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Uecember 13, 1874

#s, Adrdane Hinaud, Chairperson ]
seise Time Tor Oupressed Feopie (STOP)
3724 » 38%H Avanup SB&%&V

Seattia, Washinoton 95144

Uear Mg,

Ninaud:

Fursuant to cur December 3, 1974 discussion, | recommendad on Decem-
ber 10, 1974 that the Public Safety and Health Committee deny STOP‘s
petition for the estabiishment of a civilian review board. Hy recom-
mendation wis based primarily on the Tollowing:

(1)

{2)

{(4)

The City Council recently selected a new Police Chiaf, Dur-
tng the confirmation proceedings, Chief Hanson indicated he
would review the Police Department's discipiire vrocedures
and develop vevisions to improve public credinility in the
process.  Chief Yanson should be given tims to fmplement

s program.

The 1975 Police Guild contract contains some improvements
in police discipline procedures. A clivilian non-voting
observer haes been added to the Disciplinary Review Panel,
The civilian observer will certify to the Mayor in weiting
whather eitizen complatnts recefve a full, fatr and fmpare
tial hearing, and may request the Chief of Police, in writ-
ing, to review the decision of the Panel. Altthough the
changes adopted in the 1975 contract are not ag extensive
as whose reguested by STOP, the new WeC dures represent a
significant {mprovement, Time should be geanted {0 allow
the 1975 revised procedure to funciiva,

During the 1975 Budget process, some of 45 on the City Coune
el funded the Ombudsman with the undersLanding that he
would review civilian compiaints about tie sol{ece disci~
pline process in an effort to fmprove pubi’. cradibility

in the process and fnsurs fatle and fmpartial hearings.

Civilian Review boards have wnot bheen sucCessfully fmple-
mented anywhere 1n the country, In my opinion, there is
#o reason at this time o believe that Sescvile would have
any better Tuck with this concept,

e




Mg, Adriane Ninaud
Page Twn
Jecember 13, 1974

The action of the Public Safety and nealth Committee was to adopt un-
animpusly my recommendation denying STOP's petition. The matter will
be before the entire Council for decision on sonday, December 16, 1974,

dnile 1 disagree with the concept of a clvilian review board For the
City of Seattle, I continue £o share your concern that Lhe Police dige
cipiine process be open, fair, and credible. 1 will continue to werk
with the Mayor's Office, the Police Chief, the Ombudzman, and through
the City's contract negotiations with the Seattle Polie: Neficers
Gutld, to improve Seattle’s police discipline process.

He appreciate STOP's {nput on the {ssue of police discizVina, 77 you
have any questions, please centact Duane doods, my Assistant, ab
583-2369,

Razpactfully wvours,

AAHDY REVELLE, Chadrman
Public Safety and Health Commities

Ril:sh

¢C:  Mayor Wes idhlman
HMembers, Ssattle City Council
Robart L, Hanson, Chief of Police
Divector, Law and Justice Planning 07f%ce
Paul Hever, Gabudsman
John Suilivan, President, Seatile Police Officers Budls




THEE T TIME FOR OPPRESSED PEOPLE
5 16T Avenye
HASHINGTON 98100

MOVEMBER 22, 1974
Deap CounciLMemeer REVELLE,

ENSLOSED §g5 4 GOPY OF a LevTer WE SENT TO ALL Tue EDITORS oF
THE Locap NEWSPAPERSY CONCERNING THe REvnoR RoLLegr CASE AND 178 Digm
POSITIONS, Corjzs WERE ALSO SENT =9 Maveog UdLMan, PoLgce CHIEF Ropgrr
HANSOMQ AND SENATORS WARREN MAcNUSON Anp HENRY Jackson,

We THINK THis CASE 15 A ¢LEAR INDICATION ¢F THg NEED FOR A CfTm
PZENSY Hevieowy Boarp |y THES CiTy, we CANNOT ALLow THIS SORT pf CRIys
TO ConNTinye,

WelRe pPaving FOR pPuBL)g SERVANTS, NoT GUN=HAPPY cppg BEHAV NG
LTKE A21088 1p a 19301 GANGSTER Fipum, WE Neep a RESPONS I BLE POL§CE
DISCIFLINARY PROCESS, No7a POLICE CHIEF who GIVES A 10 pay SUSPEN
SIGN TO A wan wuho HAS JUST SHOT an AUTO-THEST suspeot IN THE Back,

WEOWANT Y0 Know WHAT 1s coing To BE DONE aBOyUT THIS CasE, ang
THE yHLIMiTED POLIGCE POWER 37 'S SYMPTOMAT]G OF o

WE wWiLe gr LOOKING FORWARD To OUR DEcemeeg 3RD MEETnG WITH vou,

SINCERELY,

v Mol ined,

Sam DEadERICK
FOR 5.T,0,p,



SELZE THE TIME FOR OPPRESTED PEOPL.
1726 16th Avenue Seattle, Washington 98122
7258440

To the editor: November 21, 1974

On November 14th, Seattle Police Officer Reyner Roller shot a 19 year old
black man in the back. The man was an auto-theft suspect fleeing from the
officer. On Tuesday, November 19, the Police firearms review board opened a
closed hearing into the matter. A black civilian observer, Fred Maxie, deputy
King County Ombudsman was allowed to abserve the proceedings-—after a demand
was made by 25 members of the black community. Now, Thursday, November 21,
Police Chief Robiert Hanson amnounces that Roller will receive a 10 day suspen-

- sion and retraining,

Now, we all read about this in the rewspapers during the last weeky it
raises once again some crucial issues in the relationship of the police to
the community they serve.

First of all, as an organization concerned about the rising incidences of
Police brutality, sSeize tho Time for Oppressed People is outraged that a police
officer .ould cold~bloodedly shoot an auto-theft suspect=--sioot to kill, you
don't warn someone with a bullet in the lower back, One wonders if the inci-
dent would have ‘occured at all in a different part of the city, or if the suspect
had been white, This happens Jjust as the SPD tells us it intends to begin using
"dum-~dum” bulletsj the victim is still alive, he would undoubtedly be dead if
a dum=-dum bullet had been used. The police claim they need them, a regular
bullet won®tstop" a suspect.

Secondly, there is the matter of a closed internal investigation. To the
police, the incident is embarrasing, damaging to their public relationse. I1'm
sure they'd claim the hearing must be closed to maintain rationality, to avoid
it's degeneration into emotionalism; but to the community it is a very emotional
matter and rightfully so. A member of the community has been shot in the back,
simply on suspicion of a crime that the SPD admits is not an "inherently dan-
gerous felony." How are we Lo be guaranteed we won't be next, for uwhat reason,
with nothing more than suspicion as justification? And how can we expect any
kind of fair hearing, if we use this one as an example? The Police doors were
closed awfully quickly, with only token "observers" slipping in, and only
through community pressure at that. Hanson even soiled that small, almost
meaningless concession by stating that the presence of those observers did not
set any kind of "“precedent” for future observers, UWe can't even hupe for tiate

There's a rank odor wafting from the Public "Safety" Building, and it's not
just emanating from the lower floors. The bad smell comes from our secretive
"public" servants, comes from the atmosphere of an exclusive men's club that is
our police department, comes from their saving face at the expense of justice
while a wounded victim Jies in the hospital, under arrest, and his assailant
jis suspended from the force for 10 days. And worst of all, it comes from the
smugness cf the men who have the power to shoot us without being accountable
ta anyone but themselves.

In August, Seize the Time for Oppressed People submitted a proposed ordinance
to establish a citizenf®s review board for the Police Department, in order to
effect justice in situations such as this. The ordinance was received politely
and immediztely dismissed, due to police pressure. It became a bargaining tool

Y D E N e D ~ . 3 % .8 IO T I . 1.0y e 3



SELZE THE TIME FOR OPPRESSED PEOPL.
1726 16th Avenue Seattle, Washington 98122
725«8440

To the editor: November 21, 1974

On November 14th, Seattle Police Officer Reyner Roller shot a 19 year old
black man in the backs The man was an auto-theft suspect fleeing from the
officer. On Tuesday, November 19, the Police firearms review board opened a
closed hearing into the matter., A black civilian observer, fFred Maxie, deputy
King County Ombudsman was allowed to observe the proceedings--after a demand
was made by 25 members of the black community. Now, Thursday, November 21,
Police Chief Robert Hanson announces that Roller will receive a 10 day suspen-
~sion and retraining.

Now, we all read about this in the rewspapers during the last week; it
raises once again some crucial issues in the relationship of the police to
the community they serve.

First of all, a3 an organization concerned about the rising incidences of
Police brutality, seize tho Time for Oppressed People is outraged that a police
officer .ould cold-bloodedly shoot an auto-theft suspecte-sihoot to kill, you
don?t warn someone with a hullet in the lower back. One wonders if the inci-
dent would have occured at all in a different part of the city, or if the suspect
had been white. This happens just as the SPD tells us it intends to begin using
“dum-dum" bullets; the victim is still alive, he would undoubtedly be dead if
a dum~dun bullet had been used. The police claim they need them, a regular
bullet wontivstop" a suspect.

Secondly, there is the matter of a closed internal investigation. To the
police, the incldent is embarrasing, damaging to their public relationse. I'm
sure they'd claim the hearing must be closed to maintain rationality, to avoid
it's degeneration into emotionalismj but to the community it is a very emotional
matter and rightfully so. A member of the community has been shot in the back,
simply on suspicion of a crime that the S$PD admits is not an "inherently dan
gerous felony." How are we to be gquaranteed we won't be next, for what reason,
with nothing more than suspicion as justification? And how can we expect any
kind of fair hearing, if we use this one as an example? The Pclice doors were
closed awfully quickly, with only token "observers® slipping in, and only
through community pressure at that. Hanson even soiled that small, almost
meaningless concession by stating that the presence of those observers did not
set any kind of "precedent? for future observers, uwe can't even hope for thate

There's a rank odor wafting from the Public “Safety" Building, and it's not
Jjust emanating from the lower floors. The bad smell comes from our secretive
"public" servants, comes from the atmosphere of an exclusive men's club that is
our police department, comes from their saving face at the expense of justice
while a wounded victim Jies in the hospital, under arrest, and his assailant
is suspended from the force for 10 days. And worst of all, it comes from the
smugness ¢f the men who have the power to shoot us without being accountable
to anyone but themselves.

In August, Seize the Time for Oppressed People submitted a proposed ordinance
to establish a citizenfs review board for the Police Department, in order to
effect justice in situations such as this., The ordinance was received politely
and immediztely dismissed, due to police pressure. It became a bargaining tool
during ths Police Guild contract negotiationse—-—as a threat used to further



P

a few political caresrs. Uue can see why itts still in limboe IF it had been
adopted, and it still can and should, the outcome of this matter would have
been decided by civilians instead of a panel of police "experts®, decided by
people who were concerned with justice rather than public relations. Where is -
it?

5.T.0.P, demands the reconsideration of this ordinance, and that the Reynor
Roller casz be heard hefore a civilian board. In addition, we call on ail
people truly concerned about unlimited police power to limit that power and
put control of public servants into public hands. This kind of disgusting
incident must stop--the police clearly won't do ite-~wetlre the on.y ones who
cane

Sam Deaderick

for SeTel.Ps

it
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Mr. Randy Rsvells

Seattle City Counecilman
1106 Seattle Municipal Bldga
600 Fourth Avenus

Seattle, Washington 99104

Doar Mr. Revelles

I have previously written to vou stating my vrotests regarding the
formation of a Civilian Rsview Board for the Police Department. I wish
to thank vou Pov your reply to that letter end the fact sheelts you
enclosed regarding vour statement to the Seattle Police Ufficers Manage-
mend, Association.

T was able to attend the hearing which was beld in the City Council
Chambers as requested by the S.T.0.P. erganlzatlan‘cn Avgust 20th. I
certainly appreciate the hard work put forth by you and other wembers of
your committee as it is no easy task to listen objectively to all the
viewpoints presented at such a meeting,

After listening carefully to the views presented, I fail to see how
a Civilian Review Board could help solve the grievances as presented by
3.1.0.P, True, Lhey have oroblems and grievences as vie all do, that need
to be solved, but the solutions to thO»e problems would be found elsewhers.
In many of the cases where the evewitness reports seem to indicate Folice
Brutelity, they really do not have the complete picture since they have no
way of lmowing what prompted the action they witnessed.

I feel v.3 Police Department should be operzted in the same manner as
a private enterrrise business when discioline is involved, If an euployee
fails To do his work in a satisfactory mamer, his superior reprimands
him - not an outsider. Thelr chief comolaint was the Tact that they a
members of a minority group but revelutionary action, demonstrations an

sdditional government intervention do nou solve these rroblems, only ad
to them.

oL Q.
G

Keep up vour sood work!!
inceraly vours,

}e.’z”td‘; i C;C ﬁf{{f/g, _, {{:ii FLeA éﬁffw«t,,

5, Lsther Anderson
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SEfZe THE Tinve rog OrpPrESSEp PEOPLE

3321 37th Ave. s, SEFP 3 1974 RECD
5-8440, 529~ 1347, y25-120

AuGgusT 30, 1974

To Councyy MEMBER Ranpy REVELLE,

AT THE REGENT PUBLIC HEAR) NG WHERE Setze THE TimeE fFop OpPrESSED
Peosr g PRESEN1ED THE Civizens! Reviey Boarp ORDINANGE

TO vougr CouMITTEE,
ATEMENT cons;

,THE POLICE DeparrmeyTt MABDE A ST

STING oF ALLEGATIONS THAT THE
OPD!NANCE WAS

UNCONS TJTUT!ONAL,
WE FEEL THAT §71

TLLEGAL, GoNTRARY TO THE Ty CHarTER,

GY To kno

ETC.
¥ DURING YQUR CONSIDERA-
1ONS weRrg FALSE

1S IMPORTANT Fog v
L TTONS oF THE ORDINANCE THAT THese ALLEGAT

AND/OR DisToRTED,
WE ARE PrESENTLY WORKING, WITH OuR LegaL COUNSEL,
V;THESEfPoihTS

ON RESEARCHINg
AND AS"SGON AS WE Have T PREPARED VE Y11 SENMD. Yoy A WR[T%EN
S CRITICISH AND CLARIFICATION oF THESE 1ssues,
7 . 45 You KNOW, wE ARE YERY SERIOUS ABOUY

GETTI NG TH!S,ORDINAHCE
 THROU GHAND WE XKNOW-. vou

Wit L APPRECIATE OUR UNCOYERING OF THE FACTS,

THANK YOu,

gf%zyzﬁ/,éikzzgw%<baé41/
Sau DeEAperj gk
FOR S.T,0.p,
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oth & Associates. Inc.

JERROLD R. POTH, President W. A, PRIMROSE, Direcior ~ U, 8. Secret Service - retired

Professional Investigators

August 21, 1974

Mr. Randy Revelle

Councilman

Seattle City Council

1106 Seaitle Municipal Building
Sedttle, Washington 98104

RE: Licensing
Dear Randy:

Thank you very much for advising me of the hearing on August 20,
1974, concerning the STOP proposal. Inasmuch as both the general
public and tthe City of Seattle are equally concerned about the manner

in which complaints against the Police are handled, i would like to submit
the following recommendation for your consideration: ' Tl

I would recommend that a private agency be contracted by the city
to conduct investigations of complaints against the police. Said such
a private firm with sufficient former law enforcement experience could -
not only adequately represent the citizens of the City of Seattle, but
would have the expertise to understand the laws regulating the
actions of law enforcement authorities. In such a manner, not only
could objective investigations be conducted, but they would be done -
in a professional marnner as well,

Please find enclosed a brochure concerning Poth & Associates, Inec.
I hope that we might continue to be of service to the City of Seattle.

Very truly yours,

POTH & ASSOCIATES, INC.

President

JRP/ib

Ready to serve you anywhere in the world
(206} 323-7020




TOUCHE ROSS & CO.

THE FINANCIAL CENTER
SEAYTLE, WASHINGTON 981561

August 16, 1974

/AUG 1 g 1072 REC»D
Mr. Randy Revelle o
City Councilman
1106 Seattle Municipal Building
Seattle, Washington 98104

Dear Randy:

1t will not be possible for me to attend the hearing scheduled
for August 20, 1974 at 7:30 p.m. regarding the City's policy and
procedure for handling complaints against the police department.. I
have read over the material proposed by 1g7OP" and must confess I
am aghast at their proposal.

Tt is hard for me to accept the fact that crime is increasing
at a horrendous rate and yet certain individuals feel they are being
unduly harassed by the police department. There obviously is a fine
sense of balance that takes place in this regard but 1 do not believe
we are going to get at the root of the real problem by putting another
group of people in a position to prejudice the operation of the police
department.

Too often people critizing police action have no respect for the
policeman's natural reaction for self-preservation. I am sure no one
can identify the types of crimes taking place today as being the cause
of a too aggressive police department.

Sincerely,

s

G. E. Gorans/cb
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Natiorial Headauarters: REGIONAL OFFICES:
San Francisco. CA 94115 ghicaaob":irois

resno, Caligrma
Los Angsles, Calilornia
Portland. Oregon
Salt Lake City, Utah
San Francisco, California
Washington, D.C.

Japan serican Citizens Lea

Seattle Chapter
526 SOUTH JACKSON, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98104

August 19, 1974

Randy Ravelle, City Councilman

City of Seattle 231974 RECH
Municipal Building AUG

“Seattle, Washington 98104

Deaayr Councilman Ravelle:

The Seattls Chapter, Japanese American Citizens League supports the establishing
of a Citizens Review Board to investigate and report on charges involving alleged
police brutality.

Too often the public and the citizens of Seattle are not given an accurate and

full report on police operations when charges of police brutality are involved.

A Citizens Review Board charged with the responsibility for making a complete

and accurate invegtigation with a report available to the publ’c will insure

that valid procedures ave being followed and that the citizens will be given

factuwal information. The Japanese American Citizens League. is interested in ad-
‘vocating fair and equal application of the city's laws, ordinances and regulations
~but-inturn feel that those exercising authority must also function with the
'citizens' rights in mind.

In order that a Police Review Board may operate effectively and with credit, it
must be composed of a eross-gection of all the people living in Seattle, including

. ~members of racial and minority groups. This would eliminate bias and discriminam
tion toward minorities based on color, race, sex, religion, etc.

“Thank you for your interest and consideration in this matter.,

Very sinceraly,

7Chapter President

ec: Ms. Carol Bishop

"

"For Better Americasns in a Gresater Americs




SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL

MEMORANDUM

TO:

Adriane Nl
Seizas Time

FROM:

Duane ¥
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Members of the Public Safety Committe, Ladies and Gentelmen.
Your police officers live in the same community you do. They have children going to the
same schools you do, They have song, daughters, aunts, uncles, nlsces, cousins,

grand chiidren, and other relatives and they alsc live in your community. The Folice
officer owns property and many times businesses in your commmnity. Police officers
are active in community affairs by being members of civic clubs and organizations.
Police officers have the respect of their nelghbors becouse of their active

community service and their actlve participation in the local schools and commnity
affairs.

The Job of the Police Officer is %0 protect 1ife and property and thus Your Local
Police are the authoritative sygbol of law and order for your community. Your

Police Officer dislikes criminals and the various types of crime and to name a fews
Murder, Assault, Rape; Robbery, Auto Theft, Burglary, Fraud, larceny. Your Police
Cfficér has been hired by you the tax payers to protect you and your property. When
an offense has happened then your Police Officer is obligated to apprehend the offender
and place such oftf'ender either in jail or cite the offender using a citation for minor
infractions such as petty larceny. If the judge lets the criminal back on the street
to'participate and commil more crimes then the public should take a good look at the
Judges. Guess What? Your local citizens "THE TAXPAYERS' also dislike Murder, Assault,
Rape, Robbery, Auto Theft, Burglary, Fraud, larceny. The citizens and the police
officers who ars also citizens of this same community have the same likeé and

dislikes. We all live in the same community and that community is the majority of the
population of this city.

Lets take a look at the few people that are asking for a 6ivilian Review Board,

Most likely they very seldem own property thus they pay no property tex which

covers schools, city and county streets, port commission, and other obligations in the
community. By not owning property they have no real roots in the community. Most
likaly they very seldom operste or own any businesses in your community thus they

do not contribute any taxes agalr., THEY CAN DO THEIR DAMAGE TO YOUR COMMUNITY AND



THEN MOVE ON TO THEIR KEXT VICTIM. Most of these people who want Police Civilian
Review Boards are ripping the tax payer off by recelving a subsidised income via
Food Stamps, Welfare, and other forms of assistance. This type of government
asslstance 1s money thal has been removed fonmthe hard werking American cltizen and given
to these loafars on a spoon ithat is operated by and controlsd by the povernment
bursauecrats. These people who want & Police Civilian Review Board think that the
hard working tax: payer owes them these uand outs, I say its time they go to work and
get up off thelr bottoms and quit stealing from the tax payer by using soft headed
politiclans and start contributing some respectibility to the community rather then
creating problems and hasseling your police officers.

You must concern yourself with the reasons why these persons conduct such a hate
campaign against your fellow citizens. I don't need to tell you the different
classification these peopls 1all in. All you need to do is look a% them.and their
speaking and actions will convience you that they are attempting torrip the tax 7
payer off any way they can.

I will give each of you a copy of this ard ther:c =re some stiachments. Please read
the recommended reading and you will become fully aware that there is a strong

movement .6 paralyze the Police through the use of Civilian Review Bosrds.,

POLICEMENT (attached pamphlet)
THE COMMUNIST ATTACK ON U.3. POLICE
“by W. Cleon Skousen
L.E.A.A. GRABS FOR CONTROL {(attached pamphlet)
PLANS FOR A NATIONAL PGLICE FORCE
by Alan Stang (American Opinion, February 1974)

Thank you for your time.

MR, DENNIS FRLK
10718 VICYORY LANE N, E
SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98125
365-2249
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s 1973 Sta-

fright 9:' mmu,u
fhe Seattle Police Deparviment
tistical Report,

They show, for instance
most unsale areas in
business district and the
ma Those two arzas had »

offenses than any «h 1
‘Ehm 1 offenses include Léer yape, 1ob-
- bery, assault, lavceny, burglury and auto

theft.

“Next miost dangsrous
Rainler Valley, Ballard, Gre enwood and
the resideniial areas ad&&wnf 16 the cen-
tral business district, including Capitol Hill.

The safest parts of Sea itle? Most of the
Northeast, Magnolia, much of the extreme
Morthwest, and the extreme Southwest,

areas are much of

. THE STATISTICS ALEQ show that fire-

.arms are not necessgrily an integral parl
‘of erime, Of all ro‘mcx,t, reported in 1873,
weapons were involved in 821 of them (that
includes knives, clubs and other weapons),
bt 781 were strongarm and were commit-
red without weapons. OF 580 aggravated as-
saults, only 185 of them invelved fircarms.

‘The figures seem to show that age has a

bear] ing on ¢rime, Looking at aduit nITEsts
—those involving people 18 or older—ihe
majority of varrest.: for rape, ilegally

s NG (v

| SUBHCE IS o TwRIE
¥ FEBIBND -~ CTREYER
| DETRAYEDR &1/ MAMN.

J8-10-24 age group were for cvimey Involv

" increase, aationally and: 10&321}’ “With the

- layoffs, the men and women of ihe Pollcg.

caryying weapons and ag?mvat?d ass
were of r;enple hetwsen 25 and 34. L
Rost urresizs for drunkennsss ,gné ﬁ@mﬁ@'
en driving were people ‘st to 60, 1
younger people. © :
A large nymber of the &tiGSi'S‘ in &he

ing theff and n&raotics and drog offe Zses

THE POLICE MADE 8,548 arsests for
drunkenness last year, (68 of them women,
On thie other hand, p-siwe arrested 248
women on prostitution and related fhmx‘ges,; :
but only 105 men, S
How effective are _police - in - (}1‘@:’1;*j Iy
crimes? The statistics say that i 1575 f C
lice solved 70 per cent of the ¢ity's piwrders - -
and 61 per cent of aggravated assaults; But -
they solved only 42 per cont of TApG CRSES,
39 per cent of Jarceny cases, 26 per-aent of
robbery cases, 14 per eeznt of auto-inefts
and only 12 per ceat of the burglarles. ..~
The statistics alsg show that since 1588,
:ape is up 85 -per ceni; aggravaied assauit
is up 12 per_cent,. b«,u zlaw is up 30 per
cent, ﬁurseaﬂmdung s up 0 per: Lent, and.
c,*zop!iftixw is.up 128.pér cent. i
On the other hand, theftsof | %f’vckzr Are.
c&m m 21 per cent, auto theft is-down shight- -
ly, and robbery s down ghout 25 par: -

THERE WERE 46,274° mméw;_apes,; :

*yobberles, aggravated assaults;: ‘hurglavies;

thefts - and-lascenies, and auto theftsin
%atzle in 1973,-up..16 per- cant ron
vear before. .

That's a 1ot io dzgeai, buk it is anly aiiny
part_of the fotal-report, What:does it ]l
mean? Here's what:ihe’ ia:ev.gm i;o tne 16
port says: -

Al indications e,fe th “erit

extreme budget ‘deficit- ‘and "possibility -of

Department will-be hard pressed, svensith
incressed productivity, to hold the jevel of |
crime w:lhin a modest increase in 5eat€ae
in 1974 » i

THA"“ MAY TURN QUT o be prcnhenc -
Through the first half of this year, major
c‘mu, wasg up 9 per-cent over the imt haif :

Wh;cn means that when-the 1874 Sialxalx—
cal Report comes. out,. theve will he jess
encouragement and more to snger. cand
f:,ﬁhtg,; some people.- '
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Action Onildcare Coalition is founded on the bellief

care and raising of children 18 a soeial, not a private respoensi-
pitity, The Coal’tion's program is built on the righ ts and. nee

ne mest oppressed: women, minorities, and sexual minoritie

o

»

We affirm that it is the right of sll people for equal and hunane

vbment under the iaw,

Aztion Childeare Coalitinn supports the passage of the S5T0OF
Ordinance for a Citizen's Review Board because 1t is necessary thit
civil conbrol and police brubality bhe dealt with in an @bjectivé
sndrunbiased manner,

We draw your attention specifically to Sec.IV of the ordinance,

enbitled: Composition and Jualifications, In this section, the

seven members of the Review Board would be composed of, and there
fore representative of, women and minorities. The maj@fity of
~complaints of police brutality come from women and minorities.
Therefore, the composition of the Citizen's Review Board would
inru?erany verson coming before the Review Board a fair hearing
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gaferuard the riekts of all peoples., A Citizen's Beview Board

would effectively do this,
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To: Seattle City Council

Re: Citilzens® Review Board

The Feminist Coordinating Council supports STOP*s ordinance
establishing a Citizens' Review Board, because we as feminists
recognize that women have been relegated to a position of powerlessness
in society, and need the kind of protection that a Cilfizens' Review
Board would provide.

As many of you know, the FCC is also sponsoring an ordinance; ours
deals with crimes of vioclence against women, including rape and

~domestic assault. We have lobbied the City Councll extensively

with regard to thls ordinance, but so far we havs not been granted

so much as a hearing. It i1s significant that the incident which

led us to develop our ordinance was a case involving police

brutality. A police officer charged with rape and convicted of

third degree assault was allowed to return to his job on the police
force. As far as we know he is still working in the police departmont
We wonder whether such an offender would have been returned to

The force if hls case had been reviewed by.a group of representative
citizens,

In presenting the FCC ordinance to the public and to the City Council,
we have conslstentiy ralsed some of the same lissues dealt with by STOP
We have demanded that police stop their campaign of harassment and
entrapment against prostitutes and homosexuals, and start protecting
women from rape and domestic assault.

It 15 no coincidence that these two ordinances have arisen almosh
simultaneously. They come before you in response to. the growing
problem of violence in Seattle and throughout the country, which
faces wonmen and minorities with particular intensity, The heightened
conscliousness of *these groups regs.ding the problem of violence and
the interconnections of the struggles for women's rights, racial
equality, and civil rights for all leads tc our demands for
comprehensive solutions to the problem of rampant violence.

The IPCC 1is tired of walting for the police to stop brutalizing

racial minorities, homosexuals, and prostitutes, and start protecting
all of us from rape and other violent attacks, We urge the adoption
of  the STOP ordinance for & Citlzens' Review Board, andi we denmand

the the City Council grant us a hearing on our ordinance establishing
a -Commission on Crimes Against Women.

This statement was approved by the following meuwber .organizations and
individuals in the Feminist Coordinating Council:

Action Childcare Coallitlon Seattle Counseling Service

Campus Badical Women U of W Law School Women's Caucus

Freedomn Sooi 21ist Pdrt] Carol Riddell, Independent

Rdd*cql Hdomen . Shelila Bayne, FCC Coordinator
%-pﬂ Iqugw unjon-==Iniependent ASUW Wonen's Commission
fitarian Feminlst Alliance
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September 12, 197
PETITION

VF THE UNDERSIGHED CITIZEMS OF sEATLE, WASHINGTGH, POTITION T
MAYOR AND TUE CITY COUNCLL OF SEaATTLE TO eAKE ACHTON PO 870D 1
T.
21
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DUYCTCATL AMD FSYCHOLOGLCAL HARASSGINT, IpTTWToATLOﬁ ArD BRUDPA
OF THE SEATILE POLICE TOWARD RACTIAL AND SEAUADL HIHORITIES, WO
POLITICAL ACTIVISTS, THE POOR, AND WORKING PEOPLL.

g
b

7
L4

e demand that Police Chief QWeJoch bz fired, that the Seattle

poLLceman who raped a woman in January, 1973 be dishonorably dis- =

TQlSan from the police force and that, as reconmended by the
sattle Feminist Coordinating Council, an independent unit of women

"onSLt"*‘c to. the IDF'C)DlemD of women be created to respond to complaints

of rape and other crimes of violence against women.

We further demand the establishment of a citizen's review board
chosen by the community, with enforcement powers to -dinvestigate
complaints against the Police Department and that the Seattle
Police uphold the Bill of Rights of the U.S. Constitut icon as it
“relates equallv fo all peocple in thls country.
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. Police Review Board Hearing

- ﬁ% Warren McPherson -

S ©" Radar Electric
282-2511 Ext. 22

In case anyone is interested in why I am here commenting on the merits of

& civilian police review board it's because I'm very concerned. L've been in
business in Seattle for 15 years and I'm concerned about this community for

Stmy -own sakeé,  for the sake oi my employees who live and work here and-I'm con-<
“cerned about the safety of every person who comes into this community . as a

re31dent an employee or as a visitor.

I mlght also add that I am here because I've been invited to give my

;Lvinws on:. the STOP proposal and the discipline policy and procedure currently
~folloved by the city. My remerks will be brief on the assumption that others

asked‘to appear ‘have access to the same public record that we all have and will

',useithat information.

I 11l confine my comments to personal redction and my first reaction to

'3thls pronoaal nas got to be unresal.

We hear charges of police brutality...nvut who's making the charge?

Kdmittedly, the people who form STOP. They're saying the police are-
brutalizing them... that they are victims o7 police c¢rimes and now they want to

‘be.prosecutor, jury and:judge against the police for. these alleged crimes.

Would the Ffelons and ex- felons they want on their seven- -member board be

1w1lllng to. let the v1ct1ms of thelr crimes be their -prosecutor, Jury and Judge“,

In fhelr own. words they vant this review board made up of alleced v1ct1ms'
ﬁquote ensure objectivity" .unquote. That can only be described &3
Orwell1ah pruspeax or the same level that war Is peace. :

The STOP pronosal is not only a diagram for bad governmeﬁt,_itldOQénft

fmaké'sen%e,; R R

LfBut P the charges of police brutality are mad9 If true, what redress e
'Ta c1tlzen now -have? . : = . S

‘He can start on by. going to the offending offlcer s quperlor. Or he

an- o toan elected official. . .including the mayor's office. Or-he ‘can go to’
-the prosecutlng attorney or 'to the Omsbudsman's office. Or” to the courts.
‘Or he can go to that most powerful institution of -all.: 'the press. :

The profe581onal conduct of lawyers and doctors is reviewed: by members of"

f,thelr own:-profession... not laymen who have no understanding of the- standardv,*'h
“procedures and problems of the profession. Policemen are every bit as pro-: '
i fessional as any group. 'To have any kind. of civilian review ‘board would be

g travesty.. To have the kind proposed by STOP would be ridiculous..even worse}

catastrophic_
Evenruhderrthe best of conditions it would be a hangman's law.
To.describe the STOP propesal in two words...incrediably biased.

In—one word..absurd.
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2718 Franklin Ave, & #A, Seattle 95102
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ne bvelief that

Action Childcare Coalition is founded on

ocial, not a private respoasie

[N

care and raising of children is a
bility. The Coalition's program is built on the rights and needs
of the most oppressed: women, minorities, and sexual minorities.
de affirm that it is the right o® a1l people Tor equal and huﬁame

treatment under the law,

; : ',:' 7' Action Childcare Coalition supports the passage of the STQP
Ordinahce for a Citizen's Review Board because it is neceSsaryrthﬁt
¢civil control and volice brutality be dealt with in an objecti?e
Vand unbliased manner,

We draw your attention specifically to Sec.IV of the gpdiﬁénce,

entitled: Gompos “ion and Qualifications. In this section, the

seven members of the Review Board would be composed of, and thereé-
. fore repraesentative of, women and minorities, The majority of
~ecomplaints of police brutality come from women andg minorities,

Therefore, the composition of the Citizen's Review Board would

insure any person coming before the Review Board a fair hearing.

" is necessary to create controls over public agencies to

safu, .ard the righte of all peoples. A Citizen's Review Board
would-effectively do this. Action Childcare Coalition urges the

atdoption of the Ordinance for a Citizen's Reviesw Board.
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1NITEU WORKERS UNION - INDEPPEN
in Support of 5.T1.0.P. Ovdinande
a Citizens Review Board
August 20, 1974

Statemenc to Establish
Year after year after year, the mayor's office has been advised that the city's police
~force must have a citizen's review board, United Workers Union - Independent and the

“‘have a Citizeng Review Board as proposed in the ordinance written by §.T.0.7.

Evgry day of every year, more and more citizens are beaten up by our so-called protect~
ors —- the police. Our homes are continually robbed, our children stolen, ou wives, sisters
:ana'dgaghters raped and murdered -- and the police do nothing. Instead they practice their
Vpé£§onalrprejudices by harassing minorities and setting traps for prositutes and gay people.

we;the citizens, who pay the police, don't pay them to beat us up. We women don'f pay
- Fheﬁft&isnee; at us when we're raped. We don't pay them to rape us, and then be put back
iiiéﬁrtﬁérfofcé for doing it. Minority men and women don't pay them to come into our ﬁeigh—

JBCrhﬁods énd push-us- around, or ignore our calls for help. Women, minorities and—poor peoﬁle
1155¢ér7the brunt of most crimes committed, AND we bear the brunt of police brutality. THIS

' ; }Ihe purpese of fhe Seattle Police Department is to protect the community. Instead they -
: aétéékrué.  Cﬁérge after charge -of brutality is brought. Yet this shows only part'of the

“outrage:” the people who are most often attackad can't afford to bring charges because it
outrage peot oring > !

- Costs ar least $100 ~—- and _gets us nowhere.
0n the-streets and in the jails, minorities are harassed and attacked. Women are raped

fénd'beatenmuprby men, and then accused by the police of inviting rape, or dismissed as victims

- of "lovers quarrels." Unarmed minority men are shot dead in the streets and police get off frec SelaT

Not until our police force is really our police force will its brutality against us,
'especiélly against women and minorities, be stopped. Police must be subject to the rule of
Ehe,people, not downtown businessmen, wealthy suburbia, and other policemen. A citizens
review board, representing the majority of the people - women, minorities and poor people,
must be.set up immediately, with the power to help create, judge, and diccipline our police.
United Workers, a union of women, minorities and poor people, joins the community in its

demand that racist, sexist billy clubs and guns be stopped.
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“The whole world is watching,”” screamed
the demonstrators as the Chicago police
moved in, and they were right. The four vi-
olent days of the Democratic Convention
in August must go on record as the most
widely observed—-though far from the
bloodiest—riot in history. In the great law
and order debate it has become a symbol
and a cauce, ured o defend police and
to attack them, to decry protest and to
sympathize with protesters’ injuries. Yel
for all the emotional—and press and TV—
attention the riotin received, nobody
knows much about what really happened.

This week a thorough report reveals
that what happened in Chicago was in
many ways even more disturbing than any-
body thought. Acting upon the request
of the Mational Commission on the Caus-
es and Prevention of Violence, a team of
investigators under the direction of Al-
torney Daniel Walker questioned a large
cross section ol those involved—police,
protesters, press and other witnesses—

» LIFE report: Mob payofis to pﬂze

volume. That the police were severely—
and purposely—provoked is one of their
conctusions. But most striking s evidence
that a siguificant number of Chicago po-
lice unit, “aced with a situation calling
for great discipline and restraint, simply
dissolved into violent gangs and attacked
protesters, press and bystanders indiscrim-
inately. It was, the report says. “what can
only be called a police rigl " anchdhawphes
tographs shown_[fere emnhasize.ihis. fagk.
TEOTEd 10 an analysis of the events,
the Walker report does not fully establish
why poiice discipline collapsed. An in-
dependent LIFE investigation beginning
on page 40 provides much of the answer.
Discipline under great pressure requires a
communication of strong trust between
the feaders and the led, and it is clear
that such trust and morale could not ex-
tst in Chicago, where an important sec-
tion of the police structure, from patrol-
man to high rank in headquarters, has
been—and is today —scrinusly corrupted




OFFICE OF THYE MAYOR—CITY OF SEATTLE

Lie

Wen Uhlmean, Mayor

August 20, 1974 o

The. Honorable Randy Revelle, Chainman
Public Safety and Health Committee
Seattle City Council

Dear Mr. Revelle:

As you are aware, 1 am vitally interested in the subject of
"allegations of misconduct against Seattle Police Officers.”
However, because this subject and disciplinary procedures
relating thereto have become a topic of labor negotiations
and because the Fact Finding Panel which is presently
involved in the Police Labor negotiations has asked all
parties to refrain from public pronouncements regarding
‘negotiable issues during the fact finding process, I am

- ynable to attend and provide testimony at the August 20, -

71974 Public Safety and Health Committee relative to the

handling of complaints against the Police. Please refer
the the attached Memorandum dated July 22, 1974 from the
" Personnel Director, more specifically, paragraph three.

Thank youffor your invitation. I'm sorry I'm unable to
respond at this time.
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THE PEOPLE OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE DO ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

PURPOSE

The general purpose of this ordinance is to provide for community
participation in setting and 12viewing police department policies,
practices, and procedures ané to provide a wmeans foxr prompt,
impartial and fair investigation of complaints brought by individuals
against the Seattle Police Department.

CITIZEN~POLICE REVIEW BOARD

There is hereby established a Police Review Board of the City of

Seattle. Said Review Poard shall consist of nine (9) members appoint-~

ed by the City Council. All members shall be residents of the City of
Seattle. Membership will consist of five {5} civilians and four(4) police
officers, representative racially, sexually, economically of the larger
population, and (for police members) representative by rank to include

no more than two of the four to be serxgeants orx above. Police assigned
to review board are to be separated from their normal duties while

review is in progress.

TERM OF OFFICE

The term of each member shall be two (2) years from the effective date
of his or her appointment. FEach member of the Commission shall serve
until his or her successor is appointed and qualified. "No member shall
serve two (2) consecutive terms. Vacancies on said Board for whatever
reason shall be filled for the unexpired term by a new apointee select-
ed from the register by the City Council.

REMOVAL OF MEMBERS

A motion for removal of a Board member shall be initiated by any Board
member or by petition signed by at least one hundred citizens (100) of
the City of Seattle. Upon receipt of the petition the Board shall take
action no later than thirty (30( days. Upon a two-thirds (2/3) vote of
the menbers of the Board a member may be terminated for one or all of
the fellowing xeasons:

a) missing three(3) meetings of the Board without ligitimate reason.
b) malfeasance

SELECTION OF CHATIRPERSON

The Review Board shall elect one of its members as chairperson, who shall
hold office for one (1) year and until his or her successor is elected,
The chairperson shall not serve more than one term, The chairperson shall
be elected no later than the second meeting of the Board following its

appointment. Said chairperson shall not be a member of the Seattle
Police Department.



gegtion VI

Section VII

Section VIII

YA

BOARD MEMBER'S WAGES AND STAVF RESDONSIRILINIRG

In order to compensate Board members for their time and work in in-
vestigating complaints, reviewing policies and practices, and attend-
ing meetings, Board members shall receive five dollars($5.00) per hour,
but in no case shall compensation for any Board member exceed four
hundred dollars ($400) per month. Procedures and requlations for account=
ing for hours worked and compensation shall be developed and adopted by
the Review Board and filed with the office of city clerk. The Review
Board shall hire a staff of investigators, secretaries and an office
administrator. The staff will be answerable to the Board and shall be
hired according to the City of Seattle's Affirmative Action Program
including Sexual Minowxities,

BOARD MEETINGS

The Review Board shall establish a reqular time and place of meeting and
shall meet regularly at least once every two weeks or more frequently as
workload requires, The regular place of meeting shall be in an appro-
priate central location in the City capable of accommodating at least
seventy five (75) people, but shall not be held in a building in which

law enforcement agencies are located. At least once everv three months,

or more frequently if the Board desires, thev may meet in other places and
locations throughout the City for the purpose of encouraging interest and
facilitating attendance by people in the various neighborhoods in the

City at the meetings.

21l Review Board meetings, and agendas for such meetings shall be publicized
in advance by written notice given to newspapers, radio and television
stations serving the City at least three (3) days prior to regular meetings.

All meetings shall be open to the public, unless the Board, in order to
protect the rights and privacy of individuals, decides otherwise and if
such clesed meeting is not waived by the individual concerned. The Beard
shall cause to be kept a proper record of its proceedings. The records
and files of the Board shall be kept and open for inspection by the public
at reasonable times in the office of the secretary to the Review Board.

A majority of the appointed Board members shall constitute a quorum for the
transaction of business, and the affirmative vote of a majority of those
present is required to take any action.

SPECIAL MEETINGS

On the petition of fifty (50) or more citizens in the City of Seattle
filed in the office of the secretary of the Review Board, the

Board shall hold a special meeting in an appropriate and convenient
location for the individuals so petitioning for the purpose of responding
to the petition and hearing and inquiring into matters identified therin
as the concern of the petitioners.



Section IX

Section X

3=
POWERS
The Board established by this ordinance shall have the following powers:

a) Shall receive complaints of police misconduct and/or abuse of
authority from civilians. It may receive complaints against individual
police officers, any police unit or division, or the department as a whole,

b) Shall oversee the investigation of these complaints and hold open hear=
ings, adhering to the procedures outlined below.

¢) Shall adjudicate said complaints with the full authority to enforce any
or all of the following disciplinary action:

1. repreimand

.2, fine

3. suspension

4, termination

d) - Shall exercise the power of subpoena

@) Shall request and receive promptly such written and unwritten infor-
mation, documents and materials and assistance as it may deem necessary
in carrying out any of its responsibilities under this ordinance fxom any
office or officer or department of the City government.

f) shall adopt rules and regulations and develop such procedures for its
ovn activities and investigations as may be necessary.{ to include the
activities of its staff) and to publish and file same with the officer

~ of the City Clerk.

REVIEW BOARD HEARING

pue process rights shall be afforded both the accused officer and the

. civilian complainant. These shall include:

a) Right to Counsel
b) Right to present evidence and cross-examine witnesses.
¢} Right to challenge for cause any member of the Board.

d) Any other rights guaranteed in criminal proceedings by the Constitution
of the United States.

The Board, after hearing evidence and arguments from both sides, will reach
the conclusion based on the evidence. The conclusion will be based on

the civil standard of a preponderance of evidence. The Review Board shall
establish an appeal process that shall antomatically be granted if it is
shown that:

a) there is new evidence which was not available at the time of the hearing;
b) decision of the Board has no pasis in fact or that the Board hearing was

conducted in such a manner as to substantially deny petitioners' rights
to due process.



Section XI

SectionVXII

Section XIII
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ABOLISHMENT OF THE POLICE INTERNAL INVESTIGATION DIVISION

Tmmediately upon the date that this ordinance becomes law the
Internal Investigation Division of the Seattle Police Department is
herin abolished and replaced by the Police Review Board.

All files, records, publications, tape recordings, photographs and
documents of whatever kind at the former Seattle Police Internal
Investigation Division shall be immediately deposited in the office of

the Mayor of Seattle for use and benefits of the newly created Police
Review Board.

'REPEAL QE_EXISTING ORDINANCES

2Any or all ordinances pertaining to the existance and functioning of
the Seattle Police Internal Investigation Division are repealed by
this ordinance. :

'INVALID PROVISIONS, SECTIONS QB_APPLICATIONS

1f any provision of this ordinance or its application 35 held invalid
by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity shall not effect
other provisions, sections, or applications of this oxdinance Which can
pe given effect without the invalid provisions ox applications, and to
+his end any phrase, section, sentence or word is declared to be severable.




_SET7E THE TI}E FOR OPPRESSED PECPLE
3321 37th hLvenue South, Seattle, Washington 98144y 7258400 7251224

CITIZENYS REVIEW BOARD ORDINANCE

PRESENTED BY SEIZE THE TIME FOR OPYRESSED PEOPLE

TO THE SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL®S COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY
CITY COUNCIL CHAMBERS

5TH AVENUE AT JAMES STREET

SEATTLE, WASHINGTON

AUGUST 20, 197% 71 30PH

The people in attendance at this hearing tonight ave for the most part the poor.
Ve represent the working mother, the uelfare recipient, the communities of
racial and sexual minorities, the ex-con, the elderly on fixed incomes and all
working people in general, the 1ist is long. Ye are the people vho best nder-
stand, and are most sensitive to, the role of snstitutions and police in ouw
communities. e have been made cognizant of the fact throughout cuy history

of strugele, that the police are ithe enforeing arm of the systenm in itis effort
to maintain it's pover. It only stands to reason, that racism and sexism for
example , must cortinually feed the fires of police violence. For thesc reasons
we ave here to address ourselves to.-the issue of police prutality, to the violence
and harassment that play an arrogant and very definite role in our daily lives.
Based upon our long wut unsourht standing as the principal vietins of abuse at
the hands of the Seattle Police Dept., we consider the Tollowing demands to be
the most logical in working towayds the solution of one of the most serious
problems facing our corrmunities hoda\}_

(1) Ve demand that the Seattle Police Departuent?®s Internal Investigation
Division be totelly abolished, and (2) that 2 Citizen's Review Board be empov
ered to process and adjudicate all complaints of police misconduct brought to
it's attention by the citizenry. .

Tn speaking to the abolishment of the I.I.D., we are in troth acknowledging

that the police have not been and are not today responsible to any form of
governmental control. reither are they subjected to any type of superrision or
monitoring of their policies and prectices, except that vhich comes Trom within
the policing structure 1tself. The police remain above the law bub those citizens
who commit even the most petty and innocuous of crimes are subjected to the
eriminal justice system sn 3t's entirety via the police, the courts and- the
prisons. Tightening up procedures for example, is beside the point when the I.1.D-
is by it's very nature anomalos in & democratic system of checks and balances.
“his kind of isolation and alooTness will continve to militate against fairmens
and impartiality vather than providing the enviroment for their growth.

“he issue of police controls and their necessity is nothing nev as presidential
commissions through the years have attested. AS early as 1931, the iiickersham
Report stated that police departments throu hout the United States Tailed COMe
srefantly to follow their own rules and reguiations. The Kerner Study after the
riots of the GO's reiterated this point and further advised the creation of
external agencies to yrerulate police and other government agencies. The Pres=
jdential Commission on Law Enforcement and the idministration of Justice repeated
this in 1967 and again the lational Advisory Commission, on Griminal Justice,
Standards and Goals in 1971. In Yashington State just this past year, the Asian-
fmerican Lovisory Founcil in & heaxring held here in Seattle iisted the need for
p.1




an external repulatory ugency over the police.’

The position of the police department in general is that cf 2 elose silveture,
autonomous and unlouchable from the outside. Despite 211 the verhinge wor=uiling
the effects of court decisions o!f the last decade, the procedures and r_wﬂ.es‘have
not substantially changed, The police have great stores of experience in Cir=
curventing leral strictures to pervorm what they conceive as their function,
Essentially, they involve collusion in perjury vhereby any of their declared
actions, as distinct from their true actions, receive as many substantiating
witnesses as there are availiable credible officers in the vicinity. To cgntrol
the daily misuse of police pover, more 1s needed than the ability to appeint or
dismiss a police chief .| the citizenry must be able to monitor and adjust the

activity of it's polics Tores BotH dividually Throush the punishment o

Alle

Yicularly acts o” ~‘ulazmﬁiWMjﬁﬁwﬁm_?MMLm@l&jﬁ%mh X

ination and establishment of police policics, procedures and rules

e e et e T

As it stands nou, the I.I.D., can be compared with & professional society's
board of ethics or a trade unionts industrial Aisciplinary committee. Questions
such as abseuteelsn, inelficiency or insubordination may be propsr to such a
board but hardly complaints vhich are eriminal in nature. Yet the Police Guild
would have us believe that assavlt, manslaughter, rape and murder {or example,
are 1ithin their provence and their provence onlye Bven with the most thorough-
soing of snteynal investipatory and vegulatory bodies, the only absolute control
1o over the machinations of the lewer scholon of police officials.{ine high
echelcon officials, as controllers and Alreobsys of fha intornal ag@n(:ieﬁi st
be tsken on faith, the faith that thelr commitiment to dustice putweighs thelr
Tryalty to the police force. Howhere else in our ayatem of eraminal jystice do
ve take people on faith-ww.even Lo the presidency--vhy should we here%

The people of this country have been awskened to the realities of power gone

111d and wncontrolled, they no longer put unquestioning irust in their public
officials on a national or a local basis., The people of the State of ‘lashington
are now at the fore..ont of instigating som more democratic econtrols, witness
Tnitiative 276. In Seattle, citizens are organizing to address themselves to

such issues as entrapment, rape, the plight of cur senior citizens in the Inter-
national district, to uwnlair housing practices and discrimination in foster child.
care lerislation, not the least of which is the formation of a civilian review
board over the police.

“ihat ave the alternatives presently open to a person uronged by the police; beat
en, harassed or otheruise abused? Since many scts of the police violence upon
such a person are usually covered by an arrest, the office of the District Attor.
ney could vell aid that indivicval by refusing to prosecute the oiten barely
eredible cases brought to it Jor this purpose. However. the District ittorney
seldom goes asainst the police in this fashion because he needs them for his

job and the number of D.fi.s that funetion in the face of police dislike is
intinitesimel. Apcin, the trial judpe is similarly avle to see ¥ alse arrest if
he is at 21l com~coents but to impugn the word of a police officer who often
appears before him would lay the o7iicer open %o impeachment vhenever he took

the stand, makins the judge's job that much more difficult, This, of cource, is

aside from any political pressures. fin attemp’. 2~ ivil suit vould not profit
the vietim either since it is normal in agr- - -« - srxched with police associntiong
that the departnent, not the individual po:. - is liable for all damages or
that the wapes of the policeman are unattact = . ao inability to pet a judre.

ment arainst a government body is proverbial anc what lavyer would take the case?
What redress is possible via the C07"ice of the Ombudeman? First of all, the 0ffa
105 of “the Ombudsman cannot pyroduce change and can only assume the role of

.2



arbiter. Secondly, th.. of

rrice connot enforce decisions and lastly, even if
given definite pover, e would have an unhealthy concentration of that power
in one individuval,

“he vietinmlg only Yecourse in Seattle is.to make a complaint to the Jeattle
Police Department's internal Tnvestigations Division. Yowvever, the 11D in

Sea iie has showm Lbself vepeatedly to be an ineffective agency, wable, through
its control by the police department, Lo adequately and falrly handle eivilian
complaints. {In 1972, Tor example, out of 89 charggs concerning brutality or

the vse of excessive Tovce, the T7D sustained none. In 1973, {rom a total of
117 charges of excessive force, the 1l again Tound nons of the charzes sustail-
able. Also in 1973, only 17 charges of police harassnent Were browht Torth, a
ridiculously small number vhen one 38 witness to the zeneral systematic haras.
sment of the racial and sexual mwinorities., OF the 17 harassment chavpes that
vhere brought [orth, again, none were sustained. 4re ve Lo belisve that there
vere no incidents of harassment. ¢ use of excessive force by police officrrs?
Those of us who ore o part of the poor and minority commmities knou betier,
wetre seen diflfevent, and IID%s clean statistics only gay to us that thoy'ire
adeot at coverins up their dirty mori. ihen people o complain to the 1il, they
are oiften ignovecdi charnes are soldon ached vpon ant many Limes the people Tiliag
Yhe complaints ere not conbacted 2s to the Gisposition of the charges. Lt

.0 0,D. 'e last meebing with 70, Revelle, he apreed to press for the considera~
tion of an individval complaint end suid %o turn over to him personally other
cases that have been ignoved by vhe 17D, &Although this lind of political
pressure can ‘orce congideration o7 one or Lo individual cases, it is N0 -
sver to the problem Tacing us. ?:'he only method of guaranteeing fair handling Q
of complaints is objechive consideration by an impartial board, independent of -
the police depsriment and therefore immme 1o police press;ure,i%

e Wnow that the concepth of a Citizen neview Doard is a controversial subject;
and is much maligmed by meay persons and organlzations, especially organizations
of police, Rub, in general, vheir griticisms are Lased on error. “he rost -‘\

freguent and seemingly Cevastating eriticien of Civilian Review Doards and one
which T expect we will hear again tonight, s that they have not been sucCest-
fyl. This is a perversion ot the realivy. A& Civilian Review Board, as oy
entity capable of controlling ne actions of the police individually and capable
of changing police discrimination, brutality, and harassment have never existed
anyvhere in the United States. To defame the idea of yeview boards on the bacais
for example, of the Vew York City Civilian Complaint Review Board, is like
defaming the reasoning pover of humanity on the basis of & lobotomy viculit.
There.iave beey 00 boards with pover to eunforce thelr determinations; there
e Teon mo hoards except Berkeley's with su’ Tietent leselity to withstand
political manipulation; 10 Lorrds_ hove been s pdependently and adequately shallsls
and._no. hoarls hare been “onirolled by the community, Those that have been
brousht into eristence have been sold-out by mealy-mouthed conpronise, Aropping
the substance o accovntability vor the phantesn of name.

However, those boarcs have net been 2 4otal loss; besides injecting the idea or
citigen control ivto the police epparvatus, they nave taught us much of vhat we
chould aroid in the strucbure and compositiono” a board. I you study the ‘aght
cheets on Civilisn Review noards as reseacched hy the §.7.0.P. wenbership, you
Yoo can see the obrious pitfalls That oSt bo ovoided. L1 we are Lruly coRceTn-
od with making the police accountable to the public, there are ruidelines ue
wmyst Tollowrn:

@ The board mmst ke totally spdependent, of the police Lorce and_lerelly
secure_ iz the shxucture of roverment, cine and tine acain ve see in the
higtory of past boawis how thev ere either uwnanle to function adequately
p->
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‘because they wers inl ~-  to the police depariment o Y- (se they vere vulner-
able to palice prassure «d chenges o7 administiration.

@ They must be composed entirely and stwictly of civilians. In each case welve
résearched, the presence of police or ex-police on the board tended to make the
board a vhitewash Zor police crinmes, - There hove been a nwher of studies of
police officers done in the United States, the most extensive being the fsupple-
mental studies to the ational [ dvisory Commitiee on Civil Disorders) commonly
called the Ferner Report. ~rom these studies we have culled a typical charaGe
terizatlion of the police oficer which is abt odds with both the reneral populace
and with the requivensnts oF justice. Tarticularly germsne is o swwew nade in
1953 on the weagons “or vee of Tovee, with 1disvsapect oy the police! bein:: by
Tar the main resson cited hy the police surve ed, 37 ol the respondents cited
this reason as opposed to 23 citing the need o force to wmoke an arrest. &n
additional 19 consideved feorce justifiable to obtain infommation and another

10 if they knew the swspect was ruilty. It is no vonder that Jessica Fitford
IS ?

an her recent book "l and Usuval Punishwent’, questions who in reality should
“populate our prisons 17 we insist on hoving them, the poor who #ill them to

3
overlowing beczuse o” thelyr povorty or their jailsrs,

@ The board must have an adequate an?! independent investigative orce with
sufficient pover to obtain all pertvinent information from all agencies of
porernment. Without such a staff, the board will be sravely hampered in its
attempts to "ully and “airly adijudicate the complaints brought veiore it. 4ind,

unless the investigators be independent, the board 511 only lmow that which
"~ thoese in control of the investirators wish them to lmow,

@ The board must Mavwe diveet access to all complaintes of wrongiul conduvet by

the polieca.  To thiv s, dhe veview board mest be open Yo the pasple. both Lo

eoin thed v confidence and to inform as many as possibie o their exislence, ."3;:
Asgzolving the intermal investigative systen and taking control of its

sources of compleints, *he hoard vay play an important role in ridding the city
of police abuse. Ih ¥etd York €ity, the Citizens! Complaint Board,by virtue of

widespread political camwaigring and its position as the intewmsl investigaiive

division of the MIPD, s able in the four months of its ecxistence +to obtain o
half as many complaints as the voorly informed and poerly publicised Fhiladelphia *

Police Advisory Boartl garneved in el@ven yearvs.

- “he hoard nust be ademnately fwidedew-2n obvious point, but one overlooked
oiten in the past.

Perhaps the mosl important, the mewmbership of the board must be comprised of
those who Teel the brunt of police laulessness. Fot only is it a refreshing
change that a sovernmental agency be comprised ‘of the people?® vather than *for
the people!, it is also orly those who are conironted by the reality of police
vieclence vho can adecuntaly judre cases of police abuse.

“he GCitizens Teview Toard as proposed by 3.7.0.7. Tollows these guidelines,

Let's vnderstand that police brutelity exists; it exists in every city in the
United States; it exists in Seavble, I we are ever to be rid of brutality, ue
mus o take control of our poiice forces.




R, e

PREAMBLE

Police brucality is and has been & serious problem, not only

in Seeltle, but throughout the country. As evidence of the
need for a resolution of this problem, structures such as the
Police Internal Investigations Division have been developed.
The P.I.I.D. has not been and camot be maximally effective in
curbing the incidence of police brutality and giving citizens
just redress for two fundamental reasons: oOne, the P.I.1.D.
represents an example of the police investigating themselves
and therefore begins with the premise of bias; and two, it
falsely presumes that the investigators in the P.I1.1.D.,
policemen themselves, are exempt from the institutionalized
racism, sexism and class prejudice out of which most complaints
they receive actually arise. Both the bias and the institu--
tionalized racism, sexism, and class prejudice of the P.I.I.D.
are clearly visible upon noting the race, class, SeX and sexual
orientation of the bulk of the yearly complaintantg-=~they are
minority people, women, gays, and poor people.

The procedure for making and adjudicating complaints brought
against the police is desperately in nzed of modification to

«

the extent that it becomes a just and gensitive civil procedure.

To ensure objectivity and to eliminate the prejudice attendant
upen the vested interest of the police in protecting the police
department, administration and adjudication of complaints must
be removed from the hands of the police and transferred to a
Citizen's Review Board. This administrative bedy would be
composed. of specially oriented and trained people capable of
making just and fair determinations on the validity of complaints
and taking appropriate action to ensure the civil liberties of
211. people involved.

Such a bureau for citizen's complaints against the police
department would then vecome 2 social service instead of a
social persecution perpetrated by the police.

Sex discrimination, racs discrimination and class prejudice
must give way to the reality of contemporary society if the
liberating climate produced by the various movements for civil
liberties and social freedom is to be perpetuated. Where one
1e constrained by the prejudice of yesterday, one cannot be
free, Today's citv government needs to represent and protect
the human, 50C°si, .CONOMLC and cultural interests of ail its
citizens eque tly © 7 it 18 to ensure justice fov the future.



" JINANCE XO.

ESTABLISHING A CITIZENS REVIEW BOARD, PROVIDING FOR THE APPOINTMENT AND REMOVAL
OF MEMEERS THEREOF, AND DEFINING THE OBJECTIVE FUNCTIONS, DUTIES AND POWERS OF
SAID BOARD.

THE PROPLE OF THE CITY OF SEATTIE DO OKDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. PURPOSE

The general purpose of this ordinance is to provids for cormunity
control of an independant Citizen's Review Board that shall eonduct
_prompt., impartial and fair investigation of complaints by individuvals
agianst the Seattle Police Department and adjudicate gaid complaints.

SECTION 2. AUTONOMOUS BOARD

There is hierebty established an autonomous Citizen's Review Board
“of the City of Seattle, and Tt's members shall abide by the rules

and procedures established by the Board and those riles and procedures
herein deseribed.

SECTTION 3. PCWERS

The Board established by this ordinance shall have the following
powers:

a.) Shall receive complaints of ~police brutality against police
officers and employees and complaints of illegal or dise¢riminatory
procedures” of the Seattle Police Depariment, and expeditiously
" and. ‘completely investigate said complaints and hold public hearings.

~b.) Shall adjudicate said complaints with the full authority to enforce
any or all of the following disciplinary action:

1. reprimand
2. fine

3. suspension
4, termination

¢.) Shall exercise the power of subpoena.

d.) Shall adopt rules and repulations and develop such procedures
. for it#: éwn activities and investigations as may be necessary
(to include the activities of its staff) and to publish and file
same with the office of the 0ity Glerk.

e.) Shall do such other things which are consistent with the broad
interpretation of this ordinance and its general purpose.,

SECTION 4. COMPOSITION AVD QUALIFICATIONS

The Board shall be composed of seven (7) membsrs, with at least three
(3) members being women and one Asian, one Black, one Chicann, one Gay,
one Native American and one ex-felon. A1l members shall meet the follow-
ing qualifications:

a.) Shall be a resident of the City of Seattle.

b.) Shall at the time of their appointment, the individuwal annual income
of five (5) members must not be greater than the median income for the
City of Seattle. Median income shall be determined by current United
States Department of Labor statistics for the City of Seattle. The
remaining two {2) members shall not have an individual income greater
than $20,000.

: ¢.) Shall support the establishment of a Citizents Review Board as stated
H in this ordinance.

d.) Shall not be a police officer or employee of a police department.

e.) Shall agree to fulfill the necessary time requirements to properly
adjudicate complaints.



SECTICN 5. APPOINTMENT OF v~ D MEMPERS Eac
Three (3) Board members shall be appointed by the Mayor of the City

of Seattle and the remaining four (4) Board members shall be appointed
Yy the City Council from z register of names submitted by commnity
organizations. Commmnity organizations shall meet the following require-
ments in order to be eligible to place names on the register:

a.) Shall be a non-profit organization.

.) Shall be an advocate for the rights of one or more of the following
groups: Women, Racial Minorities, Sexual Minorities, Poor, Felons
and ex-felons

e.) Shall support the establishment of a Citizen's Review Board as stated
in. this ordinance.

SECTION 6. TERM:OF OFFICE

The term of four. (4) members shall be two (2) years from the effective
. date of their appointment. The remaining three (2) members shall serve

for-thres (3) years from the effective date of their appointment, the

first term, every member shall serve a term of two years thereafter.

No person shall be appointed for two (2) consecutive terms.
Vacancies on said Board for whatever reason shall be filled for the

wexpired term by a new appointee selected from the register by the
City. Couneil, o

~ /SECTTON 7. HENOVAL OF MEMEERS FROM THE BOARD

A motion for ‘removal of a Board member shall be initiated by any Board
member or by petition signed by at least fifty (50) eitizens of the
City of: Seattle. Upon receipt of the petition the Board shall take action
no later than thirty (30) days. L

Upon a two-thirds {2/3) vote of the members of the Board a member may be
terminated. for one. or all of the following reasons:

a.) Missing three (3) meetings of the Board without 1egitimate reason,
b.) Malfeasance. :

SECTION ‘8. SEIECTION OF CHAIRPERSON

.. * The Board shall elect one of its members as chairperson who shall hold
office for one (1) year and until his or her successor is elected.
The .chairperson shall not serve more than one term. The chairperson
shall be elected at a special meeting immediately after all members
have been appointed to the Board.

SECTION 9. BOARD MEMEER'S WAGES AND STAFF RESPONSIBILITIES

In ordér to sompensate Board members for their time and work, each member
shall receive. seven (7) dollars per hour. However, no Board member shall
exceed a eighty (80) hour workload per month. Board member!s salaries shall
be adjusted according to cost of living increases.

The Board shall hire a staff of investigators, secretaries and an office
administrator. The staff will be answerable to the Board and shall be
hired according to the City of Seattle's Affirmative Action Program and
shall include Sexuval Minorities.

SECTION %0. BOARD MEETINGS

The Board shall establish a regular time and place of meeting and shall
meet regularly at least once a week or more frequently as the workload
requires. The regular place of meetiag shall be in an appropriate central
location of the City, bui no meetings shall be held in a building in which
1aw enforcement agencies are located. At least once every three (3) months
meatings will be held in other places and locations throughout the City.
The Board shall be responsible for disseminating to-all segments of the
public, information concerning the time and location of all meetings. A1l
meeting shall be opened to the public unless the Board; in order to protect
the rights and privacy of complainants, decides otherwise, and if such closed
reeting is not waived by the conplainant.

Five (5) Board members shall constitute a quorum for the traasaction of
tusiness and the affirmative vote of a majority of those present shall be
regaired te take any action. : -




SECTION 11.

SECTION 12.

e = =

PURLIC INFORMa. JN

The Board shall keep a proper record of its proceedings and the results of
its investigations, and records and files sh2ll be made public.

A1l records and files shall exist only in written form and copies of
reeords and files shall only be availiable to Board members and those persons
diveectly involved in the complaint.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF CITY GOVERNMENT

Tn carrying out its objectives, the Board shall recéive the following

_ prompt and full cooperation and assistance from any office or officer or

SECTION 13.

department of the City Government:

3,) Written information, documents, materials, tape recordings and photo.
graphs as the Board deems necessary in carrying out its responsibilities
under this ordinance.

b.) The attendance at Board meetings of any police department personnel

or city official the Board deems appropriate in carrying out its
responsibilities under this ordinance.

ABOLISHMENT OF THE POLICE INTERNAL INVESTIGATION DIVISTION

Immediately upon the date that this ordinance becomes law the
Internal Investigation Dividion of the Seattle Police Department

is herein abolished and-replaced by the Citizen's Review Board.

To assist in an orderly transition between the Seattle Police Internal

SECTTON 14,

Investigation Division, herein abclished, and the Citizenis Review Board
@stablished by this ordinance, all files, records, publications, tape
recordings, photographs and documents of whatever kind of the former
Seattle Police Internal Investigation Division shall be immediately
deposited in the Office of the Mayor of Seattle for use and benefit

of the newly created Citizen's Review Board. Once the Board establishes
a permanent office, these files and documents will be transferred to the
Board and shall become part of its records.

REPEAL OF EXISTING ORDINANCES

_Any or all ordinances pertaining to the existance and functioning of

the Seattle Police Intermal Investigation Division are repealed by

this ordinance

SECTION 15.

INVALID PROVISIONS, SECTIONS OR APPLICATIONS

TIf any provision of this ordinance or its appiication is beld invalid

by a court of competent jurisdiction, such jnvalidity shall not effect
other provisions, sections, or applications of this ordinance which can

be given effect without the invalid provisions or applications, and to

this end any phrase, section, sentence, oOT word. is declared to be ssvexable.
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SEIZE THE TIME FOR OPPRESSED PEOPLE

3321>37th ivernue 5

725-8450  725.1220

FACT SHEET

SETZE THE TIME FOR OPPRESSED PEOPIE, S.T.0.P. was organized on January 1,1973
by representatives of orpanizations and individuals, to fight against the cute
backs in social and health services and to struggle for childcare and other
‘survival issues. In the discussions that followed a program and structure were
adopted. The name, Seize the Time for Oppressed Pncple, is descriptive of the
organization because the members are oppressed people who are involved in 2
day to day struggle on issues which affect their lives as women, racial and

sexval minorities, and poor people.

SOME S,.T.0.P. HISTORY

Since Janvary of 1973, S.T.0.P. has participated in a large number of activities
including the following; assisted in organizing the UNITED FRONT FOR SURVIYAL _
to fight the cutbacks of C.E.Q. funds: collected money for our sisters and bros
thers at Wounded Knee: organized a protest in Olympia to stop the usé of Nort§~
west Indians as a mock enemy by the U.S. Coast Guard. S.T.0.P. has also been in-
volved in.a dinner and program to commemorate International Women's Day, Joined
Coyote and ‘the Association of Seattle Prostitutes on a picket line; and served
as legal observers at a Gay Pride Week streel dance.

POLICE BRUTALITY CAMPAIGH

. Through out this period of intense activity S.T.O0.P. beran to recieve many
rveports of policeé brutality and harassment from the community. In responsgl@o
these reports a campaipn against police brutality was organized and a petition’

demanding an end to police brutality,

the removal from office of the Chief of

“Police, George Tielsch and the establishment of a Citizen's Review Board. People
were sicl-and tired of asking ihe Police Internal lnvestigation Division to inves-
tigate complaints against the voliee , bucause in almosgt every instance the L.I.Ds
favored the police officer, so the ides of a Citizen's Review Board met with the
most response and nearly 1,500 siguatures were gathered, S.T.0.P. saw the neces-
sity of writing a ordinence for a Citizen's Review Board to alleviate the prob-
lem of police brutality and won a hearing f{rom the City Councilts Committee on
Public Health and Safety on August 20, 1974.

The Tollowing organizations endorse the S.T.0.P. ordinance for a Citizen's Review

Board.,

Aetion CGhildeare Goalition
American Indian Student Association
A.5,.0.Y, Yomen Commission

Barja Jennings

Black Panther Party

Campus fadical Yomen

Bl Centrs de la Raza

Feminist Coordinating Couneil
Treedom Socialist Party

Gay Community Center

Gay Students &ssociation of U of U

Seattle Counseline Service for Sexual Minorities

Japanese Amecican Citiszen's League
Kinetchatapi

Radical Women

Seattle Gay Alliance

Seattle Gay Liberation Front
Country Déctor

South King Ex-offenders Program
United Construction Workers Association
United Workers Union Independant
Women Out MNow

Association of Seattle Prostitutes
labor donated 8/7%
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FA, " GET ON CTIVILIAW REVIEW ‘... 8 - AN
fa &1 2 .
Washington, D.C. 1948--70 Voluntarily deactivated in protest to
lack of staff and power.
Philadelphia, Pa. 1958-69 Dissolved by mayor in 'law and order!
climate.
Hew York City 7-11/66 Removed by referendum initiated in
highly polarized climate.
Rochester, N.Y. 19637 Wo information except that it was
similar to Philadelphia's board
Minneapolis, Mian. 1960 Hever convened because legal counsel
' felt members vulnerable to defamation
auzits,
York, Pa. 1960-1 New mayor refused to £ill vacancies
. when members' terms expired; no data.
Berkeley, Cal. 11/ 7B In operation

WASHINGTON D.C. (COMPLAINT REVIEW BOARD)

TLegal Position: Internal organ of police department.

‘Composition: Thiee civilian residents appointed by mayor; no staf:

Duties: Recommend- to- Police Chief if police trial needed,

Procedure: Complaintc not easily handled by Police Chief after

s investigation are referred to the CRB to determine,
on .the basis of the prior investigation, if a hearin!
is necessary. Hedring may also be scheduled if,
despite a negative decision by the CRB, complainant
demands one. In the hearing, complainant and accused
are -examined separately and their statements, with
the investigation,are used in poards determination.
No reasons are given for recommendation: no records
keptino subpoenas served; no notification -to victim.

Comment s Hearings were infrequent. No data.on advisals.

PHTTADELPHIA PA,
(POLICE REVIEW BOARD/ POLICE ADVISORY BOARD).

Chyenalogy s Instituted as adjunct of mayors’ office after defeat
: of review board ordinance---0ct.,1958 .
Enjeined by Fraternal Order of Police (FOP) suit~-19-
Suit dropped when PRB changed name ‘to -PAB an¢ their
rules to request rather than order investigations
Feb.,1960 :
vosition of Executive Secretary added to PBA.
Membership raised from 5 to 8 to include police.
Txecutive Secretary replaced by new mayor
TOP brings new suit-—-1965
Executive Secretary resigns; mayor delays appointmen
Rizzo appointed chief and difficulties between PAB
and chief begin-=-1967 :
PAB again enjoined by FOP suit~-—1967
Injunction lifted after private suit caused city to
appeal, but mayor refuses to reactivate PAB---1969
Mayor terminates PAB-—-Dec.,1969
Legal Position: Adjunct of mayors' office
Compositions: 5 civilians; later 3 police added, No staff until
Txecutive Secretary added: investigative worl by
Community Relations Division of police depariment.
Mandate: Charged with responsibility of considering citizens®
complaints against the police where the charge
involves brutality, false arrest, discrimination
based upon race, religion, or national origin, or
other wrongful conduct of nolice against citizens.

Budget: None originally; in final full year (1966), 317,000,
Procedure:
Complaints: Tither directly to board or referred by the police.

Pre-hearing: After investigation, complaint submitted to a subcom
mittee of lawyers on board o determine if hearing
necessary. Complainant could demand hearing. Late
Executive Secrebtary classified complaints, droppin
the frivolous and obviously fallacious, referring
some complaints elsewhere, sending remainder to
police chief with request for a hearing.

Hearing: No submocna power, Form of hearing adversary., Both
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L.?ties allowed counsel (the‘wccused always with
TOP counsel). If complainants had not coungel,
board acted in their behalf. Witnesses brought by
either side,  Rules of evidence, relaxed. No
records kent except for disposition. Decision by
) majority vote without formal opinion.
Advisal: Recommendation on disciplining sent to police chief
é414;71,>_#fgggﬂggygr. _;i_ga%@f disagreed,‘mayor aqt§q as
informal arbiter. PAB also advised on policles.
Comment: PAR hampered and subsequently destroyed by political
vulnerability of mayoral commission, The board
was largely unknown and had no congistent access
to complaints. Tt had no initial budget, office
space, staff, or rules of procedure, its rules
being derived from the members' interpretation of
their mandate. The relationship of PAB and police
chief (until Rizzo) was good, requests for hearings
invariably being conceded and advise, often fol-
lowed., In 1959 and 1067-9, injunctions 1imited the
PAB to informal arbitration. A policy recommenda-
tion on the procedures in handcuffing suspects was
adopted by the police department.

Statistics:

DISPOSITION OF COMPLAINTS HANDLED BY % (1958~69)
Police .discipline before hearing 2%
Hearings:
Discipline recommended 6%
Adjustment or redress by
police recommended 3%
. No recommendation 7%
Conciliation, apology or explana-
tion of policy 20%
Complaint withdrawn 12%
Case closed (Complainant or officer
unavailable, insufficient data) %3%
Open_when board dissolved 17%
Total # of cases.= 868
DISPOSILION. O COMPLALNTS HANDLED (1958--66.)
Total # of hearings 627
Settled or dropped 400
Hearings 150
Adverse decisions 4.4
Dismissals 2 !
Suspensions (to % months) 23
Reprimands L L 19 |
pHIEF COMPLAINTS BY ¥ Compiainants Lo PAB (1958~69)
Brutality 42% Majority non white (78%)
{arassment 22% i Majority low income
{I1legal entry With criminal records 1/3
i and Seizure __ 19% | Convicted of a felony _ 8%

NEW YORK_CITY (CIVILIAN COMPLAINT REVIEW BOARD)

Chronology: WMayor Lindsey replaces outgoing police chief with one

who agreecs to a majority of civilians on CCRB-—~1966

Mayor appoints four civilians to CORB-—=7/66

Referendum filed by Policemans Benevolent Association
(PBA)- and Independent Citizens Committee Against
Police Review Boards———-7/66 ’

After campaign heavy with racist and 'law and order!
politics, referendum carried and board dissolved——

11/66
Legal Position: Internal organ of NYED
Composition: 7 members (4 civilian, % police); staff, police
investigative services
Powers: To advise police chief to hold police trial; no
subpoena power,
Comment: This board was long on investigative resources, but

short cn power. In addition, but a bare majority
were civilians., However, with the publicity given
it by the Lindsey campaign end the ability to
gather all complaints filed with any division oxr
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Statistics:

e

' dinot of the police, the ¢ "3 peceived 440 com-
plaintg~---—over half the number referred to Philadel~
phiats PAB in nearly 11 yzars-———in just 4 months.

icompialnts to CCOhB

‘Referred elsewhere

Conciliated

iUnsubstantiated
Sent to police chief

for action

10}
5518
110:

51

“eft when dissolved 260!

PBERKELEY CAL. (POLICE REVIEW,CGMMISSION)

- Tegal Position:
_Composition:

Powers:

Procedures
Complaints

Pre~hearings

fleaiing:

Advigal:

Comment:

Rgstablished by ordinance as an independent pody.
9 members, appointed by individual members of the

Rerkeley City Council. Wo appointee may be an
employee of the ¢ity; staff hired by ‘the PRC as
needed, presently but one investigator.

Power of subpoena. Power to demand of any civy

agency material the PRC deems germane 1o its
proceedings. To.give advise to the public, the
City Council, the gity Manager, and the Chief of
Police on all policies and procedures, written or
unwritten, of all policing agencies operating in
the city and to advise disciplining of accused
officers. .

Complaints filed directly with the PRC, the police,

or the city clerk on specific complaint: forms.

Upon receipt of a complaint, the complainant, the

police chief and the accused officer is apprised
the complaint has been assigned to the investiga-
tor and given material expiaining the hearing
‘process.- The investigator gathers a1l pertinent
data and interviews -the principals and ~witnegses.
He may attempt a .conciliatory meeting.

The trial -board consists of 3 members of thne PRC

(empanelled in rotation among the mémbers) | The
hearing is adversary, and all participants are
apprised of their constitutional rights; including
counsel., Each member of the trial board, the prin-
pals and their counsel may cross—examine and. the
rules of evidence are relsxed to 'reasonable man'
standards. A.decision is reached by a majority
vote on the preponderance of the evidence.

4 verdict of sustained .or not sustained 1is immedi-

ately sent with the investigation report to. the
complainant, the accused, the City Council, the
City Menager, and the Chief of Police. Any: action
taken, if any, is the responsibility of the City
Council, thz City Maneger, and the Chief of Police.

Although the Berkeley Board was established in

Hovember, 1973, the final two members were just
appointed in July. Turther, the PRC's single
investigator was but recently hired, a most misexr-
iy staff. In regards to the redundan’ advisory
capacity of the PRC, the unworkability of agree-
ment among the City Manager, the ¢ity Council (as
individuals or as majority decision?) and the
police chief is apparent, Obviocusly the power
would devolve ) the chief and the others either
like it or caiv=~ a rov. The very real possibility
the boardis ad -se will pe ignored ‘tempers our
admiration of » PRG's comprehensive investiga~
tory powers ai pubiic presence. The distance
between the board members and the populace, the
insulation factor of appointment by individual
members of the Berkelel City Council, indicates a
possible failure of accountability of the members
to the general populace. Nonetheless, it is a
gignificant step forward toward an €ven better
solution to the problem of citizen control of
their police forces. -
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CONCLUSION! X CITIZEN REVIEW BOARDS i 8D

There have been but seven police review boards, only one of which
8111l exists and none with the power to enforce its decisions, The
make~-up of the boards was rarely civilian in total~~~ex-police,
plain clothes police, and line police forming a significant portion
of all but the boards of Washington D,C, and Berkeley. An adequate
investigative staff is missing from all but New York's which had use
of the NYPD investigative services. Berkeley alone has an indepen--
dent staff with real investigative powers; however,; at present there
is but one investigator—--~hardly an adequate staff., This may yet be
changed for the better. Most boards were highly vuinerable to poli-
tical manipulations inasmuch as they were extensions of mayoral
bower, not independently defined bodies. The others, again excepting
Berkeley, were interior to the police department. Although all the
boards practiced racial and ethnic diversity in their membership,
there were never attempts to enpanel representatives of the various
communities, Berkeley, for all its requests for citizen participa-
tion, has no provisos for the inclusion of the populace as a whole,
- the poor, or the minorities in the membership -of the bhoard. None of
. -the boards was adequately funded, inasmuch as they were usually off

the top of someone's head, We have no information on the budgeting
of Berkeley's board, but a lack might account for their single exa-
miner.  Only Berkeley and Philadelphia have attempted to examine
policyE—ABerkeley's ordinance being particularly commendable in this
respect,

CORETLETWTS SUSMTTTED T 555 335 3675 {partial] =165

Brutality — Fxcessive Foroo Unnecessary Yorce
Unfounded 10 17 - 20
Ixonerated 8 45 44
Not: Sustained 2 7 4
Sustained 0 0 2
Total 20 69 76

COMPLATNTS SUBMITTED T0 S50 TID 1975 (partial Y = 188 ,
o - . Excesgive Force Unnecessgary. 2orce Harassment
Unfounded = - 28 i .

; - 18 10

Exonerated 81 27 4

* Not. Sustairied 8 5 3

Sustained .0 4 0

Total 117 51 7
COMMENT

The above tables lack a figure for the number of complaints of
harassment and their determinagtion, Barring that figure, these
figures attest to the official reality of brutality and harassment
-.An-Seattle., The tables are ambiguous in their categories. The

determination of what constitutes brutality as opposed 1o excessive
force or excessive force as opposed to unnecessary force is unstated,
indeed we fail to see where one could draw the boundaries. Appar~
ently the IID concurs with us since it has seemingly incorporated
complaints of brutality with those of excessive force in the 1973
report, When we compare the figures of the IID with those of Phila~
delphia, we sece one startling difference, the percentage 0f cases
~An which the police were deemed. culpable,  In Seattle, the percen-
tage of judgments declared sustained over a two year period dealing
with brutality or harassment wss less than two percent. On the full
scale, .in 1973 there were a total of 375 complaints of which 37 were
upheld or a percentage of about 10. This of course includes an
unknown number of offenses internal to the SPD. If we check the
chart of complaints handled 195866, we find a record of culpability
of 30% in the hearings. And, though the items are not broken down
by subject, we must remember that 64% of all the complaints to the
Philadelphia PAB were on either brutality or harassment, leading us
to helieve that a substantial number of these decisions concerned
those complaints. Also, the PAB was reputediy very lenient to the
police accused, a reputation supported by their long-time easy z.880-~
ciation with the chief of police. The conclusion unmistakeably
arises that the determinations of the IID are largely dependent on
the need to protect the department not the public—~-a whitewash,
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August 16, 1974

'Co'u'ncilm'an Randy Revelle
Seattle City Council
11 OO Mumc1pa1 Buﬂdmg

g ,Dear‘erz. 'Revelle:

' > You have requeSLed our: Peply to CF-279625, which is a petition
“ - for establishment of a Citizens Review Board to réeview police
) rmsconduct ‘complaints.

)Attachedrher‘eto is orur‘,r'esponse to this petition, together with

“supporting documents .

Very truly yours, -

A 5 eon

R. L. HANSON
Chief of Police, Interim

: RLH:mn
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STOP Petition

PROPOSED CIVILIAN REVIEW BOARD ORDINANCE

I.

)

=
3,
]

IT,

As to the problem:

Irn 1973, the men and women of the Seattle Police Department:
1} made 24,000 arrests
2)  wrote 109,000 traffic tickets

handled 203,000 calls where a police unit was dispatched

3)
4) made thousands of additional contacts (field in’te.rrogations,‘

traffic verbal warnings, etc.) not counted in official statistics

There were eighty~five of these events where officers were assaulted.

‘with dangerous weapons and another 846 where they were assaulted

without weapons.

'Dm‘ing that same period of time, the Internal Investigatiohs Division

received and investigated 375 complaints against policerﬁen for the
manner. in which one of these events was handled, less than half of
which involved allegations of improper or exéessive use ;)f force .
Roughly one éut- of one thousand police actions. This does not indicate
a department ﬂxat routinely engages in brutal or repressive tactics, and

certainly does not indicate a problem.
Civilian Review Boards, in general
We have attached a report titled "Advantages and Disadvantages of

Civilian Review Boards and Alternates” as evidence that our remarks

&




here are not uninformed. The bibliocgraphy appended thereto is length‘y
and, we think, complate. We also append a study by william H. Rogers,
Assopiate Professor of Law,' University ot wWashington, July, 1970. Our
current disciplinary procedures ard modeled very closely after the recom-
mendations contained in that study. These procedures have been, and

are, subject to continuous review and refinement.

Since these procedures are ipcorporated by reference into the Police
Guild lebor agreement with the City, major changes are made with great

care and only after significant negotiation with, and. concurrence by, the '

Seattie Police Guild,

Our review of all the available literature; and particularly' the higtory”
of civilian review boards where they have been implemenied, fcomrlinc}ers
us they have been largely unsuccessful and have little likelihood of

succeess.

Given all the foregoing, we would think it unwise to abandon a process
that is working reasonably well and improving witr time in favor ofa

process which has been largely discredited by iis own history.

We would recommend against a "Civilian Review Board" in any form.
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STOP Proposed Ordinance

The proposed ordinance has numerous flaws. Among these are:

A.

"Autonomous Roard”
Article V, Sec. 2 of the City Charter specifically places
responsibility with the Mavyor "except insofar as such enforce-

ment, direction and control is by this charter reposed in some

other cofficer or board,...."
We interpret this as requiring an amendment to the Charter to

create an "autonomous" board.

- Sec, 3, ‘Powers; sub "b" “"enforce disciplinary action.”

Violates both Article VI, Sec. 4 and Article V, Sec. 2 of the

City Charter, as well as existing Civil Service Rules.

Section 4, Composition and Qualifications

Given the rather stringent limitations on both the éverall make-up
of the propos'ed board and its individual members, the proposed
ordinance effectively disenfranchises over 50% of the residents
and voters of this City. We question the constitutionality of suc"h
restrictions. Many community organizations are prevented from
participation by these provisions.

Removal of members from the Board.

No provision is made for removal for cause by anyrelected govern-

ment official or legally constituted body.




E. Section 12

It is proposed that this Board have access to any documents

or records it deems pertinent, a provision which goes well

beyond existing law.

F. Section 13
Existing Internal Investigation Division files have been created

under case law and Guild agreement that such files would remain

confidential. This provision for transfer of files would be in
violation of all pz‘evioué agreements entered into:by the City with

employee groups,-and is therefore of guestionable legality,

 SUMMARY
The overriding tone of this proposed ordinance indicates a'philosophy
of government at odds with the Constitution of the United States, “the

* State of Washington Constitution and the Charter of:this City,

This may well be its biggest flaw.







Zﬁiscipliﬂing the Officer: A Model Order

¥
for Police Departments .

RESEARCH AND INSPECTIONS
DIVISION ca

£
william H. Rodgers, JTs s Associate
professor of 1ow, University of waghington;

July 23, 1970

*This regsearch ves prepared under & grent from the Natiomsl Instcitute of
1aw mnforcenent and Criminal Justice, Luw mnforcenent Asslstance Administratics,
United States peperiment of Justice. The fact that the Mational Tnstitute of

- iay Enforcement and Criminal Justice furnished financial gupport to the activigy
described in ¢nis publicetion does nob necessarily indicate the concurrence

of the fnstitute in the stateuents OF conclusions contained herein.
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1. Introduction

Discovering a suitable mechanisn ror resclving charges of police mal-~
practices long has challenged the ingenuity of interested obgervers. With
rare exceptions, popular--and perforce politicali--~clamor for enforcing effec~
Vﬁive diseipline in police ranks has peen transiated into proposels to implement
' external surveillance of police practices. The notion of civilian-demineted
review boards, once guite popular bub now largely discredited, nas been revived
and intensified throughout the country in the form of proposals for ad hot
civilian investigatory groups, formal ccnmissions and, most emphatically,'thé
‘ombudsman.

Superficially, this preference for an sxternal review procedure is sure
prising. Sound administration requires:that any svatem of disciplinary machinery
'Vﬁcbncéntzate on strengthening internal procedures, reserving external review

;for'thé extraordinery, sensatiopel or intractabie case. on the other hand,
where police are concerned, acedemic dogma holds that irternel decisions sbout
: disciplinary matiers rarely will be accepted as credible by lerge segments

-of a skepticel community . rPresumably, based vpon this summpary evaluation of
“the futilisy of internnl disciplinary machinery, interested academes largely
nave sbandoned ¢fforts to work within police departmenks and have cuncentrated
their energies and resources upon refining and analyzing exteenal grisvance
mechanisns. Undoubtedly theye are other reasons for failure of researchers
%o exsaine closely internal dsseiplinary practices in police deparimentse-

a dearth of published jnformwation, inaccessibility of records and personnel,
rack of cooperation by police, and suspicion and timidity améng those who
simply sre reluctent to gather the data at the working level. Whatever the
causes, it is cleer thet jaw enforcement agencies have received 1ittle outside

agsistance in formulating prceedures governing guestions of discipliine.
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From these assumptions arose the present research, which wag based, in large

:,pért, upon an empirical investigation of practices within the Seattle Police
': Department. The methodology of the project duving the one year grant period

~was as follows: @ survey was made of ihe existing libterature and the procedures

enfcrce& in saveyal depariments throughout the United Statesa1 Interviews

" were conducted with various persons in the Seattle ccmmunity who come into con-

tact with the police disciplinary machinery--officers, ccamplainants, minority

citizens, representatives of community action groups and public officials.

','Ccmplaints wers monitored at various stages of the process to test the respon-

“siveness of the system. Finally, a sample of the 1069 complaini file of the

Internal Investigations Division of the Seattle Pollce Department was examined

to determine the types of cases resolved by the internal complaint mechanism.

Seattle, no less than other cities in the United States, historically has -

been quite primitive in handling questions of police discipline. Externsl
. remedies of all types are svailable in theory in this eity but are satisfactory
] only occasionslly. Presently a well informed Seattle citizen, who has a grie~

vance charging misconduct by & police officer, may file & complaint with the

cburts, the Human Rights Commiscion. State Board Against Discrimination,
Citizen®s Service Bureau, the Troubleshooter Column GI the Séattle Times, the
City Council ox the Mayor's office. Soon he will be sble to file a grievance
with the Office of Citizen Ccmplaints, an ombudsman-type institution presently
veing implemented Jointly with King County pursuant to an 0ffice of Econcmic

COpportunity gr&nt.3 The purpose of the research was to determine hoy and to

" wnat ends the disciplinary machinery of the department iigelf functioned with-

ip this proliferation of possible remedies.

Recognizing deficiencies in present practices, the Seattle Police Depart-

ment several times during the course of the project has revised its General

e




 the Central Area.”

G

Order deeling with disciplinary procedures. At the ocubset. it must be ack-
nowleaged empratically that issuing a Pes declsrations aboub discipline cennot
alone reduce inevitable frictions between the decartment and the OO cemunity

it serves. Spirited words mean 1little if not becked by &n equally firm commit~
ment from the administrators. Many cemplainents fail 6o discover the svsilsbla
m&chinéry; some never will be pleassd by the fairest of procedures; oceagional
dizputas raise igeues immune Trom resoluticn by a formal procedure;u scme
controversies, such as alleged criminal violations or illegalities in depari-
méntal policy, are destiued for higher Porumg~-~the courts, the grand jury or
the cmbudsman. As this reportwm being written, & federal perjuiy trial in
Seattle of an ex-Asslstant Chief of the Sesthtle Police Department pmoduced:
testimony documenting an extenéive pay-off system within the depariment impli-
cating several officers presently on the forze and resching the Hghest

echelons of the ste.ff?.5 one officer has testified that in 1968 he resigned

_within one wesk of his appointment by the mayor &s hesd of the 1nternal iavesti~

: g&tians unit because the Chief became “"irritated” when the new ccumander "re-

fused to limit his investigations to complaints of brutality from persons in -
6

‘phat internal investigations could not nncover instances of wholesale

o corruption within a department is discouraging though 1nsightfu1. That in-

ternal investigations might be useful in resolving "complaints of bputality fram
persons in the Central Area" is encouraging and nlso insightful. Conceding that
some types of controversies about pclice conduct are meet for other forums or
insoluble in sny legel system, there nonethelezs remains 2 substantial number

of disputes which cen be and ere resolved by internal police disciplinary
machinery. Most metropolitan police departments bave some procedure for re-

ceiving and processing complaints sbouk department personnel and all departments

3
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have an internal discinlinary mechanism. In Jeabtle, aa elagewhere; complaints
are filed through criinery channels, considerel and decisions are madéz somes
times favorebly te the officer, sometimes not. Recent statistics, hollow in
themselves, disclose that during the first three months of 1970 a total of one
hundred ccmplaints alleging police misconduet were 10gged and filed. Fifey-
nine investigations were completed by April 1, eight of which resuited in
disciplinary setion.! During 1669 officers were fired for accepbing bribes
and thievirg from priseners, admonished for driving carelessly and referred for
psychological counseling for cursing citizens. ‘These reports, like all others
emanating frem an administrative agency, are subject to the usual charges of
whitewash, distortion and manipulation. Probably, no interunal system of
grievance procedures could be drawn that would avedd charges that it is a "one~
sided” instrunment useful as a publicity Yool for police probaganda;g a prop

for mainteining departmental merale;9 or inherently untrustworthy to large
segments of the communityelg But to argue that an institution suffers from
acﬁual or perceived limitations is not to prove that efforts to. strengthen that
Vinsﬁitﬁtion are misguided.

A model procedure should be functional, readily1understanﬁab1e by & rookie
policeman or an ordinary eitizen. It must contain sufficient specificity,
nonetheless, to impose a cleay rule of 1law in a field where administrative
discretion--or abuse--has undergone little scrutiny. Many of the departmental
orders surveyed left large gaps in prcceﬁurell and one major department operated
without any written rules of procedure atb 311.12 Improving the process is
the objective of this study.

II. The Model Order

Section 1.00 STATEMENT OF PURPOSE

A relstionship of trust and confidence oetween members of the police

department and the ccomunity they serve is esgential to effective law zn-
forcement. Police officers must be free to exercise their best judgment




and to initiate law enforcement mction in a reasomable, lawful and
impartial manner without fear of reprisal. 8o, too, enforcers of the law
have a special obiigation to respect meticulcusly the rights of all per-
sons. The [ ] Department ] achnowledges its responsibility
to establish e system of compiaint and disciplinary procedures which not
only will subject the officer to corrxective action when he conducts
himself improperly but al~: will protect him from unwarranted criticlsm
when he discharges his dutiecs properly. 1% is the purpose of these
procedures to provide a promph, Jjust, open and expeditious disposibion
of ¢omplaints regarding the conduct of members and employees of the De-
partment. To this end, the | , Departuent ] welcomes from
citizens of the ccxmunity constructive criticism of the Department and
valid complaints against its members or procedures.

The overriding objective of the procedures, here articulated, is te
foster jmproved service to the public the department serves. Bringing the
éélinquents to book serves not only to upgrade the general level of perfor-
mance end enhance departmental morale bubt also makes evident a sense of respon-
sibllity %0 the community st large. Of equal importance is the need to expose

the unfounded, false or malicious complaint which, standing unrefuted, would

?5 ' tend: to undermine that public confidence so essential to the continuation of
effective law enforcement.
Section 2.00 DEFINITIONS.

2.01 "Aggrieved party” means the person or persons claiming to have
suffeved abuse or injury from the misconduct of & member of the depart-
ment..

2.02 "Compleing " means the person who files a ccmplaint with Che
department alleging the commission of a major vieolstion or infrection by
a member or members of the department and includes any aggrieved party

and any person or group who assists him in filing the ccmplaint.

.03 “"Exonerated" mesns the classification assigned to a camplaint
where the incident complaiued of occurred but was lawful and proper.

2.04 "Hearing Board” or "Board" means the group of members selected
by the Chief of Police to adjudicate ccemplainte. .

2.05 "Infraction" mcans a violation of departmental rules and regu-
lations defining transgressions that are not major violetions.

2.06 "Major viclation" includes:




(1} & violation of statutes and ordinances definingm eriminal
offensesas

(2) +the use of unmecessary of execessive foree; .
(3) discourtesy or the use of sbusive apd iasulting langiage;

(%) language or conduct whivh is devogatory of & person's race,
religion, 1ife style o mablonal origiv; or

(%) abuse of authority-

2.07 "Member" means both svorn and civiillen, including tesporary, eme
ployees of the department.

5.08 "Not sustained” means the clagsification assigned to & com-
plaint where there is insufficient evidence either to prove or lisprove
the allegation.

2,09 “"Removal’ means the termination of e member's employment in
the department.

2,10 "gules and Regulstions” wean the administrative acts promul-
gated by the“Chief of Police which are designed to regulate departmental
gstandards of conduct and appearance. :

2.11 “Suspension” means the tewporary excusing of a merter from
active employment for a definite period of time. '

2.12 "Suspension, investigative” means the temporary excusing of &
menber from achive employment for & period of time no longer thar forty-
eight (L8) hours pending the investigetion of a complaiat.

2.13 "Sustained’ means the classification assigned tc a cezplaint
where the allegations ar: supported by a preponderance of the evidence.

5.1k "Unfownded" means the classification ascigned to & compliaint
where the sllepation complained of is foise or not supported Ty the
evidence.

2.15 "Witness" means a person who can droduce evidence relevant
t0 an alleged major violation or infraction.

Most procedures used by major polize derariments lack a defivticns section

with & consequent contribution to amhiguity. The definitions here set forth
are crucisl to an understapding of the scope ard purposes of the Mxdel. A

fow major policy declsions will be mentiored e% thisz point.
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for investigated cov omplaints pecomnended by she Interpational spsociat
Chiefs of ?ﬁlﬁ@@““&ﬁﬁﬁéf&i%ﬁ; not sustained. susioined and anfounded . MGE
departments p¥ cegently nbide by these clapsgifications which geBE?ally have
gerved the dual purpose of simpliciby and specificivy. i Tinding of exonerated
is equivalent %o treditional notions of excuse and 3&st§fieatia. in tort orv
cpininal law. Tllustrabive is the case in centtle of the off-duby police
officer wno tock ateps ¥o subduz a belligerant, dpunken driver unbil officers
wag
of the state patyol arrived to make all arrest. The plaincl@ﬁhesmaﬁfchargéi
with brukality by the outraged citizen. The compleint was ﬁngLrlj classified
as exonerated--that 18, the force used was jugtifiable-~on the strength of &
subpgequent drunken driving convicticon of the ccmplainand srd & ccmmendation of
the officer by the 3 Qtate paircl. There j& no doubt that an internal investi-
gating authority musb deal wilh clear cases of excuse and jmstiiie&tion no less
$han other adjudicative bodies.

A conclusion thet a canplaint is "not sustained’ must ve premised upon
ghe ingufficiency of evidence Yasther to prove OF diaprove the allegaticnﬁ
Manv snpvectigetions- scme 10% in Seatble--fail to Lurn up enough information
40 vesolve the controversy. in these CRS2S, manifestly, no ganction would
ve appropriatz bub at the seme bime aeddling the sulitor és a "loser in & ¢on-
test with o meober of the depavtument. 15 wholly jnappropriate. 4 patient
explanation thad the department bas s 3neufficient information go decide” is
a corvect disposition and oue thatb, proper 1y expigined, neeg nobt offend Lae
complainant who may be right on the mes<te.  On b oouber ha;\§ pranding a

complaint wunfounded” goes to the nerits and concludes ynat the aggrieved party

was & liar, 2 ool oy raason&b§3~mﬁstakeﬁn



Judicial notions of burden of proof generally ere rejected in the defi-
nitions with the exception of & complaint "sustained” which must be sapported
“by a preponderance of the evidence.” The impcsition of sanctions agsunes an
acceptable level of proof which in disciplinary cases is thought to be gatis-
fied by the "prepondaerance” standard of civil cases.lh ghort of such a firding
of culpability, it is believed that discussions of burden of proof would serve
only to muddy comnunication between interested parties. IL is sufficient s
iﬁform the aggrieved pafty that "you are wrong; or "we don't have enocugh fasts
to tell you whether you are right or wrong'; or’you are right aboot the
facts but the officer was right in what he did.”

The draft embraces the distinction, preferred now by a few departments, 7
between minor "infractious" and "mejor violations.” Distinguishing between
complaints at the recepbion stage vas thought to be helpful for purposes of
establishing priorities for investigation and review and indicating what
penalties may be imposed. Plainly, the categories are not danutable so that
complaints at any stage of investigetion may be reclussified and reassigned
as'appropriatee

The distinctions arve largely self-evident. That caarges of criminal con-
duct be treated as a "major violation” under §2.06(1) is herdly debatable.
Widespread end dameging cynicism about all operations of the Seattle Police
Lepartment has resulted from the recent court disclosures of eriminal activity
among police officers. Brutality cases, 8o well, under §2.06(2), are depomi-
nated major cases, both because of the serious nature of the vielation and its
potential for creating widespread community resentment. The iast three Sestile

mayors have monitored closely all incidents of alleged brutality. Recial inci-

dents apd the "use of abusive and insullting 1anguage” also are thought to be




sufficieﬂily brovocative to deserve treatment s. aaicr violakions. Laztly, the
looge category of “abuge of authority” 1s include. ¥ cover cases whege the
status of the offender as 5 police officer serves to aggravate an incident that
might go wnoticed if carmitted by a momber of the general publie. Minor
braffic offengses, the "borroving” of a newspaper from a gtand withouh psyoent,
or the use of a police car to go shopping f'or groceries cssumes a special
geverlty given the privileged gtatus of the vioiator.

"Infractions” ave described broadly as ell transgressions of deparimental
regulations not treated as "major violations.” Most poiice depariments, like
most msjor employers, have g vgue collection of mandates to guide the sloppy,
the neglectful end the lazy. Unshined shoes, lost revolvers and slumbering
workers are inevitable recurrences in a lerge governmental agency. For the most
part, minor "infractions,” from camplaint to disposition, are likely to be
dealt with without a formal allegation fram an outsider. The Model avoids
sttempting to delineate the limits of the powers of a department to discipline
its personnel. The length of an officer's lccks,ls the strength of his credit

7 and the intensity of his premayital sexual relationshipslé are among

rating
the more exotic subjects treated in existing regulations.

Section 3.C0 APPLICABILITY

These procedures shall apply to ell members of the departmer.,
whether on or off duty, with the exception of the Chief of Police

and other personnel subject to summary removal, demotion or suspen-

sion by the Chief of Pelice.

The decision to apply the procedures to off-duty membera of the deparg-
ment is consistent with the usual praetieelg end responsive to the empirical
evidence in Seattle which discloses g surprisingly high nwber of of f-duty
inclidents handled through the department's machinery. Distinguishing between

the privete and public lives of a policeman apparently is not usually done by



the oprdinsry citizen. Invariably. the depariment has an intevest in claims
of brutality or sbuse of office taking place while the offender happens to be
out of uniform. The shooting of & legro by an off-duty policemsn in Sea%ﬁle
several yesrs ago is still cited today as an especially acute cause of 1ll
feelings between police and the black communiby.

Exempting the Chief end his inmediate entourage aceords with accepted
sdminisbrative practice. The (hief, who is responsible for administration,
generally has summary peowers to appoint or dismiss Assistant Chiefe, Majors

or Police Tegal Advigors.

“PHuese key men, like most others st the top, proper-
1y are subject o the whims of their boss.

L .00 PROCESSING OF COMPLAINTS

84,01 Source of Complaints

The depsrtment shall receive complaints from any source alleging
an <infracticn or major violation.

Thiz deceptively simple provision is designed %o overcome -~ 1imsi-
tations on thé aligibility of persons who may file caplaints. It is )
assuned that all

attempts to restrict sources of complaints pose

unrealistic obstacles to legitimate grievances. Scme with legitimate claims,
especisally smong minority groups, are gtifled by a fat:l.sm that feeds on
ignorance, fear and past disappointments. A few, such as sbtreet walkers with
conplaints of harassmeat, refuse to ccmplain because they do not wish to in-
yite s formal police inguiry into their shady activities. But there iz, in
addition, sufficient documentation of police harassment of complainants inm
seattle and elsewhere to make understendeblie the reluctance of even the most
well intentioned %o press their claims. During one perdiod it was reported

that the Washington, D.C. police department lodged criminal charges of filing

10



a false veport against ¥ of all persons attony rneing to file eomplaints &llos -

e )
ing police nisconduct. “r rpses of physical abuse spsinst the vocal aggrivvec

&

%\

nlso have been recordel. Deterring cemple inants may be more

shed. During a distichance in the swmer oF 1669 in Seattle's

e

District the cwner of & szall cabareb clnimed he was begben by two members o
the police department’s tactical squad as he nttempted o escort two femals
employees through an alley %o see them safely home, Several days later tws
of his friends who exe members of the police Force per rovaded him to refrain
from $1ling & complaizt. They reminded him thet his application for a liguey
1icense for his cabarss required the signature of the captain of the local
precinet and, accordingly, the uge of @imﬁfé"bi&ﬁ upa advisaeble. The intexr~
viewer was reninded, "'t menlion my name, you understand "

These and other izsidents create an atmosphere of suspicion and feay

" that deters the filing of complaints even though the doors may be genuinely
open as almost all ctservers jnsist they are in the offices of seatible's
internal Investigsticns Division. T this setting it is simply wirealistic
to expect everyone to ccme directly %o the department or g0 to 2 “fyiendly”
public official with kig grievance. Intermediary groups can help hridge

the gap. In Seattle, sve Humen Rights Commission, smeyican Civil Liberties

tUnion ard the Model Cities 1aw and Justice Task Force have served as active

reception groups for yeceiving, screening, and passing on complaints to the

department. More recently, VISTA volunteers and the Publis Defender's Office

actively have sought to discover snstances of allepged police miscenduct for

consideration by the deyartment. This practice of allowing snother to file &
cemplaint on behalf cf an aggrieved person is preserved by She draft in

§§ 2.01; 2.02.
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4.02 Ancnymous compleints

Anonymous coaplaints shall be secepted and may. be jpvestigated
at the discretion of the conmanding officer of the Tonternal Investi-
gationg Division.
This provigion is & reaffirmation of §b.0L which declares that the depart-
ment "shall receive ccmplaints fram any source.” There is, in principle, 0o
reason to reject anonymous complaints sumeerily, gspecially where legitimate
Pears are a well documented deterrent. The police department no less than
the public restaurant ghould be anxious 1o solicit helpful tips end suggestions
from scmeone who wighes to preserve nig privacy. Indeed one could detect
hypocrisy in a department anxious to investigate an outs. dev on the bagis of
An 8nonymous tipET but reluctant to jnvestigate one of 1ts own On similar
wnverified grounds. In Sesttle anonymous gipsters have led to the identification
of officers who were using vehicles for unsubhorized purposes. This is not ge

say,rof course, that complaints f£iled anonynously should be treated with the

same consideration as thoge from & MOre eredible source bub neither should they

‘be ignored albogether. The course of action, in any event, should be left

to the comuander of the Internal Investigations Division.

.03 Torm of complaint

A caoplaint moy be £iled in person, BY writing o telephoning any
member of the department .

Many departments further clog the complaint process by erecting procedural
impedimenﬁs designed to discourage all but the wmost determined. A 1969 act
of the Texas legislature reguires that a ccmplaint against an officer be in
yriting end signed by the cemplaiﬁant,28 The c¢ity charter of Rochester, Hew

)

vork vequires the complaint to be written, signed, and verifiedggg Teparte

O ~
mental rules in Buffale,3 Indianapelis,Bl Nﬁwarkse and Washington, B.C.33

inpose similax 1imitations .
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4,04 Timeliness of complaint

A complaing must be filed with the police department wizhin sixty
(60) days after the date of the alleged incident. A compiaint filed
after that time will be investigated at the duscrebtion of the commanding
officer of the Internal Investigation Division.

The limitetion pericd is supported by the familiar reasons <f fading
remeries and disappearing witnesses that meke difficult the investigation
of stale compleints. The Seattle experience has been that a limitation period
almost never would bar a legitimate complaint because the griper iaveriably
reachs with rapidity to an unsavory contact that inspires him to teke action.
Authcriz:‘mg a discretionary waiveyr of the time bar is defensible sinece the
provision seeks to accomplish only a general divective for investigational
priorities not an opportunity for slamming the door on scemingly meritorious
ctmplainds.

4 .05 Receipt of Ccmplaint

-

(1) A member of the; department receiving e complaint ghall record
a1l pertinent facts and informetion, including the:

{a) noture of the alleged incident;

(b) dgate of 8lleged incident;

{(c) rplace vhere alleged incident sccur=d;

(a) neme of member of department involved or his badge number or
any othgz desrription;

¢) name, BAAress, and/cr telephone number of Y0 SRR

( ) the complainant &né of allpknmvsn *si‘grgiszé bhe aggricved party:

(f) sweesy of complaing with d

o e
2y

etails of the alleged violation.

3
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{2) A member receiving a complaint shall report the jnformation
miﬁiatély to the commending officer of the Intermal Tnvestigetions
Division. '

PR ",

Logzing complaints is & simple matber of Tilling out & form in wmosh de-
partments. Tt is & form with vhieh all members of the department should become

familiar. The ususl stories about the impossibllity of penetrating a bureav-

cracy have been recited about the Seattle police Department: ccmplaints have
been given false information by depsrimental personnel about where ccmplaints
should be filed and whét form is reguired. One officer, it is slleged, refused
to accept conplaints that were nob notarized though such & requirenent no-

where appears in the departmental yules. Conplaints have been accepbed and

recorded by police officers, never Lo appear in the files of the internal
investigatiéﬁs wit. Cemplainants have been met with the run-a-round, the
put-off and the put-down. This is not to say that filing & ccaplaint with

the police depsrtment ls any moxe difficult nor any easler then filing &

complaint with another agency of government. It is to ssy thet every effort

shouid be urged to improve the accessability of the process. Oakland supplies
a novel bechnigue by distribubiog form complaints on post cgrds carrying the |
sddress of the Chief of Police. The fear that the depariment may be inundated %
with frivolous complaints s no excuse for erecting impediments that may cub | 'z

off meritorious claimg., Jection 4.05{2) , which requires the forwarding of all

canplaints to the Internal Tnvestigations Division, deserves further explana-
“Hion.
5,00 JNVESTIGATION CF CCMPLAINIS

5.01 Internal mvestigations Divisdion

The Internsl Tavestigations Division is the staff unit which
coordinates and exercises staff supervision over the investigation of
cemplaints against members of the department. It shall ensuvre that an
jnvestigation of 21l complaints is conducted.

1h




the information

grall report Lormatis
Tnvestigationsd

(2) a nembhey
the Internsl

immediately to t
Divigion, & O 0@

receiving & compleint
campnding officer of

OPEINS Clmna o peem in most de-
Logeing complaints i8 a simple matter of IL-88 out 8 Form in av

partments. I the depsriment should becene

is & form with which &ll members of
" s s 4 £5 f?,i...n'!,-?, ]
ueual stopies about the impossibilivy of penecrating

purebu-

%
W

{

familiar. The
cracy have been recited about the Seattle Police Depaprtment: complaints have
tal pepsonnel abuud where camplaints
should be filed and whet form is vequired. Une officer, it is alleged, refusec
to accept complaints that were mot notarized though such & requirenent no-
whererappe&rs in the departmental rules. Complaints have been accepted and
recorded by police officers, never to appear in the Tiles of the internal
jinvestigations wnit. Complainunts have been met with the run-a-round, the
put-off and the put-down. This is nob to say that filiog & complaint with
the police department is any more difficult nor any <asier than filing a
complaint with gn@ther agency of govermment. It is to say that every effort
sﬁould be urged to improve the accessability of the prucess. Oskland supplies
a novel technique by distributing Torm complaints on post cards carrying the
addreas of the Chief of Police. The fear thet the department may be inundated
with frivolous complaints is no excuse for erecting impediments that may cut

of f mepitorions claims. Section 4.05(2), which reguires the forwarding of all

complaints to the Internal Investigations Diviaion, deserves further explans«

tion.
5,00 IDNVESTIGATION (F COMPLAINTS

5.01 Internal Tnvestivations Division

The Internal Investigations Division is the steff univ which
coordinates and exercises steff supervision over the investigation of
conplaints sgeinst members of the department. It shall ensure that en
investigation of all compleints is conducted.



5.02 Staff

The Internal Tnvestigations Divisioon shell be gtaffed by a unit of
investigators commanded by 8 captain who shall be directly ge%?ﬁﬁ%i%le
%o the Asgistant Chief.

5,07 1nv@stigati§n

Upon yeceipt of a complaint, the carmanding officer or his de

will determine whether the complaint elleges & major violation of

infrachion. He will assign ecmplaints alleging infracticus to the unib

commander of the accused. Complaints alleging mejor viclations will be
retained by the Internal Investigsblons pivision for investigabion

by its own staff.

Funnelling all complaints to & single investigetive unit 1s as Sapor-
tant as it is difficult to achleve. A large number of departments, reciting
the militery dogma thst "discipline 1g & function of commend ," require the come
manding officer of the accused to conduct an initisl investigatien,Baa De-
servedly, this practice has ‘been the target of much criticism for it offers
an open invitation to the whitewashing that hes undermined many internal
prccedures,33b A fair hearing is aborted when first-1ine supervigors con-
sciously condone the misconduct of officers under their commend sng deliberately
shield them from disciplinaxy action. Alsc, the time demands on tedey's
policemen me»= 3% difficult for & supervisor to depart from his normal tasks to
conduct a compiete jnvestigation. The deficiencies in this gystem can be
eliminated by requiring theb all serious cemplaints be forwarded to a single
unit Tor investigation ox assignuent. Cemplaints alleging major violaticnsu»
ineluding the brutelity aend civil rights cases--will be retained by the in~
vestigative unit while lesser infractions will be routed elsewhere for dis-
gositionagu Plainly, it would be unwise and unyealistic Lo expect every
case of unshined ghoes ©o be passed to the special investigators and back te

the line comuander for an orsl reprimand. But the need for a cenbral, inde~

pendent pody cannot be overemphasized.
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The successful operatios

3 of this procedure JepDeLLd on the

within the department of an ing

R . ¢ 4 oo nOne
independent unit which would sgsume full respon

8ibility Yor the investigatiey of ecwplaints.

by & high-rani <ing ofUicer WO would be

Assistant Chief. Advantages of -inertise.

cenfidenc ¢ obvim . .. i s s
o e are obvious. In large depaptments it would ve @

clude officers with legal. trainin

o, for, in the hapd Cas

gatlon in sensitive areas ic required. The decicicn in
scandal in Secattle to appoint an elite investigative unit of police and grose-~
cutors headed by the former ehief of the Cakland ?‘14;& Department srould te

indicative of the future direction of internal inv estigations. Independenze.

competence and ccomitmeny must be the halimark of 1 cusacleaning efforts within
& department.

An ellte unit ascumes the neces sary resources. An easy way to deempha~
size internal investigations is to scrimp on funds and cut back on campetent
Lersonnel. Being stingy with resources assures delsy, superficially and un-
rnsponaiveness where sp2ed, depth and sensitivity are needed. Until recently,
the investigative unit of the Seattle Police Deparitment was staffed by five
officers who shaved cne small office, three telephones and one typeuriter
and who worked without & secretery, camers or tape recorder. For smaller
departments without necesssry funding, it might be advisable to desipnste cre
high-ranking officer to investigate all complaints. Or, has been guggested,
the department could appoint aned hoc investigative group to handle &1l ocm-
piaints as they arise.as

The mechanics of the investigetion are ncl specified in the rrocedure.
It is assumed that the deparitments will utilire business as usual technigues.
?hysical examinations and photographs will prove useful Iin brutalibty cazes.

In Seettle, a positive polygraph test led to further investigation and ulti-

rately the sustaining of a complaint initially thought to have beern incredib

I?
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Folice officers, no less than other cibizens, of course are sntitled cc the
usual panoply of procedursl rights arising when ine investigation looks thelr
way. Years of agitabion by .lew York city's Patrolmen’s Benevolent Aagociation
has rerulted in the adopiion of a Pill of Rights to safeguard the rignts of

officers invelved in departmental investigations. The precedent s 8 gozd one.

5.0b  gpecial cases

If the complaint alleges wmisconduct on the part of & member assigned
to the Inlernel Tnvestigetions Division, the Chief of Yolice chall
assign the investigation of the cemplsint to another eommanding officey
wiconnected with the Internal Investigations Division, who shall proceed
to investigate in accordance with the provisions of this gection.
Requiring the assignment o anothey unit of conplaints against internal

investigations persomnel is merely an application of the general principle
rejecting the bulli-in conflicts of interest inherent in inflexible insistence
upor the "discipline is a function of ccmmand” notion. Vhere the internal
investigations uni% is called into question cbviously the jntepgrity of the

entire disciplinary machinery is at stake and an objective inguiry dictated.

5.05 (lagsificotion of ccuplaints

Upon completion of an investigation, the commanding officer of the
tnterne) Investigations Divisien shall review the resulus uf the investi-
gations and classify the complaint as either:

{1} unfounded;
(2) excnerateds
(3) no% sustained;
{4} susteined.

The reasons supporting reaffirmation of the IACP's fourfold classificetion
ohenie have been set forth earlier.

5.06 Review by Chief

The ccmmending officer of the Internal Investigations Division shail
forward the v2sulis of the investigation and hls recommendation to the
Chief of Police who shall review the findings and:

17




) concur in {he results ead recconn
) if not satisfied, return the fiie to
further investipation.

(1
(2

The Police Chief is given this pouer of ro
in the interests of sound administration. O

stage, the Chief will interve.e oanly in the mos:

‘where, as here; it 1s assumed that he has vast

3

of members of the department. As & matter of written or umwritten adminis
trative practice, a category of coses over which the Chief will exercise
s;pervis&zy review gradually shovld be defined. The power to punish & fortiovrd
assumes the power to order additional Investigetion.

6.00 AIMINISTRATION OF DISCIPLINE

6.01  Recommendetions

Whenever s complaint bas been classified "sustained,” with the con-
curvence of the Chief of Police a member of the Inbternal Investigations
Division familiar with the case shell meet with the accused's ccmmanding
officer to review the ciycumstances of the violation and the background
of the sccused. The commanding officer shsll meke & disciplinery
reccomendabion to the Chief of Police who may spprove o modify the
recommendation or divect that & trial board be convened. VWhen discipli-
nary achtion has bcen approved by the Chief of Police, the commanding
officer shall notify the accused of the proposed discipline.

Upon & finding by the investigative unit thet misconduct has occurred
the procedure calis for consultation boiween the investigator and the accused's
superior to determine what discipline is sppropriaste. This preserves the

discinlining function of the commanding officer though, as mentioned, he

has lost his investigative powers in serious cases. Plainly, the recommended

punisiment may run the gamut from oral rveprimand 4o vemoval and may teke

pusitive forms such as coungelling, medical or payvehological treatment and

retraining. The Chief of Police, &3 the ultimate administraetive authority,

iz suthorized to modify disvositions reccrmended by the accused's superiors
v

18



though in practice they usuatily will have the jast word. tlost day-to-adey
discipline will ccour within thig framework without resort O aﬁ’mi@ml}
progedurss .

6.02

Halver of Trinl Board

Within U8 houps ¢ ne ti 7 potification, the accused must
ren ghe time B trial bonrd hearing. Any

walve or demand his yigl .
. it nt, if a to 8 N
vaiver must be Vgluﬂigiy ;ﬂé innigitiﬁg gigned by the accused.

6.03 Implementation of discioline

the aceused's ccumanding
diseciplinary petion. The In-
ise staff supervision over

i {3) Upon the signing of o Walver,
of Picer will implement the recommended
ternal Iavestigations Division shall exerc
implementation of the approved discipline.

These provisions, in lsrge part, place the responsibility for initiating
further review upon the affected officer. In serious cases he is afforded
" an opportunity for & de novo hearing before the trial board. He is put to

the choice, however, of walving or demanding his hearing. The signing of a

waiver, which is the eguivalent of e guilby plea within the administrative
process, has the effect of vagtly extending the renge of discipline that can
be administered summarily within the department. For adninistrative con-
venienge, it might be advisable to assune & waiver unless the accused in
writing requests that a Boaxd be convened. In Seattle, the formal trial toard
procedures of the department have been invoked only .once.

4 more conventional procedure would have‘the accused exercise his right
%o a trial board hearing prior to & determintion by the Chief about appro-

priate discipline. This would avoid the Board being unduly influenced by

any prior recenmendetion. On the other hand, advising the accused of the
proposed discipline would afford him more direction about what was at stake,
And in any event, the Chief can order the convening of & trial board withoub

disclosing any prior opinion on the proposed sanction.
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In some respects 4t is misleading to cpesk of an eecwss 20

of & criminal adversary procesding.  Complainls oy ©
vhere individual culprits arve uninow Tilustrative are tIe zzveral complaints
arising out of the disturbance in Seattle's University Distriit in August

1669 where unknown officers of the tactical re allesed to have in-

flicteé, damage on parked cars by deliberately beabting then wita pight sticks.
Tklrough the use of filmed reports supplied by & local televisicn station, the
Tnternal Investigations Unit was eble to ascertein that the nllegations were

6
true though identifying the officers was inpo ssinle.o” The :ity vas advised

%o pay oll claims for property damage in connection with tiz i:éidente
Similarly, on June 3, 1970 day long campus protests over tiz mcvement of Urited
States troops into Cambodia vesulted in numercus ccmplaints ===t plainclothes
officers armed with batons had inflicted unnecessary beatizgz on several
persons in the university area. Though, once again, identifization of the
marauders was impossible the Internal Invesbtigations upit &S%ined reséon«
sibility by identifying an error in judgment by the unit comender who
allowed contact between the officers and civilens under cirizstances likely
¢0 lead to violence. He was demoted and transferred.

Arguably, wvhether or not individual responsibiliby caz te clearly fixed,
s strong case can be made for eliminating the trial beard iz Zorm es well as
in fact. Several departments allow the chiefl to take sumbery action in

37

disciplinary cases without the interposition of & hearing Y=m=l. In most

-3, - g
departments, the Chief has broad powers to aduninister disecl lim,,g Invsrasbly,
g serious disciplinary ection--such as a suspension, demotim: ox discharyge
appealable to a local clvil service commiss’on empowered to =old heari.gs

34
with & full psnoply of procedural rights ;3" A4d to these F2ztors of fubility

8




and duplication the costliness and delay of an internal hearing borr:  gez

the case againat it 1ia well substantiated.

0a the other hand, having a hearing board effords the Chief - mrrrhamivy

to plumb the Judgment of other men in the department prior to approd oy s zmari-

Iy & diseciplinary measure that way effect gravely the career of ar =i iZ.al
officer. The accused himself is given an opportunity to be judged ™ i3 zeers

and to avoid what way be perceived to be persecution by his supericr izre.
over, a hearing allows the ccnplaining citizen to participate dirvec - 2 the
adjudicatcry brocess which he initiated. ! On balance, it was thou:: ‘e
sirable to include provisions for a hearing board.

7.00 TRIAL BOARD HEARINGS

T.QL Applicability. A hearing shall be help upon:

; (1) the cGemand of eny accused who hss been notified of proposes
? disciplinary action based upon & sustained major violatirs

(2) the demand of Bny accused notified of proposed disciplinar—
action based upon a sustained infraction where the recommeriss
‘penalty is suspension for a period of greater than thirty
days, demotion op removal;

(3) the direction of the Chief of Police.

Provision for resort to the hearing procedures is made availabl: -z=e 2pon
direction of the chief op upon insiztence of %the accused in serious o=z,
Under subsection {1) all susteined major violations, which invariablr »sfleqt
adversely on the accused, are grounds for invocation of the trial too~:
procedures. Similarly, infractions where the recommerided penalty is rir-es.
sion fér a period of greater than thirty (30) days, demotion or removy” =&

R -

in motion the trial bosrd procedure. Short of this, penalties for L

T, 8w

mey be administered sumerily. As mentioned, the scope of SUIMAYY 1057 mey

FRLIizent

practically would be extended considerably upon consent of the 8CCULET  Tring

~ T i =B
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the availability of procedural protections to the gravity of the threatened
. €1 7 o IR : 5 R 11
sanctlon is not unknown in the 18v.

T.02 Membership of Hesring Board

The Hearing Boayd r} }} eouposed of {ive (%) wembers of the
departeent whe shall be ci ,ea by " Police o serve torms
¢ i include ome patred.

of one {1) year. The m spehip of the
man, one sergeant, one L}@utcnanav T
chief, cxcept that no member of the
member of the accused. In such event, £
a member of the same or higher rank of couged to gubgtitute for
the ineligible member. WVacanecies shall be fi 11 d within thirlty days.
Board members are elxglblﬁ for f”appélkiﬁ 1% . Three members shall cone

@il a

£

Ul
i

one major or 5Q~3-5§
wid a rank below the
of Pclice shall appoint

i R R DR

stitute a guorum. The Chief of Police shall appoint aen Assistant Chief
t0 serve ag chalrman of the board for one y

Vo immutable principles govern the make-up of the Board. Its sige end

composition refleet a rough effort to assure fairness. A Board of five members

is large enough to assure a cross-sechion of personelities and ranks though

N m;.:anh‘.,;u.u g gl TR e e v el

L
swall enough to avoid being unwieldyo*g Most depariments surveyed rvestrict

: . . \ . . b
membership on the Board to dficers above the rank of lieutenant or captein,

8 judgment rejected here on the ground that common sense is a prerogative

extending t0 the lower vanks as well. @Gains in departmental morale, more-

over, theoretically ere available by opening the Board to the lower ranks.

A simiar concern for morale suggests the provision making ineligiktle any Board

member with & rank below that of the acecused. Asking an officer to sit in

objective judgment of a superior %o vhom he might be responsible later in
V'the day is to ask the impossible.

The Chief is given the power of the appointment on the assumption--
articulated throwghout these procedures--that it is he who is ultimatbely
responsible for departnental discipline. Other permissible varietions would
14mit his appointive powers. One would authorize the Chief to appoint e panel

. ke ,
of officerg from which & Hearing Board is drewn by lot. ° Another would allow




the accused to select one member of the department to sit on the board,; with

-
O

the Chief reserving the right to select the other members. till another
allcws a trial before an impartial arbitrator selected by the partiesch?
The draft Limits the Chief's discpetion--and protects him frow charges of
having convened a kangeroo court--by requiring appointments for & definite
tern of office instead of in response to a particular case.

There is some community gsentiment in Seattle for allowing & rvepresentative
of the public, possibly sppointed by the mayor, Lo sit on the Hearing Roard.
(nly one depariment surveyed allows participation by eivilians: in the Dis-
trict of Columbis an attorney is chosen by 1ot from & panel of attorneys selec-
ted and appointed by copmissioners of the District.us The suggestion, of sourse,
15 still anobher version of the police review board which, for varied reasgcus,
has had & dismal history in this ccuntrysgg citizen involvement is here re-
jected on the ground that, at the initial stages at least, disciplining &
police officer is the responsibility of the department. No internal review
procedures need invite ocutside participation just as ¢hey should not purposi
to foreclose external review if there is dissatisfaction with the performarce

of the department.

7.03 Ineliglble members

(1) ¥o member of the Depavtment currently assigned to the Intermal
nvesbigations Division is eligible for eppointment to the Board.
Any member of the Board who is assigned to the Internal Investi-
gations Divieion during the course of his term on the Board shall
be replaced on the Board by another member of the same rank
selected by the Chief of Police.

(2) Wo member of the Board shall be eligible to sit in judgment on e
complaint which he filed or investigated or has knowledge of as
a witness op if he believes for other reasons that he cannot render
an impertial decision. The Chief of Police shall select another
member of the same rank tO substitute for the ineligible member.



These disgualifications are obvious concessions to the need 0 geparate
rhe accusatory and adjudicatory funcbions of the Board. pllowing the investie
gator and the judge to be the same man 1S &3 anfair to ke accused 83 it is
insulting to the public. As a further ecourtesy to & member of the Boapd, 4€

is permitted to disqualify himself at his opbion.

7.04 Powers and funchions of the board and chairmen

(1) Hearings. ALl hearings to be held under the provisions o this
code shall be conducted bY the Hearing Board.

o
£
—rt

Functlon of Roard. The Board shalls

5 (a) consider all the evidence bearing on the charges contained in

2 the specification;

- {v) determine the c1assification to be essigned to the complaints

E , (c) explain in writing the peasons for deciding upon & classifications
{d) recommend appropriate disciplinary sebion, if any.

{3) TPunction of the Chairmen. The Chalrman shells

s

(a) set o date, time and place for the hearing}
(b) notify the complainant and the gccused of the hearing;
(¢} 4ssue svbpoenas compelling any person to appear. give
: syorn testimony, or produce docunentary or other evidence
k| velevant to a matber under inquirys
? . (dg administer oaths]
(e) decide g1l guestions of procedure and admission of evidence.

Plainly, the reason for the hearing 1s to ventilate fully the circum-
stences of the alleged misconduct. Like the Tnternal Investigations Division

at the investigatory gtage, the punction of the Board is to assign a classi-

it S e i e

i fication to the ccmplaint and to give reasons for its conclusion. A complaint
"gugtained under §2.13 requires & £inding that the "allegations are supported
by & preponderance of the evidence." Manifestly, the findings of the Internal
Tnvestigetions Division and any reccpmendations as %o clagsification will be
part of the record before the Board.

Reguiring the chairman to organize and preside over the heering is con-

sistent with sound administration. pepartments having & police legal sdvisor

2b
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might wish to alliow him to rule on peculiarly legnl questions gy the hearing

B

-~guch 88 on evidentiary matters--il he 45 not conducting the prosecution

of the case.

7.05 Pre-hesping procedure; noblce; specification of charges

The Chairman of the Heering Board shall give at least
aays notice to the accused member of the date, Line and pl
hearing. A specification of charges against the accuse
pared by the Internal Investigations Divigion and sorved
same time notice of hearing is zevved.

pwe]

7.06 Ansvier

The sccused member has f£ive (5) days from the date of service upon
him to prepare and serve an answer which shall be in writing.

7.07 Service on complainant

The notice of the heering, end copies of the specification of
charges and angwer of the accused mewber shall be served on the com-
plaivant st least three (3) deys prior to the date set for hearing.
the decision to convene & formal hearing requires resort to the ususl
indicia of due process in adjudicatory proceedings. Notice and an Oppor-
tunity to prepave the detense are pregerved in the requirement for service of
the specification of charges. Some depariments make discretionary the obli-
gation to sérve an answer,so a practice rejected mere on the ground that re-
quiring the issue %o be joined milgnt contribute $o0 eliminating surprise.
petails of service and pleadings were cmitted purposely in the interests of
the simplicity sought throughout. Service upon the ccmpiaiﬁant is required
to keep him informed as & member of the public allegedly wronged by police
misconéuctg

7,08 Challenge to Members of Board

The accased shall be allowed to challenge any member of the Board
upon good cause shown. A challenge shall be made to the Chaimen of
the Board ab least forty-eight (48) hours vefore the date set for the
hearing and shall be decided by the other members of the Board.

N
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A challenge is sustained if upheld by & divided vote of the members
of She Board. The Chief of Pollce ghall appoint another renber of §he
same rank to substitute for & member guccessfully challenged.
The availability of challenges plainly will turn on the methods of
selecting the Board. Depariments allowing the accused to select zembers of
the Board5l might eliminate the opportunity for challenges of participation
in the selection process suffices Lo off'set any prejudice. Seattle goes fusrther
by allowing the accused both to select one member of the Roard and to exercise
one peremptory challenge and unlimited challenges for cause.52 The draft
opts for unlimited challenges for cause to overcoue any unfairness thought

to result by denying the accused & role inthe selection processt.

7.09 Conduct of hearing

The hearing generally shall be conducted as a "contested case”
within the meaning of applicable administrative law. The Tepartment
legal advisor or city sttorney shall prepare and present the case for
the depaximent. The coamplainant and accused mey be represented by
Counsel. All witnesses may be questioned under oceth by counsel.
Hearings shall be open 1o the public. A record of the preceedings shall
be trenscribed and shaell be open o inspection.

The hearing is a departuental trial %o be treated as s "contested case'
for administrative law purposes. The legal advisor or city attorney is assigned
to prosecube though, in cities without the menpower, & member of the Internsl
Investigations Division not appearing as a witness could serve in this role.
It is assumed that the accused usually will be represented by the attorney
retained by the Police Guild. To agsure adequate representation of the com-
plainent's interest, he specifically is invited to retain & lawyer of his
choice, Rejected ig tne assumpbion, held by same departments,§3 that the
ccmplainant need not be represented by an attorney because the dispute is

solely between the department and the accused. Several deparinents recog-

nize that the public interest, too, demands that the citizen have a spokes~
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men and ene hag gone so far as to supply an attorney if the -wmplainant i

5k

Tinancially unable Yo retain his oun.

Contested cases assume crogs-examination, argument and &
to be hieard. The draft does not attenpt Lo deal with the self-incriminat

56 .

problems of ggiggﬁgéi and gard/ﬂEi’ which indicate that an officer camnot be
dismissed for failure to sign & weiver of lmmunity to prosecution. It iz
assumed that the accused is protected from loss of job and other sanchions by
the usual constitutional suarantess. !

| The subpoena power is a custemary ccanplement of trial-type hearings and iz
thought: t0 be necessary to sssure the appearance of recalcitrant wibnesses,

The failure of one departient's trial board mechanism has been blamed on an
inability 4o dnvestigate fully in the absence of the subpoena pmwereig Pre-
cautions are advisable, however, since the pover gives the department investi-
gative guthority beyond its usuval cemplement. Possi™le gbuses can he contained
by judiciel secrutiny of relevancy and specificity. The hard questions ralsed

by conflicts between the hearing procedure and pending oivil and cyriminsl

cases is dealt with in §7.10.

Most difficult to resclve is the question of whether hearings should be

—open to the public. Though fifty-one of ninetyafeur depariments reported to

the Harvard Law Review in 196h ¢ hearings were open to the press and pubiﬁe,59
this could not be verified by the present study's examination of existing
procedures. Only & smsll minority of departments allow publie hearings

though the sample might be blased by & failure to consider civil service hear-
ings which usually are open to the public.61 The arguments against an open

hearing are familiar; the proceeding is solely & private matter between the

departnent and an employee, essentially no different from & discipiinary question
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involving White Front Stores and one of its employees; public hearings about
police conduct usually deteviorste into shouting matches before television
comeras where the demogogues prevail; open disciplinary proceedings would
subject the officer to an wwarranted and wnnecegsary invasion of his privacy .
Experience in Seattle tends to confirm scme of the hobgoblinsg about
open hearings. Sessions held last year before the Humen Rights Commisslon,
which was inquiring into & collision between police and demonstrators at a
University of Washington congbruction site, were marked by wild though occasi x-
ally substanbiated sccusations delivered in a carnival-like atmosphere. Re-
cently, an open hearing before & coroner's jury considering a police shooting
of a Negro youth focused attention on the travesties of this ancient pro-
cedure which ventilates before the public sensitive jgsueg better trested
behind closed doors by a grand jury.sg Also, many disciplinary matters in-
volving officers of the department stem from sensitive psychological and exo-
ticnal problems oy alcoholism wisely treated with discretion. In one case &
cemplaint by a medicsl doctor spurred an investigation that resulted in the
medical retirement of an officer found to have had schizophrenia.

Hone of these reasons seem sufficient to exclude the public. I% is &

_fiction to insist that a widely heralded incident inspired by outside camplaiz-=zz

is solely 8 matter for the department. §landerers, liarvs and demogogues, who
perform best at hearings allowing no cross-examination, can be kept under
control by adherance %o the contested case procedures. The privacy argument,
instesd of supporting a blanket slamming of the decors, could be met by having
a specific application and ruling by the Chaimman to exclude‘outsidsrs
whenever the testimony would involve intrusion ingo delicate private matters.

That is the sclution prefexred by the courts. Moreover, from the point of view
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of the department, it would appear that of all posgible public forums the

departoental hes

é‘i

ing would be prefarred. Ho long es closed doors peise the
suspicion of whitewash there will be conbinued community pressure to air issves
of police practices in external forums, such as & civilian review board or.
&8 in Seattle, the hunan rights commisgion or some version of the defunct
Police Liaison Conmitbee, which wag creabed by the mayor & few years g
following Qisorders involving police and citizens in the Central Avea. lasily,
it deserves emphasis thet in many citles much of the debaie over the desiza-
bility of open inquiries into police disciplinary mstters is entirely ot
since for vears civil service hrarings have heen open %o an invariably
disinteregteq pubiic.63

Short of a completely open hearlng, it would be acceptable to excliude the
public bub allow participation by the cempiainant and his counsel. This is
the present practice in New York Citygﬁh Transcribing the proceedings and
requiring s written and reasoned disposition would emhance the vrocedure.
Allowing an outsider, 1like the goon-to-be~crented osbudsman, to review the recard
for errors in procedure snd other deficiencies would provide the necessary
check on the conduct of the proceedings. Ideally, this procedure should s2tig-
fy the noisy factions.

T-10 Stay of Hearings

On motion of the accused or the complainant, the Chairmsn may
grant a stay of the h nearings pending the completion of releted ¢ivil op
criminal proceedings or to allew Tor further preparation.
A conflict between police disciplinary proceedings and pending litigation
is & recurring problem. The citizen's chargs of excessive force apainst the
oXficer may be the subject of a concurcrent charge of resisting arrest againat

tie citizen. During September 1959 police officers refused to participate
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- gpportunity o explain the notetions appesring in the reeord.

in ocone hearing bafore the Seabtle Human Rishts Commiszion on the ground that
the incident compleined of had given rise to criminal charges nob yet resclved.
Circumventing judicial rules of discovery and generating unfair pretrial
publicity should not be the consequence of & &isciplinary proceeding. (me

of the costs of & publie hearing is to require the setting of priorities in
litigation. IF the hearings ave open only to the cemplalnant and his attorney,

it might be possible to continue the proceeding concurrently with a related

cese. There s considerable precedent on establishing priorities between

b
related eivil and criminel matbexs. *

7.11 Consideration of the Record of the Accused

Consideration shall be given to previcus disciplinary actions
ageinst the accused only upon & finding that the complaint should be
sustained and then cnly for the purpose of sssessing appropriate
disciplinary act’ion.

Many departments allow & hearing examiner or board to review the accugsed's
record when deciding & caseaéé Scmebimes the accused is not afforded an

61 The procedure

1imite the scope and power of the Board to examine an accused’s record and
thus endorges a principle of basic fairness firmly embedded in our judicial
practice. It is assumed, in accordance with the prevailing opinion, that the
personnel file of an officer will contain only & record of susbained complaints
against him. Those given other classifications will be recorded in the private
files of the Internal Investigations Division.

7.12 Decisiocn and Recommendation of Bosrd

The decision and reccmmendstion of the Board shall be decided by
a majority vote and shall be delivered in writing to the Chief of Police
within thirty (30) days following the conclusion of the hearing. Disgenb-
ing opinions mey be included.

This requirement of a written decision is very important, espeéially it
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& long delayed cryptic disposition that bas 81l the merkings of & polit ical
pus-on Ingtead of & reasoned decision. The procedurs adopts two of the
recamendations made by the President's Commission on Law Enforcement and the
Administration of Justice hy requiring that the decision be prompt end scoom-
penied by an opinion of the board containing findings of fact and an ex-
glanatian.sg The provigion for dissenting opinions probably represents wisbful
thinking but is consistent with the principle of regquying & public explanatiocn.
Consideration was given to allowing the Beard to decide by secret balloet.
The idea was rejected on the ground that this cecrecy might confliect with
the need of the public to know and thet assuring the accused a tribumal free
of coerclve influences could be better achieved by building protections into
the process of designating the board.

7.13 Review by Chief

Upon receipt of the writben decision and disciplinary recommendstion
of the Boaxd, the Chief of Police, within fifteen (15) deys, shall approve
or modify the recommendation of the Board The decision of the Chief
of police is final and conclusive, subject only to a review by & court
of competent jurisdiction or a civil service commission.

Accepting Wilson's premise that sound asdministration dictotes that the
Chief should have the right of final review in disciplinary cases,69 the pro-
¢cedure reguires that the decision and recommendation of the board be submitted
to the “hiel for final review and implementation of disciplinary action. Dis-
cipline, once determined, is to be administered under §6.00.

Glving the Chief a virtually unlimited power of review dces not meke the
Hearing Board a mockery. Though in theory the Chief could order that disci-
pline be imposed for & cumplaint deemed frivolous by the Beard, the procedure

is not likely to function that way. Plainly, the Chief will choose to invoke
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the Boavrd where the decision for him slone was difficult. A combination of
institubional prescures indicabes that the Board lnvariably will be the de
facto final arbiter of dlsputes handled through the formal machinexy.
Departments wishing to impose limits on the discretion of the Chiefl wight
specify that he would have the suthority to reduce but not to increase 2 disg-
ciplinary recamendation by the board.

7,14 Notification of Complainan®

Upon cempletion of an investigation, & member of the Internel

Investigations Division shall notify the complainant of the results of

the investigation, clasaification of the complaint and a suitable indi-

cation of the discipline imposed if any. A copy of the decision and

reccnmendations of the Hearing Board, if any, siall be foruarded to the
complainant.

The failure of meny departments to perform the simple courtesy of keeping
the csmpiainant informed has added credence %o charges of fubility by those
whose cauplaints are absorbed by the bureaucracy never to surface again.
Negleet in communication has been costly in police-community relations. The
practice in Seattle is to type a letbter or make s telephone call to each cem-
piainant informing him of the clessification and, in the event of a "sustained’
cempleint, that "appropriate” disciplinary action would be taken. Most depart-
ments balk at informing an aggrieved person about the specifics of the dis-
cipline,?a presunably to protect the privacy of the accused and to avoid debates
over whether the discipline was sufficiently draconien. Compremising on this |
point, the dzaft calls for a "suiteble” explanstion of the discipline. In
most cases, to essure full disclosure it would be appropriste bt indicate %é
the complainant generally the action taken--suspension, discharge, retr&ining*

In Seattle, theve is a tendency for the investigators to ignore com-
plaints frcm the excessively gquerulous, those who were vncooperative during the

investigation and, by necessity, transients with ne forwarding address.
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It is easy to sympathize with thege inundated by frivolous grievances. Few
outsiders eppreciate how patently ebsurd some police complainie appesr. One
noteworthy example from the Seabtle files is the grievance of the citizen whe
tock offense at receiving & speeding ticket Tor traveling 75 mph in a city
park and for cutting off & police moborcycle which was attempting to inter-
cept ancther speeding vehicle. One would suppose that the aggrisved party
should consider himself fortunate for hawing escaped with & mere tiéket¥
A substantia) percentage of the brutality complaints from the Central Avea
ofiginate fron one of three families, no member >f which has earned a repu-
tation for veracity within the Internal Investigations Division or several
atbers'in the community. Other illustrations of time wasting nonsense could
be offered. Despite the tendency to react sharply against some types of com-
plaints, fighting rudeness with rudeness ls thought to be en untenable ?riaci;;t
for a public body. It is reccnmended that within reasonable bounds a depart-
ment éu@ply written explanations to all camplaining parties.

A special problem of communication arises where the subjeci matter of
ﬁhe,ccmplaint also is at issue in the courts. Prevailing practice seems to
ba to allow the complainant to cool his heels for several months without an

explanation. Where the investigation or its findings are delayed, informing

 the camplainant would be edvisaeble.

8.00 SUSPENSICN, INVESTIGATIVE

Nothinz in the provisions of this code shall be consirued to
1imit the right of the Chief of Police to suspends menber of &
department for an alleged infraction or mejor violation withuut &
hesring for a time no longer thean forty-eight (48) hours to compiete
the investigation of the complaint whenever, in the opinion of the Chief,
such suspension is believed to be in the best interests of the depart-
ment and the community.

This power of summary acticon has its parallel in exparte proceduves
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throughout the law. In rare cases the threat posed to the public welfare and
sefety by the continuation of a member on the force will be so grave as to
Justify e sumesry severance. Wothing in the due process clause forbids set-
ing now and litigating later when the risk is intolerable.’ & Cooling & riot
takes precedence over the nice procedural rights of an accused officer.

iII. Conclusion

Imposing a rule of law on the administrative process is anong the most
lmportant of public law questions today. Nowhere does & breakdown in law and
order ewt so destructively into the fabric of society than when it occurs witniz
8 law enforcement agency. Correcting the wrongs of the police efficiently
and thoroughly only can be done by the police. The choice uls 1mately is theirs.
Adopting and enforeing standards of internal discipline is the surest way for
deﬁartments to consclidate the respect and independence they seek. Taz;ure ,
%0 do gso will give further impebus to the cunning commentsry over external
review mechanisns which has done so much to foster polerization in police-
coammunity relstions. Ik is hoped that the draft procedures and aéccmganying
comentary will contribute to fLhe strengthening of internal responsibility

which is the touchstone of sensible police adwministration.

34




AT

IV. Foolnoken and Jibliography

W
w
m‘v
i
r?
[
o
L
o3,

L. Twenty-nine of thirty-five departments responded to & regu

to g tross-section of cities: Bsltimore, Birmingham, BuffalaEVCheyesng; Crica-
£0, Cincinnati, Cleveland, Dallas, betroit, Houston, Indianapolis, Los Angeles,
Louisville, Memphis, Miami, Nashville, Newark, Hew York, New Orleans, Cakland.
Cmabs, Oklahcma City, Fhoenix, Richmond, va., Rochester, W.Y., 8t. Louis,
Seattle, Spokane ang Washington, D.:C.

2. Working from a total universe of three hundred complaints filed during

1969, fifty complaints were selected on a random sawple basis. Five were re-

Jected because of insufficient deta. The remaining forty-five were examined
both as to the substance of the complaint and the procedural steps involved.
Complaints weyre classified as to the nature of the complaint {excessive foreé=
criminal conduct, improper use or authority, immoral conduct, rudeness or verbal
abuse and miscellanecus) and examined for demographic data, method of filing
and disposition.

3. See Rodgers, When Seattle Citizens Cemplain, - Urban tawyer

. (1970).

L, Illustrative of the inevitable frictions in police-community relations

in this report in the University of Washington Daily, "A Day in the Life of 8

Beat Walker":

It started with just a gesture from the first officer
and & nod frcm the second.

Iﬁ was & small thing, low key. That was typical.

The two beat officers aroused their even, methodical
strides. They crossed to the other gide of the dimly-1it
Ave at the crosswalk between 4lst and Lond N.E.

It was a coid evening. The hint of & breeze carried
an intermittent drizzle that put a misty glitter on the
pavement. Street lamps, headlights, and dim storefronte
11t the Ave in a gloomy balflight.



“Coe thing ve ds enforvee ouk heve ave jawualking
laws, the eity ordinances,” officer M. ¢. Walker had
roted eaylisry. Walker, youngish, amiasble, ezasy to talk

t0, covers two blocks of the U. District's University

it g

kay-~the "Ave"--with his parbner, Robert L. Horris.

Morris, also young, even-tempered, but & shade more
reserved, stopped the youth in front of the Arabesque
fabric shop.

"You knew when you crogsed the street back there?”
he said. "That's a no-no."

"Do you have some identification?' asked Walker.

The youth, brown hair brushed across his narrow
forehead, dug around and pulled a wallet out of his
surplus ermy jacket.

"What if I didn't?" he asked as he pulled out a
driver's license.

"Then we'd take you downtown," answered Walker
routinely. He inspected the license. :

"Yeu know,” said Morris, "scme yo-yo could have
spun around that corner and really clobbered you."

"I know you probably heerd it before,” said the
youth, "but there are crimes being ccmmitted in this
city.” He was tense, getting a little heanted.

"Sure there are," retorted Morris, "right out there
in the street,” he looked toward the street. into the
pavement, "lots of crime, see it out there?"

The exchenge was developing a biting little under-
current of hostility. <You could feel it.

"Did you arrest me because T had long hair?" taunted
the youth as Walker wrote out the ticket. "I smoke
marijuana," the youth bragged.

"If you want to be a nice guy, we'll be nice guys,”
said Morris finally. "If you want to be an asshole, we
can he & bigger asshole than you can.”

Walker handed him the citation.

"Are you guys cops becsuse you like to have power
over people or whatt"
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"We're here to do a job," Walker retorted. "Scme-
body's gob to do i5. If it was lefs to people like you we
wouldn't have laws--we'd have ensychy.” .

"¥a,” paid the youth, "that'd be cool."

Walker was irritated. "The ftrouble with you is that
you're too immature to know what the laws are for--to
provect people.”

It was a stand off. Both sides had ruffled each other.
The exchange shortly dropped off.

The youth put his ten-dollar ticket in his pocket and
walked off coldly. The officers walked away thought-
fully.,

United States v. Cook, Crim. No. 516k (W.D. Wash. 1970). .

5
6. Testimony of Major David Jessup, reported in the Seattle Times,
30, 1970, p. C 7, col. 5.
75 During 1969 & total of IO ccmplaints were logged &nd filed. By
i,eeembe? 31, 1969, investigations had been ccmpleted cp 8l) but two of these
with the following results: unfounded, 109; excnerated, 85; not sustained,
: 88; and sustained, 76.
7 - 8. Wilsen, Dilemmas of Police Administration, 28 Pub. Ad. Rev. k407,
'&99 (19585 .
9. See American Clvil Liberties Unior of southern California, Law Enforce-
ments The Matter of Redress 20 (1969) [{hereinafter cited as ACLU Report].
The report suggests that internal procedures are used only to protect and cover
'up police migconduct.
7 10. See Report of the Hational Advisory Commission on €ivil Disorders
311 (1968} [hereinafter cited as the Kerner Commission Reportl. |
11. To compound the problem, police disciplinary prcceéurés in nany
citiss are scattered throughout departmental orders, civil service statutes

and regulations, personnel hand books and the like. It is, moreover, a safe



assumption that writiten procedures and actusl practices sre less than caw
patible in wany departments.

10. At the time the survey was taken, Gklahoma City was operatlng without
any written rules of procedure.

13. See Int'l Assoc. of Chiefs of Police, A Survey of tue Police Depari-
ment of Seattle, Washington, App. V, Conplaint, Disciplinery and Sumnary
Punishment Procedures at 10 (1968) . [hereinafter cited as JACP Heporti.
Although the weport specifically was prepayed for the Seattle Police Depaxrt e
ment, many of the TACP reccmmendations are boilerplate clauges &ppgaring in
gimilar reports.

4., Cf. 2 X. Davis, Administrative Lavw § 1.1k (1958} .

15. See Cincinnabi Police pepartment's Procedure in Handiing Disciplinary
Matters, §6.17; Memphis Police Department’s Procedure in Hondling Disciplinary

Metters, § 6.021. Newark has four classifications of offenses-~improper

' procedure, breach of integrity, misconduct and neglect of duty. See letter
to author from Themas M. Heﬁry; Deputy Chief of Pollce, Newark, N.J., Aug.
8, 1969.

16. See N.Y. Times, _ 1970, p. _ . coi. _____ 3 Detroit Police

Manual § 34 (23).

| 7. BSee Perscnnel Rules of the City of Richmond, Crounds for Disciplinary
Action, p. 2--30.
18. Many depertments epforce general prohitiions against " inmorality”
ém "sonduet unbecoming an officer.” See, e.g., petroit Police Manual §34(8),
(39).
19. Though the disciplinary order of the Seattle Police Department does

not specifically mention off-duty condvct, the procedures are roukinely invoked

for conplaints against officers for activities nob related to their avties.
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50-0%. See, €.g., Seabile City Charter, art. 6, §5.

25, GSee R. Galvin & L. Redelef, A Natiopal Survey of Police Ccommunity
'Relgtigns ol {1967) -

26, Gee ACLU Report, Supté note 9, at 37, 4e. In one cage in Seattle two
po .ce officers, incensed over & cemplaint being £iled angainst them, jpflicted
“a beating on the cenplainant, an indigcretion that jater cost them gheir Jjobs.
Rep@fts elgewhere disclose cases of police retaliation by charging cemplainants
with resisting srrvest or disorderly conduct. gee The President’s Comn' B -
anLaW'Eﬁfcraement and the Adminlstration of Justice, Task Force Rreport: The
police 195 {1957} fhereinafter cited as police Task Force Reportl; P- Chevigny.,
police Power 249 {(1969) -

27. Gee Lapkford v. gelsten, 36k F.2d 197 {4th Cir. 1966) .

o8. §.B. No. 18 (1469) -

2g. Rochester CLLy (harter § B-3k (1963} -

30. 1etter to the anthor from Frank . Felicetis, Commigsioner, puffalo
police Department, Aug. §, 1969.

31. See Police Dep't Procedure for Compleint hAgainst Police-

32, Letter o the author from Thewas M. Henry, peputy Chief of Police;
Newark, N.J.; Aug. 8, 1569.

33. MHanval of Metropolisan Police Dep't, ch. XXXV, § 11 (1969); see
at. Louis Police pep't, Discipline g Deportment Rule 7.109.

438, pepertments ia this category speloc s those in Birninghsm, Buffalo,
Chicage, gleveland, Houston, 1L,Os Angeles, Phoenix, Rpochester and S%. Louls.

33b. See R. talvin & 1. Radelet, suprd note 25 at 189-92.

3ly. xperience in qeattle conforms to this pattern. OF the campla’

assigned to other units for jnvestipation, most include minor claims of rude-
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ness, verbal abuse or hazardous driving. The central investigative unlt re-
+;4ns all complaints allegling excessive force or brutality. jgepimination ;
and erimingl sctivity snd all complaints Piled by minority citizens oF alleg~
ing misconduct by minority officers.

35, See Brown, Handling Complaints Aguinst the Police, li Folice 74,
87 (May-June 1968} .

36, FEasily the most p?ev&lent tdentification problem in seattle arises
bésai;se of the disappearance of name badges from of ficers who are engaged in
quel;ing disturbances. Fundamentally mistrustful, many peopl:? on the scene
view this practice of resorting to anonymity as & prelude and an invitavion
to unnecessary Torce by the police. In partial defense of the practice, many
dffiéers feel that they are likely te nave their badges torn From their uni-
forms during a welee, causing damage O tle elothing. Each officer 1s respon-
sible for meipteining hiz uniform in gocd repeir. This source of 11l will
#111 be eliminated shortly with the implementation of a decision to require
the officepr's name to be sewn cn his uniform.

37. Ameng those in ﬁhe survey vere Birmingham, Heuston, iemphiz and
fakland.

3 38, Most deparimental regulations allow the Chief either to administer
diacipline directly or to delegate this duty to a subordinate. See, e.8.,
genttle City Charter, art. 6, § 2.

39. See, g;g;,jﬁgﬁle.egﬁ {1569) , which provides in part that an officer
5 the classified civil seyvice who has been removed, suspended, demoted, or
discharged may Tile a written demand for an investigation by tﬁé civil sarvice

cozmission within ten days after the action hes been taken against him by the

gepartment. The investigation "gnall be had by public hearing.” Similar
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statutes are in force in most jurisdictions.
0. See R. Galvin & L. Badelet, suprg note 25, &% o6, These disadvens
tages explain why many auvertments favor & decision-making process without 8

hearing. See Hote, the Aﬂmln1gbfatgﬁﬁ of Cemplaints by Civilians 3 Againgt the

Police, 77 Harv. L. Rev. 499, 505-06 {1g6hY

b1-k2. See, e.g., Blocm v. Illinois, 391 U.S. 1%k (1568) .

43. Most departments surveyed prefer a five or three member hearing board .
Louigville has an eleven member board. See letter to aubthor from Sgh. Bill
Lamkin, Aid to ths Loulsville Chief of Police, Aug. 7, 1969. ‘

Ly, Only two of the departwments surveyed, Louisville and Spokane; had
hearing boards composed of a cross-sechion of the ranks. Louisville's board
includes the Chief, three Lieubtenant Colonels, three Majors, one Captain, Qﬂé
Lieutenant, one Sergeant and one patrolman. See lebfer gupra nole L3. Spokane
draws a five member beard from a list of twenty patrolmen, detentives and/or
motcécyeiemen; eight sergesnts; and eight lieutenants. See letter to author
from E. W. Parsons, Spokene Chief of Police. July 29, 1969. |

45, See Los Angeles City Chsrter, art. XIX, §202(b).

46. This is the procedure recommended by the JInternational Association
of (niefs of Police. &ee IACP Report, supra note 13, app. V at 9. This feature
naz also been incorporated into the disciplinary procedure of the Seattle
Police Depariment. See General Order No. 70-2, §2.0%.4u0(2){(a) (Jan. 19, 1970).

47. See Rules and Regulations of the puffalo Police Department, ert XII,

18, Manual of Metropolitan Police Dep't, Ch. XXiv, §1{b){1v€6} {pre-
geribing & "special Police Trial Board) . The Complaint Review Board in

washington, D.C., conslsts of five adult residents, two of whem are members



i
I

of the bar and is responsible for vevicuing eitizen complaints against officers
& -
of the department, Id., § L{c). Cmaba has/provision for & Personnel Board

comprigsed of five cikizens which functions besicslly as & civil service com-

~ miasion. 8ee lettey to author from Richard R. Andersen, Cmeaha Chisef of Police,

Avg. 26, 1969. In many ways, of course, a functioning civil service ccmmission
provides the "civilian review" which in other contexts has beccme a Ffighbing
vord.

49, See W. Gellhorn, When Americens Cemplain 170-195 (1966).

50. See, e.g., Memp.t: Iolice Dep't Manual §12-18 (by implication).

The procedural amenitites preceeding a trial

Most departments fail to gpe iy
board heayring.

51. See note 46, supra.

52. See Generel Order No. 70-2, §2.01.440(2)(a){(1) {(Jsn. 19, 1970).

53. By cmission slmost all regulations adopt this course.

54%. See New York Police Dep't, Amendment to Rules for Civilian Compiminte,
21/125 (1966} .

55. Garrity v. New Jersey, 385 U.8. k93 {1967).

56. Gardener v. Broderick 59 2 U.8. 273 {1668).

57. See Van Alstyne, The Demigse of the Right-Privilege Distinetionrin
Cpnstifutienal Law, 81 Harv. L. Rev. 1439 {1968} . .

58. See R. galvin § L. Radelet, supra note 25, at 209 (discussing the
Cincinnati experience).

| 59. See Note, supra note 40, at 507 n.3h.

€0. Memphis, Cmeha end Rochester specify that hearings are open %o the

public. Richmond gives the accused an option %0 2hoose between an open and

closed hearing. Wew York City and Washington, D.C. specify that hearings are



Cloged. Moat departmental regulations ere dlent on the subject with the
sssusption being that hearings are closed.
&1, gee notes 39, 48, suprs,
6gf Bee, ¢.8., Seattle Pimes, bay 21, 1970, p. ___ , 0l -
63. See note 39 supra.
éi& New York Police Dep't, Amendment to Rules for Civilian Complaints,
,721/13.5 {1966} .
65. See, e.g., United States v. Kordel, 397 U.S. 1 (1970).
- 66. See, e.8., §t. Louis Police Dep't Discipline and Department Rule 7-118.
76,? . Of course this is the inevitable result where loose guleé of evi-
dencera,llcw the past record to be introduced at the hearing/igere rights of
crassmexamiaza‘cicﬁ are coampromised.
68. Police. Task Force Report, supra note 26, at 197.
69, See 0.W. Wilson, Police Administration 173 {24 ed. 1963). |
’f(} .7 See, e.g., Los Angeles Police Dep't, Statement of the Purpose and
Functions of Internal Af:f’é:irs Division, p. 5 {June, 1958).

71. See North American Cold Storage Co. v, Chicago, 211 U.S. 306 {190%).
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rules are improperly used or lgnore
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excessive force, misuse of expres

yeEveyr, LU LG that fype ©f si1fuation that the Depaviment must
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any given Department theve will

powers, incivility and abusive langu~

] 4 . ; - ] %
. failure to exercise given powers, and occasi ionally §9g§u§&1@aj€3§

The question then arises as to how snd whe should handle the ?Gﬂﬁia}ﬂi

3

ageinst the police. One profferred suggestion is the estzblishument of

civilian review boards to investigate and review alleged police mailprac— .

ate

tices. The purpose of this paper is o sel forrh and ebijectively evalu~

FZ“.,
b
oy
et

arpurments against and

1 P
H

s . - « s ]
rccording to the 1367 rresident's

sovt or another were established in Wavrhi

P, (. Bartom, "Civilian review boards and of complaints against
the police,” U.Toronto i, .. ( ‘




{in 1958), Minnsapolis and York, Pennsylvania (in 1964}, Rocpnestey
{4)

and in New York €ity {in 1966)."

A survey conducted in 1970-71 of 46 police departments in cities with popular

ioas betwesn

i)

(67

ledged having civilian complait reviewv boards.

“A closer look at these boards reveals that they wers all structured along the
linge of “"internal" review in that the police receive and investigate all com~
'?lainzsg Civilian members are involved in the hearing process and may review
and make recommendations as to whether or not the complaint should be sus-
tained,  However, the final dispositiaa of the complaint lies in the hande

(7

of the chlefs of police, Judging from Dempsey's research, no purely

"external" review boards curreatly exist,

Few topics are more controversial or more misunderstood in this country's
'policeldepartments than civiiian review boards. HMuch confusion exists even
on the question of how certain boards were eliminated. According to one
writer the boards in "Philadelphia and Rochester were eliminated by court

orders; the one in Minneapolis crumbled under the threat of civil suits after

it failed to win an absolute privilege apgainst defamation actioms; the York,

'
nw(8) However, a

Pa, board was abolished by executive order of the Hayor.

4, The President's Commissicen on Law Enforcement and the Administration of
Justice, Task Force Report: The Poliee (Washington, D. €.: U.8. Government
Printing Office, 1967). p.200.

5. Unfortunately a letter to author, Robert R. Demsey, did not receive a
response and therefore the four cities to which he was referring are unknown.

5 6. Robert R, Dempsey, "Police Disciplinary Systems,” The Police Chief (May,1972),
P 54,

7. Ibid., p. 54

8 W, J. Bopp, Police Rebellion--A Quest For Blue Power (Springfield, Illinols:
Charles C. Thomas, 1971), p. 119.




~yaried authority and composition were sstablished in New Haven, Copnectizuby

; 2 9 ; (10} .. ; . .
New Yorlk ixmes( ) article and a press releasa{l } indicate that it was

L

Mavor James Y. J. Tate vho dissolved the Philadelphis Folice Advisory Bo
by executive order., Accerding to a letter from the present Mayor of Mione-

ol

olis, Albert J. Hofstede, theve has never been a Civilian Review Koavd,

Ed - r > 3 ¥ I’y H 42 7. ?s
“and as of this time there is none in the making'. (11}

To add to the confusion, other ssurces report that police review panels of

{12}
indianapolis, Indiana; Trentom, New Jersey; and Los Angeles, California, {13
although another source states that in 1960 the los Angeles City Council unanxw

‘mously rejected the establishment of a civilian review board. A recent attempt

in 1972 to create a civilian review board in Louisville, Kentucky failed when

their'¢izy counecil, the Louisville Board of Aldermen, voted down the proposal
8 to 2.(14) The Cincinnati, Chio City council has also vefused even to considex

such a beardg(ls)

-~ As far as can be determined from the sources available, the only board in the

country which was composed entirely of civiliens and which was completely

9. New York Times, December 28, 1969.

10, Mayor James H. J. Tate, "Remarks of Mayor James H., J. Tate Before Police
Command," Memorandum {69-24), (Philadelphia: Philadelphia Police Department,
December 22, 196%9),

11, Letter from Albert .J. Hofstede, Mayor of Minneapolis, te¢ Chief George Tielsch,
February 6, 1974. '

2, Americans for Effective Lav Enforcement, Inc. {hereafter referred to as
AELE]; "Counterarguments To Proposals for Police Civilian Xeview Boards
and Court Ordered Remedies for Insufficient Internal Review Practices,"
Brief No. 73-5, AELE Law Enforcement Legal Defense itanual (Evanston,
11linois: American For Effective Law Enforcement, Inc., 1973} p. 4.

13. Anon., "The History and Structure of the Pbl]ade Iphia Police Advisory
Board," (Provided by Mayvor’s Gffice of the City of Pniladelphia,
mlmeographegg n,de), p.o 39

14, AELE, op. cit., p. 7/
15, Ibida, pa 7




independent of the police department was the

153 ; s .
Boardsiiﬁ’ It was also the only board which

adequate evaluations. (17

tirtle uniformicy in discliplinary procedures

much less iun the tvpe of review boards which

‘instance, St. Louls, Missouri, has an arrangement whareby z Loarc of

“Commissioners composed of civilians is appeinted by the governor. 1Ihe

of police is accountable to the police board rather than the

. Md., and Kansas City, He. also have similar arrangements,(!?)

T1, ARGUMENTS égﬂlN%EICIVILIﬁﬁ REVIEW

A, HISTORICALLY, CIVILIAN REVIEW BODARDS HAVE FAILED.

A common conclusion frequently expressed is the following:

v

“The fact that most review boards are no longer existence, can fairl

be construed to indicate thatr they failed to accomplish the purposes

for which they were established., Wnile vhere appears to be ne empirical

data which would justify a theory that such boards won the confidence

of the community in terms of police investigations, it would appear

. . . _ 2
to be a fair conclusion that they were in fact unsuccessful.” (20}

16, Anon., "The History and Structure of the Philadelphia Police Advisory Board,"
op, cits, n. 40.

17, Ibid., p. 40.
18, Dempsey, op. cit., p, 36.

H

19, Author Unknown, "Policing The Police,” Ebony (May, 1972).

20, AELE, op. cite, pe 4.



ADEQUATE EXTERNAL CONTROL AGENCIES CURRENTLY ERIST

In 1964 a Seattle Times editorial opposed the creation of 2 review

board on the grounds that it was "uwnwarvanted, unnecessary and un-

realistle” since there were existing safeguvards such as the courts,

the Oivil Service Commission,

Couneil, ®

b

have been created. This

expanded to ineclude the press

public, whose attitudes, values,
arbiters of how our society is to operate.
Out of 440 complaints received by

Divison in 1972, 28 complaints

ware referved from the

o,

agencies ( i. e. the navor's

Service Bureau); and 19

Theae

Mot only do some of the above

and

were received via the
news mediay 31
ffice, the City

were referved from

figures alene account for

azenciss

the HMayor's Office and the City

arious other governmental agencles,

Human Rights Department

broadcast media well as the generval

g e
[t

and voting behavior are the final

(22

‘me

Seattle’s Internal Investigations

Ombudsman, 7

-y

were forwarded from city

Couneil, and Citizen's

i ies, (23)

other outside agencles.

approximately 197 of all complaints.

raefer complaints but they also

follow up and review various cases which were irst handled in their

ovn offices. When this happens, cutside review bescomes a very real

factor.

21. The Seattle Times, December 14, 1964.

22. Rodney Stark, Police Riots, Collective Violence and Law inforce-
ment {(Belmont, Californ ii‘ Wadsworth Publishing Company, Inc.,
TS72), p. 178-179.

73, Seattie Police Department Statistical Repoyrt 1972, v 4




LHHERENT POLITICAL OVERTONES ARE PRESENT IXN THE

BUARD MEMBERS,

The late 4, }

hoover, formwer Divector of the FEI, oncs

i § rhe mde s knessas af ~fud 1y {veview) honrds i
one el the majcr weaknesses of civilian {review) hoards is

herent political overtones. In many iastances
made for political expediency rather than meri

clique, group, and organization which has an

~

epresentation. If there is one

s

hing career police execurive:

leamed over the Yeais, it s that politics has ne place in

-« BT IFA
law enforcement. 7(24)

¥

1t iz almost impossible to make any appointments (¢ such a wolarile

board which would be totally diverced from any polivical influences.
USURPATION OF THE CHIEF'S AUTHORITY

1t is often argued that Civilian Review Boards usurp authority{25} whigh
rightfully belongs to pollce of als,  Suech boards damage
law enforcement and might possibly reduce the ordeyly processes of
cemmunity 1life to continucus petty bickering, suspicion and hatred.
The police chief cannot become a mere pavn of bureauctatic committees,

~

1t is essential that the Chief have full responsibilicy for the paT~

formance, discipline and control of his officers. The vesponsibility

24, J. Edgar Hoawer, "Hessage From the Qlf&gta FBI Law E a?cemgng
Bulletin Vol. 34e No. 1 January, 19585 fwashxngt on, b, ﬁﬂe Federal

Bureau of Investigation, United States Department of Euﬁfﬁcﬁkg Pu 2

25, Ibidey p. L.



£

for malutaining the public safety, technical competence, and awareness

of law enforcement problems lles with those who deal directly with thnese

things daily. The need for an outside veview board, even though staired

sons who msde up the Phil-

The Review HBoard concept tends ro make the police subsevvient Lo certain

¢

special interess grcups,{

4

~
e
Fropuet

Yor exawple, Mavor Lindsay appointed two
Eia?ks and one Puerto Rican to the seven member board in New York (28}
{f our were civilians and three were officers). Such appoiniments gave
the appearance of over-representation of the minorities as well as

?Qil?iLa} appeasement .

THE POLICE,AS A PROFESSIOQN, SHOULD HAVE THE RIGHT 7O DISCIPLIRE ITS

OWN MEMRERS,

Y

The attainment of professionalism in law enforcement is a major step
toward solving the preblems of police reforms, recruitment, citizen

hostility, effective uses of the advances in police science, the

continuing visk of corruption and scandal as well as police mistregatment
26, Thomas F. Mc Dermott, "Death of a Review Board,” (Peansvivania:

Police Chiefs Assoclation of Southeastern Pennsylvania, 1%67),
pe Lo

27, Bdward M. Davis, 'Move over, Chief," 10 pp. minmeographed, 1462
(This speech, subtitled "An Address on Police keview Boards to
the Police Chiefs' Section, Californis League of Cities,” was
presented on October 23, 1962), p. 4.

28, Arthur Hiederhoffer, Behind The Shield The Police in Urban Society
(Garden City, New York: Doubleday & Fadpaﬁv Ine., 1907}, p 174,




Specialization alongn with profesaional

professional competency and technical

situationg in which professional standards are bre LN

very principle whieh is followed in the professions eof law, mecicine,
\ . . (30)

teaching, and among the clergy.

Manv police feel that Civil Review Boards threaten te restrain the

positive development of law enforcement inte a professional cccupation,

And one privilege of a profession is the right tc discipline its own

.. . , oL {31
members without interference f{rom outglde.” L

1t has been further suggested that the--

"Investigation of complaints and disciplining of subor
'S )

d
is a basic management function. 7To remove this function frowm
police administrators and place it in the hands of outside

authorities would, in effect, completely wndermine adminis-~

tracive control of subordinates in a departuent because thay
need not fear answering to their superiors for acts of mis-
conduct and that those in a dirvect line of authority over
them will have the power to promptlv administer discip

in appropriate cases.” (32)

29, Hubert 5. Locke, "Police Brutality and Civilian Review Boards:
Second Look,"” Journal of Urban Law, Volume 44, Suwuer 1967, (Detro
Michigans University of Detroit), p. 633,

30, Ibide, p. 633.

31, Joseph D, Lohman and Gordon E., Misner, The Pelice and the Co pmmunity ¢
The Dynamics of Theix {elatiﬂwship in a Changing Society Field
Survey IV, Vol. 2, President”s Commission on Law Enforcement and
Administration af Justice, (Washington, D.C.: Usb. Goverament

Printing Office, 19060), p. 2065
32. ARLE, Op. Cit., p. 12

%

Ly




F.

Where disciplinary action is lacking, the defect 1s one of management.

The cure would be eilther the remeval or the discipline of the defective

administrator.

tme group believes that review beoards are a "direet veflection upon

inadequate police leadership since thay can exist only when the police

&

leaders fail, for whatever reason, to adequately discharge their res-

ponalbility to dmpartially investigate and deal with complaints by

cltizens apainst department personnel.”

n{33)

CIVILIAN REVIEW BOARDS ARE A COMMUNIST PLAN TO DISRUPT THE POLICE.

A frequently quoted article by John E. Keller expounds the theory that

the communists, as far back as

1930, bhave atrempted to control the

police. The People's World, cited by the Youse UnAmerican Activities

Commlttee as a communist newspaper, in its February 8, 1949 issue,

supported an Anti-Police Bruta

by the (mitarian Fellowship for

five people, some of whom vere

tity resolution which had been adopted

Soeial Justiee. A group of forty-

affiliated with the Communist Party,

recommended establishing an independent police trial boavd with the

brutality and other misconduct.

 poweEr fto try as well as discipline polire officers charged with

(34)

Dactor Bella V. Dodd, a former communist party member, stated that

the original communist campaign to institute police review boards

was launched in the 1930°s

335 zqkt'}jéég Pe 125

34, E. John Keller, "Friend or
Civilian Police Review Boavrd", Law apd Urde

{Octobar 1965}, p. B5.
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A pommuntist handbook captured by the CIA contained the following

]

tetement:
13
PR 1}@*1{;& are
gucopsd we pust
tncapacitate £h

of Coxmunism, if we are to
to weaken thelr wovk, Lo
2 £

them a subjec

Anothey wmanual preovided the following dnstruections on how to wazken
police éé?&fiﬁ?ﬂ?é&
“First, make inve >ationg and feaﬁf* on ?h& activities
of the police and security services. 11§ investigate
and repress those security organizations which support the

government,. ga;fdﬁ find wavs to infiltrate into the police
and security organizations to steal documents {particularly

hese reporting their knowledge of Communism) and to destroy
evervthing of wvalue,' (300

The Committes on Human Rights and Law Enforcement of the National

Fraternal Order of VPollice warned that one of the inherent dangers of

Police Review Boards is that of “infiltration by Communists". (37

rAnﬁthef group cauntioned: "Unlike elected or appointed boards or
commissions which serve to establish and maintain basic police per-
sonnel policies and be responsible for theiy proper execution,
review boards arve answerable to no one but themselves. They re-
present a form of control which s entively alien to the American

[s
&

i 3¢

ot

concept of demccratic process.

35, Ibid., p. B80.

3{34 Ihi‘jg; ?3 865:

37. Vernon M. Smith, "Police Review Boards: Th
Ave Created: A Board In Action,” (¥ zll&dé‘
National Fraternal Order of Police Committee on Human

and Law Enforcement, 1962), v. Lll.

18, Guinn Tamm, A Position Statement {rom the Internatienal
sssociation of Chiefs of .olice: Police Heview Boavds,”
(Washington, D. C.. TACP, Hay 10, 139863}, p.

oo
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CIVILIAN REVIEW BOARDS IHHIBIT LAW ENVORCEMENT

many police officers

performance of their duties,”(39)

Some police officers have veportedly passed up many arrests since
e ab 11 6 hme ¢ - 1 in Philadeiphia. (B0}
the establishment of the review board in Philadelphis.t®¥) 1t

has also been alleged that some police officers wiil not make

) . { 4 , ¢ n el oy
arrests in certain areas of town, %1) Another commonly voiced opinion

states that the fear of change (i. e. civilian review boards) coupled

with fear of any form of disciplinmary action can lead to excessive

cimidity by police officers.42)

S8ince the conception of the review besrd is aimed move towvard the
protection of the citizen rather than the officer, it often follows
that such a beard will "coddie eriminagls™. The criminals can also
use Lt to havass police. Uafortunately the jawv abiding citizen
tendz to suffer the most since he/she will regeive decreased pelice

. . - 4Y
pfcteetlanﬁgé“’

39, AELE, op. cit., p. 10,

40, Ed Dieckmasnn Jr., "Our Police! And Civilian Review Boards,"
Anerican Opinion (Jume, 1965).

15}4 };P}idé
42, Barton, op, oit., p. 460,

43, Lohman, op. vit., p. 206,



NTERNAL REVIEW SYSTEMS ARE GEMERALLY TOUGHER ON POLICE THAN
CIVILLAN BOARDS.

Police tend to apree that 1t is easier to "snow' g civilian thar

*w

another fellow police officer. For ¢his reason alone, civilias

boavds in practice have been BOTE lentent with accused offieayi, {443

The Philadelphia Folice Advisory Board during : 1965-67 handled 471
cases and recoumended diseiplinary action in 19 of the cases O

4.57,(45) In contrast between Janwary, 1968, and October 1969,

the Board of Inquiry (the internal unit of the Philade iphia Police

_De?artment} handled 301 civilian complaints, 85 of which resulted in
nearings before the board. Of the 85 cases, 70 officers were found

guilty and punished--approximately 257 .(46) The Board of Inguiry was

generally much stricter with officers than the Police Advisory Board.

THE PRESENCE OF A CIVILLAN REVIEW BOAKD LOWERS POLICE MORALE AND

CREATES RECRUITING DIFFICULTIES

During the existence of the Philadelphia Police Advisory Beard, the
Fraternal Order of Police filed petitions against the external ve-
view syetem. OUne of the petitious staved that:

Pihe existence of the defendant Board has lowered che morale
of the Policemen;” (47)

44, Harold Beral and Marcus Sisk, “The Administration of Complaints
by Civilians Against the Police," 77 Harv. L. Rev. 499 {1464),
pe 317,

45, Tate, Ope Cites Pe 2.

—é&e Ibiﬁigg P 25
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47, Lohman, Cp. elt. s e
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Another writer has pointed out that Philadelphis bad

recruiting new, elipibie officers after the establizhuent of

Advisory Board

and had 2000

Just seven vears later, in 1960, Philadelphia was forced to

applicauts twice a& week and Dn?J managed e get a mere nandinl.”

1t has been asserted that police will refuse te do thelr

+

of repercussions from the veview board.

Ouaiified men will vefuse to enter the pelice service e
56 Y waﬁz no part of such an wnstable occupat ion
Trained policemen alveady working in the service will start
Looking for jobs because they know that police work will no
jonger be a zareer profession and thev prefer unot to woerk

under such pressures.’ (49)

W

4

{:

1

T

)

CCIVILIANS LACK ENOWLEDGE, E¥PERIENCE, AND EXPE S5F

ACTLIONS

The major advantage of having the police veview citizeu complaints 18

g s ) + . ' i
that police have the expertise tu do 20,0 pPolice have more confidence
in their peers’ passing judgment upon thew because they have kauwliedge

and experience in poliece work which, in turn, allows them to "objectively

evaluate their performance on the basis of such experience’ L

ES

48, Dleckman, Ji., op. cit.

49. Lee P. Brown, "Police Review Roards: An Historical and Crivical
Analysis,” Police Vol. 10, No. 6. July=hug. 1966 (Springflield
j F ] . a5 3
Iilincis: Tharies C. Thomas), p. 28

-

50, Beral, op.Ccit., p. 210

51, AELE, op. cite, 9. Y.
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miqualified e sit in judgment on thedlr actions”

had any knowledge of police matters oy even any |

tion, (24

49 oot want to be

S Tt : z P : 3 1
thase “who have no experience in police work and whoi Lhey ceem as

appointees on  the New York ity review board. Hons of these persons

i

udicial experience.

1t appeared that political considevations atene dictated their selec-

L.

,z*.

)

Fal

CIVILIAN REVIEW BOARDS HAVE DIFFLCULTY IN COMPELLING OFFICERS TO TESTLIFY

All police officers must submlt to questioning by the Internal Investi~

gations Unit. The Seattle Police Depax -tment’s Manual clearly states

thats

"wembers or employees are requived to cooperate in @

departmental investigation and to answer questions by,
or vender material and relevant statements Lo, & com=
petent authority in a dep&rimentsl personmel investi-

gation when so divected.” (53}

W
LN ]
&

5%. Ibid., p. Y.

Hoover, op. ¢it., ps de

564, William He fewitt, ''"New York City's Civilian Complaint Roview Board

Strugple: Its History, Analysis and Souwe Hotes,' Poiice Yolume

11, Number 6, July-Aug. 1967 (Springfield, Iliincis: Charles L.
Thomas), pe 26,

55. Seatvrle Police Department Hanual, section res 1
Diseiplinary, and Punishment Froceﬁurea”g Section 2.01.610,
subsection (4) (b} (2).
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Lepaliy, clvilian review boards wo

statements from police offleers.

has vuled that police officers have the same constituf

against self-incrimination that private citizens have.!

AT NETERRARIA

ever, the U. 5. Supreme Court also ruled th

hearing a police officer {5 required to auswer questions spesifi-

cally, narrowly, and directly related to his conduct and to the

&

performance of his duties.(37) The officer could be dismissed upon
his fallure to answer the question. The rational behind this decision

i3 -

is the "feeling that the policeman's spucial role as & law enforcer
requires him to allay any suspicions as to the fmpropriety of his
offical conduct."(58) Thus legal authority exists for the Police

Department to question its own officers but this same authority has

not been extended to independent civilian review boards.(3%)

Psychologically it would alsc be more Jdifficule for a policeman Lo
be ruestioned by a civilian vather than by a fellow officer. More
empathy and undevstanding is expected from ones' peers. Also there

is alwavs the fear that the civilian mav be anti-police.

TEERE 15 NO EVIDENCE THAT RMVIEW BOARDS CREATE OR PRESERVE GO
CONFIDENCE IN THE POLICE

The most important factor in determinining whether or not external

Garrity v. New Jevsev, 383 U. 5. 493 (19673,

W
[ 1)
»

57. Gardner v. Broderick, 392 U. &, 273 (196%),
58, Beral, op. cit., p. 508,

59. AELE, op. cit., p. 13=14.




review 1is necessary may be the adeguacy of the existi
procedures for the handling of citizen conplaints, 1f the rompunity

trusts the inteprity of the pelice, then there is no need for any

Aceording te the Chalvman of the Seattle Crime Prevention

Commission (speaking independentiv), Seattle does not need civilian
review at this parvicular time hecause the Internal Investiparions
Division is funetioning well and the public is presently content,(8U)
An additional factor, which should not be overlooked, is that the cost
of setting up and maintaining an outside board is an unnecessary bupr-

(61)
den on the iaxpayets( ’

PRUSSURE FOR POLICE REVIEW IS DISCRIMINATORY AGAINST POLICE.

One of the best arpguments against civilian review boards is that
citizen pressure on just the police tends to single them out for
special review and inspection and is thevefore discrimina&orye(623
This discrimination may foster polarization vetween the police
officer and the society he is supposed to serve. One writer asserted
that the creation of a ponlice review board tends to increase the

rolice officer’s "alienation from and antagonisnm to, the larger

. . PN 3%
society and to enhance his feeling of group Sailé&?lt?';Cij

Another important aspect to crnsider is that a civilian review board

60, Interview with Fred Tausend, Chairman of the Seattle Crime Pre-
vention Advisory Commission, January 30, 1974.

6l. AELE, op. cit., p. &.
62 Lohman, op. cit., p. 298.

63. George L. Berkley, "Civilian Administration and Influence", The
Democratic Policeman, 1969, p, 146.




when contbroal

gively for just ¢

Tt war for the

on Law Enforcement and Adm

eorabiishment nf clivilian review boas

not exist sclely to review police con

Bar Association Advisory Committee report in 1977

admini-

EE LG S

comprehensive and effective method of control is

strative sanctions and precedures to handle citizen
And lastly even the noted sociolopist, Gellhorn, exprassed f1is veservaw

tions on ecivilian review boards, saying that thev are comwendable in

s

orinciple but neverthless it is doubtful that they can achieve

«
o7
el
b
v}

desired results. (077

64, Ibid., p. 146,

65, The President's Commission on Law Enforcement and Administration of

Justice, Task Yorce Repori: The Police {hereafter veferred &

Task Force hepcft} {Washington, D. C. ! U 5. Govermment Printing
Office, 1967, p. 198.

66, Jack €, Landau, "Damage suits
reprint from Washington, The Se

67, Ro A, Myy
Criminal Jus ’icp Sys emsg“ iubllc ﬁém 1
Spacial Issue (Washington, D.

Public Administration, §ﬂtﬁhef
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44, 383 slgnaturess){iﬁf

financially sound. Pwmotional adveriisements werd W

apaign. One such advertisencot

& voung ladv exiting a subway alone

ing slogan:

i

o

Yhe Civilian Review Board Hust

ot

our Life May Depend Un It. With A Beview
Board, It HMay Be The Police Officer Yoo desitates,
Not The Criminal,"(69)

Furthermore, members of the Police Department who were not
actively opposed to the review board were branded as trai-
tors to the foree., When the 1,360-menber Guardian Associ~

ianp(?o>

at whiech represented Black patrolmen, expressed their

approval of the Civilian Review Board, Joim J. Cassese publically

deneounced them: "They put their color ahead of their duty as

police officers,” (713

cher: .n November &, 19€J, New York City voters abolished the ’?f,:,’?

Police Deparcment's Civilian Complaint Review Board 1,313,101

e e 172} : . Vo ;
to 765,468, Basically the Patrolmen’'s Benevolent Associ~
ation -emcastrated their power and ability in influencing public

73}

fan

opinion.

63. Bopp, op. cit., p. 123-124.

69, Ibid., p. 129=130,

E
70, American Civil Liberties Union, ''Police Power and GCitizens'
Rights-=the case for an independent police review board,”
{hereafter referred to as AGLEUY, mimenzraphed, n. doy pe 24

71. Miederhoffer, op. ¢it., p. 175,
2, Bopp, ope. cite, p. 133



Folice advisory

tlon whien ¢

1

In 197G the Indimnapclis review

when the chief of police, the members of the force

a7

3

i

board encountered similar

7
£

1

0y

=3

8

and the local Fravernal Urder of Police filed a suit against

subcommittee {composed of five council members and eight

‘rapresentatives) vhich was euapowered to investigare an

i i

plaints or charges of alleged police byutality,

-
£

IS

b

L

bl

s

73. Ibid., p. 133.
74. Barton, op. clte, p. 459,

75: The New York Times,

adelphis,” December 28, 1969,

76, Myren, op. cit., p. 725,

77 AELE, op. cit,, p. 18,

from
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solutions in which they announced their vigorous

‘rreation and existence of such

Reflecting on past history one would expect most

organizations to oppose any attempts towerd clvilian roview.
haps the main reasor for such opposition is that polige groups ave

revids

inherently distrustful of any propesal, such as civil

boards,which is traditionally advocated by liberal or radical groups

% o ¥ g 2 ¥ a 75
such as ACLYU, N&ACY, or LORﬁti?j}

fivilian review boards have not “failed'. Hor have they been given
time, money, and authority to prove themselves. VPolice depariments
must learn not to be afraid of coastruvctive changes. There will

always be citizens' complaints against the police. Ferhaps the em~

"

T

phésis in invesrigations of poli . malpractice should be changes
from the negative aspect of punishment to a more constructive one

of self~improvement. Suggestions that have emerged from dndivide
ual cases have often been affirmative proposals for future actions,

not nepative criticisms of past defects,"(80)

78, The International Association of Chiefs of Police, Hesolution
re: "Police Practice Review Boards", October ¢, 196Q§ Ps L

79. Bopp, oP. cit., p. 119

80. wslt&r Gellhorn, "Police Review Boards: Hoax or Hopel paper
ented at the Columbia University Yorum, Summer 1966, p. 1U.
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%
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Philadelphia

{the name was later changed

ranted him in
the charter rather than by ordinance. sayor Uilwortn
charged the Board with:

"The responsibility of considering citizen's com-

plaints against rhe police wheve the charz
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Zens. (613

The Police Advisory Beard was created with no specifications

as to rules and procedures it should follow. We {unde were
provided for expensaes or for even an office. Tuhe Board

served 4t the pleasnre of the Havor and thus

|8

[

s exlistence
wis always in jeopavdy. 1t only served in an advisory
capacity te the Mayor who, in turn, passed on the Doard's

recommendations to the police department. And lastly, the

Police Advisory Board had to rely on the police departueot

to ecarry out the iavestigations in that they interviewed

P

17

o

jaid
ek
!:wll
[
el
s
-~y
las}
o
Wit

cers involved. '

oo
Ysh

3

o

P

a0 Op?a C}itgg ‘{:}s 213‘:
% t

N

ibidxg !;:‘«s 2}"“(5 2;,




e

¥

= questionable whether any true review boards nave €

it &

existed in that“review"” signifies the authority e

IVILTAN INVEST

DONE BY P

O
~
L]
-
D
Yert
5

The Association of the Bar in New York recommended that the
Police Advisory Board have contrel over investigations through
its own investigative staff and sﬁeuld have the autbority to
request further investication by the Police Deparcmeuﬁe(gé}

A police investigation of the pdlice is not and can not be
totally neutral, Internal invgstigatioms are more likely te

be defensive and slanted against the complainants@(SS} The

problem naturally lies in the conflict of Interests.

Investigatory ?ower along with adequate staffing would pro-
vide true independence to & veview board. investigatory
power properly utilized by review boards could tremendously
increase their power and effectiveness because "Acquisition
of the input and output information is one of the most power-
ful monitoring devices available over an organization. Who-
aver has that information has the potentiality to assess

wherve the problems of the organization e " (80)

83. AELE, op. cit., p. 23.

f4 ., iation of the Bar of the City of New York, Committee on

stration Lav and Committee on Hunicipal Affairs Joint

en "Police Advisory Board For Civilian Complaints,”

Mew York: The Association of the Bar o. the City of New
York, 1965y, p. 6.

%%, Schwartz, op. cit., p. 198

86, Reiss, op. clte, p. 196~195.




Th  complainants would be less intimidated by civilian ip-
vestipators, The very nature of an internal investigations
unit with police investigators leads to inerimination~oriented
questioning of the complainant, For example the Police Board
of Inquiry in Philadelphiz cfren subjected complainants to

£ A
what appeared to be imnaterial and irrelevant qugstioningeggyf

The complainants ware warned of the gravity of their charges,
citing the jeopardy in which he was placing the officer's job,
“During the course of the hearing, it often dppeared that the

eitizen complainants were on trial themselves,"(88)

The head of the Inspections Services for King County when asked
for his opinion of civilian investigators replied: “{f’they
are trained, I have no qualms as long as it's done within the
Department, People don't trust the police., The public would
prefer talking 1o ecivilians and I wouldn't have any objec=

tions,"(89)

THE EXISTING EXTERNAL REVIEW AGENCILS ARE NOT SUFFICLENT

It is frequently said thar many alternatives tor redress are

available: the courts, the executive ang legislative branches

~of municipal government, the Ombudsran, the Human Rights De-

partment, other city agencies, as well as the news media,

The courts, however, only handle cases which involve the

87. Lohman, op, cit., p. 198,
88. Ibid., p. 203

89, Interview with Lt, Richard Rebman, King County Irspectionsg
Services, February 7, 1974. :




posslblility of criminal behavior. in

which a complaint results, such as vernal

"
m
e
g‘
”‘&
ki34

s would be inappropriaste.’

>

Lf the prosecutor's office were charged with

complaints, a definite confilce of

Considering the dailly cooperation

prosecutor, it would be absurd to expect the

secure a conviction of the complainant on the testimony of

police officers and then to turn around and prasecute the
pelice witnesses for using excessive force and perhaps even

for lyving about it,(gl)

Moreover, prosecutors and courts are lesg like z=lv to regavd
police misconduct toward citizens as serious, preferring not
to risk suits for civil damages against the city or to jeop-

£ : ] ‘F‘? &3 1
ardize the conviction of citizens.'%2) Also there are pragm=

iz

tical, financial and legal difficulries which nake courtse ar

o

unfeasible recourse for many complainants. (93}

iiian Cowmplaints
; -

90. New York County Lawyers Assaciation, 'C i
foe 5, 1964765,

iv
Against the Police,” Bar Bulletin Vol. 22
P 229.

91, L. B. Schwartz, "Complaints against the police: experience

of the community rights division of the Philadelphia District
Attorney's Office", U. Pa. L. Rev. 118: 1023 Je “70, p. 1024,

92. Albert J. Reiss Jr., The Police and the Public, (Mew laven,
Conn.: Yale University Press, 1971), p. 184,

93, Lohman, op. ecit., p. 262.



With the exception of the Mayor, no other azency,

Divislous files, The police officers’ statements can only be
seen by tne chain of command involved, the Chiel of Folice,

. 94 )
awd the ﬁay@t,( 4) Consequently, no one

make 2 complete outside review nf the case. bLinee the Hayver
generally only reviews cases brought te his attentioo, it is
safe to say that sufficient outside review does not exist,
'IL should also be noted that the outside agencies which de
occaslonally get involved in citizen complaints again police

are referrul agencies rather than rov1&w“ Df AgENC. 8.

E.  THE STATEMENT THAT ALL REVIEW BOARDS HAVE POLLTICAL OVERTONES

IS NOT A JUSTIFIABLE ARGWMENT AGAINST THEM

Politics and appointive office is not synonymous with the
worst people in the wmost sensitive jobs. There aire many
examples of appointments of dedicated responsible citizens

serving the public's needs. Since review board degisio

1£

critically depend upon wide community support, "'hack' am-
ployees unequipped to handle the job would enly boomerang
; , . (g5
gainst the appointing Mayor or City Council."(95) The re-

quirement of qualified citizens is one of the most important

factors in the review board's success.

It was suggested by the Assistant Ombudsman that police cred-

ihility would be improved evea if rhe Police Guild acted as

1

S4. An exception was when the court upheld the right to ex-
awine intewxrnal investigation files in Mo, I, Cook
ve King County, King County No. 753765.

g‘Ss IXQLUQ Ofn‘e ﬁitwg Tte 3}.9




the appointing power for a reviev beard as long as some of
&3 a . .z o8 { 9—{3} ey N e i o w23 T a5,
hoard members were civilians,* ¢ The reviewy bBodardg must e

acquire the econfidence »f the citizenry and the police
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hers on the basis of exi

i)
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Another alternative is to leave “he creation of such agencles

to a higher level of government as the state human

&
-
(o
o
w
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N . ' I
rights commissions. 97

A}l appointments above the rank of captain are basically

;)

"molirical” appointments of the Chief of Police. And by
appointing such persens to a Disciplinary Review Board
heaving places them in a very precarious position. Their

positions may be upgraded or down-graded at whim by the Chief.

Which appointments arve less political-=those by the iayor or
other appointing power or those by the Chief of Police?

And secondly, in which sicuation would wors pressure upon
the appointees exist? It is important to realize that in

either case, problems exist.

A basle ement of Anglo-Amevican ideclogy is that the police

force operates under political and civilian contvol and dix-

ection. If police were immune to such controls, they would

96, Interview the Fred Maxie, Assistant Deputy Ombudsman,
January 17, 1974,

97, Barton, op. 7it., p. 461,
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recommendations (98} o the mayor, po

od ned ons agy .., « .
m13319ﬁ¢f@{"’ in Bew York Commisiaio

the Patrolmen’s Benevolent Assogiation that his powey ang
authority were in no way {mpajred by the Civilian Review
Board nor was the efficiency of the department adversely

afte&zedgileﬁ)

A Civilian Review Board would not vest control in winority

11-‘;'"' 3 3
groups ag is sometines fearedgi*aif since such boards can
only make recommendations. Contraxy to accusations often

heard from oppoments of civilian review boards, 'support for

o

‘the review board among mincrity groups in Philadelphis ha
come chiefly from what must be regarded as the modevate

- Vo . . g St . i
side..."(102) A University of Celifornia study conclufed

chat some minority leaders helieved that the board was

94, Parton, Op« Cits, p. 401.

g9, One exception to the statemen” is the Board of Police
Commissioners in St. Louls, {.ssouri. Iﬁe Board, yather
than the Chief, renders the :'r

100, Wiederhoffer, ope cite, Pe 177.

101. Barton, op. cit., p. 461.

102, . Lohman, ops clt., D« 217.
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inattecrtive and a few even belleved that 1t had no value.

Howevey, mos

rf

- agreed that zhe board did relieve tensions and

52

PAE TRADITLIORAL APPROACE 70 SELF-REGULATION Ib

A eivillan veview board, io effect, monitors police practices by

ting itself up to veview citizen complaints. Until recently,

2

the moniltering of the practices of so-called "professionzs” has

i

been jealously guarded by the professivnal groups themselves.

One could argue that low enforcement ie not a profession such
as medicine or 1av | bur that is moot since the nore tradi~
tionally recognized professions are eradually chensing their
approaches to self-vegulation. Two years age the State Legise
lature in Michigan involved lavepersons on the Lawyers' Dise

oyt

ciplinary Board. Wisconsin followed suit by also including

5
<

lay~pergons on their discisliinary board for atfﬁfﬁﬁvhc(lGé}
In California the State Legislature is currently considering
the "Attorney Accounttbility act™ which would involve lay-

3

persons on their Disciplinary bodrd. Ho problems with the

¢ - {
bill's passage are foreseen.

163, Task Force Report, op. citl, p. 20&.

104, Interview with Lou Irichard, wember of the Board o
Governors for the Washington State Bar Associati
March 1, 1874,
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traditionally

fought any

promise with the

hoard o

-ionarioes have

YD

- order vhey seck to destroy.

Secondly, revelutions
palitical power and police
than diffuse As two noted criminolo
pointed out
dissension a
But civilian rveview boar
community tensiorns, thus lessening

ameliorate

frustrations

mueh easier o inclice when
power are concentrated rather

gists have

;v prevequisites to rvevolutions.

are an attempt o veduge and

o the posgi-

bullding up to the point wheve

subveraives might use them to serve zheir own goals.

HIBLT LAW ENFu

Sinece few review boards

168, Lobman, op.
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developed the stry tegies and to rank-and-file rolicemen who
carried them oun As for tne inmplications that rhe enige
tence of a review board encou rage riocting, one doubts i,
congidering that riots have broken out in any number of clties

. PR : "111Y
having no civilian review,'(111)

CIVILIAN REVIEW BOARDS DO NOT M'CoupLipe CRIMINALS NOR IS

HARASSHENT THE OBJECT OF HOST COMPLAINTS

1t is sometimes suggesred that civilian review hoards tend to
L8

"eoddle" criminals who repeatedly fil: complaints for the sole

purpose of emborrassing and har-g siog police efficers. Quite
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appafenﬁggji T would be illogical to assume that such
LiG. Ibid., ». 264,

1i2. davor James H, .J. Ta’ég spee&h presented before the Police
Command Deceuber 22, 1969, Phi elphia Police Department,
Aemorandum (69-24), n,



K.

“any cases nevey even reached

addition, 50% of the complainants did not

any kind, nor were they known to the police as trouble

MAADITY ORI TTOWR RSN
OARD HELTHES LWk

ALE NOR CREATES RECRUITING DIFFECULTL

When asked 1f the police advisory

the morale of the police

in 1959 responded: "if you talk to some individual office

has appeared before the Board, then I puess the answer would be

~ .

that it had a haymful effect; but from wypoint of view

v

i
20

commissioner. I think the Beard has not only aided me, but

aided the solire department,”(114)  The

1

in Rochesty a0 stated that the review hoard in ths

not im.aired e efficlency or marale of the police. in

practice, veview beards were genesrally more ienient toward the

b

o,

- ~ 8 * € - tl "\
accused officer than internal unltaﬁ-iilf

113, Lohman, op. cit., pe 206,

116, ACLU, op. €li., P» 28,

7

115, Task Foree Repori, o7, cita, 7. 202,

e

116. Beval, op. clte, P 262,
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Commission believes that pelice departments
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s . e { 1203
to external review, (120

Bonalid E, vaptarelli, Administrator of i

Assistance Administration (LEAA),

14, 1974, before the Rational Conference
Jugtice Planning Administrators in Williamshure

he stated that the propex functioning

system demands 2 graater involvement of the public, He recop-

Oy

mended the establishment of civilian review hoards as

_ _ : " (120}
step toward fulfilling this goal,

Another expert has pointed out that external review can relieve
s (122y . e e

communily tensions, 7 In particularly tense conmunities,

it is furiher suggested that: "Where opposition to existing

compiaint procedures is Intense, some independent veview pro-

cedure sheuld be initated. In those comnunities where pressure

for s Police Review Board has become intense, it is probable

120, Kerner Commizsion, Report of the Hational Advisory
Commission on Civil Disorders, (Eashingtgng D.Cq
Government Printing Office, 1968),

121. Robert B, Angrisani, Statement of Francis B, Looney,
Deputy Commissioner of the New York City Police Department
and IACP President, in which he challenged a speech by
Donald E, Santawelli, head of LEAA, which was presented
on January 14, 1974, before the Kational Conference of
State Criminal Justice Planning Administrators in
Williamsburg, Virginia (Washington, D,C.: Internacional
Association of Chiefs of Police, Inc., News Release,
February 4, 1974),

122, Lohman, op. cite, p, 210
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Furthermore, the establishment of civilian review boards could

provide the pelice with s public relations vehicl
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123. 1bid., p. 297

124, Dempsey, op. Cilt., p. 4.

125, The Seattle Crime Prevention Adviscry Commission, Report

to the Mayor and City Couneil Gfrihe City

af seattle,

January 20, 1971.

126, Bartom, op. cit., pe 460,
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se of civilians within the Internal Investic
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QETENTION OF THE PRESENT SYSTEHM
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The concept of investigaving and dealing
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plaints internally appears Lo
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experts. o * Furtheymore, th

ful purpose and should not be replaced by an esrternal review

baard., Their reasoning is that the staff has botn knowledge

of the law and expertise in lawv enforcement which

thew to understand what

Aithough they admit to a natursl bias, they feel thev are
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the police and provide independent
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Even wito a
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to intevview the accused officers, and te handle complaints which
do anot invelve citizens. In order to preveat one person or group
from dominating the revisw board, selection of the members could
be accomplished by iﬁpui ting persons alrveady elected or appointed
to other positions, such as the Prosecutor, Fublic befender, Om-
budsman, City Council, etc.

In spite of all the advantages of civilian review boards, histori~

cally nearly all civilian review boards have been destroyed by

-

ﬁ-.h

police organizations, and there are no indications that police

N Y s

organizations have drastically changed their attitudes on review

&

boarde. Since cooperation of those whe are dirvectly affected is

one of the most important ingredients in making any system work,

civilian review hoard could nat

W

police staff and line support.

USE OF EXISTING AG
RIGHTS DEPARTMENT FOR POLICE REVIEW

P ]

in existing outside agency which alveady

governmental practices would have a preater chance of accept-

ic boavd creasted
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ance by police than a specd




purpose of dealing with complaints
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alsy interviewsd the complainant thereby ajleviating certain

fears and distrust some ecitizens have of talking to

After the police department completes its investigation, the

exwternal agency in charge of the review would receive a copy

of the final report. The agency would also have the authority
to renuest the complete file for review if it was either necas-
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sary or desirable, (1313
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130, Interview with Fred Maxie, Assistant Deputy Owbudsman,
January 17, 1974

131, New York County Lawvers Assocliation,
Against the Police”, Hew Vorii County
Bar Bulletin Vol. 2 3

.
3

2 Hoo 5 19064/65
County Bar Assoc,.) p. 235.

At the present time all officers’ statements are cons
fidential.
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beolieve as

treated differently than other municipal emplovess and, in

a sense, discriminated against by having a special procedure

<

for veviewing thelr actions. Teo state i1 simply, the police

of ficer possesses wuch more discreticnary power than the

city employee and should therefore be held to a higher

"The police are among the mo

ave

s
of our entire c0c1=tya Ana thgv malke far more discrew

¢ MG
tionary deterr Ln?L*vn in individual cases than any
other class of administrators... B {13

SETTING UP A BOARD OF POLICE

A Boavd of Police Commissioners currently operctes in oi.

Missouri; Baltimore, 'laryland; and Kansas City, Hissouri.

A1l complaints by citizens against officers are reviewved
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Benldes roview complaints, rhe sSoard iz alsg re-
sponsible for making policy and establisid ing

Unfortunately, on the data avallable, it is inmpossible ts
judee either weak or strong peoints of the Board of Commis-—

-oners concept, lowever under such 2 system, the Chief of

f»d.

ne since the

[
¢

Police relingu.shed all power regardi ing discipl

Board makes the final decision.
USE OF THE HEARING EXAMINER AS THE FACT--FPINOING AGERT

The Office of the Hearing Examiner was created by the Seattle
City Council in 1973 for the purpose of conducting fair and
impartial administrative hearings. The Hearing Examiner
presides over an administrative hearing te hear and rule on
questions of fact ond law. The hearing takes place in an

formal and relaxed atuosphere and is open to the public.

136 Letter from Fugene J. Camp. Chief af Paiicﬁ, 5
Hissouri to Chief George Tielsch, February 8

137, St. Louls Police Department, “Here's
Police Department’s Citizen Comg

133, Ebony, op. ecitl, p. 1.




Tollowing the hearving the Examiner prepares a written decision

or recommendation containing findings of fact, conclusiona of
; C139)

taw and the reasons tnereinrﬁ{*gjf

The Hearing Examiner currently has jurisidiction in the

following areas: zoning, licensing and consumer affaivrs and

£t LIy oy A -

fair employment.* ! ryrrher authority to elther reuder

decisions or propose decisions in the area of citizen com-

plaints sgainst police officers can be granted by ordinance,

Perhaps the most advantageous wethod for using the Hearing
rxaminer in the area of citizen complaints would be as &

fact-finding officer who could pass on his findings to the

Diseciplinary Review Board.

when asked for his opinion of the usefulness of him being the
chairman of the Disciplinary Review Board, the present Hearing
Examiner vesponded that with a panel of varied opinions one
would tend to argue facts and end up with a compromise. lle
reiterated his position that an Examiner should be purely a
fact~finder who passes on his written findings. Inder this
proposition the Disciplinary Review Board would review the
findings of fact and could listen to the tapes of the hearingsg

{all hearings are recorded} if they are concerned with actual

139, "Office of Hearing "xsminer,” paper explaining the Uffice,
city of Seattle, iarch 1974, p. 1.

140, Ibid., p. 2.
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fhe Hearing FExaminer concept presents s unique

varrants further investigation.

THE INTERNAL

AND ON THE DISCIPLINARY REVIEW
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The less drastic and nore profitsble reform liec

the weaknesses in the otherwise acceptable deparvmental pro-

Frobably the most logical step toward improvi

system is to take the best of cach systen and

ey

It would be more heneficial to all concerned i

-

Department itself took the initiative in

in the handling of citizens' complaints

An advantage to the approach is that the police could choose
the method of change which is most acceptable to them., Also,

chanpes initiated by the Department are more likely to be

accopted by the police officers and by the Poll

4

1431, Beyal, op. cit., p.
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e ianovation

civilian dnvestigaters within the Internal Iavestig:

Ly, the choige of personnel iz important.

With proper training and experience civilians could be an

important asset to the Division, The civilian members would

not be part of the continuous turnover of
rently exists with asvorn officers wheo are linmiied to twe

vears within the Division.

Civilians should be used to interview the citizen complain-
ante thereby alleviating any fears of intimidation and retri-

bution. FEconomically the use of civilian personnel would

also be advantageous since officers tend to raeceive ndgher
payv. By replacing some of the officers in that Division with

ecivilians, the sworn personnel could be moved to assignments

vhers rhev might be better utilized. Also, the use of

~itizens internally would heishten the community's confidence

-~

fela

n +the Department's objectivity,

cluding several civilian wewbers on the Disciplinary Review
Board would also be beneficial to all coneerned. The civil-

ian members would provide valuable input with their objective

review of the cases and provide credibility to the Board's




recommendations.  They would add ol

should ner

the review all sustained cases and o

%

Another problem in the present procedures is that oinly one

side is really heavrd~~the accused officer’s, Either the

Hearing Examiner method should be instivuted for the facte

finding process or the complainant and his attorney should be

allowed to be present during the entire hearing wi privileges

of cross-examination. Facts do not surface unless the proper
questions are usked. Perhaps this "one~sided” picture is the
Miseiplinary Review Board's greatest shortcoming., 4 detailed
study of the Board's procedures would be helpful before initie

atsng other changes.

4 proper balance between the need for greater public confi-

dence in the police while retaining the effectiveness of digw

plinary control over the Volice Department is
The inclusion of ecivilians wichin the complaint svetes would
not jeopardize or remove any suthoriiy from the Chief of

Police. Civilians, instead, would establish the impartiality

which dis vital te the effactivensss of e oo

7z, New York Comnty lLawvers
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ferences here presented can lead toward ca

ronaideration of the various ramification

and move it out of the emotional arena.
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THE FOLLOWING L

IVIDUALY WERE INTERVIEWED:

1, Lt., Farl Fisher, Internal Investigations Divis:
Police Department, January 17, 1974,

5. Fred Maxie, Assistant BDeputy Ombudsman, January

3. Fred

Tausend, Chalrman of the Geattie Crime Prevention Advi
Commisg

@
sion, January 3U, 1974,

4. Earl Smith, Counselor in the Human Rights Department, January
30, 1974,

5. Lt., Richard Rebian, Inspections Services, Eing County Department
of Public Safety, February 7, 1974,

6. Lou Prichard, member of the Board of Governers for the Washington
Srate Bar Association, March 1, 1974,

i
w

7. Capt. darvin tiubbens, Internal fnvestigations Division, Seattle
Police Department, February 21, 1974,

8, Max Sunell and Jolm Hendrickson, City of Seattle's leaving Exsminer
and Assistant, Mareh 8, 1974.
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ESTARLISHING A CTTIVEN'S RAVIEW BOARD, P
e i THERE
SAID ROARD,

VR _PECPLE OF THF CIreY

"‘OVIDP\' F()‘? THE PPOIXJT’*E%&‘I AXD) REMOYAL

'
DUTIES AHD POWER3 OF

', AND IEFINING THE ORJECTIVE CTI0HS
OF BEATTIE DO ORDAIN AS FOLLGWS:

SRCTION 1.

a

SECTION 2.

T USEOTION

SEOTY ON ,

PURPOSE

The general purpose of this ordinance is to provide for communily
contral of an indspendant Citizen?s Review Board that shall conduct
prempt . impactial and fair :'mz.—'estigation of complaints by individenals
agianst the Seatile Polive Departwent and sdjudicate said complaints.

AUTONOMOUS BOAED

There 15 herely established an autonomous Citizen's Review Boawl
of tha City of Seattle, and 1i's wembers ‘s"a‘ul abide by the m
angd procedures estanlished Ly the
herein descerived.

4
(eRES}e)

Board ard thosa rulas cnd prossdures

The Beoard established by this ordinance shall have thc. following
rovers:
“ a.3 5hail receive complaints of police br&tality' against police
officers and enp}wens and complaints of illegal or-dis crimina.tdry
proceduras - of the Seatile Police Department, and expeditiously .
zmd completsly mvest;gace sald complaints and hold public Hgarings.
o b:) Shall adjudicate said cc\mplamts with the full authori*y to enforce
B any oy aLl of -the following diseiplinary action: -
1. repx"a.mand
2. fiue
3. suspension
by terminabion
ijc,) Shall exercise the power of- subpoena.
~.d.) £nall adopt rules and repulabicns and develop such procedures

for ite own-activities and investigations as may be necessary
{to include th activities of its staff) and to publish and file
~same with the office of the CGity Clerk.
e.} Sholl do such other things which are consistent with the broad
Interpratation of this ordinance and its geneval purpose.

COMPOSTTION AND (WALIFICATIONS

The Board shall te composad of seven (V) members, with at leasht three

{3) rembers heoing women and one Asisn, cne Black, one Chicano, one Gay,

one Enbive A=ericin and ore ez-{elon. All wembers shall meet the follow.

ing ‘nof’s:

a,) ident, of the City of Seaitle.

b.) .s..ull at the time of their appoinbtment, the individual amnmual incdre
o Fars must not be greater than the median incowe for the
CH;' of‘ Jgatile. Median income shull ke detevininad by eurren’ inited

riment of Labor
memhe T

statisties for the City of Szatile. S
nall nob have-an iadividual: income groater

bwo - .?)

¢.) 8hall supvort the at of a Citizen®s Reviow Scard an
in this ordinance,
a) ~ .
d.) Shall net be a police officer op » moployss of a police deparitmant.
S ey, \
e, Shall arree the necs

sagary Lime requirsments o proeparly

udicate coxn




BECTION 6.

- SRGTION 7.

Cad Missing three () meetings of the Board mthom.t legitimate reason.

: .JFC“} TON-8. SEIECTION OF CHATRPERSON

9. BOARD MEMBLRG VAGES AND STAFY FESPONSIBILITIES

TR

APPOTNTM

L1500

Three {3} Bow <4 members shall be appointed Y. the Hayor of the City.

.of Ses .,‘tlc, and the rewainirg four (&) Board uembers shall be appointed
Ly the 04% vy Couneil from a register of names submitbted by comsunity
organizations. L)Jra:mmicy OI‘,{;&“‘!IZ&";) ons ghall msat the i‘ol.) owing require.
rents in order to le elizible to place names on the ragister:

a.) Shall be a non.profit orgapization.

b.) 5Shall be an advocate for the rights of one or wore of the following
groups: Yomen, Bacial Minorities, Sexual Minoritics, Poor, Felend
and ex-felons

e,j Shall unporf the establishment of a Citizen's Review Boanl as stated
in this ordinance.

’“”.HHZ QR QFFYCE

The term of four (4) members shall be two (2) years from the effevti
date of their appointment. The remaining three (3) r*embnr'; shall se:
for three (3) years fiom the effective date of their appointwent, tha
st term, every member shall serve a term of two years thereafter.

Ho person shall be aﬁpo’mted for two (2) consecutive terms.

Vacancies on said Doard for whatever reason shall be filled for the
Vtme*xp;rod, verm . by a naw appblintee selected frem the register by the
Ciby Couneil.

REMOVAL OF MEMEERS FROM THE BOARD

A motian -for remm:al ofaa Board member shall be initiabed by any- Board
‘mamber or by petition signsd by at least fifty {50) c:.tmaem of the

City af Ssattle. Upon receipt of the petition the Board anall take action
no later than thirty (30) days.

-

Upon’a two~thirds (2/3) vote of the merbers of the Board a mewber -may be
terminated “or one or all of the follouwing reasodns

“by) Malfeasance.

The B rd anall elnact one of iks memteraz 25 chairperson who shall hold
office for one (1) year and until his or her successor is clected.

The chairperson shall not serve wore than one term. The chairperson -
shall be elected at a special weeting immediately after all wenbers
have baen appointed to the Doard.

In ordér Lo compensate Board vewbers for thelr time and work, eanh membexr
shall receive seven (7) dollars per hour. Howsver, no Roard memeer shall
excead i eighty (30) hour worklosd per mcr ith. Board member's salariss shall

ag

e adjustzd according te cost of living increasss.

Prosram -

7 and shall
workload
inhe cenbtrald
cu’: ao westin inoa L"l‘}.&'“‘w iy wiaich
; jes are located. AT overy \hr’m {3)
etin;ﬂ-q will e ’mln in other places ¢ locablions thie i

The Board shal
m,a,’c. n,gu] ayly 'L‘:, m:\ st onge :; week [eye

1 ) £
ar placs of meeting

12 Doard shall be responsitle Tor di a'Ll ‘
}*sm 5n"'7‘wﬂf.lmn aonearning bhe an'? Location of

*umln shall be »:\t::mn.d to the public wnless the Poacd, in ordar to prols
he rights and privacy of cooplainan s, desides othenwias, snd 1f sugh 01
reebting is nob Wi ”wct by the complainant.

Five (5) “Koﬂnl menvers sm,l‘ consbitute a quorum For the transaction of
Pusinass and 4 y wote of a majority of those prmsent chall bLe

byt ux.r':-ct to taz.e 13”:' a




AP AN b S

.
SECTIOY L.

toard srall keep a proper record of its procecdiugn and the resuits of
its investigabions, and records and files shall Ye nade pablic,

Tha L

T ALl resards ond files shall exist oaly in writien form and copies of
: records and files shall only e availiable to Board wembers and those parucas
dircetly involved in the complaint.

SECTION 12. FESPONSIBILITIES OF CITY GOUERDMENT

In carrying out its objestives, the Board shall reeesive the following
prompt and full cooperation and azsistance from any office or officer or
departyent of the City Coveroment:

a,) Written informa%ticn, docurenis, materials, tape
grapas as the Board deems nesessary in earrying
undar this ordinance.

i b.) The attendance ab Doard meetings of any police departrent personnel
; or cibty official the Doard deems appropriate in carrying oul its
) responsibilities under this ordirance.

SECTTON 17 AROLISHMENT OF THE POLTCH INTETAL THVESTIGATION DIVISION oo

Tmmdiately upon the date that this ordinance bocomes law the .
Tntamal Investigation Division of the Seabitle Police Departirent
is herein abolished and replaced by the Citizen's Review Board,

To assist in an orderly transition bstween ihe Seattle Police Internal
Trvestipation Divigion, herein abolished, and the Citizen's Review Board
establizhad by this ordinance, all files, records, publications, tape
recomlings, photographs and decumenta of whatever kind of the former : ) S
geattle Policz Internal Investlzation Division shall be immediately [
deposited in the Offics of the Mayor of Seattle for use and benefit . G e
of the newly created Citizen's Review Eoard. Once the Board ostablighas EER ARty S
RS a permanent office, these files and documents will be transferred to the R e
s 70 Board and shall become part of its records. PR :

SECTION ¥k, FEFRAL OF BXISTING ORDINANGES

Ay or 211 ordinances periaining 1o the sxistancs and funetioning of
thn Sealtle Poliece Internal Investigation Division are repealed by :
. ithis ordinance i

SECTION 15, IW‘JALIT} PACITISIONS, SUCTIONS OR APPLICATIONS

1f any provision of this ordinance or 3%s aprlication is held invalid

by a counrt of competent jurisdietion, snch invalidity shall not effect

othar provisions, sections, or apniications of this ordinance which can

e eiven effech withont the invalid provisicns or applications, and to

thin ernd any vhrase, ssetion, sentence, or word is deslared to be severabls.
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FOREWORD

The - Community Reiations Service (CRS) is ar agency of
the U.S: Department of Justice * which was created by the Civit
Rights Act.of 1964 to help communities resolve “disputes, dis-
agraements, or difficulties refating to discriminatory practices
based an race, color, or national origin. . . ."" The gow. of the
-agency is. to bring -about rapid and orderly progress loward
seciiring a life of justice, equal opportunity, and human dignity
for all American citizens.

“ 8ince inception, the CRS has sged essentiaily in two aale
gories of innovative activity—(1) crisis resolution, or the ad hoc
application ‘of remedial measures under the pressures of rup-
tored ‘relationships and adversary hostilities, and {2) crisis pre-
vention——a programinatic approach aimedi at eliminating the root
éauses'qf social discord .and strife. Each approach has its proper
place withir. the CRS mission,

Wnth developmen( of ite Conflicl Resolution Program (CRP),
the -agency adds a new dimension to its efforts to ameliorate
-community crises and tensions. This program represents a new
Federal approach for helping troubled communities to alleviate
intergroup . tensions and strife and facilitate smooth social
c¢hange: The two major components of the CRP are conciliation
“and medlatlon Each of these components and other aspects

- of the- pro;:ram are described on the followmg pagcs

}"‘—CMAL/

Ben Holman
Director

< The CRS was transferred from the U.S. Department of Commerce to
the U1.S,: Deparfment of Justice in April 1966.

DEFINITiONS

MINORITIES ~-Blacks, Chicanos, Puerte Ricans, other
Spanish-speaking groups, American
indians, Orientals, and Eskimos.

CRISIS: A state of actual or potential confron-

) tation which relates to minority racial
issues and is of potentially major pro-
portion.

TENSION ~—A pre- or post-crisis factor which cen-
ters around critical conditions which
may produce: confrontation and/ar
violénce. . Tension- is. characterized

by : )

& Existence or rurnors of demonstra-
. tions, boycoatts, strikes, rallies, and
racial, incidents;

& A breakdown in communication
between disputants;

@ Heightened concern of the minor-
ity community toward acts of dis-
crimination; and

9 Visible-evidence of negative or in-
sensitive responsiveness by the
establishment,

ESTABLISHMENT -—Persons who havé the power to make
decisions related to the issues of the
crisis or causes of the tension.

CONFLICT ISSUES

The list is long of contemporary conflict issues in community
relations. Boycotts, picketing, walkouts, sit-ins, street disorders,
and other manifestations of unrest, reflect polarities in 2 variety
of institutional settings. Among the more frequantly contested
problem areas are—

EDUCATION
& Community control or significant participation it pub-
iic school administrative decisionmaking.
& Equal opportunity for guality education without regard
to race or national origin.
& Inequities arising froim public school desegregation.
© Student rights on the coliege campus.
HOUSING
& Public housing tenants’ activity tu secure resolition
of grievances.
& Demands for greater and mere dacent low and morler-
ate income housing.
@ Tenant-tandiord disputes.

ADMINISTRATION OF JUSTICE

& Allegations of police maipractice.

® Inequities in the systems of criminal justice at all

leveis of jurisdiction,

ECONOMIC SECURITY

e Fqua! employment opportunity and stability.

& Consuimer abuses in sunority communities.
WELFARE AND HEALTH CARE

& Burdensome health and weifare regulations,

& inaccessible and/or infecior services.

i EFEECTIVE. RESOLU-
{OMOF cmsssﬂmp TENSION STHROU
CONL%L.AUON ;(Na fsswmmn

8 Unfair stereotyping, public misunderstanding, and in-

sensitivity to welfare recipients.
GOVIRNMENT SERVICES

9 Lack of representation by minorities in policy formu-
tation, program planning, and decisionmaking.

@ Onerous property acquisitior vraclices (i.e, uiban
renewal, emment domein, @ o

& Service discrepancies in + 3 affluent minority neigh-
borhoods.

@ Discrimination in hiring and promotional practices.

CONCILIATION

Paramount to successfuf settlement of contemporary coniict
issues is the nead for an cutside source to provide an indepen:t-
ent perspective upon which adversaries can mutuady depend
for det?fched observation, objective qudgment, and ‘balanced
reSPONSIVeness.

The conciliation component of the Conflict Resolution Pro-
gram is designed to serve this need.

in conciliation, the CRP professional underiakes numerous
rotes and activities, including-—-

® Assessing the situation as a neutral third party,

& Facilitating communications between disputants ‘so
that issues and opposing viewpoints are perceived and
examined.

Arranging and/or convening mestings betwesn - the
adversaries.

Helping disputants to identify and “enlist resources
which have a bearing on the resclution of the contflict.’
identifying and verifying leadership roles between
disputants.

Consulting and advising- with law enforcement- offi-
cials to reduce the- likelihood of cenfrontation or vi-
olence when inflammatory conditions prevail.
Intervening. in conflicis between and withifn- ethnic/ra-
cial groups to seek solutions to such discord. . :
Assisting adversaries to understand the nature of con-
flict, crisis, and protest, and" to ‘overcome inhibiting
stereotypas.

Helping to formulate and apply constrictive internal
disciplinary procedures (self-policing systems) in'the
planning and execution of protest activities invelving
farge nuimbers of participants.

Providing a Federal preseénce in critical situations in -
which there is a useful puipose sarved by ori-the-scéne B
ohservation—stch-2s demonstrating a major concern
for a particular problem. and assuring timely and ac-
tive Federal involvement should - changing: circum-
stances dictate.

MEDIATION

Mediation is a technical procéss, more formal than conciiia-
tion, in which a 1° -d-patty intermediary—with sanctions from
all disputants—assists the .conflicting parties ‘in- reaching a
niutually satisfactory settlement of their differences; preferably
with self-enforcing, built-in ‘mechanisms.. I this  capacity; the
CRP mediater brings disputants and interested parties together
for positive action. More specifically, the CRP mediator—

& Establishes recognition by the parties of opposing ne-
gotiation spokesmen and participants.
Chairs negotiaticn sessions.
Presents and clarifies the issues and establishes prior-
ities.
Arranges for an -appropriate mechanism with which
to assure folowup implementation of agreements
reached.
Discusses affirmative steps to prevent and meet future
problems.
Persuades parties to maintain a “'good faith’* posture
and to move toward realistic settlement goals.

CRITERIA FOR RESPONSE
Contitiation

ORP conciliation involvement in community crisis may occur
in twe basic 5—

& When the agency, on its own initiative, determines
that GRP conciliation assistance is needed.

& At the reguest of State or tozal officials or upon in-
quiry of iccal citizens or organizations, both public
and private, with a legitimate interest or stake in the
outcome of the intergroup dispute.

Respansa to requests for CRP concilistion service depands
upon these criteria—

& Satistactory of  circumstances indicating
that the type =f difficuities under review are likely -to
pe eHactively influenced by concitiation intervention.

o AvailaLility of other resources (outside CRS}) which
miay be considered necessary {or successiul resolution
ef the dispute.

» A reasonable likatihocod that an agreement; once £on-
summated, ¢an be promptly imolemented.




Mediation
CRP mediation involvement in community crisis may occur in
three basic ways—

& ‘Upon judicial referral when the courts fee! there is &
reasonable possibility that the dispute can be volun-
tarily settied through mediation and negotiation,

@& When the agency, on its own initiative, determines
that CRP mediation assistance is needed.

@ At the request of State and local officials or upon in-
quiry of local citizens or organizations—public and
private-—with a legitimate interest or stake in the out-
come of the intergroup dispute.

Response to request for CRP mediation service depends upon
these criteria~—

® Satisfactory determination that the nature of the diffi-
culties are within the agency's legislative mandate and
are compatible with its responsibilities under existing
policy.

; Availability of agency personnel 1o periorm the re-
quired assignment.
Assessment of circumstances which indicate that (1)
conflicting parties are, or may be, willing to accept
and facilitate mediation: (2) a raasonable likelihood
that permanent settlement can be reached; and (3) an
agreement, once consummated, can be promptly
implemented.

STATE AND LOGAL RELATIONSHIPS

Major responsibility for preventing civil ¢isorder rests with
“* local. officialdom, However, State resources, s well as Federal,
arg sometimes required. The CRP efforts in this regard center
on—

® Helping to establish contingsney plans to construc
tively cope with civil disorders and violence; reviewing
and evaluating established plans for use in responding
to ‘urban emergencies and, when appropriate, making
recommendations for constructive modifications.

@ Facilitating utilization of local and other non-Federal
resources by strengthening their delivery capacities
and/or their access to needed technical assistance.

@ |nforiming. State and local officials and community
groups of available Federal resources that can be uti-
tized 4o overcome local problems, and helping to ex-
pedite the delivery of Federal resources soO as to
accomplish the  objectives within reasonable time
frames.

CRS REGIONAL OFFICES

Requasts for concitiation or mediaticn assistance—or for
additional information about the Conflict Resolution Program—
should be directed to the CRS offices iisted below:

ATLANTA, GA. 30303

CHICAG., iLL

DALLAS, TEX.

NEW YORK, N.Y.

PHILADELPHIR, PA.

SAN FRANCISCO, CALIF.

WASHINGTON, D.C.

Room 90D

Citizens Trust Company
Bank Building

75 Piedmont Avenue HE.
(464) 526-43%6

Room 1440

Mid Continental

Plaza Building

55 Easi Monroe Street
(312) 353-4356

Room 13B-35

Federal Building

1060 Commercs Street
(214) 749-2457

Room 3400
.S. Customs and
Courthouse
26 Federal Plaza
(212) 264-9865

Room 1432

Bankers Security Building
1315 Walnut Street

(215) 597-9943

Rosm 703

Matson Building
160 Missien Strect
(415) 5562453

(Headquarters)

Roam 513

Todd Building -

550 Eleventh-Street NW.
(202) 739-4002

U.5; GPO: 1977—C -490-475
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Robeitt L. Buineide IAUB 15 1974 RECD
6217 FIFTIETH AVENUE N E. *» SEATTLE 8. WASHINGTON
98115
Mr, Randy Revelle, Chairman Ret Comptro'l,ler‘s File 279625, a petition of
Public Safety and Health Commitise Seize Time for Oppressed People (STOF)
Seattle City Council for establishment of a citizens! veview
11.06 Munieipal Building board te review complaints about

—;’:eattle, Washington 98104 alleged police misconduct.

Dear L... Revelle:

We -support the right of any organization to petition the City Council and be granted a
public hearihz on any area of concern to the people of Seatile; however; I cannol

“support the ‘r*eferenced patition.

The areas of particular exception to the petition are in Sections 3, U4, 5y 9, 11, 13,
agd' 14 for these reasons:

o .Section 3 b.) and ¢.)m--The proposed Board should not have any authority to impose
~diseiplirary.actions., This authority must remain with the Seattle Police Department
~under 1. Mayor and the:City Council; aor should such a Board have subpoens power.

Section M...-Composition and Qualification, The proposed compcsition of the Board

would not he a fair membership ratic of our entire community, Paragraph b.) relati ve

to income restrictions is umnecessary and has no bearing upon an 1nc11v1.d121's quali-
fications for Board appo:,ntment.

_ Section . 5.w-~Appointment of Board Members, This basis for appointment is too
restrictive to represent the interests of the whole community,

Section 9,~--Hosrd Mewbers' Wiges and Staff Responsibilities. Such a Board, if formed,

- should consis® of knowledgeable, int®rested, capable and dedicated citizenx who aps
willing to serve their community withoutl pay.

Section 1l.~w~Public Information. There is a disparity between the two paragraphs
as to vhether ths record of the proceedings, results of investigations, and reccrds
and files are to be wade public.

Section 13.w—-Abolishment of the Police Internal Investigetion Divisiohimew-firnd
repldcing it with the proposed review Board., Strong exception is taken to this
proposal. By the very nature of the missions of the Police Department, it is not,
and eamnot be, a democratie organization. It has an establlshed and known set of
regulations under which il must operate., If these Police regulations are broken
then the Police must investigate such infractions, bring the offender befors a
board of his peers, and dispense whahtever is falr and legal justice for all
concernad,

Section 1M4.w--Repeal of Existing Ordinances. Above comuents in Section 13 cover
objections te this proposal.

Abolirshing the Police Internal Investigation Division as proposed hsre by STOP has heen




____________________.___-1

Robert L. Butwside

98115

6217 FIFTIETH AVENUE N E. * SEATTLE 15. W

Mohe of the propossls
Police Department or
r study the existing

communities in various forms.
have not been accepted by the
ortune time to open up fo

- propose’d_at other times and in other
" nave been effective; therefore, they

o by the -community. Yerhaps this is an opp
© . getup for more public inpul.

j{'xr;sfisuggerstéé that pogsibly two aitlzens be agvointed by the Havor to observe and
miaent upon the present procesdures and policies of the Policse Internal Investigatlon

vision. ‘Thege two citizens (with or without a vote) would submit written comments
natives to tie Mayor and ity Counecil for

i ,ééomniéndatiom; on congtructive alter

mproving the operation, Such citizen appointments could result in & feeling ol openess
-and fairness Lo the publics
The. Seattle Grime Prevention Advisory Commigsion will continue the study of this proposal
its next meeting on August 52, 1974 at 3:00 P.. in the conference roon of the maln
nsh of the Seattle Public Library. As usuals thie meebing will be open to the public.

OBERT L. BURNSIDE, Chairman. v
Seattle Crinme Prevention Advisory Commission
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2 WILEIAM 8. LECKENBY
29105 Fauntieroy Way S.W,
. Saptilc 68136

7. 'Residence: 932-3124

. Business: 624-3507 Transportation and Utilities
Legislative: 753-7932 Commerce

e ' Financial institutions

August 15, 1974

s 16 1974 BECT

Councilman Randy Ravelle
Seattle City Council
Municipal Building
~600-Fourth Avenue
‘Seattle, Washington 98104

. ‘Dear Randy:
having a hearing on-

“T note with interest that you are
for a Civilian. Police

. ‘August 20th regarding a nroposal
‘Review Board.

This matter came up five oF six years ago when 1 was i
‘membér of the Seattle Human Right Coumission. In my
deliberation I concluded that such a board would severely
restrict police activity and that the Police Department

 should conduct its own review.

and I suggest for your

However, I recommended at that time
Inspector General capability

consideration now, that there be an
in city government.

There should be a method whereby the chief executive of any
~government can get an audit from other than department managers.
Such an audit 1is available in private industry through annual

C.P.A. examination.

al office could be required to report on parti-

An Inspector Gener
h as Police brutality, etc., as well as on

¢ular problems suc
routine matters.

T trust that this will be of interest.

Best regards,

o &
F

William S. Leckenby
State Representative

WSL:pwl
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OFFICE OF MINORITY STUDENT AFT
SPECIAL SERVIGES
CSEATTLE, WASHINGTON 88122

Seattle University

15 August 1974

gity Councilman Randy Revelle, Chairman

ubtic Safety and Health Committee & aa74 RECD
Seattle City Council AUG L

Municipal ‘Buiiding

Seattle, Washington 98104

Dear. Councilman Revelle:

I strongly endorse the proposal te establish a Civilian Reyiew
Police Board. The current Police Internal Investigations: Depart-
ment is inappropriate and ingdequate in.this era of openness -
and-honesty- in government. o ’ ' ‘

A1l too- frequently, citizens have been left with unanswered
questions and partial information. Two examples which may be
cited were the McMahon-Carr shooting, and that of John Bisha.

The present p?oéesSﬁthen, does little for enhancing police-
community relations or improving police methodologies.

I suggest-a combined police-ciyilian review board which,. T
_believe, 'would greatly improve confidence in the fairness -
and prudence of the police department. o '

Finally, 1t would seem far betfer to initiate this now
rather.than to wait until some unusual crises precipitates
the demand. - o
: ; .
e ys

14 4

Sincerel

Assistant Director

0ffice of Minority Student Affairs

-~ Special Services. Program
RFF:cnm

cc: Ms. Caroline Bishop




THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF SEATTLE

1106 SEATTLE MUNISIPAL BUILDING 600 FOURTH AVENUE, SEATTLE, WASHINGTON 98104

TELEPHDONE 583-2640

SAM: SMITH
PREBIDENT OF THE GOUNGIL
&83.2367

GEORGE E. BENSON

T . CHAIRMAN.

FRANGRPORTATION
COMMITTEE
5832357

BRUCE K. CHAPMAN &
CHAIRMAN .
PARKE & PUSLIE

- BROUNDS COMMITTEE

5832364

Tin HiLL
CHAVRMAN

FINAMECE CDMMlYTEF
SBS-ZZSE -

PHYLLIS LAMPHERE -
CHALRMAN . .
INTERGOVERMMENTAL
CRELATIDHS COMMITIEE
sa3-2a355 e

WAYNE D. LARKIN
THAIRMAN -
UTILITIES COMMITYEE
503-2358

JOHN R, MILLER
I:HA!RMAN'

BLANNING & URRAN
UEVELVDFMEDVJT COMMITTEE
583.2385 °

RANDY.REVELLE
CHAIRMAN -

PUBLIE SAFETY &
HEALTH COMMITIEE
s83:2359

JEANETTE ‘WILLIAMS
CHAIRMAN )
HUMAN RESDURCES &
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE
5832366

cc: Al Council members

August 15, 1974

Enclosed for your review is a proposed ordinance submitted to the
Gity Council by Seize Time for Oppressed People (STOP). The ordi-
nance would establish a citizens review board to investigate and
adjudicate allegations of misconduct filed against the Seattle
Police Departwment., Although I do not support the STOP proposal, I
do support the right of any organization to petition the City Coun-
cil and be granted a public hearing on an area of concern to the
people of Seattle,

The question of police discipline is a significant one for the people
of Seattle., Therefore, a public hearing has been scheduled on the
STOP proposal and the City's policy and procedure for handling com-
plaints against the police. The hearing will be held next Tuesday,
August 20, 1974, at 7:30 p.m., befere the Council's Public Safety

and Health Commitiee,

The Committes seeks constructive comments from a broad spectrum of
Seattle citizene on possible improvements to the City's policy and
procedures for handling allegations of police misconduct. In: ad-
dition to any comments you may have on the STOP proposal, we would
appreciate hearing your views on the discipline policy and procedure
currently followed by the City, as well as any recommendations you
may have for improvement.

For your additional information, I have also enclosed a copy of re-

marks I recently delivered to the Seattle Police Officers Management
Association.

We invite you to participate in the hearing to be held next Tuesday.
If you are unable to attend, you are welcome to submit any written
recommendations you may have tc my office by no later than Monday,
August 19, 1974,

If you have any questions about the hearing, please do not hesitate
to contact Duane Woods, my Assistant, at 583-2350.

Sincerely,

RANDY REVELLE, Chairman
public Safety and Health Committee

RR:d1:dk
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PR OF RATE SEITIRG FUR AMBULAICE

(8 oD, fie, 310 Dalfla,  PUBLIC HA
CUHEANLES will be considbred by the Publie Safety & feelbh Commlbtes, Rendy
Royelle, chalyman, “ne po posal wasuld require smbulauce and pabulance

'res:zn;;;anies to mevely post mumbf their vates end file than with the Department

of Ligenses & Consumer ALfalrs. (CF 279667)

{had bho hesrings colendor Bal5-Th ~- itugh)
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PREAMBLE

Police brutality is and has been a seriouvs problem, not only
in Seattle, but throughout the country. As evidence of the
need for a resolution of this problem, structures such as the
Police Internal Investigations Division have been developed.
The P,T.I.D. has not been and cannot be maximally effective in
curbing the incidence of police brutality and giving citigzens
just redress for two fundsmental reasons: one, the P.I.1.D.
yepresents an example of the police investigating themselves
A therefore begins with the premise of bias: and two, it
falsely presumes that the investigators in the P.I.1.D. .
policemen themselves, are exempt from the institutionalized
racism, sexism and class prejudice out of which most complaints
they receive actually arise. Roth the bias and the institu--
tionalized racism, soxism, and class prejudice of the P.I.I.D.
are clearly visible upon noting the race, class, sex and sexuval
orientation of ths bulk of the yearly’camplaintantswmmthey are
minority people, women, gays, and poor people.

The procedure for making and adjudicating complaints brought
against the police is desperately in need of modification to
the extent that it becom. ; a just and sensitive civil procedure.

To ensure objectivity and to eliminate the prejudice attendant
upon the vestzd interest of the police in protecting the police
department ; administration and adjudication of complaints must
te removed from the hands of the police and transferved to a
Citizen's Review Board. This administrative body would be
composed of specially oriented and trained people capable of
making just and fair determinations on the validity of complaints
and taking appropriate action to ensure the civil liberties of
all. people involved.

Such a bureau for citizen's complaints against the police
department would then become 2 social service instead of a
social persecuticn perpetrated by the police.

Sex diserimination, race discrimination and class prejudice
must give way to the reality of contemporary society if the
liberating climate preduced by the various movements for civil
1liberties and social freedom is to be perpetuated. Where one
is constrained by the prejudice of yesterday, one cannot be
free. Today's city government needs to represent and protect
she human, social, sconomic and cultural interests of all its
citizens equally if it is to ensure justice for the future.

1abor donated august, 1974



To THe Crry (ounoiL e

Setze Tee TiMmeE FOR OPprIssen PeapLe (5,T.0.P.) 15 A COMMUNITY ORGAN-
{ZATION REPRESENTING WOMER, RALIAL AND SEXUAL MINORITIES, WORKE NG AND
POOR PEOPLE, WHIGH HAS BEEN FIGHTING POLICE GRUTALITY I8 SEATTLE SIRGE
Juuz 1973,

WiTH ODUR DEMANDS BAGKED 8 ovir 130U SIGNATURES CGATHERED FRO¥ THE
MINQRITY AND WCRKING CLASS COMMUNITIES IR THIS CITy, WE WERE INSTRUNELHTAL
IN BRINGING PRESSURE TO BEAR ON: FORMER PotICE ¢uier TIiELSCHYS "RESIGHA~-
TIONL

ANOTHER DEMAND ENDORSED BY THESE SAME PEOPLE WAS THE ESTABLISBHMERT
OF A CITIZENS' REVIEW BOARD. THAT MANDATE FRONM THE PEOFLE iS5 CLEAR,

PEGPLE MAVE BEEN DENIED JUSTICE $6 LOHG THAT THE {0EA OF COMPLALR~

ING TO THE POLICE INTEREAL [NVESTIGATIORS Di¥iS1aN 1S LAUSHABLE., Ti#8E

1

AND TIME AGAIN CHARGES ARE DROPPED FuUR "LACK OF EVIDENCE," CASES ARE

o

SIMPLY IGUHORED, AND 1IN THE RARE CTASES ©F CONVICTIONS, PENALTIES ARE
OVERTURNED BY THE FARCE 0f THE PoLicE DEPARTMEXT!S APREZALS BOARD.

WE KNOW THAT POLICE BRUTALITY wiLL NOT STOP wiTH THE RESIGHATION OF
A MAH AS LONG AS THE METHOD OF HANDLIKG SRICVANCES REM'INS THE SAME. Jusz-
TIGCE 1§ IMPOSSIBLE IN SUCH A SYSTEM, |N A SITUATION OF THE POLICE
POLICING THEMSELVES PREJUDICE 1S INSTITUTIONALIZED, OBAECTIVITY [N T
POSSIGLE, "PUBLIC REILATIONS" 18 FAR MORE IMPORTANT TO THEM THAN OBJECTEIVE
JUSTICE,

THelR FR H2S FAILED. WE DEYAND CONTROL OVER OUR OWN LIVES; DEMAND,
AS CITIZENS, THE RIGHT TO CONTROGL THE CONOUCT OF THE Porice DUPARTMENT,
SUPPOSEDLY QUR "PROTECTOR.!

TO TH!S END WE HAVE DRAFTED AH ORDINANGE TO ESTASLISH A ciITEzensg!
REVIEW BOARD WN1TH THE POWER TO INVESTIGATE AND ADJUDICGATE CHARGES BROUGHT
AGAINST POLICE OFFJCERS, A SOARD COMPOGSED OF PEOPLE APPOINTED-~30ME BY
THE MAYOR, SOME 8y THE CiTy UOUNCTL--FROM A REAISTER OF NAMES SUBMITTED
Y COMMUNITY ORGAMIZATIONS, A BOARD MADE UP OF WOMEN AND MINORITIES, THOSE
WOST {GNORED AMD MOST EXPLOITED 8Y THE PRESENT SYSTEM.

THis 15 THE ONLY WAY TO ENSURE OBJECTIVITY, CUMMUNITY CONTROL OF
gL i CE SONDUCT. Te TRyLY BE "PusLicC SERYANTSY THE POLIGE WMUST BE
ACCOUNTABLE TQ TugE puBLiC. WE DEMAND NOTHING LESS,

Gefzg THE TimeE For OPPRESSED PEOPLE



Setze THE TimeE FOR OPPRESSED PEOFLE

3820 BUTe AVE. 3.

SEATTLE, WASHiINGVORN

125~1224, 125-8440, 329-1541 prenet 15, 7

“To Coudcti MemBer RanNDY REVELLES

HERE 15 THE LJTERATURE YOU PROMISED TO DISTRIBUTE AMONG THE COUNCHL

§

MEMBERS BEFORE THE PUBLIC HEARING ON AUGUST 2074, WE'D LIKE TO THANK YOU

FOR YOUR SPUNEORSHIP OF THE ORDINANCE AND FGR GOING TO THE TRAIUBLE

OF GETTING IT REPIODUCLD AND INTG THE HANDS .f THE COUNCIL MEMBERS,

IN APPRECIATION,

o i
. £
s e
San Dranzrick
FOR S.TeDsF
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Sealttle City Cowneil
1106 Seattle Manzcipa} Building 600 Fourth Avenue, Seattle, WA 735104
Randy Revelle, Chairman August 13, 1974

Pubtic Safety & Health Committee
- Tel. 5832-2359
Further Info: Hugh Mclntosh, 583-2609 FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE

(August 20 Hear1ng The Hdnﬁling of Comyiaints Against the Police)

The City's nolicy for handling comolasnts against policemen will be discussed
atra pulilic hearing at 7:30 p.m. on Tuesday, August 20 before the City Council's
Public Safety and Health Comnittee, according to Counciiman Randy Revelle, chair@an;

' Revelle said the commitier seeks constructive comments from a broad spectrum
of Seattle citizens on possible improvemsnts to the City's policy and procedures
for handling allegations of misconduct against Seattle police officers. He
stressed that all interested persons are invited to participate,

The hearing was prompted by a proposed ordinance submitied to the City Council
by Seize Time for Oppressed People (STOP). Under the STOP propnsé¥; at autonomous
civilien review bourd would favestigate and adjudicate citizen,aiiegatidns Filed
against tbe seattle Police Department, The review board would have the power to
reprimand, fine, suspend, or §erminaig foicerf COﬁvicted of misconduct. The
board would bé ca&posed of seven membérs ghoséﬁ by.the Mayor and the City Council
from names submitted by community groups. | 7

The hearing will be held in the City Council Chamber, 1101 Seattle Municiba% '
Building, 600 Fourth Avenue. Persons unable to attend the hearing are invited

to submit written comments to Councilman Reveiie by Monday, August 19, 1974,

# o #




This letter is to plead for your support of 3,7,0,P's

proposed city ordinance which would place tae Police under s
eivilian board of review. I feesl that it is unthinkadly raive

to expect the rolice devartment to police themselves., Have

the done s0? NO. The proof of the puuding is in tae Payoff
system, 1. we truly want to prevent the return of that system
you must =~ turn to the concept of Civilian Review, This would
be a painful procedure it shouid be ncted, it should also be

noted that mocracy is a painful process because it sets two

s’—h

sides against each other.....co...and yet the people in this
matter have no where to turn to. Harrassment of minorities is

a fact of human nature but it cannot be tolerzted in a be. ;s that
constantly purports to be professional but whiclk inevitably
allows itself to violate its own ethics., The people can and
should police the police, somewhere in the&ﬁmﬁici&l system of
administration a democratic method must he brought to bear,

L especially support that part of this legislation that would
have the majority members of a civilian review board be PEOPEE
and to me that means that they MUST earn less than 20,0008 a

year, Without this there is vested intere oi a certainty,

Pil=ase give the people.ce.s. ,something, any way to control



police abuse,

I realize that most of ycu do not believe the majority
of cases which you have heard of police brutality and harassment,
These things are prone to be overblown, but from my personal
“experiences of the police, I tell vou that they certainly do
exist and that it is unfortunate 1i-v minority persons who are

accosted by police officers who are 'in bad mood’ and need

m

“hmat 1ittle "moral boost" T hear mentioned from time to time.

- The moral of the police depariment, for instance, is sald to be

jny
s
33
¥
el

ragtically at the same times that you have brutal ity
cases popping up at you right and left, and there is a ccorelation

there: Witness the fine moral of th

D
it

orce undexr Goerge Tielch
who didn’t mind onme bit if a fag got kicked around,
This letter is a plea fOr METCYiesos.

a plea that you will open your eves and see what the police are

e

nto, to help wvws eliminate officers who cannot conduct themselves

install as officers

[#]

as professionals (Who the Police Review Board
again and again even after prowen violations).
We MUST police the police, without a civilian review

board there will be no justirce here, only the laissez faire

racism and sexism that minorities are experiencing today,

With a nrayer that this will even be read,

o

Sincerely,




”‘% SEATTLE CHAMBER OF COMMERCE

% 215 Columbia Suget ¢ Seattle, Washingtor: 88104 ¢ 206-622-5050

August 9, 1974

Councilman Randy Revelle
Seattle City Council
Seattle Municipal Building
Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Randy,

‘We appreciate your sending the copy of the STOP petition to us foxr
review and comment. Something like this should noxmally be reviewed
snd discussed by our Law and Justice Committee, but since we would
be- unable to convene that committee and respond prior to your re-
quested date of August 19, T am talding the liberty af responding
~directly.

While the Chamber does not have a specific policy position, the Law
and Justice Committee did review the subject of police review com-
mittees or boards a little over two years ago. At that time theres
was considerable apprehension om the part of many of our committee
members over placing such extensive authority in the hands of a group

_such as described in the attached petition, We would also hesitate
to respond at this time, however, because it is our understanding
that the composition of the existing police review committee is cur-
rently a matter of negotiation between the Mayor's Office and the
police department in their present labor talks.

Cordially,

Russ

Russ Amick, Chairman
Law and Justice Committee

ACCHEDITED, Chamber of Commerce of e United States . o Aftiliated organizations:
Seattle-Kirng County Convention & Visitors Bureau, Seattle Retail Mserchants Assosiation




OFFICE OF THE MAYOHR-—-CITY OF SERATTLE

Wes Ublman, Mayor August 9, 1974

Law & Justice Planning office
600 Arctic Building

Seattle, Washington 98104
583-6592

AUG 1 31974 ReC

The Honorable Randy Revelle

Chairman, Public safety and
Health Committee

Seattle City Council

1106 Municipal Building

Seattle,; Washington 98104

Dear Randy:

I have reviewed the STOP petition for a citizen's review
voard, C.F. 379625. 1 have two general comments to make
about this petition. If you need a more detailed review
0of this petition, ouxr office can undertake such an exami-
nation. However, it seems to me that such a review may
not be necessary. '

.As you are aware, the guestion of appropriate mechanisms
for handling police discipline problems is a subject of
negotiation with the Seattle Police Officers’ Guild. It
seems appropriate to postpone consideration of alterna-

- tive disciplinary procedures until a proposed agreement

1 : : Las been reached with the Guild which can be considered

: by your committee. At that time the concept of a civilian

review board as proposed in the STOP petition can be com-

pated with the disciplinary procees proposed Dby the Mayor
and the Police Guild.

"However, a few words on t+he basic concept proposed 1in
this petition seem to be in order now. The process for
reviewing complaints against police officers must be
respected by the members of the Police Department and
trusted by the general public. In order to accomplish
t+hese objectives the process must in fact be fair, that
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is, thorough, factual investigations are done of com-
plaints., the vrights of the parties are protected in
those proceedings, and the judgments from the proceed-
ings are rationally related to the investigative find-
ings. The process must also have the appearance of
fairness. The policemen need to believe that the in-
vestigators have a full understanding of the context in
which a complaint against an officer's conduct arose.
This includes not only reviewing the specific facts sur~
rounding the incident but having an appreciation for the
general context for police officer actions. That confi-
dence can only be met by having experienced police offi-
Gers participating in the inwvestigative process.

___ the public to have confidence in the disciplinary
process the investigation cannot be undertaken exclusively
by police personnel. While the members of the Police
Department involved in such an investigation may believe
they arxre conducting a fully objective review, there will
always be some suspicion in the public that they are pro-
tecting their own. Therefore, some lay participation in
the review of the complaints is necessary to assure that
a1l of the evidence is examined and that appropriate
standards are applied to the evidence. The procedure
must also assure that the complainant has an opportunity
to tell his oxr her own full story, to bxring forth addi-
tional witnesses, to be represented by counsel, and to
have an opportunity to rebut the evidence provided by

the defending police officer. A process which involves
these elements could, I believe, gain the confidence of
the public. Because police officers wov 1d play a prin-
cipal role in the investigation, i+ shoulid also retain
the respect and confidence of police personnel.

ror a disciplinary system to be truly workable T believe
it must maintain the confidence of both the police offi-
cers and the public. Some system like the one described
may be able to accomplish that. I am certain that a
civilian review board of the kind proposed in the STOP
petition could never gain the confidence cf the police
officers that their cases were being heard fairly. The
evidence across the country is that when disciplinary
processes do not have the confidence of the police offi-
cers; they simply cannot function.

1f the STOP proposal is to rersive extended consideration
by your committee, I would have additional comments about
the suggested composition for the board and the proce-
dures 2s outlined in the ordinance. However, I believe
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the entire proposal ought to be rejected in favor of
negotiated proposzal with the Police Guild with some
modifications if it appears to the Council that such

modifications are necessary.

Sincerely,

&4

fPhilip G. Sherburne, Director
Law and Justice Planning Office

PGS:ds










e










s

Ly,
)
L Mgt

a,

A
Dot

v
L LExE

4’;.} LIE’Z.

A

¢ gonduct of %;1?
111y by Rule 304

*3?}2153 deairing 4o
‘wubject bef

spulred o«

standing eomni

oft 4

,.1“ ae amey 15:%(3 ?i;f BEns

o

public hesy
hie

et

1

i‘i“ e

4

utidon R4T45

Oy s;t hes Q’f’ the

’“%uxsﬁz of *L’*f& ffi

by

segaion, will




Adwiane Hinaud, Chalrperaon
Augus s 7, 1974
Page 2 ‘

(1) desire 1o
Thfh;,:

the |

T by signivg the s
be reguired to
e i‘ﬁ bé rhsm,su?

,,\';Iﬂ,;f;l t
however,

have been flled with 4

(5) wheve couplain 7
' ' w of the Seattle Police ]
;-ritkm 4 h,as;‘m 1ble 18
vion and § will obtain
{6) 1974 hearing befors the I‘uﬂ ic stzrs;,ﬁ‘t*f mf Veolth

faelude bthe follow

[ S ]
3 s

(a) 4 15 minute presentation by the ! Seattle Pollee Depart
an the eurrent pollce dlacipline policy and procodure




© Adriane
- Auguste

anbaticn by represer

watives of SIOF on




REMARKS TO THE SEATTLE POLICE OFFICERS MANAGEMENT ASSOCIATION

by
SEATTLE CITY COUNCILMAN RANDY REVELLE

June 27, 1974

Based on my brief tenure as Chairman of the City Council's Public Safety
and Health Comuittee, I would like to share some of my initial thoughts and
concerns about the Seattle Police Department. My remarks will focus on four
topics: (1) the role of the City Council vis-a-vis the Seattle Police Depart-
ments (2) the role of the Council in the selection of a new Police Chief; (3)
the Department's discipline process; and (4) law enforcement issues which
should be addressed during the coming year by the Mayor, the Council, and the
Police Department.

Role of the City Council

The Seattle City Charter prevides for a Mayor-Council form of municipal
government, based on a system of checks and balances and separation of powers
between the Executive Branch and the Legislative Branch. Under this system,
the Mayor is primarily responsible for administration of the City Departments;
the Mayor and the Council are jointly responsible for policy formulation (with
the Council having the final word on legislation and the adoption of a Compre-
hensive Policy Plan and an Annual Budget); and the Council is primarily re-
sponsibie for monitoring and auditing the activities of the Executive Branch.
By adopting several reforms within the Legislative Department, the City Council
is currently moving to play a more effective role in policy formulation and
legislative oversight (that is, insuring that the Executive Branch carries out
City policy set forth in legislation, the soon-to-be-adopted Comprehensive Policy
Plan, and the Annual Budget.)

In order to perform our proper role with respect to law enforcement, the

City Council requires accurate, relevant, and timely information upon which to

make rational decisions about the Seattle Police Department. There is especially
a need for frequent, open, and candid communication between City Council members
and police officers. To be effective, Council members cannot confine their re-
search on the Police Department to reading letters, documents, and other materials
on the 11th floor of City Hall. We must make every effort to get first-hand in-
formation about the policies, programs, and operations of the SeattTe Police De-
partment.

To enable the Police Department's leadership to play its proper role in
policy making, the City Council must insure that we have the Department's
expertise early and throughout the decision-making process on law enforcement
issues. As Chairman of the Public Safety and Health Committee, I will make every
effort to insure that any law enforcement issue addressed by the Committee is not
decided until the Police Department has had ample opportunity tc comment and
participate in the decision-making process. This does not mean that we will al-
ways agree with the bepariment, but we will give your views careful and thorough
consideration before vreaching a decision affecting the Uepartment.
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ity Council's Role in the Selection of a New Police Chief

Article VI, Department of Police, Section 2, of the Seattle City Charter
provides in relevanf part as Tollows:

“The chief of police shall be appointed by the mayor, subject
to confirmation by a majority vote of all members of the city
council. He shall be selected by the mayor from ameng the three
highest ranking candidates in a competitive examination to be

conducted under the direction of the mayor."®
~Section 3 of the same Charter Article provides as follows:

"The_competitive examination shall adequately test the qualifications
of all candidates for chief of police, and all records of such
examinations shall be fijed with the city council by the mayor
together with his appointment of the chief of police. Such records
shall be open to public inspection for at least seven days prior to
the city council taking action on said appointment.”

Thus, while the Charter indicates that the Mayor should play the primary
role in selecting a new Police Chief, the City Council has the duty to confirm
(or reject) the Mayor's appointment, and the public is entitled to review the
records of the "competitive examination" before the appointment is acted on
by the Council.

The City Council has an important responsibility in the confirmation of
all appointments, byt especially in major appointments such as the Police Chief,
This fall, the Council confirmation process will probably be conducted by the
Committee of the Whole (all nine Council members), organized and chaired by the
Chairman of the Public Safety and Health Committee. While the Mayor is basically
responsibie for selecting a new Police Chief, it is the Council's responsibility

This does not mean that a Council member should confirm only the person he
or she wouid personally select as Police Chief. Nor, on the other hand, should
the Council member merely "rubber stamp" the Mayor's appointee. Briefly stated,
it is the Council's duty to assure that the Mayor's appointee is basically quali-
fied to serve as Police Chief.

In my opinion, there are several criteria the Council should use to judge
the appointee's qualifications. These criteria include, but probably not limited
to, the following:

(1) The Police Chief must have an impeccable reputation for integrity
and be able to maintain the highest standard of integrity within
the Police Department.



(2) The Police Chief chould be on effestive manager and administrator,
capable of establishing the proper balance between centralized
control of the Department and delegation of authority and respon-

sibility to subordinates.

(3) The Police Chief should have demonstrated experience and leadership
ability in law enforcement.

(4) The Police Chief must either already have -- OF have the potential
for gaining -~ the respect of the vast majority of police officers
within the Department.

(5) The Police Chief should be able to work offectively with the Mayor,
the City Council, and other elements of the local criminal justice
system, so that each may perform its proper role in local law en-

forcement.

(6) The Police Chief should be open to innovation, experiment, and new
jdeas for law enforcement.

(7) The Police Chief should be able to insure close and cooperative
relations between the Department and the general public.

(8) The Police Chief must be sensitive to the particular needs and
problems of various "minorities” such as Blacks, Asians, Chicanos,
homosexuals, and women.

(9) The Police Chief should have common sense and a sense of humor.

It is very unlikely that any person could meet all of the criteria set forth
above. 1 do believe, however, that these criteria will be useful in evaluating
the Mayor's appointee, and hopefully seattle's new Police Chief will meet most,
if not all of them. :

police Discipline Process

several weeks ago I attended the Conference on police Discipline sponsored iﬁ‘
New Orleans by the International Association of Chiefs of Police. The opportunity
to meet and mingle wjth about 100 police officers from throughout the country gave

me some interesting insiahts into the compiex and often controversial subject of
police discipline.

During the past several months, I have given considerable thought to the
subject of pelice discipline, but time today permits only a few brief comments.
First, let me emphasize that anyone considering the police discipline process
must be well aware of the sensitive and difficult role the police officer plays

in modern urban cociety. Police officers have to deal with the difficuit problems
that the rest of local government and society in general cannot (or will not)
nandie. This puts the officer in a challenging position, requiring a great deal
of patience, understanding, and common sense.
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In the recently revised "Complaint, Disciplinary, and Punishment Procedures,"
an excellent statement of Department policy is set forth, as follows:

"Police officers must be free to exercise their best Jjudgment and

to initiate law enforcement action in a reasonable, Tawful, and
impartial manner without fear of reprisal, At the same time,
enforcers of the law have a primary obligation to meticulously
respect the rights of all people. Therefore, a system of complaint
and disciplinary procedures has been established which not only will
subject the officer or employee to corrective action when improper
conduct becomes evident, but will also protect the individual officer
or employee when he or she discharges duties properly, [t is the
purpose of these procedures to provide a prompt, just, open, and
expeditious disposition of complaints from whatever source regarding
the conduct of members and employees of this department, "

To fully implement this sount policy, my review of current Police Department
procedures indicates that some changes are needed to improve the process, and
especially to improve public confidence in the process. Not only is it essential
that the police discipline process be fair and effective, it is equally important,
if not more so, that the general public believes that the process is fair and
effective. Currently the level of public confidence in the Seattle Police De-
partment's discipline process appears to be low. If some rcasonable reforms to
the process do not result from the current contract negotiations and other changes
in Uepartment procedures, the City Council may be under severe community pressure
to take more drastic action, something 1 sincerely hope to avoid.

Based on my initial review of the Department's discipline policy and pro-
cedures, I think significant improvements can be made without taking drastic
steps (such as establishing a civilian review board, which in my opinion is un-
necessary and unworkable)., Some of the improvements which deserve serious con-
sideration by the Departme .t are:

(1) While the Police Chief should be ultimately responsible for
discipline, subject to reasonable appeal, there is need for some
public input into the Department's internal discipline process.
One alternative which should be considered, in addition to those
being discussed in the current contract negotiations, is the use
of an independent civilian hearing examiner as a "fact finder,"
rather than the current Disciplinary Panel composed solely of
police officers.

(2} The Department should develop an informative manual for the general
public which would clearly outline the Department's discipline policy
and procedures.

(3) Hhether a disciplinary panel, a hearing examiner, or other fact
finding body is used, the Department should develop clear, written
guidelines for the conduct of discipline hearings. In developing
these guidelines, the Department should consider making public either
the hearings or the written findings and conclusions of the fact find-
ing body.



(4)

(5)

(6)

The Department should do more to let the general public know that it
welcomes constructive criticism, rather than taking an overly de-
fensive attitude about complaints.

Additional steps should be taken to insure that the discipline
process does not focus solely on individual complaints, but that
lessons from the processing of complaints be used to improve re-
cruitment standards, training, the Department Manual, and the
performance of individual officers.

The Department should explore the possibility of delegating to the
line commanders more responsibility for internal investigations and
discipline, leaving the Internal Investigations Division to monitor
those investigations and to only conduct its own investigations when
the more serious allegafions of misconduct are involved.

- These are only a few of the thoughts I have about the Seattle Police De-
partmient’s discipline policy and procedures. In closing, let me stress that
no discipline policy or process can substitute for the exercise of individual
responsibility by each police officer and effective leadership by all members
of the Seattle Police Officers Management Association.

Current Issues in Law Enforcement

While there is not enough time to discuss the law enforcement issues that
will be facing the Mayor, the City Council, and the new Police Chief, I would
like to Tist some of the issues I believe to be most important:

(1)

(2)

(3)

(4)

In view of current budget constraints, there must be a constant
search for cost-effective means of carrying out the Department's
law enforcement responsibilities, including better use of patrol
manpower, increased use of data processing for crime analysis and
information, and the exploration of consolidation with King County
of appropriate law enforcement functions.,

The Department's administrative structure should be analyzed to
determine whether or not the Department is "top heavy with brass,"
and we should explore the possibility of delegating more authority
and responsibility downward in the chain of command.

The Department should examine the air patrol to determine whether
or not helicopters should be discontinued or replaced in whole or
in part with fixed-wing aircraft.

The Department should investigate the feasibility and benefits of
additional employee incentive programs, including increased re-
sponsibility for patrol officers, educational incentives, and merit

pay.

We should continue to evaluate the Department to see whether there
are functions currently performed by sworn officers that can be
performed equally well at less cost by civilians, other City Depart-
ments, or other local law enforcement agencies.



(6) As discussed above, the Department should develop and implement im-
provements in the current discipline process.

- (7) Finally, we should explore a variety of ways to improve working re-
o lations with the community and involve more Seattle citizens in coopera-
tive law enforcement efforts with the Police Department.

-~ Conclusion

I sincerely appreciate the opportunity to discuss my initial thoughts about
‘‘the Seattle Police Department and law enforcement in the City of Seattle. I look
“-forward to the challenge and responsibility of serving as Chairman of the Public
Safety and Health Committee and hopefully to a cooperative relationship with the
Police Department. Let me stress, in conclusion, that I will be a strong and
vocal supporter of the Depantment when I think it 1s right, and hopefully a candid -
and constructive critic of the Department when it §8 wrong. o



JRDINANCE NO.

ESTABLISHInG A CITIZEN'S REVIEW.BOARD, PROVIDING FOR THE APPOINIMENT AND REMOVAL

THE PEQPLE

OF MENEERS THEREOF, AND. DEFINING THE OBJECTIVE FUNCTIONS, DUTIES AND PCWERS OF
SATD EOARD.

OF THE CITY OF SEATTIE DC ORDAIN AS FOLLCWS:

SECTION 1.

SECTION 2.

- SECTION 3.

 SECTION 4.

PURPOSE

The general purpose of this ordinance is to provide for community
control of an independant Citizenfs Review Board that shall conduct
prompt, impartial and fair investigation of complaints by individuals
agianst the Seattle Police Department and adjudicate sald complaints.

AUTONOMOUS BOARD

- There is hereﬁy established an autonomous Citizen's Review Board

of the City of Seattle, and It's members shall abide by the rules
and procedures established by the Board and those rules and procedures
herein described.

POAERS

The Board established by this ordinance shall have the following
powers: '
a.) Shall receive complaints of police brutality against police
-officers and employees-and complaints of illegal er discriminatory
.. procedures of the Seattle Police Department, and expeditiously
and completely investigate said complaints- and- hold public hearings.

b.) Shall adjudicate said complaints with the full authority to enforce
any or all of the following disciplinary action:

1. reprimand
2. fine

- 3. suspension
4, termination

¢.) .Shall exercise the power of subpoena.

.~d.}-Shall adopt rules and regulations and develop such procedures

for itd own activities and investigations as may be necessary
(to ineclude the activities of its staff) and o publish and file
same-with the office of the Gity Olerk.

e.) Shall do such other things which are consistent with the broad
interpretation of this ordinance and its general pUrpose .

COMPOSTTION AND) QUALIFICATIONS

The Board shall be composed of seven (7) members, with at. least three
(3) members being women and one Asian, one Black, one Chicano, one Gay,
one Native American and one ex-felon, All members shall meet the follow-
ing qualifications: s

a,)-Shall be a resident of the City of Seattle .

b.) Shall at the time of their appointment, the individual annual income
of five (5) members must not ®e greater than the median income for the
City of Seattle, Median income shall te determined by current United
States Department of Labor statisties for the City of Seattle. The
remaining two (2) members shall not have an individual income greater
than $20,000,

¢.) Shall support the establishment of a Citizen's Review Board as stated
in this ordinance.

d.) Shall not be a police officer or employee of a police department.

e.) Shall agree to fulfill the necessary time requirements to properly
adjudicate complaints.




SECTION 5.

SECTION 6.

70 sEGTION 7.

| SECTION 8,

SECTION 9.

EECTION 10.

“mo“later than thirty (30) days.

APPOINTMENT OF BOARD MIMEERS o
Three (3) ‘Bozi: members shall be appointed by ..e Mayos of the City .

-of Sezttle and the remaining four (4) Roard members shall te ‘appointed
by the City Council from a register of names submitted by community )
organizations. Community organizations shall meet the following require.

-ments in order to be elizible ko place names on the register:

a.) Shall be a non.profit organization,

b.) Shall be an advocate for the rights of one or more of the following
groups: Women, Ragial Minorities, Sexual Minorities, Poor, Felons
and ex-felons

¢.) Shall support the establishirent of a Citizen's Review Board as stated
in this ordinance. ’

TERM-QR OFFICE

The term of four (4) menbers shall be two (2) years from the effective

-date of their appointment, The remaining three (3) membors shall serve

for three (3) years from the effective date of their appointment, the
Tirst -term, every member shall serve 2 term of two years thereafter,

No person shall be appointed for two (2) consecutive terms.

Vacancies on said Board for whatever reason shall be filled for the

“uwnexpired term by a new appointee selected from the register by the

City Counecil.

REMOVAL OF MEMEERS FROM THE BOARD

A-motion-for removal ofMa Board member shall be injitiaked by any Board

7 member or by petition signed by at least fifty {50) ‘citizens of the

City of Seattle. Upon receipt of the petition the Board shall take action

Upon .a two-thirds (2/3) -%ote of the members of the Board a nember may be

‘terminated for one or all of the following reasenms:

a:) Missing three (3) meetings of the Board without 1eg'itimate'reason'.
b:) Malfeasance. :

SEIECTION OF- CHATRPERSON

The Board shall a2lect one. of its meubers as chairperson who shall hold
office for one (1) year and ‘until his -or her successor is-elected.

The .chairperson shall not serve more ‘than one term. The chairperson
shall be elected at a special mesting immediately ‘after all members
have been appointed to the Board. .

BOARD ‘MEMBER!'S WAGES AND STAFF RESPONSIBILITIES_

In order to compensate Board members for their time and work, each member
shall receive seven (7) dollars per hour. However, no Board member shall
exceed a eighty (80) hour workload per month. Board member's salaries shall
be adjusted aceording to cost of living increases.

The Board shall hire a staff of investigators, secretaries and an office

... administrator. The staff will be answerable to the Board and shall be
- hiredisccording to. the: City of Ssattlets Affirmative Action Progran and

shall include Sexual Minorities.
BOARD MEETINGS

The Board shall establish a vegular time and place of meebing and shall
meet regularly at least once a @week or mare frequently as the workload
requires, The regular place of meeting shall be in an appropriate central
location of the City, but no reetings shall be held in a building in which
law enforcement agenciss are located. At least once every three (3) months
meetings will be held in other places and locations throughout the City.
The Board shall be responsible for disseminating to all segments of the
public, information concerning the time and location of all meetings. All
reating shall be opened 4o the public wnless the Board, in order to proteat

ths rights and privacy of complainants, decides otherwise, and if such closed

mealing is not waived by the complainant.,

Five (5) Board wembers shall constitute a quorum for the transaction of
USINeSs and the aifirmative vole of a majority of those present shall be
reqired to take any action,




SECTION 11.

SECTION 12.

SECTTON 13.

. [ iy
PUBLIC TNFORMA® 3N “

The Board shall keep a proper record of its proceedings anG the results of
its investigations, and records an< Jiies shall be made publie.

A1l records and files shall exist only in written form and copies of .
vecords and files shall only be availiable to Board members and thoss persons
directly involved in the complaint.

RESPONSIBILITIES OF CITY GOVERNMENT

Tn carrying out its objectives, the Beard shall recéive the following
prompt and full cooperation and assistance from any office or ofiicer or
department of the City Government:

a,) Written information, documents, materials, tape recordings and photo-
grapns as the Board deems necessary in carrying out its responsibilities
under this ordinance.

D.) The attendance at Board meetings of any police department personnel

or city official the Board deems appropriate in carrying out its
responsibilities under this ordinance.

ABOLISHMENT OF THE POLIGE INTERNAL INVESTIGATION DIVISTON

Tmmediately upon the date that this ordinance becomes law the .
Internal Investigation Division of the Seattle Police Department
is herein abolished and replaced by the Citizen’s Review Board.

To assist in an orderly trénsition tetwaen the Seattle Police Inmternal
Tnvestization Division, herein abolished, and the Citizen's Review Board

- established by this ordinance, all files, records, publications, tape -

“SECTTON - 14.

recordings, photegraphs and documents of whatever kind of -the former
Seattle. Police Internal Investigation Division shall be immediately
deposited in the Office of the Mayor of Ssattle for use and benefit

of the newly created Gitizen's Review Board. Cnce the Board establishes
a ‘permanent office, these files and documents will be transferred to the
Board and shall become part of its records.

REPEAL OF EXISTING ORDINANCES

Any or all ordinances pertaining to the existance and functioriing of
the Segtile Police Internal Investigation Divisior are repealed hy

. this ordinance

SECTTON 15,

INVALID PROVISTONS, SECTIONS OR_APPLICATIOKRS

If any provision of this ordinance or its application is held invalid

by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity shall not effect
other provisions, sections, or applications of this ordinance which can

be given effeect without the invalid provisions or applications, and to

this end any phrase, section, sentence, or word is deelared to be severable.
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September 12, 1973
PETITION

WE THE UNDERSIGNED CITIZENS OF SEATTLE, WASHINGTON, PETITION THE

MAYOR AND THE CITY COUNCIL OF SEATTLE TOQ TAKE ACTION TO STOP THE

PHYSICAL AND PSYCHOLOGICAL HARASSEMNT INTIMIDATION AND BRUTALITY
OF THE SEATTLE POLICE TOWARD RACIAL AVD SEXUAL MIMORITIES, WOMEN,
POLITICAL ACTIVISTS, THE POOR, AND WORKING PEOPLE.

We demand that Police Chief Tielsch be fired, that the Seattle
poiiceman who raped a women in January, 1973 be dishonorably dis-
- missed from the police force and that, as recommended by the
Seattle Feminist Coordinating Council, an independent unit of women
‘sensitive to the problems of women be created to respond to complaints
bf Yape and other crimes of violence . against women.

" Weé further demand the establishment of a citizen's review board
“chosen by the community, with enforcement powerv to. investigate
complaints against the Police Department and that the Seattle
Police uphold the Bill -of Rights of the U.S. Lonstltutlcn as it

,'Telates equally to all peoplée in this country.
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The following organlzatlonv have endorsed the S.7.0.P. (Seiz
the Time for Oppressed People) campaign against DQWlL@ brutality:

American Indian Student ASSOClathn, Black Paﬂ\hEL Party,
Campus Radical Women, Centro De La Raza, rPreedom Socialist Party,
Gay Community Social Services, Gay Liberation Front, Kinatchetapi,
'Nat1onal lelfare Rights OrgnnL71r10h nf Seattle, Radical Women,
Third World Woman, Unlf ad Construction Workers As ocwablon, and the
Associared Students' of the University of Washington wWomen's

Commission.

peturn this petition to:
$.T.0.P., at 3321 37th Ave. S., Seattle, WA, 98144 Ph. PA 5-1224
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