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Now Comes the Police Association ofNew Orleans (PANO), onbehalfofpetitioner

Michael Glasser and other membersofPANO, who are all police officersemployedby the New
Orleans Police Department (NOPD). As such, they are classified employees who are entitled to
certain protections as authorized by the Civil Service Commissionofthe City ofNew Orleans.
Glasser, who also holds the rankofCaptainintheNOPD andisalso thepresidentofPANO,
‘appears herein on behalfofhimselfand other similarly situated police officers/members who
havebeen aggrieved by an unethical pattern and practiceoftheNOPD Public Integrity Bureau
‘vihichresults incorruptedanddisparatedisciplinarysystem,whichcan and has adversely affects

/ the employment, hiring, firing, retention pay, promotion and other working conditions said
employees. In lightofthe above, petitioner’ hereby request the Civil Service Commission of
New Orleans to investigate and hold an evidentiary hearing into this allegations. The following
is submittedin supportofthis petition.

L

Tie NOPD is aparamilitary organizationofthe Cityof NewOrloanswhoseprimary taskistoprotectandservethe citizensofNewOrleansiregards tomany areas, whichincludemanyimportant concerns, including criminal, social and other community concerns. It is imperativethat suchan organization arnandkeepthetrust ofnotonlythecitizensitprotects,butalso thosethat protect them. A fair, efficient and effective systemofdiscipline within the NOPD is crucialinthe department's efforts to achieve sucha leveloftrust. The NOPD has historically tasked thePublic Integrity Bureau with the responsibilityofimplementing and managing this system andives them supervisory authority over all investigationsof criminal and mternal administrativeinvestigations. The final authority on al internal investigations rests with the Superintendent of
Police.



I

‘While aneof PANO’s mandates are to represent members, who are accused ofadministrative violations, itis understood and supported that when competent evidence and athorough investigation supports the impositionofdiscipline, such discipline should be swift, fairand impartial. The subsequent findingsandany punishment handed down should be consistent,
across the board, regardlessofthe accused's rank, position or any other factor. Unfortunately,
numerous facts and circumstances indicate tha the supervisory chainofcommand within PIBnot only fail to insure such consistency, but routinely allow it.

mw.

Itis not uncommon for PIB personal, high ranking supervisors, and other favored officers toescape investigation and discipline entirely by the manipulationofor ignoring ofNOPD policy.
In doing so, the rank and file officers who are subjected to, and witness such disparate treatment,
understandably question the integrityofPIB investigations and the entire systemofdiscipline.
Such a situation does not bode well or a respected and effective disciplinary system.

v.

Inaneffortto addresstheabove, PANOhasinitiatedvarious complaints,requests for
investigations, rule and policy changes, and even lawsuits, in an attempt to have this ongoing
situation properly addressed and rectified. Attached to this petition is Exhibit 1, which is a letter
dated December 18, 2020 and addressedto PIB. This letterof complaintoutlines various
improprietie, violations or alleged policy violationsofwhich PANO complainedofoccuring.
An investigation into these (4) specific allegations was requested.

v.

Asofthe submission ofthis petition, Allegation #1 has been investigated by the NOPD. The
resultof such investigation was that the complaint was “Unfounded” which means the
investigation determined the actions complainedofdid not occur. PANOcontestedthe veracity
ofthis investigation to the SuperintendentofPolice (See Exhibit 2). No responses was ever
received. Itappearsthat Allegation#2and 4wereneverinvestigated,asrepeated requestsfor
updates have never been complied with. Finally, Allegation #3 was resolved through litigation
initiated by PANO in Orleans Civil District Court. As a resultothis litigation, the Court heldthet the NOPD must provide the accused officer the completed PLB investigative filea least 10days prior to the disciplinary hearing, when requested.

VL

Its submitted that investigation and final disciplinary finding was nothing more than a
blatant cover upofserious wrong doing. It is further submitted that his cover up was.



orchestrated by supervisory and command staff at the highest levels ofthe NOPD, in order toevade any disciplinary action upon a high ranking member of PIB. PANO alleges tht thi typeofincompetent investigation, ignoring or omitting material evidence and disparate treatment i,‘rampant among NOPD investigations. This nefarious activity seems most prevalent when theaccused holds rank or political ties within thedepartment.

VIL

In another instance, the undersigned was Tepresenting a member who was accused of
violating a state criminal law. This alleged violation oflaw was in fact a misdemeanor offense.
PIB placed the accused on administrative reassignment, which hinders his ability to work details
and overtime. The undersigned attorney learned that PIB investigators had informed the NOPD
criminal investigatorofthe administratively mandated blood/alcohol results. It was also leaned
that the criminal investigator used these resultsagainstthe accusedinhis criminalinvestigation.Such use is prohibited by NOPD policy and state and federal law. The undersigned officially
contacted PIB and made a complaint regarding this matter. A high ranking supervisor witin PIR
received the complaint. Some months later the undersigned contacted the PIB supervisor to
inquire the statusofthe investigation only to be told that no investigation into the alleged
‘wrongdoing was ever initiated.

VIL

Inanothermatter, a memberaccused a highranking NOPDsupervisorofcommiting a
‘criminal felonybattery upon him. Boththeaccusedandasecond,independentofficerwhowasan eyewitness to the incident, informed the PIB intake officer ofthe occurrence. The accusedsupervisor was never reassigned during the investigation. The investigation conducted by PIB inthis matter can only be described as cursory and irresponsible. While the investigator did
interview the accused and the accuser, he ‘amazingly failed to interview the independent
eyewitness to the crime. Instead, the investigator ‘simply opined, without supporting evidencethatthevictimofficerwasnot credibleinhisstatementandalluded tothe factthattheofficer
‘may have fabricated physical evidence which was fumed over ‘during the investigation. It should
be noted that this investigation was approved at the highest levels ofPIB and the NOPD. Theaccusation against the high ranking supervisor was subsequently classified as being nonsustained. It isconcerningtonotethatthefailuretointerviewan eyewitnessinsucha situationis not only unusual, but aso incompetent. It begs the question of “Ifthe NOPD actually believes
that these officers intentionally made a false criminal accusation. against another officer. andfurthermore fbricaied evidence in support of such falsity, why would they not ints any
investigation or disciplinary action?”

IX.

Ironically,thesamesupervisorinthe abovematterwasrecentlyaccused ofcriminal acts‘against a former NOPD civilian employee. In this instance it was alleged that the supervisor



along with a subordinate supervisor conspired with PIB to improperly force the employee tosubmit to an administrative drug/alcohol test against his will. The employee, who was out onleave, was told by a PIB supervisorthat he was now“onthe clock”andhad to submit to theadministrative test. The NOPD supervisors subsequently entered his home, despite being deniedentry by the employee, and was placed into the backseat ofa marked NOPD unit where he was
transported to the testing site. Oneofthe supervisors told him that as a courtesy, they would nothandeuffhimduring the ride. Thankfully, the above was captured on the officer's body worncameras. Nevertheless, even though the subsequent PIB investigation rested in the sustainingofa felony violationofstate criminal law, only the lower ranking supervisor was accused in thecriminal act. The complainedofactivityofthe PIB investigator was not sustained. Interestingly,however, is that both supervisors continued unhindered in ther assignments.

%

In another instance, a PIB sergeant assigned to investigate acriminal battery complaint‘against an officer verifiedthatthere was probable cause for the arresysummonsofthe accused
officer. The officer was directed to appear at the PIB office the following morning to be issued a
summons for the offense. The summons was never issued, as the sergeant opined that the victim
wouldnotappearincourt10prosecute thematter. Evenmoreconcerningisthefactthatitappears asifno administrative disciplinary investigation was ever initiated or completed.

XL

Finally, just recently The NOPD Superintendent's office publicly released a
“Brady Giglio” lst. Such list is commonly used to help prosecutors identify potential law

enforcementofficerswhomhavebeen deemedto have credibilityissues due to sustainedfindingsagainst themofcertainviolations. Byvirtueofbeing includedonthis list,theability to
testifyandthe integrityofsuchtestimonymay be compromised. Its easytosechowsuch a
situation could adversely affect the career ofa police officer. Despite the fact that PIB was the
soleentitywho investigated,stored,maintainedandcontrolledalloftherequired data to compilesuch alist, and despitethefactthat suchanimportantlist wouldhavesurelybeen subjected togreat scrutiny and review to ensure accuracy, numerousofficerswere wrongly includedonthelist. Nevertheless, the lst was published and no corrective actions werenever taken.

xi
The NOPD, and more specifically, the Public Integrity Bureau, publically and internallystress the importanceofdiscipline, integrity and competency. NOPD Chapter 52.1.1 requiresthat anytime a memberofthe department is alerted to potential violationsofpolicy, that membermust report the potential violation for investigation. In the majorityofthe above cited instances,the NOPD/PIB was notifiedofthe allegations. In mostofthe above cases, PIB supervisors readandapprovedthereportswhich containthemostegregious violations,suchasthefabrication ofevidenceandthe fuiluretointerview crucialeyewitnesses.Notoncedidtheyidentify.reportor



investigate these occurrences on their own accord. This is a clear violation ofpolicy and, moreconcerning, a serious lapseof supervision at the highest levels.

XL.

As noted above, PANO has filed, or tried to file complaintsinregards to manyofthe
above occurrences. PANO has brought manyofthese allegations to the attention ofhighranking
members ofboth PIB and the Deputy Chiefs and SuperintendentofPolice. PANO has sued the
NOPDinorder to obtain faimess for officersinvolvedin the disciplinary process. Complaints
lodged against Deputy Chiefor the SuperintendentofPolice are referred for investigation to the
Office ofInspector General. Ofthe many complaints which have been supposedly referred toOIG, PANO witnesses have never been contacted or advisedofthe status ofany such
investigation.

XI.

The above identified incidents reveal serious infractions ofCityofNew Orleanspolicy,
NOPD policy and procedure as well as civilservice rulesand regulations. The above is by no
‘means an exhaustive list of malfeasant, incompetent or otherwise corrupted behavior which
‘seems to be prevalent within certain disciplinary investigations. It is certain that an investigation
and public hearing will certainly unveil more.
Disparate treatment, favoritism or malice have no place within a proper administrative

/ investigation,andactsasacancertoahealthy systemof discipline. Ithasbeen previouslydemonstrated that neither the NOPD nor the OIG have any interest meaningfully addressing
these issues. Meanwhile, such actions adversely affect the working conditions, pay, promotions,
recruiting and retention and overall morale NOPD officers. These officers, and the city they

protect,deservenothing lessthanfairandequal treatment,competentandcomplete
investigations and an efficient, effective systemof discipline.

WHEREFORE, tis respectfully requested that the Civil Service Commission exercise
its powers to grant his Petition for Investigation and Evidentiary Hearing in order to identify,address and correct this ongoing situation before NOPD disciplinary system is ireparablydamaged.

pi

=Hessler
320N. Carrollton Avenue #202
New Orleans, Louisiana 70119
‘Email: hessler.law@gmail.com
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