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COMMONWEALTH OF MASSACHUSETTS

SUFFOLK, ss. SUPERIOR COURT DEPT.
- . CIVIL ACTION NO. 09-1321-A

BOSTON POLICE DEPARTMENT
Plaintiff .

Vs,

IDA CANDREVA & another’
Defendants

MEMORANDUM OF DECISION AND ORDER ONTHE PARTIES® CROSS
MOTIONS FOR JUDGMENT ON THE PLEADINGS

'[he Boston Police Department (“BPD”), appeals pursuant to G. L. ¢. 31, § 44 and
G. L. ¢. 30A, § 14, from a decision of the defendant Civil Service Comm1ssmn
(“Commission”) to place Ida Candreva (“defendant™) at the top of the next certification -
list 1o be a Boston police officer. This matter is now before the éourt on the parties’
Cross-Motions for Judgment on the Pleadings. For the following reasons, BPD’s Motion

is DENIED and the defendants’ Motion is ALLOWED.

BACKGROUND

In 2005, defendant Candreva took an open examination to become an officer with

_the Boston Police Departrnent Based on the examination scores, BPD pubhshed

" certifications for the position on December 14, 2005. The defendant § name’ appeared

ﬁfth on a special certification issued for people who speak the Cape Verdean language

The BPD selected nine people from the list to become police officers, The defendant was

! Massachusetts Civil Service Commission.



bypassed, however, because the Department determined she had not been fully truthful
whenﬂrmakirrig required disclosures as par;orf a health evaluation.

The defendant has significant experience in the law enforcement field. From April
2003 to May 2004, she worked as a victim witness advocate for the Suffolk County
District Attorney®s Office. At the time of her application, she was working as a civilian
domestic violence advocate and social worker for BPD. She is currgntly serving as an
MBTA police officer. At a hearing before the Commission, both Boston police detectives
and a Suffolk County ADA testified to her veracity and good character.

On January 3, 2006, the BPD’s Director of lHuman Resources, Robin Hunt, sent
~ the deferdant an employment offer contingent on her passing a medical and
psychological evaluation and her being high enough on the civil service certification to be
selected. This was, in fact; the defﬁ-:;idarllt’gsecond evaluation bjr. BPD, as she had
previously submltted toa hé;ith evaluation on M-éy 42004 aspart lonfmﬁef'éucccséf'ul
application to work with the department as a social wrorke‘r. |

As the first part of the evaluation process, BPD applicants are required to fill out
an exténsivé héélth qﬁéstionﬁaire. Tﬂis ques'tionnaire'cons-iéts"6%&1 large number of “jzes;’
or “no”* questions, followed by space to explain any “yes” answers. Although she had
prevmusiy filled out a similar questionnaire for her 2004 job application, the defendant

dzd not have a A COpY- of thzs questlonnaire w1th her when she ﬁIled the 2006, quesuonnalre L

outa second time. AR Vol. 1 at 310, The defendant subrrutted the questlonneure to BPD

on January 17, 2006. She answered “yes” to a number of yes/no questions, including: #22
(back injury); #129 (low back pain); #144 (neck pain); #192 (strains/sprains); #243 (have |
you ever injured your back); #246 (advice to potentially have operation for back); #249

(limitation on work due to back injury); and #250 (time lost at work due to back injury).




In the addendum to the 2006 questionnaire explaining her back injures, the
defendant wrote: “Had sprained a muscle @ work for improperly lifting missed 1 day
'work; advised of light duty.” She had previously stated in the addendum to the 2004

-questionnaire that “In june 2002, T re-injured my back at work while lifting luggages;
stayed out of work for about 3 or 4 months and then was cleared to go to work. was seen
by a doctor for work injury and scoliosis.” In the 2004 addendum, the defendant had alsc
mentioned suffering a minor head injury when a vase fell on her head in October 2003,
Although she had three stiches and headaches, she did not lose consciousness and does
not mention missing work. The defendant claimed not to have suffered head injuries in

. -.her 2006 questionnaire.
The defendant underwent a psychiatric screening and evaluation with Dr. Marcia
Scott on January 19, 2006, following which Dr. Scott certified that the defendant did not
 have aﬁy psychological condition that would prevent her froni—-serving.as a B’.o':‘stonrléolice. “
officer. Scott’s notes indicate that they discussed her 2002 back injury and
“disenrollment” from ROTC.
. The nexl step in the defendant’s application process was a ﬁﬁé”dicai érvrélniluatidﬁ
with Nurse Zelma Greenstein on fanuary 22, 2006. Greenstein found the defendant’s

~ . physical condition to be generally normal and made brief notes of her medical history, -

- - —-including her back injury. Greenstein also noted that she was requestmg allofthe .~

defendant’s medical records because of her history of back and neck injuries. Greenstein
did not note any discrepancies between the defendant’s 2004 and 2006 questionnaires in

her notes.



At some point shortly after the examination Greenstein, who was in possession of
some of theudet“endant’s medicél records® and 2004 qﬁestionﬁaire; alerted Roberta
Mullan, the Director of BPD’s Occupational Health Services Unit, about several possible
discrepancies between them. Mutlan and Greenstein then together reviewed both the
questionnaire and ali of the defendant’s medical records. Both concluded that the
defendant had attempted to willfully deceive the BPD, and as a result Mullan sent a letter
outlining their concerns to Robin Hunt, BPD’s director of human resources. The letter
was dated January 22, the same day as the defendant’s medical exam, although

Greenstein testified that it was possible that the letter was in fact written a bit later. In any

_case, in her letter Mullan identified three areas where she concluded the defendant had

to strengthen her apphcat;on

deliberately failed to fully disclose her history.

First; Muilatl-rtotetl. thet.tl‘te.detee&ant had stated in the queeﬁonn.etre that she .had
tlevet t;een ‘r-eiected by the tnilitary.3 Ho“tever; dttring her ﬁeieholegieal tfitervietv W‘ith
Dr. Scott, she had said she had been discharged from the Reserve Officer Training Corps
(ROTC) due to a back condition. Second, Mullan cited the head injury that the defendant
had ntentioned in hef 2004 questie.nnaireibut not in her 20(7')t3hciuest—iennaire.‘ Ftneily, N
noting the discrepancy between the 2004 and 2006 questionnaires, Mullan maintained
that the defendant had attempted to minimize the severity of her 2002 back injury in order

In February 2006, BPD’e Recruit Investlgatlon Umt a551gned Detective Famolare
to conduct an investigation of the defendant. Famolare requested employment records

from the period after the defendant’s back was injured in 2002, which she provided to

*These are records voluntarily submitted by Carndreva prier to the health exam, labeled Exhibits 14 through
17 at the Commission hearing. See AR Vol. 1 at 295,

T A copy of the questlonnau*e shows that she orlg:naliy checked the “yes” box, but then crossed out the
“yes” and checked “no.” :



~ him on February 20, 2006. The defendant’s fate was then decided at a series of two
“roundtable” discussions by BPD officials.* Neither Greenstein nor Mullan were p.resen-i, "
but Hunt and her colleagues agreed with their conclusions and decided to bypass the
defendant due to her purported dishonesty. They did not request the decuments obtained
by Famolare. On-April 27, 2006, Hunt wrote the Director of the Organizational
Development Group of the Human Resource Division requesting permission to bypass
the defendant for hiring, referencing Mullan’s January 22 letter to Hunt as justification.

The Human Resources Department approved Hunt’s request, and BPD informed
the defendant by letter of the bypass on June 6, 2066. The defendant appealed this
- decision to the Civil Service Commission pursuant to G. L. ¢. 31, § 43 on August 4,.
2006. The Commission conducted a hearing on the matter on three separate days:
Noverber 7, 2007, February 8, 2007 and Aptil 15, 2008, and heard testimony from Hunt,
Mullan, and Greenstein, as well as the defendant and her chdfacter witnesses.

At the hearing, the defendant testified that Greenstein had given her “odd looks™
during the medical review, and then told her “I’'m going to make sure you don’t get on.”
A short time later, the defendant says that she repeated this statement. Greehsteiﬁ dénieci“ |
ever making this statement. The Commission’s hearing examiner found the defendant’s
demeanor to be more credible than Greenstein’s. The examiner also noted certain |
discrepancies in Greenstein’s testimony that in his mind called it into unStIOI‘l |
Combined, these led him to conclude that Greenstein’s efforts to raise concerns about the
defendant’s veracity were motivated, at least in part, by some unspecified dislike. The
examiner further determined that, although the defendant had made mistakes in the long

questionnaire, they were “minor and done unintentionally.” He finally found that neither

4 Tt is unclear when exactly these discussions took place, except that they occurred afler the medical
examination but before April 27, 2006.



Mullan nor Hunt had given the defendant any opportunity to explain the discrepancies
between her 2004 and 2006 queétionnaires, and had rushed‘tb- jﬁdgrﬁeﬂf, rreiiying 00
heavily on Greenstein’s opinion of the evidence.

The full Commission-adopted the hearing examiner’s recommendation and
rendered its decision in favor of the defendant on January 16, 2009. The Commission
ordered that the defendant be placed on top of any existing certification (or the next
certification) requested by the BDP for appointment to the position of police officer. It
also forbade Greenstein from participating in any further proceedings with respect to the
defendant, forbade BPD from using the reasons stated in its original bypass request in any
- additional request for bypassing the defendant, and ordered that any future bypass.of the
defendant be supported by audio or visual recordings of any interviews, examinations, or

meetings regarding her candidacy,
DISCUSSION

The Commission’s task is to determine whether the appointing authority had met
ItS burden, by a prepoﬁderancc of the evidence, tha"t its actioﬁ;‘. weré rgasonqa.b!y Jus‘uﬁed o
Brackett v. Civil Serv. Comm’n, 447 Mass. 233, 241 (2006). For an appointing authority’s
action to be “justified,” it must be “done upon adequate reasons sufficiently supported by
credible cvidence, when weighed by an unprejudiced mind, guided by common sense and
by correct rules of law.” Cambridge v. Civil Serv. Comm’n, 43 Mass. App. Ct. 300, 304
(1997). The Commission owes an appointing authority’s exercise of judgment

“substantial deference.” Beverly v. Civil Serv. Comm’n, 78 Mass. App. Ct. 182, 188

(2010).



On the other hand, the Commission is tasked with finding facts afresh, and is not
limited to the evidence before the appointing authoﬁty. Leominster v. Stfaﬁon, 58 Mass.
App. Ct. 726, 727 (2063). “The reviewing court is. . . bound to accept the findings of fact
of the commission’s hearing officer, if supported by substantial evidence.” Id. at 728, and
should not substitute its judgment for the Commission’s. Brackett, 447 Mass. at 241. This
court, then, must generally defer to the Commission’s findings of fact, but also to BPD’s
Jjudgment in applying the facts. See Beverly, 78 Mass. App. Ct. at 188 n.11.

It does not appear to be disputed between the parties that it would have been a
valid exercise of BPD’s discretion to bypass the defendant if she in fact attempted to
. deliberately mislead BPD as to the state of her health, as honesty is indeed a crucial trait .
in any police officer.’ Rather, the question is whether the Commission’s determination
that she did not attempt to mislead BPD during the course of her health evaluation (and
| 'indée&, was the victim of bias on the part of its health exarﬁiner) wa‘slbacked by -

substa'ntial evidence, The court will address each of these issues in turn.
1. The Commission’s finding of bias

The Commission held a full hearing on the defendant’s case. Its hearing examiner
had the opportunity to evaluate the credibility of witnesses, including both the defen&ant
and Greenstein. The officer specifically found the defendant to have a crédible d-e;ﬁéaliéf. N
AR Vol. 1, 303, 313. He noted her visible emotion when describing Greenstein;s
statement that she was going to make sure the she didn’t get on the force. /4 at 300. By

contrast, the examiner noted that Greenstein lacked any indignation at being accused of .,

5 See Plaintiff’s Memorandum, 25 (“The Defendant was bypassed because she was untruthful during her
medical evaluation process. , ”); AR Vol. 1 at 319 (Commission’s decision stating “It is well established
that honesty and good character are essential qualifications for the position of police officer.”)



being biased and, in essence, sabotaging a woman career. Id. at 303. He aLso noted that
Greenstrein had tesﬁﬁe& thét it was her pract.it.;_;td coﬁfempbi%nédﬁél& record al! niétéfial
details of her medical examinations because her memory is not very strong, and as such
had testified, “I would have noted it if [.felt that Ida was withholding documents or
information.” Id.-at 299. As such, he felt that the absence of any such notations in the
defendant’s medical records was suspicious, especially since there is evidence that
Greenstein spoke to both Hunt and Mullan at length about the defendant’s case. /d. at
303. The fact that Greenstein denied having any such conversation despite the testimony
of her colleagues also countered against her credibility in the hearing examiner’s eyes. /d.
at 318. He consequently concluded that Greenstein had indicated that she was going to
attempt to block the defendant’s appointment, and then had omitted any mention of her
purported suspiciﬁns rega.rding:tlh"c!: defendant’s;.- ;fl:racl:it); fror;l “l;e-r.notes 1n order to make it
appeéf that the imﬁéfus for the decision driginated pr'im-éri'lly w1th Mﬁllan and Hﬁnt.

The Commission’s decision to believe the defendant and disbelieve Greenstein
does not cite apparent motive for Greenstein’s animus toward the defendant. One well
ﬁight interpret Greenstein’é statefﬁent that she would see 0 it that the defendant would
not get on the force as a product of legitimate concern over discrepancies in the medical
questionnaires rather than active animus. But for a determination to be based on
substantial e\}idenﬁt;,ﬂiiit 51;gﬁcestila;t it wa_s ﬂbasé.awon ‘;;;ch ewdcnceas ;-r.éééénable t;aind"
might accept as adequate . . .” G-_ L. ¢c. 30A, §1(6). The Commission was best placed to
evaluate the truth-of the defendant’s allegations of Greenstein’s unprofessional behavior.
Consequently, based on the record and the applicable law, the court finds that the

evidence presented to the Commission was adequate to support its conclusion regarding

bias.



- The Commission’s finding that the defendant’s evaluation process was unfair is
aﬁ important one, becahse confronting “political coﬁsiderations, favbritism, ana bias” is
the core mission of the civil service law, Cambridge, 43 Mass, App. at 304.
Consequently, a lesser degree of deference to the appointing authority is warranted. Cf.
Beverly, 78 Mass. App. at 188 n.14 (“[T]his case [where bias was not an issue] does not
raise the most significant concerns that the commission was created to address, and
greater deference to the local appointing authority is warranted”).

It is perhaps open to question whether the finding of Greenstein’s animus alone
constituted sufficient grounds for the Commission’s decision to require the defendant’s
name to be placed at the top of the current or next list. As BPD notes, see Plaintiff's ... .
Memo, 23, the decision to bypass the defendant was not ultimately Greenstein’s. Rather,
the formal request fbr a bypass came from Roberta Hunt following round-table
discussions in which Greenstein was not present. But the Commission found that both
Mullan and Hunt had relied very heavily on Greenstein’s judgment in forming their own
opinions. AR Vol. 1 at 325-326. See AR, Vol. 2, 147. (Mullan knew that Hunt would rely
“really entirely” on information she and Greenstein providéd in roundtable discgﬁs‘sion):nlnt‘
also determined that Mullan did not give the defendant any substantive opportunity to

explain her actions and did not review the employment records she submitted to explain

between its finding of Greenstein's bias and BPD's decision to request a bypass.

A finding of bad faith alone would likely be sufficient grounds to justify the
Commission’s decision. See quor of Revere v. Civil Serv. Comm’n, 31 Mass, App. Ct. .
315, 322-323 (1991). However, the Commission also found that BPD lacked reasonable

justification for its actions because the defendant did not intend to deceive BPD through



her submissions. The court will consider each of ihe_}hree justifications for bypassing the

plaintiff in turn.

A. Defendant’s purported.rejection from the military

BPD impliciily accepts that ROTC is not strictly “the military” by explaining that
the thrust of its argument is not the factual inaccuracy of the defendant’s answer per se
but rather the discrepancy between the information provided during her 2004 medical
evaluation and her 2006 questionnaire. See Plaintiff’s Memo, 11.5 Consequently, BPD
contends that she subjectively believed ROTC was part of the military and lied in 2006 in
an effort to.bolster her candidacy for the physically demanding position of role officer.
Thus, BPD believes that evén if the defendant’s answer was factually correct, it was
nevertheless motivated by dishonesty. But the defendant did not have a copy of her 2004
documents to refer to when filling out the quesﬁonnaife. A‘RV,VVOI.WI at 310. Moreover,
the Commission accepted the defendant’s testimony that she answered that she had not
been disqualificd from tﬁe military after she made calls specifically to verify that ROTC
was not actually part of the military 4. 311; AR Vol 3. at 67-68. This court will not
disturb the Commissior’s finding that the defendant did not lie regarding her military
status.
B. Defendant’s failure to report her head mjury )

The court now turns to the.defendant’s failure to report the 2003 head injury on
her 2006 questionnaire. BPD does not address this issue in detail in its memorandum;

rather, it concentrates on the argument that the Commission substituted its discretion for

® There was no guestion on the 2004 Questionnaire regarding ROTC; rather, BPD knew about the incident
from interviews, both in 2004 and 2006. AR Vol. 1 at 91,

10



BPD'’s in choosing to credit the defendant’s testimony that the omission was
runintentionai. Bu_tnfigain, the Comimission’s .dcéision waS premised on its differing
| findings of fact rather than differing judgment about what sort of response was proper
based on the facts found.

The defendant’s explanation of her October 2003 injury reveals that she received
three stitches and suffered temporary headaches after a vase fell on her head. AR Vol. 1,
97. 1tis uﬁdisputed that she failed to mention this incident in 2006, but the hearing
examiner credited the defendant’s testimony that she simply hadn’t remembered it when
filling out the questionnaire. /d at 311. The injury was a minor one (as even BPD’s
. employees admitted, see id.) and it is perfectly plausible that the defendant would have a
significantly better chance of remembering it i 2004 rather than 2006. The

Commission’s decision on this point was premised on substantial evidence.

C. Defendant’s explanation of her back injury

The most strongly contested factual disagreement between the parties reiates to
the differing answers the defendant gave to BPD regarding her 2002 back. injury 1n the‘ |
2004 and 2006 questionnaires. In both cases, the defendant checked a number of boxes

relating to back injuries; the matter of dispute is whether the defendant’s answer

. explaining the injury was willfully misleading. Certainly, the answers do differ ... .

substantially, notably in the amount of time the defendant stayed out of work: in 2004,

she said she was out of work for 3 or 4 months,” AR Vol. | at 97, whereas in 2006 she___ .

stated she missed one day of work and was advised of light duty. /d. at 110.
The Administrative Record reflects that the defendant lost her balance and almost

fell down when moving a heavy piece of luggage on June 24, 2002, but managed to

1



complete the day’s work. id. at 139. The next day, however, she was unable to move. She
took one day day off from work, took her regularly scheduled days off, and thén went on
light duty until the beginning of August. AR Vol. 3 at 87,129,137, During this time, she
continued to be paid. AR Vol. 1 at 197. The defendant testified that she later had to stop
working because she had been prescribed Tylenol with codeine. AR Vol. 3 at §7. She
viewed the period when she was on medication separately from the sick day she took off
from work at the end of June. AR Vol. 3 at 129. She was cleared for light duty again (but
not for her regular work as a baggage handler) on December 14, 2002. AR Vol. 1 at 152.
However, there was no “light duty” work available. AR Vol. 3 at 88. Consequently, the
defendant took-another job working at the Federal Court and began work in January.or
February 2003, AR Vol. 3 at 27, and was informed she was no longer on the payroll at
her old job on Febroary 24, 2003, per company policy. AR Vol. 1. at 204,

It would have obviously been preferable for the defendant to héve explained all of
this in detail on her questionnaire. Nevertheless, the Commission could well have
determined that ker 2000 answer was incomplete rather than truly inaccurate: she did
indeed rniss; one day, initially, then went on ligilt duty. It “;z;;.only é;ftef \;\forl;iﬂg ;:)"ﬁlligﬁf
duty that she went out on disability due to taking the Tylenol with codeine. This omission
does cast the defendant in a more favorable light from a hiring standpoint, since it tends
to s;lgéests ;_}-lat tl;lei ;llléfci:_r%gl_e%m’sli;iqry 1n2002was less: sef?;é: thanlt -re..;il-ly-/ was. But |
again, the Commission credited the defernflant’sr explanation of her 2006 answer,
specifically concluding, “Ifind [her| -mistakes to be minerand not done intentionally.”
Vol. 1. at 315.

There are a number of facts in the record that tend to corroborate the defendant’s

account. While BPD insists that the defendant was dishanest because she omitted her

e T e e 12



extensive disabilit_y leave, the Commission found that the defendant was aware that BPD
was in possession of her 2004 questionnaire. It would be counter-intuitive for the
defendant to have engaged in deliberate omissions that she knew were easily discoverable
through reference to written answers she had already made to the BPD just two years
eatlier. It also appears from the Administrative Record that the defendant did discuss
suffering a back injury both during her psychological evaluation with Dr. Scott, see AR.
Vol. 1 at 115, and during her health evaluation with Greenstein, whose notes mention that
the defendant was “O0W [without] pay x 6 months; never returned to previous job.” Id
at 113. Finally, defendant's 2006 questionnaire lists a host of “yes” answers to questions

. about back problems, including back injury, low back pain, lost time from work because .
of back injury, advised to have an operation, MRI of lumbar back for spondylolysis, and
limitations on work due to back injury. It would have been counter-intuitive for defendant
to engage in deliberate omissions when her “yes” answers were almost certain to cause
close scrutiny of her medical history and the condition of her back. In view of these facts,
and the hearing examiner’s opportunity to view the defendant’s demeanor on the stand,

this court concludes that the Commission reasonably credited the defendant’s testimony.

D. Conclusion

Tﬁe Commission’s determination that the defendant was frﬁthftﬂ 1n hermm
application to be a Boston police officer was supported by substamial evidence. This is
not a case of the Commission’s substituting its discretion for the appointing authority’s...
Contrast Boston Police Dept. v. Suppa, Civil Action No. 08-5237 (Mass. Super. Ct.
January 4, 2010) (Hines, J.) (Commission was arbitrary and capricious in ruling in favor

of police officer applicant who admitted to sufficient facts on an assault and battery with

13



a dangerous weapon charge); Boston Police Dept. v. Rodrigues, Civil Action No. 08-
3751 (Mass. Super. Ct. October 23, 2009) (Giﬂles, J.)V {Commission overstepped authoﬁty
in ruling for applicant who had history of tardiness with civilian employer and had
recetved four non-judicial punishments while in the Marine Corps). Rather, its decision to
reinstate the defendant at the top of the next certification list was a predubt of its de novo
determinations of the her credibility and that she suffered from unwarranted bias in the
hiring process. Since there was substantial evidence in the record to support the

Commission’s findings, its decision will be upheld.

3. Commission’s authority to grant relief

The sole remaining issue to be resolved is whether the Commission overstepped
its anthority under G. L. c. 31, § 2 in forbidding Greés.;steir.]%rom ﬁarticipation in furtfmr
interviews of the defendant, using the reasons stated in its o.r.ig-inal- bypass request for any
future bypass of the defendant, and ordering that all further efforts to bypass her be
supported by recordings of all proceedings regarding her candidacy.

The. scope of the C'()Hunis;sionsra;uthoriltyl to g;a;ﬁ reiiief is S;:’[ formtlhlmixl St1993, c -
310, § 1, which provides that, “If the rights of any person acquired under the provisions
of chapter thirty-one of the General Laws or under any rule made thereunder have been

| pre}udlcedtt_lrough—no fault of hlSOWIl, the civil service commissiéﬁ'maf take such action

as will restore or protect such rights . . .” This language narrows “the issue before the
Superior Court judge.to whether the.commission had acted arbitrarily and capriciously.”
Thomas v. Civil Serv. Comm 'n, 48 Mass. App. Ct. 446, 451 (2000). A body acts

arbitrarily and capriciously when “it lacks any rational explanation that reasonable

. persons might support.” /d., citing Cambridge, 43 Mass. App. at 303,

14



BPD con_tends the relief the Commission has granted (except, it seems, with
regard to its order to place the defendant at the top of the next list) interferes with the
Boston Police Commissioner’s right to regulate the screening procedures for apphicants.
But none of the relief the Commission ordered substantively affects BPD’s screening
procedures. It does not dispense with the requirement of a health evaluatibn, but rather
simply forbids Nurse Greenstein from conducting that evaluation for this defendant, It
does not interfere with the existing “roundtable” process for evaluating applicants and
deciding whether a bypass is necessary, but rather requires that those meetings be
recorded to facilitate the resolution of any future disputes regarding this defendant. And
. the Commission’s order that the BPD not use its reasons for its 2006 bypass of the
defendant as the basis of any future bypass is just a restatement of the basic principle of
res judicata. All of the relief ordered by the Commission is rationally related to its
ﬁ'm{ing that the defendant’s application was prejudiced by undue bias, |

ORDFR

The Boston Police Department’s Motion is DENIED and the defendants’ Motion -« -+« ...

is ALLOWED. Judgment will enter for the defendants.

Paul Troy
Justice of the Superior Court

DATED: June 13, 2011
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