
IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

UNITED STATES *
OF AMERICA,

*
Plaintiff,

*
v. CIVIL NO. JKB-17-0099

*
BALTIMORE POLICE
DEPARTMENT, et al., *

Defendants. *

SUBMISSION OF THE MONITORING TEAM OF
THE FIRST-YEAR MONITORING PLAN FOR APPROVAL

Pursuant to paragraphs 461 through 463 of the Consent Decree entered in this matter, ECF

No. 2-2 (as modified by ECF No. 39), and this Court’s previous order, ECF No. 83, the Monitoring

Team for the Baltimore Police Department (“Monitoring Team”) hereby submits for approval its

First-Year Monitoring Plan, attached as Exhibit A (“Plan”). The Plan is the culmination of

substantial collaboration among the Baltimore Police Department (“BPD”), the City of Baltimore,

the United States, and the Monitoring Team. It also reflects considerable input from residents and

organizations from across Baltimore’s diverse communities.

The Plan sets aggressive but realistic goals, milestones and deadlines for complying with

critical requirements of the Consent Decree, and establishes vital procedures for community

participation in the compliance process. The overarching goal of the Plan is to ensure that the

implementation of the Consent Decree promotes safe, effective, and constitutional policing—

policing that fosters mutual trust and respect between BPD and the communities it serves.
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Because the Plan reflects the views of all stakeholders about the priorities for Consent

Decree implementation in Year One, the Monitoring Team, with the concurrence of the Parties,

respectfully requests that the Court approve it.

I. OVERVIEW OF THE PLAN

The Plan provides a timetable for implementing certain Consent Decree requirements

during the upcoming year. Informed by the Monitoring Team’s experience with overseeing other

police reform efforts and our sense of what is unique about Baltimore and BPD, the Plan furnishes

a road map for ensuring that (1) BPD and the City make swift progress in adopting lasting,

sustainable reform and (2) all stakeholders—Baltimore residents, BPD, the City, and DOJ—know

what needs to be done, and when it needs to be done, as the compliance process unfolds.

The Plan does not take the place of the Consent Decree. Indeed, nothing in the Plan by

itself changes any of the requirements of the Consent Decree. Instead, the Plan provides a structure

and framework for ensuring compliance with the Consent Decree’s existing requirements.

The Plan contains two parts: (1) the Monitoring Plan for the first year and (2) an Overview

of Subsequent Years. The Monitoring Plan identifies the obligations of BPD, the City, DOJ, and

the Monitoring Team for the first year of monitoring, which will run from the date of approval of

the Plan in mid-February 2018 through mid-February 2019. The Monitoring Plan is necessarily

detailed. It provides specific deadlines, week-by-week and month-by-month, that obligate BPD

and the City to comply with the Consent Decree requirements that the Monitoring Team believes

ought to prioritized, and can be achieved, by February 2019. These requirements include

establishing policies, developing training curricula, and making systemic assessments, all of which

are aimed at ensuring effective, safe, constitutional policing. The Monitoring Plan thus lays the
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groundwork for making tangible improvements in BPD operations and performance, including

positive changes in the ways BPD officers interact with civilians.

The Monitoring Plan does not flesh out each and every measure BPD and the City must

take to achieve full and effective compliance with the Consent Decree. It covers only one year of

a multi-year project. See ECF No. 2-2 ¶¶ 446–47. The Monitoring Team, in collaboration with

the Parties and with public input, will provide the plan for the second year in late 2018, with plans

developed and provided to the Court on an annual basis thereafter.

As its name indicates, the Overview of Subsequent Years contains an overview of the plan

for meeting Consent Decree requirements that are either not prioritized or not realistically

achievable in the first year. Unlike the Monitoring Plan, and as the Consent Decree requires, see

ECF No. 2-2 ¶ 461(a) (requiring a “general schedule” for work beyond the first year), the Overview

of Subsequent Years provides a general timetable—not specific deadlines—for achieving the

Consent Decree’s goals. It is a rough timeline, subject to refinement as work progresses.

II. PROCESS FOR DEVELOPING THE PLAN

Shortly after appointment by the Court, ECF No. 68, the Monitoring Team commenced an

intensive, initial community outreach initiative. In correspondence with residents and

organizations, in informal meetings, and at forums held in November and December 2017 at

Mervo High School, Douglass High School, Dunbar High School, and Harford Heights

Elementary School, the Monitoring Team heard the views of a number of community members

about what they believe are the most urgent priorities under the Consent Decree and how they

think the community should be involved in the Consent Decree process. That initial outreach

affirmed the Monitoring Team’s belief that community members, including police officers, needed
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an opportunity to review and comment on a written draft of the First-Year Monitoring Plan before

submission to the Court.

During the same period, the Monitoring Team learned a good deal about BPD and how it

currently functions. In meetings, on ride-alongs, and in preliminary focus group sessions, the

Monitoring Team has also spent time with BPD command staff, supervisors, union leadership, and

rank-and-file officers to obtain their views about the measures BPD already has adopted attempting

to achieve reform, the Consent Decree requirements that are achievable in the short term, BPD’s

long-term needs for satisfying other Consent Decree requirements, and the challenges BPD

officers face as they seek to protect communities afflicted by violent crime. In addition, the

Monitoring Team reviewed a substantial number of BPD documents, including existing policies

and training curricula, to gauge what BPD is doing and intends to do to comply with the Consent

Decree.

Using the Consent Decree as the guide, and relying on the experiences of a number of

Monitoring Team members who monitor other consent decrees and oversee other police reform

efforts, the Monitoring Team considered all of this information and drafted a plan that attempted

to account for what BPD should do, and what it is capable of doing, in the first year of monitoring.

As the Consent Decree requires, the Monitoring Team then consulted with BPD, the City, and DOJ

to obtain their feedback on a preliminary draft of the Plan, made adjustments where appropriate,

and rejected other proposed changes.

The result was a Draft First-Year Monitoring Plan that, as the Court had ordered in response

to the Monitoring Team’s request, ECF No. 74 at 1, the Monitoring Team made available for

public comment on January 8, 2018. In the ensuing weeks, the Monitoring Team and the Parties

received substantial community feedback. The feedback included responses from Baltimore
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residents, BPD officer and community organizations to the Monitoring Team’s online survey form;

oral comments made by community stakeholders who requested meetings with the Monitoring

Team; and detailed letters from community organizations. All public comments received by the

Monitoring Team are included in Attachment B.

The comment period lasted for nearly a month, through February 3, 2018. See ECF No.

83 at 1. When the comment period concluded, the Monitoring Team and the Parties considered

and distilled all of the comments, discussed them at length and, following those discussions, made

various modifications to the draft Plan.

III. COMMUNITY FEEDBACK AND MONITORING TEAM RESPONSE

The thoughtful, in-depth community feedback the Monitoring Team received on the draft

Plan is an encouraging sign that community members are committed to participating in the reform

process as the implementation of the Consent Decree gets underway. Although the Monitoring

Team necessarily cannot inventory every individual comment that it received, we summarize many

of the recurring comments and explain how they are now reflected in the final proposed Plan in

Attachment A.

A. Changes Made in Response to Community Feedback

The final proposed Plan in Attachment A incorporates a number of changes that the

Monitoring Team and the Parties made in response to specific community member comments.

These changes include the following:

• Explaining the Monitoring Team’s ongoing review of stops, searches and

arrests, use of force incidents, and internal affairs misconduct investigations.

Several commenters expected to see provisions indicating that the Monitoring

Team would not simply be reviewing and assisting with new policies and training
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programs in the first year, but also would be engaged in assessing BPD’s

performance—e.g., reviewing documentary evidence and body-worn camera

footage from stop/search encounters, use of force incidents, and internal

investigation files. Because performing such reviews is naturally part of the

ongoing work of the Monitoring Team, the final proposed Plan makes explicit that,

in the areas of Stops/Searches/Arrests, Use of Force, and Misconduct Investigations

and Discipline, the Monitoring Team will review documentary evidence and body-

worn camera footage for two purposes during the first year: (i) understanding and

evaluating existing BPD practices; and (ii) developing required outcome

assessment measures for future use. As the proposed Plan emphasizes, the

Monitoring Team’s role in conducting these evidentiary reviews is not to

independently investigate BPD officer conduct; rather, it is to identify and report

on current practices and trends, develop ways of measuring BPD’s performance,

and ultimately gauge whether BPD is complying with the terms of the Consent

Decree.

• Posting a monthly calendar of events on the Monitoring Team’s website and

establishing office hours: Certain commenters suggested that the Monitoring

Team (i) include a calendar of key dates on its website, including key deadlines

under the Plan and dates for court hearings, public forums that the Monitoring Team

will host, and community meetings that Monitoring Team members will attend, and

(ii) establish and post on its website a schedule of variable office hours that includes

times both during and after the work day. The proposed Plan makes explicit and
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clarifies that the Monitoring Team has been planning to do both of these things.

They are now concrete deliverables in the proposed Plan.

• Identifying training on cultural competency and cross-cultural

communication as part of bias-free policing training. Some community

members believe that cultural competency and cross-cultural communication

training should be featured as a component of any bias-free policing training

curriculum. BPD already had plans to include such training in its revised bias-free

policing training curriculum. There is now an explicit reference to it in the

proposed Plan.

• Involving community members in the development of the required community

survey. Several commenters urged a clearer role for community feedback in the

selection of a vendor to conduct the annual, methodologically rigorous community

survey required under the Consent Decree. The proposed Plan outlines a Request

for Proposals process in which community members will be able to review initial

vendor proposals, provide comments, submit supplementary questions, and review

and comment on vendor responses.1 In response to certain comments, the

Monitoring Team also notes that, although the Plan is not the vehicle for identifying

specific survey methodologies, the Monitoring Team anticipates that, together with

1 At least one commenter recommended that the Monitoring Team obtain public comment on a
draft of a Request for Applications (RFA) for the community survey vendor before issuing the
RFA. Because permitting prospective applicants to attempt to shape the RFA to favor their own
applications could jeopardize the integrity of the application process, the Monitoring Team plans
to use the above-described public comment procedure, instead of a draft RFA public comment
procedure.
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the selected vendor, it will conduct outreach and obtain community stakeholder

input on the methodologies that will be used for the survey.

• Extending the deadlines for the required Youth-Criminal Justice Interactions

Assessment to better accommodate the school calendar and maximize youth

involvement. The draft Monitoring Plan included deadlines for the BPD-youth

interactions assessment that would have required substantial work over the

summer, when school is out of session and involving youth in the assessment

process would be more difficult. Consequently, the proposed Plan extends the

deadline for this vital assessment to the end of the year. Correspondingly, the

assessment of BPD’s relationship with the Baltimore Schools Police—an

independent agency over which BPD has no authority—will remain in Year Two.

Although several community organizations recommended moving this assessment

to Year One, the Monitoring Team and the Parties continue to believe it is better

suited for Year Two, as it is likely to be informed by the results of the BPD-youth

interactions assessment.

• Clarifying the duration of the required public comment period for the

Community Oversight Task Force report. Based on the joint stipulation filed by

the Parties, see ECF No. 85, which is subject to Court approval, the proposed Plan

expressly provides for a 30-day public comment period on the required Community

Oversight Task Force (“COTF”) report, and another 30-day period for COTF to

consider the comments received, before COTF releases a final report.

• Clarifying and augmenting the process for selecting the Monitoring Team’s

neighborhood liaisons. Several community members wanted the ability to
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participate, in some form, in the process of selecting the Monitor’s neighborhood

liaisons. The proposed Plan includes a public comment period for a draft request

for applications for those neighborhood liaisons. The public comment period on

the draft RFA begins today.2 The Monitoring Team also will provide a means for

community stakeholders to express their views on applicants for the neighborhood

liaison positions.

• Expediting the deadline for the Monitoring Team’s baseline qualitative

analysis of BPD’s internal investigations system. Given the focus of many

community members on officer misconduct investigations and accountability, the

Monitoring Team advanced the timeline for conducting its structured analysis of

BPD’s internal investigations system, which will be designed to obtain baseline

outcome assessment measures.

• Expediting the deadline for approval of BPD’s Crisis Intervention Team (CIT)

Coordinator and extending the deadline for finalizing composition of the

Collaborative Planning and Implementation Committee (CPIC). In response

2 There also appeared to be some confusion about the budget for the neighborhood liaisons. The
proposed budget will be explained and filed with the Court in a separate submission next week.
In short, in its draft first-year budget, the Monitoring Team proposed committing $50,000 to the
neighborhood liaisons. The Monitoring Team will also seek outside funding for the neighborhood
liaisons. If we are able to obtain sufficient outside funding, we will use that funding to compensate
the liaisons and will allocate the budgeted $50,000 to the monitoring work of subject matter
experts. If the Monitoring Team is unable to obtain outside funding for the neighborhood liaisons,
we will use the budgeted $50,000 to compensate them. Separately, Baltimore Community
Mediation Center (“BCMC”) is budgeted to earn up to $100,000 for its community engagement
work during the first year. If, however, the neighborhood liaisons are ultimately funded out of the
Monitoring Team’s own budget, BCMC will earn up to a total of $150,000—up to $100,000 for
BCMC staff who perform community engagement work for the Monitoring Team (Shantay Guy
and Darnyle Wharton) and up to $50,000 for the community liaisons, as the community liaisons
will contract with, and be compensated through, BCMC.
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to recommendations, the Monitoring Team has advanced the deadline for

approving the CIT coordinator and has made clear that the expansion of CPIC’s

membership to include all pertinent community stakeholders is an ongoing process

and will not be concluded upon Monitoring Team approval of the initial expansion

by the end of April 2018.

• Posting invoices to the Monitoring Team’s website. Some commenters asked

the Monitoring Team to post our monthly invoices to our website. The Monitoring

Team has been posting, and will continue to post, invoices on the website at

https://www.bpdmonitor.com/monthly-statements.

B. Response to Other Comments

The Monitoring Team and the Parties reflected on and discussed additional salient

comments that warrant a response.

First, community members raised questions about how various aspects of the Plan would

proceed. For example, what specific methodologies will the Monitoring Team actually use to

assess outcomes? What considerations will be taken into account when completing the required

assessment to identify gaps in the City’s behavioral health services system? What methodologies

will be used in the annual community surveys and how can community members or organizations

contribute? A number of comments suggested that the Plan was not as comprehensive as it could

be because it did not answer these types of questions.

The Plan is just that: a plan. It cannot, and is not intended to, address and resolve every

substantive issue regarding implementation. Instead, it provides a detailed framework for more

in-depth consideration of a number of implementation issues. One reason the Plan establishes

clear processes for community participation is to ensure that this more in-depth consideration of
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implementation issues includes as many stakeholders as possible. The Plan tees up work on a host

of difficult questions, but it does not, by itself, resolve all of them. That will be the work of the

first year, and subsequent years, of the Consent Decree.

Second, some community members wanted to see shorter timelines for issuing final

policies and establishing revised training curricula. The Monitoring Team and the Parties

understand—and share—the desire to implement the changes that the Consent Decree requires as

rapidly as possible. At the same time, the Consent Decree is committed to stakeholder

collaboration and community involvement in the development of new policies, new training, and

new approaches to policing in Baltimore. Police officers, Baltimore residents and community

organizations all deserve a meaningful opportunity to provide front-end input on proposed policies

and training regimes, and the Monitoring Team and the Parties likewise need the opportunity to

consider that input. This type of process takes time—especially given the vital importance of clear,

well-developed policies and training curricula to promoting constitutional policing. The

experience of other cities under consent decrees shows that building in a reasonable amount of

time for stakeholder collaboration and community participation yields substantial dividends in the

effectiveness and sustainability of reform efforts. The Monitoring Team concludes that the

timelines in the proposed Plan are aggressive and achievable and, at the same time, provide the

necessary opportunities for the involvement of diverse stakeholders.

Third, several commenters expressed concern that the Monitoring Team will be obtaining

meaningful input only from BPD officers, not from community members, and that the input we

receive from BPD officers will not be publicly available. The Monitoring Team intends to obtain

meaningful input from community members and BPD officers alike. The very purpose of

including a community liaison on the Monitoring Team and hiring neighborhood liaisons is to
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obtain feedback from community members on BPD’s performance—not just in periodic large

community forums, but in smaller, more intimate community and one-on-one meetings on a

consistent, ongoing basis. Moreover, input from BPD officers will be made public. In precisely

the same way that community member feedback on BPD performance will be reflected in the

Monitoring Team’s public reports and survey results, the feedback the Monitoring Team receives

from officers also will be reflected in those reports and results.

IV. FEATURES OF THE FINAL PROPOSED PLAN

A. First-Year Objectives

Not every Consent Decree requirement can be or will be addressed, much less met, in the

first year. Full Consent Decree compliance cannot be achieved all at once. Instead, it will be

achieved by taking incremental steps toward implementation milestones. BPD, its officers and

community members need sufficient time and opportunity to focus on each area of the Consent

Decree, and on each requirement within each area, to ensure that reform is real and enduring.

Under the Plan, there is a logical progression for achieving sustainable reform in each area

of the Consent Decree. BPD first must establish revised policies in each area. Then it must

develop and conduct training on those revised policies. Only after officers have been trained on

new policies and have worked under them for a meaningful period can the Monitoring Team

comprehensively assess whether, across a material amount of time or number of events, new

policies are actually resulting in the real-world changes that the Consent Decreed requires.

Because it covers just the first year, the Plan naturally focuses on the front-end of the reform

process: policy revision and, where achievable within the first twelve months, training curriculum

revision. The specific areas of focus for policy revision and training in the first year include: use

of force; transportation of persons in custody; stops, searches, arrests and voluntary interactions;
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impartial policing; misconduct investigations and discipline; First Amendment-protected

activities; and sexual assault investigations. The Plan focuses on these areas because (1)

community members have identified them as priorities; (2) DOJ focused on them in its findings,

which led to the Consent Decree; (3) they are achievable in the first year; and (4) BPD, the City

and DOJ have agreed they are ripe for early focus.

The Plan targets a number of specific milestones in the first year. For instance, by the end

of 2018, the Plan requires BPD to have an updated, Consent Decree-compliant use of force policy

and to complete the development of an integrated, scenario-based training on use of force so that

officers will begin to receive training on the new training curriculum in early 2019. Likewise, by

the end of 2018, the Plan requires BPD’s Office of Professional Responsibility to have new policies

and manuals regarding the intake, classification, and investigation of complaints. In numerous

other areas, from officer wellness and supervision to First-Amendment-protected activities and the

transportation of detained individuals, the Plan requires BPD to achieve major policy

implementation milestones within the next year.

Notwithstanding the necessary focus on policies and training in the first year, the Plan

requires much more. BPD and the City are, for instance, required to install proper equipment in

BPD vehicles and perform foundational studies to determine what BPD and the City need in

critical areas like technology, staffing, and services to individuals with behavioral health

disabilities. The Monitoring Plan also focuses on community policing and engagement. It requires

BPD to formulate a robust community engagement and policing plan, which is essential to

achieving the Consent Decree’s goal of building a relationship of trust between BPD and the

communities it serves.
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Although the primary purpose of the Plan is to structure the progress BPD is expected to

make toward reform, the Plan also keeps the Parties and the Monitoring Team accountable to the

Court and to City residents for achieving established milestones. The Plan enables the Court and

community stakeholders to identify whether compliance is proceeding on time. The Plan thus

ensures that the Parties and the Monitoring Team ultimately do as they say they will.

B. Assessing Progress and Ensuring Accountability in the First Year

For each “deliverable” BPD must achieve under the Plan, the Monitoring Team will

conduct a compliance review to determine whether it satisfies the requirements of the Consent

Decree. In these reviews, the Monitoring Team will evaluate whether BPD and the City are, in

fact, doing what is required under the Consent Decree. For instance, the Monitoring Team will

review whether proposed policies on use of force, search and seizure, and officer misconduct

investigations adhere to the letter and spirit of the Consent Decree.

The general focus on policies and training development in the first year does not mean that

the Monitoring Team will not examine the conduct of BPD officers on the street, or determine how

to measure whether BPD is making tangible improvements in its performance, which is the

ultimate goal of the Consent Decree. As explained above, the Monitoring Team will conduct

preliminary assessments of BPD performance in certain key areas—stops/searches/arrests and

impartial policing; use of force; and misconduct investigations. Also, as the Plan indicates, the

Monitoring Team will work with BPD and DOJ, as the Consent Decree requires, to develop

methodologies for determining whether BPD officers are engaged in constitutional policing and

whether BPD, including its internal accountability mechanisms and data collection systems, are

functioning in a way that promotes that goal. These outcome assessments are qualitative and/or

quantitative assessments designed to measure whether the reforms BPD makes actually result in
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safe, effective, and constitutional policing. Consistent with the Consent Decree’s requirements in

this regard, see ECF No. ¶¶ 461(c)–(g), the Plan obligates the Parties and Monitoring Team to

establish a specific schedule for conducting formalized outcome assessments and to submit that

schedule to the Court.

C. Mechanisms for Community Participation and Engagement

The Parties have recognized that if policing in Baltimore is to be “responsive to community

priorities,” the community must have a direct, ongoing role in the reforms that the Consent Decree

requires. ECF No. 2-2 ¶ 1. The Court has similarly emphasized the importance of “ensur[ing]

that the community’s voice is heard throughout the implementation of the Consent Decree.” ECF

No. 68 at 11. The Consent Decree itself requires that the Plan “[e]stablish a method of

communicating with the public and receiving public input” throughout the implementation

process. ECF No. 2-2 ¶ 461(i).

Consistent with these objectives, the final proposed Plan provides a specific two-step

process for involving community members in the implementation of policy and training reforms

under the Consent Decree. First, for each policy or training program to be developed, the Plan

gives community members a chance to provide their views up front, before a draft has been

finalized, in order to influence the content of the draft. The Plan identifies each of these up front

feedback opportunities as an “Initial Comment Period.” During the Initial Comment Period, the

Parties and the Monitoring Team will hear the views, concerns and experiences of community

members, including police officers, relating to the pertinent policy or training program, and then

those views, concerns, and experienced will be synthesized into a written document for review by

the public, the Parties and the Monitoring Team during a “Collaboration Period.” In the
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Collaboration Period, BPD will consider the public comments and work actively with DOJ and

the Monitoring Team to craft a final draft of the policy or training program.

Once the draft is finalized, community members will be given a second opportunity for

comment. BPD will post the proposed policy or training program to its website and provide

affirmative, intensive opportunities for the public, including BPD officers, to review. This

“Comment Period” allows community members to gauge for themselves whether the final draft

accounts for the concerns they expressed during the Initial Comment Period. Following the

Comment Period, BPD will consider whether any further revisions are appropriate in response to

the community’s feedback, and either re-commence collaboration with the Parties to make further

refinements or provide the final draft to DOJ and Monitor for review and approval.

The Plan also outlines the Monitoring Team’s own engagement with the community.

Consistent with the input received from community stakeholders in meetings and at the community

forums held in November and December 2017, the Monitoring Team will be expanding our

community engagement team. Within the first several months of 2018, the Team will select and

hire, through an application process, neighborhood liaisons in each of Baltimore’s nine police

districts. The purpose of this expansion is to provide Baltimoreans access to the Monitoring Team

that is both localized and familiar. Through the existing ties they have with residents in their

communities, the neighborhood liaisons will serve as the Team’s initial points of contact for

information and opinions about the performance and conduct of BPD officers, which the

Monitoring Team will need to fully assess BPD’s compliance with the Consent Decree.

The Plan further identifies how the Monitoring Team will communicate with community

members, including a physical office, a telephone number, a website, and presence on social

media. Twice in the first year (and every year), the Monitoring Team will publish detailed reports
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on BPD’s progress toward satisfying the Consent Decree’s requirements. Four times during the

first year, on dates in April, July and October 2018 and January 2019, the Monitoring Team will

hold community meetings in different areas of the City, which will be followed by formal

presentations to the Court regarding BPD’s progress (on April 13, July 26 and October 9, 2018,

and January 10, 2019). The Team will also conduct a comprehensive community survey that will

gauge community views, including officers’ views, about BPD performance and BPD needs.

Finally, The Team will continue to meet informally with community members to discuss our

work—with small groups, as we seek and receive invitations to attend meetings of community

organizations, and with individual stakeholders.

IV. ADDITIONAL ELEMENTS OF THE PLAN

A. Required Protocols for Communication with BPD and the Parties

The Plan implicitly establishes a protocol for Monitoring Team communications with BPD,

the City, and DOJ, as the Consent Decree requires. See ECF No. 2-2 ¶ 461(h). For each deliverable

in the Plan, there is a prescribed give-and-take involving the Monitoring Team and the Parties. In

addition, while the Monitoring Team may communicate with only one Party to facilitate

compliance logistics and administration as needed, the Monitoring Team and the parties agree that

the compliance process is a collaborative one, so for any meetings, telephone calls or electronic

communications that address how BPD is expected to achieve compliance, the Monitoring Team

will include all parties.

B. Roles and Responsibilities of Monitoring Team Members

The Monitoring Team responsible for assessing BPD’s compliance with the Consent

Decree—and for creating a monitoring plan to facilitate that assessment—includes specialists in
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policing and police reform, civil rights enforcement, psychology, social science, organizational

change, data and technology, and community engagement.

The leadership of the Monitoring Team includes Kenneth Thompson, the Monitor; Charles

Ramsey, Principal Deputy Monitor; Seth Rosenthal, Deputy Monitor; Theron Bowman, Deputy

Monitor; and Hassan Aden, Deputy Monitor. Mr. Thompson oversees the entire project and is the

final decision-maker for the Team. Mr. Ramsey assists Mr. Thompson in his general oversight

role. So does Mr. Rosenthal, who is also the principal drafter of the Team’s public reports,

manages the bulk of the Team’s administration, and oversees Team responsibilities in the areas of

community engagement and First Amendment-protected activities. Mr. Bowman and Mr. Aden

are also responsible for directly overseeing Team responsibilities in certain areas. Mr. Bowman

manages Team responsibilities for community policing, stop/search/arrest, impartial policing,

interactions with people with behavioral health disabilities and in crisis, sexual assault

investigations, recruitment, and technology. Mr. Aden manages Team responsibilities for use of

force, transportation of persons in custody, interactions with youth, coordination with school

police, misconduct/discipline, supervision-policies, supervision-training, supervision and early

intervention systems, staffing and promotions, and officer assistance and support.

Other team members include Matthew Barge, Kevin Bethel, Jessica Drake, Dr. Randy

Dupont, Terry Gainer, Maggie Goodrich, Shantay Guy/Baltimore Community Mediation Center,

Rachel Harmon, Nola Joyce, Tracey Meares, Robert McNeilly, Kathleen O’Toole, Stephen Parker,

Dr. Ellen Scrivner, Sean Smoot, Dr. Ralph Taylor, George Turner, and Roberto Villasenor.

The biographies of each Monitoring Team member are at

https://www.bpdmonitor.com/about/.
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As paragraph 461(g) of the Consent Decree requires, the roles of each Monitoring Team

member are set forth in the following chart:

Team Lead Other Team
Members Assigned

Community Engagement Chuck Ramsey
Seth Rosenthal

Shantay Guy (primary liaison)
Jessica Drake
Hassan Aden

Community Policing Chuck Ramsey Kevin Bethel
Nola Joyce
Terry Gainer
Ellen Scrivner
George Turner

Stops, Searches, Arrests,
and Voluntary Police-
Community Interactions

Theron Bowman Steve Parker
Tracey Meares
Ralph Taylor

Impartial Policing Tracey Meares Theron Bowman
Seth Rosenthal

Responding To and
Interacting with People
with Behavioral Health
Disabilities or in Crisis

Randy Dupont Roberto Villasenor

Use of Force Roberto Villasenor Steve Parker
Rachel Harmon
Ralph Taylor

Interactions with Youth Kevin Bethel Roberto Villasenor
Transportation of Persons
in Custody

Roberto Villasenor Kevin Bethel
Terry Gainer

First Amendment Protected
Activities

Chuck Ramsey Seth Rosenthal
Rachel Harmon

Handling of Reports of
Sexual Assault

Nola Joyce George Turner
Rachel Harmon

Technology Maggie Goodrich Theron Bowman
Supervision – Policies Theron Bowman Hassan Aden

Kathleen O’Toole
Supervision – Training Hassan Aden Theron Bowman

Kathleen O’Toole
Supervision – Early
Intervention System

Maggie Goodrich Bob McNeilly
George Turner
Sean Smoot

Misconduct Investigations
and Discipline

Hassan Aden Steve Parker
Matthew Barge
Bob McNeilly
Sean Smoot
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Coordination with
Baltimore City School
Police Force

Kevin Bethel Roberto Villasenor

Recruitment, Hiring, and
Retention

Theron Bowman
Sean Smoot

Staffing, Performance
Evaluations, and
Promotions

Nola Joyce Sean Smoot

Officer Assistance and
Support

Sean Smoot Roberto Villasenor

C. Document Retention Protocols

The Consent Decree calls for the Monitoring Plan to “[s]pecify any documents that must

be preserved pursuant to the Agreement beyond the requirements of applicable retention policies.”

ECF No. 2-2 ¶ 461(j). The Parties and Monitoring Team have engaged in productive discussions

regarding what documents should be retained, and for how long, to ensure that compliance can be

meaningfully assessed over time. In the coming weeks, the Monitoring Team and the Parties likely

will finalize a detailed protocol.

V. CONCLUSION

For the foregoing reasons, the Monitoring Team, with the Parties’ concurrence, requests

that the Court approve the First-Year Monitoring Plan.

A proposed Order is attached.

Respectfully submitted,

___________/s/_______________
Kenneth Thompson, Monitor
Seth Rosenthal, Deputy Monitor
VENABLE LLP
750 E. Pratt Street
Baltimore, MD 21202
Ken.thompson@bpdmonitor.com
Seth.Rosenthal@bpdmonitor.com
(410) 244-7400
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IN THE UNITED STATES DISTRICT COURT
FOR THE DISTRICT OF MARYLAND

UNITED STATES *
OF AMERICA,

*
Plaintiff,

*
v. CIVIL NO. JKB-17-0099

*
BALTIMORE POLICE
DEPARTMENT, et al., *

Defendants, *

ORDER

Upon consideration of the Submission of the Monitoring Team of the First-Year

Monitoring Plan for Approval, and in view of the concurrence of the Parties in that Submission, it

is hereby ORDERED that the First Year-Monitoring Plan is approved and adopted and that the

Parties and the Monitoring Team shall comply with all of its terms.

DATED this ___ day of February, 2018.

BY THE COURT:

___________________________
James K. Bredar
United States District Judge
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CERTIFICATE OF SERVICE

I hereby certify that on February 9, 2018, copies of the foregoing Submission of the

Monitoring Team of the First-Year Monitoring Plan for Approval were served via the Court’s ECF

system upon all counsel of record.

__________/s/___________
Seth Rosenthal
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