl Q| Aq pasiatadng
:Aq pamainai/pasiaadns si uoirebnssaul

[e10 0 puUBIWOY

Jouas Buinjoaur 11 ueuLINGI| 10 1Usbe Ay Ag axeul Qv
JosiAladns s1aquisi AQ puBwWwod 10 Ureyd

:parebinsanul
Jureidwod Jo adAy yoes Si [9A8] PUBLULIOD Jeym 1y
uo11ebilsanu|

*abueyd uolred 1ssejo pue abely 1oy
@V 4039311 :0) UOIILD 1SSE|D 10} PapJemioy st yutejdwo)
(A) :paX2eJ1 pue palaquinu swuoy Jure|dwo)
‘syure|dwod ayearjdnp BuiajoAul sased ul AluQ
¢moy ‘Al
(A) :uonea 1ssefo 01 Jorud Jureidwod Jo asodsiq
(A) :spuawisyels asfey 4oy Aunliad jo Ayjeusd
(A) :pa1daooe syurejdwod Ayred-pai
(A) :pa1daoge syurejdwod snowAuouy

"PUBLLILLIOD JO UIBUD 01 N0 IO 3SeD eIl VI JaUNT | o
:01 paufisse s1 1urejdwod e ‘pa- ISse|d 30UQ

1ONPUOdSIW [BUILULID [
19NPUOdSIW SAIBISIUIWPY  [o
'se pa 1sse|d aq ues Jurejdwod v :PaAI9031 8¢ UBd S3Ule|dWod Yolym Ul JUURA
uoiyed Isse|d oyelu|

(‘0@ ‘uoabuiysepn) 1uswiedsq 891j0d uerljodoals|N—XIIIeN SAle V [eudslu]

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice

72




8G0'T :s9ako0|dwa UIOMS 10 J8quinu (2101
GE 's101e611S8AU1 Y| 10 JBQUINN
1ueaflag :s1018611SaAUI V] 10 YurY

UOISIAIQ] SBOIAJSS [e198dS 8yl 0 J81y) @ 01 suiodal | 10 pesH

Jolew 92110d v :Aq papeay si V|
UOISIAIQ SBIAISS [e109dS 8 82  O/UOISIAIP JeYM Japun Si /|

9ako]dwa 103lgns sy
10 Japuewiwio) 8 :Aq pasodwi Ajgrewnyn si suljdiasiqg

:sBuipu o sariobare)

:uoIlsodsip [eu  saxew oym ‘A §i
(N 10 A) :uoiredipnipe

:UOITBPUSLULLOIDS SMBIASS OUM ‘A 1|

:0] 8peW SI UOITePUALLILLO0IaI 3

“0) SPELLI S! LIOHEPUALILI0?aI 3 10} puBRWIWOY JO ureyd ay1 ybnoay yoeq ob sjurejdwo) - :UOITRPUSILLIOIAI SR OUM ‘A |
:UOITRPUSLULLIOIAS SSYEW OUM ‘A J| (N 1o A) (N 10 A)
(N 1o A) :aurjdidsip spuawilodal | :(018 ‘paure1sns 10u ‘paurelsns) sbuipu  sexeW Y| :(010 ‘paure1sns 10U ‘paureIsns) sbulpu  SpUSLIWIOIAI Y|
aundiosig uoneapnlpy uollepuUsWIWIOIaY
— 4

syueablias
aAI11eBIISAAU| 101 UOITRD ISSE|d 10} papremlo) st auredwo)
(N 10 A) :paxoea1 pue pajaquinu swi.oj Jurejdwo)
¢Moy ‘Al
(N 10 A) :uoned issejd 01 Joud jurejdwod Jo asodsiq
- (N 10 A) :sjuawiayels asjey 4oy Ainliad jo A1jeusd

Jole\/urerde) e Ag pamalnayAueUSINGIT ("16g) Jorebnsanu| (N 40 A) :pardaooe sjurejdwiod Ayed-pJi

e Aq pasiniadng :Aq pamainal/pasialadns si uoiebiisanu|

(1osintadns aul-1sa ) Jueablss v :parebiisanul
ureidwiod Jo adA1 yoes S [9A8] pUBLLWIOD JeyM 1y

uonebinsaau|

:01 pauBisse s1 ure|dwod & ‘pa 1Sse|d 30UQ

(2 10 2) Xx11BIA V| 3ped-1WelN 89S
:Se pa 1sse|d aq ued Jurejdwod

uoIed Isse|)

(N 10 A) :pa1daooe sjureidwiod snowAuouy

[few-a ‘|rew ‘suoydajal
‘uosiad uj :panizdal aq Ued sjure|duwiod Yorym ul Jsuueiy
ayelu|

JuswIedaq 891j0d apeq-IWelN—XIJIR Sile  [eulalu]

X
S
c
[<5
o
o
<






6/9'9 :s9a£0|dWa UIOMS JO J3gquINU [8101

s101e61nsaAul penbs aul| 0 :s1012611S8AUI Y| 10 JBQWINN

ueaflag pue 1URUAINGIT :$101861ISBAUI /| 10 Suey
J13UOISSILLIWOY 821]0d 01 S1I0da4 /| JO peaH
$S0Y paeyaIy Jauoissiwwo) Aindaq :Aq papesay si v|

J3UOISSILULIOY 321]0d 8U1 01 A[10341p 110d8J Si1e 7/ [UJSIU| ;80  O/UOISIAIP TRUM J3pUn SI /|

:Aq pasodwi Ajgrewnin st auldiosiq

'SUOIIR|0IA Juawlredap ‘uoieladood Jo o]
01 anp Bulpu  INOYIM PasO[d ‘PaleIauoxs ‘papunojun
‘paurelsns 10u ‘pauleisns :sbuipu o sariohisre)

JBUOISSILIWIOY 801]0d :UONISOASIP [eU  Sayewl OUM ‘A J|

:UOINEPUSLULLIOID] SMAIASI OUM ‘A J]

:0] 9peuW SI UOITePUaLLILLO0IaI 8

10} apeW S| UOITRpUaILI0daI 3 @ )
(saA) :uonealpnipe :UOITRPUSILLIODAI SayeL OYM ‘A J]
:UOITRPUSWILLIOJAI SayeLl OUM ‘A JI 10} puBRWIWOY JO ureyd ay1 ybnoay yoeq ob sjurejdwio) V/N (018
(oN) :aundiasip spuswiwioal | (saA) :(-010 ‘paure1sns 10u ‘paurelsns) sbulpu  saxew Y| ‘paule1sSns 10U ‘paulelsns) sBUIpU  SpUBWILLIOda |
aundiosiq uoneapnipy uoIlepUBWILIOIaY

— 4
(10198dsuy)
UOISIAIQ SJIe 7/ [eudalu] 480 O Buipuewiwo)
:03 UOIIBY 1SSE|D 40} PapIemioy S ure|dwo)
(SaA) :payjorJ pue paJaquinu swioy Juredwo)
¢moy ‘A4
(oN) :uonea 1ssejd 01 Jord Jurejdwod Jo asodsiq
: Aanl K

(10108dsu) @y 480 O Buipuewwo) yureide) @ 182 O Buipuewiwo) 1UN/1913ISIQ Jo Jolebiisaaul Qv| (ON) 'spuauIaeas asey Joj Aaniad Jo fyjeusg

penbs @y :Aq pamalnai/pasiatadns si uoirebnssaul

Japuewiwo)
11UN 391131 10 JoehIsaAul Q| :paediisaaul
jureidwiod Jo adA1 yoes sI [9A8] pUBLULIOD JRYM 1Y
uonebinssaul

:01 pauBisse s1 1ure|dwod & ‘pa 1Sse| 30UQ

uonefa|fe [euwLd ‘19NpuUodSIW

19410 ‘1S9.1e 8S[e} ‘90IAJ8S JO Yor| ‘JUsWSse.IeY ‘asnae
[eqIBA ‘asnae [2aI1SAYd :Se pa ISSe|d 8 Ued 1ule|dwod v
uoljed Isse|n

(saA) :pardadae syurejdwos Arred-pua
sak) :pa1dadde syule|dwod snowAuouy
J181ua) UonRaY S.JoABIA ‘UOISSILIWIOD
KJ0SIADY 921104 ‘18139] ‘|rew ‘Uun/3913sIp e ‘uosiad uj
:paAIadal 8q Ued spure|dwiod Yoriym Ul Jauue|y

U]

juswredaq 891j0d elydjape|iyd—XI4IeiA Sile [eulalu]

X
S
c
[<5
o
o
<



190'€ :seakojdwia UIOMS JO Jaquinu 2101
22 's107e611S9AU1 7| JO JaquInNN

1URUSINAIT pue ‘1ueablas ‘8A119318( SI01BB1ISaAUI V] JO YueY

1914D 901]0d 1ULISISSY (01 S110d31 /| 10 peaH

"UILPY pUe “1S3AU| “1$aAU| AdNS -z apwi) :A114n2as [eJoAeA ‘suoildadsu ‘suoilebiissaul -T JpW :SIapuelILIO) 89110d Z :Aq papeay Si Y|

E] Vo]
921|104 ‘101RISIUIWPY//JapUBWIWIO) Nealng ‘JosiAledns
s,9a/0]dw3 :Ag pasodwi Ajgrewinin st auldiosiq

J81YQ 9dljod

0} UOI1BPUSLLILIOTDI Sayew pJeoq mMalAal Areurdiosip e

‘1912316 10 suoisuadsns 104 ‘uoiINjos xiayew auldiosip e
uo paseq sl aul|diasiq :01 apeuwl SI UoIepUaWILI0daI

V/N :UOITepUSILLIO0IAI SA¥RW OUM ‘A ]

(N 1o A) :aurjdiosip spuawiLodal |

aulldiosig

anss| Bulures] ‘ainjre4 A91j0d ‘PaAj0SaIUN ‘PaIRIBUOXT
‘papunoyun ‘paurelsns :sbuipu  Jo sariofisre)
JapueWIWO) :UONISOdSIP [BU  SYBW OYM ‘A 4]

‘pazifeu  sI uolrebissAul

a104aq 1ndui 1oy Yelp smainal aakojdwig (A) :uoneaipnipe
J0J pueWIWOY Jo ureyd ay1 ybnody aeq ob syureidwod
(‘A) :(-019 ‘paurelsns 10u ‘paureisns) sbulpu  sayew V|

uoireslpnipy

UOISIAIQ SPJepURIS [BUOISS8J0d 90  0/UOISIAIP JeUM Japun S V|

JapUBIWO) gSd :UOITePUSILLIOIB] SMBIAB] OUM ‘A 1|
1UBUSINAIT
suoIefisaAU| ;01 8peW SI UOIBPUBLILLIII 8

101B611S3AU| :UOITRPUSLILLAI SBYeL OUM ‘A 1]

(A) (8
‘paule1sns 10U ‘paulelsns) sBuIpu  SpUBWILLIOda V|

uoljepuswwoday

4

1814 JUBISISSY PUR ‘I9pueLIwo)
“queuInal :Aq pamalnal/pasiatadns si uoirebnssaul

‘JueUSINAIT B
Aq pa19)dwod aq 1M uoiIeBIISaAUl 8Y1 ING ‘MBIAISIUI B}
puUa1Ie ||IM JapuBWIWIO)D gSd 8yl ‘|9A8] 99X3 10 puBlIWO)
SI 8ako|dwa 398lgns aya J| ‘Asewiad aq 1M JueUSINGIT

10 ueafias e ‘osiatadns e si 8akojdws 108[gns ay3

31 "83ehnIsaAul [|1m JosiaIadns aul| 1s1 /aueshias 1o
aAI119318p B ‘panjoaul A10sin1adns-uou 104 :parehiisanul
1ure|dwod Jo adA} Yyoea Si [aA8] PUBLLLLIOD JeYM 1y
uonebinssau|

Jo1e611saAu 01 paubisse st 1ure|dwod e ‘pa 1SSejd 80UQ
aAIRASIUILPY

10 [RUIWILID SB Pa ISSB| 8q Ued 1ule|dwod v

uolyed Isse|d

Joebilsanu] ;01 UOIIRD ISSB|I 10} papJemuoy st Jurejdwo)
(A) :paxea1 pue palaquinu swuoy yurejdwod

¢Moy ‘A 4
(N) :uonea 1sse|d 01 Jouid urejdwod Jo asodsiq
(N) :s1uswiayess asfey 4oy Ainliad Jo Ajeusd
(A) :pardadoe syurejdwiod Arsed-pai
(A) :pa1daooe syureidwod snowAuouy

‘|rew-8 pue ‘suoydajel ‘Iems)
‘uosJad uj :panIzaal aq UBd saure|dwod YoIym Ul Jauueiy
ayelu|

JusWIedaq 891j0d XIUBOYd—XLIIRIA SR [eulau|

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a Community of Practice

76













Case: 1:17-cv-02877 Document #: 263-3 Filed: 04/30/25 Page 81 of 81 PagelD #:22482

Standards and Guidelines for Internal A airs: Recommendations from a
Community of Practice

rough a grant from the O ce of Community Oriented Policing
Services, the Los Angeles Police Department (LAPD) convened the
National Internal A airs Community of Practice group comprising the
LAPD and 11 major city and county law enforcement agencies. e
purpose was to share and develop standards, recommendations, and best
practices in Internal A airs work, discuss di erences and similarities
in practice, and look at various approaches to improving individual and
collective agencies’ Internal A airs practices. is report is the result of
the group’s work.

e project rea rmed the vital importance of Internal A airsas a
critical internal police agency function. Internal A airs serves two
communities—law enforcement and the general public—and is essential
in building and maintaining mutual trust and respect between the two.
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