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DATE: January 31, 2012  
 
TO:  Roy W. Minter, Jr., Chief of Police 
      
FROM:     Professional Standards Unit  
 
SUBJECT: Professional Standards Unit 2011 Calendar Year Summary Report (CALEA 
52.1.5) 
 
This report is the 2011 calendar year activity summary for the City of Peoria Police Department 
Professional Standards Unit.   
 
The Professional Standards Unit is responsible for the records regarding all administrative 
investigations and specific administrative matters.  The unit is responsible for the coordination 
and records storage of the following; 

• Discipline Review Panel  
• the Use of Force Committee  
• the Vehicle Operations and Safety Committee  
• the Early Intervention Program  
• the Department grievance and appeal processes 
• Department Controlled Substance Screening Program 
• Department Inspections and Audits 

In addition to assisting the City Attorney’s Office and the Human Resources Department with 
matters pertaining to Police Department personnel matters.  The unit is also responsible for the 
training of Department personnel in matters relating to the functions of the Professional 
Standards Unit.  
 
The Professionals Standards Unit has three personnel assigned—Lieutenant Michael Ashley, 
Sergeant Jason Christofferson and Sergeant Greg Larson.   
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Use of Force (CALEA 1.3.13) 
 
The following is a report of the force used by Peoria Police Officers from January 1, 2011 
through December 31, 2011.  This report was conducted by utilizing the information entered into 
Blue Team and retained in IA Pro.   The following areas are covered in Use of Force reports 
entered into Blue Team for Use of Force:   
 

• Injury/Death 
o Officer’s use of force resulted in an injury/alleged injury to himself/herself 
o Officer’s use of force resulted in an injury/alleged injury to another 
o Officer’s use of force resulted in a death of another 

 
• Less-Lethal Options 

o Officer used Oleoresin Capsicum (O.C.) spray and discharged it at another 
person 

o Officer used hard empty hand control technique 
o Officer used item (i.e. expandable baton, flashlight, etc.) as a hard impact 

weapon 
o Officer used the Stun Bag Shotgun and discharged it at another person 
o Police Service Dog was utilized  
o Taser 

 Laser point utilized 
 Arc for compliance 
 Discharge of Probes 
 Drive stun 

 
• Firearms 

o Officer intentionally discharged a firearm 
o Officer unintentionally discharged a firearm 
o Accidental discharge of a firearm 

 
• Special Assignment Unit (SAU) and Mobile Field Force (MFF)  

o Use of Chemicals (O.C. spray, C.S. gas, C.N gas or Pepper Ball System) 
o Stun bag shotgun deployed 
o Deployed other less-lethal kinetic batons 
o Deployed smoke or diversionary devices 
o Pepper Ball System deployed in unlawful assembly situation 
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Incident Review (CALEA 1.3.6) 
 
   Use of Force Chart Figure 1 

Description 2009 2010 2011 
Difference 
2010/2011 

% 
Change 
2010/2011 

Use of Force Incidents 37 29 33 4 14% 

Calls for Service 
103,55

7 102,412 109,570 7158 7% 
Arrests 4414 4438 3743 -695 -16% 
Sworn Full Time Employees 190 187 187 0 0% 
Use of Force Resulted in Injury  8 22 26 4 18% 
Use of Force Resulted in Death 0 1 0 -1 -100% 

Description 2009 2010 2011 
Difference 
2010/2011 

% 
Change 
2010/2011 

O.C. Spray 1 1 1 0 0% 
Hard Empty Hand Control 
Technique 18 15 11 -4 -27% 
Hard Impact Weapon 1 3 2 -1 -33% 
Soft Empty Hand 14 16 14 -2 -13% 
Less Lethal Stun bag Shotgun 0 1 2 1 100% 
Police Dog 4 4 4 0 0% 
Taser 12 17 24 7 41% 
Discharge of Firearm (Intentional) 1 4 1 -3 -75% 
Discharge of Firearm (Unintentional) 0 1 1 0 0% 
Discharge of Firearm (Accidental) 0 0 0 0 0% 

SAU/MFF Use of Force 2009 2010 2011 
Difference 
2010/2011 

% 
Change 
2010/2011 

Pepper Ball System 0 0 0 0 NC 
Less Lethal Stun bag Shotgun 0 0 0 0 NC 
Less Lethal Kinetic Baton 0 0 0 0 NC 
Smoke or Diversionary Device 1 17 24 7 41% 
SAU (SWAT) Deployments 11 13 30 17 131% 

Times 2009 2010 2011 2010 % 2011 % 
Day  (0600-1600) 8 5 13 17% 39% 
Evening (1600-2200) 12 11 5 38% 15% 
Night  (2200-0200) 10 7 10 24% 30% 
Late Night (0200-0600) 7 6 5 21% 15% 

(Note: Calls for Service and Arrests were extracted from the Peoria Police Department UCR database based on 
information available at the time of this report.  When the final numbers become available this report will be 
updated.) 
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 In 2011, there were 33 incidents in which Peoria Police Officers documented at minimum, 
one level of force utilized.  In comparison, there were 30 incidents in 2010, an increase of 
three incidents or 10%.  The increase could be attributed to the increase in calls for service 
in 2011.   

 In 2011 there were 109,507 Calls for Service.  In 2010, there were 102,412.  This is an 
increase of 7095 calls for service or a 7% increase.    

 In 2011, there were 3,743 arrests.  In 2010, there were 4,438 reported arrests.  This is a 
decrease of 695 arrests or a 16% decrease. Of the 33 incidents of force in 2011, 28 of the 
incidents or 85% were the result of officers affecting an arrest.  

 When comparing Use of Force to the number of arrests in 2011, Peoria officers used force 
less than 1% of the time when affecting an arrest.  The remaining 5 incidents or 15% were 
related to mentally ill subjects that were a danger to themselves or others and force was 
used to control the subject and seek mental health care.   Figure 2 is a three year 
comparison of arrests vs. Use of Force incidents.   

Figure 2 

  
Injury/Death (CALEA 1.3.6) 
  Of the 33 total Use of Force incidents in 2011, 28 incidents or 85% of the incidents 

resulted in an injury/alleged injury to the suspect. In 2010, 24 incidents or 80% of the 
incidents resulted in an injury/alleged injury to the suspect.  This was an overall 5% 
increase of injuries/alleged injury to suspects in 2011.     

  Of the 33 total Use of Force incidents in 2011, four incidents or 12% resulted in an injury 
to the officer.  This is a decrease of three incidents or a 43% decrease compared to 2010.  

 There were no uses of force in 2011 that resulted in the death of a human.  This is a 100% 
decrease compared to 2010. 

 Figure 3 is a three year comparison of injuries connected to uses of force.  Significant 
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injury was determined if the officer or suspect were transported to the hospital.  Injuries 
to suspects raised 17% or by four reported injuries in 2011 but significant injuries to 
suspects only raised 14%.  The raise in injuries can be attributed to the slight increase in 
Use of Force incidents and increase in Taser applications.    

Figure 3 

 
 
Less-Lethal Force Options (CALEA 1.3.6) 
Less-Lethal force response options are defined and explained in Peoria Police policy 1.03 and 
1.03A.  Less-Lethal force is defined as a tactic that minimizes the risk of causing death or serious 
injury and is designed to stop aggression or aid in establishing control of a situation.    Several 
different force options may be used during one incident by various officers to stop aggression 
and gain control.   
 
Blue Team use of force reporting documents all levels of force used during one incident by all 
the officers involved.  In 2011 the Peoria Police Department had 33 reportable use of force 
incidents involving 52 officers using 59 various levels of force, not including deadly force.  
Compared to 2010, the Peoria Police Department had 29 reportable use of force incidents 
involving 53 officers using 57 various levels of force, not including deadly force.      

 O.C. spray was used 1 time or less than 1% of all less-lethal force used in 2011 and it was 
determined not effective by the officer.  There was no increase or decrease in the use of 
O.C. spray compared to 2010.  

  The Pepper Ball System was not utilized in 2011.  There was no increase or decrease in 
the usage of the Pepper Ball System when compared to 2010.  In 2009 the Pepper Ball 
system was removed as a force option for patrol due lack of use and cost of maintaining 
the system.  The Pepper Ball System is still an option for SWAT and MMF.     

  Hard empty hand control techniques were used 11 times or 16% of all less-lethal force 
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used in 2011.  This is a decrease of six usages compared to 2010. 

 Soft empty hand control techniques were used 14 times or 20% of all less-lethal force used 
in 2011.  This was a decrease of two usages compared to 2010. 

  There were no reported uses of the expandable baton. There was no increase or decrease 
when compared to 2010.     

  A flashlight was used in 2 incidents or 3% of all less-lethal force used in 2011, to gain 
control of a situation but was not used as an impact weapon.  This is an increase of two 
usages compared to 2010. 

  The less-lethal stun bag shotgun was used two times or 3% of all less-lethal force used in 
2011.  This is an increase of two usages compared to 2010 

 A police service dog or K-9 was used in five incidents or 7% of all less-lethal force used 
in 2011.  This is an increase of one incident when compared to 2010. 

  All available options for the Taser were used 24 times or 33% of all less-lethal force used 
in 2011. This is an increase of 10 usages compared to 2010.   Figure 4 is a three 
comparison of less-lethal force used by the Peoria Police Department. 

Figure 4 

 
 

Significant Increases/Decreases  
 
Review of the 2011 use of force statistics shows a rise in the use of the Taser device to control 
violent or potentially violent subjects while the use of hands-on techniques decreased.   Using 
effective Taser deployments while dealing with violent or potentially violent subjects instead of 
using hands-on techniques could have contributed to lower reported incidents of injuries to 
officers during Use of Force incidents.    
 
Other Contributing Factors 
 
Use of Force incidents in 2011 involving either drugs or alcohol equaled 48% or 16 incidents. 
Compared to 2010 where 34% involved either drugs or alcohol, this is an increase of 14%.  This 
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percentage could be higher than what has been reported because the information is reliant on 
officers making note of drug or alcohol use in the Blue Team incident report.     

Firearms (CALEA 1.3.2/1.3.3/1.3.6) 
Deadly Force Review Board:   
 
A Deadly Force Review Board (DFRB) was convened on July 22, 2011 regarding a case that 
occurred on April 10, 2011 regarding AI11-004.  The board determined the officer’s use of force 
was within policy.  The board did recommend some training options and areas in policy that 
should be clarified or changed.  

 Officer used a firearm in threat of life (AI11-007).  A suspect was waving a shotgun in the 
middle of a residential street and pointed the weapon in the direction of officers. Fearing 
for his safety and the safety for other officers on scene, the officer discharged his weapon 
four times striking the suspect once in the leg. The officer was placed on administrative 
leave in conjunction with normal days off and returned to work on April 16, 2011. This 
was a reduction by 1 incident in comparison with 2010. (CALEA 1.3.2/1.3.7)  

 There was one unintentional or accidental discharge of a firearm in 2011.  This number 
stayed the same from year 2010. A SWAT officer carrying a ballistic shield while making 
entry into a home during a search warrant stumbled and discharged one round from a 
Glock 22 pistol.  No injuries resulted from this incident. The incident was investigated and 
determined to be an Involuntary Unintentional Discharge.  The SAU member was 
suspended from SWAT for one year. (CALEA 1.3.6.)  

 
(Note:  An Unintentional Discharge and Accidental Discharge of a firearm is defined in 
AZ POST Firearms manual section 2 "SAFETY."  An Unintentional Discharge can be 
voluntary or involuntary.  A Voluntary Unintentional Discharge is defined as consciously 
pressing the trigger but not really intending to fire.  An Involuntary Unintentional Discharge 
is defined as outside the realm of conscious intention.  Some causes of Involuntary 
Unintentional Discharge of a firearm are sympathetic response, startle reaction and balance 
disruption.  An accidental discharge is a mechanical malfunction of the weapon allowing it 
to fire or outside forces cause the discharge, such as a holster strap getting inside the trigger 
guard while holstering.) 
 
Warning shots are prohibited by Peoria Police Department Policy 1.03B.II.B—there were 
no violations of this policy in 2011.  (CALEA 1.3.3) 
 

SAU and MMF Use of Force (CALEA 1.3.6) 
 
  There were no incidents in which the Pepper Ball System (less-lethal) was deployed in 

2011.  There was no increase or decrease when compared to 2010. 

  There were no incidents in which the Stun bag Shotgun (less-lethal) was deployed in 
2011. 

  There were no uses of less-lethal kinetic batons in 2011. 

 There were 24 incidents where SAU deployed a diversionary device in 2011.  This was 
an increase of 7 uses or a 41% increase from 2010.  The increase could be attributed to 
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the dramatic increase in SAU deployments in 2011 compared to 2010.  Figure 5 is a three 
year comparison of SAU deployments and the use of diversionary devices. 

Figure 5 

 
 
Training (CALEA 1.3.13) 
 
In 2011, Peoria Police Officers received mandatory in-service training on Taser deployment and 
completed a written test focused on Use of Force.  In addition, all officers received Firearms 
Training related to injured officer conditions and completed a “discretionary shoot” using 
Multiple Interactive Learning Objectives (MILO).   
   
Analysis (CALEA 1.3.13) 
 
Overall, the department saw a slight increase in Use of Force incidents when compared to 2010.  
However, each Use of Force incident can have multiple officers using several different levels of 
force.  When comparing the total levels of force used during the 33 incidents in 2011, there was 
only a 3% increase in the Use of Force when compared to 2010.     
 
O.C Spray and baton uses are being used minimally by officers in the field.  It is reasonable to 
believe that a decrease in the use of O.C Spray, empty hand techniques, hard hand techniques, 
and baton would increase the use of the Taser.  This could be attributed to the effectiveness of 
the Taser and the officer’s confidence in the device to quickly control potential violent situations 
safely.  The department may benefit by looking into other types of hard impact weapons and 
defensive tactic options to broaden officer’s less-lethal response options, preventing officers 
from becoming overly reliant on the Taser. 
 
Taser continues to be the most effective less-lethal force option available to Peoria officers in the 
field.  The Taser possibly contributed to the reduction of injuries to officers during potential 
violent encounters in 2011.  Peoria officers are using the minimal amount of force necessary to 
control and/or take subjects into custody when confronted with resistance.   

30 

13 
11 

24 

17 

1 

2011 2010 2009 

Three Year Comparison of SWAT 
Deployments Diversionary Device  



 

[9] 
 

Professional Standards Year End Report 2011 

Professional Standards Unit 

Figure 6 

Description 2009 2010 2011 
Difference 
2010/2011 

% Change 
2010/2011 

Total Contacts  254 456 715 259 57% 
Administrative Investigations 11 17 14 -3 -18% 
Service Complaints 71 155 129 -26 -17% 
Citizen Commendations 61 137 102 -35 -26% 
Commendations 0 61 191 130 213% 
Early Intervention Program 0 1 2 1 100% 
Employee Grievance 0 2 0 0 -200% 
Vehicle Accidents 29 16 24 8 50% 
Vehicle Pursuits 4 0 3 3 300% 
Photo Radar 24 22 19 -3 -14% 

Service Complaint Findings 2009 2010 2011 
Difference 
2010/2011 

% Change 
2010/2011 

Exonerated 13 38 40 2 5% 
Unfounded 25 53 40 -13 -25% 
Not Sustained 25 9 4 -5 -56% 
Sustained 14 54 43 -11 -20% 

Service Complaint Discipline 2009 2010 2011 
Difference 
2010/2011 

% Change 
2010/2011 

Suspension from off/extra duty 0 0 1 1 100% 
Letter of Reprimand 2 11 10 -1 -9% 
Written Counseling 1 6 7 1 17% 
Verbal Counseling 11 45 23 -22 -49% 
Training 2 0 2 2 200% 
Administrative Investigation 
Findings 2009 2010 2011 

Difference 
2010/2011 

% Change 
2010/2011 

Exonerated 4 4 2 -2 -50% 
Unfounded 1 3 2 -1 -33% 
Not Sustained 1 0 3 3 300% 
Sustained 5 10 6 -4 -40% 
Administrative Investigation 
Discipline 2009 2010 2011 

Difference 
2010/2011 

% Change 
2010/2011 

Termination 1 2 1 -1 -50% 
Resigned in Lieu of Termination 1 0 0 0 0% 
Suspension   2 2 2 0 0% 
Letter of Reprimand 0 4 2 -2 -50% 
Written Counseling 1 1 0 -1 -100% 
Verbal Counseling 3 1 0 -1 -100% 
Retired 0 2 0 -2 -100% 
No Action Taken 0 0 1 1 100% 

Vehicle Accident Findings 2009 2010 2011 
Difference 
2010/2011 

% Change 
2010/2011 

Preventable 19 10 16 6 60% 
Non-Preventable 9 6 8 2 33% 
Preventable/Justified 1 0 0 0 0% 
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Vehicle Accident Discipline 2009 2010 2011 
Difference 
2010/2011 

% Change 
2010/2011 

Suspension 0 0 0 0 0% 
Letter of Reprimand 5 1 2 1 100% 
Written Counseling 0 3 1 -2 67% 
Verbal Counseling 14 6 12 6 100% 
Training 0 0 1 1 100% 

Vehicle Pursuits Findings 2009 2010 2011 
Difference 
2010/2011 

% Change 
2010/2011 

Out of Policy 2 0 1 1 100% 
Within Policy 2 0 2 2 200% 
Determined Not a Pursuit 0 0 2 2 200% 

Vehicle Pursuit Discipline 2009 2010 2011 
Difference 
2010/2011 

% Change 
2010/2011 

Suspension 0 0 0 0 0% 
Letter of Reprimand 0 0 0 0 0% 
Written Counseling 0 0 0 0 0% 
Verbal Counseling 2 0 2 2 200% 
Training 0 0 2 2 200% 

 
Commendations/Complaints (CALEA 52.1.1) 
In January of 2009 the Professional Standards Units implemented a new tracking software 
system named IA Pro.  The new system allows for accurate records of complaints and 
commendations received by the Peoria Police Department.  Better accuracy resulted in an 
increase in the number of complaints and commendations for 2010 and 2011.  This increase is a 
direct result of full implementation of the Blue Team software department-wide.   This system 
allows and in some situations requires certain incidents traditionally tracked in an employee’s 
individual performance record (IPR) or in CAD to be entered into Blue Team.  The Blue Team 
software was implemented along with the IAPro software system.  The IAPro data base system 
has improved the accuracy in which complaints, commendations, and other performance issues 
are processed, tracked, and monitored for consistence.  IAPro also tracks all levels of reportable 
use of force incidents, vehicle accidents, drug screening, inspections, and audits which will be 
discussed later in this report 

When a complaint is received it is classified into one of two categories based upon the potential 
discipline an employee would receive if the allegation is proven to be true.  These two 
classifications are: 

• Administrative Investigation: The allegation, if true, would result in more than a letter of 
reprimand. 

• Service Complaint: The allegation, if true, would result in no more than a letter of 
reprimand. 

Due to the severity of allegations and the level of potential discipline, investigations classified as 
Administrative Investigations (AI) are investigated by the Professional Standards Unit (PSU). 
Service Complaints (SC) will normally be investigated by the involved employee’s supervisor. 
(CALEA 26.1.5; 52.2.1) 
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2011 Incidents 

PSU received 715 contacts from citizens and department personnel.  Compared to 2010, PSU 
received 259 more contacts or 57% increase.  Of those 715 contacts, 291 resulted in 
commendations; 129 were complaints or concerns.  The remaining contacts consisted of use of 
force, vehicle accidents, drug screens, K-9 kit audits, MDC audits, and other incidents tracked by 
IA Pro (which will be discussed later in this report). 
 
Of the 715 contacts received in PSU, 216 were from citizens.  Of the 216 citizen contacts, 99 
were received by telephone, 45 were received by the Professional Standards On-line 
complaint/commendation process, 10 were received by walk-in, 37 were received by written 
letters and 25 were received from the Citizens’ Pipeline. 
 
Investigations of Complaints  
 
The Professional Standards Unit utilizes a process, developed in 2003 and modified in 2011 to 
comply with new Arizona Revised Statue (ARS 38-1101) laws concerning officers’ bill of rights 
on how investigations are to be handled.  The department has two forms of investigative formats;  
 

• Administrative Investigation – a non-criminal investigation, ordered by the Chief of 
Police, to determine the facts of what occurred in response to an alleged or suspected 
violation of an established rule, regulation, policy, or procedure.  The investigation is 
reviewed by the involved employee’s chain of command to determine if a violation has 
occurred and recommend corrective action to the Chief of Police. 

 
• Service Complaint (CALEA 26.1.5) – The investigative process conducted by the 

initiating supervisor to determine if a violation of policy has occurred and to administer 
the appropriate level of corrective action or procedural changes.   

 
The possible findings for complaints investigated at any level are: 

a. Unfounded: The events or allegations reported by the complainant did not happen 
or were false.  

b. Exonerated: The allegation did occur but the employee’s actions were lawful, 
proper, and within department policy.  

c. Not Sustained: The allegation against the employee could not be proven or 
disproven during the investigation.  

d. Sustained: The allegation against the employee met the “standard of proof” and 
was determined to be true. 

Administrative Investigations: 
 
During 2011 a total of 14 Administrative Investigations (AI) were authorized by the Office of the 
Chief of Police.   The investigations were reviewed by a Discipline Review Panel (DRP) that 
consisted of the employee’s chain of command.  Of the 14 investigations in 2011, the DRP 
determined the following:  two were “exonerated”, three were “not sustained”, six were 
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“sustained”, two were “unfounded”, and one was closed by the Chief of Police.  Of the six 
sustained allegations, discipline ranged from no action to termination.   
 

• PSU was asked by the Human Resources Director for the City of El Mirage to conduct an 
Administrative investigation on a City of El Mirage Fire Captain regarding a possible 
integrity violation. The investigation was conducted and written in under 60 days.  The El 
Mirage Human Resources Director was very pleased with how PSU conducted the 
investigation and the final report.       

• PSU met all required time limit requirements for notification and completion of 
investigations as directed by policy. (CALEA 52.2.3)   

 
Dismissals/Terminations (CALEA 26.1.8) 
 
The Peoria Police Department dismissed one employee for falsifying city employee time cards 
(AI 11-014).     
 
Service Complaints (CALEA 26.1.5) 
 
During 2011 a total of 129 service complaints were processed by PSU.  Of the 129 complaints, 
40 were exonerated, 4 were not sustained, 43 were sustained, and 40 were unfounded.  The 43 
sustained complaints involved 47 employees.  Discipline resulting from these investigations is 
shown in figure 7:   
 
Figure 7 

 
 
There were no investigations that required officers to have medical or laboratory examinations, 
photographs, be subjected to a line-up, disclose financial statements, or take a test that would 
depict deception.  This criterion is outlined in Policy 5.01.  (CALEA 52.2.6.) 
 
Figure 8 is a three year comparison of discipline in connection to sustained Administrative 
Investigations. (CALEA 26.1.8) 
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Figure 8 

 
 
Figure 9 is a three year comparison of discipline in connection to sustained Service Complaints.  
(CALEA 26.1.5) 
 
Figure 9 

 
 
Figure 10 is a three year comparison of Citizen Commendations, Commendations, Service 
Complaints, and Administrative Investigations received in PSU.  (CALEA 52.2.1) 
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Figure 10 

 
 
Biased Based Profiling Investigations: (CALEA 1.2.9) 
The department received two complaints (AI11-005and SC 11-129) of Biased Based Profiling.   

The first complaint (AI11-005) came from a citizen who believed he was racially profiled by a 
Peoria police officer when he was stopped for a broken tail light.  The officer issued a citation 
for the violation and asked the citizen questions regarding tattoos, piercings, and work place 
address. The questions were asked in order to completely fill out the citation. The citizen was 
offended by the questions.  An investigation was initiated and all parties involved were 
interviewed.  The investigation revealed that the citizen was aware his tail light was not in good 
working condition.  The citizen was asked during his interview what the officer did to make him 
feel he had been racially profiled.  The citizen stated, “I felt the combination of being stopped for 
the tail light, questioned about tattoos, piercings, asked about his work address, and the 
discussion about burglaries in the area made him feel uncomfortable. The allegation was 
determined to be UNFOUNDED.   

The second complaint (SC 11-129) was also related to a traffic stop.  The citizen believed they 
were racially profiled when they were stopped by an officer for expired tags.  The citizen 
admitted to knowing his tags had been expired for over four months.  The citizen believed he 
was racially profiled because the officer waited for him to leave a retail store and exit the private 
drive before making the traffic stop.  The investigation revealed the officer had been assigned to 
work intensive patrol in the area during the holidays.  The officer observed the vehicle back into 
a parking space and believed the driver was attempting to conceal the vehicle’s tags.  Based on 
the officer’s past training and experience, the officer believed the occupants of the vehicle were 
maybe planning to commit a crime and conceal the vehicle’s license plates.  The officer wrote 
down the vehicle license plate and discovered it was expired.  The occupants returned to their 
vehicle and the officer conducted a traffic stop and issued a citation.  The investigation revealed 
the officer’s traffic stop was lawful, proper and within policy and was cleared EXONERATED.     
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Vehicle Operations and Safety Committee (VOSC) 

During 2011 there were a total of 24 vehicle incidents.  This is an increase of 8 incidents or a 
33% increase as compared to 2010.  Of the 24 vehicle incidents, 8 were determined “not 
preventable” and 16 were determined “preventable” by the Vehicle Operation Safety Committee 
or the chain of command.  Figure 11 is a three year comparison of preventable and non-
preventable vehicle collisions.  Figure 12 is a three year comparison of all the Primary Collision 
Factors. 

Figure 11 

 
 
Figure 12 
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ranged from verbal counseling to a letter of reprimand.      
 
Pursuit (CALEA 41.2.2) 
 
During 2011, the Peoria Police Department had five vehicle pursuits incidents entered into Blue 
Team/IA Pro.  The VOSC reviewed four of the vehicle pursuits.  The VOSC determined two of 
were within policy, one was not a pursuit, and one was outside of policy.  The remaining 
incident was investigated by the North Precinct dayshift watch commander and determined not a 
pursuit.   
 

• The incident determined to be outside of policy by the VOSC occurred on December 23, 
2011 and involved two officers and one female suspect.  Officers responded to Walgreen’s 
regarding a female passed out behind the wheel of a vehicle.  Officers made contact with 
the female and while speaking with the female suspect, she started the car and fled the 
scene.  Officers chased the female until ordered to terminate the pursuit by the field 
supervisor.  The officers involved received a documented verbal counseling and training 
on department pursuit policy (AI 11-005).  

• The indent investigated by the North Precinct dayshift watch commander involved a 
stolen vehicle located by Maricopa County Sheriff’s Department.  According to the 
investigation, the officers did an outstanding job of coordinating resources to assist a 
neighboring agency in the apprehending of a stolen vehicle suspect without entering into a 
vehicle pursuit. (AI11-001)   

• No documented pursuits in 2011 resulted in an accidents or injuries. 
• Two of the three pursuits were aborted or terminated either by the supervisor or involved 

officers. 
• One pursuit was initiated due to a felony offense, one pursuit was initiated due to a 

misdemeanor offense, and one pursuit was initiated due to traffic offenses.   
• Figure 13 is a three year comparison of vehicle pursuits.  The number of pursuits reviewed 

by the VOSC did not increase or decrease in 2011.    
 
Figure 13 
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Grievances:  (CALEA 25.1.3/25.1.3) 

During the year of 2011 the Police Department had no grievance filed.  Maintenance and control 
of grievance records are maintained in IA Pro from 2009 until present day.  The only people that 
have access to IA Pro are PSU personnel.  Any grievance records prior to 2009 are maintained in 
locked files only accessible by PSU personnel.   

Disciplinary Action Appeals (CALEA 26.1.6) 

There were no appeals for 2011.   

Early Intervention Program (CALEA 35.1.9) 

During 2011, two officers were placed on the Early Intervention Program (EIP).  One officer 
successfully completed the program as planned.  The other officer had his program extended into 
2012. The Professional Standards Unit is currently improving the Peoria Police Department’s 
Early Warning System (EWS) and to incorporate features built into IA Pro to assist supervisors 
in identifying employees in need of assistance.  In this effort to improve our ability to comply 
with this CALEA standard, the EWS will also increase agency accountability and help 
proactively meet the department goal of operating with maximum efficiency.    

Audits/Inspections: (84.1.6)  

Controlled Substance Screening 

The Peoria Police Department is subject to quarterly Random Drug Screening. Banner Health 
supplies the City of Peoria’s Human Resources Department with a random selection for each 
quarter.  The Human Resources Department then provides the Professional Standards Unit with 
the randomly selected employees for drug screening.  The Professional Standards Unit then 
insures the randomly selected employees are notified and the random drug screen is performed in 
a timely manner.  In the year 2011, there have been no positive returns from Banner Health. 

Document Purging (CALEA 26.1.8) 
 
During 2011 the Professional Standards Unit developed new protocols to be in compliance with 
Arizona law (A.R.S 41-1351) by updating Peoria Police policy 5.01. 
 
On July 12th, 2011, an audit and review for internal PSU files was conducted.  Per Arizona State 
Law and Department Policy, 2004 and 2005 PI/SC and AI files were purged.  Involved employee 
names were purged from IA Pro for the 2005 AI files.  Also the VOSC, EIP, and Use of Force 
files for 2004-2007 were purged per policy and retention laws. 
 
On December 29th, 2011, an audit and review for internal PSU files was conducted.  Per Arizona 
State Law and Department Policy, 2006 Administrative Investigations with discipline of 
Sustained, Not Sustained, Exonerated and Unfounded findings were purged.  It should be noted 
that the 2006 Administrative Investigations with aggravating circumstances were not purged.   
Per Arizona State Law and Department Policy, 2007, 2008, and 2009 Administrative 
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Investigations with a disposition of Not Sustained, Exonerated and Unfounded findings were 
purged. Per Arizona State Law and Department Policy, all 2006, 2007, and 2008 Preliminary 
Investigations, regardless of disposition have been purged.  Also the 2007, 2008, and 2009 
Vehicle Operations Safety Committee files were purged, per Arizona State Law and Department 
Policy.  The Use of Force files for 2007, 2008, and 2009 were also purged Arizona State Law 
and Department Policy. 
 
Involved employee names were purged from IA Pro for all of the above listed files that were 
purged. With the completion of this last file purging process, the Peoria Police Department is up 
to date with file retention, per Arizona State Law and Department Policy and the files have been 
given to the City of Peoria’s Attorneys’ Office for final disposition. 
 
A complete list of all the records purged can be located under attachment one in this report. 
 
K-9 Drug Testing Kit 
 
Throughout 2011 monthly inspections were conducted by the K-9 supervisor and processed 
through Blue Team.  All of the monthly inspections returned with no discrepancies.   
 
On 04/07/11 and 04/28/2011, the Professional Standards Unit conducted an announced internal 
compliance inspection on K-9 Narcotic Training Kits.  Each of the four kits issued to all K-9 
officers were visually inspected and weighed.  Each kit was within compliance of Department 
policy.   
Both “old” Marijuana Training Kits were impounded into Property/Evidence for destruction.  
PSU opened the evidence bag containing the Marijuana “base sample” and removed Item #1 
(individually packaged 45 grams of Marijuana) for use for new Marijuana Training Kits.  PSU 
re-sealed the evidence bag containing the remaining items #2 - #8 which was impounded back 
into Property/Evidence.   
 
The K-9 supervisor individually weighed 20 grams of the 45 gram sample and issued new 
Marijuana Training Kits to both officers at 0940 hrs.  The remaining 25 grams from this sample 
(Item #1) was then impounded back into Property/Evidence for destruction.  
 
There were no recommendations for this inspection at this time. 
 
On July 13th, 2011, the Professional Standards Unit conducted a second internal compliance 
inspection of the K-9 Officer’s drug training kits.  This inspection was an un-announced 
inspection.  All sixteen kits were visually inspected and weighed.  Each kit was within 
compliance of Department policy and there were no discrepancies noted.  There were no new test 
kits given to the K-9 Unit during this inspection. 
 
The compete inspection report can be located under attachment two in this report.  
 
Mobile Data Computer/Positron Messages 
 
Random audits were conducted quarterly on Mobile Data Computer and Position messaging in 
2011.  The messages are read by citizen volunteers and the Professional Standards Unit to ensure 
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employees are following policy.  The audits found messages to be in compliance with 
department policy.   
 
Weapons Audit 
 
This unannounced audit/inspection was developed in response to discrepancies surrounding 
officers carrying the correct amount of ammunition as directed by policy while on duty.  During 
an investigation into an Officer Involved Shooting in 2010, an Officer was discovered to be 
carrying his magazines to capacity, which is a violation of policy (4.09.D.2.a). Policy requires 
that all magazines are to be down loaded by one round. The problem surfaced again in during an 
investigation into an Officer Involved Shooting in 2011.  An Officer was not carrying the correct 
amount of ammunition as directed by policy (4.09.D.2.a). 
 
Figure 14 shows the results of the audit/inspection revealed discrepancies found throughout the 
department during the course of this Audit/Inspection.   
 
Figure 14 
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**** Overall Percentage of Compliance= 96.3% within Policy**** 

The complete report can be viewed under attachment three in this report.   

Special Investigations Unit 

On April 6th, the Professional Standards Unit conducted an internal compliance inspection of all 
CI money/funds, receipt books, expenditure sheets, monthly/quarterly expenditure reports, and 
CI files/lists in conjunction with the City Finance Department.   
 
Results of the inspection revealed that all CI funds/money was accounted for and that the Special 
Investigations Unit expenditure sheets and reports tracking Confidential Informant buy activity 
was in order.  Four different receipt books were also reviewed.  The CI files and lists also 
appeared to be in order with no discrepancies noted.  Two discrepancies were found in the area 
of expenditure receipts for the transaction of funds which are as follows: 
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• 11/3/09 – no receipt located documenting the return of $300 from Violent Crimes 

Unit back to the Special Investigations Unit for a Criminal Investigations Section 
investigation. 

• 12/28/09 – no receipt located for $160 for the purchase of Meth Lab training 
equipment. 

 
During the inspection, there was a discussion among the Professional Standards Unit and Special 
Investigations Unit as to what the Confidential Informant funds/money could be used for and if 
they should have been used for training purposes or equipment purchases.   
 
Since the Sergeant change in the Special Investigations Unit, a monthly inspection of randomly 
selected items from the purchasing of Confidential Informants has been conducted by the Special 
Investigation Unit Sergeant.  There have been no discrepancies noted. 
To view the completed CI fund audit see attachment four in this report. 
 
Internet Usage Audit 
 
In late September 2011, the Peoria Police Department released Internet access to all Mobile Data 
Computers in the field.  This Audit/Inspection is a result of this release.   The Professional 
Standards Unit conducted monthly Audit/Inspections of the entire police department’s internet 
usage.   
 
During the three audits/inspections there was only one incident involving an inappropriate 
website visited and it was in conjunction with the use of a fictitious account, used in 
investigations. 
 
These audits/inspections also identified individuals who spent a large amount of time on the 
internet.   The employees’ supervisor was notified of the amount of time spent on the internet 
and was reminded of the policy.  It was also learned that the majority of the usage was work 
related. 
 
To view all three completed internet usage audits see attachment five in this report. 
 
Property Room Inspections and Destruction of Evidence (CALEA 84.1.6) 
The Professional Standards Unit conducted two internal compliance inspections of the 
Property/Evidence room in 2011. 

The first inspection was an announced inspection which was conducted on April 4th, 2011. 

The internal compliance inspection took place in the Property/Evidence storage room at the 
Public Safety Administration Building.  The Professional Standards Unit “spot” inspected four 
items of evidence (drugs) which were randomly selected from the destruction “pool” to 
determine compliance.  The following items were inspected for accurate content: 
 

• Inspected at 0828 hrs. – IR #06-003784 (Item #1) – drug field-tested positive for 
Methamphetamine – review of report and impound sheet is consistent with the evidence 
tested. 
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• Inspected at 0835 hrs. – IR #06-008005 (Item #6) – visually inspected, but not field-
tested due to condition of evidence – review of report and impound sheet is consistent 
with evidence observed. 

• Inspected at 0850 hrs. – IR #06-010808 (Item #5) – drug field-tested positive for Cocaine 
base (Crack Cocaine) – review of report and impound sheet is consistent with evidence 
tested. 

• Inspected at 1245 hrs. – IR #00-009029 (Item #1) – 32 Hydrocodone pills – visually 
inspected and counted – review of report and impound sheet is consistent with the 
evidence observed. 

 
The following recommendations are suggested by PSU reference the property 
destruction/transportation process: 
  

• Identifying and utilizing a segregated section or separate room within the Department’s 
main property storage room to provide for added security and accountability.  Once 
property/evidence items are checked and logged during the destruction inventory, the 
items should then be placed into a designated, secured area for final vehicle loading prior 
to transport.  To ensure integrity and internal compliance, PSU would place a padlock on 
the outside of the secured section/room in question and access to that area would require 
personnel from both sections of the Department.   

• PSU continues to conduct “spot” inspections of property/evidence items for weight, 
amount, and/or substance during the destruction inventory process for internal 
compliance. 

• Once property/evidence items are loaded into the designated vehicle for transport to the 
destruction incinerator in Globe, both Property personnel and PSU personnel place a 
padlock (2 locks) on the vehicle, securing the vehicle’s contents (Property would be the 
only ones to maintain the key to one padlock while PSU would maintain the key to the 
other padlock).  In addition, a standard evidence seal initialed by both personnel would be 
placed on the vehicle so that the seal would be broken when access is gained. 

• Officers from the same specialized unit (SIU, PCU, etc.) should assist Property personnel 
during each destruction process (chain of custody) to maintain consistency and 
accountability during the process.  This added area of responsibility could be added to 
Department policy or the specific unit’s SOP’s. 

• The development of a “Property/Evidence Destruction Process” SOP identifying the 
recommendations noted above and including required protective clothing/equipment 
needed by Department personnel at the mine/incinerator in Globe. 

The second inspection was an unannounced inspection/audit which was initiated on August 16th, 
2011. 

The Professional Standards Unit randomly inspected seventy- two (72) items of evidence (drugs) 
which were selected from the destruction “pool” to determine compliance.  All but one of the 
items randomly selected contained the correct content, which is a 98.6 percent compliance rate.   
 
The one item, IR 07-004656, was labeled as a small amount of marijuana, but was a box of 
ammunition.  Property/Evidence Technicians were quickly able to rectify the situation and 
learned that there was a double entry for the listed item number. 
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During this unannounced audit/inspection there were no major issues identified, however there 
were some incidences where property bags were overfilled.  There were also two incidences 
where flammable items were impounded incorrectly for destruction. 
 
The following recommendations are suggested by the Professional Standards Unit reference the 
property destruction/transportation process: 
 

• The Professional Standards Unit continues to conduct “spot” inspections of 
property/evidence items for weight, amount, and/or substance during the destruction 
inventory process for internal compliance. 

• Officers from the same specialized unit (SIU, PCU, etc.) should assist Property personnel 
during each destruction process (chain of custody) to maintain consistency and 
accountability during the process.  This added area of responsibility will be added to 
Department policy or the specific unit’s SOP’s. 

• A Sergeant and Detective from Special Investigations Unit (SIU) should place a GPS on 
the transport vehicle the morning of the transport, for an added security measure and 
locating abilities.  The SIU Detective and Sergeant placing the GPS shall be the only ones 
to know where it is placed. This added area of responsibility will be added to Department 
policy or the specific unit’s SOP’s. 

• The development of a “Property/Evidence Destruction Process” SOP identifying the 
recommendations noted above and also including required protective clothing/equipment 
needed by Department personnel at the mine/incinerator in Globe, one month prior to the 
destruction date. 

• The Youth and Support Services Section develop a Training Bulletin with instructions on 
proper heat sealing procedures. 

 
The destruction portion of this audit has not been completed.  The destruction was originally 
scheduled for November 12th, 2011.  The Globe mine/incinerator has cancelled three times to 
date for several different reasons.  The current scheduled destruction is scheduled for early 
March, 2012.  The Professional Standards Unit has adapted the initial destruction 
recommendations and has added a few recommendations of its own. 

Both the announced and unannounced property room inspections can be located under 
attachment six in this report. 

Additional Information 
 
In 2011, PSU add an additional sergeant position to the unit assigned to Audits and Inspections.  
This allowed PSU to be more proactive and conduct more internal inspections and audits.  
Figure 15 is a three year comparison of audits and inspections conducted by the Professional 
Standards Unit tracked in IA Pro.  
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Figure 15 
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CASE CASE # ALLEGATION EMPLOYEE FINDINGS COMPLETED PURGE
AI 06-001 FAIL TO MAINTAIN RECORDS MEEKS, J. SUSTAINED/LOR 5/18/2006 2011
AI 06-002 FAIL TO OBEY ORDER MASON, R./NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/DEMO. 3/16/2006 2011
AI 06-003 FAIL TO FOLLOW DV PROTOCALS MEEKS, J. SUSTAINED/1 DAY 6/6/2006 2011
AI 06-004 FAIL TO SAFEGAURD RECORDS MEEKS, J. SUSTAINED/1DAY 6/28/2006 2011
AI 06-005 COMPETENT DISCHARGE OF DUTIES MEEKS, J. SUSTAINED/1 DAY 6/28/2006 2011
AI 06-006 VEHICLE DAMAGE JACKSON, V. EXONERATED 2/28/2006 2008
AI 06-007 SICK LEAVE YOUNG, A SUSTAINED/LOR 6/12/2006 2011
AI 06-008 SICK LEAVE SKROCH, M./NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/RETIRED 6/15/2006 2011
AI 06-009 EXCESSIVE FORCE BAKKE, E. UNFOUNDED 10/16/2006 2008
AI 06-009 EXCESSIVE FORCE WEBB, P./ NOT EMPLOYED UNFOUNDED 10/16/2006 2008
AI 06-010 DEPT. POLICY/CI BOOK CUSUMANO, S SUSTAINED/IPR 10/30/2006 2011
AI 06-010 DEPT. POLICY/CI BOOK GRADY, B./ NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/IPR 10/30/2006 2011
AI 06-011 DV/ASSAULT HENZE, K. SUSTAINED/2 DAYS 12/12/2006 2011
AI 06-012 VEHICLE DAMAGE SKROCH, M./NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/RETIRED 7/28/2006 2011
AI 06-013 DUI ARREST VANBARRIGER, D. SUSTAINED/4 DAYS 7/20/2006 2011
AI 06-014 PURSUIT/AMBER ALERT DYSON, D./NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/5 DAYS 9/20/2006 2011
AI 06-014 PURSUIT/AMBER ALERT COLE,C./ NOT EMPLOYED NOT SUSTAINED 9/20/2006 2008
AI 06-016 SAU OPERATIONAL PROCEDURES LEKAN, S./ NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/SAU REM 7/10/2006 2011
AI 06-018 SPEEDING WEBBER, R. SUSTAINED/2DAYS 12/6/2006 2011
AI 06-018 SPEEDING NAEHRBASS, J. NOT SUSTAINED 12/6/2006 2008
AI 06-018 SPEEDING CHEDESTER, L. NOT SUSTAINED 12/6/2006 2008
AI 06-020 DV/ASSAULT WALLS, B. NOT SUSTAINED 12/8/2006 2008
AI 06-021 FAIL TO APPEAR COURT BAKKE, E. SUSTAINED/IPR 12/12/2006 2011
AI 06-022 DERAGETORY REMARKS NOVOSELAC, J. NOT SUSTAINED 12/30/2006 2008
AI 06-023 EXCESSIVE FORCE NAEHRBASS, J. EXONERATED 6/25/2007 2008
AI 06-023 EXCESSIVE FORCE MONTES, A. EXONERATED 6/26/2007 2008
AI 06-023 EXCESSIVE FORCE RODRIGUES, M EXONERATED 6/27/2007 2008
AI 06-023 EXCESSIVE FORCE MEEKS, J. EXONERATED 6/28/2007 2008
PI 06-001 SICK LEAVE MORENO, A./NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/IPR 2/28/2006 2009
PI 06-002 CONDUCT KERR, D./ NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/IPR 2/27/2006 2009
PI 06-003 COMPETANT DISCHARGE VAN BARRIGER, D. SUSTAINED/LOR 6/7/2006 2009
PI 06-004 LOST PROPERTY WOLFE, I. SUSTAINED/IPR 6/9/2006 2009
PI 06-005 SICK LEAVE DOTSON, S. SUSTAINED/1 DAY 7/25/2006 2009







CASE CASE # ALLEGATION EMPLOYEE FINDINGS COMPLETED PURGE
PI 06-006 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT ANGLIN, T. SUSTAINED/LOR 9/1/2006 2009
PI 06-007 COMPETANT DISCHARGE DOUGHERTY,S. SUSTAINED/IPR 11/14/2006 2009
PI 06-008 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT AUCK, R./NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/IPR 1/8/2007 2009
PI 06-008 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT SHAW, A. SUSTAINED/IPR 1/9/2007 2009
PI 06-009 ATTENDANCE DOBROSKY, M. SUSATINED/1 DAY 2/15/2007 2009
PI 06-010 LOST PROPERTY RODRIGUEZ, A. SUSTAINED/LOR 3/15/2006 2009
PI 06-011 TARDY PAVEY,T. SUSTAINED/LOR 11/29/2006 2009
PI 06-012 VEHICLE DAMAGE FOOTE, A. SUSTAINED/LOR 12/13/2006 2009
AI 07-001 PROCEEDURES TOMAIKO, J. CANCELED/DC 3/8/2007 2007
AI 07-002 ILLEGAL SEARCH WILLIS, J. NOT SUSTAINED 8/10/2007 2009
AI 07-002 ILLEGAL SEARCH ANGLIN, T. NOT SUSTAINED 8/10/2007 2009
AI 07-002 ILLEGAL SEARCH RODRIGUES, M NOT SUSTAINED 8/10/2007 2009
AI 07-002 ILLEGAL SEARCH LEBO, D. NOT SUSTAINED 8/10/2017 2009
AI 07-008 HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT SHAW, D. UNFOUNDED 11/14/2007 2009
AI 07-008 HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT KNIGHTS, B. UNFOUNDED 11/15/2007 2009
AI 07-009 THEFT LEBO, D. UNFOUNDED 10/16/2007 2009
AI 07-010 HOSTILE WORK ENVIRONMENT WRIGHT,D. BURUELL REMOVE 2011
AI 07-014 EXCESSIVE FORCE BALSON,J EXONERATED 3/8/2008 2009
PI 07-001 VEHICLE ACCIDENT FOOTE, A. SUSTAINED/LOR 2/14/2007 2010
PI 07-002 PURSUIT BARNES, R. SUSTAINED/LOR 5/11/2007 2010
PI 07-002 PURSUIT BREWER, A.. SUSTAINED/LOR 5/12/2007 2010
PI 07-002 PURSUIT APONTE, L.. SUSTAINED/LOR 5/13/2007 2010
PI 07-003 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT MONTES, A. EXONERATED 10/7/2007 2010
PI 07-004 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT CHRISTOFFERSON, J. EXONERATED 11/14/2007 2010
PI 07-005 EXCESSIVE FORCE VANDERWOOD, K. EXONERATED 10/23/2007 2010
PI 07-005 EXCESSIVE FORCE BAKKE, R. EXONERATED 10/23/2007 2010
PI 07-006 PROFILING WHITE, J EXONERATED 11/14/2007 2010
PI 07-007 FALSE ARREST UNKNOWN/PHX PD CANCELED 11/14/2007 2010
PI 07-008 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT GRIFFIN, M EXONERATED 11/30/2007 2010
PI 07-008 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT VAN KOTEN, M./NOT EMPLOYED EXONERATED 12/1/2007 2010
PI 07-008 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT CONNOLLY, M. EXONERATED 12/2/2007 2010
PI 07-009 UNINTENTIONAL DISCHARGE BACON, N. SUSTAINED/SAU SUS. 10/31/2007 2010
VOSC 07-001 PURSUIT BARNES, R. OUT OF POLICY 1/25/2007 2010







CASE CASE # ALLEGATION EMPLOYEE FINDINGS COMPLETED PURGE
VOSC 07-002 ACCIDENT PRIVETT, S. PREVENTABLE/IPR 2/6/2007 2010
VOSC 07-003 ACCIDENT UNKNOWN NONE 2/21/2007 2010
VOSC 07-004 PURSUIT JUDD, J. IN POLICY 3/7/2007 2010
VOSC 07-005 ACCIDENT SCRIVENS, R. NOT PREVENTABLE 3/21/2007 2010
VOSC 07-006 ACCIDENT SCARBOROUGH, R. NOT PREVENTABLE 4/5/2007 2010
VOSC 07-007 PURSUIT/DAMAGE TO PD VEHICLE SMITH, J. PREVENTABLE/IPR 5/17/2007 2010
VOSC 07-008 PURSUIT LARSON, G. IN POLICY 5/21/2007 2010
VOSC 07-009 ACCIDENT APONTE, L.. PREVENTABLE/IPR 5/27/2007 2010
VOSC 07-010 ACCIDENT CHEDESTER, L. NOT PREVENTABLE 4/29/2007 2010
VOSC 07-011 ACCIDENT GORMLEY, S. NOT PREVENTABLE 5/5/2007 2010
VOSC 07-012 ACCIDENT PICERILLO, N./ NOT EMPLOYED PREVENTABLE/IPR 5/5/2007 2010
VOSC 07-013 VEHICLE DAMAGE UNKNOWN NONE 8/29/2007 2010
VOSC 07-014 ACCIDENT GORMLEY, S. PREVENTABLE/IPR 6/25/2007 2010
VOSC 07-015 ACCIDENT BROWN, J. PREVENTABLE/IPR 7/15/2007 2010
VOSC 07-016 ACCIDENT MILLER, M. PREVENTABLE/IPR 9/6/2007 2010
VOSC 07-017 ACCIDENT UNKNOWN NONE 9/11/2007 2010
VOSC 07-018 ACCIDENT MILLER, A. PREVENTABLE/IPR 9/15/2007 2010
VOSC 07-019 ACCIDENT EYRICH, B. PREVENTABLE/IPR 9/20/2007 2010
VOSC 07-020 PD VEHICLE DAMAGE TOMAIKO, J. NOT PREVENTABLE 10/17/2007 2010
VOSC 07-021 PURSUIT RODRIGUES, M. IN POLICY 10/21/2007 2010
VOSC 07-022 ACCIDENT YOUNG, A. PREVENTABLE/IPR 8/31/2007 2010
VOSC 07-023 PD VEHICLE DAMAGE HENDERSON, G. PREVENTABLE/IPR 11/15/2007 2010
VOSC 07-024 ACCIDENT KIRK, C. NOT PREVENTABLE 11/19/2007 2010
VOSC 07-025 ACCIDENT VIZCARRA, R. PREVENTABLE/IPR 10/19/2007 2010
VOSC 07-026 ACCIDENT KARALOFF, P. PREVENTABLE/IPR 11/9/2007 2010
VOSC 07-027 VEHICLE DAMAGE GRIFFIN, M PREVENTABLE/IPR 10/15/2007 2010
VOSC 07-028 ACCIDENT TELON, E. NOT PREVENTABLE 10/27/2007 2010
VOSC 07-029 ACCIDENT NAEHRBASS, J. NOT PREVENTABLE 10/28/2007 2010
VOSC 07-030 PURSUIT ANGLIN, RODRIGUES, WILLIS IN POLICY 10/29/2007 2010
VOSC 07-031 FAILURE TO YIELD WEBBER, R. IN POLICY 11/1/2007 2010
VOSC 07-032 ACCIDENT ORTIZ, DAN/NOT EMPLOYED NOT PREVENTABLE 12/5/2007 2010
VOSC 07-033 ACCIDENT STEINKE, S. PREVENTABLE/IPR 12/7/2007 2010
VOSC 07-034 ACCIDENT KNIGHTS, B. PREVENTABLE/IPR 12/14/2007 2010







CASE CASE # ALLEGATION EMPLOYEE FINDINGS COMPLETED PURGE
VOSC 07-035 ACCIDENT RAITH, J. PREVENTABLE/IPR 12/15/2007 2010
VOSC 07-036 ACCIDENT BARNES, R. PREVENTABLE/IPR 12/20/2007 2010
VOSC 07-037 ACCIDENT MILLER, A. NOT PREVENTABLE 12/16/2007 2010
VOSC 07-038 ACCIDENT STEFANIACK, M. PREVENTABLE/IPR 12/19/2007 2010
VOSC 07-039 ACCIDENT EYRICH, B. PREVENTABLE/LOR 12/28/2007 2010
AI 08-001 CONDUCT UNBECOMING UNKNOWN NOT SUSTAINED 7/16/2008 2010
AI 08-002 EXCESSIVE FORCE CHEDESTER, L. UNFOUNDED 3/4/2008 2010
AI 08-003 EXCESSIVE FORCE BALSON,J UNFOUNDED 6/18/2008 2010
AI 08-004 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT MORENO,MARY ANN UNFOUNDED 7/16/2008 2010
PI 08-001 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT WATTS, D. EXONERATED 1/18/2008 2011
PI 08-001 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT LUERA-HARRIS, JUAN EXONERATED 1/18/2008 2011
PI 08-002 LOST PROPERTY BRANDT. A. SUSTAINED/IPR 1/28/2008 2011
PI 08-003 LOST PROPERTY COOPER, D. SUSTAINED/IPR 1/28/2008 2011
PI 08-004 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT FACCIOTTI, B. SUSTAINED/IPR 3/17/2008 2011
PI 08-005 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT SHEARER,P EXONERATED 2/15/2008 2011
PI 08-006 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT WRIGHT, D. SUSTAINED/VERBAL 2/19/2008 2011
PI 08-006 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT WATSON,T./NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/VERBAL 2/19/2008 2011
PI 08-007 OFFICER MISCONDUCT NOVOSELAC, J. EXONERATED 3/4/2008 2011
PI 08-008 CRITICISM KELLOGG, P SUSTAINED/LOR 4/15/2008 2011
PI 08-008 CRITICISM KARP, T./NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/LOR 4/15/2008 2011
PI 08-009 FAILURE TO APPEAR DAVIS, J./NOT EMPLOYED SUSTAINED/LOR 6/12/2008 2011
PI 08-010 COMPUTER USE PAVEY, T. SUSTAINED/LOR 6/20/2008 2011
PI 08-011 MISCONDUCT MILLER, M. EXONERATED 6/30/2008 2011
PI 08-012 RACIAL PROFILING MILLER, M. NOT SUSTAINED 8/22/2008 2011
PI 08-013 USE OF FORCE BAUER, CHRIS SUSTAINED/IPR 9/10/2008 2011
PI 08-014 COURTESY LEE, S./ NOT EMPLOYED EXONERATED 9/12/2008 2011
PI 08-014 COURTESY MILER, A. EXONERATED 9/13/2008 2011
PI 08-015 INTERNET USAGE VAN BARRIGER, D. SUSTAINED/LOR 8/27/2008 2011
PI 08-016 MDC USAGE SMITH, S. SUSTAINED/LOR 11/5/2008 2011
PI 08-016 MDC USAGE BRAMINI. K. SUSTAINED/LOR 11/5/2008 2011
PI 08-017 VEHICLE OPERATIONS CHEDESTER, L. SUSTAINED/IPR 12/1/2008 2011
PI 08-018 UNPROFESSIONAL CONDUCT GRIJALVA, L. EXONERATED 12/23/2008 2011
PI 08-019 MDC USAGE GOULD. C. SUSTAINED/LOR 12/5/2008 2011







CASE CASE # ALLEGATION EMPLOYEE FINDINGS COMPLETED PURGE
PI 08-020 MDC USAGE DUKE, R. SUSTAINED/LOR 12/12/2008 2011
PI 08-021 VEHICLE OPERATIONS HICKMAN, D. SUSTAINED/LOR 12/23/2008 2011
PI 08-022 SEX OFENDER NOTIFICATION DEPARTMENT POLICY CHANGE 12/31/2008 2011
**** INTERNET USEAGE FOR YOUNGTOWN PD 5/14/2008
VOSC 08-001 ACCIDENT ORTIZ-ROBLES, D. NOT PREVENTABLE 1/9/2008 2011
VOSC 08-002 ACCIDENT LUERA-HARRIS, JUAN NOT PREVENTABLE 1/30/2008 2011
VOSC 08-003 ACCIDENT VIZCARRA/ BARELLA NOT PREVENTABLE 2/10/2008 2011
VOSC 08-004 ACCIDENT MILLER, M. PREVENTABLE/IPR 2/11/2008 2011
VOSC 08-005 ACCIDENT HOFFMAN, R. NOT PREVENTABLE 2/14/2008 2011
VOSC 08-006 ACCIDENT CAMACHO, R./ NOT EMPLOYED NOT PREVENTABLE 2/20/2008 2011
VOSC 08-007 ACCIDENT PARKS, S. NOT PREVENTABLE 2/26/2008 2011
VOSC 08-008 ACCIDENT JUDD, J. NOT PREVENTABLE 2/28/2008 2011
VOSC 08-009 ACCIDENT MILLER, R. NOT PREVENTABLE 3/11/2008 2011
VOSC 08-010 ACCIDENT SCOCZ, R. PREVENTABLE/IPR 4/4/2008 2011
VOSC 08-011 PD VEHICLE DAMAGE JUDD, J. NONE 5/8/2008 2011
VOSC 08-012 ACCIDENT FINNEY, M. PREVENTABLE/IPR 5/16/2008 2011
VOSC 08-013 ACCIDENT BRITT, D. PREVENTABLE/IPR 6/25/2008 2011
VOSC 08-014 ACCIDENT SMITH, S. PREVENTABLE/IPR 6/21/2008 2011
VOSC 08-015 ACCIDENT BENJAMIN, M./NOT EMPLOYED NOT PREVENTABLE 6/20/2008 2011
VOSC 08-016 ACCIDENT SCHEIDEMAN, K. NOT PREVENTABLE 7/20/2008 2011
VOSC 08-017 ACCIDENT TAYLOR, S. NOT PREVENTABLE 7/24/2008 2011
VOSC 08-018 ACCIDENT CARLOW, M. PREVENTABLE/IPR 8/7/2008 2011
VOSC 08-019 ACCIDENT TRUJILLO, M. PREVENTABLE/IPR 9/10/2008 2011
VOSC 08-020 PD VEHICLE DAMAGE UNKNOWN NONE 10/15/2008 2011
VOSC 08-021 ACCIDENT SCHEIDEMAN, T. PREVENTABLE/IPR 10/10/2008 2011
VOSC 08-022 ACCIDENT MILLER, A. PREVENTABLE/IPR 11/15/2008 2011
VOSC 08-023 ACCIDENT TELON, E. PREVENTABLE/IPR 11/28/2008 2011
VOSC 08-024 ACCIDENT SMITH, S. NOT PREVENTABLE 12/3/2008 2011
VOSC 08-025 PD VEHICLE DAMAGE FANTASIA, A. NONE 12/8/2008 2011
VOSC 08-026 PD VEHICLE DAMAGE ALFARO, A. NONE 12/21/2008 2011
VOSC 08-027 ACCIDENT MOORE, J. NOT PREVENTABLE 12/29/2008 2011
VOSC 08-028 PD VEHICLE DAMAGE PRIVETT, S. PREVENTABLE/IPR 12/31/2008 2011
VOSC 08-029 PD VEHICLE DAMAGE UNKNOWN NONE 11/25/2008 2011







CASE CASE # ALLEGATION EMPLOYEE FINDINGS COMPLETED PURGE
UOF 08-001 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-002 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-002 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-003 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-004 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-005 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-006 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-007 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-008 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-009 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-010 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-011 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-012 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-013 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-014 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-015 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-016 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-017 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-018 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-019 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-020 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-021 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-022 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-023 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-024 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-025 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-026 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-027 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-028 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-029 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-030 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-031 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-032 WITHIN/POLICY 2010







UOF 08-033 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
CASE CASE # ALLEGATION EMPLOYEE FINDINGS COMPLETED PURGE
UOF 08-034 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-035 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
UOF 08-036 WITHIN/POLICY 2010
PR 08-001 RED LIGHT VIOLATION CHANCO, B. CITATION 3/27/2008 2011
PR 08-002 RED LIGHT VIOLATION BAUER, CHRIS DISMISSED 8/15/2008 2011
PR 08-003 RED LIGHT VIOLATION PERRON, D. DISMISSED 9/22/2008 2011
PR 08-004 SPEEDING WOLFE, A. CITATION 10/26/2008 2011
PR 08-005 SPEEDING SCOTT, V. CITATION 9/19/2008 2011
PR 08-006 RED LIGHT VIOLATION FOOTE, A. DISMISSED 11/13/2008 2011
PR 08-007 SPEEDING COOPER, J. DISMISSED 11/16/2008 2011
PR 08-008 RED LIGHT VIOLATION CUSUMANO, S CITATION 11/19/2008 2011
PR 08-009 SPEEDING VAN KOTEN, M./NOT EMPLOYED DISMISSED 11/19/2008 2011
PR 08-010 SPEEDING BAKKE, E. DISMISSED 12/4/2008 2011
PR 08-011 SPEEDING BUDRICK, K. DISMISSED 12/14/2008 2011
PR 08-012 SPEEDING BANACH, J. CITATION 12/24/2008 2011
AI 09-001 USE OF FORCE NEWMAN, M. EXONERATED 4/23/2009 2011
AI 09-001 DESCRIMINATION WONG, B. EXONERATED 4/24/2009 2011
AI 09-001 DESCRIMINATION BETHARDS, G. EXONERATED 4/25/2009 2011
AI 09-001 DESCRIMINATION CARRION, J. EXONERATED 4/26/2009 2011
AI 09-001 FAIL TO TAKE REPORT VANDERWOOD, K. EXONERATED 4/26/2009 2011
AI 09-002 EXCESSIVE FORCE CHISTIE, K. EXONERATED 8/27/2009 2011
AI 09-002 EXCESSIVE FORCE TELON, E. EXONERATED 8/27/2009 2011
AI 09-002 EXCESSIVE FORCE KARALOFF, P. EXONERATED 8/27/2009 2011
AI 09-005 CONDUCT UNBECOMING FELIX, D. EXONERATED 11/18/2008 2011
AI 09-006 EXCESSIVE FORCE BARELA, D. EXONERATED 12/17/2009 2011
AI 09-006 EXCESSIVE FORCE BOUGHEY, C. EXONERATED 12/17/2009 2011
AI 09-006 EXCESSIVE FORCE KUNDE, C EXONERATED 12/17/2009 2011
AI 09-006 EXCESSIVE FORCE NAEHRBASS, J. EXONERATED 12/17/2009 2011
AI 09-006 EXCESSIVE FORCE VANDERWOOD, K. EXONERATED 12/17/2009 2011
UOF 09-001 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-002 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-003 WITHIN/POLICY 2011







CASE CASE # ALLEGATION EMPLOYEE FINDINGS COMPLETED PURGE
UOF 09-004 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-005 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-006 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-007 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-008 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-009 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-010 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-011 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-012 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-013 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-014 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-015 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-016 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-017 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-018 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-019 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-020 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-021 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-022 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-023 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-024 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-025 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-026 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-027 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-028 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-029 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-030 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-031 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-032 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-033 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-034 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-035 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
UOF 09-036 WITHIN/POLICY 2011
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Peoria Police Department 
MEMORANDUM 


 


“Our Community, Our Commitment” 


 
DATE:  April 28, 2011   
 
TO:  Lt. Michael Ashley 
  Office of the Chief/Professional Standards Unit 
 
FROM: Sgt. Matt Simon #7091 
  Professional Standards Unit   
 
SUBJECT: Internal Compliance Inspection – K9 Narcotic Training Kits/Equipment 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide you with the results of PSU’s bi-annual 
internal compliance inspection of the K9 Unit’s assigned Narcotic Training Kits and 
other equipment. 
 
PSU conducted an internal compliance inspection of the Narcotic Training Kits issued to 
individual K9 officers for use in weekly training, field performance, and certifications.  
There are four separate kits for each of the three K9 officers (Officer Brewer, Officer 
Cooper, and Detective Vanderwood).  Each kit contains 10 grams or less of Cocaine, 
Heroin, Marijuana, and Methamphetamine.  Per Department Policy 4.26, PSU is to 
conduct an inspection of these issued kits at a minimum of two times per year for 
qualitative and quantitative purposes.  This internal compliance inspection is the first 
one conducted by PSU for 2011.  In addition, Sgt. Aponte (K9 Unit Supervisor) also 
conducts “spot” inspections of the training kits on a monthly basis which are entered into 
BlueTeam.   
 
On 04/06/11 at 1600 hrs, PSU and a Property/Evidence Technician separated six 
pounds of Marijuana from a twenty-two pound bale (IR #10-005299) before that bale 
was destroyed during the six-month Property/Evidence destruction process.  The six 
pounds of Marijuana in question was appropriately weighed, documented, field-tested, 
and secured into eight separate evidence containers for use as a new Marijuana “base 
sample” for the issuance of future Marijuana Training Kits for the Department’s K9 
officers.  All eight evidence containers of the new “base sample” were then packaged 
together into one large evidence bag (IR #11-004737) that was then re-impounded back 
into the Property and Evidence Section.   
 
INSPECTION 
 
On 04/07/11 at 1100 hrs, PSU conducted an internal compliance inspection of Detective 
Vanderwood’s Narcotic Training Kits.  Each of the four kits issued to him were visually 
inspected and weighed.  Each kit was within compliance of Department policy.   
 







 


Detective Vanderwood was not re-issued a new Marijuana Training Kit at this time.  This 
inspection took place in the Property/Evidence Impound Room. 
 
On 4/28/11 at 0910 hrs, PSU conducted an internal compliance inspection of Officer 
Brewer’s and Officer Cooper’s Narcotic Training Kits.  This inspection took place in the 
Property/Evidence Impound Room while Sgt. Aponte individually weighed and visually 
inspected each of the four Training Kits.  Sgt. Aponte, in the presence of PSU, also 
opened the sealed Marijuana Training Kits issued to both officers and field-tested them 
for Marijuana at 0920 hrs.  The contents of both kits tested positive for Marijuana and 
each kit was within compliance of Department policy.  Both “old” Marijuana Training Kits 
were then impounded into Property/Evidence for destruction.  PSU opened the 
evidence bag containing the new Marijuana “base sample” and removed Item #1 
(individually packaged 45 grams of Marijuana) for use for new Marijuana Training Kits.  
PSU re-sealed the evidence bag containing the remaining items #2 - #8 which was re-
impounded back into Property/Evidence.  Sgt. Aponte then individually weighed 20 
grams of the 45 gram sample and re-issued new Marijuana Training Kits to both officers 
at 0940 hrs.  The remaining 25 grams from this sample (Item #1) was then impounded 
back into Property/Evidence for destruction.  
 
At 0950 hrs. (same date), I accompanied Sgt. Aponte, Officer Brewer, and Officer 
Cooper to inspect both of their assigned K9 vehicles and equipment.  The assigned K9 
equipment/vehicles were clean/orderly and within compliance of Department policy. 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
No recommendations at this time. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
During the internal inspection compliance of assigned Narcotic Training Kits and K9 
equipment/vehicles, no discrepancies were noted by PSU. 
 
Due to the diminishing quality/odor of the “old” Marijuana Training Kits, a new Marijuana 
“base sample” has been established by PSU at the request of Sgt. Aponte and the K9 
Unit.  PSU will conduct the same inspection process for Detective Vanderwood’s 
Marijuana Training Kit at a future date if requested by his supervisor. 







Peoria Police Department 
MEMORANDUM 


 


“Our Community, Our Commitment” 


 
DATE:  July 13, 2011   
 
TO:  Lt. Michael Ashley 
  Office of the Chief/Professional Standards Unit 
 
FROM: Sgt. Greg Larson #8358 
  Professional Standards Unit   
 
SUBJECT: Internal Compliance Inspection – K-9 Narcotic Training Kits 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide you with the results of the second PSU 
unannounced internal compliance inspection of the K-9 Unit’s assigned Narcotic 
Training Kits. 
 
PSU conducted an internal compliance inspection of the Narcotic Training Kits issued to 
individual K-9 officers for use in weekly training, field performance, and certifications.  
There are four separate kits for each of the three K9 officers (Officer Brewer, Officer 
Cooper, and Detective Vanderwood).  Each kit contains 10 grams or less of Cocaine, 
Heroin, Methamphetamine and 15 grams or less of Marijuana.  Per Department Policy 
4.26, PSU is to conduct unannounced inspections of these issued kits at a minimum of 
two times per year for qualitative and quantitative purposes.  This internal compliance 
inspection is the second one conducted by PSU for 2011.  In addition, Sgt. Aponte (K-9 
Unit Supervisor) also conducts “spot” inspections of the training kits on a monthly basis 
which are entered into BlueTeam.   
 
WITNESSES 
 
Sgt. Aponte   (K-9 Supervisor) 
Sgt. Christofferson  (PSU) 
Sgt. Simon   (PSU) 
Sgt. Larson   (PSU) 
 
INSPECTION 
 
On 07/13/11 at 1700 hrs, PSU conducted an internal compliance inspection of Detective 
Vanderwood’s Narcotic Training Kits.  Each of the four kits issued to him were visually 
inspected and weighed.  Each kit was within compliance of Department policy.   
 
Detective Vanderwood was not re-issued any new Training Kits at this time.  This 
inspection took place in the Property/Evidence Impound Room. 
 







 


On 07/13/11 at 1700 hrs, PSU conducted an internal compliance inspection of K-9 
Officer Brewer’s Narcotic Training Kits.  Each of the four kits issued to him were visually 
inspected and weighed.  Each kit was within compliance of Department policy.   
 
K-9 Officer Brewer was not re-issued any new Training Kits at this time.  This inspection 
took place in the Property/Evidence Impound Room. 
 
On 07/13/11 at 1700 hrs, PSU conducted an internal compliance inspection of K-9 
Officer Cooper’s Narcotic Training Kits.  Each of the four kits issued to him were visually 
inspected and weighed.  Each kit was within compliance of Department policy.   
 
K-9 Officer Cooper was not re-issued any new Training Kits at this time.  This inspection 
took place in the Property/Evidence Impound Room. 
 
 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The current minimum requirement for this Audit is one announced and one 
unannounced inspection for the year.  PSU recommends the Peoria Police Department 
attempts to be above the minimum requirements and reserves the right to conduct 
additional inspections, whether announced or unannounced.  
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
During the unannounced internal inspection compliance of assigned Narcotic Training 
Kits there were no discrepancies noted by PSU. 
 





		Announced K-9

		Unannounced K-9.pdf






Peoria Police Department 
MEMORANDUM 


 


“Our Community, Our Commitment” 


 
DATE:  August 29, 2011   
 
TO:  Lt. Michael Ashley 
  Office of the Chief of Police/Professional Standards Unit 
 
FROM: Sgt. Greg Larson 
  Professional Standards Unit   
 
SUBJECT: Audit/Inspection Weapons Compliance Results 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide you with information concerning the 
results of PSU’s annual unannounced audit/inspection of the department-issued 
handguns and ammunition.  The results of this Audit/Inspection determined that 96.3% 
of the selected group was in compliance with policy and procedures. 
 
On August 10th and 11th, The Professional Standards Unit conducted an internal 
compliance inspection of department-issued handguns. The audit/inspection only 
identified rank, keeping individual identities anonymous, except in cases of gross 
negligence. The scope of the audit/inspection was focus on internal compliance of the 
Peoria Police Department’s issued handguns and ammunition.  The audit/inspection 
randomly selected fifty-four (54) individuals from the one hundred eighty-four (184) 
sworn personnel, including ranks from Officers to the Chief of Police. From the fifty-four 
(54) selected sworn personnel, this audit will determine the agency’s compliance, with a 
ninety-five percent certainty (+/- 5%), with departmental policies and procedures. The 
following is a breakdown of the fifty-four (54) selected by rank: Two (2)-Commanders, 
Four (4) Lieutenants, Fourteen (14) Sergeants, and Thirty-Four (34) Officers. This was 
conducted at both the Main Station and the Pinnacle Peak Sub-Station and the 
following Department personnel were present during the inspection: 
 


• Sgt. Greg Larson- PSU 
• Sgt. Jason Christofferson – PSU 


 
 
INSPECTION: 
 
The results of the audit/inspection revealed that as a Department there were 
discrepancies found throughout the course of this Audit/Inspection. 
 


• Two (2) sworn personnel did not use the provided clearing barrel while 
unloading/loading their firearm. (This is in direct conflict with the training 
received from the Range Master and the Training Division.) 







 


• Nine (9) sworn personnel attempted to catch the ejected round. (This is in 
direct conflict with the training received from the Range Master and the 
Training Division.) 


• Three (3) sworn personnel had one (1) less round in a magazine which 
also accounted for their total ammunition count to be off. (This is in 
violation of policy 4.09.D.2a) 


• Four (4) sworn personnel had dirty firearms. (This is in violation of policy 
4.09.B.1) 


• In the middle of this Audit/Inspection, the Professional Standards Unit 
learned that during a briefing, a Sergeant was conducting a bullet 
inspection in the briefing room, where there were no safety clearing 
barrels. (This is in direct conflict with the training received from the Range 
Master and the Training Division.) 


• One (1) sworn individual had ammunition which had not been replaced in 
over two (2) years, per that individual. (This is in direct conflict with the 
training received from the Range Master and the Training Division.) 
 
 
 


Were safety 
rules 
followed? 


Was there a 
round in the 
firearm 
chamber? 


Were the 
magazines 
loaded one 
(1) less than 
capacity? 


Did the 
individual 
have the 
correct 
amount of 
ammunition? 


Did the 
individual 
have the 
correct type 
of 
ammunition? 


Did the 
individual 
maintain/clean 
their firearm? 


52 of the 54 
individuals 
followed the 
safety rules. 


54 of the 54 
individuals 
selected 
had a round 
in the 
chamber. 


51 of the 54 
individuals 
had their 
magazines 
one less 
than 
capacity. 


51 of the 54 
individuals 
had the 
correct 
amount of 
ammunition 
in their 
possession. 


54 of the 54 
individuals 
had the 
correct type 
of 
ammunition 
in their 
possession. 


50 of the 54 
maintained/ 
cleaned their 
firearm. 


96% 
compliance 


100%  
compliance 


94% 
compliance. 


94% 
compliance. 


100%  
compliance 


92% 
compliance 


 
 
**** Total Compliance= 96.3% within Policy**** 
 
 
During the inspection, the Professional Standards Unit immediately corrected safety 
violations, supplied personnel with the correct amount of ammunition, and instructed the 
personnel to clean the dirty firearms. 
 







 


 
 
POLICY/PROCEDURES: 
 
Department policy 4.09.D.2a states the following:  


All primary on-duty handguns for sworn personnel will be the Peoria Police Department 
issued weapon. This firearm will be carried with one round in the chamber and 
magazines down loaded by one round.  


Department policy 4.09.B.1 states the following: 


Officers are responsible for the care and cleaning of Peoria Police Department issued 
firearms, as well as personally owned firearms authorized to be carried both on and/or 
off-duty. Weapons shall be clean and lubricated at all times, and cleaned prior to 
returning to regular work duties. 


The Professional Standards Unit spoke with the Peoria Police Department Range 
Master and he advised there are two types of ammunition in the field at this time and 
they are Speer GDHP and Federal HST.  The Range Master also explained that the 
safety rules for clearing the firearm are taught and performed during all range days and 
qualifications. 


 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The following are the Professional Standards Unit recommendations: 
 


1. Have supervisors continue to follow policy 4.09.B.5, which states: Officers are 
responsible for the care and cleaning of Peoria Police Department issued 
firearms, as well as personally owned firearms authorized to be carried both on 
and/or off-duty. Weapons shall be clean and lubricated at all times, and cleaned 
prior to returning to regular work duties. Which the Professional Standards Unit 
will address with the Training Division. 


2. Have the Peoria Police Department’s Range staff continue to perform training in 
the proper steps when clearing a firearm. Which the Professional Standards Unit 
will address with the Training Division. 


3. Ascertain the results from the Sergeant who was performing the ammunition 
count inspection and compare his findings with these audit/Inspections results. 


4. Have clearing barrels placed in both the Main Station and the Pinnacle Peak 
Sub-Station briefing rooms to facilitate the previously mentioned monthly 
supervisor inspections. Which the Professional Standards Unit will address with 
the Training Division. 


 
 
 
 
 







 


CONCLUSION: 
 
The Professional Standards Unit will continue to work with the Peoria Police 
Department’s Range Master in developing a continued integration of safety rules for 
clearing firearms on all training and qualification days. 
 
The Professional Standards Unit will incorporate an annual unannounced weapons 
audit/inspection.  
 
Please see the attached raw data completed by the Professional Standards Unit for any 
additional information regarding the internal audit/inspection. 
 
 








Peoria Police Department 
MEMORANDUM 


 


“Our Community, Our Commitment” 


 


DATE:  April 7
th
, 2011   


 


TO:  Lt. Michael Ashley 
  Office of the Chief of Police/Professional Standards Unit 


 


FROM: Sgt. Matt Simon #7091 
  Professional Standards Unit   
 


SUBJECT: Internal Compliance Inspection – CI Funds – Special Investigations Unit  


 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide you with information concerning the 
results of PSU’s bi-annual audit/inspection of the CI funds utilized by the Special 
Investigations Unit (SIU). 
 
On April 6


th
, PSU conducted an internal compliance inspection of all CI money/funds, 


receipt books, expenditure sheets, monthly/quarterly expenditure reports, and CI 
files/lists in conjunction with the City Finance Department.  This was conducted in Sgt. 
David Head’s office at the police station and the following Department and City 
personnel were present during the inspection: 
 


 City Senior Accountant Christen Wilcox 


 Lt. Douglas Steele – Operations Support Bureau/SIU 


 Sgt. David Head – SIU 


 Sgt. Jason Christofferson – PSU 


 Sgt. Matt Simon – PSU 
 


INSPECTION: 
 
Results of the inspection revealed that all CI funds/money was accounted for and that 
the SIU expenditure sheets and reports tracking CI buy activity was in order.  Four 
different receipt books were also reviewed.  The CI files and lists also appeared to be in 
order with no discrepancies noted.  Two discrepancies were found in the area of 
expenditure receipts for the transaction of funds which are as follows: 
 


 11/3/09 – no receipt located documenting the return of $300 from VCU 
back to SIU for a CIS investigation. 


 12/28/09 – no receipt located for $160 for the purchase of Meth Lab 
training equipment. 


 
 







 


During the inspection, there was a discussion among PSU and SIU as to what the CI 
funds/money could be used for and if they should have been used for training purposes 
or equipment purchases.   
 


POLICY: 


 
Department policy 4.22 covers the procedures for the procurement and recording of CI 
funds/money.  During the discussion between PSU and SIU, it was agreed that CI 
funds/money are not to be utilized for training or equipment purchases unrelated to 
actual CI investigations.  This is outlined in Policy 4.22.H.1.  Department policy in this 
area also only requires that an audit/inspection will be conducted by the City Finance 
Department during the rotation of the SIU sergeant or SOS Lieutenant position 
(4.22.I.2). 


 


RECOMMENDATION: 
 
Some recommendations by PSU for audit/inspection and tracking purposes would be to 
discontinue the use of multiple receipt books and only use one receipt book that 
documents those money transactions that require more documentation than just an 
expenditure form or ledger as determined by the SOS Lieutenant and in accordance 
with policy 4.22 and CALEA standards.  Another recommendation by PSU is a change 
in Department policy to require City Finance to conduct an audit/inspection of the CI 
funds/money at the end of each fiscal year on an annual basis in addition to the rotation 
of SIU supervisor positions.   
 
PSU would also recommend and encourage SIU to utilize New World Systems 
electronic CI tracking software when implemented by the Department in the future. 
 


CONCLUSION: 
 
PSU will continue to work with SIU in developing a more “streamlined” process in 
maintaining expenditure forms, files, and reports to assist in future audits/inspections. 
 
PSU would recommend that the SOS Lieutenant provide a memorandum within a thirty 
(30) day period of time providing what changes were made in the process of CI 
funds/money transactions based on the provided recommendations.  
 
Please see the attached report completed by City Senior Accountant Christen Wilcox 
for any additional information regarding the internal inspection. 
 







 FINANCE DEPARTMENT 
 FINANCIAL SERVICES DIVISION 
 M E M O R A N D U M 
 
 
DATE:  April 6, 2011 
 
TO:   Chief Roy Minter  
 
FROM:   Christen Wilcox, Senior Accountant 
 
SUBJECT:  Review of Confidential Funds/Informants, Special Investigations Unit 
(SIU) 
  
 
I conducted an audit of the records of the Special Investigations Unit funds on April 6, 2011.  
The time frame of the audit was September 11, 2009 to March 31, 2011.   My review consisted 
of counting the cash in the cash box, documenting the cash in and out of the cash box, verifying 
the receipt of checks from the City of Peoria, reviewing monthly and quarterly internal reports.  I 
also reviewed the records to measure compliance with the confidential funds/informants policies 
and procedures.  My conclusion is that the records are accurate.  The audit was requested by 
Teresa Corless, due to a change in several levels of personnel.  Any change in supervision 
requires an audit according to city policy. 
 
FINDINGS: 
 


1. Physical Cash Count 
 
I counted the cash on hand on April 6, 2011.  There was $2,142.87 cash available in the cash 
box, which is consistent with the cash in and out database.   
 
2. Receipts 


 
A numerically sequenced receipt book showing money coming in to the cash box is 
maintained and has been in effect since November 9, 1999.  The funds are accounted for.  
Checks to replenish the cash box are documented through the accounts payable department. 
The check stubs were matched to a query run from the general ledger system.   
 
3. Disbursements 


 
A numerically sequenced receipt book is maintained to document disbursements to each 
detective.  The book documents signatures from the detective and the SIU sergeant.  The 
receipt book entries were traced to a ledger database maintained by the SIU sergeant.  Two 
exceptions were noted.  On 11/3/2009 Detective Lopez returned $300 to the safe according to 
the ledger database.  No receipt of money in was filled out.  On 12/28/2009, Sergeant Aponte 
withdrew $160 according the ledger database for meth lab training equipment.  Although, 
this transaction was reported on Sgt. Aponte’s monthly report, no receipt of money out was 
filled out and signed by the lieutenant.  A numerically sequenced receipt book is maintained 
for payments to confidential informants (CI).  This receipt book was randomly matched to 
the CI files and the detectives’ monthly report.  No exceptions were noted.  Any 
disbursement over $500 must be approved by the Special Operations Section (SOS) 







lieutenant and any over $1,000 must be approved by the Commander of the Operations 
Support Bureau.  No exceptions noted. 
 
The Special Investigations Unit (SIU) Sergeant prepares a quarterly reconciliation of funds.  
The form designed by the sergeant facilitates the reconciliation. The detectives prepare a 
monthly expenditure log listing the date, amount and reason for monies spent.  The 
detectives’ monthly reports are summarized and attached to the quarterly reconciliation 
report.   Monthly reporting is in accordance with current policy and procedure.  The quarterly 
reconciliation reports for the above referenced time frame were compared to the ledger 
database.  The only exception noted is the Previous Balance on the Jan-March 2011 quarterly 
report does not match the Balance on Hand on the Oct-Dec 2010 quarterly report.   
 
4. Accounting Records 


 
The SIU sergeant maintains the ledger database showing funds in and out of the cash box.  
The ledger database reconciles to the receipt books also maintained by the SIU sergeant.  The 
ledger database also reconciles to the disbursements as shown on the City’s account payable 
ledgers.  One recommendation would be to continue to document in the ledger database 
completion of the SOS lieutenant. 


 
5. “Flash” Money 
 
According to a change in department policy and procedure, the SIU sergeant now maintains 
$5,000 in “flash” money.  This money is left in the cash lockbox and counted each month by 
the SOS lieutenant.  On April 6, 2011, I counted $5,000 in “flash” money.  
 


 
CONCLUSION: 
 
 The policies and procedures for Confidential Funds/Informants are sufficient for the handling 


of confidential funds.  Records for the receipt and expenditure of these funds are accurate and 
kept up to date.  Reporting is timely and accurate.   
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Peoria Police Department 
MEMORANDUM 


 


“Our Community, Our Commitment” 


 
DATE:  January 03, 2012   
 
TO:  Lt. Michael Ashley 
  Office of the Chief/Professional Standards Unit 
 
FROM: Sgt. Greg Larson #8358 
  Professional Standards Unit   
 
SUBJECT: Internal Compliance Inspection – Internet Usage Results 
 
In July 2011, the Professional Standards Unit added the Audit/Inspection portion to the 
unit.  The Audit/Inspection portion of the Professional Standards Unit is responsible for 
insuring a level of confidence in policy compliance within the department. 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the results of the Professional Standards 
Unit internal compliance inspection of internet usage on City of Peoria computers by the 
Peoria Police Department personnel.  This audit/inspection is in response to the recent 
addition of internet access via patrol vehicle Mobile Data Computers.   
 
POLICY: 
 


 8.07. D -The City of Peoria Administrative Procedure 2-2 Computer 
Policy – Internet and Email describes the acceptable use of the City’s 
Internet. Section E.3 of this AP allows for limited personal use of the 
Internet with prior approval from an employee’s supervisor. For purposes 
of this policy, limited personal use of the Internet is defined as no more 
than thirty minutes per day with access occurring only on an employee’s 
break or lunch period. The daily permitted use is not cumulative, i.e., an 
employee cannot “save” their thirty minutes for three days and access the 
Internet for 1 ½ hours on one day. Please refer to Administrative 
Procedure 2-2 for complete information.  


 
WITNESSES: 
 
Sgt. Christofferson  (PSU) 
Sgt. Larson   (PSU) 
Tom Shults   (IT Security Administrator) 
 
 
 
 







 


INSPECTION: 
 
On 01/03/2012, the Professional Standards Unit initiated an internal compliance 
inspection of the December internet usage, by the Peoria Police Department personnel. 
The Professional Standards Unit contacted the IT Security Administrator, Tom Shultz, 
and requested the user name, sites visited and the time spent on the internet in the 
month of December, for ten (10) randomly selected individuals. Along with these ten 
(10) randomly selected individuals, the Professional Standards Unit incorporated IT 
Security Administrator Tom Shults’, monthly “Top 20 Users by Browse Time” results to 
complete this audit/inspection.  In Tom Shults’ review of the websites visited, there were 
no “Illegal or Questionable” website categories. The sites were investigated and 
determined to be within policy and current practice. 
 
 


 
 







 


On 01-04-2012, the Professional Standards Unit received the previously requested 
information on the ten (10) randomly selected Police Department personnel, in a PDF 
format. The IT Security Administrator related none of the employees selected had any 
internet usage associated with the “Illegal or Questionable” website category. The 
Professional Standards Unit reviewed the information gathered by the IT Security 
Administrator and found no questionable sites visited by the randomly selected 
personnel.   
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RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The randomly selected individuals do not appear to have any discrepancies with the 
websites they visited or the amount of time spent on the internet. However, the amount 
of time on the internet needs to be addressed with the top twenty (20) users, which had 
been identified by IT in graph one (1), to insure they are completely aware of the City of 
Peoria and the Peoria Police Department’s policies regarding internet usage.   
 
The Professional Standards Unit will contact the department heads and share what has 
been learned in this third audit/inspection of internet usage.  It is recommended the 
department heads review this information as a learning tool to address the listed 
individuals with a large amount of time used on the internet. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
There is no current minimum requirement for this audit/inspection.  The Professional 
Standards Unit previously recommended a monthly audit/inspection until we developed 
a level of confidence with policy compliance. The Professional Standards Unit believes 
the Police Department has reached that level of confidence and will conduct quarterly 
Audit/Inspections of the internet usage. Lastly, the Professional Standards Unit reserves 
the right to conduct additional audit/inspections, whenever it is deemed necessary.  
 







Peoria Police Department 
MEMORANDUM 


 


“Our Community, Our Commitment” 


 
DATE:  December 29, 2011   
 
TO:  Lt. Michael Ashley 
  Office of the Chief/Professional Standards Unit 
 
FROM: Sgt. Greg Larson #8358 
  Professional Standards Unit   
 
SUBJECT: Internal Compliance Inspection – Internet Usage Results 
 
In July 2011, the Professional Standards Unit added the Audit/Inspection portion to the 
unit.  The Audit/Inspection portion of the Professional Standards Unit is responsible for 
insuring a level of confidence in policy compliance within the department. 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the results of the Professional Standards 
Unit internal compliance inspection of internet usage, on City of Peoria computers, by 
the Peoria Police Department personnel.  This audit/inspection is in response to the 
recent addition of internet access via patrol vehicle Mobile Data Computers.   
 
POLICY: 
 


 8.07. D -The City of Peoria Administrative Procedure 2-2 Computer 
Policy – Internet and Email describes the acceptable use of the City’s 
Internet. Section E.3 of this AP allows for limited personal use of the 
Internet with prior approval from an employee’s supervisor. For purposes 
of this policy, limited personal use of the Internet is defined as no more 
than thirty minutes per day with access occurring only on an employee’s 
break or lunch period. The daily permitted use is not cumulative, i.e., an 
employee cannot “save” their thirty minutes for three days and access the 
Internet for 1 ½ hours on one day. Please refer to Administrative 
Procedure 2-2 for complete information.  


 
WITNESSES: 
 
Sgt. Christofferson  (PSU) 
Sgt. Larson   (PSU) 
Tom Shults   (IT Security Administrator) 
 
 
 
 







 


INSPECTION: 
 
On 12/05/11, the Professional Standards Unit initiated an internal compliance inspection 
of the November internet usage, by the Peoria Police Department personnel. The 
Professional Standards Unit contacted the IT Security Administrator, Tom Shultz, and 
requested the user name, sites visited and the time spent on the internet in the month of 
November, for ten (10) randomly selected individuals. Along with these ten (10) 
randomly selected individuals, the Professional Standards Unit incorporated IT Security 
Administrator Tom Shults’, monthly “Top 20 Users by Browse Time” results to complete 
this audit/inspection.  In Tom Shults’ review of the websites visited, there were no 
“Illegal or Questionable” website categories. The sites were investigated and 
determined to be within policy and current practice. 
 


 
 
 







 


On 12-08-2011, the Professional Standards Unit received the previously requested 
information on the ten (10) randomly selected Police Department personnel, in a PDF 
format. Also requested was the report of Officer J. Balson’s internet usage because of 
the total amount of time he spent on the internet, compared to everyone else. 
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
The IT Security Administrator related none of the employees selected had any internet 
usage associated with the “Illegal or Questionable” website category. The Professional 
Standards Unit reviewed the information gathered by the IT Security Administrator and 
found no questionable sites visited by the randomly selected personnel.  However, the 
information gathered from Officer J. Balson’s internet usage report indicated to the 
Professional Standards Unit that there was one internet site he visited for approximately 
one hundred nineteen (119) hours.  We learned that he had accidentally left his 
computer on for that time with the internet site on.  The Professional Standards Unit 
also observed that he had gone to a free gambling site on five (5) separate occasions 
for approximately eighteen minutes and four seconds.  The Professional Standards Unit 
advised his direct supervisor, Sgt. K. Moran, to handle this issue. 
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RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The randomly selected individuals do not appear to have any discrepancies with the 
websites they visited or the amount of time spent on the internet. However, the amount 
of time on the internet needs to be addressed with the top twenty (20) users, which had 
been identified by IT in graph one (1), to insure they are completely aware of the City of 
Peoria and the Peoria Police Department’s policies, regarding internet usage.   
 
The Professional Standards Unit will contact the department heads and share what has 
been learned in this first audit/inspection of internet usage.  It is recommended the 
department heads review this information as a learning tool to address the listed 
individuals with a large amount of time used on the internet. 
 
CONCLUSION: 
 
There is no current minimum requirement for this audit/inspection.  The Professional 
Standards Unit recommends a monthly audit/inspection until we have developed a level 
of confidence with policy compliance. Once that level of confidence with policy 
compliance has been reached, the Peoria Police Department can consider a quarterly 
audit/inspection. Lastly, the Professional Standards Unit reserves the right to conduct 
additional audit/inspections, whenever it is deemed necessary.  
 







Peoria Police Department 
MEMORANDUM 


 


“Our Community, Our Commitment” 


 
DATE:  November 8, 2011   
 
TO:  Lt. Michael Ashley 
  Office of the Chief/Professional Standards Unit 
 
FROM: Sgt. Greg Larson #8358 
  Professional Standards Unit   
 
SUBJECT: Internal Compliance Inspection – Internet Usage Results 
 
In July 2011, the Professional Standard Unit added the Audit/Inspection portion to the 
unit.  The Audit/Inspection portion of the Professional Standards Unit is responsible to 
insure a level of confidence in policy compliance within the department. 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide the results of the Professional Standards 
Unit internal compliance inspection of internet usage, on City of Peoria computers, by 
the Peoria Police Department personnel.  This audit/inspection is in response to the 
recent internet access via patrol vehicle Mobile Data Computers.   
 
POLICY: 
 


 8.07. D -The City of Peoria Administrative Procedure 2-2 Computer 
Policy – Internet and Email describes the acceptable use of the City’s 
Internet. Section E.3 of this AP allows for limited personal use of the 
Internet with prior approval from an employee’s supervisor. For purposes 
of this policy, limited personal use of the Internet is defined as no more 
than thirty minutes per day with access occurring only on an employee’s 
break or lunch period. The daily permitted use is not cumulative, i.e., an 
employee cannot “save” their thirty minutes for three days and access the 
Internet for 1 ½ hours on one day. Please refer to Administrative 
Procedure 2-2 for complete information.  


 
WITNESSES: 
 
Sgt. Christofferson  (PSU) 
Sgt. Larson   (PSU) 
Tom Shults   (IT Security Administrator) 
 
 
 
 







 


INSPECTION: 
 
On 11/02/11, the Professional Standards Unit initiated an internal compliance inspection 
of the October internet usage, by the Peoria Police Department personnel. The 
Professional Standards Unit contacted the IT Security Administrator, Tom Shultz, and 
requested the user name, sites visited and the time spent on the internet in the month of 
October, for ten (10) randomly selected individuals. Along with these ten (10) randomly 
selected individuals, the Professional Standards Unit incorporated IT Security 
Administrator’s, Tom Shults, monthly “Top 20 Users by Browse Time” results to 
complete this audit/inspection.  In his review of the websites visited there were two 
individuals with an “Illegal or Questionable” website category. The sites were 
investigated and determined to be within policy and current practice. 
 


 
 







 


On 11-02-2011, the Professional Standards Unit received the previously requested 
information on the ten (10) randomly selected Police Department personnel, in a PDF 
format. 
 
The IT Security Administrator related none of the employees selected had any internet 
usage associated with the “Illegal or Questionable” website category. The Professional 
Standards Unit reviewed the information gathered by the IT Security Administrator and 
found no questionable sites visited by the randomly selected personnel. 
 
 


 
 
RECOMMENDATION: 
 
The randomly selected individuals do not appear to have any discrepancies with the 
websites they visited or the amount of time spent on the internet. However, the amount 
of time on the internet needs to be addressed with the top twenty (20) users, which had 
been identified by IT in graph one (1), to insure they are completely aware of the City of 
Peoria and the Peoria Police Department’s policies, regarding internet usage.   
 
The Professional Standards Unit will contact the department heads and share what has 
been learned in this first audit/inspection of internet usage.  It is recommended the 
department heads review this information as a learning tool to address the listed 
individuals with a large amount of time used on the internet. 
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CONCLUSION: 
 
There is no current minimum requirement for this audit/inspection.  The Professional 
Standards Unit recommends a monthly audit/inspection until we have developed a level 
of confidence with policy compliance. Once that level of confidence with policy 
compliance has been reached, the Peoria Police Department can consider a quarterly 
audit/inspection. Lastly, the Professional Standards Unit reserves the right to conduct 
additional audit/inspections, whenever it is deemed necessary.  
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Peoria Police Department 
MEMORANDUM 


 


“Our Community, Our Commitment” 


 
DATE:  December 20, 2011   
 
TO:  Lt. Michael Ashley 
  Office of the Chief/Professional Standards Unit 
 
FROM: Sgt. Greg Larson 
  Professional Standards Unit   
 
SUBJECT: Unannounced Property/Evidence Audit Results 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide you with the results of the Professional 
Standards Unit’s internal compliance unannounced inspection during the bi-annual 
property destruction. 
 
On 08/16/11, the Professional Standards Unit initiated an internal compliance inspection 
of property/evidence in the process of being recorded for destruction by the 
Department’s Property and Evidence Unit.  As you are aware, property/evidence for 
cases either already adjudicated or otherwise dismissed is destroyed approximately 
every six months.   
 
This process consists of Property/Evidence Technicians sorting, categorizing, and 
logging items of property/evidence that have been “branded” for destruction based on 
established requirements for retention laws and CALEA standards (84.1.7).   
Property/Evidence Technicians place the items in recently purchased lockable storage 
bins and number these bins in a sequential order to identify what is inside the container 
for custody and control. 
 
Once there are a few bins filled, the Professional Standards Unit is notified. The 
Professional Standards Unit, with the assistance of a Property/Evidence Technician, 
compares each piece of property in the bins to the property list, which was completed 
by the Property/ Evidence Technician.  Once the entire bin has been confirmed for 
appropriate content, the Professional Standards Unit uses a 55 gallon trash bag to line 
the new bins and returns the property into the same bin.  Once the property is placed in 
the trash bag, the bag is tied and or taped closed with a Professional Standards Unit 
label, indicating the contents are in the correct bin.  Once the bin is closed, the 
Professional Standards Unit “zip-ties” the bin closed on both sides securing the bin and 
attaches two more Professional Standards Unit labels. Once this process has been 
completed the bin is returned to the secured storage room.  The Professional Standards 
Unit and the Property/Evidence Technicians have made several appointments since the 
start of this process to eliminate a week long destruction process.  On several other 
occasions the Professional Standards Unit has spot checked the sealed bins to insure 







 


they have not been tampered with and the Professional Standards Unit has not found 
any discrepancies. 
 
INSPECTION 
 
The internal compliance inspection took place in the Property/Evidence storage room at 
PSAB.  The Professional Standards Unit randomly inspected seventy-two (72) items of 
evidence (drugs) which were selected from the destruction “pool” to determine 
compliance.  All but one of the items randomly selected contained the correct content.  
The one item, IR 07-004656, was labeled to be a small amount of marijuana, but was a 
box of ammunition.  Property/Evidence Technician C.J. Blackwell was quickly able to 
rectify the situation and learned that there was a double entry for the listed item number. 


 
The Professional Standards Unit, the Property/Evidence Unit and members of SIU were 
scheduled for the destruction transport to Globe on January 12th, 2012.  The destruction 
was cancelled for the third time by the mine/incinerator.  The new date is scheduled for 
early March 2012 and is not completed for this audit/inspection.  


 
RECOMMENDATION 
 
The following recommendations are suggested by the Professional Standards Unit 
reference the property destruction/transportation process: 
 


• The Professional Standards Unit should continue to conduct “spot” inspections of 
property/evidence items for weight, amount, and/or substance during the 
destruction inventory process for internal compliance. 


• Officers from the same specialized unit (SIU, PCU, etc.) should assist Property 
personnel during each destruction process (chain of custody) to maintain 
consistency and accountability during the process.  This added area of 
responsibility will be added to Department policy or the specific unit’s SOP’s. 


• A Sergeant and Detective from Special Investigations Unit (SIU) should place a 
GPS on the transport vehicle the morning of the transport, for an added security 
measure and locating abilities.  The SIU Detective and Sergeant placing the GPS 
shall be the only ones to know where it is placed. This added area of 
responsibility will be added to Department policy or the specific unit’s SOP’s. 


• The development of a “Property/Evidence Destruction Process” SOP identifying 
the recommendations noted above and also including required protective 
clothing/equipment needed by Department personnel at the mine/incinerator in 
Globe, one month prior to the destruction date. 


• The development of a Training Bulletin by the Youth and Support Services 
Section  with instructions on proper heat sealing procedures. 


 
CONCLUSION: 
 
During the internal inspection compliance of Property/Evidence items that had been 
identified for destruction, the Professional Standards Unit had no major discrepancies to 







 


note. However, there were some packaging issues the Professional Standards Unit 
identified.  
 
 
There were incidences were Officers had overfilled the property bag, which did not allow 
for a proper seal and allowed some of the property to fall out of the packaging.  


 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
 
In two other incidences there was property packaged incorrectly (I.E. flammable gas 
and ammunition) for destruction.  
 
 


 
 
On 01/20/2011, the YSSS Lieutenant conducted training with supervisors and 
managers regarding the addition of a heat sealing process to impounding property.  The 
YSSS Lieutenant instructed Supervisors and Management to train their personnel on 
the additional step for impounding property.  Furthermore, on 01/07/2011, 
Property/Evidence Supervisor purchased and placed two heat sealers at the PSB Main 
and PSB Pinnacle Peak station property processing centers, with instructions.   
 
 
The Professional Standards Unit  identified six (6) items of property that were not heat 
sealed after the inception date of the heat sealers.  Property/Evidence Technicians 
related they usually do not contact the Officer who impounded the property, and heat 
seal the property themselves, if not already done.  This is a good fail safe, but it needs 







 


to be addressed with the entire department as a reminder to impound the property 
according to policy.  
 
The Professional Standards Unit will continue to work with the Property/Evidence Unit in 
developing a more “streamlined” process in conducting the destruction of property items 
to assist with future audits/inspections. 







Peoria Police Department 
MEMORANDUM 


 


“Our Community, Our Commitment” 


 
DATE:  April 19, 2011   
 
TO:  Lt. Michael Ashley 
  Office of the Chief/Professional Standards Unit 
 
FROM: Sgt. Matt Simon #7091 
  Professional Standards Unit   
 
SUBJECT: Internal Compliance Inspection – Property/Evidence Destruction 
 
The purpose of this memorandum is to provide you with the results of PSU’s internal 
compliance inspection during the bi-annual property destruction. 
 
On 4/12/11, PSU conducted an internal compliance inspection of property/evidence in 
the process of being recorded for destruction by the Department’s Property and 
Evidence Unit.  As you are aware, property/evidence for cases either already 
adjudicated or otherwise dismissed is destroyed approximately every six months.  This 
process consists of Property/Evidence Technicians and officers (chain of custody) to 
sort, categorize, and log items of property/evidence that have been “branded” for 
destruction based on established requirements for retention laws and CALEA standards 
(84.1.7).  It usually takes three to four days to complete the destruction process overall. 
 
INSPECTION 
The internal compliance inspection took place in the Property/Evidence storage room at 
PSAB.  PSU “spot” inspected four items of evidence (drugs) which were randomly 
selected from the destruction “pool” to determine compliance.  The following items were 
inspected for accurate content: 
 


• Inspected at 0828 hrs. – IR #06-003784 (Item #1) – drug field tested positive for 
Methamphetamine – review of report and impound sheet is consistent with the 
evidence tested. 


• Inspected at 0835 hrs. – IR #06-008005 (Item #6) – visually inspected, but not 
field tested due to condition of evidence – review of report and impound sheet is 
consistent with evidence observed. 


• Inspected at 0850 hrs. – IR #06-010808 (Item #5) – drug field tested positive for 
Cocaine base (Crack Cocaine) – review of report and impound sheet is 
consistent with evidence tested. 


• Inspected at 1245 hrs. – IR #00-009029 (Item #1) – 32 Hydrocodone pills – 
visually inspected and counted – review of report and impound sheet is 
consistent with the evidence observed. 


PSU also assisted the Property/Evidence Unit and members of SIU with the 







 


transportation of the property/evidence to Globe for destruction on 04/14/11. 
 


RECOMMENDATION 
The following recommendations are suggested by PSU reference the property 
destruction/transportation process: 
 


• Identifying and utilizing a segregated section or separate room within the 
Department’s main property storage room to provide for added security and 
accountability.  Once property/evidence items are checked and logged during the 
destruction inventory, the items should then be placed into a designated, secured 
area for final vehicle loading prior to tranport.  To ensure integrity and internal 
compliance, PSU would place a padlock on the outside of the secured 
section/room in question and access to that area would require personnel from 
both sections of the Department.   


• PSU continues to conduct “spot” inspections of property/evidence items for 
weight, amount, and/or substance during the destruction inventory process for 
internal compliance. 


• Once property/evidence items are loaded into the designated vehicle for 
transport to the destruction incinerary in Globe, both Property personnel and 
PSU personnel place a padlock (2 locks) on the vehicle in securing the vehicle’s 
contents (Property would be the only ones to maintain the key to one padlock 
while PSU would maintain the key to the other padlock).  In addition, a standard 
evidence seal initialed by both personnel would be placed on the vehicle so that 
the seal would be broken when access is gained. 


• Officers from the same specialized unit (SIU, PCU, etc.) should assist Property 
personnel during each destruction process (chain of custody) to maintain 
consistency and accountability during the process.  This added area of 
responsibility could be added to Department policy or the specific unit’s SOP’s. 


• The development of a “Property/Evidence Destruction Process” SOP identifying 
the recommendations noted above and also including required protective 
clothing/equipment needed by Department personnel at the mine/incinerary in 
Globe. 


 
CONCLUSION: 
During the internal inspection compliance of property/evidence items that had been 
identified for destruction, no discrepancies were noted by PSU. 
 
PSU will continue to work with the Property/Evidence Unit in developing a more 
“streamlined” process in conducting the destruction of property items to assist with 
future audits/inspections. 
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