WILLIAM KELLY EMPLOYEE GRIEVANCE ATTACHMENT
The following are the grounds of my grievance of my dismissal from the Norfolk Police
Department on April 19, 2021. On April 19, 2021, the Norfolk Police Department
simultaneously presented to me the attached Notice of Charges (Exhibit 1), the attached Charges
and Specifications (Exhibit 2), and the attached Certificate of Indefinite Suspension (Exhibit 3)
which stated “this is, in effect, a decision to terminate your employment subject only to your
rights of appeal....”
A.

My Dismissal Violated the Virginia Law Enforcement Officers Procedural
Guarantee Act.

Virginia Code § 9.1-505(A) mandates that “Before any dismissal, demotion, suspension
without pay or transfer for punitive reasons may be imposed, the following rights shall be
afforded: ... the law-enforcement officer shall be notified in writing of all charges, the basis
therefor, and the action which may be taken; and the law-enforcement officer shall be given an
opportunity, within a reasonable time limit after the date of the written notice provided for
above, to respond orally and in writing to the charges.” On April 19, 2021, I was dismissed from
the Norfolk Police Department. I was notified in writing of the charges on which the dismissal
was based at the time of the dismissal rather that before the dismissal, in violation of Virginia
Code § 9.1-505(A). I was not given any opportunity to respond orally or in writing to the
charges before being dismissed. My dismissal violated the Virginia Law Enforcement Officers
Procedural Guarantee Act
B.

My Dismissal Violated Virginia Code § 9.1-505.

The Notice of Charges issued to me on April 19, 2021 by the Norfolk Police Department
stated I was dismissed from the Norfolk Police Department pursuant to Virginia Code § 9.1-505.
Virginia Code § 9.1-505 authorizes immediate suspension without pay of a law enforcement
officer under specific circumstances, but does not authorize immediate dismissal. Immediate
suspension without pay of a law enforcement officer is permitted by Virginia Code § 9.1-505
only if continued presence of the officer on the job presents a substantial and immediate threat to
the welfare of his agency or the public, or the officer is refusing to obey a direct order issued in
conformance with the agency’s written and disseminated regulations. My continued presence on
the job did not present a substantial and immediate threat to the welfare the Norfolk Police
Department or the public, and I did not refuse to obey a direct order issued in conformance with
the Norfolk Police Department’s written and disseminated regulations. My dismissal violated
the Virginia Law Enforcement Officers Procedural Guarantee Act
C.

My Dismissal Violated Due Process.

I had a due process right to reasonable notice and opportunity to respond before
dismissal. That right was violated because I was notified in writing of the charges on which the
dismissal was based at the time of the dismissal rather that before the dismissal, and was not
given any opportunity to respond to the charges before being dismissed.
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D.

My Dismissal Violated My Right to Free Speech.

I have a right to freedom of expression under the First Amendment of the United States
Constitution and the Constitution of the Commonwealth of Virginia, and the laws and policies of
the City of Norfolk. My donation was a form of speech, as was my message. I engaged in this
speech solely as a private citizen and not as a public employee. My speech involved a matter of
public concern. The City of Norfolk had no legitimate interest in dismissing me because I
engaged in this speech and, to the extent it had any interest in regulating that speech, that interest
was insufficient to justify dismissal. The City of Norfolk, however, dismissed me because of the
content of my speech, in violation of my rights to freedom of speech. The City of Norfolk did so
with full knowledge and appreciation that its actions were unlawful.
E.

My Dismissal Was Based on Race.

The City of Norfolk, and in particular the Chief of Police, terminated my employment
because my donation and my message were perceived by them and by some as opposing or
impeding the Black Lives Matter political movement. The City of Norfolk therefore
discriminated against me on the basis of race.
F.

My Dismissal Was Based on Political Affiliation.

The City of Norfolk, and in particular the Chief of Police, terminated my employment
because my donation and my message were perceived by them and by some as opposing or
impeding the Black Lives Matter political movement. The City of Norfolk therefore
discriminated against me on the basis of political affiliation.
G.

My Dismissal was Unjustified, Excessive, Arbitrary and Capricious.

The City lacked sufficient cause for dismissal, and my dismissal was unjustified,
excessive, arbitrary and capricious.
(1)

Charge and Specification Number 1:

Charge number 1 of the charges presented to me on April 19, 2021 charges: Violation of
Police Officer's Manual, Article I, Section 1.2 Officers shall not commit any acts or fail to
perform any acts that constitute a violation of the rules, Code of Ethics, instructions, directives or
orders of the Department, whether stated in the Police Officer’s Manual or elsewhere.
The specifications for charge number 1 allege:
(Specification No 1 for Charges 1-3.) In that Lt. Kelly without authorization from
the police department or the City's Chief Information Officer used his official City of Norfolk
email address to open an account online which he used to post his opinion regarding Kyle
Rittenhouse, a 17 year-old Wisconsin youth charged with murdering two civilians and attempted
murder of another and possession of a firearm by a minor, among others, following protests in
Wisconsin related to the death of an African-American citizen named Jacob Blake. Lt. Kelly
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used this account to post in a manner that presented the impression that he is representing, giving
opinions or otherwise speaking on behalf of the City, without any disclaimers or notice that he
was posting in a private capacity, when he posted “Every rank and file police officer supports
you.”
(Specifications No. 2 for Charges 1-5.) In that, using an account he opened online
and associated with his official City of Norfolk email address, Lt. Kelly contributed to the legal
defense fund and offered a statement of support without using a disclaimer to an individual he
knew was in violation of the law and who had been lawfully charged with the murder of two
individuals, the attempted murder of a third and illegal possession of a firearm by a minor. Lt.
Kelly posted ‘God Bless. Thank for your courage. Keep your head up. You’ve done nothing
wrong. Every rank-and-file police officer supports you. Don’t be discouraged by actions of the
political class of law enforcement leadership.’ Lt. Kelly knew or should have known that this
individual he supported was acting in conjunction with an armed militia and was acting in
violation of the law. At the time of his posting, Lt. Kelly was aware of this individual’s clear
violation of the law by possessing a firearm as a minor, as well as charges of murder and
attempted murder. Lt. Kelly’s contributions and offer of support to this individual in a manner
connected to his official capacity as a Norfolk police officer under these circumstances is not
consistent with the highest standards of the law enforcement profession and when brought to
public's attention brought him and the Norfolk Police Department into disrepute, caused
members of the community to lose respect for him and the Norfolk Police Department as a whole
(i.e. conduct which may be understood by members of the community to involve or be
characteristic of all officers or the entire Department). His contributions and manner of his offer
of support severely impairs his ability to effectively perform his law enforcement duties and
impacts and influences the City’s overall effectiveness and does not support the public’s trust in
the police department and local government given that both his monetary contribution and
comments of support were exposed to the public in a manner identifying him as the Executive
Officer of the Norfolk Police Department, Office of Professional Standards because he used his
official City of Norfolk email address. Lt. Kelly's contribution and offer of support have been
exposed through nationwide media causing and having the tendency to cause the Department or
other officers to be brought into disrepute and reflects adversely on the Department as a whole.
I deny I committed any offense justifying dismissal under Charge 1, individually or
together with any of the other charges.
I admit that I privately and anonymously, and solely as an individual and not as an
employee of the City of Norfolk, donated $25 to a Kyle Rittenhouse legal defense fund, and
posted a message to Kyle Rittenhouse offering emotional support, using a GiveSendGo account
for which I registered using my City of Norfolk email address. My donation to that fund, my
message, and my association with the City of Norfolk was intended and expected to be private
and anonymous, and became public information solely due to unlawful electronic hacking of the
account by third parties and subsequent publication of information obtained through that hacking
by news media. Nothing in my message presented an impression that I was representing, giving
opinions or otherwise speaking on behalf of the City of Norfolk.
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I affirmatively assert that use of City email for personal purposes is a common and
accepted practice among employees of the City of Norfolk and the Norfolk Police Department,
and does not justify dismissal.
I deny that I knew Kyle Rittenhouse acted or was acting “in violation of the law.” Kyle
Rittenhouse, like all citizens of the United States of America, is presumed to be innocent until
proven guilty in a court of law.
I deny that I knew or should have known that Kyle Rittenhouse “was acting in
conjunction with an armed militia.”
I deny that I made the contribution, offered support, or otherwise acted in a manner
connected to my official capacity as a Norfolk police officer.
I deny that my actions were not consistent with the highest standards of the law
enforcement profession,
I deny that my actions were not consistent with the consistently enforced standards of
conduct of the City of Norfolk and the Norfolk Police Department.
I deny that my actions brought me into disrepute or caused members of the community to
lose respect for me.
I deny that my actions brought the City of Norfolk or the Norfolk Police Department into
disrepute or caused members of the community to lose respect for the Norfolk Police Department
as a whole.
I deny that my contributions or the manner of my offer of support impairs, severely or
otherwise, my ability to effectively perform my law enforcement duties.
I deny that my contributions or the manner of my offer of support impacts or influences
the City’s overall effectiveness.
I deny that my contributions or the manner of my offer of support does not support the
public’s trust in the police department and local government.
I deny that my contribution or offer of support have the tendency to cause the Norfolk
Police Department or other officers to be brought into disrepute or reflect adversely on the
Department Police Department as a whole.
(2)

Charge and Specification Number 2:

Charge number 2 of the charges presented to me on April 19, 2021 charges: “Violation of
the City of Norfolk Policy and Administrative Regulations, Chapter 10, Information Technology
(Electronic Data Resources Acceptable Use Policy), Section V(H) Violating any City policy and
(Y) (Prohibited Uses)(Not all inclusive) ‘Giving the impression that one is representing, giving
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opinions or otherwise speaking on behalf of the City or any unit of the City, unless expressly
authorized to do so. Where appropriate and/or when necessary to avoid such impression, the
following explicit disclaimer shall be used for communications transmitted via the City's
electronic mail system: ‘The opinions or statements expressed herein are my own and should not
be taken as a position, opinion, statement or endorsement of the City of Norfolk.’; Section VI
ENFORCEMENT, ‘Violation of this policy may result in disciplinary action, up to and including
termination of employment.’”
The specifications for charge number 2 allege:
(Specification No 1 for Charges 1-3.) In that Lt. Kelly without authorization from
the police department or the City's Chief Information Officer used his official City of Norfolk
email address to open an account online which he used to post his opinion regarding Kyle
Rittenhouse, a 17 year-old Wisconsin youth charged with murdering two civilians and attempted
murder of another and possession of a firearm by a minor, among others, following protests in
Wisconsin related to the death of an African-American citizen named Jacob Blake. Lt. Kelly
used this account to post in a manner that presented the impression that he is representing, giving
opinions or otherwise speaking on behalf of the City, without any disclaimers or notice that he
was posting in a private capacity, when he posted “Every rank and file police officer supports
you.”
(Specifications No. 2 for Charges 1-5.) In that, using an account he opened online
and associated with his official City of Norfolk email address, Lt. Kelly contributed to the legal
defense fund and offered a statement of support without using a disclaimer to an individual he
knew was in violation of the law and who had been lawfully charged with the murder of two
individuals, the attempted murder of a third and illegal possession of a firearm by a minor. Lt.
Kelly posted ‘God Bless. Thank for your courage. Keep your head up. You’ve done nothing
wrong. Every rank-and-file police officer supports you. Don’t be discouraged by actions of the
political class of law enforcement leadership.’ Lt. Kelly knew or should have known that this
individual he supported was acting in conjunction with an armed militia and was acting in
violation of the law. At the time of his posting, Lt. Kelly was aware of this individual’s clear
violation of the law by possessing a firearm as a minor, as well as charges of murder and
attempted murder. Lt. Kelly’s contributions and offer of support to this individual in a manner
connected to his official capacity as a Norfolk police officer under these circumstances is not
consistent with the highest standards of the law enforcement profession and when brought to
public's attention brought him and the Norfolk Police Department into disrepute, caused
members of the community to lose respect for him and the Norfolk Police Department as a whole
(i.e. conduct which may be understood by members of the community to involve or be
characteristic of all officers or the entire Department). His contributions and manner of his offer
of support severely impairs his ability to effectively perform his law enforcement duties and
impacts and influences the City’s overall effectiveness and does not support the public’s trust in
the police department and local government given that both his monetary contribution and
comments of support were exposed to the public in a manner identifying him as the Executive
Officer of the Norfolk Police Department, Office of Professional Standards because he used his
official City of Norfolk email address. Lt. Kelly's contribution and offer of support have been
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exposed through nationwide media causing and having the tendency to cause the Department or
other officers to be brought into disrepute and reflects adversely on the Department as a whole.
I deny I committed any offense justifying dismissal under charge number 2, individually
or together with any of the other charges.
In response to charge number 2, I incorporate by reference my response to charge number
1 and specifications relating thereto.
(3)

Charge and Specification Number 3:

Charge number 3 of the charges presented to me on April 19, 2021 charges: Violation of
City of Norfolk Policies and Administrative Regulations, Policy No. 5.30 (Social Media Policy)
III. Employees: An employee must have approval of their department head and the Chief
Information Officer, or the latter’s designee, to utilize social media... An employee may not
characterize him or herself as representing the City, directly or indirectly, in any online posting
prior to obtaining written authorization from their Department Head or the Chief Information
Officer or designee. Employees representing the City via social media outlets must conduct
themselves at all times in accordance with City policies... Employees posting content or
comments in a non-official capacity, shall take reasonable care not to identify themselves as an
employee of the City. When the identity of an employee posting on a non-City social media site
is apparent, the employee shall clearly state that he or she is posting in a private capacity.
Employees should ensure their participation in social media activities does not:... impede the
performance of their duties as a public employee, interfere with organizational operations,
violate any... City or departmental policy, rule, or procedure, undermine the mission/goals of the
City, abuse the authority and public accountability their role within the City entails. IV(A).
EMPLOYEES. Employees are responsible for complying with the guidelines established in this
policy and with the standard operation procedures established by the Chief Information Officer.
(B) Department Heads/Managers/Supervisors. Supporting and adhering to the guidelines
established in this policy and with the standard operating procedures established by the Chief
Information Officer. Social Media- All means of communicating or posting information or
content of any sort on the Internet, including to your own or someone else's web log or blog,
journal or diary, personal website, social networking, or affinity website, web bulletin board, or
chat room, whether or not associated or affiliated with the City, as well as any other form of
electronic communication.
The specifications for charge number 3 allege:
(Specification No 1 for Charges 1-3.) In that Lt. Kelly without authorization from
the police department or the City's Chief Information Officer used his official City of Norfolk
email address to open an account online which he used to post his opinion regarding Kyle
Rittenhouse, a 17 year-old Wisconsin youth charged with murdering two civilians and attempted
murder of another and possession of a firearm by a minor, among others, following protests in
Wisconsin related to the death of an African-American citizen named Jacob Blake. Lt. Kelly
used this account to post in a manner that presented the impression that he is representing, giving
opinions or otherwise speaking on behalf of the City, without any disclaimers or notice that he
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was posting in a private capacity, when he posted "Every rank and file police officer ' supports
you.
(Specifications No. 2 for Charges 1-5.) In that, using an account he opened online
and associated with his official City of Norfolk email address, Lt. Kelly contributed to the legal
defense fund and offered a statement of support without using a disclaimer to an individual he
knew was in violation of the law and who had been lawfully charged with the murder of two
individuals, the attempted murder of a third and illegal possession of a firearm by a minor. Lt.
Kelly posted ‘God Bless. Thank for your courage. Keep your head up. You’ve done nothing
wrong. Every rank-and-file police officer supports you. Don’t be discouraged by actions of the
political class of law enforcement leadership.’ Lt. Kelly knew or should have known that this
individual he supported was acting in conjunction with an armed militia and was acting in
violation of the law. At the time of his posting, Lt. Kelly was aware of this individual’s clear
violation of the law by possessing a firearm as a minor, as well as charges of murder and
attempted murder. Lt. Kelly’s contributions and offer of support to this individual in a manner
connected to his official capacity as a Norfolk police officer under these circumstances is not
consistent with the highest standards of the law enforcement profession and when brought to
public's attention brought him and the Norfolk Police Department into disrepute, caused
members of the community to lose respect for him and the Norfolk Police Department as a whole
(i.e. conduct which may be understood by members of the community to involve or be
characteristic of all officers or the entire Department). His contributions and manner of his offer
of support severely impairs his ability to effectively perform his law enforcement duties and
impacts and influences the City’s overall effectiveness and does not support the public’s trust in
the police department and local government given that both his monetary contribution and
comments of support were exposed to the public in a manner identifying him as the Executive
Officer of the Norfolk Police Department, Office of Professional Standards because he used his
official City of Norfolk email address. Lt. Kelly's contribution and offer of support have been
exposed through nationwide media causing and having the tendency to cause the Department or
other officers to be brought into disrepute and reflects adversely on the Department as a whole.
I deny I committed any offense justifying dismissal under charge number 3, individually
or together with any of the other charges.
In response to charge number 3, I incorporate by reference my response to charges
numbers 1 and 2 and specifications relating thereto.
I deny my donation or my message constituted a social media post.
I deny I characterized myself as representing the City of Norfolk, directly or indirectly, in
my message.
I deny that I failed to take reasonable care not to identify myself as an employee of the
City of Norfolk in my message.
Neither my donation nor my message impeded the performance of my duties as a public
employee of the City of Norfolk.
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Neither my donation nor my message interfered with organizational operations of the
City of Norfolk.
Neither my donation nor my message violated any consistently enforced City of Norfolk
or Norfolk Police Department policy, rule, or procedure.
Neither my donation nor my message undermined the mission/goals of the City of
Norfolk.
Neither my donation nor my message abused the authority and public accountability of
my role within the City of Norfolk.
(4)

Charge and Specification Number 4:

Charge number 4 of the charges presented to me on April 19, 2021 charges: “Violation of
Police Officer's Manual, Article I, Section 5.1, Conduct Unbecoming an Officer, ‘Officers shall
conduct themselves at all times, on and off duty, in a manner consistent with the highest
standards of the law enforcement profession. Officers shall not engage in any behavior or
conduct, on or off duty, which (1) impairs or tends to impair an officer's ability to effectively
perform his/her law enforcement duties(i.e. conduct which causes a loss of respect among the
community or other officers; conduct which reflects adversely on an officer's personal character
and/or which overshadows the authority of his/her office so that the ability to exercise it is
undermined), and/or (2) causes or has a tendency to cause the Department or other officers to be
brought into disrepute, or which reflects adversely on the Department as a whole (i.e. conduct
which may be understood by members of the community to involve or be characteristic of all
officers or the entire Department.)"
The specifications for charge number 4 allege: (Specifications No. 2 for Charges 1-5.) In
that, using an account he opened online and associated with his official City of Norfolk email
address, Lt. Kelly contributed to the legal defense fund and offered a statement of support
without using a disclaimer to an individual he knew was in violation of the law and who had
been lawfully charged with the murder of two individuals, the attempted murder of a third and
illegal possession of a firearm by a minor. Lt. Kelly posted ‘God Bless. Thank for your courage.
Keep your head up. You’ve done nothing wrong. Every rank-and-file police officer supports you.
Don’t be discouraged by actions of the political class of law enforcement leadership.’ Lt. Kelly
knew or should have known that this individual he supported was acting in conjunction with an
armed militia and was acting in violation of the law. At the time of his posting, Lt. Kelly was
aware of this individual’s clear violation of the law by possessing a firearm as a minor, as well as
charges of murder and attempted murder. Lt. Kelly’s contributions and offer of support to this
individual in a manner connected to his official capacity as a Norfolk police officer under these
circumstances is not consistent with the highest standards of the law enforcement profession and
when brought to public's attention brought him and the Norfolk Police Department into
disrepute, caused members of the community to lose respect for him and the Norfolk Police
Department as a whole (i.e. conduct which may be understood by members of the community to
involve or be characteristic of all officers or the entire Department). His contributions and
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manner of his offer of support severely impairs his ability to effectively perform his law
enforcement duties and impacts and influences the City’s overall effectiveness and does not
support the public’s trust in the police department and local government given that both his
monetary contribution and comments of support were exposed to the public in a manner
identifying him as the Executive Officer of the Norfolk Police Department, Office of
Professional Standards because he used his official City of Norfolk email address. Lt. Kelly's
contribution and offer of support have been exposed through nationwide media causing and
having the tendency to cause the Department or other officers to be brought into disrepute and
reflects adversely on the Department as a whole.
I deny I committed any offense justifying dismissal under charge number 4, individually
or together with any of the other charges.
In response to charge number 4, I incorporate by reference my response to charges
numbers 1, 2 and 3, and the specifications relating thereto.
I deny that my behavior or conduct described herein impairs or tends to impair my ability
to effectively perform my law enforcement duties.
I deny that my behavior or conduct described herein causes a loss of respect among the
community or other officers.
I deny that my behavior or conduct described herein reflects adversely on my personal
character.
I deny that my behavior or conduct described herein overshadows the authority of my
office so that the ability to exercise it is undermined.
I deny that my behavior or conduct described herein causes or has a tendency to cause the
Department or other officers to be brought into disrepute.
I deny that my behavior or conduct described herein reflects adversely on the Department
as a whole.
I deny that my behavior or conduct described herein may be understood by members of
the community to involve or be characteristic of all officers or the entire Department.
(5)

Charge and Specification Number 5:

Charge number 5 of the charges presented to me on April 19, 2021 charges: “Violation of
City of Norfolk Business Conduct Policy (8.8), Employees are considered representatives and
ambassadors of the City. Conduct in and away from the workplace impacts the ability to perform
jobs and influences the City's overall Effectiveness... Employee behavior inside and outside
the workplace is a reflection on the City of Norfolk. Each employee’s conduct should support the
public’s trust and confidence in local government. Employees should demonstrate behavior that
is consistent with the City’s values. Every City employee is expected to act in a professional
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manner...This policy should serve as a general conduct guide for representatives of the City.
Violation of specific City, or Agency policies, rules, or regulations may hold consequences for
the violator.”
The specifications for charge number 5 allege: (Specifications No. 2 for Charges 1-5.) In
that, using an account he opened online and associated with his official City of Norfolk email
address, Lt. Kelly contributed to the legal defense fund and offered a statement of support
without using a disclaimer to an individual he knew was in violation of the law and who had
been lawfully charged with the murder of two individuals, the attempted murder of a third and
illegal possession of a firearm by a minor. Lt. Kelly posted ‘God Bless. Thank for your courage.
Keep your head up. You’ve done nothing wrong. Every rank-and-file police officer supports you.
Don’t be discouraged by actions of the political class of law enforcement leadership.’ Lt. Kelly
knew or should have known that this individual he supported was acting in conjunction with an
armed militia and was acting in violation of the law. At the time of his posting, Lt. Kelly was
aware of this individual’s clear violation of the law by possessing a firearm as a minor, as well as
charges of murder and attempted murder. Lt. Kelly’s contributions and offer of support to this
individual in a manner connected to his official capacity as a Norfolk police officer under these
circumstances is not consistent with the highest standards of the law enforcement profession and
when brought to public's attention brought him and the Norfolk Police Department into
disrepute, caused members of the community to lose respect for him and the Norfolk Police
Department as a whole (i.e. conduct which may be understood by members of the community to
involve or be characteristic of all officers or the entire Department). His contributions and
manner of his offer of support severely impairs his ability to effectively perform his law
enforcement duties and impacts and influences the City’s overall effectiveness and does not
support the public’s trust in the police department and local government given that both his
monetary contribution and comments of support were exposed to the public in a manner
identifying him as the Executive Officer of the Norfolk Police Department, Office of
Professional Standards because he used his official City of Norfolk email address. Lt. Kelly's
contribution and offer of support have been exposed through nationwide media causing and
having the tendency to cause the Department or other officers to be brought into disrepute and
reflects adversely on the Department as a whole.
I deny I committed any offense justifying dismissal under charge number 4, individually
or together with any of the other charges.
In response to charge number 4, I incorporate by reference my response to charges
numbers 1, 2, 3, and 4 and the specifications relating thereto.
I deny I violated City of Norfolk Business Conduct Policy (8.8).
(6)

Mitigating Factors:

My exemplary work record mitigates against dismissal. I was hired by the Norfolk
Police Department in 2002 and served as a patrol officer through 2005. In 2005 I became a
Detective and served in that capacity through 2005. In March 2005 I was promoted to Patrol
Detective and served in that capacity until October 2009 when I became a Technology Sergeant.
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I became a Detective Sergeant in September 2011, and an Internal Affairs Sergeant in March
2015. In January 2015 I was promoted to Sector Lieutenant. In May 2019 I became Executive
Officer of the Third Patrol Division. In August 2019 I became Officer in Charge of the K9 Unit.
In March 2021 I became Executive Officer of Internal Affairs. I have received several police
commendation awards. I have earned recognition as Officer of the Year. I taught a number of
classes at the Norfolk Police Academy. I taught resilience training to the Norfolk Police
Department in 2020. My full employment history will be presented at my grievance hearing.
My dismissal was motivated by a political agenda of the Chief of Police and others in
City of Norfolk administration and government rather than by my job performance or any
legitimate disciplinary justification.
My donation to the GiveSendGo fund, my message, and my association with the City of
Norfolk was intended and expected to be private and anonymous, and became public solely due
to unlawful electronic hacking of the GiveSendGo account by third parties and subsequent
publication of information obtained through that hacking by news media.
My dismissal reflects inconsistency, unfairness and discrimination by the City of Norfolk
in regard to speech by members of the Norfolk Police Department. I engaged in speech which
was private and anonymous but became public through no fault of my own, and which, when
made public, upset a small number of vocal people for a very short time. The Chief of Police of
the Norfolk Police Department, in contrast, has been permitted to parade through the streets of
Norfolk, wearing his Norfolk Police Department uniform, holding a “Black Lives Matter” sign
while marching with a crowd protesting against police and law enforcement, as shown in the
photo below.
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UlMORFOLK
POLICE DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Lt. William Kelly via: Commanding Officer, Office of Professional Standards

CC TO:
FROM:

Chief of Police

SUBJECT:

Office of Professional Standards File # PS2021-0105

DATE:

April 19, 2021
NOTICE OF CHARGES

You are being investigated for violation of Norfolk Police departmental policies and procedures as attached.
As a result of this investigation, you have been dismissed from the Norfolk Police Department pursuant
to Virginia Code § 9.1-505 (Immediate suspension).
You may, if you desire, respond orally and in writing to these charges to the Chief of Police via your chain of
command no later than five calendar days from the date this notice is received. It will be your responsibility
to ensure that any response you wish to make is received by Captain Nicholas Marcus, Commanding Officer,
of Professional Standards, or the Office of the City Attorney within this time period for consideration.

Larry D. Boone
Chief of Police

LDB/jmm
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Cc: City Manager
Director of Human Resources
Office of Professional Standards
Office of Support Services

Notice of Charges was provided to the above employee
on

jh /sd

at

/ y / L/

by

A/ S

^5

Supervisor Signature

Date

*/ /n /z /

Employee Signature

Date

04/ n / Zj
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SNORFOLK
POLICE DEPARTMENT

MEMORANDUM
TO:

Lieutenant William Kelly ( 21519) via: Commanding Officer, Office of Professional
Standards

FROM:

Chief of Police

COPIES TO:

Distribution List

SUBJECT:

Office of Professional Standards File # PS2021-0105

DATE:

April 19, 2021

CERTIFICATE OF INDEFINITE SUSPENSION

With the approval of the City Manager, in his capacity as the Director of Public Safety, you are hereby suspended
from duty indefinitely for violations of Norfolk Police departmental policies and procedures as attached.
Your suspension is effective immediately. You will surrender all issued police equipment to your Commanding Officer.

This is, in effect, a decision to terminate your employment subject only to your rights of appeal under Virginia Code
Section 9.1-502, as implemented by General Order ADM-220, Section 63 of the City Charter, and the City' s Grievance
Procedure within the applicable time limits, which shall commence upon your receipt of this certificate.

Larry D. Boone
Chief of Police

LDB/ nsm

Cc:

City Manager
Director of Human Resources
Office of Professional Standards
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Office of Support Services
Payroll
Retirement Board

Certificate of Suspension was provided to the above employee
on

Inki

"I

at

I y / S'

by

Supervisor Signature

Date

Employee Signature

Date
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