
 

April 8, 2024 
 

In accordance with Sections 18-25 of Chapter 30A of the Massachusetts 
General Laws, and Chapter 20 of the Acts of 2021, as amended by Chapter 
22 of the Acts of 2022, by Chapter 107 of the Acts of 2022, and by Chapter 2 
of the Acts of 2023, notice is hereby given of a meeting of the Peace Officer 
Standards and Training Commission.  The meeting will take place as noted 
below. 

 
   

NOTICE OF CERTIFICATION SUBCOMMITTEE  
MEETING AND AGENDA  

Public Meeting #3 
April 11, 2024   

10:00 a.m.   
 

Remote Participation via Zoom 
Meeting ID:  9297 126 9559 

 
1. Call to Order 

    
2. Approval of minutes  

a. February 27, 2024 
 

3. Draft Plan for Recertification 
a. Proposal to Recertify Academy Graduates 
b. Criteria for Recertification – General Counsel Ravitz 
 

4. Public comment 
 

5. Matters not anticipated by the Chair at the time of posting  
 

6. Adjourn 
  
 

 
 

https://malegislature.gov/Laws/GeneralLaws/PartI/TitleIII/Chapter30A
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/GeneralLaws/PartI/TitleIII/Chapter30A
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2021/Chapter20
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2022/Chapter22
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2022/Chapter22
https://www.mass.gov/doc/chapter-107-acts-of-2022/download
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2023/Chapter2
https://malegislature.gov/Laws/SessionLaws/Acts/2023/Chapter2
https://zoom.us/j/92971269559
https://zoom.us/j/92971269559
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MASSACHUSETTS PEACE OFFICER STANDARDS AND TRAINING COMMISSION 
Certification Policy Subcommittee Meeting Minutes 

February 27, 2024 
10:00 a.m. 

By Zoom and in-person at 84 State Street, Suite 200, Boston, MA 02109 
 

Documents Distributed in Advance of Meeting 
• Minutes from 2-1-24 Subcommittee Meeting 
 

In Attendance 
• Commissioner Lawrence Calderone, Subcommittee Chair (In person) 
• Commissioner Hanya H. Bluestone (Virtual at the beginning/In person thereafter) 
• Commissioner Marsha V. Kazarosian (Virtual) 
• Executive Director Enrique A. Zuniga (In person) 
• General Counsel Randall E. Ravitz (In person) 
• Director of Certification Steven R. Smith (In person) 
• Outside Counsel Lon F. Povich (Virtual) 

 
1. Call to Order 

• At 10:01 a.m., Chair Calderone welcomed the public to the Commission’s second 
Subcommittee meeting and called the meeting to order.  

• Chair Calderone introduced the members of the Subcommittee: Commissioners 
Bluestone and Kazarosian, and himself. 

• Executive Director Zuniga noted this was the Commission’s first virtual and in-person 
meeting. 
 

2. Approval of February 1, 2024 Minutes 
• Chair Calderone asked for a motion to approve the minutes. 
• Commissioner Kazarosian moved to approve the minutes.  
• Commissioner Bluestone seconded the motion.  
• The Commissioners voted as follows: 

o Commissioner Calderone – Yes 
o Commissioner Bluestone – Yes 
o Commissioner Calderone – Yes 

 
3. Presentation from the Municipal Police Training Committee (MPTC) 

• Natick Police Chief James Hicks provided remarks on behalf of MPTC, stating that they 
are happy to be involved with the Subcommittee going forward, working in partnership 
with POST regarding the certification timeline. 
 

4. Stakeholder Comments 
• Executive Director Zuniga stated that the Subcommittee members decided at the 2/1 

Subcommittee meeting to include stakeholder/public comments regarding the second-
round certification process. 

• Tom Greenhalgh, Executive Director of National Public Safety Solutions provided 
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in-person verbal and written testimony. 
o He provided an overview of the Mass. State Care Support Network, 

established in 1999, which has provided free services on a 
volunteer basis to any uniformed personnel in the state for 25 
years. 

o Executive Director Zuniga asked if this resource provides referrals 
and whether peer support takes place after the referral is complete. 

o Director Greenhalgh explained that the support is ongoing, and 
every law enforcement officer has access to the service. 

o Executive Director Zuniga asked how the program received 
funding. 

o Director Greenhalgh answered that much of the funding is secured 
by grants.  

o Executive Director Zuniga asked how many police agencies are 
utilizing the services. 

o Director Greenhalgh stated there are currently 10 agencies. 
• Christopher Delmonte, Bridgwater Police Chief and Vice President of the 

Massachusetts Police Association provided in-person verbal testimony. 
o Chief Delmonte provided comments regarding the psychological and physical 

evaluation for veteran officers for recertification and recommended the 
consideration of an incentive-based approach by encouraging better health 
initiatives to departments. 

o Commissioner Bluestone stated she is in favor of an incentive-based approach and 
asked the Chief what the process is if it is determined that an officer is not 
considered physically fit. 

o Chief Delmonte stated that an officer can be sent to a fit-for-duty examination 
with the criteria having been articulated carefully, as one cannot judge by an 
officer’s appearance whether the officer is physically unfit. 

• David Clark, Reading Police Chief, provided in-person verbal testimony highlighting 
the department’s officer wellness programs. 

o Chief Clark stated that the department has a dedicated mental health clinician.  If 
an officer sees the clinician four times, they will receive 2 administrative (mental 
health) days off.  This service is open to civilian dispatchers as well. 

o On the physical-fitness side, Chief Clark stated that they have a gym located 
within the station that the officers can use when their shifts overlap.  The 
equipment was donated by a non-profit group in the town. 

o Chair Calderone asked who pays for the clinician. 
o Chief Clark answered that it is a town-funded position that falls within the police 

department. 
o Executive Director Zuniga asked the Chief if he had heard of any other agencies 

who have similar incentives and a dedicated budget. 
o Chief Clark estimates that there might be around 10-12 agencies. 

 
5. Public comment 

• John Nelson, Vice President, Massachusetts Coalition of Police, and Tim King, in-
house counsel for the Coalition, provided virtual verbal testimony and written 
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testimony. 
o Tim King read testimony summarizing the Coalition’s view on why the 

recertification process should not include physical fitness standards, 
psychological evaluations, and oral interviews, for cost and process reasons.  
They believe that any type of evaluation should be done at a local level as 
opposed to a POST standardized approach. 

o Chair Calderone asked for clarification on whether the Coalition is in support of 
peer support. 

o Counsel King answered that they are in support of peer-support efforts, but not 
the psychological testing, due to cost and management reasons. 

o Commissioner Kazarosian asked whether they would support ongoing physical 
fitness and psychological testing if money were not an object. 

o Counsel King answered that the testing should be done on a local level, as 
opposed to on a standardized basis. 

o Commissioner Bluestone asked the Coalition’s view on a wellness initiative being 
a part of the recertification process, not in terms of an evaluation component, but 
in terms of a participation-based expectation. 

o Counsel King said the Coalition feels strongly about officers’ wellness and, if it is 
not a standardized process, they would be open to those ideas.  

o Commissioner Bluestone clarified that she does not see the Commission going in 
the direction of standardized testing since results would vary in evaluating a new 
officer vs. a veteran officer, but there remains a question of whether there should 
be an evaluative or participation-based component.  

 
• Chair Calderone acknowledged the POST Staff who were in attendance, made a motion 

to adjourn the meeting, and took a roll call vote on the motion.  The Subcommittee voted 
as follows. 

o Commissioner Bluestone – Yes 
o Commissioner Kazarosian – Yes 
o Commissioner Calderone – Yes 

• The motion was unanimously carried, and the meeting was adjourned. 
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To:   Certification Subcommittee 

From:   Division of Certification 

Date:   April 11, 2024 

Subject:  Proposals for Recertification of Certain Officers First Certified by POST 

 
 

SUMMARY 
 

For the reasons stated in the discussion section below, the staff recommends that the 
Subcommittee on Certification Policy adopt the following approach regarding upcoming expiration 
of certification for certain officers who were initially certified by POST.   
 
For officers who graduated from an academy between July 1, 2021, and June 30, 2022, continue 
their recertification using the same recertification process for the veteran officers currently in 
place.  This process started on June 30, 2022 (for officers with last names A-H), continued on June 
30, 2023 (for officers I-P) and is scheduled to continue for the group of officers with last names Q-Z 
by June 30, 2024. 
 
For officers who have been previously recertified by POST for a three-year term, have the 
subsequent period of certification be extended to three years plus their birth date.  This mechanism 
will begin to align officers’ certification expiration to their birth month, which will be a more efficient 
process to manage subsequent recertifications.   
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DISCUSSION 
 
After July 1, 2024, all law enforcement officers in the Commonwealth will have gone through the 
certification process with POST at least once.  To effectuate the renewal of certifications 
(recertifications) after this initial three-year period, the Division of Certification is making the 
following recommendations: 
 

1.) Officers who graduated from an academy between July 1, 2021, and June 30, 2022 (the first 
calendar year of new officer certifications) will be certified in the same manner as the 
veteran I-P officers in 2023 and Q-Z in 2024. 
 

2.) Officers who graduated from an academy after June 30, 2022, and the veteran officers who 
were grandfathered in as of July 1, 2021, will have their second certification (first renewal) 
expiration date extended to the month of their birth at least three but no more than four 
years from the date of issue. 
 

3.) Annual in-service training requirements will be evaluated on an annual basis, separate from 
the three-year certification. 

 
New officers between July 1, 2021, and June 30, 2022. The Certification Subcommittee is 
currently considering several topics that may ultimately appear on a certification renewal 
application. This includes whether the oral interview, physical and psychological fitness/wellbeing, 
and the moral character attestation should be required only at the time of initial certification, or 
whether these (or a version of them) should be required every three years.  The subcommittee will 
consider potential modifications to this process and the Division of Certification would need time 
to implement any modifications and communicate it to agencies.   
 
While the Subcommittee is making these determinations, the first wave of officers initially certified 
by POST will be required to be recertified (certifications renewed) beginning July 1, 2024.  
 
We propose implementation of any new renewal procedures to begin no earlier than July 1, 2025.  
This would allow sufficient time for the Subcommittee to consider the public comment received to 
date, discuss potential changes and enhancements and draft or revise regulations as necessary.  
This date would also allow the Division of Certification to prepare new forms, fine tune processes 
and communicate and deploy those changes.  
 
For those officers whose certification expires between July 1, 2024 and June 30, 2025, the Division 
of Certification would use the existing platform (portal) with the questionnaire and in the exact 
manner that was completed by agencies for the I-P and Q-Z recertifications. This questionnaire 
would include some information that was already provided by agencies at the time of initial 
certification (i.e., whether the officer has graduated from high school and completed a police 
academy, etc.). 
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Recertifications (renewals) that begin on July 1, 2025. Once the Subcommittee has finalized the 
renewal process over the next year and a revised questionnaire has been implemented (if so 
determined), the Division proposes to adjust the timing of certification expirations to the date of 
birth of the individual officer . Currently, most officers’ certifications expire on July 1 (according to 
their last name). However, the certification of officers who are graduating from an academy expires 
three years after such graduation.  This creates both a mismatch of expiration times and significant 
workload for both the POST Commission and agencies. The Division of Certification is therefore 
suggesting that, after the initial three-year certification, an officer’s certification expiration should 
be correlated with the month of their birthday.  
 
For all officers, including future academy graduates after July 1, 2025, the initial certification period 
would remain at three years. The first renewal/second certificate would be extended over three 
years (but not more than four years) to expire on the officer’s birthday. The process would extend to 
the birth month, rather than the birthday, to ease tracking requirements in the department.   
For instance, all officers born in February could have an expiration date of February 1, regardless of 
the actual date of their birth.  The Division of Certification could implement procedures to notify 
departments monthly of their officers whose certification is expiring within 60 days – whether the 
expiration is on the 1st or on the actual date of birth – and allow departments to complete the 
renewal form during that time leading up to the expiration. 
 
As a result of this, an officer whose certification expires July 1, 2025 who has an October birthday 
would be issued a renewal certification expiring October 2028. An officer whose certification 
expires July 1, 2025 who has a February birthday would be issued a renewal certificate expiring 
February 2029, so that no officer is granted a certification of less than three years. All subsequent 
renewals would be for the standard three years. 
 
Over time, as new graduates are certified at the time of their academy graduation and the July 1, 
2021 and veteran officers age out, the certification expiration dates would gradually level out to be 
distributed throughout the year. Correlating the expiration date with date of birth rather than date of 
graduation would expedite this change and would be an easier date for agencies, officers and POST 
to track. 
 
3.) Reviewing in-service compliance separate from certification. The training year for annual in-
service training runs from July 1 to June 30. Records of this training are then due to the MPTC no 
later than September 30. With the veteran recertification cohorts, the Division of Certification has 
attempted to confirm whether training from the prior training year was completed; however, the 
September 30 reporting deadline, and the time it takes for the MPTC to implement these updates, 
resulted in POST issuing certificates that were due on July 1, as late as October.  Given these delays 
and the proposal to distribute expirations more evenly throughout the year, the Division proposes 
un-coupling annual in-service verification of that year from the three-year certification. 
 
The Division would still look at training compliance for the recent completed training years when 
issuing certifications. By way of example, for an officer with a certification expiring March 2025, the 
Division would verify compliance with in-service training requirements for TY24 (ending June 30, 
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2024).  An officer who was repeatedly delinquent over the last three years may have conditions 
attached to their certification or be denied certification, consistent with 555 CMR 9.08(2) and MGL 
6E § 3(a)(4).  Conversely, the same officer with the certification expiring in March 2025 still has three 
months to satisfy TY25 requirements; therefore, TY25 would not be a factor in issuing a 
recertification.  
 
The Division of Certification will instead review the training records for all officers on an annual 
basis, regardless of an expiration month or year.  Every fall, once the MPTC’s records are updated, 
the Division would identify the officers who are not in compliance and reach out to those officers 
and their departments.  At that time, we would issue Administrative Suspensions, Conditional 
Certifications, or “Not Certified-On Leave” certificates as appropriate, depending on the 
circumstances. 
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Commonwealth of Massachusetts 
Peace Officer Standards and Training Commission 

MEMORANDUM 

TO:  Certification Subcommittee Members 
FROM: Elizabeth B. Smith, Paralegal 
DATE: April 11, 2024 
RE: Summary of Jurisdictional Research Regarding Officer Mental and Physical 

Wellness Standards 
 

I. Executive Summary 

Pursuant to M.G.L. c. 6E, §§ 3(a)(28), 4(f)(1)(iv), as adopted through 2020 Mass. Acts Chapter 
253, § 30, and 555 CMR 7.06(4), the Massachusetts Peace Officer Standards and Training 
Commission (“Commission”) shall establish minimum standards for evaluating officer 
psychological and physical fitness.  These standards will ensure officers of the Commonwealth 
are healthy and able to perform all job duties and will apply to all law enforcement officers as 
defined in M.G.L. c. 6E, § 1.  This memorandum outlines how the Commission can collaborate 
with agencies and other stakeholders to institute a realistic, fair, and sustainable plan to improve 
officer wellness.  Included in this report are relevant statutory and regulatory provisions, a list of 
some existing officer wellness resources in Massachusetts, jurisdictional research, a summary of 
previous subcommittee meetings, recommendations, challenges, and next steps.   

II. Purpose/Mission Statement  

Research shows a strong correlation between officer wellness and job performance.  Throughout 
their careers, law enforcement officers are potentially exposed to danger and traumatic events.  
Repeated exposure can negatively impact their mental and physical health.  One study of a 
random sample of officers revealed that although they reported physical health outcomes at rates 
similar to the general population, they screened positive for elevated rates of posttraumatic stress 
disorder, common mental disorders, and alcohol misuse.1  Coupled with the barriers to treatment, 
officers may not be taking care of their mental and physical health as much as they should.  The 
purpose of creating these standards is not to punish officers, but to support their overall well-
being.  

Initial research on wellness standards from other jurisdictions was presented to the Commission 
at the November 16, 2023, meeting.  As part of the new cycle of officer recertification, a 
subcommittee was formed to evaluate the Commission’s current certification policies.  The topic 
of officer psychological and physical wellness has been at the forefront of the subcommittee 
discussions.  Various stakeholders and law enforcement groups have testified before the 
subcommittee and provided input on the recertification standard requiring the successful 

 
1 Mumford, Elizabeth A., Taylor, Bruce G., et al., "Law Enforcement Officer Safety and Wellness," Police Quarterly 
Volume 18, Issue 2 (2014). 
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completion of a physical and psychological fitness evaluation.  The testimonies revealed concern 
over the confidentiality of psychological examinations and the possibility of punishment or 
repercussions from seeking mental health treatment.  The Commission should consider these 
concerns as it drafts its new recertification policy. 

III. Relevant Statutory and Regulatory Provisions 

2020 Mass. Acts Chapter 253, § 108 

…  

(c) [A special legislative] commission shall evaluate the establishment of a statewide law 
enforcement officer cadet program in the commonwealth through which all law 
enforcement agencies, as defined in [M.G.L. c. 6E § 1], may hire law enforcement 
officers and shall make recommendations to the legislature. The commission shall study 
the feasibility and benefits of establishing said cadet program, including, but not limited 
to: 

(iv) proposed standards for admission to the statewide cadet program, including, 
but not limited to, age, education and physical, psychological and mental 
health…. 

….  

2020 Mass. Acts Chapter 253, § 118 

Notwithstanding any general or special law to the contrary, the [Municipal Police Training 
Committee (“MPTC”)], in consultation with the executive office of public safety and security, 
shall promulgate regulations requiring law enforcement agencies to participate in critical incident 
stress management and peer support programs to address police officer mental wellness and 
suicide prevention as well as critical incident stress and the effect on public safety. The programs 
shall be created internally within an agency or agencies may collaborate within a regional 
system. The programs shall include, but shall not be limited to, mental wellness and stress 
management pre-incident and post-incident education, peer support, availability and referral to 
professional resources and assistance. The [MPTC] shall ensure that each officer is notified of 
the program during each 3-year certification cycle under this act. 

M.G.L. c. 31, § 61A 

The [the personnel administrator of the human resources division within the executive office for 
administration and finance], with the secretary of public safety and the commissioner of public 
health shall establish initial health and physical fitness standards which shall be applicable to all 
police officers and firefighters when they are appointed to permanent, temporary, intermittent, or 
reserve positions in cities and towns or other governmental units. Such standards shall be 
established by regulations promulgated by the administrator after consultation with 
representatives of police and firefighter unions, and the Massachusetts Municipal Association. 
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M.G.L. c. 31, § 61B 

Any city, town, district or other governmental unit which accepts the provisions of this section 
shall establish a wellness program for police officers and firefighters, if any, employed in such 
city, town, district, or other governmental unit…. 

M.G.L. c. 6 § 116 

 . . .  

The [MPTC] and the division of police certification established in [M.G.L. c. 6E, § 4] shall 
jointly establish minimum certification standards for all officers, pursuant to [M.G.L. c. 6E, § 4]. 

… 

M.G.L. c. 6E, § 3  

(a) The commission shall have all powers necessary or convenient to carry out and 
effectuate its purposes, including, but not limited to, the power to: 

 . . .  
(2) establish, jointly with the [MPTC] established in [M.G.L. c. 6, § 116], 
minimum officer certification standards pursuant to [M.G.L. c. 6E, § 4]; 

. . .  
(6) establish, in consultation with the [MPTC] established in [M.G.L. c. 6, § 116], 
minimum agency certification standards pursuant to [M.G.L. c. 6E, § 5];  

. . .  
(28) adopt, amend or repeal regulations in accordance with [M.G.L. c. 30A] for 
the implementation, administration and enforcement of [M.G.L. c 6E], including, 
but not limited to, regulations: 

. . .  
(ii) determining whether an applicant has met the standards for 
certification; [and]  

. . .  
(iv) establishing a physical and psychological fitness evaluation pursuant 
to [M.G.L. c. 6E, § 4] that measures said fitness to ensure officers are able 
to perform essential job duties 

….  

M.G.L. c. 6E, § 4 

(a)(1) There shall be within the commission a division of police certification. The 
purpose of the division of police certification shall be to establish uniform policies and 
standards for the certification of all law enforcement officers, subject to the approval of 
the commission. The head of the division shall be the certification director, who shall be 
appointed by the commission. 
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…   

(f)(1) The division of police certification and the [MPTC] established in [M.G.L. c. 6, § 
116] shall jointly establish minimum certification standards for all officers that shall 
include, but not be limited to:  

. . .  

(iv) successful completion of a physical and psychological fitness evaluation 
approved by the commission 

… 

[(f)](2) The commission shall not issue a certificate to an applicant who: (i) does not meet 
the minimum standards enumerated in [M.GL. c. 6E, § 4(f)(1)] or the regulations of the 
commission; . . . . 

(i) Each certified law enforcement officer shall apply for renewal of certification prior to 
its date of expiration as prescribed by the commission. The commission shall not recertify 
any person as a law enforcement officer unless the commission certifies that the applicant 
for recertification continues to satisfy the requirements of subsection (f). 

 . . . . 

555 CMR 7.06(4) 

(4) Successful Completion of a Physical and Psychological Fitness Evaluation.  This standard 
shall be deemed satisfied if the officer successfully completed a physical and psychological 
fitness evaluation that was required for graduation from an academy or training program certified 
by the MPTC or the training programs prescribed by M.G.L. c. 22C prior to the reference date 
for the officer.  The commission will implement a policy concerning officers who were certified 
pursuant to St. 2020, c. 253, § 102 but did not successfully complete a physical and 
psychological fitness evaluation that was required for graduation from an academy or training 
program certified by the MPTC or the training programs prescribed by M.G.L. c. 22C prior to 
the applicable reference date. 

…. 

IV. Examples from Other Jurisdictions  

Most of the jurisdictional research was completed by the Summer 2023 legal interns Ben Alpert, 
Jason Lee, and Nick Santiago.  They researched the psychological and physical fitness 
requirements and/or standards of the other forty-nine states.  Below is a chart summarizing the 
interns’ findings.   

  



5 
 

State Physical Testing Psych Testing 
Alabama The physical agility component of the test 

simulates certain specific activities routinely 
expected of a law enforcement officer or 
correctional officer, and consists of five 
events designed to measure minimum levels 
of endurance, strength, agility, and 
coordination. This test simulates any number 
of job-related activities such as the removal of 
a stalled vehicle, jumping down from porches, 
climbing stairs, walking along walls, rafters, 
pipes, or beams while in foot pursuit or while 
checking buildings for suspects. A period of 
running is incorporated into each of the events 
to simulate the apprehension and control of a 
fleeing suspect. 

Each applicant shall submit to a comprehensive 
psychological evaluation by a Licensed Behavioral 
Health Professional with experience in conducting 
Psychological Testing and Evaluations.   
The Behavioral Health Professional shall have 
experience working with the law enforcement 
community. The report of the examining professional 
shall state whether the applicant is recommended or 
not recommended for employment/appointment as a 
law enforcement officer. The examining professional 
shall complete and submit to the Commission APOST 
Form Number 3B. 
 
An applicant who fails to receive a positive 
assessment of his or her psychological evaluation is 
not eligible for employment/appointment for a period 
of one (1) year. and must first be cleared by the 
Committee on Character and Psychological 
Evaluation Review prior to any future appointment as 
a law enforcement officer. The applicant is not exempt 
from Rule 650-X-2-.01. 
 
Committee on Character and psychological Evaluation 
Review: any applicant receiving recommendation 
other than “recommended for employment” shall be 
reviewed by the Committee. Employing agency must 
provide documented, supplemental info to 
Commission to support and validate fitness of 
applicant. Committee will evaluate the reports and 
other documents to determine the acceptability of the 
applicant. If applicant is rejected by the Committee, 
the Executive Secretary will notify the employing 
agency that the applicant is ineligible for appointment 
and the applicant’s provisional appointment as a law 
enforcement officer is deemed terminated. 

Alaska Initial physical fitness test and later test 
during final testing phase 
Public comment: health/fitness/nutrition 
training for officers  

Written psychological test 
 
Interview by licensed psychologist  
Testing completed remotely by computer and 
interview conducted by secure internet video.  
 
There is no definitive pass/fail in psychological exam. 
Psychologist report states the results of testing and 
interview with levels of concern, but it is up to the 
department to weight that against all the other 
information obtained from polygraph, backgrounds, 
interviews, etc. The psychologist does not determine 
pass/fail of an applicant.  
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Arizona Medical examination from board-trained 
physician 
 
Comprehensive medical evaluation conducted 
by physician trained on how to complete AZ 
POST medical evaluation 
 
Physical aptitude test required when applying 
or basic peace officer course 
 
Physical fitness test for those preparing to 
attend Arizona law enforcement academy 

Seems to be folded into medical report  
 
Departments must receive documentation of 
psychological fitness assessment before admitting 
applicant to academy 
 
Results of psychological fitness assessment approved 
by Director and conducted by a psychologist or 
psychiatrist designated by Department 
 

Arkansas Standardized physical training for academy Psychological examination part of hiring process; 
does not go into detail on exact process 

California Must be free from any physical condition 
which might adversely affect the exercise of 
peace officer powers 
 
Physical evaluation must be conducted by a 
licensed physician and surgeon  

Psychological screening requirements est. in 
Government Code 1031 
 
Exams must be completed by psychologist licensed by 
CA board of psychology who has at least the 
equivalent of 5 full-time years of experience in 
diagnosis and treatment of emotional and mental 
disorders, including the equivalent of three full-time 
years accrued post doctorate  
 
Psychological screening manual provided by POST 
Commission 

Colorado Vary between departments  
 
Physical exams must be completed prior to 
appointment   

Psychological exams must be done prior to date of 
appointment  

Connecticut Physical fitness assessment for new recruits. 
After initial assessment, recruits expected to 
improve fitness level in progressive manner 
through participation in recruit physical 
fitness wellness program (additional 3 
physical assessments throughout training) 
 
Retesting not permitted 

Mental wellness checks every 5 years  
 
Chief executive officer or chief of police ensure sworn 
officers participate in mental health check 
(recommended 20% of personnel each year) 

Delaware Licensed physician shall examine 
applicant at expense of employing agency 
Each department may establish higher 
standards based on the physical demands 
placed on officers within their respective 
jurisdiction.  
 
Academy recruits must meet minimum 
physical ability standards.  

Complete psychiatric/psychological test to show 
competency to perform law enforcement duties 
Applicant required to be examined in person and 
receive endorsement by licensed 
psychologist/psychiatrist to determine that mental 
and emotional stability is suitable to perform law 
enforcement duties 
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Florida Physical examination by licensed 
physician, physician assistant or certified 
APRN 

None 

Georgia Examination by licensed physician or 
surgeon 
 
Physical agility test required for all 
academy candidates prior to admission 
 
Unless your peace officer certification is 
suspended or revoked by Council, your 
certification is valid indefinitely 
 
Previous requirements to be re-certified 
every 4 years ended January 1, 2022, by 
GA POST Council Vote 

Ga. Comp. R. & Regs. R. 464-3-.14 
When initially accepted for employment or 
appointment as LEO, any candidate seeking 
certification shall:  

(1) be found, after examination by a licensed 
psychiatrist, or psychologist to be free 
from any emotional, or mental conditions 
which might adversely affect his/her 
exercising powers or duties of a peace 
officer 

(2) each agency must submit an affidavit 
acknowledging that a psychological 
evaluation to determine suitability as a 
LEO was conducted on each application 
for certification, on formed approved by 
Council; or 

(3) Each academy director must submit an 
affidavit acknowledging that a 
psychological evaluation to determine 
suitability as a law enforcement officer 
was conducted on each pre-service 
applicant for certification, on forms 
approved by Council. 

 
Stone, McElroy & Associates (SMA): Private 
psychological risk management firm in GA 
providing psychological services to police and 
public safety agencies throughout the U.S. SMA 
brings broad and in-depth experience within field 
of public safety psychological evaluations…  

Hawaii Physical agility test to academy None 
Idaho Physical Readiness Test required by some 

academies  
Mental readiness assessment – seems to be as 
needed  
“where there is a question as to whether the 
applicant may be subject to a mental or emotional 
disorder that calls his suitability for the law 
enforcement profession into question, the 
employing agency shall have a psychiatrist or 
clinical psychologist conduct thorough evaluation  

Illinois New physical fitness standards for 2023 
 
Have advisory special advisory group 
exploring issues related to physical fitness 

Public Act 101-652 requires Board to establish 
statewide standards for minimum standards re: 
mental health screening for probationary and 
permanent police officers, ensuring that 
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(POWER) test. Group expected to 
conduct research, consult with experts, 
gather stakeholder input, and prepare 
recommendations for changes.  

counseling sessions and screenings remain 
confidential 
 
Focus on resiliency of officers  
 
Begin screening process with recruits and 
monitor as go through training  
Screen officers at least once annually 
 
Critical incident stress management counselors or 
counseling options should be made available to 
officers  
 
Agencies should consider partnering with a third-
party to conduct screenings; Agencies should 
consider partnering with third-party vendor to 
provide follow-up on trends  

Indiana Law enforcement academy entrance and 
exit standards 

Requirements seem to vary by department 

Iowa Iowa Law Enforcement Academy Council 
established physical test as pre-
employment standard 

Iowa Law Enforcement Academy conducts POST 
cognitive testing and MMPI testing and 
evaluations for sworn peace offices, civilian 
jailers, communication specialists, and reserve 
police officers.  
 
Testing can be conducted at ILEA or local agency 
(when requested) 
 
ILEA can make referrals and provide list of 
mental health professionals who are experienced 
in working with law enforcement officers in 
handling problems both on and off-duty. 
Clinicians can perform fitness for duty 
assessments and critical incident stress 
debriefing.   

Kentucky KRS 15.382 (legislation enacted by 1998 
Kentucky General Assembly) – Kentucky 
Law Enforcement Council and Kentucky 
Department of Criminal Justice Training, 
established physical training standards for 
pre-selection screening of peace officer 
applicants 
 
Two doctors completed study in 2009 for 
current physical agility test. New 
approach employs an “overall” scoring 

In Medical Exam Form, question for examiner: 
“are there any conditions, physical, emotional or 
mental which, in your opinion, suggest further 
examination prior to employment?”  
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scheme which allows a lower score on one 
test item to be compensated by a higher 
score on another test item.  

Louisiana None None 
Maine Physical fitness test for basic law 

enforcement training program 
Applicants responsible for any fees incurred 
 
Psych evaluation conducted by licensed 
psychologist or licensed psychological examiner 

Maryland Effective July 2022 all certified police 
officers in Maryland must submit to 
physical agility assessment determined by 
POST. Physical agility assessment 
required for initial certification. Officer 
required to submit to annual physical 
agility assessment to establish continuing 
physical fitness.  

Psychological eval by mental health professional  
Lists mental health requirements: Director Kelly 
Brauning noted that Maryland has recently passed 
laws in this area but has not yet put in place 
actual regulations. Before an applicant may be 
selected for a position as a police officer, a mental 
health professional shall conduct a psychological 
evaluation of the applicant and offer a positive 
recommendation indicating that the applicant is: 
(a) Emotionally and mentally fit; and  
(b) Able to perform the duties of a police officer 
as these duties are determined by the law 
enforcement agency 

Michigan Physical fitness test 
Cost no more than $55 
Results reported as P/F 
Requirements established according to 
age and gender 

Doesn’t seem compulsory 
 

Minnesota Medical screening and physical fitness 
test 
 
Physical fitness test required for entrance 
into training academy 

Pre-employment psych exam to determine 
candidate is not danger to self or others 

Mississippi None None 
Missouri None SB 551 passed 3/30/21 

Act establishes “critical incident stress 
management program.” Provide services to 
officers to assist in coping with stress and 
potential psychological trauma. 
 
All officers shall meet with program service 
provider once every 3-5 years 
Public safety fund with state treasury to provide 
services to officers for coping with stress and 
psychological trauma 

Montana Physical abilities test “job suitability testing” complete two personality 
profiles related to general cognitive abilities and 
job suitability 
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Nebraska Exam paid for by Nebraska State Patrol  Psychological post conditional offer evaluation 

Written psychological examinations and 
psychological interview at NSP headquarters 

Nevada A participant who fails a single event, 
fails the PPFT in its entirety and must 
retest on all events. 
 
“POST Readiness Standards” ensure State 
of Nevada provides for development and 
maintenance of a fit and capable work 
force.  
 
State physical fitness examination for 
different categories of peace officers. 
Categories vary based on duties (like 
criminal investigations, enforcement of 
traffic laws, or other specialized areas of 
law enforcement).  

NV AB 336 
Adopt regulations establishing standards for an 
annual behavioral wellness visit for peace officers 

New 
Hampshire 

Physical fitness test based on Cooper 
Aerobics Institute 
Must pass medical and physical fitness 
test every year throughout career to 
maintain certification  

Hiring authority may assess a testing fee to cover 
all or part of the cost of any medical or 
psychological examination in cases where the 
person has been given a conditional offer of 
employment. A hiring authority may also make 
repayment of a testing fee part of any training or 
hiring contract that establishes a minimum term 
of employment for such an officer 
Police psychological stability screening fund: 
reimbursing costs related to psychological 
stability screening for candidates for certification 
as law enforcement officers  

New Jersey Physical ability test not required for 
license renewal 

Departments required to psychologically test 
candidates after initial academy training and 
every 5 years after 

New Mexico Medical examination 
Physical fitness verification (entrance and 
exit standards) 

Mental examination certification  
Applicant prepare and submit form prescribed by 
director entitled “psychological statement of 
applicant” 
Oral interview and at least one professionally 
recognized clinical test developed by psychiatrist 
or licensed psychologist 

New York Medical exam by licensed physician  Psychological tests and individual face to face 
interview 
Interview may be conducted virtually over secure 
HIPAA-compliant platform set forth by state 
licensing entities  



11 
 

North Carolina Initial certification requirement: Screened 
by licensed physician or surgeon to meet 
physical requirement 

Initial certification requirement: Have been 
administered a psychological screening 
examination by a clinical psychologist or 
psychiatrist licensed to practice in North Carolina 
or by a clinical psychologist or psychiatrist 
authorized to practice in accordance with the 
rules and regulations of the United States Armed 
Forces within one year prior to employment by 
the employing agency to determine the officer’s 
mental and emotional suitability to properly 
fulfill the responsibilities of the position. 

North Dakota Physical fitness test in academy 
 

Psychological evaluation approved by Board 
required to obtain POST license 
 
List of POST approved psychological providers 
on website 

Ohio Education of officers and executive-level 
staff on issues of physical health, 
including importance of nutrition 

Establish agency wellness standard 
Access to mental and physical support to officers 
and families:  
• Employee Assistance Program (EAP) 
• External clinicians and wellness staff 
• Peer support teams  
• Awareness of organization factors that can 

impact officer’s mental and physical health  
Oklahoma Physical fitness test prior to admission to 

basic law enforcement academy  
 
Participants allowed 4 opportunities to 
pass test 

Application to basic academy: Psychological 
Testing Affidavit.  Original must be submitted.  
Psychological examination and evaluation must 
have been performed within the last year. 
 

Oregon Physical fitness test 
 

ORS 181A.485: agency may not employ a person 
as a law enforcement officer unless person has 
completed a psychological screening to determine 
fitness to serve as a law enforcement officer.  
 
Board shall establish:  

(1) Qualifications and training necessary for a 
licensed mental health professional to 
conduct a psychological screening under 
this section 

(2) Standards and procedures for conducting a 
psychological screening  

Pennsylvania Physical fitness test for entrance into 
academy 

Psychological examination for applicants to 
training academy  
 
Psych testing is only required where an officer 
requests an evaluation, where a Chief of Police 
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refers an officer, or when an officer uses lethal 
force 
 
Post-traumatic stress evaluation form 

Rhode Island Police training academy physical fitness 
assessment  
 

State police: written psychological examination 
and follow-up interview by licensed psychologist. 
 
Requirements seem to vary by department  

South Carolina Physical ability test 
 
Must wait 30 calendar days to retake 
physical test 

Psychological evaluations and screenings for 
basic law enforcement class 1 candidates 
 
Hiring agency sponsoring candidate responsible 
for having evaluation administered during pre-
employment phase of hiring process 

South Dakota Varies by department 
 
Administrative Rule 55:10:04 
Law enforcement appointing authority 
may establish additional requirements for 
all persons seeking appointment. The 
appointing authority may specify 
standards for the following: 
Weight or body composition 
Flexibility  
Physical fitness 
 
Fitness requirements to get into academy. 
Pre and post physical fitness test 

Administrative Rule 55:10:04 
A law enforcement appointing authority may 
establish standards for appointment relating to… 
psychological testing. The applicant shall pay for 
any examination required to determine if the 
applicant meets any such standards.  

Tennessee Physical exam by licensed physician 
 
Officer certification expires after 
separation of full-time employment from a 
new enforcement agency. A new 
application for certification is required for 
each new employment as a law 
enforcement officer.  

Required for new applicants, after 6 month break 
in full-time law enforcement service, or upon 
request of agency for good cause.  
 
Tennessee Code Annotated, Section 38-8-106 
and/or Section 8-8-102, applicants for police 
certification must have been certified by a 
Tennessee licensed health care provider qualified 
in the psychiatric or psychological field as being 
free from any impairment, as set form in the 
current edition of the DSM V.  

Texas Physical ability tests vary by department, 
but seem required; Physical fitness test for 
new academy recruits  
 
There does not seem to be expiry date for 
licensure.  
 

Psychological examination selected by appointing 
agency/academy. Examiner must be licensed by 
Texas State Board of Examiners of Psychologists 
or Texas Medical Board. Examiner must be 
familiar with duties appropriate to type of license 
sought.  
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Fitness and wellness menu on DPS site 
with workouts, nutrition information, and 
wellness tips 

Exam must be conducted pursuant to 
professionally recognized standards and methods.  

Utah Exit physical fitness requirements  Seems to vary by department  
 
Required by Salt Lake City PD 
SLCPD has note that says psych exam not 
designated to measure mental health 

Virginia Entry level physical exam requirements  
 
Medical examination by medical 
personnel submitted prior to training at 
criminal justice academy 

None 

Vermont Performed by licensed physician or P.A. 
 
Meet physical training requirements to 
gain entrance into academy  
 
Link to Texas DPS website for fitness 
calculator and workout videos 

Each candidate’s prospective department must 
have submitted to Council documentation that 
candidate has been psychologically evaluated 
through use of reliable and valid assessment 
procedure and written certification  
MMPI (psychological inventory) 

Washington Physical ability test required in academy  Psychological examination administered by 
psychiatrist licensed in state of Washington  
Examiner trained and experienced in 
psychological testing, test interpretation, 
psychological examination techniques, 
administration of psychological exams specific to 
law enforcement or corrections agencies 
Examiner shall be trained and knowledgeable in 
issues of PTSD, discrimination, implicit bias, 
police-community relations 
 
Employing agency may require that each person 
who is required to take psychological 
examination and a polygraph or similar test pay a 
portion of the testing fee based on the actual cost 
of the test or $400, whichever is less 
 
Resources on website for House Bill 2926 to 
expand critical incident stress management 
(CISM) program and resource access 

West Virginia Pre-employment agility screening 
(pass/fail) screening into basic entry level 
training program 
 
Medical examination by licensed 
physician or licensed medical 

WV Code § 30-29-14. Minimum standards for 
hiring of pre-certified law-enforcement officers 
Submitted to psychological assessment and 
recommended for hire as result 
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employment testing company chosen by 
and at expense of employing agency 
 
Medical examination shall consist of 
criteria aimed at identifying conditions 
that may potentially exclude an applicant 
from entry into a basic entry-level training 
program 
 
Physical ability (pass/fail) screening for 
admissions into entry-level training 
program 

Wisconsin Handbook on website to provide physical 
testing standards for entry into academy 

None 

Wyoming Physical fitness entrance exam  
 
Entrance exam is $35.00 cash only 
 
Students must pass assessment into basic 
training 

Psychological evaluation required for admittance 
to pre-service academy  
First responder mental health resources on 
website 
$400 app fee, $4,600 basic peace officer training 
course 
 

Table 1 
State Mandates for Psychological Screening of Police Candidates 
(N = 50) 

 

Status               States 
 

Required (n = 33)    AR, AZ, CA, CO, CT, DE, GA, IA, KS, KY, 
MA, MD, ME, MI, MN, MS, MT, NC, ND, 

NH, NM, NV, NY, OK, OR, PA, RI, SC, 
TN, TX, UT, WA, WY 

 
Conditionally required (n = 4) AK, AL, ID, NE 
 
Not required (n = 13)   FL, HI, IL, IN, LA, MO, NJ, OH, SD, UT, 

VA, WV, WI2 
 

https://doi.org/10.1037/pro0000487 

Of the 50 U.S. states, 37 mandate psychological evaluations of prospective police officers.  Of 
these 37 states, 33 require evaluations of all candidates as a condition of certification or entry to 
a state-certified police academy.  Another four states require the evaluation conditionally, 
specifically: (a) when a candidate has been convicted of a misdemeanor involving force, 
violence, moral turpitude, perjury, or false statements, in which case results of psychological 
testing shall also be considered as a factor in determining the candidate’s suitability (Alabama); 

 
2 Corey, et al., Statewide Psychological Screening Mandates for Police Candidates in the United States: A review 
and Comparison to the Standard of Practice, 160 Table 1 (2023).  
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(b) when a previous psychiatric or psychological examination has indicated a past or present 
personality defect or mental problem (Alaska); (c) when a question of emotional stability or 
disorder is indicated by a physician or the background investigation (Idaho); and (d) when the 
candidate has not previously worked as a law enforcement officer in the state (Nebraska).  

State Periodic Recertification Requires Periodic Psych 
Evaluation  

Requires Periodic 
Physical Fitness 

Evaluation 
Alabama No No No 
Alaska No No No 
Arizona No No No 

Arkansas No No No 

California No No No 
Colorado No No No 
Connecticut Every 3 years Yes No 

Delaware No No No 

Florida No No No 

Georgia No No No 

Hawaii No No No 
Idaho No No No 

Illinois No Yes No 

Indiana No No No 

Iowa No No No 

Kansas No No No 
Kentucky No No No 
Louisiana No No No 

Maine No No No 

Maryland No Yes Yes 

Michigan No No No 

Minnesota Every 3 years No No 
Mississippi No No No 
Missouri No Yes No 
Montana No No No 
Nebraska No No No 
Nevada No Yes No 
New Hampshire No No Yes 
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New Jersey Every 3 years Legislation introduced No 
New Mexico No No No 
New York No No No 

North Carolina No No No 

North Dakota No No No 
Ohio No No No 

Oklahoma No No No 

Oregon No No No 
Pennsylvania No No No 
Rhode Island No No No 
South Carolina No No No 

South Dakota No No No 

Tennessee No No No 
Texas No No Yes 
Utah No No No 
Vermont No No No 
Virginia No No No 
Washington No No No 
West Virginia No No No 
Wisconsin  No No No 
Wyoming No No No 

Few states currently require periodic psychological testing.  Under Conn. PA 22-114, each police 
officer “shall submit to a periodic behavioral health assessment not less than once every five 
years.”3  The legislation directs the Connecticut Peace Officer Standards and Training Council to 
“develop and implement written policies … concerning the requirements that all police officers 
undergo periodic behavioral health assessments as set forth in section 7-291e.”  The written 
policies must address the confidentiality of such assessments including compliance with all 
provisions of the Health Insurance Portability and Accountability Act of 1996 (HIPAA), P.L. 
104-191.  The legislation also gives officers the ability to review and contest the results of any 
behavioral health assessment and provides employment protection of police officers who seek or 
receive mental health care services.4  It expressly prohibits penalizing officers solely because 
they sought mental health care services.   

In 2021, Illinois passed Public Act 101-0652 giving the Illinois Criminal Justice Information 
Authority the responsibility of establishing statewide minimum standards regarding regular 
mental health screenings for probationary and permanent police officers.  Illinois HB4480 was 

 
3 2022 Conn. Pub. Acts 2. 
4 Conn. Gen. Stat. § 7-291d (2022). 
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filed in 2022 to amend the Illinois Police Training Act by establishing minimum standards 
regarding mandatory annual mental health wellness checks rather than regular mental health 
screenings.  It also requires the regular mandatory annual mental health wellness checks be 
provided through the law enforcement agency’s health insurance at no cost to the law 
enforcement agency.   

Missouri also passed legislation in 2021, SB 551, creating the “Critical Incident Stress 
Management Program” within the Department of Public Safety.  The act requires officers to meet 
with a program service provider once every three to five years for a mental health check-in.  The 
program service provider is then required to notify the officer’s agency that the officer completed 
the check-in.  The act provides that any information disclosed by an officer is privileged and 
shall not be used as evidence in criminal, administrative, or civil proceedings against the officer.  
There are exceptions to the privilege that apply if the program representative reasonably believes 
the disclosure is necessary to prevent harm to the officer or another person, the officer provides 
written consent to the disclosure, the program representative is a witness or party to a critical 
incident that prompted the officer to receive critical stress services, or the officer receiving 
services discloses information that is required to be reported under mandatory reporting laws.5  
SB 551 does not define or elaborate on the meaning of a “third party service provider.” 

Effective January 1, 2023, Nev. Rev. Stat. § 289.510 charges the Nevada Peace Officers’ 
Standards and Training Commission with adopting regulations that establish “standards for an 
annual behavioral wellness visit for peace officers to aid in preserving the emotional and mental 
health of the peace officer and assessing conditions that may affect the performance of duties by 
the peace officer.”   

New Jersey introduced a bill for the 2024-2025 session concerning psychological testing of 
police officers.  Should it be enacted by the Senate and General Assembly of New Jersey, it will 
require each member of a police department submit to a psychological evaluation every five 
years.6  The bill entitles officers the right to review the results of a psychological or fitness-for-
duty evaluation.   

Please note that all the jurisdictional research is subject to change.  Most of the legislation on 
psychological and physical wellness has been introduced within the last five years.  Other 
jurisdictions may follow the trend and consider establishing officer mental and physical wellness 
standards in their regulations. 

 
5 SB 551. 
6 S. 2136 (2024). 
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V. Subcommittee Meetings 

The subcommittee held two public meetings, on February 1, 2024, and February 27, 2024.  The 
members of the subcommittee are Commissioner Bluestone, Commissioner Calderone, 
Commissioner Kazarosian.  All recommendations of the subcommittee will be shared with the 
full Commission for consideration.   

The February 27th meeting allowed for public comment and the submission of written testimony.  
The area of law enforcement psychological and physical wellness was the main topic of 
discussion at that meeting.  Over seven groups and individuals sent written testimony to the 
subcommittee.  They cited concerns about funding, confidentiality, and labor relations.  There 
was strong sentiment against compulsory examinations, as commenters believed they would 
perpetuate the stigma against mental health treatment in the law enforcement community.   
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Some recommendations for addressing officer psychological wellness included programming 
like peer support networks, Critical Incident Stress Management (CISM) teams, and access to 
mental health services without prejudice, bias, or stigma.  There is a consensus that officer 
wellness should be a priority.  Some takeaways from the testimonies were that officer wellness 
should not be punitive.  One member of the public recommended the subcommittee consider 
incentivizing mental and physical wellness.  Some departments offer “mental health time” for 
officers to attend a wellness program or speak with a clinician.  Certain agencies give officers 
time during their shift to work out and use fitness facilities.  Another recommendation was to 
leave officer wellness to the agencies.  However, other groups mentioned concerns over putting 
the onus of addressing officer wellness on agencies.  Agencies vary in size and resources, which 
make it difficult for smaller agencies to offer the same services as larger departments.  Funding 
was a common concern mentioned by multiple groups.  Not all agencies have the resources 
available to allocate to mental and physical wellness.       

VI. Recommendations 

Pursuant to the statute and regulations, the Commission and the MPTC should work together to 
institute measures incrementally.  Some recommendations that incorporate ideas from the 
subcommittee meetings are as follows:    

• The subcommittee should consider how to fairly implement standards on all agencies. 
• The subcommittee should consider creative and sustainable ways to fund psychological 

and physical wellness initiatives. 
• Officers’ physical and psychological fitness could be re-evaluated in each recertification 

cycle, but in a way that is flexible and workable.   
• One approach would be to reach agreement with the MPTC that officers can satisfy a 

certain portion of their required in-service training hours through something related to 
fitness, wellness, or counseling.  That approach should help address the unfunded-
mandate arguments from law enforcement, because it should not require any extra 
expenditures of time (and it might not require any extra resources).   

• The psychological evaluation component could dovetail with online wellness training.  
• The statutory language “successful completion of a physical and psychological fitness 

evaluation approved by the commission” could possibly be interpreted to mean that one 
must be evaluated, and not that the evaluation needs to yield any particular result. 

• Any approach could be structured in such a way that is not punitive and does not simply 
lead to the result that an officer fails and cannot be recertified.  Instead, it would put 
officers on a path to getting to where they need to be.   

• There should also be measures in place for officers to retake evaluations and work their 
way up to achieving certain standards.  One approach would be to develop a long-term 
plan, where the standards and requirements are not too demanding at the outset but are 
then increased over time.  A benefit to such an approach is that it would accommodate 
officers who are suddenly faced with new fitness requirements and would not have 
sufficient time to get to where they need to be.   

• The Commission should be able to implement something in the way of an evaluation, 
even if it is something basic, such as getting confirmation that the officer had a physical 
with a doctor.  A physical evaluation with a licensed health professional could be 
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required as part of the recertification process.  Officers can submit proof of a physical in 
their application for recertification.   

• To incentivize officers to get annual physicals, departments can consider “health” days 
that allow officers to get a paid day off if they provide proof of a physical exam.  This is 
similar to the Reading Police Department’s “administrative day” given to officers that 
meet with the staff clinician.  The goal is to encourage officers to seek treatment, not to 
force them to do so.   

• One set of comments submitted to the Commission said a fair evaluation would consider 
all aspects of an officer’s background, including age, veteran status, and years in the 
field.  Any evaluation the Commission adopts could be tailored to an officer’s age, years 
of service, or specific duties.   

VII. Challenges 

Some concerns that were mentioned during the subcommittee meetings were confidentiality of 
treatment, sustainability of funding, overcoming the stigma surrounding mental health treatment, 
and ensuring officers do not face negative consequences for seeking treatment.  It is important 
they work with mental health professionals that are familiar with the demands of a law 
enforcement officer.  All these concerns are valid, and the Commission should find a way to 
ensure any policy it adopts addresses them.     

VIII. Next Steps 

I have been working on a proposal to establish a POST commission network with the other New 
England states.  I believe the subcommittee and Commission as a whole can benefit from seeing 
how similar states approach recertification and officer wellness. 
 
The Commission could collect information from law enforcement agencies on their existing 
mental and physical health policies.  This will provide some baseline data on officer fitness and 
may reveal areas for improvement.   
 
Commissioner Bluestone expressed an interest in conducting training for Commissioners on 
officer wellness issues.  This could be open to Commissioners and POST staff.   
 
The purpose of developing these standards is not to punish officers.  The Commission recognizes 
the mental and physical stress officers endure on the job.  Establishing these standards will 
benefit officers by ensuring they maintain their physical and mental wellness.    
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Proposed suggestions for MA POST Officer Recertification 
Requirements: Psychological and Emotional Wellness 

Prepared for the POST Commission Meeting on February 27, 2024 

“Certain workforce strategies and practices can reduce the risk and impact of 
psychological harm, strengthen the health of the workforce, and contribute to 
improved decision-making abilities, which affect the delivery of public safety 

services to our nation’s people” 
(DOJ Report on Best Practices to Address Law Enforcement Wellness, May 2023, pg. 7) 

Annual Officer Wellness Visits 

Program Need 

Officer wellness has taken a priority position within many law enforcement agencies. A 
comprehensive plan to address the “whole” officer is now recognized as a best practice. In light 
of the challenges that todays’ officers are facing, and to meet the requirements being set forth 
by the MA POST Commission, the need to support officers has become increasingly important. 
Identifying and dealing with the personal and professional challenges that may be faced by 
today’s officer will help an officer deal with issues that may undermine their effectiveness with 
public interactions and personal wellbeing. This program focuses on the mental and emotional 
components of wellness. With recent research showing the emotional and psychological 
component in many illnesses, this program may ultimately have a positive influence on the 
officer’s physical wellbeing as well. 

Proposed Program Description 

The proposed program is based upon a model put in place in 2019 with various law 
enforcement agencies in MA. A clinical team comprised of both a trained Law Enforcement Peer 
Support Officer and a Clinician would meet with the Police Officer for one (1) hour on an annual 
basis. This meeting will be held at a site within the City/Town, other than the Police Station, 
secured by department and agreed upon by the clinical team providing the direct services.  

http://www.npssinc.org/


www.npssinc.org	
(978)	667-0555	

	
2	

The meeting would be structured such that the individual officer would be asked about any 
involvement in professional or personal critical incidents that may impact their personal well-
being or work performance. Cumulative stress issues will be explored as well.  

Education would be provided about what these critical incidents may possibly be. Coping 
mechanisms of how to deal with stressors and available resources would be provided. Referral 
options would also be provided to the officer for any issues discussed.  

Subsequent annual sessions will build upon the checks completed in previous years and not 
simply be a repeat session. 

 

It needs to be clearly understood that these visits will not be deemed or used to 
determine Fitness for Duty 

 

Confidentiality 

It is understood that the officers attending these sessions are compensated by the department 
for their attendance. Due to this, the clinical team will notify the Department liaison of who 
attended and who did not show up from the list of scheduled personnel.  

To be successful both the department and their officers identify and agree that confidentiality is 
of the utmost importance. To ensure the highest level of confidentiality the following safeguards 
are to be utilized: 

All clinical providers utilized, in accordance with their core training, are instructed that all 
conversations held are to remain confidential. Clinical providers may share the content of the 
conversation with their oversight Clinical Director for the purposes of consultation and quality 
assurance. 

Exemptions to confidentiality legally and are acknowledged in this document as: 

• Intended harm to others (Tarasoff Decision) 
• Intended harm to self (Suicidality) 
• Mandated Reporter obligations 
• Commission of crimes 
 

These exceptions are in alignment with the Peer Support Confidentiality Law, M.G.L. Ch 233, 
Sec 20O, “Crisis intervention services for emergency service provider: confidentiality of 
information” 

Officers at the wellness visits will be explicitly advised of this standard of confidentiality and the 
limits of it.  

http://www.npssinc.org/
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When the need arises for confidentiality to be breeched for the above stated reasons, the 
Department’s Peer Support liaison will be notified in addition to the team’s Clinical Director. An 
appropriate response will be developed and taken for the situation that caused the breech. 

 

Clinical Team Requirements 

The need for cultural competence for the clinical team is of the utmost importance. To ensure a 
consistent minimum baseline for teams, the Police Peer and Clinician used for these meetings 
will follow the training and membership guidelines set forth for Peer Support as promulgated by 
the MA State Peer Support Network. In place since 2000, this statewide, state-sponsored 
volunteer group (comprised of trained Peers, Clinicians, and Chaplains) has been providing 
confidential peer support to any requesting law enforcement agency in the Commonwealth 
since the group’s inception. 

Any clinical team member will show proof of providing clinical and/or peer support to the law 
enforcement community for a minimum of three years before engaging in providing wellness 
visits. 

 

Wellness Visit Frequency 

The proposed Wellness Visit cycle would align with the 3-year recertification requirement put 
forth by the POST commission. Each year a Wellness Visit with the team would be offered. One 
year would be a mandatory scheduling and the other two years it would be electively provided 
to officers, paid for by the department. This model would allow an officer to access annual 
wellbeing support paid for by the department. It would also give the department the ability to 
say that they have offered paid clinical support annually should an employee issue arise.   

This rotating model would allow the department to schedule these sessions in such a way as to 
not be an overburden in either scheduling or finances. 

  
In Summary 

In conclusion, this model has been field tested for the last five (5) years with various law 
enforcement agencies in the Commonwealth. Preliminary indications show it to be accepted by 
both officers and administrations, with many officers reporting that they look forward to their 
visit and some wishing it could be done more frequently than just annually. Combined with the 
work of supporting Law Enforcement through the MA State Peer Support Network, these 
Wellness Visits offer our law enforcement personnel the tools to support their psychological and 
emotional needs and to help maintain their professionalism with the public whom they serve. 

 

Respectfully submitted 

http://www.npssinc.org/
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February 26, 2024 

 
Via Email 
 
Enrique Zuniga, Executive Director 
Lawrence Calderone, Chair, Certification Subcommittee 
Peace Officer Standards and Training (POST) Commission 
100 Cambridge Street, 14th Floor 
Boston, MA 02114 
Enrique.Zuniga@mass.gov  
Lawrence.Calderone@mass.gov  

 
Re:  Comment on Regulations on and Proposed Plan for Recertification, 555 CMR 7.00 

 
Dear Commissioners:  
 
 The American Civil Liberties Union of Massachusetts, Inc. (ACLUM) submits this comment 
on the “Recertification” regulations, 555 CMR 7.00, et seq., and the POST Commission’s proposed 
revisions to the same as discussed during the February 2nd Certification Subcommittee meeting. 
ACLUM thanks the Commission for inviting public comment and for its serious consideration of 
the same when promulgating regulations and policies in the past. ACLUM previously submitted 
comments on the then-proposed regulations on “Procedural Rules” at 555 CMR 1.00 and on 
“Databases and Disseminations of Information” at 555 CMR 8.00. We, like the Commission, are 
committed to promoting unbiased and ethical policing within the Commonwealth.  

 The regulations being considered concern a centerpiece of the 2020 police reform law and 
the core duties of the Commission to certify officers for duty in consideration of the totality of the 
officer’s career and conduct. In submitting this comment, we have the benefit of having seen how 
the recertification process has worked in practice and acknowledge that we all stand in a different 
position then we did four years ago. Thus, while we understand that the recertification regulations 
represent the Commission’s best effort to fulfill the goals of the 2020 law based on the information 
it had at that time, ACLUM writes to now suggest changes to the regulations that may better meet 
the goals of the certification process and the reform law. Specifically, ACLUM writes to express two 
primary concerns with the current regulations and recertification process.  

First, in 555 CMR 7.01, 7.05, and in the “Requirements and Plan for Recertification of 
Certain Law Enforcement Officers” adopted by the Commission in 2022 [hereafter the “2022 
Recertification Plan”], the Commission delegated its statutory obligation to determine if an officer 
possesses good moral character to the individual law enforcement agencies, i.e., the officer’s 

mailto:Enrique.Zuniga@mass.gov
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employing agency. But it did so without clearly defining “good moral character” beyond mere 
reference to the POST statute and without establishing mandatory criteria which agencies were 
required to use in assessing an officer’s character. Under this system, several officers with recent 
criminal convictions for, and findings of, egregious misconduct have been certified without 
conditions. 

 Second, the Commission delegated to the agencies the task of conducting oral interviews as 
required by statute, see 555 CMR 7.06, and of ensuring that officers met certain statutorily required 
minimum certification standards, such as passage of a qualifying exam and background check. This 
authority was delegated without any requirements that the agencies submit proof of the same to the 
Commission, e.g., a recording of the oral interviews or proof of the qualifying exam score.  

 Without safeguards, police departments are still policing themselves with little to no 
oversight, which was the exact problem the Commission was established to address. If the 
Commission is going to delegate its duties to the agencies, it should provide clearer guidance and 
criteria as to the meaning of good character and require agencies to provide documentation that 
certification standards have been met. Thus, to ensure all officers within the Commonwealth operate 
under a certification process that seriously takes into account an officer’s character and which leaves 
POST as the arbiter of whether certification standards have been met, ACLUM urges the 
Certification Subcommittee to recommend revisions to the recertification regulations (consistent 
with the below) so as to remove any grant of unfettered discretion to agencies.   

I. The Subcommittee should recommend a clear definition of “good character” be 
added to the regulations along with nondiscretionary criteria an agency must use 
in assessing the same, and the Subcommittee should recommend the regulations 
require agencies to explain their assessment in certain circumstances. 

 To be certified, an officer must “be[] of good moral character and fit for employment in law 
enforcement, as determined by the commission.” G.L. c. 6E, § 4(f)(1)(ix) (emphasis added). Under the 
regulations, the Commission delegated the authority to determine if an officer meets the character 
standard to the employing law enforcement agencies, see 555 CMR 7.05, and it did so without first 
establishing any mandatory criteria or a clear definition for what it means for an officer to possess 
the requisite character. Thus, under the current process, the agencies’ unguided judgment stands in 
the place of the Commission’s in certain key regards and in disregard of the statutory requirement 
that POST be the entity to make the character judgment.  

 To cure this issue, ACLUM urges the Subcommittee to recommend a clearer definition of 
“good moral character and fitness for employment” to be added to 555 CMR 7.01 and the addition 
of mandatory criteria agencies must use when making character assessments under 555 CMR 7.05. 
In addition, ACLUM suggests that 555 CMR 7.05(2)(b) be revised so as to require agencies to 
submit a written report explaining why they believe an officer possesses good moral character where 
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that officer has been found to have engaged in misconduct or has a pattern of complaints (regardless 
if sustained) alleging the same or similar misconduct. 

a. The regulations fail to define or establish mandatory criteria for the good moral 
character standard, and they do not require the Commission to oversee the 
application of the standard. 

 Under the regulations, “[e]ach officer’s employing agency shall provide a submission to the 
commission concerning whether an officer possesses good character and fitness for employment, in 
accordance with commission policy.” Id. The regulations define “good character and fitness for 
employment” as “‘[g]ood moral character and fitness for employment in law enforcement,’ M.G.L. 
c. 6E, § 4(f)(1)(ix).” Id. at 7.01. It lays out some discretionary factors that an agency “may take into 
account” or “may rely on” to make this character assessment, but it provides no mandatory criteria. 
555 CMR 7.05(2)(a). Notably, the regulations do not require that agencies consider “any guidance or 
forms approved by the Commission,” though it is suggested that they do. Id.  

 Further, unlike the requirements that agencies explain any determination that an officer does 
not meet the character standard, agencies have no affirmative obligation under the regulations to 
explain any determination that an officer does possess good character, even if an officer is known to 
have engaged in misconduct or has been repeatedly alleged to have engaged in a pattern of the same 
or similar misconduct. Under the regulations, “[i]f an employing agency determines that an officer 
possesses good character and fitness for employment, the agency shall provide, upon request by the 
commission, documentation supporting such a determination.” 555 CMR 7.05(2)(b) (emphasis added). 
This process stands in contrast to the requirement that “the employing agency shall make a written 
report to the commission” with certain delineated findings if it “determines that it cannot find that an 
officer possesses good character and fitness.” 555 CMR 7.05(2)(c) (emphasis added). This imbalance 
was exacerbated in the 2022 Recertification Plan. Under the plan, “[w]here … the employing agency 
attests that the officer currently possesses good moral character and fitness … , this standard will be 
deemed satisfied.” The plan makes no mention of the ability of the Commission under the 
regulations to request written documentation justifying this character assessment.   

b. In the absence of clear guidance from POST, in practice several agencies applied a 
toothless “good moral character” standard that led to the recertification of several 
officers with numerous incidents of egregious misconduct and criminal convictions. 

 The regulatory grant of unfettered discretion to agencies to determine whether an officer 
meets the good moral character standard may be the cause for the certification of officers who have 
engaged in recent, egregious misconduct. The Commission’s “officer disciplinary records database” 
lists at least 15 certified officers with sustained findings of criminal conduct since 2010 that range 
from destruction of public property out of state to assault and battery on a family or household 
member. In addition to these instances, several certified officers have civil findings of liability for 
civil rights violations, adverse judicial findings, including that the officer lied on the stand, and have 
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admitted to misconduct before grand juries; these findings are not listed in the database. It is unclear 
what weight, if any, the respective agencies gave these sustained findings of criminality and other 
misconduct when assessing an officer’s character. Indeed, they may not have been considered at all, 
given that the regulations did not require the agencies to consider the findings or any other particular 
information about an officer’s history.  

 Perhaps no Massachusetts law enforcement agency is more emblematic of the problem 
inherent in the Commission’s decision to allow agencies unguided discretion than the Springfield 
Police Department (SPD). See generally Graham v. District Attorney for Hampden District, 493 Mass. 348 
(2024). In July 2020, the U.S. Department of Justice (DOJ) issued a report in which it stated its 
findings of “systemic deficiencies in policies, accountability systems, and training” within the SPD.1 
Although the SPD entered into a consent decree with the DOJ in April 2022, efforts to enact 
promised reforms within the department remain ongoing. Nevertheless, the current recertification 
system gave the SPD unguided discretion to determine whether its officers possess good moral 
character. 

 For example, Springfield reportedly recommended Officers Christian Cicero and Daniel 
Billingsley for recertification immediately after they were convicted of the off-duty assault and 
battery of three Black men outside a bar in Springfield. Juries ultimately found Billingsley and Cicero 
guilty in March 2022 of three counts of misdemeanor assault and battery. The officers received a 
suspended two-year sentence to the house of correction pending probation, were ordered to stay 
100 yards away from the bar, and were ordered to have no direct or indirect contact with the three 
victims, among other obligations. Prior to their convictions, both officers had years of complaints 
filed against them alleging excessive force, notably including allegations that they kicked or punched 
multiple individuals in the head or face. Allegations against Billingsley include that he participated in 
punching and/or kicking multiple complainants. For Cicero, in 2015 alone, at least four complaints 
were filed against him alleging that he was among officers that punched and/or kicked multiple 
complainants.  

 That both officers were certified by the Commission without condition is not an isolated 
incident. A special master found that SPD Deputy Chief Steven Kent testified before a grand jury in 
2018 that he had given false information to SPD investigators and false testimony to grand jurors.2 
This admission is consistent with a statement by a U.S. Magistrate Judge in 2017 that it could be 
inferred from evidence that Kent and 2 other SPD officers “were prepared to be untruthful when it 
suited their purposes.”3 In addition, Kent has been the subject of several civil lawsuits, including one 

 
1 “Investigation of the Springfield, Massachusetts Police Department’s Narcotics Bureau,” U.S. Department of Justice 
(July 8, 2020) (“DOJ Report”), https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-announces-findings-investigation-
narcotics-bureau-springfield.  
2 Report of Special Master in Graham, 493 Mass. 348. 
3 Douglas v. City of Springfield, 2017 WL 123422, at *10 (D. Mass. 2017) (adopting report and recommendation). 

https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-announces-findings-investigation-narcotics-bureau-springfield
https://www.justice.gov/opa/pr/justice-department-announces-findings-investigation-narcotics-bureau-springfield
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which the City settled for reportedly $175,0004 that alleged that Kent filed a false report against an 
individual justifying charges for which that individual was eventually acquitted after video evidence 
surfaced showing that it was the officers who used excessive force against him. This claim backed by 
video evidence is consistent with the DOJ’s finding that SPD Narcotics Bureau officers, of which 
Kent was a part, routinely falsified reports to conceal unlawful uses of force,5 and the Hampden 
District Attorney’s Office’s identification of Kent as one of the officers implicated in the 
misconduct identified by the DOJ, Graham, 493 Mass. at 357. Notably, the Supreme Judicial Court 
has stated unequivocally that “[c]oncealing police brutality against an arrestee, whether by the officer 
or a fellow officer, or making false statements that might lead to an unjust conviction are for law 
enforcement officers the equivalent of high crimes and misdemeanors.” Matter of a Grand Jury 
Investigation, 485 Mass. 641, 652 (2020). 

 None of the above information about Deputy Chief Kent is reported in the Commission’s 
database, and it is unclear if SPD leadership factored this history into the assessment of Kent’s good 
moral character. Certainly, the regulations provided no mandate that the agency was required to 
consider it. And the questionnaire used by the Commission would not have required Kent, Cicero, 
or Billingsley to report on any of this past behavior or these allegations. While we use the SPD as an 
example of the inherent problem, it should be obvious that it is the current regulatory framework 
and not any specific police department that has created the issue. 

c. The regulations must define “good moral character” and outline the specific criteria 
that the agencies must evaluate in making this character assessment. 

 ACLUM urges the Certification Subcommittee to recommend a clear definition of “good 
moral character” for addition to 555 CMR 7.01 and to recommend mandatory criteria that agencies 
must use in assessing the same under 555 CMR 7.05. For example, the term “good moral character” 
is defined for admission as an attorney to the Massachusetts state bar as “embody[ing] that degree of 
honesty, integrity and discretion that the public and members of the bench and the bar have the 
right to demand of a lawyer.” Mass. Board of Bar Examiners Rules, Rule V.6 The Rule specifies that 
the Board of Bar Examiners “takes into consideration all available pertinent information as to past 
conduct of the candidate,” and that “[a] record manifesting a significant deficiency in the honesty, 
trustworthiness, diligence or reliability of a candidate may constitute a basis for denial of a 
recommendation for admission.” Id. It lays out specific criteria that applicants must meet to be 
deemed of good moral character. Id. Indeed, the term “good moral character” is defined in various 
rules governing an individual’s ability to practice various professions. ACLUM would be happy to 

 
4 Dugan Arnett, ‘One of the worst police departments in the country’: Reign of brutality brings a reckoning in Springfield, The Boston 
Globe (July 25, 2020), https://www.bostonglobe.com/2020/07/25/metro/one-worst-police-departments-country/.  
5 DOJ Report at 2. 
6 https://www.mass.gov/professional-conduct-rules/board-of-bar-examiners-rule-v-character-and-fitness-standards-for-
admission  

https://www.bostonglobe.com/2020/07/25/metro/one-worst-police-departments-country/
https://www.mass.gov/professional-conduct-rules/board-of-bar-examiners-rule-v-character-and-fitness-standards-for-admission
https://www.mass.gov/professional-conduct-rules/board-of-bar-examiners-rule-v-character-and-fitness-standards-for-admission
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provide input as the Commission decides how to define the term for the purposes of certification of 
a law enforcement officer. 

 In addition, ACLUM urges a revision of 555 CMR 7.05(2)(b) that would require police 
departments to explain their determinations that an officer meets the character and fitness standard 
where an officer has a known history of misconduct or pattern of similar allegations of misconduct. 
To ensure that all certified officers meet this new standard, any recertification plan should require 
that agencies provide a report as to the character of any officers with a finding of misconduct since 
2015 or with a pattern of complaints alleging the same or similar misconduct; any new recertification 
plan should not simply ask whether there have been any changes since the last certification. 
Alternatively, if the agencies are unable to meet these new requirements, the Commission should 
reclaim for itself the role as arbiter of character as was designated under the POST statute, and it 
should determine whether officers who have engaged in misconduct meet the character standard for 
certification. 

II. The Subcommittee should require that agencies provide actual documentation 
that the relevant criteria have been satisfied rather than accept mere attestations.  

 In other regards as well, the regulations delegated unchecked authority to agencies to attest 
that an officer met certain standards without requiring that they provide any proof of the same to 
the Commission. Most notably, this occurs in the requirement that the officers “complet[e] an oral 
interview administered by the commission.” G.L. c. 6E, § 4(f)(1)(viii), but it also occurs everywhere 
that the regulations and recertification plan allow agencies to attest without proof that an officer has 
met a standard, such as the successful completion of a background check or exam. To remove 
undue reliance on an agency’s assertions that a standard has been met and ensure that the 
Commission retains authority over the recertification process, all oral interviews intended to meet 
the certification standard should be recorded and a copy of the same should be provided to the 
Commission. Further, where an agency attests that a standard is met, appropriate documentation 
should be provided for verification by the Commission.  

 In order to leave no room for doubt that all standards have been met by each certified 
officer, the Commission should not adopt any recertification plan that allows standards to be met 
only once. The Subcommittee is currently considering whether to require that certain certification 
standards be met once, such as the oral interview and physical and psychological fitness exams, or to 
require that standards be met every certification round. ACLUM urges the Commission to require 
that officers continuously meet all certification standards, particularly in light of the above stated 
concerns. 

 

*     *     * 
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 For the reasons stated above, ACLUM asks that the Certification Subcommittee recommend 
the following to the Commission: 

(1) a clear definition of “good character and fitness” to be added to 555 CMR 7.01; 
(2) nondiscretionary criteria that an agency must consider when assessing character to be added 

to 555 CMR 7.05(2)(a);  
(3) a requirement under 555 CMR 7.05(2)(b) that agencies provide a written explanation for a 

determination that an officer possesses good character where that officer engaged in recent 
misconduct or has a pattern of complaints alleging the same or similar misconduct; 

(4) an adoption of a new recertification plan that enacts the above requirement retroactively 
such that an agency must explain their determination that an officer that has engaged in 
misconduct since 2015 meets the character standard;   

(5) the addition of questions to the questionnaire to capture all aspects of an officer’s history, 
including any adverse judicial credibility determinations consistent with Graham, 493 Mass. 
383, civil findings of liability for civil rights violations, and other admissions of misconduct; 

(6) a requirement under 555 CMR 7.06(8) that all oral interviews be recorded and a copy of the 
recording be provided to the Commission; 

(7) no longer allowing agencies to attest without providing proof that a qualification standard 
has been met; and 

(8) an adoption of a recertification plan that ensures that officers are continuing to meet all 
minimum requirements for recertification, including physical and psychological fitness and 
the passages of examinations based on current training standard. 

 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Jessica J. Lewis 
Staff Attorney 
(617) 482-3170 ext. 334 
jlewis@aclum.org 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 



 
 

Frank G. Frederickson 
Director of Governmental affairs 
P.O. Box 765 Barnstable, MA 02630 

Direct Cell: 508-294-2403       Email: FrankF@massfop.org 
 

 

Date:   2-27-24 
  
To:    Post Commission Certification Subcommittee 
 
Subject:  Position on Recertification Standards  
 
First, on behalf of the Fraternal Order of Police and police officer in general, we appreciate the diligence that 
the POSTC and its subcommittees are doing to employ the laws and requirements required by police reform 
legislation of 2020. It has been a grind but eventually it will be smooth. 
 
Secondly, forgive me for starting with an introduction. I am a retired 43-year veteran of a Massachusetts police 
department. My last 12 years were as a Chief of Police. I was POST certified when I retired in 2022. I was 
heavily involved in the Legislative Police reform discussions with the Mass Chiefs of Police and many 
legislators. I was also a Governors appointment to the Municipal Police Training committee that was charged 
with implementing many training issues because of the passage of Police Reform law and POSTC compliance. I 
am currently the Director of Governmental Affairs for the Massachusetts Fraternal Order of Police. 
 
I listened to the February 1st POST Commission Certification Subcommittee meeting. Below are my opinions 
on re-certification per 6E - 4F 
 
(i) attaining the age of 21; Determined once. 

 
(ii) successful completion of a high school education or equivalent, as determined by the commission; Determined once 

 
 

(iii) successful completion of the basic training program approved by the municipal police training committee; 
Determined once 

 
 

(iv) successful completion of a physical and psychological fitness evaluation approved by the commission; Determined 
once – During the Police Reform legislative process, and annual evaluation for both was never implied. The 
discussion was for the same entry level standard across the board. We all agree that the wellness of our officers 
is paramount for many reasons. However, to make this part of the recertification requirements would be a 
logistical improbability that would require setting new standard measures, labor relation issues, unpredictable 
and endless funding. Rather than require this, I would be great if POSTC could support legislation for 
proactive measures and funding for officer wellness. 
 

(v) successful completion of a state and national background check, including, but not limited to, fingerprinting and a full 
employment history; provided, that if the applicant has been previously employed in law enforcement in any state or 
United States territory or by the federal government, the applicant's full employment record, including complaints 
and discipline, shall be evaluated in the background check; Determined once 

 
 
 
 



 
 

(vi) passage of an examination approved by the commission; Determined once 
 

(vii) possession of current first aid and cardiopulmonary resuscitation certificates or equivalent, as determined by the 
commission; Annual Certification Required 

 
 

(viii) successful completion of an oral interview administered by the commission; and (ix) being of good moral character 
and fit for employment in law enforcement, as determined by the commission. Determined once - It would be a 
reasonable conclusion that after the initial certification, POSTC would be aware of any new issues that would rise 
to the level of possible de-certification. Therefore, the POSTC would not have the ability to de-certify on any 
other issues if none were reported to them.  
 

I can certainly expect that the Chief or other Department Head would have to submit a verification that the Officer is has 
successfully met all standards and training to be re-certified.  
 
During the last subcommittee meeting, there was a mention of doing an evaluation for certification. Please do not venture into 
that. The ability to implement a standard evaluation and the time to do that would not accomplish anything and would be 
another layer of unpopular oversight that will do nothing to improve police performance. 
 
As the POST Commission continues to complete its mission, please know that it is appreciated that you are reaching out for 
input on these critical matters. You really need a ground level view to make a good decision on implementing POST standards. 
By working together, I am confident that we will improve the quality of police officers in Massachusetts which are already 
among the best in the country. 
Please do not hesitate to contact me if I can help in any way. 
 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Frank G. Frederickson 
Director of Governmental Affairs 
Fraternal Order of Police Massachusetts 
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