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I. INTRODUCTION 

The attached report discusses, in some detail, three important 

police - community issues. Those key issues are: 

1. How adequate is the current investigative process 

involving police shootings of civilians? 

2. How adequate is the current police procedure for 

resol~ing complaints against pol~ce officers? 

3. How effective is the current Mayor's Police Complaint 

Panel? 

These questions are important ones to a community that is deeply 

concerned about the role, conduct and attitude of a police department 

that often appears to be indifferent to the public . In turn, these 

questions are important to the Cleveland Police Department, an organi za

tion consisting of individuals who often perform thankless tasks unde r 

less than ideal conditions. Each needs the other to attain mutual goals 

of crime prevention and the maintenance of order within the Cleveland 

community, and the resolution of these and r e lated questions i s essential 

to successful attai nment of those goals. 
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This report is an objective effort to answer those questions. It 

produces a "model" that will go a long way to establishing mutual truSt ' 

respect and communication. In all likelihood the implementation of the 

recommendations will take time and some modification. There are some 

issues or legal concerns raised that have not been answered. If these 

recommendations are accepted in good faith by this administration, the 

Cleveland Police Department and the community at large, the spirit, if 

not the letter, will be put into being and help heal wounds that, if 

left untended, will grow increasingly dangerous. 

In that regard this report is submitted to you for your review and 

approval. 
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II. GENERAL BACKGROUND AND SUMMARY OF RECOMMENDATIONS 

On July 23, 1982, a shooting incident occurred in the City of 

Cleveland in which an off-duty policeman, Officer Joseph Paskvan, 

shot and killed Mr. Michael A. Woods at East 66th Street and Chester 

Avenue at approximately 12:08 p.m. The police investigation of this 

incident was presented to the Chief Police Prosecutor, who on July 28, 

1982, ruled that "no papers should be issued". 

The Michael Woods family and other citizens objected to this 

ruling of the Chief Police Prosecutor. On August 4, 1982, following 

a review of the facts with the Safety Director, the Chief of Police, 

and the Chief Police Prosecutor, the Mayor appointed the Advisory 

Committee on Police-Community Relations. Under the chairmanship of 

Reverend James P. Lyke, Auxiliary Bishop of the Cleveland Catholic 

Diocese, this representative citizen committee was charged with developing 

recommendations on the following : 

1. The adequacy of the police investigation into the 

Michael Woods case. 

2. The adequacy of the investigating process involving 

police shootings of civilians. 

3. The current police procedure for resolving complaints 

against police officers. 

4. The effectiveness of the Mayor's Police Complaint Panel. 
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While this Committee was conducting its review, the case was referred to the Cuyahoga County Prosecutor's office. 
The Cuyahoga 

1 t d the Case to the Grand Jury 
County Prosecutor subsequent y presen e which issued a "No Bill" on September 8, 1982. 

The Mayor's Advisory Committee on Police-Community Relations published its report on February 15, 1983, regarding the adequacy of the Michael Woods investigation. The latter three issues were referred to 
a Subcommittee on Police Policy and Procedures consisting of the following individuals: 

t 

Philip T. Tobin, Chairman, Director, Risk Management, Oglebay Norton Company 
Sarah Austin, Executive Director, The Greater Cleveland Roundtable 
Robert J. Ciolek, Executive Assistant to the Mayor, the City of Cleveland 
William T. Hanton, Chief of Police, the City of Cleveland Louis Paisley, Attorney, Former President, the Bar Association of Greater Cleveland 
Reginald Turner, Safety Director, the City of Cleveland 

on near Y 25 occasions 

Over the past months, the Subcommittee met 1 with the Safety Director and with the Police D epartment, including the Chief and Deputy Chiefs of Police, the Professional Conduct and 1.nternal 
Review Unit, the Sh ti 00 ng Investigation Team, h t e Homicide Unit, the Complaint Unit of the Bureau of I i nspect on, re~resentatives of the 
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Mayor's Police Complaint Panel, the Mayor, the Law Department of the City 

of Cleveland, the Community Relations Board of the City of Cleveland, 

the County Prosecutor, the Chief Police Prosecutor, leaders of the 

Cleveland Police Patrolmen's Association, Fraternal Order of Police, 

the Black Shield Club of Cleveland, and the National Association for 

the Advancement of Colored People. 

Full constructive cooperation was received from all concerned. 

The SubcotmD.ittee concludes that present procedures for investigat

ing complaints of officer misconduct are not effective, thus creating 

community concern that complaints are not resolved fairly. For example, 

the SubcotmD.ittee finds that 1) many organizations are involved in 

investigating officer misconduct; 2) the rules governing officer 

conduct are contradictory, confusing and complex; 3) there is little 

community understanding about how complaints are processed and how 

discipline is administered, and 4) the Police Department's handling 

of disciplinary matters internally often contributes to the community 

f 11 II perception o a cover up. 

While the Subcommittee conducted its study, many individual 

citizens and citizen groups renewed their demands for establishing an 

independent civilian review board. Legislation to this effect was 

passed by City Council and vetoed by the Mayor on December 13, 1982. 

At the time of this writing, similar legislation is being readied for 

reintroduction before City Council. 
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The Subcommittee considered several mechanisms of "civilian review" 

to resolve community concern that investigation of officer complaints 

are handled in an impartial manner. Generally, "civilian review" is 

presumed to include individuals who represent a cross-section of the 

community; to be external to internal investigatory units of the 

Police Department; to consist of an advisory board set up to investi

gate complaints of officer misconduct; and to be concerned with 

community allegations of brutality or excessive use of force. 

Although many cities have addressed the issue of civilian review, 

the above presumptions are not applied universally. Exhibit A attached 

is a summary of civilian review experiences of major cities, including 

Chicago, Detroit, Kansas City, Memphis, New York, Oakland, Philadelphia, 

and many others. These experiences are documented in a report published 

by the Hartford Institute of Criminal and Social Justice in November 

1980. Review mechanisms generally fall into the following categories: 

A. Civilian-dominated and mixed (police and civilian) 

review boards which sit external to the police depart

ment, e.g. Oakland, California 

B. Police Commissioners or Boards of Police Commissioners 

comprised of civilians which sit~ the police depart

ment, e.g. Detroit, Michigan 

C. Collllllittees and offices which include civilians within 

the police department in either an advisory or an 

investigative capacity, e.g. Memphis, Tennessee 

-6-



Exhibit B attached highlights key factors of the different 

civilian review mechanisms in those seven cities identified in the 

1980 Hartford Report. Disagreements about the importance of any or 

all of these factors contribute to the controversy about the success 

or failure of an individual city's experience. 

After evaluating these experiences in other cities, the Subcommittee 

concludes that the civilian review technique : (Type A) which presumes an 

independent civilian-dominated board external to the Police Department 

is not a practical or effective solution to the community problem in 

Cleveland in that: 

1. It is difficult and extremely time-consuming for 

civilians to become familiar with the laws, policies, 

and procedures governing the police process. (New York) 

2. Time commitments to investigate and rule on the great 

number of cases that develop each year can become extremely 

heavy on civilian members. (Oakland, Philadelphia) 

3. These boards in many cases lack authority to change 

Police Department policy and procedures and to oversee 

the administration of appropriate discipline. (Memphis) 

4. History indicates that many such bodies find it difficult 

to act in a non-political and objective manner. (Phila

delphia) 
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5. Many such bodies fail to gain the necessary confidence 

and cooperation of the Police Department and the community. 

(Chicago, Kansas, Memphis) 

The Subcommittee concludes that the civilian review technique (Type 

C) which employs civilians within the Police Department in an advisory 

capacity is also ineffective in that it lacks authority to cause 

necessary changes in police policy and procedures. (Refer to 

Section V below for the experience of the Mayor's Police Complaint 

Panel for the City of Cleveland.) 

The Subcommittee recommends 1) a civilian review techniqu~ which 

uses existing civilian-responsible organizations with authority to 

supervise and make final determination on the adequacy and quality Df 

police misconduct investigations; 2) that, as a matter of official 

policy, an elected or appointed civilian authority will rule on all 

serious cases. The existing authority can be either a) the County 

Prosecutor, a civilian official elected by and accountable to the 

electorate, orb) the City's Prosecutor, a civilian official of the 

City's Law Department, appointed by and accountable to the Administration; 

3) the Safety Director, the civilian head of the City's Safety Forces, 

appointed by and accountable to the Administration shall have responsi

bility for review of all incidents involving the Use of Deadly Force. 

These recommendations are unique in that they combine the 
- - ---- - - - - · - --- · · ~ .. -- -

centr~l idea of _the _Detroit mgdel, _but adapted t ~ e~is~~~i 

re.source·s and -~r-ganizati·o~ of 'g°ov.e r nment - within .. th-e Ci ty of 

Cleveland. 

Sect ion III attached is a detail dis c us sion of the investi ga tion 

process of officer-involved shootings in t erms of the present proce
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dures and recommended actions . Section IV relates to the process 

of investigating complaints against police officers, and Section V 

relates to the Mayor's Police Complaint Panel. Recommendations 

are cross-referenced to these sections : 

1 . Investigation of Officer-Involved Shootings 

a. All cases involving death or serious injury to 

persons in custody will be investigated by the 

Shooting Investigation Team in a manner similar to 

existing procedures where an officer is involved in 

a shooting incident. The Shooting Investigation Team 

will be renamed "The Use of Deadly Force Investigation 

Team". (Section III, B, 1) 

b. The Commanding Officer of the Internal Affairs Unit 

will forward the original case report to the Prosecutor 

with concurrent copies to the Chief of Police and to 

the Safety Director. (Section III, B, 4) 

c. The Chief of Police and the Safety Director will 

review all incidents involving an officer's use of 

deadly force. (Section III, B, 5) 

d. Officers involved in a use of deadly force incident 

will be relieved of their weapons and, in certain 

circumstances, of their right to carry other 

weapons. (Section III, B, 3) 
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e. The Safety Director, after being apprised of the 

status of the investigation, will disseminate such 

pertinent information to the public. (Section III, B, 8) 

2. The Process of Investigating Complaints of Officer Misconduct 

a. All incidents involving serious criminal complaints, 

all cases involving serious injury or death while 

in custody, and all cases involving the Use of 

Deadly Force will, as a matter of official 

policy, be sent for prosecutorial review and 

disposition .. (Section IV, B, 1) 

b. The Safety Director will review all less serious 

cases investigated by the Complaint Investigation 

Unit to assure the completeness and quality of the 

investigation. (Section IV, B, 2) 

c. The Chief of Police will direct the recodification 

of existing rules and regulations governing police 

officer conduct. (Section IV, B, 4) 

d. The Safety Director will prepare couununity informa

tional material which describes the process and pro

cedures employed in filing, investigating, ruling on, 

and administration of discipline regarding complaints 

of officer misconduct. (Section IV, B, 6) 

-10-



, . The Effectiveness of the Mayor's Police Complaint Panel 

a. The Panel will be abolished and the recommendations 

in this report will be implemented as a practical 

and reasonable solution to this community concern. 

(Section V, B) 
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III. INVESTIGATION OF OFFICER-INVOLVED SHOOTINGS 

A. The Present Procedure 

In an incident where an officer is involved in a shooting in which 

no wound is inflicted, the responding District Commanding Officer and 

the Homicide Unit conduct the investigation. This is true also for an 

in-custody suicide. Their report is completed and forwarded through 

channels to the Chief of Police who decides if disciplinary action is 

warranted. 

If an officer shooting incident results in the infliction of a 

wound, the special investigation procedures of the Shooting Investigation 

Team are applied. In response to community concern over the investigation 

of the Michael Woods case, the Police Department created the Shooting 

Investigation Team on August 12, 1982. This team, on call 24 hours a day 

and headed by the Commanding Officer of the Homicide Unit, is staffed by 

five Homicide detectives, the Commanding Officer of the Professional 

Conduct and Internal Review Unit (P.C.I.R. - Internal Affairs), and the 

Supervisor of the Scientific Identification Unit (S.I.U.). 

In wounding incidents, the Communications Control Center (CCC) 

immediately dispatches the Homicide Unit to secure the scene and 

notifies the Shooting Investigation Team, which on arrival at the 

scene, assumes responsibility for the investigation. A patrol 

unit is routinely dispatched to these calls. The Shooting 

Investigation Team identifies and interviews witnesses and sends them 

-12-



to the Justice Center for statements. If necessary, Team members 

proceed to the morgue. The next of kin are notified in person if at 

all possible. The crime scene is immediately photographed and sketched, 

and evidence is gathered for testing by s.I.U. personnel. If the officer 

fired his weapon, the Team inspects the weapon and performs preliminary 

S.I.U. testing at the scene. After these tests, the officer involved is 

relieved of his weapon by the Team which sends it to the S.I.U. lab for 

further tests. The officer involved is placed on administrative leave 

until recall by the Chief of Police. 

Homicide completes its investigation and sends a complete copy of 

its report to the Commanding Officer of Internal Affairs who reviews 

the report. The report is then sent directly to the Prosecutor who 

decides if criminal charges will be filed. After the Prosecutor's 

ruling, the case file is sent to a Board of Review comprised of three 

Deputy Chiefs of Police. Upon completion of this review, the case is 

presented to the Chief of Police who also reviews it together with an 

independent evaluation from the Commanding Officer of Internal Affairs. 

If administrative charges are preferred, the Chief then forwards the 

report to the Safety Director. 

B. Recommended Procedure 

The Subcommittee recommends the following changes: 
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1. The scope of the Shooting Team will be expanded from 

officer-involved shooting incidents where wounding or 

death occurs to include all officer-involved incidents 

where injury is inflicted requiring professional medical 

attention including injury and death or suicide while in 

custody. The Shooting Investigation Team will be renamed 

"The Use of Deadly Force Investigation Team" to reflect 

this additional scope. See Attachment G for the current 

police policy on the use of deadly force. 

2. The Chief of Police will: 

a. Assure that the Safety Director is notified 

of the inciden~ at the time the responding unit 

is dispatched. 

b. Communicate with the Safety Director regarding 

the status of the investigation. 

3. The officer involved in a use of deadly force incident 

will be relieved of his weapon by the responding super

visor who will submit it to the S.I.U. Lab for testing. 

Furthermore, if the officer involved demonstrates disabil

ity or impairment, the responding Supervisor will require 

that he surrender all weapons in his possession or which 

would be reasonably accessible. The surrendered weapons 

will be sent to S.I.U. for testing pending disposition 

of the case. 
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4. 

5. 

The Commanding Officer of the Internal Affairs Unit 

will forward the original case report to the Prosecutor 

with concurrent copies to the Chief of Police and to the 

Safety Director. 

When the Chief of Police and the Safety Director receive 

copies of the case report, they shall independently 

review the case for completeness and quality of investi

gation. Cases requiring further investigati.on shall be 

returned. 

6. In each review of an officer-involved shooting, in-custody 

injury, death or suicide, the Chief of Police will include 

in his report an evaluation of the incident and a documen

tation of findings in relation to relevant criteria or 

standards of performance. The Chief of Police will recom

mend to the Safety Director the criteria for measuring 

performance with regard to tactics, drawing and reholster

ing weapons, the use of force, and other pertinent matters. 

These criteria will be appropriately communicated to the 

CODDI1Unity. 

7 . When the Prosecutor's ruling is returned, the Chief of 

Police will: 

a. Cause formal disciplinary action to be initiated 

when such action is indicated. 
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b. Direct the modification or amendment to applicable 

rules and regulations. 

c. Direct department-wide retraining or individual 

retraining. 

8. The Safety Director, after being apprised of the status of 

the investigation, will disseminate such pertinent informa

tion to the public. 

9. As part of the recodification effort, the Chief of Police 

will research and prepare a quarterly report to the 

Safety Director regarding the impact of shooting incidents 

or use of deadly force on current recruit training 

procedures, in-service training procedures, and role call 

training, including the following: 

a. Emphasis on when and where to shoot, i.e. target discrimi

nation. 

b. The adequacy of range procedures in assessing the tactical 

effect of firing less than all the rounds in rapid fire 

c. 

sequence. 

Remedial training for veteran officers who received their 

training prior to the adoption of deadly force procedures 

in January 1979. 
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d. The feasibility of adopting qualification procedures in 

defense and disarmament with reliance on efforts other 

than the use of deadly force. 

e. The identity of systems to recognize officers who resolve 

conflicts through means other than the use of deadly 

force when available. 

f. The adequacy of procedures for crisis intervention 

in responding to potentially explosive psychiatric, 

drug, and alcohol-related emergencies. 

g. The adequacy of procedures to employ stress management 

concepts, including the feasibility of psychological 

testing of officers immediately after a shooting inci

dent occurs. 

10. The Chief of Police will implement a system of statistical 

reports to the Safety Director regarding incidents involving 

the use of deadly force, fatal or non-fatal, in-custody 

injuries or deaths, and incidents under investigation by 

Internal Affairs or the Complaint Unit. Such reports 

will be forwarded to the Safety Director not less frequently 

than quarterly. 
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IV. THE PROCESS OF INVESTIGATING COMPLAINTS AGAINST POLICE OFFICERS 

A. The Present Procedure 

There are two units in the Police Department charged with the 

responsibility to investigate complaints of officer behavior, The 

Complaint Investigation Unit and the Professional Conduct and Internal 

Review Unit (Internal Affairs). The Complaint Investigation Unit reports 

to the Commanding Officer of the Bureau of Inspection and is staffed 

by twelve officers. The Internal Affairs Unit reports directly to 

the Chief of Police and is staffed by five people. 

The Internal Affairs Unit investigates complaints and allegations 

of serious criminal conduct. In addition, the Unit Commander, a member 

of the Shooting Investigation Team, prepares an independent and confi

dential summary opinion report to the Chief of Police on the Shooting 

Team's final report. The Unit's input process includes raw intelligence, 

a complaint or allegation from civilians, other police officers, the 

administration, the Complaint Investigation Unit, or the Ch1.ef of 

Police. Adhering closely to laws of evidence and constitutional and 

legal safeguards to assure that the investigation will withstand close 

public and professional scrutiny, Internal Affairs completes its 

investigation using either overt or covert methods. The Unit coordinates 

with the Prosecutor's office and with the Law Department in completing 

its report which is sent to the Chief of Police with recommendations for 

the following dispositions: 

-18-



1. Founded - Found to have sufficient evidence for prosecution 

and/or recommended administrative action. 

2. Unfounded - No cause for criminal or administrative action. 

3. Insufficient Evidence - The evidence is not sufficient 

to prove the case. These cases are kept open pending 

further leads. 

In 1982, the Internal Affairs Unit investigated 142 cases compared to 

83 in 1981. Of those cases investigated in 1982, 23 were classified 

as founded, resulting in 8 police officers and 32 civilians being charged 

with criminal violations, and 15 officers recommended for administrative 

hearing to the Safety Director. Ten cases were identified for civil 

procedural remedies. 

The Unit's primary function is investigation. It may recommend 

final disposition to the Chief of Police and to the Safety Director. 

All criminal cases are sent to the Police Prosecutor or County Prose

cutor for determination. Cases involving non-criminal matters are 

not forwarded for prosecutor determination. 

The Complaint Investigation Unit is charged with investigating 

rules violations, brutality complaints and minor criminal acts of 

officers. Complaints can be received from City Councilmen, the Admin

istration, the Safety Director's office, the Complaint Unit' s intake 

office in the Justice Center, the Distric t Headquar te r s , or direc tly 
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from the claimant. Upon receipt of the complaint, the investigating 

officer notifies the complainant of its receipt (Exhibit C). Upon com

pletion of the investigation, the Unit notifies the complainant that the 

investigation is complete with the following conclusions: (Reference 

Paragraph 24.10 - Personnel Complaint Investigation Regulations dated 

October 28, 1980): 

1. It may be basis for department action which has or will 

be undertaken, (Exhibit D and E). 

2. Evidence is insufficient to support the allegation. 

(Exhibit F). 

3. The complaint is unfounded. 

A disposition notice to the complainant is not made when it 

might interfere with pending or intended criminal or civil legal action 

The officer is then notified of the results of the investigation. Com

pleted reports are forwarded to the Commanding Officer of the Bureau 

of Inspection who then forwards the report to the Chief of Police. If 

the investigation reveals that disciplinary action is warranted and 

upon concurrence with the Chief of Police, copies are forwarded to the 

Commanding Officer of the officer involved who initiates the disciplin, 

charges. The officer is then brought before the Safety Director on 

charges. 
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In 1982, the complaint unit processed 346 complaints versus 370 

for 1981. Of those complaints processed in 1982, 38 were found valid 

and resulted in the following categories of dispositions: 

1. Charges preferred 

2. Retraining 

3. Administrative procedural charges 

In addition, 97 complaints were determined insufficient to 

support the allegations, 135 were unfounded, 34 were withdrawn, 22 

were continued in process, and 1 case was transferred to Internal 

Affairs. 

L Recommended Procedure 

The Subcommittee concludes that existing civilian-responsible 

organizations are the most practical and reasonable solution for 

assuring the community that investigations of police conduct are 

processed in an impartial mannner. The City Prosecutor, a member 

of the Law Department, is appointed by and accountable to the 

Administration, who in turn is accountable to the electorate. 

The County Prosecutor is an elected civilian official also responsible 

to the electorate. The Subcommittee concludes that these civilian

responsible organizations will assume final responsibility in the 

determination of incidents involving criminal violations, or when 

use of deadly force has been applied regardless of whether 

serious injury or death occurs. This reommendation requires that 
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6. The Safety Director, with the support of private and professional 

organizations, will prepare suitable material describing the 

process and procedures employed in filing, investigating, and 

adjudicating complaints of police conduct. 

7. The name of the Chief Police Prosecutor will be changed to 

the City of Cleveland Prosecutor. 

8. The Safety Director will employ sufficient staff to assist the 

Director in assuring the community that investigations are con

ducted in a fair and impartial manner. 
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V. THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE MAYOR'S POLICE COMPLAINT PANEL 

A. The Present Procedure 

In early 1981, the Mayor established the Police Complaint Panel 

as an advisory board for the Police Department. The Panel is appointed 

by the Safety Director with the Mayor's approval. It consists of seven 

citizens, including the Chief of Police (Panel Chairman), 3 independent 

citizens and 1 representative each from the Mayor's office, the 

Community Relations Board, and City Council. The Chief of Police con

trols the agenda and schedules Panel meetings which are held monthly. 

Duties of the Panel include recommendations with regard to the 

method of processing complaints, the disposition of the complaints, 

citizens' attitudes and concerns regarding the police, and explanation 

of newly implemented policies to the community. 

Based upon guidelines established by City's Law Department, 

the Panel has no access to personnel jackets of the involved 

officer, and they can review only closed cases. They are precluded 

from reviewing highly sensitive cases currently under investigation. 

The material they review is censored regarding the identity of the 

officer involved, medical records, confidential court-maintained adop

tion records, probation records, parole records, the names of confi 

dential informants, tax information, material used for internal investi

gation, recolJUllendation or criticism of the Police Department, confidentia J 
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