
MEMORANDUM

TO: Dr. Zulma Toro, President, CCSU

FROM: Shipman & Goodwin LLP
Attorneys Lisa Banatoski Mehta and Christopher Engler

DATE:June 18, 2018

SUBJECT: Police Department Review and Climate Investigation

As you know, we were asked to participate in a recent investigation related 
to a reported sexual assault by one sworn member of the Police Department 
against another member of the Police Department.  A separate investigation report 
addressing the findings of the investigation into the specific allegations of the 
complaint made to the Office of Diversity and Equity Programs (“ODE”) at Central 
Connecticut State University (“CCSU”) in November of 2017 has already been 
issued.  However, as part of the investigation, we were also asked to review and 
inquire into various issues related to the climate of the Police Department.  
Accordingly, this memorandum addresses our findings with respect to the climate, 
the administration’s handling of expressed concerns, and other personnel related 
matters.

A. Workplace Environment

As part of our inquiry, we reviewed historical documents related to 
background and personnel files and interviewed witnesses regarding the work 
environment.  By way of background, the Police Department was previously led for 
many years by Chief Jason Powell (a retired member of the Hartford Police 
Department) until he retired from CCSU service and was subsequently replaced 
by Chief Gregory Sneed in or about February, 2014.  While in office, Chief Powell 
recruited a number of other retired Hartford Police Officers including but not limited 
to Officer Curtis Lollar, the respondent in the related ODE investigation.  The 
review of the applications and background files of the Police Department 
demonstrates that several officers were hired with “red” flags in their background 
(significant discipline or other disqualifying performance issues, false statements, 
etc.), including but not necessarily limited to Officer Lollar.  In interviews with some 
personnel assigned to conduct the information contained in the background 
checking files, these individuals expressed some concern about the fact that they 
were assigned to engage in these background investigation activities and felt 
pressured to recommend candidates, particularly from Hartford, for entry into the 
CCSU Department.1  In Officer Lollar’s case, a “red” flag had been raised by some 
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previous criminal charges and significant disciplinary action (i.e. a 56 day 
suspension) associated with those events.  Both Chief Powell and Chief 
Administrative Officer Richard Bachoo were aware of such concerns.  By email 
dated June 16, 2009, Chief Powell addressed these concerns and indicated that 
he had “satisfied himself as to [Lollar’s] overall suitability based upon [his] review 
of the entire background file” as well as his personal knowledge of Lollar, Lollar’s 
passage of a polygraph and psychological evaluation and the verbal 
recommendations of other Hartford Police Officers and/or command staff.  
Interestingly, the email represents that Officer Lollar told the background 
investigator that his lost time from the above-referenced 56 day suspension was 
fully restored following a dismissal of criminal charges.  However, records in the 
CCSU files demonstrates that such suspension was reduced by agreement 
between the City of Hartford and the Hartford Police Union to a 33 day 
suspension.  Nevertheless, Officer Lollar was knowingly hired with these 
background concerns on June 19, 2009.  Other officers were also hired with 
similar shortcomings or under circumstances that would preclude their return to 
employment with other state and/or municipal agencies.

Despite the fact that, as a law enforcement agency, the Department is a 
paramilitary organization, the environment historically has been informal with 
nearly unanimous agreement among all interviewees.  Perhaps because many of 
the employees are previously retired officers from other departments, the job is 
seen and/or perceived as a “retirement job” with more relaxed professional 
standards and a fraternity-like environment.  In fact, the reports of those 
interviewed and a review of the records confirms that jokes, inappropriate behavior 
or banter and horseplay have not been foreign to this workplace.  Though not 
exclusively, Officer Lollar has been a key participant in such activities.  Notably, 
there was also universal consensus that he is the “problem child” and “bully” in the 
Police Department and that the work environment has been much improved since 
his placement on paid administrative leave in November, 2017.

Like many police departments, the CCSU Police Department has been 
historically male dominated.  There are currently two female officers, but the 
majority of the workforce (sworn and unsworn) is still predominantly male.  During 
our inquiry, the perception of many (though not all) full-time employees (including 
a mix of males and females) suggests that the work of females in the Department 
is the subject of more frequent and harsher criticism through selective supervision.  
In some cases, it has been suggested that females are more well-suited for 
community policing as opposed to active law enforcement activities.  As a result, 
there have been some complaints about “gaslighting,” discrimination and/or 
retaliation for expressing concerns or opinions.  

1 The hiring of this cadre of Hartford officers has had some negative effects on morale over the 
course of time including infighting among them or the perception that they “stick together” “to 
protect one another.”  
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Furthermore, the interviews demonstrated that there is generally a lack of 
acknowledgement of the importance of diversity and equity principles by virtue of 
reports concerning the failure of some members of the Department to take 
seriously sexual harassment prevention and other trainings regarding diversity and 
equity topics, the pervasive use of inappropriate gender labels for women such as 
“girls,” and the like.  Immediately prior to the commencement of the November, 
2017 ODE investigation regarding the alleged sexual misconduct policy violations, 
it was credibly reported that Officer Lollar had made inappropriate comments 
about another female officer’s attitude and announcing that her attitude must be as 
a result of her menstruation cycle.  To our knowledge, no disciplinary or corrective 
action has been issued with respect to that incident by the Police Department.

Finally, with respect to the work environment, there was widespread 
concern raised by sworn members at all levels in the Department about the 
availability of adequate supervision.  Currently, not all shifts are staffed with a 
ranking officer as a supervisor due to budgetary limitations.  This means that a 
senior police officer on a shift that does not have a regular supervisor assigned is 
“bumped up” and designated as “Officer In Charge.”  As a result, there are 
instances in which those who have expressed concerns about another officer, 
including but not limited to Officer Lollar, may be supervised by such officer on a 
periodic or regular basis depending on shift assignments.  This exacerbates 
possible concerns related to actual or perceived issues with discriminatory, 
disparate or retaliatory treatment and should be addressed.

B. Reporting of Concerns/Complaints

In the course of the investigation into this matter, it became clear that the 
work environment issues identified above have discouraged the reporting of 
concerns and complaints historically.  While nearly all of those interviewed (with 
the exception of Officer Lollar) indicated that the situation has improved since 
Chief Sneed’s arrival, there is still more work to do in this area.  First, the 
interviews demonstrated that there is confusion as to where members of the 
Department should go to report various concerns outside of the chain of 
command.  For example, many individuals were unsure as to whether they should 
go to Human Resources or Office of Diversity and Equity to report any concerns.  
The general perception was that Human Resources handles disciplinary issues 
and, therefore, is not thought to be an appropriate place to report an employee 
concern or complaint.  Likewise, the Office of Diversity and Equity and its Chief 
Diversity Officer were commonly characterized as “not welcoming” or “police 
friendly.”2  A review of the tape recorded interviews in this matter and subsequent 
interviews with some of the same individuals confirmed the view that reporting 
concerns to and being interviewed by the Office of Diversity and Equity was not a 
positive experience.  Many of the participants (who were not respondents in such 
matters) commented that as participants in such investigatory interviews, they felt 

2 Some individuals felt as though one or more officers had been embarrassed or undermined at 
University events by the Chief Diversity Officer.
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as though they were placed on the defensive by accusations made or implied in 
the interview and that they were generally not supported or given the benefit of the 
doubt.  These feelings and observations further contribute to the view that the 
Office of Diversity and Equity is not viewed as an unbiased forum for investigations 
into employee concerns.3  

As part of our investigation, we also inquired about other possible avenues 
for redress of complaints or concerns.  Generally, those interviewed were not 
inclined to bring any such issues to the attention of the Chief Administrative Officer 
or his staff although his office oversees the Police Department at the University.  
Most, though not all, commented that the Chief Administrative Officer does not 
have a rapport with the staff at the Police Department.  On the other hand, there 
was nearly universal agreement that the President Toro’s office would be an 
appropriate and welcoming place for comments and concerns of all types.

Notwithstanding the foregoing, most staff members of the Police 
Department agreed that, as members of a paramilitary organization, they should 
first report concerns up through the intervening levels of supervision in the chain of 
command before seeking the assistance of another University office or agency.  
Most, if not all participants, also expressed that they were more likely to bring 
concerns through the chain of command to the Chief Sneed as opposed to Retired 
Chief Powell.  However, the records of Department demonstrate that 
documentation, specifically concerning corrective measures to address disciplinary 
matters, performance issues, or other concerns is lacking.  There is no standard 
policy or practice for documenting such issues and ensuring that such 
documentation is placed in a personnel or similar file in the event that further 
review and action is required.  In those instances in which some documentation 
exists, it remains predominantly in the email or supervisory file of the supervisor 
who received the concern or addressed the incident, not in any formal document in 
the personnel file.  Furthermore, a review of the personnel files of current 
employees demonstrates that there is little formal discipline, even when informal 
counseling or other measures have been exhausted and further instances of the 
performance concern or misconduct occur.  Likewise, these same issues plague 
the performance evaluations of the Police Department.   

The November, 2017 complaint that resulted in the ODE investigation and 
the assignment of the undersigned investigators to assist and supplement such 
investigation reveals serious shortcomings of the Police Department in the 
handling of the report of the alleged sexual assault one year before the complaint 
was filed with ODE.  Indeed, following a meeting regarding a performance issue, 
on or about November 17, 2016 a female officer in the Police Department reported 
to Lieutenant Dercole that she had been sexually assaulted by another member of 

3 Since our investigation into this matter, interviews with other CCSU staff and/or students outside 
of the Police Department have echoed the sentiment that the Office of Diversity and Equity is not 
satisfactorily fulfilling the critical function of receiving, investigating and addressing complaints.
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the Police Department.  The officer informed the Lieutenant that she was telling 
him “as a friend and not her Lieutenant” and asked Lieutenant Dercole not to tell 
the Chief.  Lieutenant Dercole contemporaneously documented the matter in a 
memo and reported it to the Chief upon the Chief’s return from vacation on 
December 5, 2016.  The Lieutenant indicated that he provided a copy of the 
attached memorandum concerning such report to the Chief as well.  Chief Sneed 
acknowledged that he had been informed by Lieutenant Dercole that a claim of 
sexual assault had been reported by the female officer and that he placed a call to 
Chief Administrative Officer Richard Bachoo to discuss the matter. Both the Chief 
and the Chief Administrative Officer stated independently in their individual 
interviews that they did not know the allegation was against another member of 
the Department.  However, Lieutenant Dercole’s memorandum clearly states that 
fact.  Both the Chief and Chief Administrative Officer queried, “What did we have?  
What did we know?”  Ultimately, there was a decision made by the Chief, after 
consultation with the Chief Administrative Officer, not to conduct any internal or 
other investigation due to lack of information and a lack of a cooperating 
complainant.  At that time, the Chief did not have any conversation with the female 
officer regarding the allegation or his knowledge of it.  

Notably, the Chief Administrative Officer was first informed by the individual 
who made the report to ODE regarding the alleged assault of the female officer, 
but the Chief Administrative Officer did not himself report the matter to ODE for 
further action in accordance with the University’s Policies.  After the filing of the 
ODE complaint one year later, the Chief also contacted the Chief Administrative 
Officer and consulted with the State’s Attorney for the jurisdiction and the State 
Police regarding a possible criminal investigation for the first time.  Likewise, the 
Chief reached out to the female officer for the first time to check on her wellbeing.  
It is inexplicable that a law enforcement agency like the CCSU Police Department 
would not have conducted at least some investigation into such a serious 
allegation against one of its officers as soon as it became aware of the allegation 
in 2016.  Its failure to do so in this case likely hindered the later 2017 investigation 
into the matter as memories fade and available evidence may have expired with 
the passage of time.  Furthermore, in the interim, the Police Department failed to 
take any other mitigating measures.  The wholly inadequate manner in which this 
matter was handled calls into serious question the judgment of those responsible 
for the operation and direct oversight of the Police Department.  Immediate 
measures are required to address these issues.

C. Recommendations for Further Action

Based on the results of our review, we recommend that the University 
consider the following further actions and any others that the University deems 
appropriate:

 Immediate action to take whatever disciplinary action the University deems 
appropriate in accordance with the underlying investigation.
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 Immediate action to correct the defective procedures that resulted in the 
failure of the Police Department to promptly investigate serious allegations 
into the conduct of CCSU police officers and take mitigating measures as 
appropriate.  Such action may include establishment of more formal policies 
and procedures regarding the proper handling, documentation and 
investigation of concerns, training regarding such policies and procedures 
and/or discipline or removal of the University officials responsible for direct 
oversight of the Police Department.

 Immediate action to review the role and performance of the Office of the 
Diversity and Equity and its Chief Diversity Officer to ensure that the 
mission of the Office is being properly fulfilled and that investigations are 
being conducted in a prompt, fair and unbiased manner.  Such review may 
also include further training of investigators in appropriate interview 
techniques and investigation procedures.

 Immediate action to educate and train individuals regarding proper behavior 
in the workplace, discrimination, sexual harassment and diversity and 
equity principles as well as to clearly communicate to whom complaints and 
concerns should be made and that they will be addressed promptly and 
with due regard for the seriousness of the matter.

 Immediate action to address documentation of personnel matters.  Such 
action may include establishment of formal policies regarding the 
documentation of personnel related performance issues and disciplinary 
matters to ensure consistency and fairness, training for supervisors 
regarding the investigation and handling of performance issues and 
discipline and implementation of recordkeeping standards to ensure the 
completeness of personnel files.

 Immediate action to correct deficiencies with respect to background 
investigations conducted during the hiring process.  Such action may 
include the use of outside investigators for this purpose, a checklist to 
ensure all records and steps have been completed and a certification that 
there is no perceived or actual conflict of interest with the investigators 
conducting the review of the potential candidates.  

 Address concerns related to staffing of the Department as budgetary 
measures allow.

 Final Note:  Prior to the conclusion of our underlying investigation, we were 
forwarded a concern submitted anonymously to the University regarding the 
conduct of the Chief Administrative Officer.  It was forwarded to us because 
there was also a reference to the CCSU Police Department.  We did not 
find a connection to our underlying investigation related to the Police 



7

Department and the particular respondent in that case, however, we 
recommend further prompt investigation into the allegations relating to the 
Chief Administrative Officer.  

Please let us know if you wish to discuss further the findings and 
recommendations of this supplemental report.  In the interim, we hope that this 
information and feedback is helpful to the University.

Attachment
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