STATE OF NEW HAMPSHIRE
SUPERIOR COURT

Rockingham, ss
UNION LEADER CORPORATION et al.
v,
TOWN OF SALEM
218-2018-CV-014086

FINAL ORDER

{. Introduction

The plaintiffs brought this case under the Right To Know Act, RSA Ch. 91-A. to
obtain an unredacted copy of an audit report that is highly critical of the Salem Police
Department. The audit was performed by a nationally recognized consulting firm
retained by the Town of Salem’s outside counsel at the Town’s request. The audit
looked at only two aspects of the police department’'s operations, i.e., its internal affairs
investigative practices and its employee time and attendance practices. The audit
report also includes an addendum that is critical of the culture within the police
department and the role that senior police department managers have played in
promoting that culture,

The Town has aiready released a redacted copy of the audit report to the public.
The Town admits that the audit report is a governmental record that must be made
available to the public in its entirety absent a specific statutory exemption. RSA 91-A:1-
alll;, RSA 91-A:4,| and RSA 91-A:5. The Town argues that the redacted portions of the
audit report fall within two such exemptions, namely those for *[rjecords pertaining to

internal personnel practices” and “personnel . . . and other files whose disclosure would
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constitute invasion of privacy.” RSA 91-A:5. The Town has not cited any other
statutory exemptions.

The plaintiffs do not merely dispute the applicability of these exemptions, they
also argue that the exemptions cannot be applied without violating their State
constitutional right to access public records. N.H. Constitution, Part 1, Article 8. The
Town disagrees, arguing that it honored its constitutional obligation by releasing the
redacted report.

Il. The Court's Review

The court reviewed the unredacted audit report in camera and compared i, line
by line, to the redacted version that was released fo the public. What this laborious
process proved was that—with a few glaring exceptions—the Town’s redactions were
fimited fo:

(A) names, gender based pronouns, specific dates, and a few other incidentai
references that would identify the participants in internal affairs proceedings:

(B) names, dates and other identifying information relating to specific instances in
which employees were paid for details they worked while they were also simultaneously
paid for their shifts; and

(C) the name and specific instances in which a very senior police manager
worked paid outside details during his regular working hours and purportedly, but
without documentation, did so through the use of flex time rather than vacation or other

leave time, contrary to Town policy.



Hl. Governing Law

To paraphrase the famous quote, you apply the law that you have, not the law
you might want.” A balance of the public interest in disclosure against the iegitimate
privacy interests of the individual officers and higher-ups strongly favors disclosure of all
but small and isolated portions of the internal Affairs Practices section of the audit
report. Yet, New Hampshire law construing the “internal personnel practices”
exemption forbids the court from making this balance and requires the court to uphold

most of the Town’s redactions in this section of the audit. Union Leader Corp. v.

Fenniman, 136 N.H. 624 (1993), see also Hounsell v. North Conway Water Precinct,

154 N.H. 1 (2006); Glay v. City of Dover, 169 N.H. 681 (2017).

The holdings in Fenniman, Hounsell and Clay, construing and applying the

“internal personnel practices” exemption in RSA 91-A:51V, allow a municipality to keep
police department internal affairs investigations out of the public eye. Indeed, Fenniman
was grounded in part on legislative history suggesting that confidentiality (i.e. secrecy)
would “encourage thorough investigation and discipline of dishonest or abusive police
officers.” Fenniman, 138 N.H. at 627,

Notwithstanding that sentiment, the audit report proves that bad things happen in
the dark when the ultimate watchdogs of accountability—i.e. the voters and taxpayers—
are viewed as alien rather than integral to the process of policing the police.
Reasonable judges—including all five justices of the New Hampshire Supreme Court,

joining together in a published opinion—have criticized the Fenniman line of cases.

"“You go to war with the army you have, not the army you might want[.],” Donald
Rumsfeld, December 8, 2004, (Troops Put Rumsfeld In The Hof Seat, available at
www.cnn.com/2004/U5/12/08/rumsfeld kuwait/index. htmi).



Reid v. New Hampshire Attorney General, 169 N.H. 509 (2016) (severely criticizing, but

conspicuously not overruling Fenniman and Hounsell). Consistent with this criticism,

reasonable judges in other states have read nearly identical statutory language 180
degrees opposite from the way Fenniman construed RSA 91-A:5,IV. See, e.q.,

Worcester Telegram & Gazette Corporation v. Chief of Police of Worcester, 787 N .E.2d

602, 607 (Mass. Ct. App. 2003).

However, this court is bound by the Fenniman line of cases and must, therefore,
uphold the Town's decision to redact the auditor's descriptions of specific internal affairs
investigations. That said, as recounted below, while the Town’s redactions may prove
nettlesome to the taxpayers and voters, for the most part the publicly available,
redacted version of the audit report provides the reader with a good description of both
the individual investigations that the auditors reviewed and the bases for the auditor's
conclusions.

The Time and Attendance audit is a more classical “internal personnel practices”
record. To be sure, the Time and Attendance section of the audit report reveals
operational concerns and suggests remedial policies. However, the publicly available
version of the audit report describes those concerns, provides the underlying evidence
supporting those concerns (with names, dates and places redacted), and includes all of
the proposed changes in policy. Accordingly, the court must uphold most, but not all, of
the Town’'s redactions in this section of the audit report.

With respect to plaintiff's constitutional argument concerning the “internal
personnel practices” exemption, the New Hampshire Supreme Court has never

suggested that the right of public access established by Part 1, Article 8 is any broader



than that established by the Legislature. See generally, Sumner v. New Hampshire

Secretary of State, 168 N.H. 667, 669 (2018) (finding that a statutory exemption to

Chapter 91-A for cast ballots is constitutional, and noting that such statutory exemptions
are presumed to be constitutional and will not be held otherwise absent “a clear and
substantial conflict” with the constitution).

With respect to plaintiff's constitutional argument concerning the “invasion of
privacy” exemption, the court finds that the constitution requires no more than what the
statute demands.

V. Specific Rulings With Respect To The internal Affairs
Practices Section Of The Audit Report (i.e.. Complaint

Ex. A)

Arguably, the entire Internal Affairs Practices section of the audit report could be

squeezed into the “internal personnel practices” exemption. However, because the
Town released a redacted version of the report, the court looked at each specific redact
in light of what has already been disclosed. The court then determined which
redactions could be justified under the “internal personnel practices” exemption or the
“invasion of privacy” exemption.

The court’s rulings are set forth in page order. Although the terminology does not
fit exactly, for the sake of clarity the court either “sustained” (i.e. approved) or
“overruled” (i.e. disapproved) each redaction as follows:

A. The redaclions on page 7 are overruled. These redactions do not fall within
either claimed exemption. The relevant paragraph describes a conversation between
the Town director of recreation and a police supervisor. It was not part of an internal

affairs investigation or disciplinary proceeding. The audit report does not even name



the supervisor. It just refers to him or her as “a supervisor.” The Town apparently
redacted the reference to "a supervisor” to avoid embarrassment. The gist of the
passage was that a police supervisor condoned the use of force as form of street
justice, contrary to both civil and criminai law. The supervisor told the auditor, “Well, if
you are going to make us run, you are going to pay the price.” The public has a right to
know that a supervisor believes that it is appropriate for police officers to use force as a
form of extra-judicial punishment.

B. The redactions on page 36 are overruled. These redactions do not fall within
either exception. They simply refer to the facts that (a) a Iieutena_nt was caught drunk
driving, (b) an officer left a rifle in a car and (¢) there was an event at an ice center.
There is no reference to any named individual or to anything specific about any
investigation. In today's parlance, the discussion on page 36 is just too meta to fall
within either exemption.

C. The redactions on Page 38 are sustained because they fall within the
“internal personnel practices” exemption. They reference the pseudonym of the
involved officer and provide the date of the investigation.

D. With the exceptions set forth below, all of the redactions in Section 5 (pp. 39-
91) are sustained because they fall within the “internal personnel practices” exemption,
The audit report does not identify the subject of any internal affairs investigation.
Instead it uses pseudonyms such as “Officer A,” “Lieutenant B,” “Supervisor C,” etc.
The Town redacted (a) the names of the internal affairs investigators, (b) the names of
the individuals who assigned the investigators to each case, (¢) in some cases the

gender of one or more persons (i.e. the pronouns “he,” “she,” “his,” “her” etc.), (d) the



dates of the alleged incidents of misconduct, (e) the dates of the investigations. All of
this was done to protect the identity of the participants in specific internal affairs
investigations. This is permissible. The Town also redacted a few iocations, as well as
other specific facts that might identify a participant. For example, the Town redacted
the fact that one individual was a K8 handler, presumably because the Town had
specific reasons for believing that information would unmask one or more of the
participants. The court finds that this was permissible.

That said, a few of the redactions in Section 5 cannot withstand scrutiny, and are,
therefore, overruled, i.e.

- Page 46-47 was over-redacted. The supervisor should be identified as a
supervisor. The employee should be identified as such. Doing so would not
intrude upon their anonymity. To this extent the redactions are overruled.

-Page 58 was over-redacted. It should be made clear that the individual
did not take a photograph of the injury. The redaction changes the substantive
meaning of the sentence. To this extent the redactions are overruled.

-The term “supervisor” on page 66 should not have been redacted. The
term “supervisor” was redacted from a sentence describing Kroll's (i.e. the
outsider auditor's) “grave concern that a Salem PD supervisor expressed
contempt towards complainants, ignored the policy requiring fair and thorough
investigations and has an attitude that this department is not under any obligation
to make efforts to prove or disprove complaints against his officers, especially
one involving alleged physical abuse while in custody.” Why should that “grave

concern” not be shared with the public? This redaction is overruled.



-The reference to Red Roof Inn on pages 67 and 72, as a place that has
seen its share of illicit activity, should not have been redacted. This reference
does nothing to identity any participant in an investigation. Public disclosure of
the reference might be deemed impolitic, but there is no exemption for i.mpolitic
opinions. This redaction is overruled.

-The entirety of pages 75 through the top portion of page 89, relating to
a December 2, 2017 incident at a hockey rink was already made public. Those
pages were originally heavily redacted. However, the unredacted pages were
provided to a criminal defendant as discovery and the Town responded by
making those pages public.

E. The redactiohs on pages 93-94 are sustained because they fall within the
“invasion of privacy exemption.” These redactions do not relate to an internal affairs
investigation. Essentially, a police supervisor spoke gruffly to his daughter's wouid-be
prom date because he disapproved of him as a prospective boyfriend. The supervisor's
comments did not relate or refer to his position. The supervisor's comments had
nothing to do with the Salem Police Department. The prom date’s mother was
dissuaded from filing a formal complaint over the gruff comments. The redactions
protect the privacy of the supervisor's (presumably) teenage daughter and her young
friend. The public interest in the redacted passages is minimal, and is made even more
minimal by the fact that most of the audit report has been made public already.

. The redactions on Page 99 are overruled. An individual contacted Kroll to
explain that he spoke with Deputy Chief Morin and Chief Dolan about a complaint that

he had. The individual was pleased with Morin’s and Dolan's professionalism. He



decided not to file a complaint. The Town redacted Moran’s and Dolan’s names and
ranks. These redactions do not relate to an internal affairs investigation because there
was none. The redactions do not further any privacy interest.

G. The redactions on page 100 are overruled because they do not fall within
either exemption. The redactions do not relate to an internal affairs investigation.
Rather, a resident contacted Kroll to complain that the Salem PD allegedly failed to
enforce a restraining order. The phrase “restraining order” was redacted, for no
apparent reason. No individual officer is identified, even by pseudonym.

H. The redactions on page 101, item 6 are overruled because they do not fall
within either exemption. Kroll was contacted by somebody who opined that complaints
against supervisors were not taken seriously. No specific complaint or supervisor was
discussed. The Town redacted the fact that the person who contacted Krolf was a
former member of the Salem PD. The redaction serves no purpose and does not fali
within either of the claimed exemptions.

l. The redactions on page 101, item 7 are overruled. Kroll was contacted by a
person who claimed that the Salem PD arrested a family member without probable
cause. The Town redacted the portion of the passage that states the family member
believed that the alleged victim in the case had a relationship with a supervisor. There
was no internal affairs investigation. No individual is mentioned by name. The redaction
does not fall within either of the claimed exceptions.

J. The redactions on page 101-1086, Item 8 are overruled. The redactions relate

to statements that a town resident made to Kroll. These are not “internal personnel



practices” and there is no “invasion of privacy.” An investigation was performed by the
Attorney General's office, but this was an “infernal personnel practice.” See Reid.

K. The redactions on pages 107 and 108 are all overruled because they do not
fall within either claimed exemption. The Town redacted the names of individuals who
called Kroll. These calls were not part of an “internal personnel practice.” The callers
did not ask for anonymity. They were coming forward. There is no invasion of privacy.
Additionally, the redacted reference to the Red Roof Inn has nothing to do with
personnel practices or personal privacy.

L. The redaction on Page 109 is sustained. The pertinent paragraph refers to an
internal affairs investigation described at pages 40-41. The same information is the
subject of an earlier redaction.

M. The redactions on Page 110 are overruled. They do not fall within either
claimed exemption. The redactions related to Deputy Chief Morin's duai roles as (a)a
senior manager and (b} a union president responsible.

N. The redactions on Page 118, first full paragraph are overruled. They do not
relate to an internal affairs investigation or any other sort of personnel practice.

O. The redactions on Page 118-119, carryover paragraph are sustained. These
relate to an individual employee’s scheduling of outside details and time off. Those are
classic “internal personnel practices” concerns. Although there is no indication as to
whether the same facts are reflected in a formal personnel file, the audit report is itself
an investigation into internal personnel practices. Therefore, under Fenniman, the court

cannot engage in a balancing analysis but must instead sustain the redaction.
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V. Specific Rulings With Respect To The Addendum To The
Audit Report {i.e., Complaint Ex. B, “Culture Within The
Salem Police Depariment”)

A. The redactions on the first two sentences of the third paragraph on Page
12 of the Addendum are overruled. Essentially, the redacted material explains that it
was the Chief who took “an extended absence” and “the rest of the week off. This is
just a fact, not an “internal personnel practice,” or a matter of personal privacy.

B. The remaining redactions in the third paragraph on Page 1 of the addendum
are sustained. Those redactions relate to the manner in which an employee arranged
to take vacation leave and other time off from work. This is a classic internal personnel
matter.

C. The redactions on the carryover paragraph on Pages 1 — 2 are sustained
for the same reason.

D. The remainder of the redactions on Page 2 (i.e. those below the carryover
paragraph) are overruled. Those redactions relate to operational concerns rather than
"internal personnel practices.” To be sure, the Chief is identified by name as being
personally responsible for the Police Department's lack of cooperation with the Town
Manager and Board of Selectmen. However, this was a Departmental policy or practice
and the Chief was necessarily essential to the implementation of this policy or practice.
The redactions do not fall within either of the claimed exemptions.

E. The redactions on Page 4 are overruled. The redacted passages relate to

comments made by Deputy Chief Morin concerning (a) his opinion of the Town

*The original document was not paginated. The page numbers refers to the
Bates stamped numbers at the bottom of each page of Exhibit B to the Complaint
(i.e. the redacted, publicly available document).
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Manager's credibility and (b) his thoughts as to why the outside auditor was hired.
Morin makes reference to a citizen's complaint that the Town Manager referred to the
Police Department. However, there is no reference to (a) the substance or nature of the
complaint, (b) the year or month of the complaint, or (c) any subsequent investigation,
There is no reference to an internal affairs investigation or any personnel proceeding.
The redactions indicate that (a) Morin was a subject of the complaint and (b) the
complaining party was female. The fact that a citizen made a complaint to the Town
Manager is not, in and of itself, an “internal personnel practice.” The redactions are not
necessary to prevent an invasion of personal privacy.

F. The redactions on Pages 5 are overruled. The Town redacted the outside
auditor’s opinions regarding statements that Deputy Chief Morin made on Facebook
about the Town Manager. Those statements were disclosed in the publicly available,
redacted copy of the report. The only thing that was kept from the pubiic was the
characterization of the statements by the auditors. Thus, the redactions do not relate to
facts or to any sort of investigation, proceeding or personnel practice. Further, because
Morin placed his comments on Facebook, (albeit in a closed group for Town residents),
the auditor’s opinions about those comments is not an invasion of Morin’s personal
privacy.

G. The redaction on Page 8, on the carryover paragraph from Page 5, is
overruled. This redaction relates to post-hoc opinions that “human resources” gave to
the auditors relating to Morin’s statements on Facebook. However, there was no

“internal personnel practice” or proceeding that flowed from Morin's statements. The

12



Town does not argue that any such practice or proceeding may be forthcoming. The
made-for-the-audit opinion does not fall within either of the claimed exemptions.

M. The balance of the redactions on Page 6 are overruled. Maost of these
redactions relate to comments about the workplace culture instilled by the Chief and
Deputy Chief. Thus, they relate to operational issues, i.e. to the manner in which the
department is operated and to the top executives’ management style. To be sure, the
comments are highly critical of the Chief and Deputy Chief, but not every alleged
misstep or every problematic approach to managing a police department is an “internal
personnel practice.” The line between an operational critique and an “internal personnel
practice” is sometimes blurry. In this case, there is no suggestion of a pending,
impending or probable internal affairs investigation, disciplinary proceeding or informal
rebuke. The information in the auditor's report does not come from a personnel file or
from any document that should be in a personnel file. The court finds that the
redactions do not fit within either of the claimed exemptions.

The other redactions on Page 6 relate to the month and year that (a) an
unidentified officer was cited for DUI and (b) an unidentified second officer left the
scene of an accident without an alcohol concentration test. These facts are not “internal
personnel practices.” The officer’s identities are not disclosed. The redactions do not
fall within either claimed exemption and, therefore, they are overruled.

I. The redactions on the first full paragraph of Page 7 are sustained. These
redactions relfate to “internal personnel practices.” The redactions protect the identity of

the participants in the investigation (i.e. the subject and the investigator).
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J. The redactions in the quoted remarks of Chief Donovan on Page 7 are
sustained for the same reason. The redactions protect the identity of the witnesses in
the internal affairs investigation.

K. The redactions on the balance of Page 7 and on Pages 8-12 are sustained
in part and overruled in part. These redactions relate to two internal éﬁairs
investigations involving the same police department employee. However, instead of
simply redacting the names of the participants, the Town redacted six pages of facts
and analysis. This is a marked departure from how the Town redacted virtually all of the
other discussions of internal affairs matters. The court finds that:

1. The only IA participants who are referenced in the audit report are (a)
the subject of the investigation and (b) a witness whose name appears on pp.10
and 11. Those individual’'s names were properly redacted.

2. The other named individuals were not invoived in the IA investigation
and, therefore, their names should not be redacted.

3. The tension between the Police Chief and the Town concerning the
reporting of these matters to the Town authorities is an operational concern, not
an “internal personne! practice.”

4. The Chief's comments about the matters need not be redacted, except
that the references to (a) the individual who was the subject of the investigation,
(b) the witness in the investigation and (c) the dates of occurrences may be

redacted.

14



V1. Specific Rulings With Respect To The Time And
Attendance Section Of The Audit Report (Complaint Ex.

B)

The redacted, publicly available version of the Time and Attendance section of
the audit report indicates that a number of police employees (including twelve out of
fifteen high ranking officers) were paid for outside details during hours for which they
were also receiving their regular pay. To be fair, the audit report does not suggest
chicanery or ill-motive. Apparently, the companies that paid for the details wouid pay for
a set number of hours even when the details lasted f;)r a shorter duration and even
when the officers returned to work thereafter.

The publicly available version of the audit report also indicates that a very high
ranking employee acted contrary to Town policy by working details during business
hours and then making up the hours with flex time, rather than leave time.

The Time and Attendance audit was an archetypical workpiace investigation into
personnel issues. It is the very paradigm, the Platonic Ideal, of a record relating to
“internal personnel practices.” Nonetheless, the Town has made the bulk of this
document public. The redactions in the publicly available report serve mainly to shield
the identity of the affected employees.

A. Except to the limited extend described below, all of the redactions of
employee names are sustained under the “internal personnel practices” exemption.

B. The dates of the outside work details and the identities of the outside parties
that contracted for the details were unnecessarily redacted. Nobody could determine
the identity of the affected employees from this information. Therefore, in light of what

has already been released to the public, these redactions cannot be justified under
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either of the claimed exemptions. The redactions of dates and outside contracting
parties are overruled.

C. The court reluctantly sustains the redactions to the interviews of police
department employees. These were investigative interviews that focused not only on
operational issues but also on potential personnel infractions by the interviewees.

D. The court sustains the redactions to the interview of the former Town
Manager for the same reason.

E. The reference to “higher-ranking” officers on Page 15 of the report is
overruled because the same information already appears elsewhere in the publicly
available report.

F. The court overrules the redactions on the last paragraph of Page 40
(refating to a finding with respect to the SPD detail assignment program). This
paragraph discusses an operational concern and does not relate to any particuiar
employee’s alleged conduct. Therefore, these redactions do not fall within either of the
claimed exemptions.

G. The court overrules the redactions on Page 42. The redactions do not apply
to any specific individual. The issue was presented as an operational concern going
forward rather than a personnel matter. The redactions do not fall within either of the
claimed exemptions.

VIi. Qrder

Within 21 days, the Town shall provide the plaintiff's with a copy of the audit

report that contains only those redactions that have been sustained by this court. The
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court will stay this order pending the filing of a notice of appeal upon motion by the

Town.

April 5, 2019

o G

Andrew R. Schulman,
Presiding Justice

Clerk's Notice of Decision

Document Sent to Parties
on 04/05/2019
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