For Human Services Committee meeting of February 6, 2017
Police Department Policies and Procedures Update

Item: HH1

Memorandum
To:

Honorable Chair and Members of the Human Services Committee

From:

Wally Bobkiewicz, City Manager
Richard Eddington, Chief of Police

Subject:

Police Department Policies and Procedures Update

Date:

February 3, 2017

Recommended Action:
It is recommended that the Committee receive update and provide direction to staff as
appropriate.
Background:
At its September 7, 2016 meeting, the Committee received the finding of Dr. Logan’s
most recent review of Police Department policies and practices. The Committee
requested that staff present additional information as follow up to the Logan report.
Staff made presentations and provided additional information in response to questions
at the Committee’s October 4 and December 5, 2017 meetings. The City Manager and
Chief of Police indicated that they would return to the Committee at its first 2017
meeting with changes to policies and procedures in response to the report and
additional issues raised by the Committee.
Attachment 1 is a summary of policy and procedure changes made or planned for the
Police Department. The City Manager and Chief of Police will review these changes at
the Committee meeting and answer questions. Additional attachments are provided for
reference.
Attachments
1. “Evanston Police Department Policy and Procedure Changes – February 6,
2017”
2. National Consensus Policy on Use of Force
3. City of Champaign, IL Report on Citizen Complaint Boards
4. Listing of Members: Evanston Police Advisory Committee, Citizen Police
Advisory Committee, Police Advisory Board and Evanston Citizen Police
Association.
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Attachment 1
Evanston Police Department Policy and
Procedure Changes
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EVANSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT
POLICY AND PROCEDURE CHANGES
FEBRUARY 6, 2017

TRAINING
1. Training in use of force will now be included every year in annual officers’
training classes beginning with 2017 training cycle. All officers receive
annual training at sessions held twice per year. The Police Department
currently incorporates de-escalation training as part of overall training for
use of force and refresher classes are offered periodically. In addition,
new officers receive initial training through the Field Training Officer
program and additional training is provided to individual officers through
the Office of Professional Standards Early Warning System which
regularly evaluates each officer based on citizen complaints and
observations from supervisors.
2. A separate eight hour in-service training on de-escalation tactics (6 hours)
and mental health first aid (2 hours) is scheduled for February 20 and 28,
2017 for all sworn officers.
3. Public Safety Telecommunicators will participate in an annual Police
Department training session focusing on specific issues impacting EPD
beginning in Spring, 2017. Currently Telecommunicators receive initial
position training at EPD and continuing training offered through regional
and state telecommunicator classes.
4. The Police Department will begin participating in the Cook County Sheriff’s
Department forty hour Crisis Intervention Team training program in
February, 2017. EPD is expected to have access to four seats in this
training program each month through 2017 and into the future as space
allows. This specialized program provides advanced training to effectively
and safely interact with someone in crisis, with emphasis on mental health
episodes.
5. Continue training offered by Dr. Logan. Two year plan includes additional
diversity and inclusion training, restructure and refresh of Field Training
Officer program, develop and implement plans to better address mental
health issues encountered by officers, and conduct four additional
separate Police/Community town halls on specific topics.
6. Creation of a Corporate Compliance Sergeant to be part of the Office of
Professional Standards to monitor compliance with all training standards
for all officers and inclusion of future training mandates (changes to
existing procedures, use of body cameras, etc.). Position will be created
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converting one Police Officer position to a Sergeant as of March 1, 2017.
The Chief of Police will provide an update on implementation of position at
the July, 2017 Human Services Committee meeting.
TRANSPARENCY
7. Creation of Police Department statistic dashboard to be presented at each
Human Services Committee meeting beginning in March, 2017.
Dashboard will include monthly statistics on:
A. Number of Calls for Service
B. Number of Contact Cards
C. Number of Felony Arrests
D. Number of Misdemeanor Arrests
E. Number of Traffic Stops
F. Number of Traffic Tickets
G. Number and Type of Use of Force Incidents
H. Number of Citizen Compliants/Commendations
Dashboard will then be posted on EPD website and shared widely.
8. Re-assign one Problem Solving Team (PST) officer to focus on programs
and initiatives that will enhance police/community relations citywide. This
will include community education on Police procedure and crime
prevention issues.
9. Reformat presentation of monthly crime statistic data to Human Services
Committee and community via department website by April 1, 2017.
10. Weekly deployment crime maps will be added to the Department’s weekly
email “In the Squad Room” beginning February 10, 2017.
11. Commitment to implement body cameras department-wide beginning with
pilot program starting July 1, 2017 and full implementation by January 1,
2018. Technology required will be implemented in partnership with
Northwestern University Police Department.

CITIZEN POLICE COMPLAINTS
12. Allow for use of video statements in addition to written statements as of
February 1, 2017.
13. Establish office hours for the Office of Professional Standards at the Civic
Center to receive citizen complaints by appointment as of February 1,
2017.
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14. Reformat citizen complaint data presented at monthly Human Services
Committee meeting for easier reading and tracking beginning in March,
2017.
15. Schedule monthly Executive Sessions with the Human Services
Committee to review specific compliant issues beginning in March, 2017.
16. Reformat citizen complaint data on EPD website for easier review as of
March 31, 2017.
17. Police Chief will disband Chief-appointed Evanston Police Advisory
Committee as of March 1, 2017. Citizen complaint review responsibilities
will be vested in Mayor-appointed Citizen Police Advisory Committee and
City Council Human Services Committee. The Police Advisory Board
(residents) and Evanston Citizen Police Association (businesses) will
continue to meet to provide general feedback and advice to the Chief of
Police.
PROCEDURE CHANGES
18. As of February 1, 2017, revised Field Contact procedure to continue to
request all existing information on card, but to add to card notation
“subject declined to ID” for any information declined to be provided.
19. Adoption of the National Consensus Policy on Use of Force through
incorporation in General Orders by May 1, 2017. This revised General
Order will include Department policies on de-escalation.
20. By May 1, 2017, creation of Department Use of Force Committee to
review all incidents including officers outside the chain of command of
officers involved in incident.
21. By September 1, 2017, the Police Department will implement use of
Lexipol, an on-line service that provides state-specific policies that are
customizable and vetted by law enforcement professionals, attorneys and
subject matter experts to provide consistent, uniform policies that properly
reflect federal and state law as well as law enforcement best practices.
Access to this system will enhance accountability by tracking officers who
acknowledged the new policies and completed the daily trainings. Officers
are able to access Lexipol through any internet connection and also
through a mobile app. Lexipol will also examine our current general
orders and make recommendations to ensure they are up to date and inline with current statutes/procedures.
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22. Inclusion of City Equity and Empowerment Coordinator in weekly review of
use of force incidents by City Manager and Corporation Counsel and as
an ex-officio member of the Citizen Police Advisory Committee upon hire.
Additional roles for the Coordinator will be identified once Coordinator
begins work (expected March, 2017).
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Attachment 2
National Consensus Policy on Use of Force
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NATIONAL

CONSENSUS
POLICY ON USE OF
FORCE

January 2017
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This National Consensus Policy on Use of Force is a collaborative effort among 11 of the most
significant law enforcement leadership and labor organizations in the United States (see back panel for list).
The policy reflects the best thinking of all consensus organizations and is solely intended to serve as a
template for law enforcement agencies to compare and enhance their existing policies.

I.

PURPOSE

LESS-LETHAL FORCE: Any use of force other than
that which is considered deadly force that involves
physical effort to control, restrain, or overcome the
resistance of another.

The purpose of this policy is to provide law
enforcement officers with guidelines for the use
of less-lethal and deadly force.

OBJECTIVELY REASONABLE: The determination
that the necessity for using force and the level of
force used is based upon the officer’s evaluation
of the situation in light of the totality of the
circumstances known to the officer at the time
the force is used and upon what a reasonably
prudent officer would use under the same or
similar situations.

II. POLICY
It is the policy of this law enforcement agency to
value and preserve human life. Officers shall use
only the force that is objectively reasonable to
effectively bring an incident under control, while
protecting the safety of the officer and others.
Officers shall use force only when no reasonably
effective alternative appears to exist and shall
use only the level of force which a reasonably
prudent officer would use under the same or
similar circumstances.

SERIOUS BODILY INJURY: Injury that involves a
substantial risk of death, protracted and obvious
disfigurement, or extended loss or impairment of
the function of a body part or organ.

The decision to use force “requires careful attention
to the facts and circumstances of each particular
case, including the severity of the crime at issue,
whether the suspect poses an immediate threat to
the safety of the officer or others, and whether he
is actively resisting arrest or attempting to evade
arrest by flight.”
In addition, “the ‘reasonableness’ of a particular use
of force must be judged from the perspective of a
reasonable officer on the scene, rather than with the
20/20 vision of hindsight…the question is whether the
officers’ actions are ‘objectively reasonable’ in light of
the facts and circumstances confronting them.”1
This policy is to be reviewed annually and any
questions or concerns should be addressed to the
immediate supervisor for clarification.

III. DEFINITIONS
DEADLY FORCE: Any use of force that creates
a substantial risk of causing death or serious
bodily injury.

DE-ESCALATION: Taking action or communicating
verbally or non-verbally during a potential force
encounter in an attempt to stabilize the situation
and reduce the immediacy of the threat so that more
time, options, and resources can be called upon to
resolve the situation without the use of force or with
a reduction in the force necessary. De-escalation
may include the use of such techniques as command
presence, advisements, warnings, verbal persuasion,
and tactical repositioning.
EXIGENT CIRCUMSTANCES: Those circumstances
that would cause a reasonable person to believe that
a particular action is necessary to prevent physical
harm to an individual, the destruction of relevant
evidence, the escape of a suspect, or some other
consequence improperly frustrating legitimate law
enforcement efforts.2
CHOKE HOLD: A physical maneuver that restricts
an individual’s ability to breathe for the purposes of
incapacitation. This does not include vascular neck
restraints.

1 Graham v. Connor, 490 U.S. 386 (1989).
2 Based on the definition from United States v. McConney, 728 F.2d 1195, 1199 (9th Cir.), cert. denied, 469 U.S. 824 (1984).
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WARNING SHOT: Discharge of a firearm
for the purpose of compelling compliance
from an individual, but not intended to cause
physical injury.

2. Whenever possible and when such delay
will not compromise the safety of the
officer or another and will not result in
the destruction of evidence, escape of a
suspect, or commission of a crime, an
officer shall allow an individual time
and opportunity to submit to verbal
commands before force is used.

IV. PROCEDURES
A. General Provisions
1. Use of physical force should be
discontinued when resistance ceases or
when the incident is under control.

C. Use of Less-Lethal Force
When de-escalation techniques are
not effective or appropriate, an officer
may consider the use of less-lethal
force to control a non-compliant or
actively resistant individual. An officer
is authorized to use agency-approved,
less-lethal force techniques and
issued equipment

2. Physical force shall not be used against
individuals in restraints, except as
objectively reasonable to prevent their
escape or prevent imminent bodily
injury to the individual, the officer, or
another person. In these situations, only
the minimal amount of force necessary
to control the situation shall be used.

1. to protect the officer or others from
immediate physical harm,

3. Once the scene is safe and as soon
as practical, an officer shall provide
appropriate medical care consistent with
his or her training to any individual who
has visible injuries, complains of being
injured, or requests medical attention.
This may include providing first aid,
requesting emergency medical services,
and/or arranging for transportation to an
emergency medical facility.

2. to restrain or subdue an individual who
is actively resisting or evading arrest, or
3. to bring an unlawful situation safely and
effectively under control.

D. Use of Deadly Force
1. An officer is authorized to use deadly
force when it is objectively reasonable
under the totality of the circumstances.
Use of deadly force is justified when one
or both of the following apply:

4. An officer has a duty to intervene to
prevent or stop the use of excessive force
by another officer when it is safe and
reasonable to do so.

a. to protect the officer or others from
what is reasonably believed to be an
immediate threat of death or serious
bodily injury

5. All uses of force shall be documented
and investigated pursuant to this
agency’s policies.

b. to prevent the escape of a fleeing
subject when the officer has probable
cause to believe that the person has
committed, or intends to commit a
felony involving serious bodily injury
or death, and the officer reasonably
believes that there is an imminent risk
of serious bodily injury or death to
the officer or another if the subject is
not immediately apprehended

B. De-escalation
1. An officer shall use de-escalation
techniques and other alternatives to
higher levels of force consistent with his
or her training whenever possible and
appropriate before resorting to force and
to reduce the need for force.
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2. Where feasible, the officer shall identify
himself or herself as a law enforcement
officer and warn of his or her intent to
use deadly force.3

means of defense have been
exhausted (or are not present or
practical), which includes moving
out of the path of the vehicle.

3. Deadly Force Restrictions

d. Firearms shall not be discharged from
a moving vehicle except in exigent
circumstances. In these situations, an
officer must have an articulable reason
for this use of deadly force.

a. Deadly force should not be used
against persons whose actions are a
threat only to themselves or property.
b. Warning shots are inherently
dangerous. Therefore, a warning shot
must have a defined target and shall
not be fired unless

e. Choke holds are prohibited unless
deadly force is authorized.4

(1) the use of deadly force is justified;

E. Training

(2) the warning shot will not pose a
substantial risk of injury or death
to the officer or others; and

1. All officers shall receive training, at least
annually, on this agency’s use of force
policy and related legal updates.
2. In addition, training shall be provided
on a regular and periodic basis and
designed to

(3) the officer reasonably believes
that the warning shot will reduce
the possibility that deadly force
will have to be used.

a. provide techniques for the use of
and reinforce the importance of deescalation;

c. Firearms shall not be discharged at a
moving vehicle unless

b. simulate actual shooting situations
and conditions; and

(1) a person in the vehicle is
threatening the officer or another
person with deadly force by
means other than the vehicle; or

c. enhance officers’ discretion and
judgment in using less-lethal and
deadly force in accordance with
this policy.

(2) the vehicle is operated in a
manner deliberately intended
to strike an officer or another
person, and all other reasonable

3. All use-of-force training shall be
documented.

3 Tennessee v. Garner, 471 U.S. 1 (1985).
4 Note this prohibition does not include the use of vascular neck restraints.

Every effort has been made to ensure that this document incorporates the most current information and contemporary
professional judgment on this issue. However, law enforcement administrators should be cautioned that no “sample”
policy can meet all the needs of any given law enforcement agency.
Each law enforcement agency operates in a unique environment of court rulings, state laws, local ordinances, regulations,
judicial and administrative decisions, and collective bargaining agreements that must be considered, and should therefore
consult its legal advisor before implementing any policy.
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CONTRIBUTING ORGANIZATIONS
This document is the result of a collaborative effort among the following organizations.
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Attachment 3
City of Champaign, IL Report on
Citizen Complaint Boards
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REPORT TO CITY COUNCIL
FROM:

Dorothy Ann David, City Manager

DATE:

January 20, 2017

SUBJECT:

Citizen Review of Police Complaints

SS 2017-004

A. Introduction: The purpose of this report is to provide Council with a summary of the
recommendations from the Police Complaint Working Group and to seek Council direction
concerning the Police Department’s processes for investigating citizen complaints and reviewing
use of force incidents. The Police Complaint Working Group is recommending:
•

•

•

•

The creation of a subcommittee of the Human Relations Commission which would serve in
an advisory capacity and assist the Community Relations Office in their review of Police
complaint investigations, including the possible use of the HRC’s subpoena power to obtain
witness statements or evidence which would assist in the investigative process.
The selection of a group of citizens who would attend the monthly internal Use of Force
Review Board meetings, ensure the process is thorough, fair and sensitive to community
concerns about police use of force, and provide recommendations to the Chief of Police.
An increase in public outreach and communication, specifically regarding the police
complaint process, the use of force review process, and the availability of more information
and better citizen access through the City’s website.
The identification of community-based agencies and citizen advocate volunteers who could
be trained to assist staff with public education and the intake of citizen complaints and police
commendations.

B. Recommended Action: The Administration recommends that City Council accept the
recommendations, to include directing staff to begin drafting an ordinance which would
authorize the creation of a subcommittee of the Human Relations Commission whose members
would assist with reviewing complaint investigations and providing recommendations to the
Chief of Police.
C. Prior Council Action:
•
•

•

In December 1998 the City Council discussed the Police citizen complaint process.
In early 1999 the City Council adopted Council Bill 99-066 amending the purpose of the
Human Relations Commission to include auditing aggregate statistics on citizen complaints
against the police.
On July 27, 2007, City Council held a Study Session and reviewed a Report (SS 2007-053)
by the Police-Community Relations Committee regarding a Police Review Board. Although
Council directed staff to make some procedural changes, they also directed staff not to
establish a review board.
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•
•

•

•

On December 8, 2009, the City announced several initiatives, one of which was focused on
improving the police complaint process.
On June 22, 2010, City Council held a Study Session and reviewed a Report (SS 2010-044).
As a result of the Study Session, Council directed staff to implement changes to the police
complaint process which were focused on how citizens could file complaints, offering
mediation as an alternative, reporting the results of an investigation, and public education.
On February 7, 2013, City Council held a Study Session and reviewed a Report (SS 2013007) summarizing changes to the complaint process that were initiated by the Police
Department.
On April 26, 2016, City Council held a Study Session and reviewed a Report (SS 2016-022)
which summarized the current processes for investigating citizen complaints and reviewing
use of force incidents and provided an overview of the various models of citizen review,
including those which incorporate subpoena power.

D. Summary:
•

•
•

•

•

•

•

•

Following a Study Session (SS 2016-022) on April 26, 2016, Council directed the Chief of
Police to form a working group to conduct a more in-depth study on the topic of citizen
review of police complaints. In June 2016, Chief Anthony Cobb selected fourteen
individuals to serve on a Police Complaint Working Group. The Police Complaint Working
Group is made up of both community members and City staff.
The Working Group was specifically tasked with gathering input and making specific
recommendations for improving the existing complaint and use of force review processes.
The Working Group held ten meetings between July 2016 and January 2017 during which
they studied the Police Department’s existing processes and the various models of citizen
review and reviewed materials specifically related to potential improvements to the citizen
complaint and use of force review processes.
The Working Group also held three public meetings during which they gathered public
feedback on the current complaint process and models of citizen review. At the final meeting
on January 5, 2017, they presented their draft recommendations for public comment.
The Working Group also found that through the internal Use of Force Review Board the
Police Department already has a good process in place for evaluating use of force incidents
to identify policy, training, tactical, and equipment issues and then make improvements.
The Working Group concluded that any changes to the existing complaint investigation and
use of force review processes should be focused towards building upon and enhancing those
processes, not replacing them.
The Working Group also concluded that the City and the Police Department need to do a
better and more regular job of communicating with citizens concerning these processes and
also how complaints can be filed.
The Working Group is recommending that Council appoint a standing subcommittee of the
Human Relations Commission which would be responsible for assisting the Community
Relations Office with reviewing citizen complaint investigations and making
recommendations to the Chief of Police.
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•

The Working Group is also recommending that the Chief of Police select a group of citizens
to attend the Police Department’s monthly internal Use of Force Review Board meetings.
One or two citizens would attend each monthly meeting and they would ask questions,
participate in discussions, ensure that the process is thorough, fair, and sensitive to
community concerns about police use of force, and provide recommendations to the Chief of
Police.

E. Background:
1. Formation of Police Complaint Working Group. Following the April 26, 2016 Study
Session (SS 2016-022), Council directed the Chief of Police to form a working group that was to
be tasked with a more in-depth study of the topic of citizen review. Chief Anthony Cobb
selected fourteen members to serve and formed the Police Complaint Working Group in June
2016. The Working Group included representatives from the Human Relations Commission, the
National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, the North End Breakfast Club, the
Ministerial Alliance, two University of Illinois professors, representatives of the Fraternal Order
of Police, and the Director of Human Resources from the City of Urbana. The Working Group
was tasked with gathering public input and making specific recommendations for improving the
existing complaint and use of force review processes. The formation of the Working Group
facilitated consultation with community members and employees and allowed them opportunities
to provide input prior to further consideration of this issue by Council. The names of the
members of the Working Group are listed in Attachment A.
2. Police Complaint Working Group Process. The Police Complaint Working Group held
ten meetings between July 2016 and January 2017. During these meetings, the Working Group
carefully studied the Police Department’s current processes for investigating citizen complaints
and reviewing use of force incidents. The Working Group also studied the various models of
citizen review and additional materials that might impact the implementation of citizen review in
the City of Champaign, including but not limited to the Fraternal Order of Police (FOP) Labor
Agreement, the Freedom of Information Act (FOIA), the Open Meetings Act, the Peace Officer
Bill of Rights, and subpoena power.
The scope of the Working Group’s activities included the following:
•
•
•
•

Reviewing the Police Department’s history with regards to citizen complaints.
Examining the current process for the intake, investigation, and review of citizen
complaints and making recommendations for improving that process.
Reviewing the Police Department’s history with regards to the review of use of force
incidents and making recommendations for improving the current process.
Evaluating citizen review models in comparable communities and recommending
whether elements of those models should be implemented. Elements considered
included: defining the scope of citizen review; what types of employee conduct should be
subject to citizen review; whether review should be conducted internally or externally
and with volunteers or paid investigators/reviewers; at what stage in the process citizen
involvement should occur, and; whether subpoena power should be included.
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•
•
•

Gathering public input about the police complaint process, the use of force review
process, and citizen review models.
Proposing a process for periodic reporting and evaluation of the complaint process.
Determining whether or not some form of citizen review is appropriate at this time.

The Working Group also held community meetings on October 10, 2016 at Mount Olive Baptist
Church, on October 13, 2016 at Centennial High School, and on January 5, 2017 at Booker T.
Washington School. At the first two public meetings, Police Administration presented complaint
and use of force data to community members, provided a summary of the Police Department’s
current processes for investigating citizen complaints and reviewing use of force incidents, and
provided an overview of the various models of citizen review. Following those presentations,
Police Administration and members of the Working Group gathered public feedback concerning
those processes, specifically as it related to the consideration of citizen review.
At the third meeting on January 5, 2017, the Working Group presented information on the
process they used to evaluate the citizen complaint and use of force review processes, they
presented their conclusions resulting from those reviews, and they gathered public feedback
concerning their recommendations.
A summary of the feedback received during the three community meetings is included in
Attachment B.
The City also created a webpage specifically devoted to the Police Complaint Working Group
and publicized their meetings through civic notices and social media posts. Throughout this
process all meeting agendas, handout materials, and meeting minutes were posted on that
webpage for public review.
3. Conclusions of the Police Complaint Working Group. After careful study, the Working
Group reached the following conclusions:
a. The Working Group found the Police Department’s current process for investigating
citizen complaints to be both thorough and objective.
b. The Working Group determined that the Department has good internal processes in place
to evaluate use of force incidents to identify policy, training, tactical, and equipment
issues and then make improvements.
c. The Working Group concluded that the City and the Police Department need to better and
more regularly communicate with citizens concerning those processes.
d. The Board believes that changes to the investigation of citizen complaints and the review
of use of force incidents should be focused towards building upon and enhancing the
existing processes rather than replacing them.
e. The Board also believes that the credibility of existing processes would be enhanced, and
the processes would be more transparent, if citizens were involved.
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4. Current Citizen Complaint Process. The complaint process was last modified in 2013. At
that time, Police Administration implemented changes in an effort to enhance Police
accountability and to increase public transparency throughout the process. This was primarily
accomplished by including the Community Relations Office in the complaint intake, complainant
interview, and investigative review processes. The current complaint process is summarized
below:
a. Complaints can currently be filed in person at either the Police Department or at the
Community Relations Office. Written complaints can be dropped off at or mailed to
either location. Complaints can also be filed online through the City’s website. Though
it is not preferred, complaints can also be filed by telephone.
b. Each citizen complaint is investigated under the authority of the Office of Professional
Standards. That office is staffed by a lieutenant and managed by a deputy chief. The
Deputy Chief of Professional Standards is responsible for the coordination and review of
all complaint investigations, but the vast majority of investigations are conducted by
lieutenant assigned to the office.
c. Each complaint, regardless of where it originates or how it is filed, is ultimately directed
to the Professional Standards Lieutenant. When a complaint is received, the Professional
Standards Lieutenant promptly reports it to the Community Relations Office so that it can
be recorded and tracked.
d. Although the Office of Professional Standards retains responsibility for the complaint
investigation, the investigation itself and all related materials are continually available to
the Community Relations Office. This allows the Community Relations Office to serve
in an advisory role throughout the process.
e. The Community Relations Manager is afforded the opportunity to be present during
interviews and/or re-interviews with complainants.
f. Prior to the onset of a citizen complaint investigation, the Professional Standards
Lieutenant consults with the Community Relations Manager concerning the steps to be
taken during the investigation. This allows the Community Relations Manager an
opportunity to provide input into the investigative process.
g. Complaint investigations are occasionally centered upon complex legal issues involving
search, seizure, and/or arrest. In such cases, those investigations are also forwarded to
the City Attorney’s Office for an expert opinion. Other complaint investigations hinge on
legal issues which are, at least to some extent, open for interpretation. As an example, an
investigation might be focused upon the “reasonableness” of an officer’s use of force
during a given situation. In such a case, an expert opinion would not only be helpful
during the investigative phase, but also during the disciplinary phase should discipline
result from the investigation.
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h. At the conclusion of each citizen complaint investigation, a copy of the complete
investigation is forwarded to the Community Relations Manager for review. If the
Community Relations Manager disagrees with the complaint findings or has concerns
with the investigation, then a review committee is convened to discuss the complaint
investigation and final disposition. Although such a committee has never been convened,
if one were to be convened it would include the investigating supervisor, the police
administrators who reviewed the investigation, and the Community Relations Manager.
After discussing the case, the review committee would then recommend findings or
additional investigative steps to the Chief of Police for consideration.
i. At the conclusion of each investigation, both the complainant and the officer who was the
subject of the investigation are informed of the disposition of the complaint in writing.
j. A complainant who disagrees with the disposition or classification of a complaint has the
right to appeal the classification and/or investigative findings to the City Manager.
5. Recommended Additions to the Complaint Process. The Working Group believes that it
is appropriate to retain all current steps in the intake, investigation, and review of citizen
complaints but also recognizes that the process would be more credible and transparent if
citizens were to have a role somewhere in that process. To that end, the Working Group believes
that the community would best be served by a hybrid model of citizen review which does not
replace the current process but instead builds upon its strengths.
The following recommendations represent a conceptual framework for Council to consider. The
exact details of each of these recommendations can be worked out in accordance with direction
from Council.
a. Creation of a Subcommittee of the Human Relations Commission. A standing
subcommittee of the Human Relations Commission would be created to assist the
Community Relations Office with the review of citizen complaints. Their review would
take place prior to a finding by the Chief of Police. The subcommittee would certify the
completeness of the investigative process, have the ability to ask questions and/or request
additional information, and recommend whether the Chief of Police accept or reject
investigative findings.
The Community Relations Manager would continue to work closely with the Police
Department’s Office of Professional Standards, serve as the staff liaison to the
subcommittee, and act as a conduit between the two entities. This arrangement would
help to ensure that the subcommittee retains its independence.
Members of the subcommittee would be appointed in the same manner as members of the
Human Relations Commission through the Board and Commission appointment process.
In making those appointments, the Working Group recommends that consideration be
given to members of community who have expertise in the law or experience in
investigations, human rights, or community relations. The Mayor could look to the
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National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, the American Civil
Liberties Union, and the Ministerial Alliance in seeking people with such expertise.
The subcommittee would be subject to the Open Meetings Act and the Freedom of
Information Act.
b. Use of Subpoena Power. Because the City can already compel officers to cooperate
with the investigative process through their employment, subpoena power is unnecessary
for officer statements and evidence. However, since the Human Relations Commission
already possesses subpoena power under the Municipal Code, in the event that the
subcommittee believes that some evidence or testimony is necessary in the investigation
of a citizen complaint and a witness/citizen declines to cooperate in the investigative
process, the subcommittee could make the HRC aware of that fact and request that the
HRC issue a subpoena. Subpoena power would remain under the discretion of the HRC
and be focused towards members of the public who will not voluntarily cooperate in the
investigation of a citizen complaint.
c. Public Access. Efforts should be made to increase the ease and accessibility of filing
citizen complaints or commendations for officers. In an effort to improve the fairness
and thoroughness of the process, the subcommittee would have the ability to provide
input and make suggestions concerning the manner in which the Police Department
accepts and investigates citizen complaints.
In addition, the Police Department’s website should be updated to include professional
profiles and contact information for upper command officers (lieutenants and above).
The Police Department’s online complaint form should also be modified to allow citizens
to upload digital media such as videos and/or photographs at the time a complaint is
submitted.
d. Public Education and Outreach. The subcommittee would participate in public
outreach and education about the complaint process. Additionally, it would be
appropriate to solicit community volunteers who could be trained to assist City staff in
guiding citizens throughout the complaint process.
e. Reporting Requirements. The subcommittee and the Community Relations Manager
would provide joint quarterly updates and an annual report to the Human Relations
Commission summarizing their activities. These reports would include geographic
information, demographic (gender, race, and age range) information for both officers and
subjects, be made available to the public, and be discussed at open meetings of the
Human Relations Commission where citizen input can be provided.
6. Current Use of Force Review Process. Police Administration currently reviews each and
every incident involving any force which exceeds the simple handcuffing of a compliant subject.
These comprehensive internal reviews are conducted pro-actively, not in response to citizen
complaints.
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The current process for reviewing use of force incidents includes the following steps:
a. A supervisor immediately responds to the scene of any use of force incident. The
responding supervisor is required to identify and gather physical evidence, identify and
interview potential witnesses, and ensure that medical aid is promptly administered to
anyone in need.
b. Each use of force incident is, at minimum, reviewed by a Sergeant, a Lieutenant, and a
Deputy Chief. These reviews are primarily focused upon determining whether or not an
officer’s use of force was reasonable and consistent with Department policy and they
typically involve a review of all police reports and all available video and/or audio
evidence.
c. Each use of force incident is also reviewed by a Use of Force Review Board. The Board,
which meets on a monthly basis, is comprised of command officers of each rank as well
as members of the Defensive Tactics, Firearms, and Field Training Cadres. The Use of
Force Review Board reviews each use of force incident in much the same manner
described above, but they are primarily focused upon policy, training, tactical and
equipment issues. As examples, the Board recently recommended that the Chief of
Police direct the Defensive Tactics Cadre to prepare lesson plans which focused on the
use of “verbalization” skills during arrest activity and also discouraged officers from
making arrests by themselves absent exigent circumstances.
d. On an annual basis, the Deputy Chief of Operations completes a use of force analysis
which is focused upon identifying trends that the Department may need to address.
7. Recommended Additions to the use of Force Review Process. The Working Group
determined that the Police Department has a good internal process in place to evaluate use of
force incidents to identify policy, training, tactical, and equipment issues. Furthermore, the
Working Group believes that the community would best be served through additions which build
upon the current strengths of that process, not those which would replace it.
a. Citizen Participation on the Use of Force Review Board. The Chief of Police should
select a group of citizens to attend the monthly meetings of the internal Use of Force
Review Board. One or two citizens would attend each monthly meeting; as such, they
would serve independently and not constitute a group or board. They would have the
ability to ask questions and participate in discussions; they would focus on ensuring that
the process is thorough, fair, and sensitive to community concerns about Police use of
force, and; they would provide recommendations concerning those issues to the Chief of
Police.
b. Citizen participants on the Use of Force Review Board would be expected to have a
demonstrated prior active interest in promoting positive police-community relations; have
served as community leaders or advocates; have knowledge, expertise, or experience in
law or policing, or; have other expertise that would enhance the Review Board process.
The Chief of Police could also look to community organizations such as the National
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Association for the Advancement of Colored People, the American Civil Liberties Union,
and the Ministerial Alliance in identifying and seeking volunteers to serve on the Use of
Force Review Board.
c. Citizen participants on the Use of Force Board would be expected to undergo training
designed to expand their expertise in police operations. Training would include the
review of relevant policies, the completion of police ride-alongs, and scenario-based use
of force training (i.e. use of force simulator).
d. Because some of the cases reviewed by the Board would involve active investigations,
citizen participants would likely be required to sign a confidentiality and non-disclosure
agreement. Their access to some information might also be limited to preserve the
integrity of the criminal investigation process.
e. The findings from the Use of Force Review Board’s monthly meetings should be posted
on the Police Department’s website. In addition, Police Administration should provide
quarterly updates and an annual report on the Use of Force Review Board’s activities to
the Human Relations Commission.
f. The Police Department’s Annual Use of Force Analysis should include the same
demographic and geographic information that the subcommittee and the Community
Relations Manager would be including in their annual report.
8. Consultation with the Fraternal Order of Police. Police Administration has generally
discussed the proposed recommendations with FOP leadership. Mandatory subjects of
bargaining include pay, benefits, hours or work, and conditions of employment. Because the
recommendations of the Police Working Group merely add a public review component to the
existing complaint process, the recommendations, if accepted by Council, would not change the
working conditions or the disciplinary process itself. Because the terms of the current Labor
Agreement would remain in effect, staff does not believe that it would be necessary to negotiate
the proposed recommendations with the FOP. The FOP has not yet demanded to bargain over
the recommendations; they have, however, asserted their intent to reserve the right to make a
final determination until this process is complete.
9. Next Steps/Timeline. If Council accepts the Working Group’s recommendations, staff will
need to draft an ordinance which authorizes the creation of a subcommittee of the Human
Relations Commission. That process is expected to take approximately 90 days. While the
ordinance is being drafted, the Chief of Police can solicit and select individuals to serve on the
Use of Force Review Board. Staff believes that process can be completed by the time the draft
ordinance is prepared for Council consideration and input.
While the ordinance is being drafted, City staff will also simultaneously:
•

Begin working to update the Police Department’s website to include biographical and
contact information for command staff.
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•
•

•
•

Begin modifying the online complaint form so that photographs and other digital media
can be uploaded and submitted through the Department’s website.
Begin the process of surveying local service agencies concerning their willingness to
provide police complaint packets to citizens, serve as points of intake, and provide
employee volunteers who would be used to assist City staff in guiding citizens
throughout the complaint process.
Develop an internal policy which addresses the criteria and process for selecting citizen
members of the monthly Use of Force Review Board.
Assign appropriate Police staff to develop a training curriculum for those citizens who
would be selected to participate on the monthly Use of Force Review Board.

F. Alternatives:
1. Direct staff to implement the recommendations of the Police Complaint Working Group, to
include drafting an ordinance which would authorize the creation of a subcommittee of the
Human Relations Commission.
2. Do not direct staff to proceed as proposed and provide further direction.
G. Discussion of Alternatives:
Alternative 1 – Direct staff to implement the recommendations of the Police Complaint
Working Group, factoring in Council input, and to begin drafting an ordinance to authorize the
creation of a subcommittee of the Human Relations Commission whose members would assist
the Community Relations Office in reviewing complaint investigations and providing
recommendations to the Chief of Police prior to the final disposition of citizen complaints.
a. Advantages
•
•
•
•

•
•
•

Builds upon and enhances the Police Department’s existing processes.
Allows for the implementation of a model of citizen review which is tailored to the
specific needs of the Champaign community.
Increases transparency during the investigation of citizen complaints and the review
of use of force incidents.
Allows citizens to make recommendations to the Chief of Police prior to an
investigative finding and provides the Chief of Police with another perspective to
consider in rendering decisions about citizen complaints.
The inclusion of subpoena power has the potential to provide additional evidence for
consideration during the investigation and review of citizen complaints.
Allows for citizen participation during the administrative review of use of force
incidents.
Has the potential to give citizen complaint investigations and the review of use of
force incidents greater credibility than completely internal reviews can provide. It
also has the potential to reassure the public that citizen complaint investigations and
the review of use of force incidents are both thorough and fair.
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•
•

The implementation of citizen review may provide another avenue for citizens to
express their concerns.
May provide new opportunities for public outreach, public education, and citizen
engagement.

b. Disadvantages
•
•
•

•
•

Providing staff support to the subcommittee increases the commitment of City
resources and staff time for those who are involved in the complaint process.
Citizen review may not fully resolve community concerns, lack of trust in the Police
Department, or lack of confidence in the process.
It may prove difficult to find individuals willing to make the time commitment to
serve on the subcommittee of the Human Relations Commission and/or participate in
the monthly Use of Force Review Board meetings.
Does not provide for a totally independent investigation, which some citizens will
continue to advocate for.
The implementation of citizen review and citizen participation on the Use of Force
Review Board may be viewed by some police employees as a lack of community
support and may cause concerns about the confidentiality of information related to
their employment.

Alternative 2 – Allows Council to provide other direction to staff on how to improve the
existing process for investigating citizen complaints, reviewing use of force incidents, and
addressing citizen concerns regarding those processes.
a. Advantages
•
•

Would depend upon the direction provided by Council.
Council may opt for processes which require fewer City resources and less staff time.

b. Disadvantages
•
•

May not allow for citizen input by those who wish to provide it.
Some members of the community may remain frustrated and continue to lack
confidence in the current process.

H. Community Input: The ten meetings that Police Complaint Working Group held were open
to the public and public comments were allowed at the conclusion of each of those meetings. In
addition, the Police Complaint Working Group held three community meetings during which
citizen input and feedback were specifically sought. The City created a webpage specifically
devoted to the Police Complaint Working Group, they publicized the meetings through civic
notices and social media posts, and throughout this process all meeting agendas, handout
materials, and meeting minutes have been posted for public review. This topic has been a
standing agenda item and has been regularly discussed at the monthly Human Relations
Commission meetings. The public will also have an opportunity to provide input at the Study
Session on this topic.
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A summary of the feedback received during the three community meetings that the Working
Group held is included in Attachment B.
I. Budget Impact: If City Council directs staff to implement the recommendations of the
Police Complaint Working Group, costs to support the changes to the process can be absorbed
within existing operational budgets for Police and the Community Relations Office.
J. Staffing Impact: To date, staff estimates that they have spent more than 200 hours on
research, discussion, meeting attendance, and report preparation. Staff expects to spend
approximately 50 hours drafting an ordinance for Council to consider if the Police Complaint
Working Group’s recommendations are accepted. The Chief of Police is expected to spend
approximately 25 hours soliciting and selecting volunteers to serve on the Use of Force Review
Board. Staff will likely spend 20 or more hours developing a training curriculum and drafting an
internal policy which addresses the criteria and process for selecting citizen members of the
monthly Use of Force Review Board. The Community Relations Manager is expected to spend
5-10 hours each month working with the subcommittee, but the amount of time actually required
will largely be driven by the number of citizen complaints that are filed. The Use of Force
Review Board collectively spends approximately 60 hours each month reviewing use of force
incidents, and that amount of time will increase, at least slightly, with citizen involvement. Staff
also expects to spend approximately 40 hours training the citizens who are selected to participate
on the Use of Force Review Board.

Prepared by:

Reviewed by:

Jon Swenson
Deputy Chief of Police

Anthony Cobb
Chief of Police

Attachment: Summary of Community Input from October 10, 2016, October 13, 2016, and
January 5, 2017 Community Meetings.
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Attachment A
Members of the Police Complaint Working Group
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

Rev. Larry D. Lewis (Chairman) – Bethel AME Church / Ministerial Alliance
Bruce Brown (Vice-Chairman) – North End Breakfast Club
Alissia Young – Human Relations Commission / Ministerial Alliance
Michelle Cooper – National Association for the Advancement of Colored People
Pastor Keith Thomas – Mount Olive Missionary Baptist Church
Dr. Travis Dixon – Professor, University of Illinois
Dr. Michael Schlosser – Professor, University of Illinois / Police Training Institute
Todd Rent – Human Resources Director / City of Urbana
Dorothy David – City Manager
Rachel Joy – Community Relations Manager
Chief Anthony Cobb – Police Department
Deputy Chief Jon Swenson – Police Department
Officer Brian Greear – Police Department
Officer Will Cowan – Police Department
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Attachment B
Summary of Community Input
Police Complaint Working Group Community Meetings
•

October 10, 2016 meeting at Mount Olive Baptist Church
 14 people attended
 8 attendees listed an address in Champaign
 6 attendees listed an address in Urbana (one was a City of Urbana employee who was
there for employment reasons)

•

Feedback
 There was a question concerning the increase in use of force incidents over the past 2
years. (Explanation – due in large part to new reporting requirements).
 There was a suggestion that it might be appropriate to have a representative from CRO
participate on the Use of Force Review Board.
 There was a request to make the findings of the Use of Force Review Board available to
the public.
 There was a suggestion the CRO prepare a separate annual report summarizing their role
in the citizen complaint process and explaining their findings.
 There was a suggestion that the department put together a flowchart so that the complaint
process is more understandable for members of the community.
 Only 3 people indicated that they felt they were thoroughly familiar with the complaint
process.
 There was a request to see use of force numbers broken down by demographics (officer,
offender, and district) in the Annual Use of Force Analysis.
 There was a suggestion that the lack of complaints was a reflection of the public’s lack of
trust in the current complaint process.
 There was a suggestion that CPD provide more public information on the complaint
process.
 There was a question as to whether or not CPD made any effort to educate students on
how they should interact with the police. (Explanation – The SROs do provide
instruction on this topic to all Unit 4 HS students).
 There was a suggestion that the City/PD train community members as volunteers who
could be used to assist citizens throughout the complaint process.
 A question was asked concerning CPD’s level of preparedness to respond to CFS
involving the mentally ill. (Explanation – CPD participates in a county-wide Crisis
Intervention Team and has access to specially trained officers on each/every shift).
 A citizen inquired as to whether or not it was possible for citizens to give CPD
information concerning family members who may be suffering from mental illness.
(Explanation – citizens currently have the ability to do so and instructions for doing so
were given in response to the question).
 Patricia Avery spoke on behalf of the NAACP. She indicated that the NAACP believes
that the Type 1 model of citizen review most closely resembles the model which the
National NAACP advocates.
 A citizen expressed concern that Citizen Review does nothing to build bridges and
facilitate relationships between a PD and the community it serves.

41

 CPD needs to do a statistical analysis which will show the disparities that actually exist
so that there is a concrete picture of interaction/engagement.
 A citizen questioned how many times the City of Urbana’s process for Citizen Review
has actually been utilized. (City staff was unable to respond to that question).
 There was a general suggestion that CPD actively listen to community concerns/feedback
and then respond accordingly. (Words heard = implementation).
 There is a strong need for education in the community.
•

October 13, 2016 meeting at Centennial High School
 6 people attended
 All 6 attendees listed an address in Champaign

•

Feedback
 On a scale of 1-10, there was a feeling that the group was only a “2” in terms of their
familiarity with CPD’s processes and history.
 Confidence in CPD’s data ranged from “5” to “10.” (2 respondents).
 The attendees were generally impressed with the thoroughness of the current process as
well as the existing system of “checks and balances.”
 The attendees were all in favor of increased police-citizen communication.
 The attendees were generally unaware that citizens can currently appeal complaint
findings to the City Manager, but they like that process.
 The attendees were generally unaware of CRO’s role in the complaint process but like it
and think it should continue.
 There were mixed opinions as to whether or not Citizen Review is necessary at this time.
Some see the need, others do not.
 If some form of Citizen Review is implemented, those who are in favor of it are not fans
of the Type 4 (Auditor) model.
 Citizens were happy to hear that Unit 4 students are receiving instruction on “The Law
and You.” They want that to continue and also suggested that CPD may want to examine
ways to educate young adults who have not been exposed to the curriculum through Unit
4.
 CRO involvement in the use of force review process might be beneficial, but also may
not be seen as being fully independent.
 It is important for citizens to better and more fully understand the job that police officers
do, and the Citizen’s Police Academy and the Youth Police Academy are important in
that regard. Both help to build trust and end the cycle of fear. May be helpful to more
actively take demos/discussion into the community.
 The PD is not solely responsible for fixing these problems, the community must assist.
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•

•

January 5, 2017 meeting at Booker T. Washington School
 22 people attended (not including staff or Council members)
 The majority of attendees resided in Champaign
Feedback
 There was a request for more detailed information concerning the process that the
Working Group used to assist them in forming the recommendations that they will be
presenting for Council consideration.
 There was a question about which agency-specific models of citizen review were studied
and used to help formulate the Working Group’s recommendations.
 The President of the Ministerial Alliance indicated that although there are 2 members of
the Ministerial Alliance represented on the Working Group, she wished that she would
have been contacted personally and allowed some input into the selection of those
representatives.
 There was a question concerning the process through which members of the
subcommittee of the Human Relations Commission would be selected if Council were to
accept the Working Group’s recommendations.
 There was a suggestion that an effort be made to include representatives of organizations
such as the National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, the American
Civil Liberties Union, and the Ministerial Alliance on the subcommittee of the Human
Relations Commission should Council accept the Working Group’s recommendations.
 In regards to future meetings on this topic and other topics of community concern, one
citizen suggested that the Police Department utilize community members who are highly
active on social media to assist them in notifying the public about upcoming meetings.
 One citizen asked how and how often the HRC utilizes its subpoena power, and was also
curious as to how and how often staff anticipated the subcommittee of the Human
Relations Commission would be utilizing the subpoena power currently vested in the
HRC.
 Several citizens expressed general appreciation for the time and effort that the Police
Complaint Working Group spent studying this topic and forming their recommendations.
However, two citizens expressed concern that complaint investigations will still be
conducted by police personnel if Council accepts the Working Group’s
recommendations. Those two citizens had a strong preference to have complaints
investigated by non-police personnel.
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Attachment 4
Listing of Members:
Evanston Police Advisory Committee,
Citizen Police Advisory Committee,
Police Advisory Board,
Evanston Citizen Police Association.
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Evanston Police Advisory Committee
1.
2.
3.
4.

Hickman, Joan
Lirtzman, Len
Lock, Renne
McCarthy, Lawrence

Citizen Police Advisory Committee
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

1st Ward
2nd Ward
3rd Ward
4th Ward
5th Ward
6th Ward
7th Ward
8th Ward
9th Ward

Jay Lytle
Tim Higgins
Debbie Wiggins and Becky Biller
Aleksandr Granchalek
Raymond Wells
Robert Egan
Vacant
Marie Babb-Fowler
Harriet Sallach

Police Advisory Board
1. Adams, Monty
2. Barr, Trish
3. Blair, Lester J.
4. Blount, Melissa
5. Bond, Karen J.
6. Brooks, Gary M.
7. Buranda, Schona
8. Butler, Karli
9. Carlson, Barbara
10. Cole, John
11. Courtright, Karen
12. Dellutri, Carolyn L.
13. Demuth, Dr. Peter
14. Drame, Ahmadau
15. Fonda, Dickelle
16. Garl Smith, Emma
17. Garrison, Tina
18. Geyer, Douglas
19. Hall, Rita
20. Harper, Blake
21. Hays, Michele
22. Hickman, Joan
23. Hilton, Cherylette
24. Jajou, Ashor
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25. James, Verzell
26. Jamison, Toni
27. Jiles, Matthew &
28. Jiles, Sarah Jane
29. Klein, Rabbi Dov Hillel
30. Knox, Keshia
31. Knox, Kotina
32. Lancaster, Willie
33. Lisinski, Greg
34. Lock, Mike and Renee
35. Marks, Richard
36. Mays, Wanda BC
37. McCarthy, Lawrence
38. Mitchell, George
39. Murray, Jim
40. Ohlson, Gini
41. Perlman, Mike
42. Peterson, Mimi
43. Ronnow, Kris
44. Sindhu, Dial
45. Sanke, Jeannie
46. Smith, Todd
47. Strack, Sue
48. Sutton, Carlis B.
49. Tanenbaum, Fred
50. Washington, Betty,
51. Washington Clifford
52. Zolomij, Joanne BC
Evanston Citizen Police Association
1. Adema, Hank
2. Alford, Jim
3. Anderson, Tom
4. Avery, Scott
5. Balanger, Latrel
6. Barys, Eva
7. Barsumian, Robert
8. Benni, David
9. Bibbs, Ernie
10. Braunstein, Richard
11. Bridges, Jeanne
12. Brooks, Gary
13. Cushing, Dan
14. Davenport, Dave
15. DeMoss, Jane
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16. Dienner, Ann
17. Dinello, Matt
18. Doi, Eve
19. Dotson, Arthur
20. Duffy, Leni
21. Dupuis, Ralph
22. Flanagan, Joseph P
23. Funkenbusch, Henry
24. Gamber, Peter
25. Geiger, William
26. Gergen, Margaret
27. Goodman, Bruce
28. Gordon, James
29. Green, Benny
30. Hammel, John
31. Hernandez, Anthony
32. Hill, Deborah
33. Israelite, Gerald
34. Jenkins, Terry
35. Johnson, Chris
36. Jones, Louise
37. Jordan-Granberry, Yvette
38. Kain, Howard
39. Keane, Kit
40. Kogol, Paul
41. Koppel, Lew
42. Kowal, Nicholas
43. Kump, David
44. Kurz, Bob
45. Munoz, Edgar
46. Lazar, Jay
47. Lavacchi, Rick
48. Lewis, Bruce
49. Lichterman, Steven
50. Lytle, James
51. Maahs Bally, Katie
52. McDonald, Andrew
53. McRaith, Thomas
54. Minasian, Armen
55. Mott, Kevin
56. Nash, James
57. Peach, Dick
58. Perman, Jonathan
59. Robinson, Leon
60. Rosinski, Mary
61. Ruffel, Ann
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62. Scane, Dean
63. Schemerhorn, Jim
64. Schoenwetter, Jill
65. Schroeder, Mark
66. Selden, Paul
67. Short, Carol
68. Shure, Rich
69. Singer, Karen
70. Skydell, Louis
71. Streeter, David
72. Stringer, Robert
73. Switzer, Matthew (rotary)
74. Taylor, Gary
75. Teska, Bob
76. Thurman, Nehemiyah
77. Thomas, Rose
78. Wait, Randy
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