City Manager Steve Carter will work closely with Nearing and the Police Management Team to
address internal issues that were recently raised in an anonymous email sent to City Officials on
August 18, 2011. In response to the email, Carter directed the Police and Human Resources
Department to research the issues, document the facts, and provide a written report in response.
He also invited all Police Department employees an opportunity to meet with him and share their
ideas and concerns.

The City Manager issued a Report to the City Council yesterday with his findings and
recommendations from this process. (Report to City Council is attached.) According to Carter,
“the City has a responsibility to the public and to our employees to take all concerns about our
operations seriously.” The report recommends changes to the Police Department’s promotional
processes and also addresses the need to build more open communications within the
department. The report further states Carter’s expectation that the new Chief of Police work with
the entire command staff to rebuild trust, assure effective decision-making and promote a culture
of fair, open, and honest communication.

“I came away from my meetings with employees encouraged about the future of the
department,” Carter said. “We have excellent men and women who want to excel in their careers
and want their department to function as a high performance police department, earning the
respect of their peers and the community.”

# # #
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MEMORANDUM
TO:
FROM:
DATE:
REFERENCE:

Steve Carter, City Manager
R.T. Finney, Chief of Police
August 29, 2011
Integrity of Command E-Mail

Per your request, this memorandum will address the allegations contained in the EMail titled “Integrity of Command. The themes in this e-mail are numerous and arduous
to connect. I will attempt to address them as straightforward as possible.
The meeting with the City Staff at the Library concerned the Lieutenant testing
process of 2008. For many years the Police Department has coordinated the various
promotional exams with City Personnel. This task was usually assigned to a Lieutenant,
often times the Training Lieutenant. In recent history the test was coordinated by Lt.
Paulus, Lt. Nearing (now Deputy Chief Nearing) and others. After the creation of the
Fourth District, and the elimination of the Training Lieutenant to staff that district, other
staff members had to assume those duties. At the time of the 2008 examination
preparations, the assignment was given to Lt. Swan. He coordinated the examination with
Personnel and the testing company, Stanard and Associates. It was not until after the
reading list was already established and candidates had begun to study these texts, that I
heard from two individuals that they had concerns over Lt. Swan’s administration of the
exam. Neither had any evidence or knowledge of any impropriety by Lt. Swan, both
simply expressed that Swan was a friend of Walker who was a friend of Deputy Chief
Murphy. Based on this “opinion” I took the following action.
1.) I removed Lt. Swan from testing process. I assured he possessed no final material
for the test. I also established a Department protocol that promotional exams must
be administrated by at least one rank above the rank being tested.
2.) I contacted the testing company and advised them that I would be their contact for
any testing material and/or changes to the test.
3.) After the reading list was established, I contacted the company to determine the
possibility of providing a new exam. Stanard and Associates indicated that they
could provide me with a different variation of questions on the same material but
could not change the entire exam without changing the reading material.
4.) I established a new interview process that would use panels instead of just topic
experts to administer and interview the candidates.
5.) I possess the UPS package, letter from Stanard and Associates, test with the new
questions, and the oral interview process. These items are addressed to me, were
reviewed by me, and have been in my possession since 2008.
This process was conveyed to HR and discussed with the City Manager. The
allegation that Scott Swan was providing testing material to Sgt. Walker was never

pursued because there was no evidence that it occurred. Scott Swan never possessed the
final testing material. After the testing was complete, any personnel who inquired about
the fairness of the exam were advised that I changed the test and the oral interview.
(SEE ATTACHED EXAM NOTING NEW 08 QUESTIONS)
The author(s) take issue with the justification to upgrade Sgt. Walker to Lieutenant. It
is very common when an upgrade is considered that the person considered for that
upgrade is the first person on the promotional list. The decision was discussed with the
entire senior command staff. Ultimately, the decision was reviewed and approved by the
City Manager. This was a very open and transparent decision making process. It allowed
the Department to achieve both Accreditation and to pursue the concept of Intelligence
Led Policing. Once these projects were completed, the eventual downgrade caused Lt.
Walker to go back to his previous position of Narcotics Sergeant. Because of that change,
Sergeant Baltzell went back to his previous position as the CAT team supervisor. These
were operational and financial decisions that included Staff, the City Manager, and the
City Council.
The E-mail continues with the allegation that I attempted to extend the promotional
list. The content of that e-mail, which was sent only to the Director of HR is as follows:
March 16 2011
Chris;
The Lieutenants test is about to expire on June 27, 2011. As you know these tests are very expensive. The most recent
test has never been used to pick a candidate, however, with the VSIP it appears that there may be one or two
Lieutenants leave within days or weeks after the test expires. Is there a provision for extending the use of the current
test, possibly for 6 months or a year. We are assured to get some value from both the old and the new one in that time
period. Any thoughts?

The purpose of this inquiry was because of the cost of examinations and the fact that
VSIP’s could have depleted a significant number of senior staff members very quickly
without a current list pending. In fact, this did occur, however, it was during the period of
time the 2008 list was active. I was contacted by HR concerning the possibility of
upgrading a Lieutenant because of Lt. Swan’s retirement. Below was my
recommendation.
June 9, 2011
>>> RT Finney 6/9/2011 3:13 PM >>>
In the event of Lt. Swan's departure, and because the promotional exams are occurring, I have discussed with Chris not
immediately filling this position until after the promotional exam. This will cause an absence of approximately 6 weeks,
but we can cover it with current Lieutenants and the Deputy Chief.
R.T. Finney
>>>Steve Carter>>>
I think that would be very desirable.
Steve Carter
City Manager
steve.carter@ci.champaign.il.us

I chose to delay the process to allow the new examination to be completed instead of
promoting off the older list.
The meeting at the Library is alleged to have resulted in adverse results to those who
attended. The City Manager advised me that the concerns were basically over the 2008
promotional examination and the request that the 2011 examination be conducted fairly.
This meeting resulted in HR taking over the 2011 process, with very limited participation
by the Department. (See HR’s memo regarding the 2011 promotional process.) The E-

mail implies that some personnel were unfairly targeted afterwards as a result their
attendance. I will address these situations as they are listed in the E-mail
Sgt. Friedlein submitted a memo to me on October 22, 2009 giving a minimum of a
year advanced notice of his intent to retire. The purpose of the memo is basically to
secure a larger sick leave buy back, but it also gives the employer opportunity to plan for
replacement or changes to the position. Since 2009, reductions have been a large topic of
budget discussions. Many brainstorming meetings have been held from 2009-2011 to
manage budget reductions and results of budget reductions. In January 2010, Sgt.
Friedlein’s position was identified in a document dated January 25, 2010 and titled: Study
Area/Future Planning Proposal FY 2010/2011. The text reads as follows; “Professional
Standards Sergeant Position: Sgt. Friedlein has notified the Department that he could
leave his position as early as November of 2010. His responsibilities include Alcohol
enforcement, Special events and Background Investigations for new hires. When he
leaves, the Department will have the opportunity to examine how the duties of this
position are distributed.”
In budget discussions that ensued within the police department during July and
August 2010, the combining of the Training Sergeant’s job (Clark) and the Professional
Standards/Alcohol Enforcement Sergeant’s job (Friedlein) was discussed in more detail.
It was clear that to meet the goal of over $600,000 in budget cuts, salaries (positions)
would have to be the focus. The reduction of Sgt. Friedlein’s position was a natural
decision, due to his informing us he was leaving. By December, 2010, Sgt. Friedlein
informed me that he might not be leaving until January, 2011. In early 2011, Sgt.
Friedlein then stated he hoped to be gone by summer of 2011, but he had no idea how
long it was going to take to find a post-retirement job. In the spring of 2011, Police
Department budget cuts were being finalized, and were about to be approved by City
Council. The budget and position cuts were to take effect June 30, 2011.
On March 29, 2011, HR and police department management met with the FOP and Sgt.
Friedlein to formally advise him about his position being cut, and what some of his
options might be. The FOP met with the HR director on behalf of Sgt. Friedlein. The
FOP informed me later that one of the arguments made on behalf of Sgt. Friedlein
remaining in his Professional Standards position was that a new mayor had been elected,
and would need experienced personnel to assist him with his role as the City’s Liquor
Commissioner. It was decided that Sgt. Friedlein could remain in his position until the
new Mayor could determine if there would be substantial changes to the Liquor program.
This would allow a smoother transition.
Toward the end of July 2011, Deputy Chief Murphy became aware of a large amount
of upcoming overtime in the patrol sergeant ranks due to an off-duty long-term injury and
sergeants becoming fathers (FMLA). I approached the City Manager’s office about
temporarily upgrading a person off the sergeant eligibility list to cover some of these
vacancies. At that time, the police department was informed that the sergeant rank was
overstaffed by one, because Sgt. Friedlein’s position was cut from the budget. The
direction was to make that transition before any other upgrades occurred. Subsequently,
his supervisors met with Sgt. Friedlein (on August 3, 2011) to advise him that it was likely
he would be moved to Patrol.
The email contained a section related to a decision made by Sgt. Rea to conduct
training in the Bristol Place neighborhood. The training was intended to allow the SWAT
team to work on raid/breaching techniques. There had been no previous contact with the
neighborhood, and the “police training in progress” signs had only been placed
approximately 30 minutes before the training began. I was contacted by Council Member

Kyles on the day of the training who had been contacted by residents with concerns. I
advised him that I was unaware of the training taking place and promptly contacted
Sergeant Rea. In a phone conversation with Rea I asked about the training and if he had
made contact with neighbors or his supervisors. Sergeant Rea stated, “I dropped the ball”.
I later was contacted by Deputy Chief Murphy who advised me that Rev. Barnes had sent
him an email expressing his concerns over the training.
The follow up actions included a directive to the entire SWAT team leadership and
those who held an official supervisory position to write memos documenting their actions.
Additionally, Deputy Chief Murphy and I met with Sgt. Rea about this issue. Rea refused
to acknowledge that the decision to train in the Bristol Place neighborhood was
problematic. Given his rank and his tenure with the department, we agreed this was a
problem. The meeting ended with an understanding that the SWAT team would adhere to
certain notification protocols and approval at training venues. Rea was not disciplined for
the incident; he was merely advised of the problem and the expectations of the
Department on future training. This incident was discussed with the City Manager and all
email communications were forwarded to him.
The Champaign Police Department has participated in the Special Olympic Run, at times
escorted the torch all the way to Bloomington. This issue seems to be centered on the fact
that Sgt. Frost requested to take five squad cars and personnel to escort runners from
Champaign to Bloomington. The reason for the denial was because only two runners
were signed up to run the route. Those two runners were Sgt. Griffet and me. Instead we
ran from the east boarder of our community, accepting the Torch from Urbana and then
ran it to Parkland. The Special Olympics Torch was scheduled to be transferred from that
location to other agencies.
The E-mail questions the use of overtime for the Illinois Association of Chiefs of Police
state conference. The Conference brought nearly 150 people into our community
including dignitaries from the Lt. Governor to several State Representatives. We used
four hours of time between three officers to assist with directions and transportation from
two venues. This time was approved and coordinated by Deputy Chief Troy Daniel, the
conference coordinator.
Since I did not participate in the oral exam I asked the applicants to create a lesson plan
and give a presentation to a community group on Intelligence Led Policing. The ability to
conduct a community presentation is very important in their role as a Lieutenant. Since
all the Sergeants had been trained by Dr. Boba the topic was very familiar to them.
Sgt. Clark came to my office to inquire about the documentations that I had referred to
in the meeting. I provided him the City Ordinance and the Board Rules and how I
interpret them. It had not been determined what standing the policy had over the City
Ordinance and Board Rules. Sgt. Clark was advised that he could come to me to ask any
questions he had in the future on this topic. This was not “condemning” him for his
meeting at the Library.
After the Lieutenant’s upgrade was ended by Council action all supervisors filling
upgrades returned to their former positions in the Department. Sgt. Baltzell had been
assigned to oversee the Narcotics Unit in an acting capacity. He filled that position during
the time Sgt. Walker served as a lieutenant. Sgt. Walker was re-assigned to his original
position and Sgt. Baltzell remained in his position as the CAT supervisor. The move(s)
did not require Baltzell to change offices or significantly change his duties. He returned
to a 4/10 schedule. Sgt. Walker returned to his previous position in the Narcotics Unit.

Office Allen made a suggestion regarding budget cuts, about which Deputy Chief
Murphy responded:
“I misjudged my audience and vented to Sgt. Clark about an e-mail Officer Allen had sent
during the height of the budget process. We had been working diligently to achieve our
assigned budget level cuts when Allen authored an e-mail suggesting that a member of
management needed to be cut, so that “they could share the pain.” I was aggravated by
the comment as it was suggested as a “symbolic” step and only added (negatively) to the
frustration surrounding the larger goals. Evidently, Jim Clark shared my comments with
David Allen. I had frequents conversations with Sgt. Clark as he routinely came to my
office asking for resources, support, or exceptions to staffing on behalf of the Crime Scene
Unit. I should have been more selective in whom I vented to and I accept responsibility
for this statement.”
Conclusion:
The 2008 promotion allegation is completely inaccurate and some of those supervisors
mentioned within this E-mail were advised of the changes that were made in 2008 to
address these concerns. The test was never shared with anyone after I received the final
exam and I was the only Department member who worked with the company to make the
necessary changes on the final product.
The 2011 testing was administered by HR. Some of the raters openly expressed to HR
the problems they saw with the rating tool. It was the opinion of some of the raters that
the scale was too narrow and based on only three possible values. In addition, they did
not prefer to rate someone who was not or had not served under their command. However,
statistically, one rater could not substantially affect the score. If lower scores were given,
several raters had to have a similar opinion in order to affect the score. The process
provided by HR allowed those raters to address these concerns with each of the raters.
Understanding that a promotional period that occurs every three years is a stressful time
for these sergeants, however we should not lose perspective that their everyday work
history cannot be articulated in ten areas with only three rates. However, it is important
for supervisors to provide some type of feedback for the promotional process.

