Table 1A: Total Allegations and Total Complaints Received 2004-2008

5,237 29.9% 6,059 29.6% 7,401 31.0% 7,534 30.4% 8,057 30.2%

3,126 17.8% 3,488 17.0% 3,732 15.6% 3,784 15.3% 4,079 15.3%



Table 1B: Types of Allegations in Complaints Received 2004-2008

3,006 48.5% 3,337 49.2% 4,090 53.4% 4,115

54.5% 4,207 56.8%

2,540 41.0% 2,839 41.8% 2,981 38.9% 2,996 39.7% 3,038 41.0%

* This table presents the number of complaints containing one or more allegations in each FADO allegation. For example, 3,373 of the 6,786 complaints received between January and
December 2005 contained one or more force allegations, while 4,628 contained one or more abuse of authority allegations.



Table 2: Distribution of Force Allegations 2004-2008

Type of Force Allegation
18

255

61
160
74.5% 4,344
33
22

68

0.3%

4.2%

0.1%

1.0%

2.6%

71.7%

0.5%

0.4%

1.1%

37

378

10

72

214

5,281

23

55

64

0.5%

5.1%

0.1%

1.0%

2.9%

71.4%

0.3%

0.7%

0.9%

* "Physical force" includes: dragged/pulled, pushed/shoved/threw, punched/kicked/kneed, slapped and bit.
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67
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33
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0.2%

5.2%

0.2%

0.9%

3.1%

71.7%

0.4%

0.8%

0.7%

16

386

83

276

5,815

43

68

76

0.2%

4.8%

0.1%

1.0%

3.4%

72.2%

0.5%

0.8%

0.9%



Table 3: Distribution of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2004-2008

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

* Beginning in 2005, the CCRB captured "frisk" and "search" as distinct allegations.

570

232

385

914

644

113

127

100

70

158

53

5.5%

0.1%

0.0%

2.2%

3.7%

8.8%

6.2%

1.1%

1.2%

1.0%

0.7%

1.5%

0.5%

** Beginning in 2007, the CCRB captured "question" and "stop" as distinct allegations.
*** The CCRB began to capture the allegations "refusal to show search warrant" on April 1, 2004.
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791
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0.0%

1.6%
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4.3%

8.1%

6.5%

1.0%

0.9%

1.2%

0.5%

1.6%

0.6%

754

5.9%

820

6.0%

0.0%

0

0.0%

1,513

11.8%

2,499

18.1%

421

3.3%

393

2.9%

593

4.6%

684

5.0%

812

83

99

128

39

240

97

8.0%

6.4%

0.6%

0.8%

1.0%

0.3%

1.9%

0.8%

1,164

865

118

98

140

48

261

108

8.4%

6.3%

0.9%

0.7%

1.0%

0.3%

1.9%

0.8%



Table 4: Distribution of Discourtesy Allegations 2004-2008

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

2,580 82.5% 2,979 85.4% 3,377 90.5% 3,582 94.7% 3,789 92.9%

243 7.8% 231 6.6% 86 2.3% 22 0.6% 13 0.3%

22 0.7%

17 0.5%

4 0.1%

0.1%

0.1%




Table 5A: Distribution of Offensive Language Allegations 2004-2008

Type of Offensive
Language Allegation

268 54.4% 328 60.3% 394

15 3.0% 21 3.9% 29
4 0.8% 6 1.1% 6
3.9% 11 2.0% 6

62.4%

4.6%

1.0%

1.0%

403

32

59.8%

4.7%

0.9%

1.3%

383

19

10

23

52.4%

2.6%

1.4%

3.1%



Table 5B: Distribution of Race-related Offensive Language Allegations 2004-2008

Type of Race-related
Offensive Language
Allegation

3.0% 11 3.4% 14 3.6% 10 2.5% 22 5.7%

13.1% 40 12.2% 49 12.4% 44 10.9% 37 9.7%

3.4% 6 1.8% 8 2.0% 8 2.0% 8 2.1%



Table 6: Where Civilian Complaints Were Reported 2004-2008

Where Civilian Complaints
Were Reported

3,551 57.3% 4,575 67.4% 5,152 67.2% 4,822 63.9% 4,666 63.0%

22 12 13 10



Table 7A: How Complaints Filed with the CCRB Were Reported 2004-2008

How Complaints Filed with the
CCRB Were Reported

167 209 182 196

103 91 109 128



Table 7B: How Complaints Filed with the NYPD Were Reported 2004-2008

How Complaints Filed with the
NYPD Were Reported

184 152 125 95

14



Table 8: Race of Alleged Victims Compared to New York City Demographics 2004-2008

1,102 18.1% 1,083 15.0% 1,124 13.5% 1,096 13.2% 969 13.5% 5,374 14.5%
1,397 23.0% 1,833 25.4% 1,909 23.0% 2,056 24.8% 1,783 24.9% 8,978 24.2%

219 3.6% 201 2.8% 246 3.0% 221 2.7% 196 2.7% 1,083 2.9%

2,269 2,818 3,655 3,994 4,086 16,822




Table 9: Race of Subject Officers Compared to New York City Police Department Demographics 2004-2008




Table 10: Gender of Alleged Victims Compared to New York City Demographics 2004-2008

5,536 69.4% 6,428 68.5% 7,743 69.7% 8,003 70.6% 7,281 70.3% 34,991 69.8%

7,975 100.0% 9,386 100.0% 11,103  100.0% 11,330 100.0% 10,362 100.0% 50,156  100.0%




Table 11: Gender of Subject Officers Compared to New York City Police Department Demographics 2004-2008

5,852 90.5% 5,969 89.8% 6,464 89.9%

6,469 100.0% 6,645 100.0% 7,193 100.0%

6,228 89.7% 6,259 90.1%

6,943 100.0% 6,949 100.0%




Table 12: Age of Alleged Victims Compared to New York City Demographics 2004-2008

19 3.2% 253 3.5% 295 3.5% 281 3.4% 217 3.0% 1,241 3.3%
1,562 5.6% 1,899 .3% 2,125 4% 2,235 .9% 2,016 .5% 9,837 A%
75 2. . 9 . . . .

5 . . . . .
2 26 25 26 27 26
1. 1. 1. 1. 1.

5 5 31 23
90 1.5% 110 5% 134 6% 133 6% 110 5% 77 5%

2,252 2,832 3,606 3,951 3,935 16,576




Table 13A: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct - Manhattan 2004-2008
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Table 13B: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct - Bronx 2004-2008




Table 13C: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct - Brooklyn 2004-2008
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Table 13D: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct - Queens 2004-2008
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Table 13E: Where Incidents that Led to a Complaint Took Place by Precinct - Staten Island 2004-2008




Table 14: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Boroughs and Other Commands* 2004-2008
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* Since complaints with allegations against subject officers assigned to more than one command are assigned to each of
the commands with a subject officer, the total number of complaints appears higher than the total annual complaints listed
in Table 1. See the Guide to Tables for more details.



Table 15A: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Manhattan South 2004-2008




Table 15B: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Manhattan North 2004-2008




Table 15C: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Bronx 2004-2008




Table 15D: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Brooklyn South 2004-2008

N
[ee)
N
w

N
(&
N
[y
N
©

N
w
~
SN
[y
[e)]
N
w

N
(e}
o]
N
(o}
=
o]
[EnY
(o}

34 36 32 28 27

60 76 108 70 87

N
o
w
o8]
N
&)
Iy
w




Table 15E: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Brooklyn North 2004-2008




Table 15F: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Queens South 2004-2008




Table 15G: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Queens North 2004-2008




Table 15H: Attribution of Complaints to Patrol Borough Staten Island 2004-2008




Table 15I: Attribution of Complaints to Special Operations Division 2004-2008




Table 15J: Attribution of Complaints to Other Patrol Services Bureau Commands 2004-2008




Table 15L: Attribution of Complaints to Traffic Control Division 2004-2008
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Table 15K: Attribution of Complaints to Transit Bureau 2004-2008
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Table 15M: Attribution of Complaints to the Housing Bureau 2004-2008
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Table 15N: Attribution of Complaints to the Organized Crime Control Bureau 2004-2008




Table 150: Attribution of Complaints to the Detective Bureau 2004-2008




Table 15P: Attribution of Complaints to Other Bureaus 2004-2008




Table 15Q: Attribution of Complaints to Deputy Commissioners and Miscellaneous Commands 2004-2008
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Table 16A: Command Rankings: Complaints per Uniformed Officer
2006

Patrol Borough Brooklyn North 5! 2,671
6

Patrol Borough Bronx 3,250

58
40
5

2
0

4




Table 16B: Command Rankings: Complaints per Uniformed Officer
2007

Patrol Borough Bronx
Patrol Borough Brooklyn North
Patrol Borough Queens South

Patrol Borough Manhattan North

Patrol Borough Staten Island

Patrol Borough Queens North
Detective Bureau
Other Patrol Services Bureau Commands

Other Bureaus




Table 17: Reasons for Police-Civilian Encounters that Led to a Complaint 2004 - 2008*

* The CCRB began capturing this information on July 1, 2004 (after a board vote) and captures it only if the complainant or alleged victim voluntarily
expresses this belief.



Table 18: Average Days for the CCRB to Close Cases Measured from Date of Report 2004-2008




Table 19: Rate at Which the CCRB Made Findings on the Merits* 2004-2008

3,225 3,600 3,989 4,314 4,925

* Findings on the merits include "substantiated, "employee exonerated,"” and "unfounded"--those findings where
the board was able to come to a definite conclusion about the validity of the allegation after conducting a full
investigation.



Table 20: Age of Docket* Measured from the Date of Incident 2004-2008

59.0% 2,225 64.2% 2,370

57.0%

4.5% 140 4.0% 167 4.2%

3.3% 84 2.4% 89 3.3%

1.8% 51 1.5% 71 2.2%

1.2% 28 0.8% 31 1.5%

2.4% 84 2.4% 83 3.1%

*The age of the docket is measured by the number of open cases at the end of each reporting period.



Table 21: Age of Docket* Measured from the Date of Report 2004-2008

2,025 63.2% 2,343 67.6% 2,516

135 4.2% 145 4.2% 153

83 2.6% 90 2.6% 74

40 1.2% 36 1.0% 47

30 0.9%

20 0.6% 21

1.5% 54 1.6% 56 1.7%

*The age of the docket is measured by the number of open cases at the end of each reporting period.



Table 22: Age of Substantiated Cases Measured from the Date of Incident 2004-2008




Table 23: Age of Substantiated Cases Measured from the Date of Report 2003-2007




24.A Disposition of Cases 2004-2008

399 16.3% 260 9.7% 264 9.9% 217 7.8% 161

5.6% 146 5.4% 174 6.5% 153 5.5% 122 5.5%

0 0.0% 0 0.0% 2 0.1% 1 0.0% 0 0.0%

113 1.9% 90 1.4% 130 1.8% 97 112

1,684 28.9% 2,003 30.7% 2,555 34.5% 2,905 36.7% 2,738  39.3%
16 0.3% 10 0.2% 30 0.4% 41 0.5% 57 0.8%




Table 24B: Disposition of all Allegations 2004-2008

881 10.0% 40 6.3% 493 4.6% 413 3.6% 279 2.9%
10 0.1% 13 0.1% 13 0.1% 20 0.2% 8 0.1%

3,090 35.0% 3,704 36.5% 4,033 37.8% 4,610 40.1% 3,139 32.8%

2,244 254% 2,416 23.8% 2,626 24.6% 3,030 26.4% 3,714 38.8%
263 3.0% 272 2.7% 267 2.5% 237 2.1% 220 2.3%

1.3% 170 0.9% 285 1.3% 184 0.7% 266

4,096 255% 5,217 274% 6,948 315% 8,298 335% 7,892 35.6%
35 0.2% 29 0.2% 78 0.4% 155 0.6% 231 1.0%




Table 25: Disposition of Force Allegations 2004-2008

Type of Force Allegation

5.7%

18.4%

13.3%

2.2% 13 7.3% 36 20.1% 91 50.8% 29 16.2% 6 3.4%
1.1% 2 0.4% 121 26.9% 269 59.9% 44 9.8% 8 1.8%
2.4% 5,844 52.9% 2,083 18.9% 1,781 16.1% 817 7.4% 247 2.2%
1.6% 6 9.5% 17 27.0% 31 49.2% 6 9.5% 2 3.2%
1.2% 53 61.6% 7 8.1% 19 22.1% 3 3.5% 3 3.5%

2.5% 46 28.8% 38 23.8% 56 35.0% 10 6.3% 6 3.8%

* "Physical force" includes: dragged/pulled, pushed/shoved/threw, beat, punched/kicked/kneed, slapped, fought, and bit.



Table 25A: Disposition of Force Allegations 2004

Type of Force Allegation

* "Physical force" includes: dragged/pulled, pushed/shoved/threw, beat, punched/kicked/kneed, slapped, fought, and bit.



Table 25B: Disposition of Force Allegations 2005

Type of Force Allegation

* "Physical force" includes: dragged/pulled, pushed/shoved/threw, beat, punched/kicked/kneed, slapped, fought, and bit.



Table 25C: Disposition of Force Allegations 2006

Type of Force Allegation

* "Physical force" includes: dragged/pulled, pushed/shoved/threw, beat, punched/kicked/kneed, slapped, fought, and bit.



Table 25D: Disposition of Force Allegations 2007

Type of Force Allegation

* "Physical force" includes: dragged/pulled, pushed/shoved/threw, beat, punched/kicked/kneed, slapped, fought, and bit.



Table 25E: Disposition of Force Allegations 2008

Type of Force Allegation

85.7%

32.3%

60.0%

2.7% 12 32.4% 15 40.5% 5 13.5% 1 2.7%
0.0% 36 42.9% 38 45.2% 10 11.9% 0 0.0%
49.5% 576 27.4% 226 10.8% 181 8.6% 51 2.4%
0.0% 2 18.2% 8 72.7% 0 0.0% 1 9.1%
54.8% 4 12.9% 7 22.6% 1 3.2% 1 3.2%
26.1% 7 30.4% 8 34.8% 1 4.3% 1 4.3%

* "Physical force" includes: dragged/pulled, pushed/shoved/threw, beat, punched/kicked/kneed, slapped, fought, and bit.



Table 26: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2004-2008

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

* Beginning in 2005, the CCRB captured "frisk" and "search" as distinct allegations.
** Beginning in 2007, the CCRB captured "question" and "stop" as distinct allegations.
*** The CCRB began to capture the allegation "refusal to show search warrant" on April 1, 2004.



Table 26A: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2004

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

* Beginning in 2005, the CCRB captured "frisk" and "search" as distinct allegations.
** Beginning in 2007, the CCRB captured "question" and "stop" as distinct allegations.
*** The CCRB began to capture the allegation "refusal to show search warrant" on April 1, 2004.



Table 26B: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2005

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

0

* Beginning in 2005, the CCRB captured "frisk" and "search" as distinct allegations.
** Beginning in 2007, the CCRB captured "question" and "stop" as distinct allegations.
*** The CCRB began to capture the allegation "refusal to show search warrant" on April 1, 2004.



Table 26C: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2006

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

7

0 0

* Beginning in 2005, the CCRB captured "frisk" and "search" as distinct allegations.
** Beginning in 2007, the CCRB captured "question" and "stop" as distinct allegations.
*** The CCRB began to capture the allegation "refusal to show search warrant" on April 1, 2004.



Table 26D: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2007

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

0 0

* Beginning in 2005, the CCRB captured "frisk" and "search" as distinct allegations.
** Beginning in 2007, the CCRB captured "question" and "stop" as distinct allegations.
*** The CCRB began to capture the allegation "refusal to show search warrant" on April 1, 2004.



Table 26E: Disposition of Abuse of Authority Allegations 2008

Type of Abuse of Authority Allegation

0 0

* Beginning in 2005, the CCRB captured "frisk" and "search" as distinct allegations.
** Beginning in 2007, the CCRB captured "question" and "stop" as distinct allegations.
*** The CCRB began to capture the allegation "refusal to show search warrant" on April 1, 2004.



Table 27: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2004-2008

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

5.5% 3,166 454% 1,975 28.3% 866 12.4% 218 3.1%

385

5.2%

360

11 4.4% 49 19.6% 83 33.2% 68 27.2% 26 10.4% 13 5.2%

7 33.3% 0 0.0% 1 4.8%

3 14.3% 1 4.8% 9 42.9%




Table 27A: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2004

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

140 11.0%

7 5.1%

25.0%

99 7.8% 534 42.1%

31 22.8% 36 26.5%

0 0.0% 3 75.0%

312

40

0

24.6%

29.4%

0.0%

140

16

0

11.0%

11.8%

0.0%

44

6

0

3.5%

4.4%

0.0%



Table 27B: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2005

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

77 5.6%

4 6.7%

2 14.3%

69 5.0% 553 40.3%

10 16.7% 20 33.3%

1 7.1% 4 28.6%

454

18

6

33.1%

30.0%

42.9%

176

5

0

12.8%

8.3%

0.0%

43

3

1

3.1%

5.0%

7.1%



Table 27C: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2006

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

75 5.4%

0 0.0%

0 0.0%

87 6.3% 541 38.9%

6 15.4% 20 51.3%

0 0.0% 2 66.7%

458

6

1

32.9%

15.4%

33.3%

178

3

0

12.8%

7.7%

0.0%

51

4

0

3.7%

10.3%

0.0%



Table 27D: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2007

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

37 2.4%

0 0.0%

0 0.0%

109 7.0% 691 44.2%

1 9.1% 5 45.5%

0 0.0% 0 0.0%

496

4

0

31.7%

36.4%

0.0%

194

1

0

12.4%

9.1%

0.0%

37

0

0

2.4%

0.0%

#DIV/O!



Table 27E: Disposition of Discourtesy Allegations 2008

Type of Discourtesy
Allegation

31 2.3%

0 0.0%

0 0.0%

21 1.5% 847 61.6%

1 25.0% 2 50.0%

0 0.0% 0 0.0%

255

0

0

18.5%

0.0%

0.0%

178

1

0

12.9%

25.0%

0.0%

43

0

0

3.1%

0.0%

#DIV/O!



Table 28: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2004-2008

Type of Offensive Language
Allegation

3.8% 1 0.1% 259 33.9% 369 48.4% 83 10.9% 22 2.9%
0.0% 1 1.8% 23 41.8% 24 43.6% 7 12.7% 0 0.0%
12.5% 0 0.0% 6 37.5% 3 18.8% 4 25.0% 1 6.3%

2.7% 0 0.0% 21 56.8% 9 24.3% 4 10.8% 2 5.4%



Table 28A: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2004

Type of Offensive Language
Allegation

7.8%

0.0%

0.0%

7.1%

0.7%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

49

32.0%

54.5%

50.0%

64.3%

68

44.4%

36.4%

25.0%

21.4%

16

1

0

1

10.5%

9.1%

0.0%

7.1%

4.6%

0.0%

25.0%

0.0%



Table 28A: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2005

Type of Offensive Language
Allegation

8.8%

0.0%

50.0%

0.0%

0.0%

9.1%

0.0%

0.0%

42

28.6%

36.4%

25.0%

41.7%

78

5

0

6

53.1%

45.5%

0.0%

50.0%

11

1

1

1

7.5%

9.1%

25.0%

8.3%

2.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%



Table 28C: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2006

Type of Offensive Language
Allegation

0.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

269

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

52

3

0

2

33.5%

33.3%

0.0%

50.0%

81

5

0

0

52.3%

55.6%

0.0%

0.0%

15

1

1

0

9.7%

11.1%

100.0%

0.0%

6

0

2

3.9%

0.0%

0.0%

50.0%



Table 28D: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2007

Type of Offensive Language
Allegation

1.6%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

63

7

2

2

34.4%

53.8%

100.0%

50.0%

95

6

0

0

51.9%

46.2%

0.0%

0.0%

16

0

0

2

8.7%

0.0%

0.0%

50.0%

3.3%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%



Table 28E: Disposition of Offensive Language Allegations 2008

Type of Offensive Language
Allegation

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

53

3

1

3

42.4%

27.3%

20.0%

100.0%

47

4

2

0

37.6%

36.4%

40.0%

0.0%

25

4

2

0

20.0%

36.4%

40.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%

0.0%



Table 29: Disposition of Specific Race-related Offensive Language Allegations 2004-2008

Type of Race-related Offensive
Language Allegation

11

1

0.0% 47.8% 9 39.1% 4.3%

24

44

0.0% 28.6% 52.4% 10 11.9%

0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0% 0 0.0%




Table 30: CCRB Disciplinary Recommendations for Officers against Whom the CCRB Substantiated Allegations 2004-2008




Table 31: Police Department Disposition of Substantiated Cases by Year of CCRB Referral 2004-2008

* "Filed" is a term used when the police department is not required to take action against the subject officer because the officer has
resigned or retired from the department, or has been terminated.



Table 32A: Police Department Disposition of Substantiated Cases by Year of NYPD Closure* 2004-2008

Number of Officers

74% 74% 7% 60% 58%
30% 33% 20% 45% 21%
29% 56% 73% 54% 47%

3% 2% 3% 36% 33%



Table 32B: Police Department Disciplinary Penalties Imposed by Year of NYPD Closure* 2004-2008

Number of Officers

6 6 2 0
99 42 58 26
196 197 95 71

* Cases resolved by the police department in a particular year often stem from CCRB referrals from earlier years.

** The police commissioner did not impose a penalty against an officer who was found guilty after trial stemming from a case the
CCRB referred in 2005. Therefore, the total number of penalties for cases the department closed in 2005 (341) is lower than the
total number of officers (342) against whom the department took disciplinary action.



Table 33: Average Days for the Police Department to Close Substantiated CCRB Cases* 2004-2008

*The time it takes the NYPD to resolve substantiated cases is measured from the date that the CCRB physically transferred the case file to the department until the
last day of the month in which the department closed the case. The department does not inform the CCRB of its actual disposition date —just the month in which it
closed the case. In addition, when the Department Advocate's Office refers a case to a commanding officer for the imposition of a command discipline, the NYPD
considers the case closed and reports that closure to the CCRB. It is subsequent to this closure date that the commanding officer decides upon a penalty
consistent with the level of command discipline proscribed by the Department Advocate's Office. For cases that proceeded to administrative hearings, the time it
takes for judges to render written decisions is included in calculating the department's closure time.



Table 34: Determinations to Recommend Other Misconduct* 2004-2008

* When a determination to recommend other misconduct occurs in a case in which an allegation of force, abuse of authority, discourtesy, or offensive language (FADO) was
substantiated, it is categorized as "with subbed FADO allegation." When such an allegation is not substantiated, the determination to recommend other misconduct is categorized
as "without subbed FADO allegation."



Table 35: Race of Victims Whose Allegations Were Substantiated 2004-2008




Table 36: Race of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2004-2008

Race

320 57.9% 230 62.3% 203 58.5%
135 24.4% 89 24.1% 81 23.3%
3 0.5% 0 0.0% 2 0.6%

Race

152 50.7% 118 53.9%
89 29.7% 55 25.1%
0 0.0% 0 0.0%



Table 37: Gender of Victims Whose Allegations Were Substantiated 2004-2008

326 330 309 233 1672 73.5%



Table 38: Gender of Officers Against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2004-2008

Gender




Table 39: Age of Victims Whose Allegations Were Substantiated 2004-200€

26 4.3% 13 3.2% 8 2.0% 12 3.2% 8 2.8%

186 30.9% 113 27.4% 119 29.8% 84 22.6% 90 31.6% 28.6%

46 7.6% 41 10.0% 45 11.3% 38 10.2% 35 12.3%

6 1.0% 2 0.5% 3 0.8% 5 1.3% 4 1.4%




Table 40: Education of Subject Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2004-2008

Education Level

0 .

Education Level

6
2




Table 41: Residence of Subject Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2004-2008

Residence

13.3% 10.1%

4.9% 3.5%

9.8% 10.7%

12.7% 14.7%

2.2% 2.3%

16.8% 14.4%
72 .

2 49.2% 47.7% 49.6%

Residence
3

9 . 9 .

1 . 7 .

7 . 2 .
. 6 .




Table 42: Rank of Subject Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2004-2008

6 3
2 4 1
3

20 . 2 . 8 .
4 . . :

11 2
2 3
1 0

1
1 5.5%




Table 43: Year of Appointment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2004-2008

Year of Appointment

Year of Appointment

1
8 .

4 16.0%

1.




Table 44A: Where Incidents that Led to a Substantiated Complaint Took Place - Manhattan 2004-200
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Table 44B: Where Incidents that Led to a Substantiated Complaint Took Place - Bronx 2004-2008




Table 44C: Where Incidents that Led to a Substantiated Complaint Took Place - Brooklyn 2004-2008

[ ==Y
i

[y
(&)

[y

w
(e}
[6)]
N
N




Table 44D: Where Incidents that Led to a Substantiated Complaint Took Place - Queens 2004-2008
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Table 44E: Where Incidents that Led to a Substantiated Complaint Took Place - Staten Island 2004-2008




Table 45: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated 2004-2008
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Table 46A: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Manhattan South 2004-2008




Table 46B: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Manhattan North 2004-2008




Table 46C: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Bronx 2004-2008




Table 46D: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Brooklyn South 2004-2008




Table 46E: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Brooklyn
North 2004-2008




Table 46F: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol
Borough Queens South 2004-2008




Table 46G: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Queens North
2004-2008




Table 46H: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Patrol Borough Staten
Island 2004-2008




Table 461: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Special Operations Division 2004-2008




Table 46J: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Other Patrol Services Bureau Commands 2004-2008




Table 46K: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Transit Bureau 2004-2008
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Table 46L: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Traffic Control
Division 2004-2008

o
o
o
o
o

=
=
=
o
o

o
o
o
o
o

o
o
o
o
o




Table 46M: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Housing Bureau 2004-2008

0 0 0 0 0




Table 46N: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Organized Crime Control Bureau 2004-2008




Table 460: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Detective Bureau 2004-2008
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Table 46P: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Other Bureaus 2004-2008




Table 46Q: Assignment of Officers against Whom Allegations Were Substantiated - Deputy Commissioners and Miscellaneous Commands 2004-2008
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