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[bookmark: re_the_webb_investigation_the_leg_848348]Re: The Webb Investigation — The Legal and Financial Risks of Proceeding
To the Members of Borough Council:
I am asking Council tonight to table this investigation — not to protect anyone from scrutiny, but to protect this Borough from the serious and costly legal exposure that is building with every step Council takes in the wrong direction. Bristol Borough is already in a legally precarious position. If this investigation continues on its current course, the taxpayers of this community will pay for it — in litigation costs, in damages, and in attorney's fees that could have been entirely avoided.
Let me be direct about why.
[bookmark: i_officer_webb_is_a_documented_wh_e51e63]I. Officer Webb Is a Documented Whistleblower — and That Changes Everything
Officer Ritchie Webb is not simply a problem employee. He is an officer who, on the record and in writing, has reported:
· Workers' compensation fraud by the Chief of Police
· Sexual assault allegations against the Chief
· Coercion of Borough residents to vote for a specific mayoral candidate — with criminal charges allegedly used as leverage
· Evidence manipulation within the department
These are serious, documented allegations. Officer Webb made them formally, in writing, and placed the Borough on legal notice. He has also made clear, in his own words, that he has "successfully sued this Borough before" and is "fully prepared to go down it again."
Under Pennsylvania law and federal law, an officer who reports misconduct in good faith is entitled to robust legal protections against retaliation. When the Borough's response to those reports is to open a disciplinary investigation targeting the reporting officer — while the very officials he accused remain in their positions and involved in managing his case — that is a fact pattern that a plaintiff's attorney will present to a jury with devastating effect.
[bookmark: ii_the_investigation_s_structure_56cc90]II. The Investigation's Structure Is a Retaliation Lawsuit Waiting to Happen
Officer Webb has been off active duty since April 3, 2025 — over 397 days as of his most recent correspondence to the Mayor. He was medically cleared to return to work on January 27, 2026, by his treating physician. Since that clearance, the Borough has:
· Failed to timely schedule an Independent Medical Examination it controls;
· Seized his service weapon;
· Scheduled and rescheduled fitness-for-duty exams without coordination or transparency;
· Opened a disciplinary investigation into Webb on the same day it acknowledged his whistleblower complaint; and
· Assigned that investigation to outside counsel operating at the direction of the very department leadership Webb accused of misconduct.
Every one of these actions — standing alone — creates a litigation risk. Together, they create a timeline that tells a story: an officer reported serious misconduct; the Borough's response was to build a case for his termination. No jury instruction is needed to understand what that looks like.
Under the Pennsylvania Human Relations Act (PHRA), the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), and 42 U.S.C. § 1983, Officer Webb has colorable claims for retaliation, disability discrimination, and deprivation of due process. His own correspondence explicitly raised ADA exposure, noting that he suffers from documented PTSD arising from traumatic on-duty incidents — including the deaths of three Bristol Borough residents — and that the Borough is advancing toward termination while his medical status remains unresolved by the Borough's own inaction. That is not a speculative legal theory. That is a textbook ADA retaliation and failure-to-accommodate case.
[NEEDS CONFIRMATION FROM CLIENT]: Confirm with Mayor whether the IME has been rescheduled and whether Officer Webb has attended or refused; this affects the strength of the "Borough inaction" narrative and should be accurately reflected before this statement is delivered publicly.
[bookmark: iii_the_structural_conflict_in_th_e0eced]III. The Structural Conflict in the Investigation Violates Basic Due Process
The investigation was assigned to outside labor counsel, Campbell Durrant, whose client is Borough Council and whose relationship with Chief Moors — the primary subject of Officer Webb's complaints — creates a structural bias that courts have consistently found intolerable. Pennsylvania law is clear: where the prosecutorial and adjudicatory functions in a disciplinary proceeding are not meaningfully separated, the resulting process is constitutionally infirm. 
Here, the same outside counsel was simultaneously tasked with investigating Webb's complaints against the Chief and building a disciplinary case against Webb — effectively serving both the prosecutorial and investigative roles while their client remained the very body Webb accused. That is not an investigation. It is a process designed to fail legal scrutiny, and when it does, the Borough will bear the consequences.
[LEGAL RESEARCH NEEDED]: Confirm current application of Lyness to municipal internal affairs proceedings in the Third Circuit and Pennsylvania Commonwealth Court. Assess whether the Lyness structural bias argument has been applied specifically to borough labor counsel arrangements similar to the one here.

[bookmark: iv_the_financial_exposure_to_bris_5fe563]IV. The Financial Exposure to Bristol Borough Is Real and Quantifiable
This is not abstract. If Officer Webb files suit — and based on his correspondence, the only question is timing — the Borough faces:
· Compensatory damages for lost wages, benefits, and emotional distress if retaliation is proven;
· Punitive damages under § 1983 if a court finds the conduct was deliberately indifferent to his constitutional rights;
· Attorney's fees under 42 U.S.C. § 1988, which in civil rights cases can dwarf the underlying verdict;
· Civil service reinstatement with full back pay if the disciplinary process is found procedurally defective under the Borough Code and Civil Service Rules; and
· Defense costs for the Borough — paid by the taxpayers — across what could be years of federal litigation.
Council's March 23, 2026 letter to the Mayor raised the prospect of voiding insurance coverage for the Mayor. Council should focus instead on whether its own conduct in this investigation will be covered — because an investigation found to be structurally retaliatory, built on a conflict of interest, and directed at a protected whistleblower is exactly the kind of conduct that insurance carriers move to disclaim.
[NEEDS CONFIRMATION]: Confirm whether the Borough's insurance carrier has been formally notified of Officer Webb's claims and whether a reservation of rights letter has been issued. The Borough's defense posture depends on this.
[bookmark: v_proceeding_while_a_criminal_inv_fafc87]V. Proceeding While a Criminal Investigation Is Pending Compounds the Risk
Council's own correspondence acknowledged that Officer Webb's February 7, 2026 complaint contained allegations of criminal conduct that were referred to the Bucks County District Attorney's Office. Despite that referral, Council has pressed forward with a parallel internal investigation through outside labor counsel.
Conducting an internal investigation that overlaps with an active or pending criminal investigation is legally and practically dangerous. It can:
· Contaminate witness testimony and compromise potential criminal prosecutions;
· Create Fifth Amendment complications for Officer Webb and others compelled to participate in internal proceedings while criminal exposure remains open; and
· Undermine the integrity of any eventual discipline by tainting the evidentiary record used in subsequent civil service proceedings.
[NEEDS CONFIRMATION]: Confirm the current status of the Bucks County District Attorney's investigation — active, dormant, or concluded. This determination materially affects the Borough's exposure and the priority argument made in this section.
[bookmark: vi_what_i_am_asking_council_to_do]VI. What I Am Asking Council to Do
Tabling this matter is not a defeat. It is the responsible exercise of the fiduciary obligation every Council member accepted when sworn into office. Specifically, I ask that Council:
1. Immediately suspend any Loudermill or disciplinary proceedings pending resolution of Officer Webb's medical status through a fair, neutral, and properly structured IME process;
2. Commission an independent legal review — by counsel with no prior relationship to this matter — of whether the investigation as currently structured exposes the Borough to retaliation, ADA, and § 1983 liability;
3. Allow the Bucks County District Attorney's investigation to run its course before any overlapping internal proceedings are conducted on the same underlying conduct; and
4. Engage the Borough's insurance carrier now to determine the scope of available coverage and identify any steps that, if taken, could jeopardize the Borough's defense.
The residents of Bristol Borough deserve accountability. They also deserve a government that does not take actions that needlessly cost the taxpayers hundreds of thousands of dollars for violating the civil rights of law enforcement personnel. I urge Council to take this seriously.

Respectfully submitted,
Mayor Frank W. Peranteau, Sr.
Bristol Borough
May 2026
